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ERRATA.

Page 24, 3, line 6—for infra, p. 555, 3, 3rd ed. read infra, p. 46, 1.

54 (first column), line 10—for inf. p. 708, 2, 3rd ed. read inf. 234, 2.

57, 2, line 7 (second column)~jfor heat and warmth read light and
warmth.

59, 8——for p. 621, 2 read 57, 2.

69, n. line 12 (first column)—for Diog. H. 8 {(inf.p. 77) read Diog.
ix, 8 (inf. p. 77, 1).

70, line 12 (second column)—for 863, 5 read 368, 2.

80, note 1—omit i. 614 sq.

96, note 2, line 12—for p. 601 sq. 3rd ed. read inf. 118 sq.

196, 1, line 12—for p. 707, 1, 4 read 148, 4; 149, 8.

207, 1, line 13—omit sometimes.

810, 1, line 2—for 294, 2 read 294, 4.

320, 2, line 1—for Diogenes read Diagoras.

412, line 6—for Leontium read Leontini.

458, 1—for p. 638, 1 read 630, 1.

453, 4, Tast line—for p. 638, 2 read 632, 2.



- THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE GREEKS

IN ITS

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT.

THE PRE-SOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY.

§11. HERACLEITUS, EMPEDOCLES, THE ATOMISTS, ANAXAGORAS.

I. HERACLEITUS.?

1. The general standpoint and fundamental conceptions of
the doctrine of Heracleitus.

WaiLe in the Eleatic School the doctrine of the Unity
of all Being had led to the denial of the possibility of
plurality and Becoming, contemporaneously * with that

1 Schleiermacher, Heralleitos
der Dunlkle, ete.; Mus. d. Alter-
thumsw. 1. 1807, p. 313 sqq. (now
in Schleiermacher’'s Werke, 3 Abth.
i. 1 sqq.); Bernays, Heraclitea,
Bonn, 1848; ibid. Rhein. Mus.
N. F. vii. 90 sqq., ix. 241 sqq. ; ibid.
Die Heraklitischen Briefe, Berl.
1869 ; Lassalle, Dic Philosophie
Herakleitos des Dunkeln, 1858,
2 vols. ; Gladisch, Herakleitos und
Zoroaster, 185%; Schuster, Hera-
Fleitos von Ephesus, 1878 ; Teich-
miller, Neue Stud. z. Gesch. d.
Begriffe. 1. H. Herakleitos, 1876.

2 In Diog. ix. 1, the prime of
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Heracleitus _is placed in the 66th
Olympiad (404-500 B.c.), no doubt
on the authority of Apollodorus,
who takes his dates almost en-
tirely from Eratosthenes. Similarly,
Euseb. Chron. gives Ol 70; Syn-
cellus, p. 283, C. OL. 70, 1. He is
described as a contemporary of Da-
riug L in the interpolated letters
(Diog. ix. 13, cf. Clemens, Sérom.
1. 302 B; Epictet. Enchirid. 21),
in which that prince invites him to
his court, and Heracleitus declines
the invitation. Eusebius, however,
and Syncellus, p. 254 C, place his
prime in Ol 80, 2; ad. 81, 2; in the

B



2 HERACLEITUS.

school there arose in Asia Minor, at the opposite pole
of the Greek civilised world, a system which developed

80th or 8ist Olympiad, and this
statement seems to derive confirma~
tion from the fact that, according
to Strabo, xiv. 1, 1. 25, p. 642 (in
comparison with his evidence no
weight can be attached to the 8th
of the so-called Heraclitean letters,
p. 82, Bern.), Hermodorus the Ephe-
sian, who, we are told by Pliny, H.
Net. xxxiv. 5, 21, and Pomponius,
Digest. 1. 1, tit. 2, L. 2, § 4, assisted
the Roman decemviri in their legis-
lation (Ol 81, 4; 452 B.C.), was no
other than the friend of Heraclei-
tus, whose banishment the philoso-
pher could not forgive his country-
., men. (Strabo /. ¢., Diog. ix. 2, &e.;
vide infra.) From this Hermann in-
ferred (De Philos. lowic. Alatt. p.
10, 22), and Schwegler agrees with
him (Rom. Gesch.in. 20 ; otherwise
in Gesch. d. Griech. Phil. 20, Kost-
lin’s edition, where also, p. 79, the
reference of Parmenides to Hera-
cleitus, which Bernays conjec-
tured, but which is irreconcile-
able with Hermann’s computation,
is admitsed) that Heracleitus was
born about Ol 67 (510 B.c.) and
died about Ol. 82 (450 B.c.). I
have shown, however, in my trea-
tise De Hermodoro IEphesio et
Hermod. Plat. (Marb. 1859), p. 9
5qq. that this opinion is not justi-
fiable. The statement of HEuse-
bius repeated by Syncellus is in
itself not nearly so trustworthy
as that of Diogenes, taken from
Apollodorus ; Hermann urges in
its favour that Eusebius determines
the date of Anaxagoras and Demo-
critus more aceurately than Apol-
lodorus, but this is not the case.
On the contrary, the statement
loses all weight by its glaring

contradiction with the earlier
utterances of the same author.
Where Eusebius found the state-
ment, and on what it is based, we
do not know ; but if we remember
that the prime of Heracleitus (not
his death, as Hermann says: the
words are clarus habebatur, cog-
noscebatwr, Hruale) is here made
to coincide almost exactly with the
legislation of the decemviri, it
appears probable that it arose from
the supposition that Hermodorus,
the friend of Heracleitus, entered
into connection with the decemviri
immediately after his banishment,
and that his banishment coincided
with the éruy of the philosopher.
Now the assertion of Diogenes can
hardly be founded upon any accu-
rate chronological tradition; it is
far more likely (as Diels acknow-
ledges, Bh. Mus. xxxi. 33 sq.) that
its author knew only of the gene-
ral statement that Heracleitus had
been a contemporary of Darius I,
and that in accordance with this, he
placed his prime in the 69th Olym-
piad; <.e. in the middle of Dariug’s
reign (Ol. 64, 3-73, 4). DBut that
this theory is at any rate approxi-
mately correct, and that the death
of Heracleitus “cannot be placed
later than 470-478 B.c., we find ex~
tremely likely for other reasons.
For though we may not lay much
stress on the circumstance that,
according to Sotion, ap. Diog. ix. 5,
Heracleitus was regarded by many
as a pupil of Xenophanes, the allu-
sion to him by Epicharmus, which
we have found probable vol.i.p. 532,
would imply that his doctrine was
known in Sicily as early as 470 B.c.;
and since he himself instances as



HIS DATE AND LIFE, 3

the same presupposition in a contrary direction, and
regarded the one Being as something purely in motion

and subject to perpetual change and separation.

The

author of this system is Heracleitus.!

nmen to whom varied knowledge has
not brought wisdom, only Xeno-
phanes, Pythacoras and Hecateeus
in addition to Hesiod, this looks as
if the later philosopher, and espe-
cially his antipodes Parmenides,
were unknown to him. Moreover,
the statements about Hermedorus
do not by any means compel us to
regard Heracleitus as later. For
first, the theory that Hermodorus,
who took part in the decemvirs’
legislation, was the same person
as the friend of Heracleitus is
not based even by Strabo (as I
have shown, . ¢. p. 15) on trust-
worthy tradition, but merely on a
probable conjecture ; and secondly,
we have no reason to assume that
Hermodorus was of the same age
as Heracleitus. Supposing him to
have been 20 or 25 years younger,
it would be quite possible to admit
his participation in the lawgiving
of the decemviri, without on that
aceount altering the date of Hera-
cleitus’ death to the middle of the
fifth eentury. We certainly cannot
place the banishment of Hermo-
dorus and the composition of Hera-
cleitus’ work earlier than 478 B.C.,
for the rise of democraey at Ephesus
would scarcely have been possible
before the deliverance from the
Persian dominion. On the other
hand this event may have given
rise to the deliverance. Both
theories are compatible with that
supposition : on the one hand, that
Heracleitus died in 475 B.C.; on
the other, that Hermodorus as-
sisted the decemviri in 452 B.c.

Aristotle fixes the age of Hera-
cleitus at 60, if the reading of the
manuscripts in Diog. viii. 62 be
correct: ‘ApioroTéAns ydp adrdy
(Empedocles) &t 7e “Hpdrherror
EtfrovTo eTdy dnoL TeTeAevrnrivar.
Sturz, however, instead of ‘Hpdk-
Aetroy reads ‘HparAeldys, and Cobet
has admitted this conjecture, which
is fayourably regarded by many
authorities (more than a conjecture
he does not consider it), into the
text. It does not commend itself
to me as indispensable ; for it is
perfectly conceivable that Aristotle
may have connected the two men
together in reference to their age,
and the biographer of Empedocles,
here referred to by Diogenes (that
these words, as well as the context,
are derived from Apollodorus seems
to me doubtful, in spite of the ob-
servations of Diels, RA. Mus. xxxiii.
38), may have also quoted what he
had taken the opportunity to say
about Heracleitus, in the same
way that in § 55 Philolaus is
mentioned with Heracleitus. On
the other hand it is very possible
that ‘HpdreAerror may have been a
mistake for ‘HparAeldys; and we
must therefore leave this question
undecided like many others respect~
ing the chronology of Heracleitus.

! The native city of Heraclei-
tus, aceording to the unanimous
testimony of the ancients, was
Ephesus. Metapontum is substi-
tuted by Justin, Cokort. e. 8, but
this is merely a hasty inference
from a passage in which Herac-
leitus is named in connection with

B 2



4 HERACLEITUS.

The doctrine of Heracleitus,! like that of the

Hippasus of Metapontum ; as was
customary, in accordance with
Arist. Metaph. 1. 3, 984 a, 7. His
father, according to Diog. ix. 1, &e.,
was called Blyson, but others name
him Heracion (whom Schuster, p.
362 sq.,conjectures to have been his
grandfather). That he belonged to
a family of position is evident from
the statement of Antisthenes, ap.
Diog. ix. 6, that he resigned the
dignity of Basireds to his younger
brother; for this was an office
hereditary in the family of An-
droclus, the Codrid, founder of
Ephesus (Strabo, xiv. 1, 3, p. 632;
Bernays, Heraclitea, 31 sq.). He
Leld decidedly aristocratic opinions
(vide infra), while his fellow-citi-
zens were democrats ; this explains
why his friend Hermodoras should
have been exiled (Diog. ix. 2)
and he himself regarded with little
favour (Demetr. #bid. 15). The
persecution for atheism, however,
which Christian authors infer from
this (Justin. 4pol. i. 46; Apol. ii.
8; Athenag. Supplic. 31, 27), is
perhaps wholly derived from the
fourth Heraclitean letter (cf. Ber-
nays, Herakl. Br. 35), and is ren-
dered improbable by the silence of
all ancient authorities. Concerning
the last illness and death of Hera-
cleitus all kinds of unauthenticated
and sometimes contradictory stories
are to be found in Diog. ix. 8 sqq.,
Tatian, C. Gree. c. 3,and elsewhere
(cf. Bernays, Heralkl. Brigfe, p. 55
sq.). If they have any historical
foundation (Schuster thinks, p.
247, they may have a good deal), we
cannot now discover it. Lassalle’s
opinion (i. 42), that they urase
merely from a mythical symbolising
of the doctrine of the passage of
opposites into one another, appears

to me far-fetched. The disposition
of Heracleitus is described by
Theophrastus as melancholy (ap.
Diog. ix. 6; cf. Pliny, H. N. vii.
19, 80), and this is confirmed by
the fragments of his writings. But
the anecdotes which Diogenes (ix.
38 sq.) relates concerning his misan-
thropy are worthless ; not to speak
of the absurd assertion that he
wept, and Demoeritus laughed, over
everything (Lucian, Vit duct. c.
13; Hippolyt. Refut. ;. 4; Sen.
De Ira, ii. 10, 5; Tranqu. An. 15,
2, &ec.). As to any instructors
that he may have had, ordinary
tradition seems entirely ignorant ;
which proves that the ancients
(Clemens, Strom. i. 300 ¢, sqq.;
Diog. ix. 1; Proem. 13 sqq.;
similarly Galen, ¢. 2) found it im-
possible to connest him with any
school.  Itis, therefore, manifestly
an error to represent him as a
pupil of Xenophanes, which is
done by Sotion, ap. Diog. ix. 5, or
as a scholar of Hippasus, which
is asserted by another account (ap.
Suid. ‘HpdkA.), probably a miscon-
ception of Arist. Metaph.i. 3 ; orto
connect him, as Hippolytus does,
loc. cit., with the Pythagorean
diwadox#. But that he claimed to
have learned everything from him-
self, to have known nothing in his
youth and all things afterwards
(Diog. ix. & Stob. Floril. 21, 7;
Procl. in Tim. 106 E), seems
merely an inference from some
misapprehended utterances in his
works.

1 Our most trustworthy source
of information in regard to the doe-
trine of Heracleitus is to be found
in the fragments of his own work.
This work was written in Jonic
prose, and aecording to Diog. ix. 5,
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“Eleatics, developed itself in express contradiction to

12; Clem. Strom. v. 571 C, bore
the title mepl ploews. We are told
in Diog. ix. 5 that it was divided
into three Adyet, s e Tov wepl Tob
wayrds kel TO¥ woliTucdy Kal Beo-
Aoywdy. 1t is guite possible (as
Schuster remarks, p. 48 sqq. in op-
position to Schleiermacher, Werke
z. Phil. 11, 26 sqq.) that the work
may have contained several sec-
tions, each devoted to a par-
ticular subject; and this may be
brought into eonnection with the
fact that, according to Diog. 12, it
also bore the title of Motoar; if,
like Schuster, p. 57, we think
of the three muses of the older
mythology. (On the other hand,
two more titles are given in Diog.
12, which are certainly spurious;
of. Bernays’ Heracleit. 8 sq.) But
there is no doubt that the Moo
originate with Plato, Soph. 242
D; not (as Schuster, p. 329, 2, is
inclined to suppose) with Hera-
cleitus; and the names of the three
sections given by Diogenes (as
Schuster observes, p. 54 sq.) with
the Alexandrian catalogues, and
that these names correctly described
the contents of the work is quite
uncertain, as is proved, among
other evidence, by the double titles
of the Platonic dialogues. The
fragments we possess contain very
little that could be assigned to the
second section, and still lessthatis
appropriate to the third, if the for-
mer were really devoted to politics
and the latter to theology; and it
is the samething, as we shall find,
with the othertraditions concerning
the doctrine of Heracleitus (cf.
Susemihl, Jakrb. f. Philol. 1873,
H. 10, 11, p. 714 5q.). I believe it
to be impossible to recover the plan
of the work, with any certainty,

from the fragments in existence ;
and Schuster’s attempt at such a
reconstruction is founded on sup-
positions that are generally doubt-
ful, and in some cases, it appears
to me, more than doubtful. That
this was the sole work of Hera~
cleitus is unquestionable, not only
because of the indirect testimony of
Aristotle, Rhet. iil. 5, 1407 b, 16;
Diog. ix. 7; and Clemens, Strom.
i. 332 B, where mention is made
of a adrypappa in the singular, and
not of guypduuara, but becanse no
other work was either quoted or
commentated on by the ancients. In
Plutarch, Adv. Col. 14, 2 ‘HpaxAel-
Tov 8¢ TOv ZwpodoTpny, we should
read, with Diibner, ‘HpoaxAeidov
(vide Bernays, Bh. Mus. vii. 93 sq.),
an amendment ‘which of itself set-
tles Schleiermacher’s doubt as to
the genuineness of this writing, and
the trustworthiness of Plutarch’s
statements concerning Heracleitus
(l.e). David, Schol.in Arist. 19 b,
7; Hesych. Vir. Ill. “HpduA. ; Schol.
Bekker, in Plat. p. 364, mention
Heracleitus’s ovyypdunara; but
this is only a proof of their care-
lessness. The Heracleitean letters
cannot possibly be considered genu-
ine. Concerning a metrical version
of the Heracleitean doctrine, vide
infra,p.21,1. Whether Heracleitus
really deposited his work in the
temple of Artemis, as is stated in
Diog. ix. 6 and elsewhere, cannot
be ascertained ; if he did, it could
not be for the sake of secrecy, as
Tatian, C. Gr. c. 3, suggests. Nor
can we suppose that his well-known
obscurity (cf. Lucret. i. 639), which
procured for him the title of oxo-
Tewds among later writers (suchas
Pseudo-Arist., De Mundo, ec. 5,
396 b, 20; Clem. Sirom. v. 571,



6 HERACLEITUS.

the ordinary mode of thought.

C), proceeded from discontent and
misanthropy (vide Theophrastus,
ap. Diog. 6, and Lue. Vit. Auct.
14); or from a wish to conceal his
opinions (vide Diog. 6; Cie. N. D.
1,26, 74; iil. 14, 85 ; Divin. ii. 64,
133, &c.). Against the latter view,
vide Schleiermacher, p. 8 sqq.;
Krische, Forschumgen, p. 59.
Schuster says in its favour (p. 54,
72 sq., 756 sqq.) that Heracleitus
had everyreason to :onceal opinions
which might have brought upon
him an indietment for atheism;
but on the other hand it is notice-
able that in his fragments those
judgments on religious usages and
political conditions, which would
have given the most violent offence,
are enunciated in the plainest and
boldest manner possible (vide infra,
opinions of Heracleitus on ethics
and polities), while those propo-
sitions which are difficult to under-
stand, on account of the obscurity
of the language, are precisely those
which could in no way have en-
dangered the philosopher, however
clearly he might have expressed
them. Not one of the ancients
asserts that Heracleitus was pur-
posely obscure in his writings, in
order to avoid persecution. The
cause of his obscurity seems to
have lain partly in the difficulty of
philosophic expositions at that
epoch, and partly in his own pecu-
llar charaeter. He clothed his
profound intuitions in the most
pregnant, solemn, and for the most
purt, symbolical expressions possi-
ble, because these suited him best,
and seemed hest to correspond with
the weight of his thoughts; and
he was too sparing of words and
too little practised in the art of
composition to escape the am-

Look where he will,

biguity of syntactical arrangement,
which was noticed by Aristotle
(Rher. 113, 5, 1407 b, 14; cf. De-
metr. De Elocut. c.192). He him-
self characterises hislangnage as a
language adapted to the subject,
when in Fr. 89, 88 (ap. Plut. Pyth.
Orac.c. 6,21, p. 397, 404 ; Clemens,
Strom. 1. 304 C. and pseudo-Tambl.
De Myster. iii. 8, refer to the first
of these fragments, and not to some
different utterance, and pseudo-
Tambl. De Myster. iii. 15 to the
second), according to the most pro-
bable acceptation of these frag-
ments (which Lucian, /. ¢., confirms),
ke compares his discourses to the
earnest and unadorned words of an
inspired sybil, the oracular sayings
of the Delphic god. This oracular
tone of the Heraclitean utterances
may be connected with the censure
of Aristotle (Fth. N.vii. 4, 1146 b,
29 ; M. Mor. ii. 6, 1201 b, 5j, who
says he had as much confidence in
his opinions as others had in their
knowledge. When results, merely,
without demonstration are to be
set forth in a statuesque style, the
distinetion bétween the several gra-
dations of certainty can neither be
felt nor represented. The ecovfi-
dence with which Heracleitus sta-
ted his convictions is seen, among
other examples, in the expression
(Fr. 187; Olympiod. in Gorg. 87
vide Jahn’s Jakrh, Suppl. xiv. 267 ;
cf. Diog. ix. 16): Aéyw TObTO Kal
wapl Meprepbyy dv. Vide also infra,
where ‘ the one on whom he relies
more than on thousands,’ is pri-
marily himself. A remark attri-
buted to Socrates on the difficulty
of Heracleitus's exposition is given
in Diog. ii. 22; ix. 11 sq. In Diog.
ix. 15 sq., mention is also made of
some ancient commentators of He-
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nowhere can our philosopher find true knowledge.! ~
The mass of men has no intelligence for eternal truth,
though it-is clear and obvious; that which they daily
encounter, continues strange to them; whither their
own road leads is hidden from them ; what they do
when they are awake, they forget, as if it were done
in sleep;? the order of the world, glorious as it is,

racleitus’s work. Brandis (Gr.
Rém. Phil. i. 154), with good rea-
son, on aceount of other passages,
Diog. vi. 19, and ix. 6, docubts
whether the Antisthenes here al-
1nded to is the Socratic philosopher
(vide Schleiermacher, p. 5), and
Tassalle makes the unfortunate
suggestion, i. 3, that in Eus. Pr. Bv.
xv. 18, 6, Antisthenes the Socratic
is not colled ‘HpakAewTikds, but
‘HpakAeietds, Tis Gvip TO Ppovmua
cf. part IL a, 261. 4. In my quo-
tation of the fragments, in the fol-
lowing pages, L use Schusters
enumeration, but at the same time
mention from whence the fragments
are taken.

! Frag. 13, ap. Stob. Floril. 3,
81: érxbowy Adyous #Hrovoa oddels
agpueveitar (- éetar) és Tolro &ore
ywvdokew, 11 copby éoTi wAvTwY
kexwpiopévoy,  After yryvdoxew
older editions have % yap feds 9
6nplov ; this was repudiated by
Gaisford on the ground of the MSS.,
and was manifestly interpolated by
some commentator who referred
the copdy mdyTwy Kexwpiouévoy to
the seclusion of the wise, in mis-
taken allusion to Arist. Poléi.i. 2,
1253 a, 29 ; cf. Lassalle, i. 844 sq.;
Schuster’s defence of the authen-
ticity of the words p. 44, does not
convince me. In the words &r:
copdy, ete., Lassalle refers copdy
to the divine wisdom, and therefore
explains them thus: ‘That the

absolute is exempt from all sensible
existence, that it is the negative.
To me it seems more likely that
the true meaning is this: ‘None
attains to understand that wisdom
is separated from all things,’ that
is, has to go its own way, diverging
from general opinion. This does
not contradict eémesbar 74 fuvep, as
Schuster (p. 42) believes, for fvvoy
is something different from the
opinion of the people. Schuster’s
explanation, which is that of
Heinze (Lehre vom Logos, p. 82),
‘that wisdom is the portion of
none,” as far as I can see, does not
harmonise any better with his con~
ception of &wwdr. In order to
decide with certainty as to the
sense of the words, we should know
the connection in which they stand.

2 Fr. 8, 4, ap. Arist. Rhet. iii.
5, 1407 b, 16; Sext. Math. vii.
1382 (who both say that this was
the beginning of Heracleitus's
work); Clem. Strom. v. 602 D;
Hippol. Refut. ix. 9: 708 Adyov
T6U8 éévros al.: 7ol Byros or
Tob Béovros; the latter, which is
the usual reading in our Aristote-
lian text, is inadmissible, if only
for the reason thatin that case the
&el cannot be connected with the
preceding context, whereas Aris-
totle expressly remarks that we
do not know whether it belongs to
what goes before, or what follows
it; it seems to me Aristotle must



8 .

have read Toide Jvros, and Hera-
cleitus must have written: ro3d’
édvros or Tobde dyr. alel ddveror
Yivovrar #vfpwmor kol wpbober i
arovoal Kal GrelooyTes TO TpdTOY*
ywopévwy yip wdpTwY KATA TOV
Adyov Tévde émeipoioiv (so Bern.
Mull. Schust. read) éolkas: mweipd-
uevor éméwy Kkai Epywr ToWVTwY
brolwy &yl dupyetpar ratd ¢low
diaupéwy EraoTov kal Ppalwr Jrws
Exec: Tobs B¢ HAAovus dvfpémous
Aavfdver bxboa éyepBévres mowotot
(-éovor) Grwomep oOxdoa  efdovres
émAavbdroyrar. In this much dis-
puted fragment I think, with Heinze,
l. ¢. 10, and elsewhere, that &el is
to be connected with édvros; the
Adyes, in my opinion, refers indeed
primarily to the discourse, but also
to the contents of the discourse,
the truth expressed in it; a confu-
sion and identification of different
1deas, united and apparently in-
cluded in one word, which should
least of all surprise usin Heraclei-
tus. He says: ¢ This discourse (the
theory of the world laid down in
his work) is not recognised by men,
although it ever exists (i.. that
which always exists, contains the
eternal order of things, the eternal
truth), for although all happens ac-
cording to it (and thus its truth is
confirmed by all facts universally)
men behave as if they had never had
any experience of it, when words or
things present themselves to them,
as I here represent them’ (when
the views here brought forward are
shown them by instruetion or by
their own perceptions). Schuster,
18 sq., refers the Adyos to the
¢ revelation which nature offers us
in audible speech.’ But even if
we are to understand by 'ywo,u.euwu
wdvTwy, ete., and the Epywr TowotTwy,
ete., that all corresponds with the
Aé'yos of which Heracleitug is
speaking, the Adyos is not described

HERACLEITUS.

as the disecourse of nature; and
nature is not only not mertioned
as the discoursing subject, but is not
named at all. In order to ascribe
this signification to the Advyos, we
must suppose that rotde refers to
a previous definition of the Adyos
as Adyos s plrews. That there
was any such previous definition,
is improbable, as this passage stood
at the commencement of Hera-
cleitus’'s work; and even if its
first words (as Hippolytus states)
ran thus: Tob 3¢ Adyov Toide, we
need not refer the 8 to anything
besides the title of the writing (in
which Adyos wepi ¢pvoios may have
occurred); we need not suppose
with Schuster, p. 13 sqq., that a
long introduction, and one, as it
seems to me, so little in harmony
with the tone of the rest, preceded
what Heracleitus had said, aceord-
ing to Aristotle, &v 77 Gpx7 Tob
ouyypdpuaros, according to Sextus
évapxbuevos T@y wepl Ppioews. If
50, however, the twice repeated 6de,
as in the commencement of Hero-
dotus’s history, ean only refer to
the Heracleitean work itself. Cf.
also Fr. 2, Clem: Strom. ii. 362
A2 ob yap ppovéovst TotavTa moANOL
brdoor \for which perhaps we should
read: éudaoss ef. ofs e’ynvpoum ap.
M. Aur. iv. 46) éyrvpoedovoy, oddé
uafévres ywdokovot Eavroior B¢
doxéovor.  Fr. 1, Hippol. 4. c.:
éqwdrnrTar of &wlpwmor wpds THY
Yooy TEY avepdy, ete. M. Aurel.
iv. 46 : bel 70D “‘HparAeiTeiov wepvy-
bas 81 yiis Odvatos Ydwp yevéoou,
ete., ,ue‘u.vno‘em 3¢ Kkal 1'017 ¢ émihow-
Gauo,uevou 71 68ds Hyer” kal §Ti ¢
udAioTo dimrexds duholor Adye,”

T¢ TG OAa SiotkedvTi, © TobTY Biagé-
povras, Kol ofs kad Huépoy éyrupotot,
TauTe abTols Eéva ¢aiverar” kal ti
“ob Jei domep rabeddovras moiely
wal Aéyerr” . . |, kal &7t od det
“ waidas Toxéwy ” [sc. Adyous Aéyew
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for them does not exist.!

Truth seems to them in-

credible ;2 they are deaf to it, even when it reaches
their ears;® to the ass chaff is preferable to gold, and

the dog barks at everyone he does not know.*

Equally

incapable of hearing and speaking,® their best course

would be to conceal their ignorance.®
they are, they abide by the sayings of the poets and

or something of the kind], Tod7’
Eori kard YOy kabdTi Tapeiripauer.
The words marked as a quotation
I agree with Bernays, RhA. Mus.
vii. 107, in regarding as cited from
Heracleitus, but manifestly only
from memory, and therefore mnot
altogether literally. The words in
Hippoer. . dier. 1. 5 (if taken from
Heracleitus) must belong to the
same connection: kal T& uév wpho-
aovat obk oldacty, & [l. ofdag:, T4]
3¢ ob mphooover Boxéovow eibéva,
wal 78 uty Gpdow ol ywdorovoty,
AN’ Buws abTolor wdyra ylverar 87
gvdyrny Belny kol & BodAovrar kal &
3 BolAorrar.

1 In this sense, ag blaming the
ordinary mode of conception, I un-
derstand, at any rate conjecturally,
the fragmentary words in Theo-
phrast. Metaph. 314 (Fr. 12, 15,
Wimm.): &orep oapf (for which
Wimmer conjectures owpds, and
Bernays ap. Schuster, p. 390, odpoy,
off-scourings ; odpos, which signifies
the same, 1s still neaver) eixi xexv-
puévwy 6 kdAAeTOS, Onoiy “Hpdret-
Tos, kbouos. Schuster supposes this
to be Heracleitus’s own opinion ;
but neither of the two explanations
he proposes, is satisfactory to me.

2 This at least may be the
meaningof Fr. 837 ; Clem. Strom. v.
591 A : amioriy yip Sadpuyydve py
ywdokesbar. The preceding words
in Clemens I do not believe to be
from Heracleitus, partly because

Irrational as

Bdbn Tiis yrdoews is an expression
which reminds us so strongly of
Christian language (cf. 1 Cor. ii.
10; Rev.ii. 24; 1 Cor. vill. 1, 7 ;
2 Cor.x. 5, and other passages),
and partly because for the reasons
already given, supra, p. 6. I can-
not agree with Schuster, who, p. 72,
finds in this fragment a recom-
mendation to guard against perse-
cution by means of mistrustful
precaution.

3 Fr.5; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff.
70, p. 13; Clem. Strom. v. 604
A ativero: droboavres rwpols éoi-
kaor GdTis abroior paprupéer (the
proverb witnesses concerning them)
TapedyTas dmwetval.

4 Fp. 28; Arist. Eth. N. x, 5,
1176 a, 6: ‘HpdxAerrds ¢mow, dvov
abpuar’ v Exégfor uaAAow §) xpuody.
Fr. 86; Plut. 4n Sent s, ger. resp.
c. 7,p. 787 : wdves yap xal Babovow
by b pudy yivdokwot kaf ‘Hpdrreroy.
I give to these and similar sayings,
which have only reached us in frag-
ments, the signification which
seems to me the most probable,
without absolutely vouching forit,

5 Fp. 32; Clem. Str. ii. 369 D:
dxovoal obx émioTduevor obd eimely.

8 Fr. 31; ap. Stob. Floril. 3,
82: wpimrew duabiny kpéooov (4 és
T8 pécor épew) ; this addition
seems later. Plutarch differs some-
what in his interpretation, as we
find inseveral places ; of. Schleierm.
p. 11; Mull. 315 ; Schuster, 71.
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the opinions of the multitade without considering that
the good are always few in number; that the majority
live out their lives like the beasts, only the best among
mortals preferring one thing, namely undying glory, to
all besides ; ' and that one great man is worth more than
thousands of evil persons.? Even those who have earned
the fame of superior wisdom in most cases fare very
little better at the hands of Heracleitus. He sees in them
far more diversity of knowledge than real intelligence.
On Hesiod and Archilochus, on Pythagoras, Xenophanes
and Hecatzus, but above all, on Homer, he passed the
severest judgments;? a few only of the so-called seven
wise men are treated by him with more respect.* How-

v Fr, 71, as this is restored by
Bernays, Heracl. 82 sq.; cf. Schus-
ter, 68 sq. (in preference to Las-
salle, 1. 303): from Procl. in
Aleih.p. 255 ; Creuz. iii. 115, Cous.;
Clem. Strom. v. 576 A: is ’yap
adTdv | se. Téy woAA@Y ] vdos %) ppfy ;
duwy  GoiSolot EmorTar kal dida-
ordAg (L -Awv) xpéovTar duite, ok
€iddTes 87Tt woAAol kakol GAlyor 8¢
&yabol. alpéovrar ydp &v &vria mwdv-
Twy of dpioTor kAéos dévaoy OynTav,
of 8¢ mwoAhol kexdpnyrar Jrwomep
xrhvea. The remainder is an ex-
planatory addition of Olemens. In
my interpretation of the last pro-
position, I differ from Bernays,
Lassalle (ii. 436 sq.) and Schuster,
who make 6vyrdy dependent on
xAéos. Bernays sees in the juxta-
position of the words, kAéos aévaor
OvyTdv, an ironical allusion to the
worthlessness of that which even
the best desire. Lassalle finds in
them the thought that fame is the
realised infinity of finite man.

2 Fp. 30, according to Bernays,
loc. cit. p. 85 ; ap. Theodor. Prodr.

(Laz. Miscel. p. 20); of Symma-
chus, Epist. ix. 115; Diog. ix. 16
6 els ubpior wop’ Hpalc)\eww éow
#pioros 7. Olympiodor. in Gorg.
p. 87 (Jahn's Jakrb. Supp]ememb
xiv. 267) gives: efs éuol awvri
woANGy. Similarly, Seneca, Ep. 7,
10, represents Democritus as say-
ing: Unus mihi pro populo est et
populus pro uno, and it 1s possible
that Demoeritus, in whom we shail
find other echoes of Heracleitus,
may have taken this saying from
him.

# Cf. on this point Fr. 22 sq.
(sup. vol.i. p. 836,5; 510,4); Fr.
25 (infra, p. 16, 1); Fr.134; Diog.
ix. 1: 7év 0 “Ounpor Epackey &fiov
ek 1By dydywy (Which we must pri-
mamly refer to the drydoves ,u.owrmoz)
eKBa)\)\eo'qu ral pamifecfar wal *Ap-
xinoxoy bpolws. Fr. 76 (vide inf.
p. 32, 1). Heracleitus censures
Homer, because he would do away
with strife.

1 Bias especially, Fr. 18 ; Diog.
i. 88.  Also Thales, Fr. 9; also 23.
The Heracleitus who is mentioned
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ever great then may be the differences between the
theory of Heracleitus and that of the Eleatics, they are
both equally opposed to the ordinary theory of the world.

According to Heracleitus, the radical error in the
popular mode of presentation consists in its attributing
to things a permanence of Being which does not belong

to them.

The truth is that there is nothing fixed and

permanent in the world, but all is involved in constant
change,! like a stream in which new waves are continu-
ally displacing their predecessors;? and this means not

by Alexus, ap. Diog. 1. 76, can
hardly be our philosopher.

! Plato, Theet. 160 D: katd

. ‘HpdsAetroy . . . ooy peduara
wweioBar To wvra, Ihid. 152 D
(¢nf. p. 18, 2); Crat. 401 D: xaf’
‘HpdrAerror by Hyoivro T4 drra iévas
76 wvra kol pévew oddév. Ibid.
402 A : Aéyer mov “HpdrA. Brimdyra
xwpel kal odd&y péver, kal woTauod
pont amewcdlwy T8 Bvra Aéyer bs Bis
és Tov abTov moramdy obk by éuBalns.
1bid. 412 D : 7d wav eiva: év mopeia,
TO . . . WOAY adTOU . . . TOLOUTOY
Tt elvar, olov 0ddéy UAAo 3 xwpely.
Soph. 242 Csqq. ; vide énf. p. 33,1;
Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1010 a, 13
(vide next note). Ibid. 1,6, sub
init.: Tats ‘HparAereiows défats, os
amdyTwy TV aignTdy Gel pedvrwy
kol émeThuns wepl abrdy odk ofigys.
1bid. xiii. 4, 1078 b, 14: Tols “Hpa-
rhetTelots Abyois &s mhvrwy TEY
alonrdy del febvrov. De An.i.2,
405 a, 28 (after the quotation,
538, 2, 3): év kuwfioa & evar To
dyra waxelvos geto kal of woA-
Aol. Top, 1. 11, 104 b, 21: 8re
wdrra Kweitu kaf ‘HpdxAerroy.
Phys. viii. 8, 253 b, 9 (infre, p.
15, 1); De Cealo, iii. 1, 298 b, 29
(inf. p. 21, 1). Also later writers,
as Alex. in Top. p. 48; Schol. in

Arist. 269 b, 9; in Metaph. iv. 8,
p. 298, 10 Bon.; Psendo-Alex. in
Metapk, xiil. 4, 9, p. 717, 14, 765,
12 Bon.; Ammon. De Inferpr. 9;
Schol. in Ar. 98 a, 37; Diog. ix.
8; Lucian, V. Auct. 14; Sext.
Pyrrk. iit. 115; Plut. Piac. i. 28,
6; Stob. Fel. i. 396, 318. The
same theory is presupposed by
Epicharmus, vide supre, vol. 1.
529 sq.

2 Plato, Crat. 402 A, vide pre-
vious note; Plut. de Ei ap. D.c.
18: woraud yap odx ot éuBiva
8is 7@ adTg kad ‘HpdrAearov, odde
OvnTiis obolas 8is ddasdar kard Ew,
AN SEbrnTe kal Tdxer peTaBoAds
“ gxtdymor xal wddiwr cvvdyer” . . .
“mpéoeat rai dreot.” 1 consider
that these words are from IHera-
cleitus, and Schleiermacher is also
of that opinion, vide p. 30. The
words in the sixth Heraclitean let-
ter (as Bernays rightly olbserves,
p. 55): [0 Beos) “ quvdyer & grid-
vdueva” point ta this. Onthe other
hand, the words, odd¢ . . . katd
&, appear to me to be an explana-
tory addition of Plutarch. Hera-
cleitus can scarcely have spoken of
Oy obota; and we can hardly help
seeing in ket €4y (which Schus-
ter, p. 91, finds a difficulty) the
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merely that all individual existences are fleeting, but
that any continuance in the state of a thing is a delu~
sion, as we are distinctly assured by Heracleitus himself,
as well as by all our other authorities from Plato and

Aristotle onwards.?

Aristotelian Stoic form of expres-
sion. The same expression is used
by Plut. de s. 7Vum Vind. c. 15, end
p. 569; Qu. Nat. 2, 3, p.912;

Simpl. Phys. 17 a, m, 308 b;

Plut. Qu. Nat. avdds, érepo 7&p
émippel ¥8ara; more fully Clean-
thes, ap. Bus. Pr. Ev. xvi. 20, 1:
‘HpdkA. . . . Aéywv ofitws” moTauolot
voloiw abTolow éuBalvovo Erepa kal
érepa Udara émippel (the rest cannot
be regarded as Heracleitean). In
Heracleitus, 4lleg. Hom. c. 24, p.
51, Mehl. we find: worauols Tois
adrols éubalvoudy Te kal ovk éufai-
voper, €luéyTe kai ok eluer, which
may be explained thus: ‘We only
seem to descend into the same
river, identical with itself; in
trath, we do not descend into the
same, for during our descent it is
changing ; and so we ourselves are
and are not, because we also are
constantly changing’ (Schuster’s
interpretation, p. 88— we arein it,
and at the same time no louger in
it,’ is less satisfactory to me). The
words, however, likewise admit of
another interpretation: ¢ In truth
we do not go down into the same
river, and we are mot the sume
(dfter eluey we may supply of
adrol from the preceding context)
as before.” Arist. Metaph. iv. 5,
1010 a, 12, is in favour of this
interpretation: (KpardAos) ‘Hpa-
KAelty éweriua eimbyry, G Bls TH
abTg woraud ovx Eorw éuBivar
abrds yap @ero 0Pd &maf; for if
Heracleitus had also said this,
there was no reason for the censure.

Nothing remains what it is, every-

So does Seneca, Ep. 58, 23 : Hoe
est, quod ait Heraclitus : “in idem

Humen bis descendimus et non de-

scendimus.”  The latter passage
might be quoted in favour of
Schleiermacher’s conjecture, 1. c.
143, that in Heracleitus (dlleg.
Hom.1.c.) “ 8is ” should be inserted
after morauois Tols adrols; but it
seems to me more probable that the
“bis’ in Seneca is an explanatory
addition taken from the famous
proposition: ‘We cannot descend
twice into the same river” Schus-
ter's restoration of the text of He-
racleitus from the above quotations
(p- 86 sqq.) is mot at all clear to
me. All the expressions here cited
need not necessarily be taken from
one and the same place.

! Schuster, p. 201 sq., has been at
much pains to prove that Heraclei-
tus, in the sentences quoted above,
merely intended to express the
thought ¢ that nothing in the world
escapes the final destruction” I
cannot, however, satisfy myself that
his argument is really satisfactory.
In the first place, it may well be
doubted whether the original ex-
pression of the Heracleitean doe-
trine (as he believes, vide p. 86)
is to be found in the words wdvra
xwpel kal 0ddev péver, Crat. 402 A
{vide the last note but one). It is
not altogether clear from this pas-
sage whether these were actually
the words of Heracleitus: it is also
very improbable that, if they were,
he should not often have recurred
to his original view; and in that
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thing passes into its opposite, all comes out of all ; all
is all. The day is sometimes longer, sometimes shorter ;

case we might conjecture that he
would not always have employed
one and the same formula. Why
the expression adduced by Schuster
ghould be more authentic than the
others that have been handed
down to us; why the wdvra peiv
which is mentioned by Aristotle
three times (De Ceelo, iii. 1, Metaph.
1, 6, and De An. 1. 2, vide, infra,
p. 22, 4); or the corresponding
passage, olov peduata riveighar 74
wdyvra, which is guoted in Plato as
asaying of Heracleitus, Zhewt. 160
D, should not equally reproduce
his own words; why he should
have said wdvra xwper, and not
(according to Crat. 401 D) iévat
70 wdvra kel pévew obddtv, it does
not appear. Whatever expression
Heracleitus may have employed,
the chief question is, what he
meant by it. And he himself leaves
no doubt wpon this point. The
river, which labitur et labetur in
omne velubilis @vwm, would have
been a very inappropriate illustra-
tion of the proposition that all
things in time come to an end;
but it is perfectly just in regard to
the constant change of things.
This is clearly marked by Hera-
cleitus as the point of comparison,
when he says that we cannot go
down twice into the same river.
Whether the river flowed on eter-
nally, or at some time or other
came to an end, is, in reference to
this point, quite immaterial. But
even if the explanations of Hera-
cleitus had been less equivocal
than they are, the opinion of the
writers who were acquainted with
his works, not as we know them,
in small fragments, but in their
whole connection, would be decisive.

Theése writers are unanimously
agreed that he denied any perma-
nent state of things. Schuster says
(p. 207 sq.) that Plato was the
first to ascribe this meaning to
mdvra ywpei—that Aristotle fol-
lowed his example, but betrayed
in Phys. viii. 8, that he had not
himself found a definite explanation
of the words in Heracleitus’s work.
For my part, I can charge neither
Plato nor Aristotle, nor even Plu-
tarch, nor Alexander, who were
equally in possession of this much
read book, with 80 careless and
superficial an account; and I do not
see what can justify us, even irre-
spectively of Heracleitus’s own
assertions, in opposing their wnani-
mous declarations with a theory
which cannot bring forward a
single witness in its defence. For
even Phys. viil. 3 proves nothing.
Aristotle here says, 2563 b, 9: ¢act
Tiwes kweloBar ToY BvTwy ob Ta uiy
70, 8 ob, GAAL wdvTa Kal del, GAAG
Aavbdvewy Thy fuerépar alobnow.
s obs kalmwep od Swopilorras molay
klvgow Aéyovow, 1) mdoas, ob xahe-
aoy arevriica. He therefore ex-
pressly attributes to Heracleitus
(with whom this passage is prima-
rily concerned) the assertion that
all things are involved in perpetual
change. He fails, however, to find
in Heracleitus a distinet explana-~
tion as to the kind of change that
is here meant; and he goes on to
show in regard to all kinds of
change,—increase and diminution,
transformation ard change of place
(cf. Part 11, 290, 3rd ed.), that they
cannot go on uninterruptedly. But
what follows from this? What is
there to show that Aristotle's ac-
count of the matter may not have
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and so is the night; heat and moisture alternate ; the
sun is at one period nearer to us and at another farther

been correct ; viz., that Heracleitus
distinetly maintained the perpetual
variation of things, and proved it
{as we shall find) by many ex-
amples, but that he did not, like
Aristotle, distinguish logically the
various kinds of change, and there-
fore in places where he announced
his proposition in a general man-
ner, he held to the indeterminate
conception of the motion (or the
flux) of all things, without explain-
ing wherein this motion consisted ;
whether the place, or the size, or
the material constitution of things,
or all these at once, were constantly
changing. In Plato, also, Theet.
181 B sqq., the proposition that,
accordmg to the Heracleitean doe-
trine, wdvra wacar chmow dsl
riveiras, everything is perpetually
changing its place as well as its
constitution (is subject to a con-
stant éAAofwots as well as a wepi-
$opa), is indeed declared to be the
proper sense of the doctrine, but in
such a manner that we can plainly
see that it was Plato who first
discriminated these two kinds of
motion. Schuster is of opinion that
to assume the perpetual change
of individuals would lead to the
greatest difficulties. If we suppose
that their shope is perpetually
changing (which no one, so far as
I know, ascribes to Heracleitus),
this is eontradicted by the continu-
ance of the earth, ses, and sky, of
souls after death, ete. If they
are constantly changing their
substance for some other sub-
stance, this theory is compatible
neither with the period of the
world’s conflagration, nor with the
following period in which all is
sea (vide énfra, Her. Cosm.), nor

S PRil. 1xvii. 245 sq. ;

even with the present cosmical
period ; it would only be in keep- .
ing with the idea that everything
is, at every moment, changing all
its old parts for new; that the
world is everymoment, as by magie,
disappearing and reappearing-—
which we can bardly suppose to
have been the opinion of Hera-
cleitus. But in order to refute the
accounts of his doctrine by these
consequences, two things must first
be demonstrated.  First, that
Heracleitus, in case the accounts
are correct, himself drew these
inferences ; and secondly, that he
found difficulty in them. And

neither of these two presupposi-
tions can I admit. How do we
know that Heracleitus, if he held
the perpetual transformation of
substances, regarded this transfor-
mation as taking place momentarily,

and not gradually, now quickly,

and now slowly? or that he ever
said to himself, < If all is constantly
changing, this must be true of the
smaliest particles of matter 2’ How
again do we know that from his point
of view such an absolute transfor-
mation of substances would seem
unthinkable? Even on this pre-
supposition, the apparent perma-
nence of particular things, even
their continuance till the end of
the world, would be perfectly ex-
plicable, if we also suppose that
what they lose on one side wouid
be made up to them on the other;
which, according to p. 559 sq., 3rd
od., seems to have been actually
Heracleitus’s opinion. Cf. with
the preceding observations, Suse-
mihl, /. e, 725 sq.; Siebeck, Ztschr.

Teichmiiller,
The

Neue Studien, 1. 118 sqq.
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The visible passes into the invisible, the in-

visible again into the visible; one thing takes the
place of another, or is lost by means of the other; the
great is nourished by the small, the small by the great.
From man, too, nature takes some parts, while at the
same time she gives him others; she makes him
greater by giving to him, and less by taking away, and

hoth coincide.?

last-mentioned author believes that
Heracleitus opposed his doctrine
of the flux of all things to the
assertion of Xenophanes that the
Deity is unmoved. I cannot agree
with this conjecture—for Xeno-
phanes denies motion only of the
Deity (vide supra, vol. i. p. 543 :
566), whereas the proposition of
Heracleitus vefers to things, and
not to the Deity as such.

' This is in the passage of the
Pseudo-Hippoerates, . dualrys, i.
4 5qq., which Bernays, Heracl. 10
$9q., supposes (irrespectively of
many additions by Hippocrates
himself) to have been taken from
the work of Heracleitus, though
perhaps only the writing or the
information of some disciple of
Heracleitus may have been made
use of (further details, p. 570,
third edition). I take from it what
seems to me, at any rate, according
to the sense, to belong to Heraclei-
tus; where words are wanting in
our text, this is indicated ; ¥xe: 8¢
&de* yevéolou kal Gmoréobar TwuTd,
Eupryivar kol Swaxplfivar  Twurd.
This latter word, however, is cer-
tainly not Heracleitean in this ac-
ceptation; the reduction of gene-
ration and decay to the combination
and separation of matter rather
betrays (as will be shown, /. ¢.) the
influence of Anaxagoras: €ractoy

Day and night are the same ; that is,

wpds mdvra kal wdvra wpds ExacTov
Twvrd . . . xwpel 8¢ wdvra Kal fela
kal drfpdmva tvw kal kdTw dueiBd-
wevar nuépn kal edppdyn éml T wh-
kigTov Kkal éAdxioTOoY . . . TUpds
Epodos ral Udatos flAtos éml 1O pa-
kpdraTov kal BpaxiraTor . . . ¢dos
Znye  ordros CAISy, ¢dos Aldp
ordros imvi (vide infra) ¢org
[wal petamivelror] ketva ode Kol
TdSe Keloe wdony Gpny. Swampyo-
cdueva wetvd Te T4 TAVde, Th 8¢
7 b 74 relvov. (Here come the
words kal T4 pév wpheoover, &c,
given supra, p. 7, 2, but which
do not apply here) ¢oredvror 5
exelvwy Bde TGLdé Te Kelve cuuuLTyO-
pévoy mpbs BAANAQ, THY mempwuévny
polpny Ekaoroy kmAnpor wal émt Td
wéCov wal éwl Td ueior, ¢Boph B¢
wagw en’ AAAFAwy, T uélom &wd
700 pelovos kal TG pelove &md Tob
wélovos. abfdveras kal TO péfov amd
70D éndggovos . . . éoépmer Bt &5
dvbpwmoy uépea pepéwr, Ao Grwy

. 7o uev Apbdueva & 8¢ Sdoovra
ral T uéy AauBdvovra wheloy woider,
Td 8¢ Jiddévra pelov. mwplovow &v-
Opwmor Edhoy, 6 uév Ennel, & B¢ abéer,
{Aristophanes uses the same figure,
Wasps, 694) 70 8 adrd Toiro woi-
éovor (similarly c. 16) uelor 8¢
motéorres mAeloy woréovor (in making
the wood smaller, they make it
mAelor; i.e., they make more pieces
out of it) 7o & adrd wal lows
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there is one essence which is now light,! now dark ;*
beneficial and destructive,® upper and under,* beginning’

avbpdmwy so it 1s with the na-
ture of man; 7b mév (nominative)
&Béet, TO 3¢ Enrer, TO pey ddwor, TO
3¢ AauBdver, kal 76 pév didwot, TG
[To0] 8¢ AauBdrer, kal 76 péw
3idwat, TogolTe wAdor (and that to
which it gives, becomes more by so
much), T0U 3¢ AauBdrer, TogoiTe
peloy.

! Frag 25, Hippol. Refut ix.
10 nuepa 'yap, 4)710'). (se. Hpa;c?x )R
kol vOi éoTw Ev, ?\e'ywy 53¢ Tws’
8iddokanos 8¢ whelorwy ‘Halobos:
Tobror émisravTar mAcloTo eldévat,
Soris Hulpny rol edppdymy ol dyi-
vookey, EoTL yap Ev.

2 8o 7 e is to be understood.
Schuster, p. 67, explains it thus:
¢ Day and night are the same ; that
is to say, a division of time’—a pro-
position, the profundity of which,
in my opinion, would better suit
the Platonic Dionysodorus or some
Sophist of the same stamp, than
Heracleitus. What Heracleitus
meant by the unity of day and
night s clear from Fr. 67 (infra,
p- 17, 8). His censure of Hesiod
refers to Theog. 124, where ‘Huépa
is represented as the daughter of
Nog,. If he also censured Hesiod
for believing in lucky and unlucky
days, whereas one day is like ano-
ther (Plut. Cam. 19; Sen. Ep. 12,
7), it must have beenin some other
passage, for there is no allusion to
it here.

3 Fr. 83; Hippol.i. ¢.: 8dracod
¢mow, Udwp kabapdTaTov Kal papd-
Taroy (which, however, according
to Teichmiiller’s just observation,
N, Stud. 1. 29, is not to be trans-
lated ‘troubled’ or ‘dirty, as Schus-
ter has it, p. 249 ; it means impure,
and primarily refers to the bad taste
and undrinkableness of sea-water) :

Ix8bor ptv wéryoy kol cwripio,
bvfpdmois 3¢ BmoTov Kol 6AEOpiov.
Here comes in the example of the
physicians (Fr. 81) who 7éuvorres
walovres wdvtn Bacavi(orTes Kards
Tobs dppwoTobyTas emarridyTal pndey
#foy wofdy AauBdrewy wapd TV
dppwoTobrTwy Tadra épyalduevor T
dryafd kol Tds voboovs, émauTi@vrar,
&ec., may be thus explained : ¢ They
complain that they receive nothing
corresponding to the reward they
deserve——nothing worthy of them,
as areward ; they accordingly con-
sider the evils they inflict on men
as something very valuable—as
dryafd” We get the same result
if, in accordance with the Gtéttin-
gen edition of Hippolytus and
Schuster, p. 246, we substitute
wia8by for wo8dv. Bdrnays (Rhsin.
Mus. ix. 244 ; Heraclit. Br. 141)
proposes enauréovral undty  &tioe
niobdy AauPdverr, &e., ¢ they ask,
livtle as they deserve a reward, pay-
ment from the sick.’” Tn this case
it is not Heracleitus himself who
concludes from the conduct of the
physicians that good and evil are
1dentical ; but Hippolytus draws
this conclusion, in taking the ironi-
cal aya6e of Heracleitus as earnest.
That he may be allowed. the full
credit of this I will not dispute.
The addition which Schuster, p.
247, is disposed to make to the
fragment, from Ep. Heracl. vi. 54,
does not seem to me to have origi-
nated with Heracleitus.

+ Fr. 82; Hippol. ix. 10: yra-
(psizp ¢noly, 63ds evfein na) aroAd .. .
pia éoTl, ¢n&u, kal abr kol TO Brw
kal b kdTw & éoTikal TdadTd. (The
upper, e.g. in the revolution of the
heavens and the transition of the
elements one into another, becomes
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and end.! Mortal and immortal 2 are the same. Sickness
and health, hunger and satiety, labour and refreshment
are alike ; the Deity is day and night, summer and
winter, war and peace, plenty and want ; all is one, all
becomes all.?® From the living comes death, and from
the dead life, from the young old age, and from the old
youth ; from the waking, sleep, and from the sleeping,
wakefulness. The stream of generation and destruc-
tion never stands still; the clay out of which things
are made is for ever being moulded into new forms.*

under, and vice versd; upper and 103, Schuster, p. 174, &e.: Tadrd
lower are comsequently the same 7 &u; the latter alteration seems
essence. Meantimeit is aquestion to me to Jose the sense of the
whether the words kol 70 #rw . . . passage; and in both I am dis-
7d avrd belong to Heracleitus, or satisfied with the 7e; I should
merely contain an inference drawn therefore prefer “raird 57) (@
Dby the author from < 68ds #vw’ &c.)  kal Tebynuds kal T éypnyopds kalTd
58bs dvw rdra pin kal Gvrh. We kalebdor, kal véoy ral ynpaidy: Tdde
shall have more to say on this sub- vap peraresdvra éxeivd éom kdneiva
ject further on. T perTameaiyTa TaiTa. &S yop

1 Fr. 58 ; Porphyr. in Schol. éx Tob abrod wyhol ddvaral Tis mAdT-
Ven. in I, xiv. 200: fvwby dpxh Tov (Pa cvyxely kal wdAw wAdr-
kol mépas énl wilxAov wepipepelas Tew kol cuyxelv kal ToiTo v map’

Ko ‘HpdiAeirav., & mowely GdwAelnTws ofTw Kol §
. L A P

2 Cf. Fr. 60, infra, chapter on ¢daus éx ris adrijs TAns wdiar pev

. - g

Her. Anthrop. . Tobs wpoybvous Mudy &véoxer, elta

8 fr. 84; ap. Stob. Floril. iii. ovvexes abrols éyéyrmoe Tods wa-
84 1 voDoos dyeiny emoinoer ROV kal  Tépas, elra Huds, elr’ EANovs én’ EAA-
GryaBby, Ayuds Kkdpov, wduaros dvd- oisévakvkMiser, rol 8 THs yevéoews
wavorw, Fr. 67; Hippol. Refut. worapds obivos éubehexds péwp ob-
ix.10: 6 Beds Huépn edppbvn, xetpdy woTe oThoeTor, kal wilw & évav-
0épos, moneuos elpfvn, kbpos Apds, Tlas abr@ b 7Hs phopas efre’Axépwy
Philo, Leg. Alleg. 1i. 62 A: ‘Hpa- elre Kwnvrds rahotuevos dmd 7év
kAewrelov dbkys éraipos, kdpoy kel momTdY. B wpdTn ody dirle #
xonouooivy (cf. infra, chapter on delfaca fuly 7o Tob AAlov ¢ds, #
Her. Cosm. last page) kal &v td waw  abrh xal Tov (opepdy #yer §dyv.
kol wdvTa &uoifi elgdywy. I agree with Bernays (/. ¢.) as

4 Fr, 59 ; Plut. cons. ad. Apoll. to. the probability of Plutarch’s
10, p. 106: wére vap év fuiv abrois having taken, not merely the words
obr EsTiv & Odvaros; kai § ¢now Tabtd . . . ynpady from Hera-
‘HpdrAeros, Tabrd 7 & (Schleier- cleitus, but the whole drift of the
macher, p. 80, conjectures: Tadrd passage; and that the image espe-
7 &ri; Bernays, Rk Mus. vil. cially of the clay and its moulding

YOL. 1L ]
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of life! is founded on this

constant motion, which alone counstitutes the existence
of things ; nothing ¢s this or that, but becomes what-
ever it is, in the movement of the life of nature; things
are not to be conceived as permanent, and finished once
for all ; they are continually being reproduced 2 in the

—in all probability also that which
is said of the stream of Becoming
and decay, of light and Hades—is
chiefly borrowed from the same
source. Astothe meaning of those
words, Plutarch says: ¢ Heracleitus
declares the living to be identical
with the dead, the waking with the
sleeping, &e., because both pass
into one another (for as the living
becomes dead when it dies, so the
dead becomes living when the
living feeds upon it; as the young
becomes old through the lapse of
years, so the old becomes young by
the propagation of the species),
and it eacnot be urged that this
was too trivial for the profound
philosopher (Lassalle, 1. 160); for
in the first place the thought that
in a certain sense the dead again
becomes the living, and the old,
young, was sufficiently remote from
the ordinary presentation, and
secondly, the inference would be
in any case peculiar to Heracleitus,
that consequently the living and
the dead are one and the same,
In themselves, however, the words
might likewise signify: the living
is at the same time dead, and vice
versi, because the living only arose
from the destruction of a previous
existence ; and the dead is undergo-
jng the transition to that existence ;
waking is sleeping, and sleeping
waking ; because in waking all the
powers are not in full activity, and
in sleep they are not all at rest;

youth is age, because it only arises
from that which has long been in
existence ; and age is youth, be-
cause it only consists in comstant
renewal ; and even the more ab-
stract expressions that lifeis at the
same time death, &e., allow of jus-
tification (ef. Plut. De Ei, ap. D
c. 18, p. 392). The unity of death
and life is referred to in Fr, 139
(Etymol. Magn. v. Blos; Eustath.
in 1. p. 31,6): 7§ olv Plw roua
ptv Blos Epyov 8¢ Bavaros,

! Hence the statements in Plac.
1. 23: ‘Hp. fpepiar kal ordow éx
Tdy BAwy dmjper ¥oTi yap TobTo TEY
verpdr. Jambl. ap. Stob. i. 906:
70 wév Tois adrols émuéye nduatoy
elvau b B perafdarew pépew dvd-
mavoww., Numen. ap. Porph, dnir.
DNymph. c. 10 80er kol HpdrAerros
(-ov) Yuxiow, ¢dvar Tépluy, uy
Odvarov, brypfiot yevésbour, that is to
say, the fiery seeks to be trans-
formed into the moist (vide infra,
chapter on Her. dnthrop.)

* Plato Theact. 152 D : éydr épd
kol pdA’ od padroy Adyoyr bs Hpo &v
uey adrd kad adrd 00déy doTv, 00T
&y 71 wpooeimois Gpids oBd’ Swotovoiy
Ti, AN édv bs péya wpooayopedys,
kol ouikpby paveltar, kai édv Papd,
kovpoy, Evpmavrd Te olTws, ds unde-
vbs Bvros évbs pfiTe Tivds e bmoto-
voiy ér 8& Y Popis Te kal kiwhoews
kal xpdoews mpls ¥AAnAa ylyvetar
wdvra & 8 pauer elvar obk dpbds
wpogaryopebovTes: ErTL i yop ovdé-
wor obdep, ael 8¢ Ylyverar. 156
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flux of phenomena by means of active forces; they
merely mark the points where the opposing streams of

natural life cross each other.!

Heracleitus therefore

likens the world to a mixture which must continually
be stirred that it may not decompose,? and the world-
creating power he compares to a child who, in play,

draws his pebbles this way and that.®

While, there~

fore, Parmenides denies Becoming, in order to maintain
the conception of Being in its purity, Heracleitus denies

B: adrdpty xad adrd undév elvar . . .
év 8¢ 7§ mpds EANMAa Suinle wdvTa
YyiyveoOar kol wavrola &md THS Kiwh-
gews . . . ovd¢y elvar & adrd kol
adTd GAAG Tl del yiyveobau, Td ¥
elvau mavrax ey ékaperéoy. In the
first of these passages, this opinion
is generally ascribed to all the an-
cient philosophers, except Parme-
nides, and especially to Heracleitus.
Empedocles, and Protagoras; and
the 7wl is only applicable to Pro-
tagoras. However, it has already
been proved, and we shall see, fur-
ther on, that the words quoted
correctly represent the doctrine of
Heracleitus.

! Further details hereafter.

2 Fr. 85; Theophr. De Vertig.
9, p. 138; Wimm.: el 3¢ uy (this
is no doubt correct; Bernays,
Heracl. 7, reads: i &), kafdmwep
‘HpdrAeiTds oo, kol 6 wukedr dilo-
ToTar ud), kwobpevos (thus Wimmer
reads, following Usener and Bern. ;
the older editions leave out ud,
which, however, in spite of Las-
salle, i. 75, is decidedly required
by the context. Cf. Lucian, Vit
Auet. 14 : Eumedoy 008y, GBANL Kws
és kuke@va wdyta gvveiéovra, kol
éomi TwuTd Téplns &repdin, yvdais
dyvwoln, uéya ppdy, dvew kdTw mept-
xwpéovra kol dueiBbueva &y T Tob

aiévos waudij. The anecdoteinPlut.
Garrulit. ¢.17,p. 611, can scarcely
have any connection with this doe-
trine. The xvxedv of Heracleitus
is mentioned by Chrysippus, ap:
Philodem. Nat. De, Col. vii.; ac-
cording to Petersen’s emendation,
to which, however, Sauppe prefers
another and simpler version. Epi-
curus, ap. Diog. x. 8, calls Hera-
cleitus a kvknths.

3 Procl. in Tim. 101 F: &Arot
8¢ ral TOv Snpiovpydy €y T@ Koo OV~
yeiy naiew elphract, kafdrep ‘Hpd-
wrerros, Clem. Paedag. i. 90 C:
Towbrny Twe walley mwadidw Tdy
éavrod Ala ‘Hpdiheitos Aéyer.  Fr,
49 ; Hippol. Refut. ix.9: aldy mals
éori wal(wy, werTelwy: wadds %
Baoungin. Lue. L e.: 7l yép 6 aldy
éori; mals wallwr, mweocaebwy, dia-
¢epduevos (or better, as Bernays
reads): ovvdiagep. = év 73 dia-
¢épeabar  ovugepdueves. Bernays
(Rhein, Mus. vii. 108 sqq.) illus-
trates these passages excellently
from Homer, II. xv. 360 sqq.;
Philo. Incor. M. 950 B (600 M.) ;
Plut. De Ei. e. 21, p. 398, where,
however, the game of draughts is
not specially mentioned. There is
probably an allusion to the wals
meooebwy in the werrevrds, Plato,
Laws, x. 903 D.

c2
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Being that he may maintain in full force the law of
Becoming ; while Parmenides declares that the notion
of change and of movement is merely a delusion of the
senses, Heracleitus asserts the same of the notion of
permanent Being ; while Parmenides regards the ordi-
nary mode of thought as erroneous in principle hecause
it assumes generation and destruction, Heracleitus comes
to a similar conclusion precisely for the opposite reason.

But the metaphysical proposition that all things
are in a continual flux becomes with Heracleitus a
physical intuition. The living and moving element in
nature seems to him to be fire; if all things are con-
ceived in perpetual motion and change, it follows that
all things are fire. This second proposition does not
seem to have been developed from the first by conseions
reflection, but the law of change which he everywhere
perceives, presents itself to him through the direct
action of the imagination under this symbolical
aspect, the more general import of which he cannot
therefore separate in his own consciousness from the
sensible form in which it is contained. In this way we
must understand the assertion ! that Heracleitus held

1 Arist. De Coelo, iii. 1, 298 b,
99: of 8¢ T4 uév HAA wdvTa ylves-
Qal Té paot kai pely, elvar 8¢ maytws
0b8t, &v 8¢ T wbvov tmouévew, &
0% Tabra wdvra perasynuoriferfas
wepurer Smep olrart BobAerbar Aé-
yew Aot Te moANol kal ‘HpdirAec-
Tos 6 *E¢péoos. Metaph. 1. 3, 384
a, 7: “Inmagos 8¢ wip & Meramor-
rives kal ‘HpdrAeiros 6 "E¢égios
(apxv Ti8éaot). Ibid. iii. 4, 1001
a, 15: E&repor 3¢ wip of & aépa pacly
elvas 7 v Toiro Kol Tb by, & of Té
Srra elval Te kal yeyovévai. Pseu-

do-Alex. on Metaph. xii. 1, p. 643,
18 Bon.: 6 pér ydp ‘HpdrAetros
odolay kal Gpxlv érifeto TO wip.
Diog. ix. 8: wip elvar oTorxelon.
Clemens, Cokort. 43 A: 16 wip @s
apxéyovor céBovres. The same is
said in the verse, ap. Stob. Ecl. i.
282 (cf. Plut. Plac. i. 3, 25) éx
wupds yap wdvra kel els wip wdvTa
TeAevrd, which, however, in this
form is evidently spurious, and an
imitation of the well-known verse
of Xenophanes (sup. vol. i. p. 567,
4), which, Lhowever, as is proved
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fire to be the first element, the principle or primitive

matter of all things.!

¢ This world,’ he says, ¢ the same

for all, has been made neither by one of the gods nor
by any man ; but was, and is, and shall be, an ever living

by Simpl. Phys. 111 b, contains
much that is truly Heracleitean.
For, after Simplicius has given
as the doctrine of Heracleitus,
éc wupds Wemepaduévov wdvTa elvar
kal eis ToiTo mdvTa &vaAlesda,
he afterwards says: ‘HpdxAeiros
“els wop” Aéyay “ral ic mupds T
wdyra.” As these words are made
into a hexameter in Stobzeus, and
as we elsewhere (ap. Proc. in Tim.
36 C; Plut. Plac. 11, 21; Qu. Plat.
viii. 4, 9, p. 1007 ; ef. also the
wupbs auoBiy, infra, p. 27, 1) meet
with fragments of verse bearing
Heracleitus’s name, we may sup-
pose that there was a version of
his doctrine, made in hexameters
to assist the memory, which pro-
bably emanated from the Stoies.
Schuster, p. 354, conjectures the
author of it to have been Scythi-
nus, who, according to Hieronymus,
ap. Diog. ix. 16, rendered the work
of Heracleitus into verse; and re-
fers to versified fragments in Stob.
i, 26.

! On this Teichmiiller remarks
(N. Stud. i. 118 sq., and simi-
larly, p. 185, 143 sq., although he
quotes my very words, from ‘ The
metaphysical proposition’): ¢Ae-
cording to this, therefore, Hera-
cleitus first discovered the. meta-
physical truth, and then made the
deduction, which depends upon the
observation of things’ I really
thought I bad said the contrary
sufficiently clearly to have been
safe from such a misrepresentation
of my opinion, Even the ‘ meta-
physical’ proposition is obviously

not to be understood as an & prior:
one; I am speaking of the law of
change, which Heracleitus every-
where perceived, and I have shown,
p. 13 sq., on what kind of percep-
tions the philosopher based his pro-
position. I derive the proposition
from observation, and expressly
remark that it did =o¢ precede the
assertion ¢ All is fire’in the con-
sciousness of Heracleitus. I cer-
tainly do not suppose, however, in
regard to this fire, that Heracleitus
was thinking merely of, the actual
fire that ¢ we see, and hear crack-
ling,’ etc. ; nor that any man ever
thought that the whole world had
been and would be again such a
visible crackling fire; nay more,
that it was so always, even at the
present time. Heracleitus says of
the world, not only #» kal &rrat, but
W &el kal Eori kol EoTan whp dellwoy.
Consequently, I cannot but think
that this view is symbolical. That
fire was to Heracleitus ¢ only a sym-
bol for the law of change,’ I never
said, but it is imputed to me by
Teichmiiller, who naively quotes
the very words which refute him
(‘ Heracleitus did nof separate the
more general meaning of this con-
ception from its sensible form’),
as evidence. Butif Heracleitus, in
asserting the world to be fire, did
not mean to assert the absurdity
that it was visible fire, the con-
ception of fire must have had a
signification with him, transcend-
ing its directly sensible countent;
that is to say, it was a symbolical
conception. .
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fire, kindled and extinguished in due measure:’! fire,

never resting, rules in all.2

He thus indicates his

reason for calling the world a fire ; it was, as Simplicius?
and Aristotle * observe, in order to express the absolute

! Fr. 46 (Clemens Strom. v.
599 B. Plut. 4n. Pr. 5,2, p. 1014;
Simpl. De Crlo 132 b, 31, 19;
Schol. in Arist. 487 b, 46, 33):
kbopoy Tévde Tdy abrdv Gmdvrwy
ofite Tis Oedv obre avbpdmwy émol-
noer: AN Gy del kal forar, wip
aeflwor, amrdpevoy pérpa kal amo-
eBevviuevoy pérpa. To the latter
definition I shall presently recur.
The words rov abrdy wdyTwy about
which Schleiermacher (p. 91) is
uncertain, I consider genuine,-on
account of their very difficulty,
though they are wanting in Plu-
tarch and Simplicius ; the dndyrwy,
I refer, as masculine, to the gods
and men, so that the words would
indicate the reason why none of
these can have made the world;
namely, because they all, as parts
of the world, are contained in it.
Lassalle, ii. 56 sq., says: ‘the one
and same out of all things, that
which, springing from all, is in-
ternally identical;’ but the force
of this explanation is not clear.
That the world is the same for
all, Heracleitus remarks also ap.
Plut. De Superst. 3, vide inf. chap-~
ter on Her. Anthrop. We need not
enquire with Schuster (p. 128), who
supposed the world to have been
created by a man, nor need we, with
Teichmiiller, N. Stud. i. 86, answer
the question by a reference to the
Oriental apotheosis of princes (they
were not so foolish in Egypt or
Porsia as to regard a favourite
prince as the creator of the world).
¢No god and no man’ means, as
has already been observed, vol. i.,

p- 559, 1, no one absolately. To the
Grecks of the time of Heracleitus,
indeed, the notion that the world
was made by one of the gods would
have been scarcely less strange than
the idea that a man made it. The
eternity here ascribed to the world
by Heracleitus does not contradiet
the assertion of Aristotle that all
his predecessors considered the
world as become, or created : this
has already been pointed out, vol.
i p. 440, 1; 570; cf. also infra,
Her. Cosm.

? Fr, 68; Hippol. Refut.ix. 10:
T8 8¢ wdvra olakilet xepavrds. Hip-
poer. =, duut, 1, 10, end (vide infra,
p. 27, note). We meet with the
same world-ruling fire, also under
the name of Kkepavrds, in the hymn
of Cleanthes (Stob. E¢l. i.80), verse
7 sq. where that Stoic, who we find
from other indications especially
resembled Heracleitus, exalts Zeus
as ‘ He that holds in his hands the
del (dovrarepavvby (the wip del{wor):
& oV rarevfives kowdy Adyov, ds Sid
ndvTwy GoiTd.

3 Phys. 8 a: kal 8cor 8¢ &
evro TO grouxelov . . . kol TobTwy
&caotos eis TO SpacTipioy Gweibe ral
Ty mpds yéveow émrhdeov éxelvov,
Oalijs ut, ete.  ‘HpdiAerros 8¢ els
75 (woybvov kal Sqmiovpyikdy Tol
wupés. Ibid. 6 a, m: Tb (woydvor
kol Snuioupyikdy kol wewTkdy kal
3% wdyTwy Xwpoiy kai wdvTwr &A-
Aotwtucdy THs OepudrnTos Beacduevor
TobTy Eoxov THhy BbEav.

¢ De An. 1. 2, 405 a, 25: kal
‘Hpdraerros 8¢ Thw dpxhw elvai pnot
Yoy, rep Thy dvabuulaow, € Bs
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life of nature, and to make the restless alternation of
phenomena comprehensible. Fire is not to him an_
unvarying substance, out of which things derived
were compounded, but which in this union remains
qualitatively unchanged, like the elements of Empe-
docles or the primitive substances of Anaxagoras; it is
the essence which ceaselessly passes into all elements,
the universal nourishing matter which, in its eternal
circulation, nermeates all parts of the cosmos, assumes
in each a different constitution, produces individual
existences, and again resolves itself; and by its abso-
lute motion causes the restless beating of the pulse
of nature. By fire, the fire-flash or lightning,! Hera-
cleitus understood not merely visible fire, but heat in

TaANe guricTyow * kal GowuaTdTa-
7dv 7e (Torstrik has this, instead
of the 3% of the Vulgate ; I prefer
3¢, in accordance with Cod. SX 10),
wal péov del> T 88 Kivolpevor Kwov-
uéve ywdoxesfar, Further details
concerning this passage, infre, p.
26, 1, and Her. Anthrop., note 4.
Aristotle himself says in Heraclei-
tean language, Meteor, 1.3, 867 b,
32:7d Thv pebvrwy HddTwr kal TH
7iis @royds pebpa. De Vita et m.
e. 5, 470 a, 3: 70 8¢ whp del dia-
Tehel ywipevoy kal péov Gomep wo-
zauds. Similarly Theophr. Fr. §
(De Iyne), 3. '

! The xepavvds has already come
before us, p. 22, 2, in a connection
in which it can only signify fire as
the creative principle of the world,
and not merely lightning in the
special sense. wpyoTip, however,
has doubtless the same general
significance in Fr. 47; Clemens,
Strom. v. 599 C: mvpds 7pomal
wpdToy OdAacsa ardoons 3¢ 1O uéy

oy yH, T 3¢ Fmev wpyotip,
whether Heracleitus may have dis-
criminated wpne7hp according to
the most literal interpretation of
the word (as Stob. Eol, i. 594, as-
serts) from wepavrds, or considered
both alike as lightning. Lassalle,
ii, 75 sq. would distinguish mpn:
orhp from #dp by making wpnorhp

. the cosmical elementary fire, the

basis of all things, and at the same
time the visible fire; while he re-
gards wip as the visible fire only.
But this theory finds no support
in the passage just quoted—the
only place where Heracleitus names
wpneThp; nor in the fact that
mpyorhp (as Lassalle says) ‘was
already the designation in use
among the Orphies for the impure,
7.e. material, sensible, fire :” which
means that in an Orphic fragment
ap. Proc. in Tim. 137 C, therefore
in a poem centuries later than He-
racleitus, these words oceur: mpy-
aThp Guvdpod wupbs &vbos.
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general, the warm matter, or dry vapours, according to
the language of later writers;! and for this reason
he even substituted for fire the breath, the vy, per-

haps also aether.?

! When Aristotle 7. ¢ (vide
previous note) says that!Heracleitus
sought the soul in the auaeu,u.mms,
€L s TdAAa gwvigryow, it is plain
that this é&vabuuiacis cannot be
separated from the wfp which is
elsewhere declared to be Hera-
cleitus’s primitive matter. Schuster
thinks (p. 162) it is useless to en-
quire whether Aristotle meant the
same thing by the two words; to
me there seems no reason to doubt
so clear an expression. If, in one
place fire, and in another the dva-~
Buulaoss is designated as the prin-
ciple from which Heracleitus
thought all things arose, we can
only suppose (unless we charge
Aristotle with the most obvious
contradiction) that one and the
same thing 1s intended by both
terms. Aristotle indeed says (cf.
p. 26, 1) exactly the same of the
avafupicots that Plato says of the
all-permeating essence. Philoponus
(in k. I. e. 7), therefore, rightly
interprets Aristotle, when he says:
#op 8¢ [‘Hp. Eneyer] ob Thr PpAbya

 (bs yap *ApioroTénns ¢noly 1) PASE
trepBord) éort wupds) s &ANG wip
Eeye T Enpav dwabvulacw. ék
TadTys odv elvas kal THv Yuxhy., The
expression dmwepBoAy wupds for flame
is not to be regarded as Heraclei-
tean ; the quotation only refers to
what Aristotle said in his own
name (Gen. ¢t Corr.ii. 3,330 b,25;
Meteor. i. 3, 340 b, 21); not to an
utterance of his concerning Hera-
cleitus. Against Lassalle’s inter-
pretation of &vabuulaois (1. 147
sqq.; 1. 828 sqq.), ef. Part 1 b,
23, 2nd ed.

But it would imply a misconception

2 Aristotle expressly says this
in the passage we have just been
discussing. Cf. also Fr. 89 ap.
Clem, Strom. vi. 624 D; Philo
Ltern. Mundi, 958 C (ef. Procl.
in Tim. 36 ; Julian Orat. V.
165 D. Spanh.; Olympiodor. in
Gorg. Jakn's Jahrbb, Supplementb
xiv. 867, 542): Yvxfic: Odvaros
#dwp (al. v'ypno't) 'yevs(réhu, BdaTe
3¢ Odraras yiiv yevéobar éx vis 82
Yowp vyiverai, & Udaros 8¢ Yuxd.
Philo indeed explains yuxy as éip,
and Plutarch PDe Ki, 18, p. 392,
represents Heracleitus as saying
Tupds dvaros &épt yéveors kal &épos
Bdvatos Udati yéveais; that this is
incorrect is clear from our previous
quotations, and others which are
yet to come (chap. on Her. Cosm.).

# Aether is not named in any
of the fragments of Heracleitus;
but that the conception was not
unknown to him appears probable
from the predicate aifpios, which
he gives to Zeus (Fr. 86, vide n-
Jfra, p. 5585, 3, 8rd ed.) from the
Platonic derivation of acther from
el 0éw, Crat. 410 B, and still more
from the fact that Pseudo-Hippoer.
De Carn. i. 425 K, declares that
Oepuby appears to him to be the
same as what was called by the
ancients aether; the Stoies, too,
identified the upper fire with
aether {vide Part 1. 124, 4; 129,
2; 2nd ed.). It is not, however,
qulte certain, for the Stoies may
have arrived at their conception
through the Aristotelian doctrine,
and thetreatise . caprévis (Judging
from the doctrine of the elements
which it contains, and other indica-
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of his whole system to say, as Aenesidemus ! does, that

he supposed all things to consist of warm air.
larger import of the word,

accordance with this

In

Heracleitus says of his fire, that it is never destroyed,?

tions) much later than Aristotle,
The further supposition (Lass. ii.
89 sq.) that aether was the highest
creative principle of Heracleitus,
and that he held three stages of
fire, in which it manifested itself
more or less purely, viz. aether,
wop, and wpnoThp, has no real
foundation, though its author has
taken much pains to prove it.
Lassalle thinks that this theory
alone can explain the agsertion of
Aenesidemus, that air is the first
principle of Heracleitus; but I
have shown (Part mm. b, 23 sq.,
2nd ed.) that we do not require it
for this purpose. He also urges
that in Ambrosius Hexaem. i. 6 T.,
1, 8 Maur., and also in Ps.-Censo-
rinus Fr. 1, 4, in the enumeration
of the elements, air (which can only
have come there by a confusion
with aether), and not fire, takes
the highest place, as if that enu-
meration were necessarily accord-
ing to a striet order, and as if
Censorinus had not immediately
after remarked : the Stoies place
aether above air; and below air,
water. He lays great stress on
the quotation, /. e. [mundus con-
stat] quattuor elementis, terra, agua,
igne, aére. cugus principalem solem
quidam putant, ut Cleanthes; but
cyjus does not refer, as Lassalle
supposes, to adr, but to mundus;
for Cleanthes regarded the sun as
the Fyepovucdv 706 réouov (vide
Part 11, a, 125, 1, 2nd ed.). He
relies on the Stoical diserimination
of aethereal and common fire, in
regard to which it is a question
‘whether it was borrowed from

Heracleitus, and which (even in
Heracl. dileg. Hom. c. 26) does not
absolutely coincide with the dis-
tinction said to have been made by
our philosopher between aether and
fire. He thinks that the apathy of
aether (ps.-Censorinus, /. ¢.) which
contradicts the Stoie doctrine, must
have been taken from Heracleitus,
whereas it is far more likely that
its source is Aristotle’s Physics
(vide Part 1. b, 331, 2nd ed.) from
which we must also derive the
conceptions of Ocellus, 2, 23, and
the spurious fragments of Philolaus
(Lassalle, however, considers them
authentic), which were discussed
vol. 1. 899, 1; ef. L c. p. 358.

1 Ap. Sext. Math. x. 233; ix
360 ; cf. Tertull, De 4n.e. 9, 14;
Part . b, 23 sq.

2 Fr. 66, Clem. Paeala,g i. 196
C: 7d uh dvwoy wds &v Tis Adbor;
that the subject of 8%vov ig wp or
¢ids we see from t;he addition of
Clemens : Afdoerar pév vip Yows
T ato'l?n'rbv ods Tis, TO 8¢ woyTdy
adtvaror éeTw. Schleiermacher’s
emendations (p. 93 sq.) seem to
me unnecessary. IHeracleitus may
very well have said—‘ No one can
hide himself from the divine fire,
even when the all-seeing Helios
has set.” The 7is is also defended
by Lassalle, ii. 28 (who pertinently
reminds us of Cornut. &, Deor. 11,
p. 85); Schuster, p. 184; and
Teichmiller, N. Stud. 1. 184.
Schuster, however, refers it to
Helios, who obeys the laws which
are inherent in fire; but with this
I cannot agree.
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that it is not like sunlight connected with a particular
and therefore changing phenomenon, but is the univer-
sal essence, which is contained in all things as their
substance.! We must not, however, reduce it on that
account to a metaphysical abstraction, as Lassalle does.
When Heracleitus speaks of fire, he is not thinking
merely of ‘the idea of Becoming as such,’ ‘the unity
in process (processirende Einheit) of Being and non-
Being,” &c. ;% there is not a word to imply that he
means only the ¢ideal logical entity of fire,” and not the
definite substance perceived in the sensation of heat, or
that fire, as a principle, is absolute, immaterial, and

different from every kind of material fire.?

! Cf, Plato, Crat. 412 C sqq.,
who, in his playful etymology of
3ikaior, probably borrowed from
Heracleitus, proceeds quite in the
style of Heracleitus when he says,
doou 'yap 'n-yow'ral, 7 way elvar év
wopelg, Td ,ueu wa?\u adToi imoau-
Bdvover TowdTéY TL eluul, olov obder
a}\)\o A xwpetv, Bid Be 'rou'rov ravrbs
elval 7 Biekidy, 8 ob wdvra T&
yiyvdueva yiyveatar elvas 8¢ Tdxio-
Tov Tobro kal AewTéTarov. It must
be the subtlest in order to pene-
trate all thmgs, and also the
7axto"rou, BboTe xpna'ecu Honrep
éordoe Tols EANois (the same predi-
cates which Aristotle attributes to
the dvaBuutacts). This, the dlxaiow,
receives different explanations ; one
says: 6 utv ydp Tis pnot TodTo elvar
diatov, TOv fawov . . . another:
s’pw'rq?, el o0dey dlratoy oT,u.a.t elvar év
Tols avbpdmots éreldow 6 fwos diy
(perhaps a play on the words wj 39-
vov). Another understands by it
fire in the abstract: 6 8¢ odx ad >
wip ¢pnotv, GANG TO Bepudy 7o év
74 wupl évdéy, This seems to

His own

me one of the evidences for the
view taken of the Heracleitean fire
in the text, which Schuster, p. 159,
has missed. Other evidences are to
be found in Aristotle’s reduction of
wip to the dvabuulaocts (supra 24,
1) and in Heracleitus's own utter-
ances (20, 1; 22, 1; 22, 2). When
Schuster observes : ¢ Fire is every-
thing in the world, but it is for
the most part exvinguished,” he in
fact asserts the same thing as the
words he censures (fire is the uni-
versal essence, &e.). Vide the ex-
planation of these words, p. 22 sq.

2 As Lassalle supposes, 1. 361 ;
ii. 7, 10.

8 Ibid. ii. 18, 80. Lassalle’s
verbose and prolix defence of these
assertions, when closely examined,
proves little. He first maintains
that fire consists in this: ‘that it is
not Being but pure process;’ from
which, however, even if the propo-
sition were more accurate than it is,
nothing would follow in regard to
Heracleitus's conception of fire.
He appeals to the above-mentioned
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utterances, on the contrary, as well as the statements of
ancient writers, leave no doubt that it was fire as a
definite substance in which he sought the principle and

essence of all things.

The primitive fire, however, changes into the most
various forms, and this, its transmutation, is the produc-
tion of things derived. All things, says Heracleitus,
are exchanged for fire, and fire for all things, as wares
for gold, and gold for wares;! and herein he gives us to

passages of the Cratylus; but the
Ocpudy év 7@ mupl évdy, even if it
really corresponds with Heraclei-
tus’s opinion, is not immaterial,
but only the same matter which
communicates its heating power to
fire; and if it be urged that some
explain 8lwaoy, like Anaxagoras,
from wobs, this explanation does
not relate to fire but to the dirouor,
and it is not derived from Heraclei~
tus but from Anaxagoras. Lassalle
further supports his view by refe-
Tence to two passages in Ps, Hip-
poer. . dwdr. i. 10, and De Carn.
1. 425 K. And the thoughts there
expressed have certainly a Hera-
cleitean stamp, for in the first pas-
sage, primarily in regard to man, it
is said of the fepudraTor kal ioxvpd-
raTov wip, Smwep wdvrwy éminparéerau
diémoy Gmavra kard ¢pbow, that wdy-
7o 8:& waytds KuBepyd ol Tdde ral
éxeiva, obdémore drpeuifor; and in
the second: doxéer 3¢ ot d karéo-
uer Bepudy dbdvardy Te elvar ral
voely wdvra kal 6pdv xal dxolew,
kol eldévar wdvra kol T4 HrTa Kol
76 péAdovra ¥oregba, What con-
clusion is to be drawn from this
against the identity of Heracleitus’s
fire with physical vital heat (the
wip Texvicdy of the Stoies) I do not
see. Diogenes (vide sup. 287, 7)
says precisely the same of air, as

these Heracleitean philosophers say
of 7ip or Bepudy. Lassalle, ii. 22,
thinks he has found the true doc-
trine of Heracleitus in Mare. Ca-
pella, vii. 738, although that writer
does not mention Heracleitus ; but
the materia informis and the four
elements in the passage might have
shown him that this is simply a
Stoie-Platonic exposition. In vol.
ii. 27, he also attempts to prove
the immateriality of the Heraclei-
tean primitive fire from Chaleid.
in Tim. c. 328, p. 423 M (fingamus
enim esse hunc ignem sing cerum €t
sine ullius materie permixtione ut
putat Heraclitus); here he has mis-
understood the words of this Neo-
Platonist (who is besides not a
very authentic source). An dgnis
sine materie permiztione is not an
jmmaterial fire (of which I never
remember to have -found a trace in
any of the ancient philosophers—
not even among the Neo-Plato-
nists), but a fire which is not adul-
terated by any admixturé of burn-
ing substances. The same may be
said of Lassalle’s statement (i. 360;
ii. 121) that Sext. Matk. x. 232,
asserts : ¢ Aceording to Heracleitus
the first principle wasnot a mate-
rial body.” I pass over some further
observations.

! Fr. 57 ; Plut. DeEi. e. 8, end
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understand that the derived arises ont of the primitive
matter, not merely by combination and separation, but
by transformation, by qualitative change; for in the
barter of wares for gold, the substance does not remain,
but only the worth of it. Any other conception would
be altogether irreconcileable with the fondamental doc-
. trine of this philosopher concerning the flux of all
things. It is, therefore, decidedly untrue to assert, like’
some of our authorities, that, according to Heracleitus,
things are formed by means of the union and separation
of substances,! if this is intended in the sense given to
'such expressions by Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and De-
mocritus. But such language is also inaccurate and mis-

leading if we understand by it, as some have done,? that

p. 388: mwupds T &vraueifecba
ndrra, ¢pyolv 6 ‘HpdrAerros, kal wip
GrdyTwy, owep Xpuood xphuaTa kel
xpupdrwy xpvods. Heracl. Alleg.
Homer. c. 43, p. 92, therefore says:
wupds yap B, Kard TOV PuoiKdY
‘HpdxAerroy, duotffi T wivta yive
Tae. Similarly Simpl. Phys. 6 a,
and Diog. ix. §; mwupds &uotBly 7d
wdvra, also Eus, Pr. Ev. xiv. 3,6
duo1Bhy yap (mwupds) elvar T8 mdyTa

! Aristotle is not among these ;
he says indeed in Metaph. i. 8, 988
b, 84: 77 uév yap by 8éfeie oo~
xewdéoraroy elvar wdvTwy € o
yiyvovrar ovyrploer wpdTov, ToL0D-
Toy 8¢ TO pikpouepéoTaToy kal Aem-
TéTarov by el TOV cwudtwy, but he
_only here brings forward what may
from his own standpoint be urged
for the theory that fire is the pri-
mitive element ; he does mnot say
that Heracleitus himself proved 1t
in this way. On the other hand,
Hermias, Irris. c. 6, expounds the
doctrine of Ieracleitus (rather

confusedly) thus: é&px® 7év 8Awy
To whp* ddo 8¢ abrod wddn, dpwdbrys
kol wukpdTys, § pev moloboa, % B
wdoxovoa, 1 uty ovykplvovoa, 7 8¢
Siarpivovea, and Simpl. Phys. 310
a, says of Heracleitus and other
physicists: 8 wukvdoews ral uo-
véboews Tas yevéges ral GBophs
dmodiddaot, olyrkpiois & Tis ) wh-
kvwals éore kai Sidrpiots 7 pdvwots.
The same origin of things from
fire is presupposed by Luecret. i.
645 sqq., in combating the Hera-
cleitean doctrine, but we cannos
infer anything from this as to the
doctrine itself. In the Plac. i. 13,
and Stob. 1. 350, the theory of
atoms is ascribed to Heracleitus ;
apparently, if we may judge from
Stobseus, through a confusion with
Heracleides.

2 Aristotle says (Phys. i 6,
189 b, 8) of the philosophers who
only assume one primitive matter :
mdyTes ye TO & TobTo Tols évavriuts
oxnueriovaw, ofoy wukvéTyTe Kai
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Heracleitus believed things to arise out of fire by con-
densation and rarefaction, and to resolve themselves into
fire again.! It is undeniable that when fire passes into
moisture, and moisture into earth, condensation takes
place, and, in the opposite case, rarefaction. But from
Heracleitus’ point of view, rarefaction and condensation
were not the cause but the consequence of the change
of substance ; as he represents the process, it is not that
the closer juxtaposition of the fiery atoms makes mois-
ture arise out of fire, and solid earthy particles out of
moisture ; but, on the contrary, that from the rarer
element is produced a denser, since fire is changed into
moisture, and moisture into earth; and that conse-
quently in order to reproduce fire out of the other
substances, not merely a decomposition of their primi-

wowéryre (Anaximenes and Dioge-
nes) kad TG pAAAoy kol fTToV
{Plato). It would, however,follow
not that Heracleitus regarded the
derived as arising from rarefaction
and cendensation, but only from
the development of opposites from
the primitive matter; and this is
quite correct. Only the Ilater
writers ascribe to him rarefaction
and condensation. Thus in Diog.
ix. § 8q.: wupds GuoetBy T& wdvTa,
dpoudoer kol mukvdoe ywdpera

. wukveluevoy ydp T4 wip éfuy-
paivesbar curioTduevdy Te yivesba
HBwp, myyvbuevoy 8é vo Pdwp els yiy
Tpémreabar, ete. Plut. Plac. i. 8,
25 (Stob. i. 304): ‘HpdrAertos . . .
apxhy Tév SAwv Tb TUp . TobTov
8¢ . karaoBevyvuérov koouoroieioar
70 wdvra, wpRToy pév yep TO wa-
xuuepéoraror abret €ls attd av-
eTeANdpevoy vy ylyvesfar, Emerra
avayerwuéyny THy vy Smh ToU TUpds
gpioe Tdwp amorerelobar, dvabuusd-

1 s /.

fsvoy B¢ dépa yiveabar. Simpl. Phys.
6 a; Heracleitus and Hippasus
ér mupds wowolor T& BvTa mukrdoel
Kal pavdoet,

! Which is manifestly the case
in the first of the passages quoted
from Simplicivs; Simplicius re-
duces condensation and rarefaction
to olykpiois and Bidrpiots, in the
same manner that Aristotle had
already dome, Phys. viii. 7, 10, p.
260 b, 7; 265 b, 30; condensa-
tion, he says, results from the parts
of a body drawing more closely to-
gether, and rarefaction from their
keeping farther apart. He further
says that the proper expression for
derivation from one primitive mat-
ter would be condensation and
rarefaction ; and from more than
one, union and separation; re-
marks which Schleiermacher (p.
39) has no ground for thinking
‘wunderlich.)
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tive constituents, but an entire transformation, a
qualitative change of the parts, as well as of the whole,
is necessary. The language he uses to describe the
passage of one element into another shows this clearly
enough, for, instead of rarefaction and condensation, of
the union and separation of substances, we read only of
transmutation, of the extinction and kindling of fire,
of the life and death of the elements;! terms which
are employed by no other natural philosopher. But
the most decisive argument is that any theory, which
assumes 3 primitive matter of unchangeable quality,
would be inconsistent. with the fundamental principles
of Heracleitus. Fire with him means something en-
tirely different from the elements of the early physicists;
the elements are that which, amidst the change of
particular things, remains unchangeable; the fire of
Heracleitus is that which by means of constant trans-
mutation produces this change.? )

It follows then from the flux of all things that
everything, without exception, unites in itself opposite
qualities. Each change is a transition from one condi-
tion to the opposite condition;? if everything changes

U duoiBh (vide supra, p. 27, 1),
Tponh (Fr. 47, supra, 28, 1), cBév-
vvabar and dmrecdar (supra, p. 22,
1; ef. Plut. Plac. i. 3; supra, 28,
2) ¢én and dvaros (p. 24, 2).

2 Why fire is subject to this
continual transformation, Hera-
cleitus does not say; the only
theory that would correspond to
his doctrire is this, that it does so
because thisisinherent inits nature
—Dbecause it is the def{wov. When,
however, Lassalle asserts that the
physieal, and not the logical, dia-

lectical nature of motion was He-
racleitus’s principle of derivation,
he isin error; a logical principle
separate from a physical principle
wag altogether unknown to him.
If we further enquire, how he
knows that all things change, the
only answer is—heknows this from
experience, as he apprehends expe-
rience (vide supra, p. 21, 1).

3 «No, says Schuster, 241, 1,
‘only into a state that is different
from the previous state.” But the
subsequent state only differs from
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and only exists in this mutation, things are but

middle-term between opposites ; and whatever point w«
may seize in the flux of Becoming, we have only a
point of transition and limit, in which antazonistic
qualities and conditions encounter one another, While,
therefore, all things, according to Heracleitus, are per-
petually involved in transmutation, everything has at
every moment opposite principles in itself; it is and it
is not; and we can predicate nothing of a thing the
opposite of which does not equally and simultaneously
belong to it.! The whole life of nature is a ceaseless
alternation of opposite conditions and phenomena, and
each particular thing is, or rather becomes, that which
it is, only through the perpetual emergence of the oppo-
sites midway between which it stands.”> Or, as this is ex-

ths previous state, because a part
of the previous characteristics have
been exchanged for such as could
not coexist in the same subject and
in the same relation; and such
characteristies we call opposites.
Every difference leads back to
partial opposition, and every
change fluctuates between two con-
ditions, which, when conceived in
a perfectly definite manner, exclude
one another.

* CF besides what is said on p.
11 sq., the statement of Aenesi-
demus, ap. Sext. Pyrrh. 1. 210:
‘The sceptics say that the opposite
appears in all things, the Heraclei-
teans, that it actually belongs to
all things;’ and the corresponding
statement of Sextus himself, ibid.
ii. 59, 63: Gorgias teaches under
elvar: Heracleitus, ndvra elvat (that
is to say, everything is all); De-
mocritus teaches that honey is nei-

ther sweet nor bitter, Heraclsitus
that it is sweet and bitter at once,

2 Cf. Diog. ix. 7 8q.: wdvra Te
vivesfar kad elpapuérmy kal S s
évavrioTporfis  qpubobar Ta dvra
.. . yivedfai Te wdrra Kot évav-
Tidryra.  Stob. Eel. i. 58 : ‘Hpdka,
Tb meprodikdy wip &idiov, elnapuévyy
8¢ Adyov éx THs évavriodpoulas dnut-
ovpyor t@v bvrwr.  Philo. Qu. rer.
div. k. 510 B (503 M), after illus-
trating the proposition, wdvf' 8oa
& kbopw oxeddy évavtia elvar wé-
¢uker, by many examples: &
vap 7o €& dupoty TéV évavriwv, ob
Tunfévros yvdpwa Ta évavria, ob
ToU7 éomwv, 8 Ppacw "EAAnres TOY
wéyav xal dolduor wap’ abrols ‘Hpd-
KAetToy kepdAatoy TRHS adTod mpo-
oTnoducvoy Girogohlas abxely s
edpéoer wawfis. Ibid. Qu. in Gen.
iii. 5, and p. 178, after a similar
explanation : Zinc Heraclitus libros
conscripsit de natura, a theologo
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ressed by Heracleitus: AIl arises from division ; strife
is the father and lord of all things, the law and order of
the world ;! the unlike is joined together,” high and deep

nostro mutuatus sententias de con-
trariis, additis immensis atque labo-
riosis argumentis. The last words
would imply that Heracleitus, like
the Pseudo-Hippocrates (vide su-
pra, p. 15, 1), had proved his
doctrine of opposites by numerous
examples.

1 Fr, 75; Hippol. Refut. ix.
9: wéreuos mdvTwy uiv waThp éoTe
wdvroy 8¢ Baciieds, kol Tobs uiy
Ocods Eeike Tovs 3¢ dwbpdmovs, Tods
utv Sodhous émolnae Tovs B¢ énevBé-
povs. Philodem. . EdboeBelas Col.
7. Chrysippus said, Zeus and the
méAenos are the same, as Hera-
cleitus also taught, vide supra, p.
17, 2; Plut. De Is. c. 48, p. 870:
‘HpdrAeiTos pdv yap &vrikpus moke-
poy dvoud (e warépo ral Basiaéa kal
kbproy  wdvrwr. Procl. in Tim.
54 A: ‘Hp. ... Eeye mwihepos
warhp wdvrev . Fr. 77: Orig. e
Cels. vi. 42 €l 8¢ xph Tov wéAepov
eyro, fuvdy kal Alkmy Epelv, ral
ywdueva wdyta ket Epv kal xped-
weva, where Schleiermacher’s read-
ings, eidévar for el 8¢ and Epuv for
épeiv, are less bold than he himself
supposes. 1 am not more certain
than he is about beginning with
xpedueva, for Lassalle’s interpre-
tation (i. 115 sq.), ‘bestir them-
selves, cannot be proved to be
Greek ; Brandis's ocw(épeva does
not seem to me like Heracleitus.
Schuster’s eonjecture, p. 199, ap-
pears preferable, raTaxpedueva,
‘ applying themselves to.” Aristotle
(vide next note) confirms the
words ywdueva, &c. Hence the
eensure of Homer, ap. Eudem. E¢k.
vii. 1, 1235 a, 256 : «al ‘HpdrAeitos
émnipd T4 worioavty *ds Epis &

7€ Gedy kal dvlpdmwy dmdroire.” od
yap by elvar Sppoviav uY dvros dEéos
kal Bapéos, 00d¢ Ta (Po vev GhAeos
kal ppevos évavriwy ¥vrwr. The
same 1s related by Plutarch, i e.
(on which cf. Schuster, p. 197 sq.) :
Chaleid. i Tim. e. 295; Schol.
Venet. z. II. xviii. 107 ; Simpl. in
Categ. Schol. in Ar. 88 b, 30, who,
in making good thig censure, olx-
oegfou ydp oL wdvra, perhaps hag
taken some words from Heraclei-
tus’s book. This doctrine of wéAe-
wos is also referred to in Plut. De
Sol. Anim. 7, 4, p. 964; but it is
a mistake to represent the philoso-
pher as blaming Nature, because
she is wdAepos.

2 Arist. Eth. N, viil. 2, 1155 b,
4: wxal ‘HpdeAetros 10 dwrifovy
ouppépor kol B TaY BapepbvTwy
kaAAieTnY Gppoviay kol wdvra xar’
&y yivecBar. The &vrifouvr is to
be understood, in the spirit of the
figurative language of Heracleitus,
in the most literal semse, of two
pieces of weod, which are cut in an
opposite direction, in order to be
added to” one another, or propped
against each other: the cuugpépor
also, primarily denotes that which
reciprocally, or Jointly, bears
another. However, it would be
quite in the manner of Heracleitus
if here again he included, under
the same idea, the different con-
ceptions designated by one word ;
and, therefore, meant by the cvugpé-
pov, the compatible, and by the
arrifovy, the hostile. But I ean-
not, like Schuster, p. 227, limit
their meaning to this. Cf. on this
passage, Hippoer. w. S, 1, 648 K.
olkodopor  éx  diapbpew adudopoy
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must unite, in order that a concord, male and female,

a new life, may be produced.!

What separates, unites

with itself 2: the structure of the world rests upon

opposite tension, like that

épyafovTau, ete, and Alexander,
Aphrod. ap. David Schol. in Arist.
81 b, 83, who explains the nature
of the Grrwcelpeva in the AaBdoeds
EOAa Grwe petd avTiféceds Twos
odCel BAANAG. ‘

! Arist. in the two passages
Jjust quoted. The pseudo-Hippoer.
shows more at length, = Siarr. i
18, that every harmony consists of
bigh and low tones: & wAcioTa
dudpopa  udhora Lvudéper kal T4
endxioTa Sidpopa frioTa tupdépel,
ete. (Cf. the xaAAlory dpupovia in
the last note) He continues:
pdyetpor B orevdovoly dvfpdmoit
Siapdpwy ouupdpwy, Tavrodams Euy-
kplvovTes, ék TAy adTEY ob TR adTa,
Bpacw kal wow dvfpdmwwy, ete.,
which sounds somewhat like Hera-~
cleitus. The comparison, too, of
the opposites in the world with the
opposition of sounds in speech,
which is made by Hippoer. 1. 23 ;
Arist. De Mundo, ¢. 5, 396 b, 7
sqq.; Plat. Lrang. An. e. 15, p.
474 (the last in immediate connec-
tion with the example of high and
‘low tones), may have previously
been made by Heracleitus. That
he proved his doetrine of opposites
by numerous examples, we are told
by Philo (supra, p. 31, 2), and so
out of the many that are to be
found in Hippoer. 1. ¢. e. 15 sqq.;
Pseudo-Arist. I. ¢.; Philo, Qu. Rer.
Div. Her. 509 D sqq. ; Hosch ; and
others, here and there one may
have been derived from Heracleitus.

2 Fr. 80, Hippol. Ref. ix. 9: o
tuvlaot Bkws Biagpepbuevor Ewurd
Suohoyéer makivrpomos Gpuovin dxw-

VOL. IL

of the bow and the lyre;?

omep Tdtov kal Adpns. Plato, Sopk.
242 C sqq. Some make Being a
plurality, others, after the Eleatic
manner, a Unity. ’Iddes 8¢ ral
Sucehical Tives DoTepor Movoas
(Heracleitus  and  Empedocles)
tuvvevolraoy, 6Tt cvprhérey aopa-
AéoTepoy Gupdrepa kal Adyerr, bs
75 by moANd Te kol &y éoTw ¥xfpa
3¢ xal ¢pirlg ovvéxerar. Siapepdue-
voy wyhp &el Evupépera, dacly af
cuyTovdTepar TRV Movodw, af 8¢
uaraxdrepar TS ptv del Tabd ofrws
Exew exdraoav, év uéper B¢ ToTE
uty & elval pact T wav kal pilor
o’ ’Appodirys, ToTé 3¢ WOAAY kal
wohéutoy abdTd adr@ & velkds T
Zbid. Symp. 187 Az md & vdp pnot
(‘HpdrA.) diagpepbuervoy abrd abr@
Fvupépeaar Gomep appoviay Tdkou Te
kal AMpas. 1 assume, with Schuster,
p. 230, that the most authentic
text is that of Hippolytus; only
in regard to waAlrTpowes vide the
following note. The divergences
in the Platonic quotations show
that neither & nor d» was the sub-
Jjeet to Buxpepduevor; nor, of course,
the xéouos, so often mentioned by
Plutarch. It seems to me better
to understand Siapepduevor itself as
subject ; they do not comprehend
how that which separates comes
together: it is a apuovia waliv-
Tpowos (or, the harmony. ie., the
world, is waAivrpowos).

3 Vide previous note. Plut. De
Is. ¢. 45, p. 369: waAlyroves yap
Gpuovln kéopov Skwomep Adpns kal
Tdtov raf ‘Hpdurerror. Similarly,
without mention of Heracleitus,
but otherwise word for word the

D



34

HERACLEITUS.

whole and divided, congruous and incongruous, accord-
ant and discordant, must unite in order that from all

same, De Tranqu. An. c. 15, p.
473, while on the other hand we
read, De An. Procr. 27,2, p. 1026:
‘HpdrAetros 8¢ maAivrpomov G&puo-
viny kbopov Brxwomep Alpms kol
Téfov. Simpl. Phys. 11 a: bs
‘HpdiAettos 70 Gyaboy kal TO Kaidy
els Tad1dy Néywy ocuviévou Steny TéE0v
kol Abpas. Porphyry, dntr. Nymph.
c. 29: kal S TovTo Warlvroves 7
apuovla rai (al. ) Tofeber 8 évav-
tiwr. The text, however, is here
no doubt corrupt; Lassalle (i. 96
sq., 112) takes ‘shoot through’ as
synonymous with * penetrate’; but
this seems to me impnssible, and 1
can eredit neither Porphyry nor
Heracleitus with so monstrous an
image as a harmony shooting with
a bow. Schleiermacher, p. 70, con-
jectures instead of Toéve: Tétov,
¢l ; so that the meaning would be :
< And therefore Harmony is called
a “strained back” harmony and a
harmony of the bow because it is
brought about by contradictions.’
In this case we should have ex-
pected, instead of el &’ év, 37 8.
7. ¢ Perhaps some words have
been lost, and Porphyry may have
written k. 8. 7. waAlyTpomes
Gpuovia kéomov ds Adpas kal TdZov,
811 3. év, or, as Schuster more
simply proposes (page 231) 7
apuovin Adpes kol Téiov elmep &
é&v. The meaning of this expres-
sion has always been a difficulty,
even in ancient times. If, accord-
ing to the precedent of Plato’s
Eryximachus and of Plutarch, the
&puovin Abpns were understood of
the harmony of tones, there would
be no corresponding meaning for
the &pumovin réfov, and if the
apporin Téou were referred to the

stretching of the bow, there would
be a difficulty about the apuovin
Avpys; and the predicate maAilvrovos
or waAivrpowos would suit neither
interpretation. Bernays seems to
have been the first to discover the
right meaning (RA. Mus. vil, 94)
in explaining apuovie by the eom-
bination or form of the lyre and the
bow, i.e. of the Seythian and ancient
Greek bow, which being bent at the
two ends so greatly resembles a
lyre in shape that in Arist. Rhet.
ii. 11, 1412 b, 85, the 7dfov is
called @dpuryZ #xopdos. Schuster
also, p. 232, takes this view, only,
instead of the Scythian, he under-
stands the ordinary bow, which
appears to me less appropriate It
is this form which is designated by
the predicate waAivTpomos (bent
backwards) or moAirroves, which I
prefer; rdéfov warivrovor seems a
bow of the form alluded to, as
Wex shows, Zeitschr. fiur Alter-
thumsw. 1839, 1161 sqq. It is,
therefore, a similar image to the
one spoken of, supra, p. 32, 2.
The conjecture which Gladisch
tries to support, Zestschr. fiir Alt.
1846, 961 sqq.; 1848, 217 sqq.,
that in the above passages Bapéos
instead of Adpns, and 8feos instead
of Td¢ov, is to be read (according to
Bast, Krit. Vers. iiber den Text d.
Plat. Gastmahls, 1794, p. 41 sq.),
besides being unnecessary, is very
daring in the face of so many
and such trustworthy testimonies.
Bergk's slighter alteration (Zbid.
1847, 35) “7dkov kal webpns™ can
also be dispensed with. Rettig,
Ind. Lectl. Bern. 1865, agrees with
the interpretation of Bernays, only
he thinks the comparison of Hera-
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one may come, as all come from one.!

In a word, the

whole world is ruled by the law of opposition.

cleitus has reference not to the
form, but to the force of the bow
and of the lyre. ¢As the two con-
flicting momentsof theextinguished
and re-kindled fire condition the
phenomenon, so the straining
apart of the arms of the bow and
lyre conditions the tension’ (p.
16). This conception also is com-
patible with the words, and con-
tains a suitable sense. Lassalle,
i. 105 sqq., opposes DBernays,
but the ground on which he does
50 appears to me not very impor-
tant, and two of the passages to
which he refers, Apul. De Mundo,
c. 21, and Iambl. ap. Stob. Floril.
81, 17, have nothing to do with
the question. The statement of
Porphyry (noticed above), even
were the text of it in order, could
equally prove nothing. Synes: De
Insomn. 183 A, compares the har-
mony of the world with that of the
lyre,and explains the latter by the
harmony of tones : which makes it
probable, indeed, that in his ex-
planation of Heracleitus's words
he is following Plato, but cannot
affect our judgment concerning
Heracleitus's own opinion. Las-
salle himself understands our view
as ‘a harmony of the lyre wifk the
bow’ (p. 111). e observes
(p. 118), ‘Der Bogen sei die Seite
des Hervorfliessens der Rinzelheit
und somit der Unlerschiede ; die
Leyer die sich zur Einheit ordnende
Bewegung derselben. The bow is
the side whence flows forth singu-
larity, and therefore differences,
the lyre is the movement which re-
duces them to order: an allegory
of which, indeed, no Neo-Platonist
need be ashamed, but which the

D

most gkilful commentator would
find it impossible to harmonise
with Heracleitus’s words. The
harmony of the world is, indeed,
compared to that of the lyre and
the bow, which must, therefore, be
something known and given in ex-
perience, the point of the compari-
son lies in the waAivroves or maAly-
Tpowos ; but where is the mention
of a harmony of the lyre with the
bow ; and what, on the other hand,
are we to understand by the anti-
type—a harmony of differences,
changing into its opposite ?

P Fr. 98 ; Arist, De Mundo. c.
5, 396 b, 19 : owdpeas odAa [ral]
obxt odAa, vupepduevov [kal] Bia-
depduevo, auvidov [ral] 8:1G30v kal
éx wdyTwy &y kal éf évds wdvra. The
words wal é§ wdwtwy, &ec., which
Schleiermacher, p. 79, separates
from the first quotation, appear to
me to belong to it. The odAa odx}
ovAa (the «al in each case was most
likely wanting in Heracleitus, al-
though they mayhave been found in
the text of the work on the world) is
thus explained by Hippocrates ; .
diaut. ¢. 17 & oirodduor ek Siapdpww
obupopoy épydlovras, T4 ulv Inpd
Uypalvorres 70 8¢ Sypd Enpatvovres,
T8 uev BAa Swupéovres T8 3 Supy-
péva guvriévres, Schuster, p. 285,
gives to odAos the signification,
woolly, compact, sprightly; for
he says Heracleitus hers gives ex-
amples taken from the three arts
of weaving, architecture and musie.
But this does not follow from the
context of the passage, . kdouov ;
ouupepbpevor and Siapepduevor con-
tain no special allusion to archi-
tecture, and the éx mdvrwy &, &e.,
would also contradiet this inter-

2

4
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On account of these statements Heracleitus is cen-
sured by Aristotle and his commentators for denying the
law of contradictories.” Later writers on the other hand -
maintain that it is his merit to have first recognised
the unity of opposites, the identity of Being and non-
Being, and to have made it the foundation of his sys-
tem.? Whether this be regarded as a merit or a defect,
neither view of it is absolutely true. Heracleitus could
only be said to deny the law of contradictories if he
maintained that opposite qualities could belong to the
same subject, not merely at the same time, but in the

same respect. But this he

pretation, and would seem to show
that the expressions should betaken
in a wider sense; as in all the arts,
one arises, éc woAA®v, and vice
versd, but not éx wdvTar,

U Arist. Metaph. iv. 3, 1005 b,
23 : 4ddvaroy yip éyvTwoly TabTdv
SrorauBdvery elvar kel ul) elva,
knfdmep Tives ofovrar (vide vol. i
553, 1) Aéyew ‘Hpdrderrov. Ibid.
c. 4, init., where Heracleitus is not
indeed named, but is evidently in-
tended ; ébid. ¢. 7, end: ¥ore 3’ &
ptv ‘Hparhetrov Adyos, Aéywy mdvra
elvar kal ph elvar, dmavra &An0H
mowety. Similarly c. 8, init.; 6id.
xi. 5, 1062 a, 31: Taxéws & &v Tis
sal abrdv Ty ‘HpdeAerroy . . . fvd-
yracey Obpohoyely, undémore Tas
syricepévas  pdoes Svrardy elva
kate TRV abT@y GAnbebeciur viy &
eb guvels éaurod Ti woTe Aéyer, Tab~
v EAaBe Thy S6tav. Ibid. c. 6,
1083 b, 24; Top. viii. 5, 155 b,
80 : dyafdv kal kaxdy elvar TadTdY,
wafdmep ‘HpdrAerrds pnow. Phys.
i. 2,185 b, 19: &AA& phy € 16
Aoyw & 78 Bvra wdvta . .. TOY
‘HpaxAelrov Ayoy ovuBatver Aéyey

does not say. He observes,

abrols Tabrdy yop ¥orar Gyabd ral
rard elvar kal ud) ayabd kol dyadd,
Bare Tavtdy Errar &yabdv kal ok
Gryalbdy kal Bvbpwmos xal trwoes. The
commentators express themselves
similarly. Alex. ad Metaph. 1110
a, 6; 1012 a, 21, 29; 1062 a, 25,
36 b, 2, p. 265, 17; 294, 30; 295,
19; 296, 1,624 sq. Bon.; Themist.
Phys. 16, b (118 Sp.); Simpl.
Phys. 11 a, unt. 18, a, m ; cf. Las-
salle, 1. 80. Asklepius, Sckol. in
Arist. 662, a, 11 sq. attributes to
Heracleitus the proposition, éva
Spioudy elvar mdvTwy 1V mparypdTwy,
but he only said this cvuBorwds
or yvuraoTikds., Simplicius and
Aristotle, however (vol. i. p. 553,
1), cannot help confessing that an
inference is here ascribed to He-
racleitus, which he never drew and
could scarcely have recognised in
this form. Cratylus may perhaps
have given more occasion to it.
Plato, Theet. 182, ¢. sqq. calls this
assertion only a consequence of
Heracleitus’s view.

2 Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil.i. 805 ;
Lassalle, i. 81 sq.
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indeed, that one and the same essence assumes the
most opposite forms, and that in everything,the opposite
conditions and qualities between which, as subject to
Becoming, it fluctuates, are united. But that it unites
them in one and the same respect, he does not say—for
the reason, no doubt, that such a conception (which as
far as we know was first expressly noticed by Plato and
Aristotle ') never occurred to him. Nor on the other
hand has he spoken of the unity of opposites, the unity of
Being and non-Being, in so general a manner, and the
general view does not follow so absolutely from the ex-
pressions he uses. To say that ¢ One and the same essence
is light and dark, day and night ; one and the same pro-
cess is generation and destruction,” is one thing ; to say
that ¢there is no difference between day and night, be-
tween Being and non-Being as such,’” is quite another ;
to maintain the unity of opposites in the concrete is
not identical with maistaining it in the abstract; to
assert that opposites are found in the same subject, is
not to assert their identity. The former view alone can
be deduced from the examples which Heracleitus brings
forward, and he had no occasion to go farther, since his
concern was not with speculative logie, but with
physics. We must not, however, suppose? that his
proposition meant no more than this: ¢Each thing
displays very different qualities, either simultaneously,
if it be suddenly brought into connection with several
other things, or successively, if it be opposed to one,
and that a variable thing ;’ in the language of Her-

! Cf. Part 1. a, 527, 1, third edition.’
edition; Part 1. b, 174, second 2 Bchuster, p. 236 sqq.
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bart, that the co-existence of contraries is merely the
product of an accidental opinion. Of such an idea
neither Heracleitus’ own .utterances nor the ancient
accounts of him bear any trace. On the contiary, he
says quite universally and with no limitation whatever,
that the things which are apparently opposed ‘to each
other—such as day and night, war and peace, above
and below—are one and the same ; and the limits of his
reflection are indicated by the fact that he has not as
yet, enquired under what conditions, and in what sense,
this coincidence of opposites would be possible.

But though it is necessary that all things should be
sundered into opposites, it is equally necessary that the
opposites should again combine to form a unity; for
that which is most opposed originates from one and the
same; it is one essence which, in the course of its
changes, produces opposites and again cancels them ;
which in all things produces itself, and in the work-

ing of conflicting principles sustains all as one.!

1 Fr, 67; Hlppol Refut. ix.
10: 6 Beds n,uep-r; ebppdyn, Xel[.l.wll
Gepos‘, wOAEuos etpnvn, fcépns /\L,u.os
aAAoobTon 8¢ Brwamep STav cuppey
Ovdpace dvoudlerar kal’ HBoriw
éxdorov. Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix.
245, in the second clause of this
fragment where the text is evi-
dently defective, would substitute
Blwua for Oudpac:; Schuster, p.
188 would introduce oivos before
Gudpact. To me it seems still
simpler to read 8rws &7p instead of
Srwowep (afp in the old orthogra-
phy is very like wep). In the con-
clusion xa@ %orhy is not to be
translated, as by Schuster and
others, ‘at pleasure;’ for (even

In

irrespectively of Schuster's inter-
pretation, ¢ each one makes a label
for it at pleasure’) in that way we
get no suitable sense, since the
forms which the primitive matter
assumes in its transformation are
something objectively given, and
cannot be described by any com-
parisons we may choose. It is
rather to be explained thus: it
(the air mixed with perfumes ) is
named according to the smell (vide
vol. i. p. 291, 2) of any one of these
perfumes. (We do not say we
smell air, but we smell myrrh, &e.)
The Stoics (ap. Stob. kel i. 66)
express themselves similarly of the
wyebua, which penetrates all things:
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separating itself from itself, it unites itself with itself; !
out of strife comes emstenee, out of opposition, union ;

out of unlikeness, coincidence ;

One comes out of

all ;2 all things submit to the Deity for the concord
of the thle; even the unlike unites itself to God and
becomes like ; even that which appears to men an evil,
is for them a good ;% and out of all things is produced
that hidden harmony of the world with which the

beauty of the visible cannot compare.*

Tas d¢ wpoonyoplas peTalau-
Bdvov di& Tas ths UAns, 8 s
rexdpnie, maparidiers. Here we
have nothing to do with appella-
tions at pleasure. Teichmiiller,
N. Stud. i. 66 sq., thinks the dis-
puted sentence can be explained
without altering thetext, by making
the subject to ovpueyi and dvoua-
(eray, 0eds, by which is meant fire.
For my part I cannot conceive, even
from Heracleitus’s point of viéw, a
god who becomes mixed with per-
fumes. Kaf #5doviy Teichmiller
likewise translates ‘at pleasure.

i Plato, Sopk. 1. c., vide supra,
p- 33, 2; cf. 252 B, where the dif-
forence between Heracleitus and
Empedocles is said to be that Em-
pedocles represents these states of
unionand separationas alternating,
and Heracleitus recognises in the
separation itself a continual and
contemporaneous union.

2 Cf p. 35, L.

8 Schol. Ven.ad I iv.4: wé-
Aepor kal pdyar Nuity dewd doxel TG
3¢ 0eg oDB¢ TalrTa dewd ovrTeAel
yap Gmavra 6 Oeds wpds apuoviay
Ty (BAAwy 7 kol evidently only a
different reading) 6)\(»11 oucouo,u.wu
T rru,uzpepoum, dmep Kal ‘Hpax)\en-os
Aéyer, bs T4 pev Oed koAs wdvTa Kal
dlrate, vbpwmor 3¢ & piv Educa dmrei-

This is the

Aigpao:, & 8¢ dikaua.  Cf. Hippocr.
m. Swir. ¢, 11: mwdyra vép Buowa,
avduote €bvrar xal clupopa wdyra,
Sidgopa édvrar Bareydupeva ob dia-
Aeybueva, yrduny Exovra, &ypduova
(speaking and not speaking, ra-
tional and irrational, as the two
main divisions of the mdvra), dme-
vavrios & Tpdémos é&xdaoTwy, GuoAo-
yobuevos . . . . & pév ofy vbpwmor
Eecav, obdéxoTe KaTh TwUTY Fxet
oiire Gpfids obire piy opfds: bxdoa 8¢
Ocol E0coav aiel opbos Exer Kal T
dpfa ral T& uh bpbk TocoiTov Bia-
péper.  (So  Littré; preferably,
Bernays, Heracl. 22: &e kol Td
opfds ral T& pi bpbas. Tos. diag.)
Cf. the quotations from Aristotle
and Simplicius, p. 32; 33, 3.

4 Plut. An Proc; 27, 5, .
1026 &puovin 'yap apavis qmuep-ns
erf'r'rwv kol ‘Hpa.lc)\erroy, év 5§ Tas
diapopls wal Tas érepdrnTas 6 pey-
viwy Oeds Expupe kal waréducer.
The first” part of this fragment is
also in Hippol. ix. 9: 8m 8¢ . . .
apavis 6 adpatos . . . év rodrois
Aéyer  apuovie  aparvhs  pavepiis
kpelrTwr. émavel kol mpofavud e:
wpd ToD ywwokouévov TY EyvwoToy
abrod kal adpaToy Tis Suvduews. Ere
3¢ éoTwv bpards dvbpdmors . . . év
TobTots” Aéyer dowy Blis éuod ud-
Onais, Tabra éyd mporiéw, ¢nol,
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TouTéaTi TG GpaTd TEY GopdTwy . . .
(c. 10) ofirws ‘HpdrAeitas év Yop
polpa TifeTar kal Twd TY éudavi
Tols dpavéaw . . . & yop, pyoly,
apuovin Apavhs oavepiis kpeiTTwy:
xal* Bowy ... wpotéw, ol Ti
apavij wporiufoas. On the ground
of this last quotation it is conjec-
tured by Schuster (p. 24 ; in oppo-
sition to him, vide Teichmiiller, V.
St. 1. 164 sqq.) that the words of
Heracleitus ran thus: és 7f yap
dpuovin adavis paveplis kpelrTwv;
¢ Why should an invisible harmony
be better than a visible?’ But
acute as this conjecture is, it can-
not be substantiated by the text of
Hippolytus, if we consider this in
its whole context. As the words
apuovin, &e., are quoted,e. 9, with~
out €o7e, and.as these words cannot
be taken to mesn that the invisible
is better than the visible, Hippo-
lytus cannot (as I wrongly admitted
to be possible in the Jenaer L. T.
1875, Art. 83) have had the inter-
rogative és «i, but merely &7t in
bis text of Heracleitus. Nor are
we forced by the passage in c. 10
to the theory of another text ; for
he ‘does not here conclude, as we
should expect from Schuster's
reading, that the visible was pre-
ferred by Heracleitus to the in-
visible, but that both are made
equal : since at one time he calls
the apuovin aparys the better, and
at another he gives the preference
to the Jowr Byis, &e. That this
conclusion is false is quite clear,
but we axe not justified in disallow-
ing the employment of the passage
in e. 9, because of the ¢ want of
understanding® that it evinces.
However Hippolytus may have
misinterpreted the words of Hera-
cleitus, the use which he makes of
them shows how he read the pas-
sage, and refutes the theory accord-

HERACLEITUS.

ing to which he makes the same
passage in one of the two quota-
tions, immediately succeeding one
another, express the contrary of
what it is said to express in the
other. This theory seems the more
inadmissible, since Plutarch en-
tirely agrees with the first citation
of Hippolytus, and with the read-
ing of &r: in the second. I cannot
endorse Schuster's judgment that
the ‘obscure account’ in Plut. /. ¢.
can have no weight in opposition
to the “clear testimony’ of Hippo-
lytus. The only thing that seems
to me clear in Hippolytus is that in
his quotation in c. 9, he coincides -
with Plutarch. That which Schus-
ter calls Hippolytus's clear testi-
mony which refutes Plutarch, is,
in fact, only his own conjecture,
which is supported neither by the
MS. of Hippolytus, nor by the con-
nection of the passage. On the
other hand, Plutarch’s statement
concerning what he had read in
Heracleitus (and nothing else is in
question here) is mnot in the least
obscure ; it is perfectly evident that
he only found in Heracleitus the
assertion that the invisible har-
mony is better than the visible;
and not the question, * Why should
the invisible harmony be better
than the visible?’ Plutarch fur-
ther says of the apuovia Qavepl,
that God has hidden in it the d:a-
popal and érepdryres; these ex-
pressions certainly do not belong
to Heracleitus, nor does Plutarch
cite them as belonging to him.
But that some Heracleitean sen-
tence was floating in Plutarch’s
mind (probably some words in
connection with the double har-
mony)-—we see from Philo, Qu. in
Gen. 1v. 1, p. 287 Auch. : arbor est
secundwm Heraclitum natura nes-
tra, que se obducere atque abscondere
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divine law to which all things are subject,’ the &iky
whose decrees nothing in the world can transgress;?

amat. ¢Thetree’ does not, indeed,
belong, as Schuster thinks (Fr. 74,
p. 193, Nature loves to hide her-
self, like a tree ;” Teichmiiller fol-
lows him, V. Stud.i. 183), to the
citation from Heracleitus ; it refers
to the tree previously mentioned
by Philo, the oak of Mamre, Gen.
xviii, 1, which is allegorised in
this way ; and if it appears other-
wise in our Latin text, the two
translators, or one of them, must
be answerable for it. (The
Armenjan text, as I am informed
by Petermann, stands literally
thus: <The tree, according to
Heracleitus our nature, loves to
conceal and to hide itself.’) The
proposition which is supported by
Themistocles, Or. v. 69 b (¢piois 3¢
kaf ‘HpdkA. xovmresbour ¢piAel, simi-
larly in the second recension of Or.
v. or xii. 159 b), and by Philo, De
Prof. 476 C; Julian, Or. vii. 216
C (Strabo x. 3, 9, p. 467, does not
belong to this) that nature kpdm-
Teabor ral xoradbesfar pirel. The
words added by Themistocles (in
both places) xal mwpd Tis poews d
Tijs ptoews Snuiovpyds, are evidently
not taken from Heracleitus (Las-
salle i. 24, is inclined to think
they are; so is Schuster, 316, 1,
but the passages he adduces in
support of this view from the
writings of the Stoie and Neo-
Platonic period are not convineing
to me). From all this it is clear
that the visible harmony can
neither, with Schleiermacher (p.
71), be considered to mean the ele-
meats (while theinvisible harmony
refers to organic beings); nor with
Lassalle (i. 97 sqq.), the “ veiled
and internally hidden harmony of

the universe,” which is not visible;
still less, however, can we agree
with Plutarch, who describes the
apuovia ¢avepd, not (as Lassalle
says) as hidden, but, on the con-
trary, as that in which the apuovia
agarys conceals itself. The dneisi-
ble harmony must be the same as
nature, who hides herself: the
inner regularity of Being and Be-
coming ; and by the wisible har-
mony must be meant either the
external phenomenon of this re-
gularity, or musieal harmony in
particular ; so that the sense wonld
then be: ¢The inner harmony of
the world is more glorious than
any concord of tones.” Schuster
connects into one fragment the
words on the visible and invisible
harmony with those which Hippo-
lytus further guotes, Swovew us,
&e.; but the manner in which
Hippolytus mentions the two state-
ments does not Justify this; and
the sense of the words (as we have
explained it above) makes sush a
connection impossible.

U Fr. 128; Stob. Floril. iii.
84 : Tpépovrar yap mdvres of arfpd-
mwor vépor 5w évbs Tob Belov, kpa-
Téet yip TooobTOY Skdoov d0éAer Kkal
&apréer TaoL kal TEprylveTa,

2 Fr. 64; Plut. De Exil. 11, p.
604: fxios yip odx brepBfioerar
uérpa, prigly 6 ‘Hpdxewros' el B¢ ud,
’Epwries wv Alkns émirovpor éieupt
covew, Somewhat differing from

.this, ibid. De Is. 48, p. 870: Hixwoy

8¢ [sc. ‘Hpducherros onalv] uy bmep~
Bhoeobar Tods wposhrovras Bpovs: €l
3¢ uh, yAdrras wy dikns éruolpous
éevphoerv. Instead of “Epwwies
and the unintelligible ~yAdTTa
Bernays (Heracl. 15 ; Rh. Mus. ix.
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the dependence or necessity by which all things are
ruled.! The same universal order, conceived as efficient ?

259, 3) conjectures Adooar to have
been the word used by Heracleitus.
Lassalle, i. 351 sqq., defends yAd7-
Ta, and supports his reading by
Philostratus, 4poll. i. 25, 2, who
mentions four images of birds
(fvyyes), reminding us of divine
retribution, named from the fewy
yAdrrar of the Magi; and he
thinks that he has hereby proved
a0t only that the handmaidens of
Dike were called ¢ tongues’ among
the Persians, but that Heracleitus
wasg acquainted with the religious
doctrines and symbols of the Magi.
This is certainly a mistake; for
even if pictures of the wryneck
as symbolieal of *respice finem’
were used by the Persians and
called the tongues of the gods, it
would not follow that the Erinnyes
were called tongues of the gods or
simply yAdrra.. But even Ber-
nays’s suggestive eonjecture has to
be given up ; for Schuster, p. 184,
and  previously Hubmann (cf.
Schuster, p. 357), propose kAd&bas
for yAdrras (the spinners, the
Moirae, who, as goddesses of Death,
know How to find the sun when it
‘would overstep the measure of
their life). Cf. further concerning
Biwen, Orig. 2. Cels. vi. 42 (vide sup,
p. 32, 1), and what is quoted p. 26,
1, from Cratylas. Clemens, Strom.
iv. 478 B, Alkys dvoun odk &y fde-
oav, does not seem to belong here,

! Plut. Plac. 1. 27: ‘HpdrA.
Térre kel eluappuévny, Thy 8¢ adthy
dmdpxew kal dvdykny. So Theodo-
ret, Cur. Gr. Aff. vi. 13, p. 87;
Diog. ix. 7; Stob. 1. 58; supra;
Stob, i. 178 (Plac. i. 28): ‘Hpd-
kAT, obolay eipapuévys amedaive-
70 Adyor TOv Six ovolas ToU wavTds

Sujrovra, abry & éorl T wifépiov
gépa, owépua THs T TarTdS Yevé-
oews Kal mepiodov uérpoy TeTayuérns.
wdvra 8¢ xa® eiumpuévmy, Ty ¥
adriy bwdpxew dvdykny ypdperyodv:
Erri yap eipapuéyn wdyrws. Here
there is a break in the text which
is the more to be regretted, as
Heracleitus’ own words are about
to follow, whereas what goes before
has such a Stoical sound that it is
of little consequence to us whether
the words from ality to yevéoews
are (according to Schleiermacher’s
conjecture, p. 74) an interpolation
relating to odola, or not. If the
text, as I believe, is in its right
order, the meaning wounld be this:
he explained the efpnapuérn as the
Adyos, which permeates the matter
of the world (the aifépiov gdpa), as
the omrépua, &ec. Simpl. Phys. 6,
a: ‘HpdrAerros 8¢ mwowel kal (cf. as
to this reading, Schleiermacher, p.
76) Td&w Twd kal xpdvor Gpiauévoy
Tis Tot kbouov ueraBorfs xord Twa
elpapuérny avdykny. Cf ap. Ps.
Hippocr. . diair. 1. 4 sq. (vide sup.
p. 7. 2; 15, 1, the expressions) 82
avdyxny  Belyy, THy mempwuévny
wolpny, and Plut. 4n. Procr. 27, 2.
p- 1026 %y elpapuévmy of moAhol
kahoiigr . . . ‘HpdikAeitos 8¢ waiv-
Tpowov apupoviny xkdouov, ete., ibid.
De Hi,c. 9, p. 388. But here we
cannot be certain how much is
taken from Heracleitus.

2 Fr. 24: Diog. ix. 1: e
vap & O dopdy, enleracfar yrduny
fire ol éyrxvBepvioe wdvta (Neut.
plur.) 3 wdrrwr. Instead of the
senseless of éyxvB. Schlelermacher
conjectures, p. 109 {cf. Lassalle, i.
334 sq.), ofn kvBeprioe, Bernays,
Rh. Mus. ix. 252 sq., olaki{e,
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force, is called the world-rnling wisdom, the \oyos,!

Schuster, p. 66, ofy Te kuBeprijoer,
or ofm (ofp Te) KuBeprijoa, and
rvBeprdy is often found in a similar
connection, with Heracleitus and
others, as Schuster and Lassalle
prove. Fr. 14; Orig. e, Cels. vi.
12 : f0os vip dwbpdreoy uév obi
Exet yvduny, feiov 8¢ Exer.  Plut.
De Is. 76: 5 3¢ (Goa . . . ¢plois
#AAws Te Eomarey dmoppody Kol woi-
pav ék Tob ppovotvros, §mws kvPBepra-
Tar 7o, obumwav, xkab ‘HpdrAeitov,
Instead of #AAws Te, Schleierma-
cher, p. 118, here reads #ANofev ;
Bernays, Rhein. Mus. ix. 255:
&uugri. Only the expression 7d
ppovoty dmws kuBepraTas TO obuway
is to be considered Heracleitean (it
appears to me too well attested to
be affected by the observations of
Heinze, which will be discussed
infra, p. 45; n.); the édwoppoy and
wotpe: have quite a Stoic sound.

! On the Logos of Heracleitus,
ef. Heinze, Die Lekre vom Logos in
d. Gr. Phil. 9 sqq.; Schuster, p.
18 sqq. Teichmiiller, N. Siud. i.
167. That Heracleitus designated
the reason that works in the world,
among other names by that of the
Logos, cannot be actually proved
from Fr. 3 (sup. p. 7, 2), but the
truth to which the whole world
bears witness, approximates to the
conception of reason inherent in
the world. Fr.7; Sext. Math.vii.
183, is less doubtful: d:d &e7
&regbau T6 Evvi. Tob Adyou 8¢ édvros
Evvod (dovaw ol maAlol &s iblav Exoy-
Tes ¢pbvnaw (as if in their opinions
they had a private reason of their
own). By the Adyos rowds, in
opposition to the idla ¢ppdryos, can
only be meant Reason as the com-
mon prineciple; and this it is, so
far as it makes laws that are bind-
ing onthe whole world. Schuster’s

explanation of the Adyos as the
¢speech of the visible world,” is
founded ontwo presuppositions,viz.,
that Fr. 7 stood in immediate con-
nection with the third fragment
discussed p. 7, 2, and that in that
fragment Adyos meant the ¢ speech
of Nature” Of these suppositions,
the former cannot be proved, and
the latter, as above remarked, is
very unlikely. The rowds Adyos
must surely mean essentially the
same with Heracleitus as with his
successors, the Stoies (ef. Part 1.
a, 126, 2, second edition), When,
therefore, Sexrus, /. ¢. and viii. 8
explains the kowds Adyos by means
of 7& kowf pavduera, he is rightly
opposed by Lassalle, ii. 284, and
wrongly defended by Schuster, p.
23. Sextus himself, vii. 133, had
previously explained the Adycs as
the felos Adyos. Reason appears as
something objective, and different
from the thought of the individual,
since we find in Fr. 79, Hippol.
ix. 9: ok &uol, &GAAG 70D Adyov (so
Bernays, Rk Mus. ix. 255, and
afterwards generally for 8éyuaros)
aroboarras 6uoroyéelr goddy éoTiv,
& wdvra eldévau (cf. p. 45, n.); but
the interpretation ‘not listening to
me, but to the speech as such, the
contents of the speech, the reasons’
(ef. Schuster, 83, 228) is also ad-
migsible. On the other hand, in the
definitions guoted in the previous
note and at p. 31, 2, from Stobeeus,
of the eluapuérn, the Adyos is no
doubt taken from the Stoic termi-
nology ; ap. Clem. Strom. v. 599 C,
the 8oy Adyos kal Beds is not
found, as Lassalle thinks (ii. 60),
in the eitation from Heracleitus,
but in the interpretation by the
Stoics of Heracleitus’s words ; this
interpretation itself is very inexact, -
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Zeus or the Deity !—and so far as it produces the end-
less series of cosmical periods, and of the varying con-
ditions dependent on them, the Aon.? All these concep-
tions signify with Heracleitus one and the same thing,?
and the world-forming force as active subject is not
here distinguished from the universe and the universal

order.*

and is expressly described by
Clemens as an addition of his own
(Buvdper vap Aéyer, ¢ the meaning of
his statement is’). Also in' Mar-
cus Aurelius, iv. 46 (vide sup. p.
8, ».), it is the Stoic who adds to
the words, ¢ udAwra dipvexds dui-
AcbaL Adyg, these: T¢ Té SAa Sio-
wovvri. Originally scarcely more
was intended by them than by the
parallel passage: ofs kab® Huépar
éyxupotat, that which is constantly
presented to the eyes of men. Las-
salle, ii, 68, thinks he has dis-
covered in Fr. 48, vide inf. p. 65,1,
the pre-existence of the Logos, but
we shall find that Adyos here means
nothing more than relation. To
sum up the results of the whole:
Heracleitus taught indeed that
Reason ruled in the world, and
called this universal Reason the
Adyos, but the concept of Adyos was
not nearly so prominent with him
as with the Stoics. Lassalle’s ex-
position requires to be essentially
limited in reference to this; his
conjectures as to the connection of
this doctrine with the Zoroastrian
dogma of the word of Creation and
of law, find no support (as Heinze,
p. 86, acknowledges) in the sayings
of Heracleitus ; for these presup-
pose nothing that transcends the
Greek language and the Greek
ideas.

! Besides what is quoted supra,

This foree, however, also coincides with the

p. 19, 3; 82,1; 38, 1, of. Fr. 140;
Clem. Sirom. v. 604 A: & b
copdy modrov Aéyesfur d0éher ral
odr €0énet (oder obx €6. k. é0.) Znvds
owvoua. I cannot here discuss the
interpretations of these words by
Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 256 ; Schus-
ter 345, and others, To me the
best interpretation seems to be
this: <One thing, the only wise,
wills and also wills not to be
named by the name of Zeus’ It
wills to be named so because in
truth it is that which we honour
under that name; but it also wills
not, because with this name pre-
sentations are connected which are
not consistent with that primitive
essence. That the form Znwds is
chosen instead of A:bs, to indicate
its derivation from (fv, I agree
with other writers in thinking
probable; but do not lay any great
stress upon it.

2 Cf. the quotations on p. 19, 3.
‘What Heracleitus says about the
ZEon, perhaps gave occasion to the
assertion of Anesidemus (or Sex-
tus), that the statement that time
is identical with the wpdtor sdua
(discussed in Part 1 b, 24)
emanated from Heracleitus.

? For example the wdAeuos is
called sometimes Zeus, sometimes
dixn, and the ZEon is explained as
Zeus, and Snutovpyds.

4 The modern commentators on
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primitive matter of the world; the Deity or the law of

the Heracleitran philosophy are
not. quite agreed as to how Hera-
cleitus conceived the reason ruling
in the world. According to Ber-
nays, Rh. Mus. ix. 248 sqq., he
conceived it as conscious intelli-
gence. Lassalle (i. 325, 335 sqq.,
et passim) sees in it only the objec-
tive law of reason; and Heinze
(Lekre vom Logos, 28 sqq.), agree-
ing with Peipers (Die Erkenntniss-
theorie Plato’s, 1. 8 sq.) comes to
a similar conclusion.  Lastly,
Teichmiller (N. Studien, i. 181
5qq.), differing from both views, is
of opinion that self-consciousness
cannot be separated from Hera-
cleitus’s world-ruling wisdom ; but
Heracleitus, as I assume, not
only did not discriminate as yet
between subjective and objective
reason, but represented this reason
as subject to an alternation of
sleep and waking, of weaker and
stronger actuality ; as to any per-
gonality in regard to it, it never
oceurred to him at all. This last
proposition is certainly not com-
patible with the self-consciousness
which Teichmilller recognises in
Heracleitus’s world-ruling wisdom;
for where self-consciousness is, there
is also personality, whether the
word be used or not, and whether
the characteristics which belong to
the conception of personality be
present in more or less force. Nor
is there any proof of the theory
that Heracleitus believed the self-
consciousness of the divine Advyos
to be sometimes extinguished and
again revived; this follows as
little in the doctrine of Heracleitus
from the analogy of alternating
cosmical conditions, as in the doc-
trine of the Stoics. If he conceived
the divine wisdom as a self-con-

scious thinking, he must have sup-
posed it always to be such; for he
deseribes it as the &el(wor (vide,
supra, p. 22, 1), the uh 8ovor (supra,
p. 25, 2), the all-governing power,
which even in the present state of
the world, despite the partial trans-
mutation of the primitive fire into
othersubstances,isnotextinguished.
That Heracleitus, however, defined
the world-ruling wisdom as self-
conscious, could only be affirmed
or denied if we were sure that he
had ever proposed to himself the
question of its self-consciousness,
But, this is highly improbable. He
speaks of the intelligence which
rules all things, of the divine
wisdom (vide supra, p. 42, 2), of the
uh dtwor from which mnothing is
hidden; he says in Fr. 79 (vide
supra,p. 43, n.) & wdvra eldévar ; weo
have no oceasion to change eiféva:
for elvau (as in the Oxford edition
of Hippolytus, Lassalle,. i. 339,
Heinze, p. 28 sq.); for «idépau in
this place expresses nothing more
than the other passages we have
just been considering, or than the
& copby, Fr. 140 (p. 44, 1). Bnt
though these conceptions, founded
on human self-consciousness,contain
implicitly the character of personal
self-conscious thought, it is not to
be supposed that Heracleitus saw
this clearly, or that he expressly
said to himself, the Reason that
rules the world must be conceived
as a personality ; had he said so,
he could not possibly have .con-
ceived it at the same time as the
substance through the transmuta-
tions of which all thingg come into
existence. The question, indeed, of
the personality of the primitive
essence in this sense was never
raised in the ancjent philosophy
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the universe is not separated from the primitive fire;!
the primitive essence forms all things.out of itself, by
its own power, according to the law inherent in it.
Our philosopher’s theory of the universe is therefore the
most outspoken pantheism ;2 the divine essence by the

(which has not even a word to
express ¢ personality’)—nor in the
other sense, until the time of Car-
neades and Plotinus; and conse-
quently we find not unfrequently
thatthought, knowledge, reason,and
so furth, are attributed to natures
which we from our point of view
could not conceive as personalities.
So it is with Heracleitus. He re-
cognises in the world a reason
which guides and penetrates all
things, and he ascribes predicates
to this reason which we could
only ascribe to a personal being;
but he is wanting, not merely in
the more definite conception of
personality, but even in the dis-
crimination of reason from matter.
Anaxagoras was the first to sepa-
rate them definitely and on prin-
ciple; and to this the celebrated
passage relates in Metaph. i. 3,
984 b, 15, where Aristotle says
that Anaxagoras first perceived in
vois the cause of the order in
nature, which (as Teichmiiller, 189
sq., Tightly observes in opposition
to Heinze, l.c. 35 sq.) cannot serve
as a proof that Heracleitus did
not ascribe knowledge to the Deity.
As in this passage, the God of
Xenophanes is not alluded to, be-
cause he is not introduced as a
principle that explains nature
(afTios ToD Kdopov), so the yrdun
of Heracleitus is passed over, be-
cause it is not opposed to matter
as an independent principle.

1 Vide supra, p. 22,1,2; 81,2;
Clemens Cok. 42 C: 7d wip Oedy

imeripaToy Trracos . . . kal . . ,
‘HpdreA. Hippol. Refut. ix.10: Adye
3¢ kal ppdvipov TobT0 elyar T whp Kal
Tiis Sroixfioews TRV BAwr alTior kaAel
3¢ alrd xpnopocivyy kal képor xpyo-
ooty 8¢ éorwv 7 Siandounois kat
abrov, % 8¢ ekmbpwots wbpos. Sext.
Math. vii. 127. Vide inf. p. 82, 1.
Heracleitus held the wepiéxor to
be rational, and thought the felos
Adyos came into man through the
breath. On account of thisidentity
of fire with the Deity, the south as -
the starting point of light and heat
is called the sphere of bright Zeus,
Fr. 86; Strabo i. 6, p. 3: febs yap
kal éomépas Téppata 7 Upkros, Kai
dvrlov Ths dpxTov obpos aifpiov
Aws. I cannot give any more
exact interpretation of these words.
Schuster, 267 sq., understands by
otpos aifplov Aws the south pole;
but Teichmiller rightly objects
that we cannot expect to find th's
conception with Heracleitus. He
himself thinks that by ofpos, Arc-
turus is meant; but odpos aifplov
Aws would be a strange designa-
tion in that case, and how . far
Arcturus can be called one of the
boundary points between morning
and evening is not at all clear. The
words assert mothing more than
that nmorth and south lie between
east and west; and the odpos
aifplov Aws only signifies the re-
gion of light.

2 In this pantheistic sense we
must understand the aneedote re-
lated by Aristotls, Part. An. 1. 5,
645 a, 16, namely, that Heracleitus
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necessity of its nature is constantly passing over into
the changing forms of the finite, and the finite abides
only in the divine, which in undivided unity-is the

substance, cause and law of the world.

2. Cosmology.

Ir we enquire further how, in the beginning of our
world, the transition of the primitive essence into
derived existence was accomplished, we are told that,
according to Heracleitus, fire was first changed by the
Divine Creative Reason into air, and then into moisture,
which is as it were the seed of the world ; from this the
earth arises, and the sky and all that they contain.!
Here we cannot help seeing the influence of the physical
doctrine of the Stoics, which, for the very reason that
it professed to be merely a reproduction and elucidation
of Heracleitus’s doctrine, has so greatly biassed and
confused the views of subsequent writers in regard -

to the latter.? So much,

called out to strangers who had
scruples about visiting him in his
kitchen: eloiévar Buppoivras, elvar
yap ral évrabba Beots. Cf. Diog.
ix. 7: wdvra Yuxdv elvos kol Satud-
vy TANP).

1 Clem. Strom. v. 599 sqq. D.
That Heracleitus held the world to
be underived is shown by Fr. 46
(p- 22, 1), that he held it also to be
derived by Fr. 47 : unwler Té éme-
-pepbueva (Fr. 47): < wvupdbs Tpowal
wpiroy GdAacocar BaAdoons 8¢ Td
ey fuiov ¥ T 8¢ Juiov wpnorhp.”
Suvduer yap Aéyer (vide p. 44, n.),
371 wop Gwd Tob BioucoDyTos Adyou
kai fcob T8 olumavTa 3 &épos Tpe-
werar eis Sypdy 70 bs omépua Tis

however, is certain: that,

Sianoguficews, & kakel Odracoav, éx
3¢ robrov adbis yiverar yH kai obpavds,
Kkal 78 éumwepiexdpeva. Concerning
wpnorhp, cf. p. 23, 1.

2 In Clemens's commentary on
the words of Heracleitus we must
refer the following expressions to
the doctrine and terminology of.
the Stoics: Adyos xal Oeds 78 olu-
wavre Siotedv, on which cf. p. 44, . ;
omépua Tis diaxocuficews ; also the
addition 8/ &épos, which is perpetu-
ally recurring in Stoie writings,
and was required by the Stoic
doctrine of the elements (cf.
Part 111, a, 136. 4, 137, 2, 169, I,
second edition), but has no place in
the language of Heracleitus, and
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according to Heracleitus, in the formation of the world,
the primitive fire was first changed into water or sea;
and from this, by means of a second transformation
developing itself in opposite directions, came on the
one hand the solid element, the earth; and on the
other the warm and volatile element, the hot wind ;?
a theory which makes the relation between Heracleitus
and Thales the same as that between Thales and
Anaximander,® who was, of all the older Ionians, the
philosopher with whom Heracleitus was most closely
allied. We are told nothing more, however, about his

opinion concerning the formation of the world.
The three forms assumed by the primitive essence

contradicts (as will presently be
shown) his theories on the transi-
tion of substances into one another,
Among the Stoies we find in the
Tormula Tpowd mupds B’ &épos eis
GBwp that 8 &épos always occurs
.as an interpolation; and in none
of our authorities is it said ¢fire
is changed into air, and air into
water.” This circumstance seems
to indicate that an older exposi-
tion must have been in .use, in
which only the transition of fire
into water is spoken of, as in the
47th fragment of Heracleitus.

! T agree with Schuster (p. 148
sq.) that Fr, 47 treats of the ori-
gin of the world from the primitive
fire and not, as it hasbeen thought,
since Schleiermacher, of the trans-
mutation of the elements in the
world, For we have no reason to
mistrust the assertion of Clemens
that Fr. 47 referred to the forming
of the world, and was connected
with Fr. 46 (sup. p. 22,1). (In
the émipepducva, however, there is
no ‘immediate’ connection with

Fr. 46.) The Placita also, in the
passage quoted p. 28, 2, refer to a
description by Heracleitus of the
formation of the world, though
they contain a wrong account of it,
viz., that through the separation of
the grossest portions . from fire,
earth was first formed ; from earth
water, and from water air. The
second part of this exposition is
derived from the Stoie doctrine of
the elements (Part 1. a, 169, 1),
but that earth should proceed im-
mediately from fire is contrary
even to the theory of the Stoies.

? This does not mean that the
one half of the sea was to be earth
and the other fire, so that nothing
more would remain of it ; the words
Bardoans 3¢, &c., assert only that
the sea includes (potentially) in
itself earth and fire in equal parts,
so that both might equally proceed
from it. Cf. Teichmiller, N. Stud.
1. 54 sq.

# Cf. concerning him, vol. i. 250
8q. ; concerning the similar view of
Xenophanes, vol. i, p. 569,
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in the beginning are regarded by Heracleitus in the
present condition of the world as the limits between
which the alternation of substances, the rotation of Be-
coming and decay moves. He denominates the change
(as Diogenes says') as the way upwards and downwards,
and supposes the world to originate in this way. Fire,
he said, changes by condensation into water, and water
into earth ; earth on the other hand becomes fluid and
changes into water, from the evaporation of which
almost all other things are derived. The former of
these processes he called the way downwards, the latter
the way upwards. This exposition cannot,? like the
fragment in Clemens, apply to the genesis of the world,
but only to the transmutation of matter in the world at
the present time.®? This is what Plato means by the

1 ix. 8, according to the quota- passeson to anotherpoint. Nomore
tion on p. 78, 1: xal 7hv peraforhy  can be concluded from the words 7d»
680y Hvw ndrw Ty Te Kéa oy Yiverbu  kéouor yiverbau kors Tadryy. Forl,
kerd Tabrny. muivoluevoy 7ydp TO Kerd Tavrny refers not vouly to the
nip &Evypatvesdo guvoTdperdy Te  68bs kdTw but to the 63ds dve xdrw:
ylveaBar J3wp, myyvipevor 88 b Udwp  the previous context speaks of this
els yiv Tpémeofar wal tadrny 68by as one simple way, mnot of two
el b kdrw elvar Aéyer. wdAw T ways, 63bs #vw and 6dds kdrw; ac-
abrhw [1. ad] mhy yijy xelobar é @s  cording to Schuster, however, only
T Pwp vylveobar, ék 8¢ Todrov & what is said of the 68ds wdrw (wv-
Anwd, oxeddv wdvre éml Ty dva- rvobuevoy . . . Aéyer) applies to
Ouuiaoty Gvdyov v &md fs foAdr- the making of the world, and what
Tys.  abm ¥ oty H éml 7d $vw 686s.  follows applies to its destruction.
yivesBou & drafuuidoes,ete.(p. 562,2.) 2. The persistent use of the present
z As Schuster believes, 155 sq. forms, yivecOar, évypaiveafau, ete.,
. : shows decidedly that something
3 Schuster indeed thinks it is now going on is alluded to, not
clear from the connection that here something that formerly happened.
also the formation of the world is 8. The formation of the universe
intended. But Diogenes has al- would be very inadequately de-
ready completed his observations scribed in the words which Schus-
on Heracleitus’s doctrine of the ter points out, for nothing is said
origin and conflagration of the of the formation of the heavens
world in the previous words (p. (cf. p.47,1). 4. The words mdaw
77,1,2); with xal iy peraBordy he  7° ad Ty ¥iv, ete., cannot possibly

YOL. II. E
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way downward and the way upward,! and later writers
without exception ? who comment on the meaning of the
expression take the same view. We have, moreover,
an observation of Heracleitus himself on the vicissitudes
of matter, and the principal forms which he supposes it
to assume, and this entirely agrees with the statement
of Diogenes. ¢TFor souls, he says, ¢it is death to be- '
come water, and for water it is death to become earth ;
but water comes from éarth, and souls from water. 3
Schuster would refer this sentence to living beings only,
‘whose souls are continually forming themselves from
the watery constituents of their body, and again re-
solving themselves into those constituents ; just as the
latter are constantly changing from water to earth, and
from earth back again to water.* But this inter-
pretation contradicts the unanimous testimony of our
witnesses,” which we have the less reason to doubt, since

contain a description of the érmi-
puots, for it is said the rest came
out of the water, which is almost
entirely to be explained by the
evaporation of the earth and of the
water. Schuster therefore reads:
éx 3¢ rolrov TS wip, TA Aowwd
oxeddv, ete. But this alteration of
the text would only be allowable,
if the received text would bear no
admissible construction. It makes,
however, very good sense, though
not the same that Sehuster ascribes
to it; whereas in his reading, the
simple thought that fire arises from
water by the evaporation of the
water would be expressed by the
confused and obscure expression T4
Aoimrd oxeddv mdvra, ete. What
can be meant by Aourd wdvTa?
Fire is the only thing which, in the
conflagration of the world, still
continues to arise from water.

! Phileb. 43 A. The wise
maintain that our body can never
be in a state of rost. &el ~dp
dravra Wvw re kal wdrw pei.  There
is no_question here of the origin
and destruction of the world, but
simply of the mutation of things
in the world.

2 E. g. Philo. De Ftern. M.
958 A: 74 orouxeia. Tod kbouov
. SoAixedoyra (traversing
a 8dAcxos, that is, a path returning
into itself) ael kal Thy abriy 68dv
dvw kal kdTw Guvexds auelBovra, as
Heracleitus expresses it (vide fol-
lowing note). Max. Tyr. 41, 4:
peTaBoriy dpas cwudrov kal yevé-
ogews, AARayy 63@y Hve kal KdTw
katt Ty ‘HpdrAerrop.

3 Fr.89; sup. p. 24, 2.

* Loc. eit. 268 sq., 157, 165.

5 Philo, loc, cit. 958 C, adduces
this passage in proof of his remark
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we are told by Aristotle that Heracleitus denominated
fire, which constitutes the substance of all things, as
soul.) We are, therefore, fully justified in maintaining
that Heracleitus considered fire, water, and earth, as the
fundamental forms which matter assumed in its trans-
formation.® Some of the later authors indeed try here
to introduce four elements by interpreting ¢ the soul’
of Heracleitus as air, or regarding it as intermediate
between fire and water.? But this cannot out-weigh the
distinct declaration of Heracleitus ; more especially
since the general tendency of that period to misin-
terpret the ancient philosophers on this point, was
especially encouraged by the Stoic commentators, who
could not resist identifying their own conceptions with

those of Heracleitus.?

on the rotation of the elements, and
Clemens, Strom. vi. 624 A, thinks
that Heracleitus is here imitating
some Orphic verses which he quotes,
but which in truth rather imitate
the language of Heracleitus in as-
gerting that from the Yuxd comes
water, from water earth, and wvice
wersd. See the authors quoted in
note 2, infra, who also refer the
passage to the elements generally.

VOf p. 22,43 24, 1.

z Of. Plut. De Ei. e. 18, p. 892,
who thus gives the passage quoted
above from Fr. 89 mupds Odvaros
&épt yéveaus rat &épos fdvaros Bt
vyévesis. Also Philo, loc. cit., who
thus explains it: Yuxhw yap oldpevos
elvar Td Tredue THY pév &épos TeNev-
T yéveow Udatoes, 1hy & Uaros
s mdAw yéveow alvirrerar. - Max.
Tyr. 41, 4; Schl. p. 285 B: (Halp
Tov ~is Odvatov wkal &¥p CF Tov
wrupds OdvaToy: Ydwp (F by &épos Odva-
Tov, 7 Tov PBaros (which, however,

For the same reason little

is no longer attributed expressly
to Heracleitus). Plut. Plac. 1. 3;
vide sup_p. 28, 2; Max. Tyr. I c.
The last writer does not aseribe
the four elements to Heracleitus,
but says in his own name that fire
passes into air, air into water, water
into earth, and earth again into
fire. ,

# Schuster, 157 sq., indeed be-
lieves, and Teichmiiller (M. Stud.
i. 62 sqq.) partly agrees with him,
that Heracleitus in his doctrine of
the elements did not omit the air.
It seems to me, however, that there
is no adequate proof of this. He-
racleitus may very well have spoken
when hehad oceasion to do so, of
the air (as I have said p. 38, 1, in
regard to Fr. 67); but it does not
follow that he reckoned it as one
of the fundamental forms of matter
—what we.may call his elements.
As Anaxagoras and Democritus
represented the air as an assem-

E 2
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importance is to be attached to the fact that some of
the later representations speak of a direct transmuta-
tion of fire into earth,! or of earth into fire.2 Nor must

blage of diffsrent kinds of substan-
ces (vide énf. 815, 8, 708, third
edition), so Heracleitus may have
seen in it something intermediate
hetween water and fire, a transi-
tional form, or a series oftransitional
forms. The fact that Plutarch in-
troduces air into the passage from
Heracleitus, discussed supra, p. 24,
2; 61, 2, cannot weigh against the
clear meaning of Heracleitus’s own
words. If ZEnesidemus substi-
tuted air for fire as the primitive
matter of Heracleitus (vide Part
111, b, 23), this can be explained (as
shown, loc. ¢it.) without assuming
that Heracleitus aseribed to air a
similar part as to earth, water and
fire. The opinion of Anesidemus
concerning Heracleitus's primitive
essence {which in any case is mis-
taken) cannot be brought forward
as a proof of this theory.

! Plut. Plas., loc. cit.

2 Max. Tyr.; ef. p. 51, 2. In
that sense we might understand
Diog. ix. 9: yiveoba dvabvudoes
&mwé Te s kal OahdTrys, bs pév
Raumpas kai kaapls, bs 8¢ oroTewds:
abtesbo 88 T usv wip Hwd TEY Aau-
wp@y, TO 8¢ Dypdy Imd Tdv érépwv.
But this is not necessary. Tor
even if Lassalle’s theory (ii. 99)
that only the pure vapours rise
from the sea, and only the dark and
foggy vapours from the earth, as
well as the opposite theory that
the pure and clear vapours arise
from the earth, and the dark from
the sea, is contradicted by the fact
(which Teichmiiller points out, N.
Stud. 1.57) that the vapours arising
from earth and sea are alike ob-

scure, and though it might be more
correct on that account to represent
clear and dark vapours as rising
both from earth and sea, this is
not quite the point in question.
For, in the first place, Diogenes is
not saying that the earth, as this
elementary body, changes into fiery
vapours; %7 here designates the
land in contradistinction to sea,
with the exclusion of the water in
the lakes, rivers, marshes, and the
ground moist with rain. And
secondly, it is a question whether
the clear and dark vapours ascend
at the same time side by side, and
are not all at first dark and moist,
becoming afterwards bright. The
dark would then serve to feed the
clouds, the bright would go to
make the stars and the bright sky.
Schleiermacher, p. 49 sq., defends
the idea of a direct transformation
of earth into fire, on the ground
that Aristotle, whose meteorology
appears to be essentially dependent
on Heracleitus, speaks of a dry
evaporation side by side with a
moist; and, therefore, of a direct
transition of earth into fire. But
the dependence of Aristotle upon
Heracleitus eannot beproved either
in a general sense or in regard to
this particular point. There is
lastly not the smallest ground for
the conjecture of Ideler (4rist. Me-
teorol. 1. 351) that Heracleitus
may have borrowed the doctrine of
the double evaporation from the
Orphic poems; what is said by
Plato, Crat. 402 B, and by Clemens,
Strom. vi. 629, cannot be quoted in
support of it.
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we seek in Heracleitus a conception of the elements in
the Empedoclean or Aristotelian sense;' his meaning
is simply that the three kinds of matter mentioned
above are the first manifestations of the primitive
matter in its transformation—the first bodies, to which
all others may be reduced, and which are produced one
from the other in the given order;* and this regular

! Empedocles understands by
his so-calied elements (he himself,
as is well known, does not use the
word) invariable primitive sub-
stances, which as such never pass
over into each other. Aristotle
makes his elements pass over into
each other, but he does not derive
them from any matter preceding
them in time; for the mpdry fan
has never existed as such; it is
only the ideal presupposition of the
elements, thelr common essence,
that exists merely under these four
forms. Heracleitus, on the econ-
trary, represents fire as existing for
itself before the framing of the
world, and only changing in course
of time into water and earth.

2. The question whether Herac-
leitus, ‘in kindling wood for his
hearth-fire, always reflected that
this earth must change first into
sea and then into mpnerhp, before
it could rise into fire’ (Schuster,
166), is one which the history of
philosophy is not required to an-
swer. He probably did not think
every time he looked at the Cays-
tros, that it was not the same
river as before, nor torment himself
at every draught of water as to
whether the dryness of his soul
would not suffer thereby. The
only question which concerns us is
this : how Heracleitus on his own

presuppositions explained common -

phenomena like the burning of

wood? If nothing has been told us
on this subject we have no right
therefore to disbelieve in those pre-
suppositions. We certainly do not
know how Heracleitus explained
the burning of wood, nor even that
he :ried to explain it. If he tried,
the answer was not far to seek.
He did not require (as Schuster
thinks) to regard the wood abso-
lutely as earth. He might consider
that earth and water were mingled
init: that when it is consumed,
the earth, so far as it does not
change into water, remains behind
as ashes. The remainder, together
with the water contained in the
wood, first changes into dark va-
pour, then into light vapour, first
into smoke, then into fire (which,
according to Theophrastus, De Ignr,
Hr, iil. 3, 1s burning smoke, and ac-
cording to Arist. Meteor. ii. 2, 355
a, 5,1s supposed by many physicists,
as Diogenes, supra, p. 295, to be
nourished by moisture). Here he
had an explanation, which was not
more inconsistent with appearances
than many others, and accommo-
dated itself admirably to his other
theories. Or he might regard the
burning as a coming forth of the
fire contained in the wepiéxor (vide
inf. p. 81 sq.), and as an escape of
the burning particles of wood into
the weptéxov. Definiteevidence con-
cerning the scientific theories of a
philosopher cannot be outweighed
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progression is equally maintained on both sides, as he

expresses in the sentence:
way downwards is the same.!

the way upwards and the
This  expression also

shows us that change of substance is with Heracleitus
likewise change of place; the nearer a body approaches
to the fiery nature, the higher it rises; the farther
removed it is from that nature, the lower it sinks; as
even sensible observation would go far to prove.?

by the impossibility of reconciling
certain facts with those theories,
so long as we are in ignorance
whether and in what way the phi-
losepher himself tried to reconcile
them. Did Democritus and Plato
regard wood as incombustible, be-
cause according to their theory
earth cannot be converted into fire ?
vide infra, p. 708, 2, third edition,
Part 11. a, 676, 2.

! Fr. 82, ap. Hippoer. De Alim.
il. 24 K; Tert. Addv. Mare. ii. 28,
and more fully ap. Hippol. vide
sup. p. 49, 1; also p. 50, 1. Las-
salle (i. 128, 173 sqq.) is not con-
tent with referring the upward and
downward way to the stages of the
elemental process, and the identity
of the two ways to the sameness of
these stages; he thinks the above
proposition also means that the
world is constant unity, constant
adjustment of the two eontradietory
moments of Being and Nothing; of
the tendency to vévesis and to
éemlpwais or negation. But this is
to make the dark philosopher
darker than he already is. There
is no passage, either from or about
Heracleitus, which warrants our
understanding the 4#8ds &vew and
kdTw as anything except the way
from earth to fire, and wvice wversd ;
even in Diog. ix. 8 it is only Las-
salle’s wrong translation (cf. the

words quoted, p. 49, 1), which ex-
plains peraBord) as the change inzo
one amother of the wdAeuos and
Suoroyla, the moment that leads
from Being to non-Being, and from
non-Being to Being (vide also ii.
246, and with another combination
of the words, ii. 137). Diogenes
himself never leaves us in any
doubt as to the meaning of the 680s
#vw and kdrw. 1t is a singular ob-
jection to make (J. c. 173 sq.) that
the quality of the elementary stages
of transmutation cannot be de-
scribed as 68ds uin. The way
from fire through water to earth is
the same as that from earth
through water to fire, although the
direction pursued in the one case
is different from that pursued in
the other.

2 That the way upward and
downward does not involve any
change of place I cannot admit.
Lassalle attempts to prove this
very diffusely (ii. 241-260), and
Brandis (Gesch. d. Entw. i. 68)
agrees with him on the point.
Lassalle’s argument has little
force : < Motion upward and down-
wards, he says, ‘is rectilinear : the
motion of Heracleitus is circular’
(this is only true so far as he re-
presents the transmutation of mat-
ters under the figure of a cirele);
¢ the sea lies deeper than the earth’
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The transformation of matter moves therefore in a
cirele; when its elementary nature has attained in
earth its greatest distance from its primitive form, it
returns through the earlier stages to its commencement.
The uniformity and fixed order of this movement is the
one thing that is permanent in the flux of the world’s
life. Matter is incessantly changing its nature and its
place, and consequently nothing, as to its material in-
gredients, ever remains the same as it was before ;
everything is subject to a continual transformation, and
therefore to a continual loss of its material parts, and

(that is, than the terra firma, not
deeper than the sea-bottom); ‘but
if we understand the 63ds #rw as
relating to place, it must be
higher’ (an argument by which we
might prove that Plato and Aris-
totle knew nothing of the natural
places of the elements); *in regard
-to place, the above and below, the
way upward and the way downward
are not identical’ (vide previous
note and p. 16, 4). ¢Plato and
Aristotle could not have been silent
about the 63bs ¥vw rdrw, if this ex-
pression had been used in a literal
sense, and not merely as a figure.’
(Why not? Are they not silent
about many conceptions of great
importance in the system of Herac-
leitus? Plato, bowever, does men-
tion, Phileb. 43 A, the doctrine that
everything constantly &ve Te «al
xdrow fet, and in Theet. 181 B, he
says that this doctrine makes every-
thing to be perpetually changing
its place as well as its nature);
¢ Diog. ix. 8 sq. does not speak of
any graduated motion in regard to
place ’ (see preceding note). ‘Aris-
totle, Phys. viii. 8, expressly denies
that #»w and wdrw are to beunder-

stood in regard to place”’ (this is
not the case ; if it were so he would
also expressly deny that Heraclei-
tus taught the perpetual transmu-
tation of matter); ¢ Ocellus (i. 12)
places the 8:éfodos ward Témwor and
katd perafoAdy in opposition to
each other” How weare to under-
stand by #vw anything except up-
wards with reference to space; or
by wdrw anything but downwards,
Lassalle does not explain. It is
obvious that the ancient writers,
one and all, who mention the doc-
trine of Heracleitus, understood it
in the way that has hitherto been
customary. Lassalle (ii. 251) him-
self indeed finds himself obliged to
admit that Heracleitus may also
have employed the expression 6dos
avw for the procession of the ele~
ments, and in that there must be a
change of place. As fire oceupies
the upper portion of the world,
Stob. £ecl. i. 500, reckons Heraclei-
tus among those who regard the
sky as wipwas ; this is not incom-
patible with the statément in Diog.
ix. 9, that he never precisely ex-
plained the nature of the mepiéxov,
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this loss must perpetually be compensated by the influx
of other parts passing on the way upwards, or the way
downwards, into its place and into its nature. The
appearance of permanent Being then can only arise
from this: that the parts which flow off on the one
side are replaced by the addition of others in the same
proportion ; to water must be added as much moisture
from fire and earth as it has itself lost in fire and
earth, &ec.; the permanent element in the flux of
things is not matter, but the proportion of matters;
the world as a whole will remain the same, so long as
the elements pass over into each other in the same pro-
portion ; and each individual thing will remain the
same so long as the same equality in change of matter
takes place in this particular place in the world. Each
thing is consequently that which it is, only because the
opposite streams of matter, the advancing and the
retreating stream, meet in it in this definite direction
and in this definite proportion.! The regularity of this
process is what Heracleitus calls by the name of Har-
mony, 8iky, Fate, world-ruling wisdom, &e. ; while, on
the other hand, the flux of all things arises from the

change of substances, and

! In favour of this acceptation
of Heracleitus’s doctrine, we cer-
tainly cannot adduce Fr. 48 (on
which, cf. p. 65, 1) as direct evi-
dence, supposing these words to
refer, not to the change of the
elements into one another, but to
the destruction of the world. But
from what we know of his theory
concerning the flux of all things,
it is difficult to see how be could
otherwise have explained the ecir-

the universal law of strife

cumstance that particular things
and the world as a whole seem to
continue for a longer or shorter
period unchanged. This theory is
established by the well-known ex-
ample of the river (p. 11, 2), which
Aristotle (Meteor, 1i. 8, 357 b, 30
5q.) uses 1n this sense; and also
by Aristotle’s own assertion (sup.
p. 18, .) that according to Heraclei-
tus all things were for ever chang-
ing, only we do not notice ir.
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from the opposition of the upward and downward
way. ,
If we imagine this theory logically applied to all
parts of the world, the result would be a natural scien-
tific system in which the different classes of the Real
would correspond to so many stages of the universal
process of transformation. Heracleitus, however, was
in all probability far from entertaining the idea of a
comprehensive description of nature; and the fact that
besides the anthropological theories presently to be con-
sidered, nothing remains to us of his natural philosophy
except a few astronomical and meteorological state-
ments,! is probably to be explained as much by the
incompleteness of his own exposition as by the de-
ficiencies in our information concerning it. The point
which is most commonly mentioned, and which stands
almost alone in this connection, is his well-known theory
of the daily renewal of thesun. He not only thought,
as some other philosophers did, that the fire of the sun
is fed by ascending vapours,® but that the sun itself is

! From the utterance of Philo,
Qu. in Gen. iii. 5, quoted p. 31, 2,
we can only conclude that Herae-
leitus proved his doctrine of the
oppositions of Being by a number
of examples. There is no question
of the detailed system of physies
to which Lassalle (ii. 98) finds al-
lusion here,

2 Arist. Meteor. ii. 2, 354 a,
33: 8id ral yeAoior wdvres oo TV
wpbrepoy tmérafor TOr HAwow Tpé-
¢pegba 75 fypg.  That Heracleitus
is classed among these, we see from
what follows. In Diog. ix., 9,
there is a full account of Heraclei-
tus’s theory of the stars: o 3¢

wepiéxoy 6moldy ot ob dnAol- elva:
wévror & abtg ordpas émesTpoyu-
uévas kati kothoy mwpds Huds, &v als
aBpoilopévas Tas Aoumpas drabuuid-
oels GmoTeAely QAdyas, bs elvar T
dorpa. Of these the sun diffuses
more hegt and warmth than the
rest, because the moon moves in an
atmosphere that is not so pure and
is nearer the earth, and the other
heavenly bodies are too distant:
éxhefmew 8 HAwor Kkal cerfpy dvew
oTpegouéyay TAY crapdv Tols Te
kaTd pive THs GeAfvys oxNUATL-
guods ylveaaur a'rps(po,uévns év adtyf
katd pupdy tis awxdgns.  What
Diogenes says is asserted in the

7 gl
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a burning mass of vapour;! and as he supposed that
these vapours were consumed and burned up during the
day, and were produced afresh on the morrow, he arrived
at the proposition that the sun was new every day;?® so

Placita, 1. 22, 27, 28, 29 ; Stob. i.
526, 550, 558 ; Schol. in Plat. p.
409 Bekk. of the sun and moon;
but Stobzeus speaks of the sunin
Stoic language as dveuua voepdy éi
Ths fardoons. The boat-shaped
form of the sun is likewise alluded
to by Ach. Tat. in 4rat. p. 189 B.
Similarly Apaximander (whom
Heracleitus follows so much) re-
presents the fire of the heavenly
bodies as fed by vapours, and as
streaming out of the husky cover-
ings that surround it. Cf. vol. i.
p-261. The latter he conceivesin a
different manner from Heracleitus,
who keeps to the old notion of the
ship of the sun and moon. Stob. i.
510, no doubt incorrectly, calls the
heavenly bodies mAfijpara wupds.
In the Plac. ii. 25, 6: ‘HpdrAeiros
(thy cedfrw) iy SulxAp wepter-
Anuuévny. Sechleiermacher, p. 57,
rightly alters the name to ‘Hpax-
Aeldns.  According to Diog. ix.
7; Plac. ii. 21; Stob. i. 526;
Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. 1. 97, p. 17,
Heracleitus ascribed to the sun the
diameter of a foot. Perhaps, how-
ever, this may be a misunderstand-
ing of a statement relating to this
apparent diameter, and not con-
cerned with the question of his real
magnitude. At any rate, it would
better accord with the importance
Heracleitus ascribes to the sun
(inf. p. 60, 2), if he supposed his
size to be sométhing commensurate.
But it is quite possible he may
have gaid, ¢ the sun is only a foot
broad, and yet his light fills the
whole world.’

U Arist. Probl. xxiii. 30, end :
3id kal pact Tives Ty HpaxAerti(dy-
Ty, ék utv Tob woriuov Enpawouévov
kol waywvpévov Atfovs ylvesOor xal
yiv, éx 8¢ THs Badrrys TOV fiAiow
avafvudaiar.

2 Plato, Rep. vi. 498 A : mpos
3¢ b yhpas &krds ¥ Tvwy dAiywy
amooBévyvyTar  wWOAY p@AAoy ToD
‘HparAerrelov HAlov, ooy adfis odk
ékdwrovTar.  Arist. Meteor. ii. 2,
355 a, 12: émel Tpepouévov ye [sc.
Tob AAlov] TOv abTdy Tpémov, bowep
érelvol paoi, SHrov 87i kal 6 HAtos
od pbvoy, kabdmep 6 ‘HpdiAerrds
pna, véos éP’ Huépy éoriv, BAN del
véos guvex®s, which Alex. in 4. /.
rightly explains thus: ob udvor, ds
‘HpdrAerds ¢noi, véos €9’ Huépp
by fv, kal éxdaTny Huépav EAAAo0S
&amwrbuevos, Tob mpdrov év TH Sboe
oBevpupévov. The words, véos ép’
fuépy firwos are quoted by Proclus,
in Tem. 334 D, from Heracleitus.
To these words (and not to some
other passage as Lassalle, ii. 105,
thinks) allusion is doubtless made
by Plotinus, ii. 11, 2, p. 97 D:
‘HparAelTe, 0s Epn del xal Tov firwy
ylyveobar.  One of the scholiasts of
Plato represents the sun of He-
racleitus as going down into the
sea and being extinguished in it,
then moving under the earth to-
wards the east and being there re-
kindled. This may be brought
into connection with the quotation
from Diogenes (cf. preceding note)
in the following manner: After the
sun’s fire is burnt out, i.e., after it
has been changed into water (for
this we must in any case substitute
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that even the apparent permanence which the continuous
ebb and flow of matter lends to things belongs to the

sun only for this short time.!

Aristotle expressly

denies? that he applied this notion to the other heavenly
bodies: when, therefore, we are told that he supposed
the moon and the stars to be fed by exhalations—that
he regarded the moon, like the sun, as a cup filled with
fire,? and the stars as masses of fire, we must consider
the first assertion, at any rate, as an arbitrary extension

for the extinction in the sea), the
boat-shaped husk, in which it was
contained, goes in the way described
to the east, in order there to be
filled with burning vapours. Only
the sun’s fire would then be re-
newed every day, his envelope on
the other hand would eontinue;
but this makes no difference in
regard to the hypothesis ; for as the
fire is what alone is seen by us as
the sun, it might still be said that
the sun was every day renewed ;
and if Heracleitus really believed
in these reservoirs of fire of the
sun and stars (which the singular
explanation quoted from him of
eclipses and the phases of the moon
searcely allows us to doubt), it was
more natural that he should sup-
pose them solid and therefore
durable, than as corsisting of va-
pours, and passing away with their
content. Lassalle, ii. 117, thinks
that, according to Heracleitus, the
solar fire was not completely
changed into moisture during any
part of the day, but that this pro-
cess was completed in the course
of the sun’s nightly progress round
the other hemisphere (we have no
right to speak of the other hemi-
sphere as far as Heracloitus is
concerned); and that this is the
foundation of the statement of the

Platonic scholiast. But such is
obviouely not his opinion, nor ean
those writers have entertained it,
who simply attribute to this philo-
sopher the statement that the sun
was extinguished at his setting.
Schuster’s remark (p. 209) that if
Heracleitus regarded Helios as a
god, he would not have supposed
him to be generated afresh every
day, but only to change his sub-
stance, likewise contradiets all our
evidence and the words of Hera-
cleitus himself. :

Y Fr. 64 (sup. p. 41, 2) seems to
refer to this duration of existence;
but it may also relate to the boun-
daries of its course, for the daily
life of the sun would have a longer
duration if it pursued its course
farther. The measurements of time
and space here coincide.

2 Meteor. l. c. 355 a, 18: #7o-
wov B¢ Kkal Tb ubvov ¢povrioar Tod
frlov, v 8 EAAwy BoTpwr wapidely
abrods ThHy cwrnplav, Tosobrwy Kal
7y wAHos kal T4 uéyebos Jrrwy,
Also in Probl. loe. cit. it is only the
sun which is formed from the va-
pours of the sea.

3 Vide p. 641, 2; cf, Olymp. in
Meteor. £. 6 a, p, 149 Ideler. On
the other side, cf. Bernays, Heracl.
12 sq.
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of his actual words.! He appears to have thought little
of the stars, becuuse their influence on our world is

small.?

As to his explanations of other celestial phe-

nomena, the statements that have come down to us are
so fragmentary that we can glean hardly anything from
them as to his real doctrine.®

! Still more may be said against
the theory that Heracleitus sup-
posed the sun to be nourished by
the evaporations of the sea, the
moon by those of the fresh waters,
and the stars by those of the earth
(Stob. Eel. i. 510 : cf. 524; Plut.
Plge. ii. 17). Here the theory of
the Stoics 1s most likely ascribed
to Heracleitus. This philosopher,
as we have shown, was silent as to
the nourishment of the stars, and
he could not have believed thatthe
earth was directly transmuted into
the same vapours from which the
fiery element was fed (cf. p. 52).
The Heracleiteans, who are spoken
of in the Aristotelian problems
(vide p. 68, 1), make quite another
application of the difference be-
tween salt water and frech,

2 Of. Fr. 50, ap. Plut. dgua an
dgn, wtil. 7, 3, p. 957 : el uiy Hrios
Wy, edppdyn by fw; or, as it is
expressed in Plut. De Fortuna,
c. 3, p. 98: GAlov uh drros Evexa
TAY EAAwy HoTpwy ebdplvmy by fryo-
wev. Cleanthes, who among the
Stoics seems most to have resem-
bled Heracleitus, ascribed such
importanee to the sun, that he de-
clared it to be the seat of Deity
(Part mr a, 125, 1), and this we
are told of the Heracleitean school
(Plat. Crat. 413 B; cf. sup. p. 26, 1:
TOv iAoy BwidvTa Kal rdovra émi-
Tpowevery T& Gvra. Heracleitus
himself, however, did not (ef. sup.
p. 25, 2) maintain this; had he

done 50, he could not have said that
the sun was extinguished daily. In
Plut. Qu. Plat. vii. 419 we have no
right (Schuster, p. 161, thinks the
contrary) to refer anything beyond
the words Bpas ai wdyra ¢pépovsi to
Heracleitus.

3 Afrer the words gquoted p. 52,
2; 67, 2, Diogenes thus continues :
Huépar Te kai vixra ylveobur kal
pivas kal Gpas éretovs xal éviavrobs,
DeTOvS Te Kal TyeduaTa kal T8 TOITOIS
Suoia kaTd Tas Siapdpous dvaldvuudaets.
THY &y yep Aepmpdy &vabuulacw
Proywleioay v T¢ rikhy Tob HAiou
npépay woiely, Thy 8¢ évavriov émi-
kpaTicacay vikTa droTehely: ral &k
wér ToD Aaumpod Td OBepudy abavd-
uevoy Bépos woeiv, ék B¢ Tob oro-
Tewod T bypdy mAeovdoy xeiudya
amepyd(eafar,  arorotfws 8¢ TodTois
xal wepl TR UAAwy alTioroyel. He-
racleisus, according to this, derived
the changs of day and night, as
well as that of the seasons, which
is cougled with it, in the fragment
quoted (p. 38, 1) from the alternate
preponderance of the fiery element
and the moist. That he mentioned
the seasons we know from Plutarch
(vide previous note). His expla-
nation of the other phenomena
mentioned above is referred to by
Stob. Eel. 1. 594 : ‘HpdeA. Bpoythy
pév Katd guoTpodhs Gvéuwy kal
vepdr xal éumrdoes TrevudTOY €is
T8 védm, doTpawds 3¢ Kare TAS TOY
Quuwuépoy étdes, wpnoTiipas B&

‘KaTd vepdy éumphoes kol oBégets,
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How Heracleitus conceived the form and struc-
ture of the universe we are not expressly told. As,
however, the transformation of matter has a limit in fire
above and in the earth beneath, and as this qualitative
change coincides in Heracleitus with ascent and descent
in space, he must have conceived the universe as limited
above and below; whether he thought it spherical in
form we do not know,! and in respect of the earth the
contrary theory seems the more probable.? Nor can we
prove that he held the diurnal revolution of the heavens.?
But he must at any rate have regarded the world as a

In the statement of Olympiodorus
(Meteorol. 33 a; i. 284 I1d.), that
Heracleitus believed the sea to be
a transpiration from the earth,
there seems to be (as Ideler rightly
conjectures) some confusion with
Fmpedocles, to which Fr. 48, quoted
p. 65. 1, may have given rise.

! Hippokr. . Siatr. (sup. p.
15, 1) says indeed: ¢dos Zyl,
oxbros ’Aldy, ¢dos 'Aldy, owdros
Zgvl., ¢ord kelva &de kal ~dde
reloe maoay dpnv. But in the first
place, it would not certainly follow
from this that the world was sphe-
rical; for if the heavens turned
sideways around the earth, and the
earth were supposed cylindrical in
form, as we find among the earlier
and later Ionians (sup. vol.i. p. 275
8q.), the under world would still
be illuminated as soon as the sun
in consequence of this revolution
went, below the horizon. And
secondly, we do not know whether
the author is correctly expressing
Heracleitus’s meaning ; his state-
ment is certainly quite incompati-
ble with that philosopher’s doctrine
of the daily extinetion of the sun.
Lussalle’s supposition that it is not

entirely ext’nguished cannot be ad-
mitted (cf. p. 58.2) as a solution of
the difficulty. Besides the same
light which illuminated the upper
world could not in that case be also
in Hades.

2 As not only Anaximander and
Anaximenes, but also Anaxagoras,
Demoeritus, and doubtless also
Diogenes, ascribed to the earth the
form of a eylinder or plate, it is
very wunlikely that Heracleitus
should have conceived it otherwise.
The theory of its beina a sphere
seems to have been confined to the
Pythagoreans and the adherents of
their astronomy, until towards the
end of the fifth century.

3 His ideas about the daily ex-
tinction of the sun and the boat of
the sun, and of the moon, point
rather to a free movement of the
several heavenly bodies, such as
was held by Anaximenes (sup. vol.
i, p. 275 sq.). Heracleitus, who
troubled himself littls about the
stars and astronomy, never seems
to have reflected that the daily
rising and setting of all the
heavenly bodies presuppdsed some
common cause.
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coherent whole, as indeed he clearly says,! for only in
that case would the circular movement be possible, in
which all comes from one, and one from all, and the
contrarieties of existence are bound together by an
all-embracing harmony. When, therefore, Heracleitus
is reckoned by later writers among those who taught
the unity and limitedness of the world,? this is in fact
correct, though he doubtless never himself employed
those expressions. ‘

If there be only one world, this must be without
beginning or end, for the divine creative fire can never
rest. In this sense Heracleitus says expressly that the
world has ever been and will ever be.? This, however,
does not exclude the possibility of change in the con-
dition and constitution of the universe; such a theory
might rather seem to be required by the fundamental
law of the mutability of all things, though it is not so
in truth; for that law would have been sufficiently
observed if the whole had maintained itself in spite of
the change of its parts, and nothing individual had had
any fixed existence. Heracleitus might well have held
this theory, as the two physicists, Anaximander and
Anaximenes, had held it before him; and to Anaxi-
mander he was in many respects closely allied. Indeed,
the ancient writers almost unanimously attribute to
him the theory that the present world will at some

1 Fr 46, 98; supra, 35, 1.

2 Diog. ix. 8: wemrepaobor Te Td
wav kol €va elvor kdopoy. Theodo-
doret, Cur. Gr. Aff. iv. 12, p. 88 ;
Simpl. Phys. 6 a; Arist. Phys. iii.
5, 205 a, 26 ovfeis TO &v kai Hmwer-
pov wip émolnoer obd: iy Tov

puooAdywr is not counter to this,
for Heracleitug’s primitive matter
is not unlimited. Lassalle (il
154), who refers the passage to
Heracleitus, has overlooked the
additional words kal &wepoy.

2 Cf. p. 22, 1.
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future time be dissolved in fire, and that from the con-
flagration a new world will be produced, and so ad in-
finitum. The history of the universe, therefore, moves
forward in a continuous alternation of reproduction and
destruction according to fixed periods of time.! This
theory, however, has recently been warmly disputed,
first by Schleiermacher? and afterwards by Lassalle.
But Lassalle has not sufficiently distinguished between
two notions, which may certainly both be characterised
by the expressions, the ¢ burning up’ of the universe or
the ¢destruction’ of the universe, but which in fact are
far removed from one another. The question is not
whether an annihilation of the world in the strict

! For the destruction of the
world the Stoies always use the
expression éwmfpwois. It cannot
be proved to have been used by
Heracleitus. Clemens, Strom. v.
549, ii., says expressly, v o Tepor
eknwipwow éxdhecar oi Sraucol.

2 Loc. cit.94sqq. Likewise by
Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 813 ; and
Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 68.
Neither of these authors. however,
enters into details with regard to it.

8 i, 126, 240. Brandis, who
had strongly maintained the He-
racleitean destruction of the world
Dby fire against Schleiermacher (G
Riom. Phil. i. 177 sq.), seems to
have been persuaded by Lassalle
to abandon this theory (Gesch. d.
Entw. i. 69 sq.). In order to ex-
plain the statements of the ancients,
he puts forward the conjecture
that Heracleitus held a double
kind of motion; one which is with-
out opposite, and which he charae-
terised as rest and peace; and one
which is involved in the opposites

of cosmical conditions; and he so
expressed himself in regard tothese
two motions, that their ideal sepa-
ration might be taken for a tempo-
ral separation: ‘It is even possible
that he himself might have so
apprehended them.’ The latter
theory virtually reasserts the He-
racleitean conflagration of the
world ; for if a period of opposi-
tionless motion follows a period of
motion invelving oppositions, this
is as much as to say the Siaxdouneis
is followed by an ékmipwats, We
can hardly, however, attribute to
Heracleitus a merely ideal separa-
tion of these two motions, and to
me it is still more inconceivable
that he should have spoken of an
oppositionless motion (in itself a
contradictio in adjecto). As this
view will be refuted in the follow-
ing pages, I need not here enter into
it more particnlarly. ILassalle’s
lengthy discussion can of eourse be
noticed only in regard to its essen-
tial content.
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sense, an absolute destruction of its substance was
intended ; this Heracleitus, of course, could not main-
tain, since to him the world is only the definite form
of existence of the divine fire, and the divine fire is
consequently the substance of the world. He has also
declared, as explicitly as possible, that he did not
maintain it. What we are concerned with is simply
this: Did Heracleitus believe that the present state of
the world, and the distribution of elemental substances
on which it is based, remains on the whole unchanged,
despite the continual transformation of the particular?
Or did he consider that from time to time all the
different substances return into the primitive substance,
and are again reproduced from it ?

That this latter was his opinion seems to be proved
by his own statements. It is true that some of these
leave us uncertain whether he meant a continual produe-
tion of individual things from fire, and a corresponding
return of these into fire, or a simultaneous trans-
formation of the universe into fire, and a fresh creation
immediately succeeding it.! In others the language he
uses can scarcely apply to anything except the future
conversion of the world into fire—the destruction of
the world, to which the authors who transmit these
statements to us do in fact apply them. ¢Fire,
says Heracleitus, ¢ will come upon all things to order
them and to seize them;’? and in another frag-

! Such as the awrduevoy pérpo. mdvra T whp emeAfiv kpwel xal
kol GmwooPBevviuevor pérpa; sup. p. rararfperar. Here the use of the
22, 1; the eis wlp kal ék mupds T& future tense (which is certified in
wdvra, p. 20, 1, and the quotation, the case of the first verb by the
p. 27, L. second) makes it probable that it

z Fr. 68, ap. Hippol. ix. 10: is not a continuous transformation
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ment he described, as Clemens informs us, the new forma-
tion of the earth in the sea! which preceded the burning
of the world. Aristotle says still raore unequivocally :
Heracleitus and Empedocles are of opinion that the
world is sometimes in its present state, and then again
is destroyed and enters upon a new state, and that this

of all things into fire which is
spoken of, as in the present, wdvra
otaxifer kepavrds (sup. p. 22, 2); but
a transformation of this kind at
some definite future time ; and that
Hippolytus is therefore justified in
quoting the words as an authority
for the éxnipwots.

! By, 48; Clem. Strom. v. 599
D (Bus. Pr. Ev. xiii. 13, 33): &mws
3¢ manw éverauBdverar (se. & wd-
opos, how the world will again be
taken back into the primitive es-
sence; the expression is Stoic, cf.
Part . a, 140, 6; and in respect
to the corresponding dvaxwpeiv, cf.
ibid. 180, 3) : kal éxmvpoiTar, capds
8y Tolrwy SnAeT ¢ OdAasoa Bio-
xéeTaur kol meTpéeTor eis TOY abTOV
Adyoy brotos wpdTov (Eus. wpdafer)
v B yevéobou i  That these
words really refer to the return of
the earth into the sea, from which
it arose when the cosmos was
formed (vide p. 47 sq.), the distinet
language of Clemens forbids us to
doubt. There is all the less reason
to cancel y#, with Lassalle (ii. 61),
or with Schuster (129, 3), to sub-
stitute y7». As the sea then be-
came in its greater part earth, so
now the earth must again become
sea, in accordance with the univer-
sal law of the transmutation of
matter (cf. p. 49 sq.). Diogenes also
uses xetofar (sup. p. 49, 1) to desig-
nate this transformation of the
earth into water. Lassalle, I c..
explains the words, eis Tdv ad7dv

VOL. IL.

¥

Abyov ‘according to the same law.
But in this the meaning of els is too
little regarded. It signifies rather
‘to the same size,’ or more accu-
rately (since Adyos designates the
proportion, in this casea proportion
of magnitude), ‘so that its magni-
tude stands to that which it had as
earth, in the same proportion as
previously, before it became earth.’
(Vide also Peiper's Erkenntniss-
theorie Plato’s, 8.) I cannot admit,
with Heinze (Lekre v. Log. 25), that
in that case éxéoos must be substi-
tuted for ékofos. & abrds ofos signi-
fles the same as & adrds &s (the
same magnitude as that which was
previously). Heinze cancels 7 like
Lassalle, and explains the passage
thus : ¢ The seais changed nto the
same Adyos, that is, into the same
fire of the nature of which it was
previously before it arose indepen-
dently.” But even if it is the same
nature which is explained now as
primitive fire, and now as Adyes, it
does not follow that these concep-
tions are themselves interchange-
able, and that the same expression
which designates this essence on
the side of its intelligence, could
be used for a designation of the
material substratum as such. A
pantheist may say, ‘ God is spirit
and matter ;' he will not therefore
say, ‘the derived substances are
resolved into the primeval spirit,
but ‘they are resolved into the
primitive matter.)
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Heracleitus (he observes

elsewhere ?) says that all will at last become fire; and
that this does not relate merely to the successive trans-
formation of individual bodies into fire, but to a state
in which the collective totality of things has simulta-

! De Celo, 1. 10, 279 b, 12:
yevbuevor utv oby Gmavtes eival po-
ow (sc. Tov obpavdy) GANG yevduevor
of utv Gidiov, of 8¢ PplapTdy Lomep
drioby EANO THY plost cuvioTauévwy,
of & vaAAGl &ré ulv obTws, 6Te 8¢
EAAws Exew ¢Bepduevov kal ToUTO
del Biaterely oUrws, bowep "Eumedo-
kAfs 6 'Arparyavrivos ral ‘HpdkAetros
6 'E¢éoros. Thewords 67¢ — #AAws
&xer may either be translated : < it
is now in this condition and now in
that,” or, ‘it is sometimes in the
same condition as now, and some-
times in another.” This does not
affect the present question; but
the use of ¢fepduevor seems to
favour the second rendering. As
Prantl rightly observes, this wnrd
can only be connected with &AAws
& ew, so that the sense is the same
as if it stood: éte 3¢, pBepduevor,
BAAws Exerv. But if #AAws Exew
describes the state of things after
the destruction of the world, effrws
Exerw must apply to -the oppo-
site of this, the world’s present
condition. In the Todro del diare-
Aety olrws, TovTo evidently refers
to the whole, 67¢ uév oitws é7¢ 3¢
EAAws Exew: ‘this, the alternation
of the world’s conditions, is always
going on” Lassalle, ii. 173, would
refer it exclusively to the ¢pfeipd-
pevov, and explains it thus: ¢ this
destruction is eternally fulfilling
itself;’ so that, as he says, an al-
ternation in time of the construction
and destruction of the world, as
part of Heracleitus’s doctrine (and
1n that case as part of Empedocles's
also) is positively excluded by this

passage. It is obvious, however,
that the words in themselves can-
not have this meaning. It may
seem strange that Aristotle should
ascribe to Heracleitus the opinion
that the world is derived, whereas
Heracleitus himself (sup. p. 22, 1)
so distinetly describes it as unde-
rived. But Aristotle is speaking
only of this present world, of the
framework of the sky (odpards); as
to the rest, he acknowledges, 280
a, 11: 7d évaAref cvnotdvar kol
Siantew abrdy (here also is a strik-
ing refutation of Lassalle’s emen-
dation) odd%r é&AMoudrepor motely
éorly, % TO karackevd(ew abTdy
&i8iov GANL peTaBdAAovTa THY pop-
¢fv. Alexander (ap. Simpl. De
Celo, 132 b, 32 sqq.; Schol. 487
b, 43) observes quite in accordance
with this: ¢ If Heracleitus calls the
xéopos eternal, he must understand
by the word: ob Thrde Thy Siaxd-
gunow, GANS kafbrov T4 BvTa Kol
Th TobTwy SidTakw, ko Ry eis Exd-
Tepoy &y péper B peraBory Tol
TavTds, moTé pév eis wip woré 8¢ els
Tov Totéyde kbopov. Also vol. i p.
570, 1.

2 Phys. ill. &, 205 a, 3: domep
‘Hpdireirds ¢moty dmavra yiveobal
wore wip. Meteor. i. 14, 342 a, 17
8q. is also applied by commentators
to Heracleitus; here there is men-
tion of the theory that the sea is
becoming smaller by drying wup.
But a reference is the more uncer-
tain, as a theory of this kind is
nowhere attributed to Heraclsitus,
though it 4s ascribed to Democritus.
Vide infra, chapter on Democritus.
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neously assumed the form of fire is elear from the
language used,’ and still more from the connection.
For Aristotle says, loc. cit., that it is impossible that
the world can consist of one single element, or pass
over into a single element, as would be the case if all,
according to Heracleitus’s theory, were to become fire.?
The Stoics from the first understood Heracleitus in no
other way;® and it is very improbable that in so doing
they should merely have adopted Aristotle’s view, and
not have formed their opinion from the philosophet’s own

assertions.

There are many other testimonies to the

same effect,* and though much trouble has been taken to

! gravra, not wdvra merely.

2 Lassalle (ii. 163). who is de-
termined to banish the Heracleitean
conflagration of the world, even out
of Aristotle, simply ignores this
context ; yot he seems to have a
misgiving on the subject, and so
resorts to the following desperate
expedient. In the passage of the
Physics, which at a later date
passed into the second half of the
eleventh book of the Metaphysics
(which book was compiled, as is
well known, from the Physics), the
proposition from which the words
in question are taken (Phys. 205,
a, 1-4; Metaph. 1067 a, 2-4)
may first have been transferred
from the Metaphysics.

3 There is no direct evidence
of this, but, as the first teachers
among the Stoies attached them-
selves in their physics to Herac-
leitus, whose doctrines were ex-~
plained by Cleanthes and Sphaerus
(Diog. ix. 15; vii. 174, 178), and
as the theory of the ékwipwais was
taught in the Stoic school from its
commencement, and especially by
Cleanthes (vide Part ur. a, 132 sq.

second edition), there can be no
doubt of it. As I have shown in
the Hermes, xi. 4 H, the proofs,
which, according to Theophrastus,
Fr. 80 (Philo, HFtern. M. 959 C
sqq.. p- 810 sqq. Mang.), were even
in his time brought forward
against the Aristotelian eternity of
the world by the advocates of an
alternate formation and destruction
—are to be referred to the founder
of the Stoa. If they do not origi-
nate with him, they must be all the
more directly derived from the
Heracleitean school.

* Diog.ix.8 (p.77,1;78,1); M.
Aarel. iii. 8 (‘HpdkA. wepl Ths Tob
kdapov kmupdoews TooabTa dusio-
Aroyhoas); Plut. Plac. 1. 8, 26;
Alex. Meteorol. 90 a, m, p. 260
Id., where Lassalle’s attempt (ii.
170) to do away with the éxmipwois
is as impossible as in the passage
quoted p. 66, 2 (Lassalle, ii. 177
sq. in regard to him, Bernays
Heraklit. Briefe, 121 sq.). Also
Simpl. loe. ¢it. 132 b, 17 (487 b,
33), and Phys. 6 a, 111 b, 257 b
(where Lassalle indeed thinks no
writer could express himself more

¥ 2
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discover statements to the contrary, not one trustworthy
testimony has been found in all the post-Aristotelian
literature, to prove that the alternate formation of the
world and its destruction by fire was ever denied to
have been a doctrine of Heracleitus;! no such denial

clearly against the éxmbpwats, than
Slmphcms does in the words: oot
del uéy <pao'w elvar kbopov, ob udv
TOv abTdr del, GAAL BAAoTe UAAOY
ywdpevoy kord Tvas Xpbvey wepid-
dous &s 'Avatiuévns Te Kol ‘Hpd-
kAerros). Themist, Phys. 83 b, p.
231 Sp.; Olympiodorus, Meteorol.
32 a, p. 279 Id.; Euseb. Pr. Kv.
xiv. 3, 6; Philo, Etern. M. 940 B
(489 M) In this last passage
Heracleitus is not named, but he
is certainly intended. He is named
in the passage in Clemens, Strom.
v. 599 B, which is no doubt taken
from the same source, and is partly
similar in language (here again
Lassalle, ii. 159, seeks to explain
away the obvious meaning), Of.
Strom. v. 549 C. Lucian, V. auct.
14, Further details infra, p. 77, 1.

! Lassalle, ii. 127, after Schlei-
ermacher, appeals first to Max. Tyr.
xli. 4,end: peraBorhy 6pds cwudTwy
kol yevégews, GAAayly 008y dvw ral
kd7w kare Tov ‘Hpdrlerror . . . dia-
Boxhy dpds Biov kal peraBeryy cw-
pdrwy, kuvovpytar Tov dhov. ¢ This
writer, he concludes, ¢ was acquaint-
ed with no other renewal of the
world than the partial one which is
constantly occurring.” He bad no
occasion to speak of apy other in
this place : he is here simply men-
tioning the fact of experience that
the destruction of one thing is the
birth of another; but the érxmi-
pwats is not an object of experience,

of 6pgv. Lassalle further quotes,
M. Aurel. x. 7: &ore kal Tabra

dvaAnpBiivar eis TOv Tob BAov Adyoy,

3 / > Lo
elre kara weplodoy éxmupovuéyov elte

s s ~ s ;
&18lots auotBals avaveovpérov; and
asks, with Schleiermacher, *to

whom except Heracleitus can we
refer this latter theory of éxmd-
pwois which is opposed to that of
the Stoics ?’ It has already been
shown, in the previous note, that
Marcus Aurelius attributes éxmd-
pwois to Heracleitus ; when he
speaks of those who substitute a
perpetual for a periodical renova-
tion of the world, this must refer
to the Stoical opponents of the
destruction by fire (among whom
we may count Aristotle and his
school); and the same holds good
of Cic. N. De. ii. 33, 85; Ps.-
Censorin. Fr. 1, 8. A third citation
of Schleiermacher (p. 100), and
Lassalle (1. 236; ii. 128) is Plut.
Def. orac. 12, p. 415: kal 6 KAedu-
BpoTos® dkobw Tavr, ¥py, TOAAGY
kal 6p& Thy Srwikhy ékmbpwow,
&oweo T& ‘HpakAeiTou kal ‘Oppéws

émwenopérny Ery, oltw kal T4
‘Hoibdov kal ouvvelamardoav. But

though this seems to show that
certain opponents of the Stoic
éemipwots sought to withdraw from
it the support of Heracleitus as
well as of other authorities, the
passage does not inform us in the
least on what the attempt was
based, or whether the censure that
the Stoies misapplied the sayings
of Heracleitus had any foundation
in fact. Lassalle makes a still
greater mistake when he quotes
(i. 232) on his own behalf; Philo,
De Viet. 839 D (243 M) : 8mep of



CONFLAGRATION OF THE WORLD.

69

can be discovered even among those Stoics who were

uiv ibpov kal Xpnouoriyny ékdlesay,
of 8¢ ermbpwow kol daxdopnory,
and says that in this passage xdpos
and éxmlpwas, Xpnopmooivy and dia-
rdopnaoes are synonymous. So also
the treatise of Philo on the im-
perishableness of the world, which
Lassalle also quotes, ascribes to
Heracleitus the relative destruction
of the world which was held by
the Stoies; cf. p. 67, 3. The same
is the case with Diog. ii. 8 (infra,
p. 77), whose words Lassalle (ii.
136) is obliged to twist into their
opposite, in order then to discover
in them an ‘¢ exceedingly important
argument’ against the burning of
the world. Nor can we gather
much from Plotinus, v. 1, 9, p. 490 :
ol ‘Hpdicherros 8¢ Tb & oldev 4ldiov
xal voyrdy, for the theory that the
Deity or the primitive fire is
eternal, was as little denied by the
Stoics, in spite of their ékwipwos,
as by Heracleitus. In Simpl.
De Crlo, 182 b, 28 (Schol. 487 b,
438), we first meet with the asser-
tion that Heracleitus 82 aivey-
pdrwy Ty éavrol cogiav ekpépwy
o0 Tavrta, Gmwep Dokel Tols WOANOTS,
onuaivey, for he also writes xdouoy
Tévde, &e. (supra, p. 22,1), and in
agreement with this we read, Stob.
Ecl. i. 454 : ‘HpdxAeitos ob katd
xpdvov elvaw yeyrnTdy TOV KboHOY,
GAAY xar émivoiar. But what can
we infer from this? It is incon-
venient for the Neo-Platonists to
find in Heracleitus, in place of
their own doctrine of the eternity
of the world, an alternate genesis
and destruction, and so in his case,
as in others, they declare that this
is not to be understood chronologi-
cally, but ideally. DBut Simplicius
himself repeatedly says that Hera-
cleitus spoke of such an alternation

(vide previous note), and Stobseus
presupposes him to have done so.
Lassalle, ii, 142, thinks he has
found valuable evidence in favour
of his view in the treatise mepi
diatrns of the Pseudo-Hippoerates,
where it is said, in the first book,
that all things consist of fire and
water ; that these are always in con-
flict with each other, but neither is
able entirely to overcome the other;
and therefore the world will always
be as it now is. But although the
first book of the work mepl dialrns
may contain much that is Hera-
cleitean, it combines with it (as is
now generally admitted) such hete-
rogeneous elements that we are nob
the least justified in regarding the
treatise as an authentic record of
the physics of Heracleitus. This
is evident when we consider the
doctrine which forms the corner
stone of its whole physiology and
psychology : that all things are
composed of fire and water. The
question as to the date of this
treatise is therefore of secondary
importance as far as- Heracleitus
is concerned, though it would cer-
tainly be interesting in relation to
the history of philosophy in the
fifth century, if Teichmuller (M.
Stud. i. 249 sqq.) could succeed
in proving that it falls between
Heracleitus and Anaxagoras. But
that is far too early a date. There
are no traces in it, certainly, of
the existence of the Platonic and
Aristotelian philosophy; nor can we,
I admit, infer an acquaintance of
the author with Aristotle’s theory
of the elements from C, 4 sud
init., where fire is described as
warm and dry, and water as cold
and moist, especially as, according
to Plato, Symp. 186 D; 188 A
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Soph. 242 D, and the quotation
concerning Alemeeon, vol. i. 525, 1,
these four natural qualities had
previously been insisted on with
great emphasis by the physicians;
and as water seems to have been
called by Archelaus (infra, p. 847,
3, 3rd ed.) Td Yuxpdr as well as 7d
Sypdv. But though these considera~
tions might lead us (with Bernays,
Herakl. 8 sq., and Schuster, pp.
99, 110) to assign the treatise to
the Alexandrian period, everything
is against the theory that it belongs
to the second third of the fifth
century. An exposition so detailed,
entering into particulars of all
kinds with the unmistakeable aim
of empirical completeness, and in
many parts of the first book quite
overladen with such discussions,
is very far from the style of that
period, as it appears in all the
philosophical fragments of the fifth
century. Xven the fragments of
Diogenes and Democritus, and the
treatise of Polybus, found among
the works of Hippocrates (wepl ¢poi-
oios &wvbpdmov), are evidently much
more simple and ancient in expres-
sion. The author of the wepl Siairys
indeed tells us that he belongs to an
epoch advanced in literature, when
he speaks of the many (c. 1), who
have already written about the
diet most compatible with health,
and also ii. 39 of all those who
(6xdoor) have written on the effect
of what is sweet, fat, &ec. That
there should have existed a whole
literature on these subjects before
the time of Hippocrates is highly
improbable. Teichmiiller, indeed,
reminds us that Heracleitus in Fr.
13, wide supra (p. 7. 1), appeals
to his study of the earlier litera-
ture; but this is irrelevant, 1st,
because Heracleitus is there speak-
ing only of Adyor which he has
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heard, not of a literaturs which h2
has studied ; and 2nd, the question
is not whether there were any
writings at all at that time (in-
cluding the poems of Hesiod,
Homer, Xenophanes and others),
but whether there was an exten-
sive literature on these particular
subjects. For the above reasons,
we cannot build on the evidence of
Heracleitug's 22nd fragment (sup.
vol.i.p. 336, 5; 363, 5). Another
argument is that the author of
the treatise does not know of the
doctrines of the Atomists, of Em-
pedocles and Anaxagoras. It
would be more exact to say that
he does not mention them; but
in the case of a writer who never
mentions other opinions as such,
and only quotes from them what
he has himself adopted, this does
not prove that he was unacquainted
with them, and still less that they
were mot in existence. DBut even
that cannot be said. C. 4 is ex-
plained by the author thus: ¢ No-
thing is generated or destroyed
absolutely, but everything changes
merely by combination and separa-
tion: when therefore he speaks of
generation he is only describing the
fvputoyesfar, and when he speaks
of destruction, the dwaxplvesfar.’ It
seems to me clear that this is not
Heracleitean ; and when Schuster
(p. 274) maintains that it is so
(without authority indeed from
any of the fragments or from other
evidence), I can only account for
it by his own denial (discussed
P. 12, 1) of the doctrine of the flux
of all things. We do not find this
identifieation of generation with
the union, and of destruction with
the separation of underived and
imperishable substances, before
Empedocles, Leucippus and Anax-
agoras; and when Teichmiller,
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p. 262, asks why one author may
not have been allied on this point
with Xenophanes (Parmenides
must surely be intended; for
Xenophanes never formally denied
generation and destruction), and
Anaxagoras with our author, the
simple answer is this: because
Anaxagoras, Empedocles and Leu-
cippus were known to all antiquity
as the authors of systems which
have for their common foundation
the conception of generation and
destruction ; whereas nobody knows
anything of the treatise mepl diairys

obTw 8¢ TolTwy éxdrTwy mouA-

\ y Vo ORI 2
Aas kol worTodawas idéas dmorpi-
voyTar &m GAMAwr kol owepudTwy
teal {Bwv, oddty bpolwy dAAAOOLY.

AmdAAvTa. puév oddty Gmdrrov
xpnudToy oddE ylvera 8 1o uh ral
wpdoler Wy fvppioybueva 8¢ kol
Siakpwidpsva &ANowbTar  voui(eTar
8¢ mapd Ty avbpdimwy, ete.

voullerar 8¢ m. 7. &wlp. 7O pév &
“ Atdou és pdos adgnbey yevéaba.

otire el (@ov amobaveiy oiby -Te
. . . mob yop &wobaveiTal; ofite TO
wh by yevéobai, wélev vip ZoTas ;

8 7 & bty daAéywpar yevéobau
# amonéofar THY TOAAGY €lverer
épunvetw.

Tabra 3¢ (yevéobou &moléafar)
Evpupioyesbar kal Siaxplvesfar InAd
.. . yevéoBu Evppyfvar TwdTd, dmo-
AéoBar, perwbirar, Staxpidfjvor TwiTh,

from which Teichmiiller derives
this fundamental conception; be-
cause a compiler, like our author,
who is so entirely wanting in acute-
ness and logical perception as to
confuse Heracleitus’s wdrra xwpe?
with the above mentioned doctrine
based on the presuppositions,’
Parmenides,—can never have been
the diseoverer of that doctrine ; be-
cause lastly, as will appear from the
following comparison, the reminis-
cence of passages from Anaxagoras
and Empedocles is unmistakable.
Cf. wepl dualr. c. 4:—

Anazxagoras Fr. 3 (p. 798, 3rd
edit.): 7ovréwr 8¢ ofTws ExbrvTwv
xph doxéewy Evelvar mWoAAL Te kal
TavTolu év TAGL TOlS guyrpwouévors
kal owéppara whvter xprudTwy ral
i8éas wovrolas Exovra.

Fr. 6 (798,2): owepudrav . . .
0d3&r eoikdTwy GANAAOLS.

Fr, 8 (ibid.) &repov 3¢ obdéy
éoTw Buotov odbevl BAA.

Fr. 22 (798, 1) : 7d 8¢ yivesOau
wal &wéAAvobar ot dpbds voullovory
“EAAqes 003y yop xphua yivero
odd¢ dmbAAvrar GAN &n’ édvTwy
xpnudTwy cupuioyeral Te xai Sia-
kplverat

Anaz. ap. Arist. (p. 798,4): 7
ylyvesfar kal amwéarvedar TadrTdV
kaféarnre 1@ dANooDoGar.

Emped. v. 40 (611, 1, 8rd edit.) :
0i 8" 87e pév katd PdTA pryty ddos
albépos Ty . . . TéTe piv T80 paci
yevéafar.

Emp. 92 (609, 1): Totro 3
éravkfoee 7O wav T ke xal woOev
éNBdv; wij 8¢ ke kal dmoAolat’;

BEmp. 44 (611, 1): véue & éri-
dnue kal adrds (veferring to the use
of the word ~yiyvesfa ete.).

Anaz. Fr. 22 (793, 1): kol
obirws By Gplds kaholev 7O Te Yive-
oot cvppicyesfou kal vd wdAAvobor
danpivestou,
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6 véuos yap T et wep! TobTwy
&vavrios, e. 11. véuos yap xal ¢iais

. ol bporoyéerar buonroyeduevar
véuoy ydp E0ecav Hvbpwmor abrol
éwvTolow, ob ywdokovres wepl &v
Eecay phow B¢ mdyTwy eol dicndo-
unoav.

C. 28: duxh uév odv alel bpoin
ial &v uélowt ral év éndoaoyi.

T know not whether Teichmiiller
would represent Anaxagoras in the
last quotation as plagiarising from
the author of wepl Siairns. It seems
to me quite unmistakable that the
latter has here adopted a proposi-
tion which was necessary to Apax-
agoras on account of his main
point of view, but which is not
at all compatible with the theory
of souls being compounded from
fire and water. I think it has
been sufficiently shown that this
writer was preceded by all the
physicists of the fifth century
down to Democritus; but there
is yet another proof from another
side. Even the discovery on which
he most prides himself, that living
natures, the human soul and all
things, are compounded out of fire
and water (¢. 4-6, 35 ¢f pass.) is
not his own, but is borrowed from
Archelaus the physicist (infra, p.
847, 3rd edit.), and when (c. 3) he
attributes to fire the power of
moving all things, and to water
that of nourishing all things,
scarcely half the idea is original;
for Archelaus had represented the
warm as in motion and the cold
at rest. In accordance with all
this, our treatise must be regarded
as the work of a physician in the
first decades of the fourth century,
who, in writing it, made use of the
physical theories then most preva-
lent in Athens—in the first place
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Empedocles, v. 44, also Demo-
critus (infre, 694, 4, 706, 2, 3rd
edit.) vdud yAvkd, véue wucpdy ete.
érefi 8¢ Hropa Kal reydy (instead of
éren later accounts have ¢ioer).

Anaxag. Fr. 8 (804, 1): vdos
3¢ was buowds ot ral b pélwy Kal
6 érdoowy.

those of Archelans, and next those
Heracleitean theories which had
there become known through Cra-
tylus. This circumstance makes
it probable that it was written in
Athens, though possibly by an
Tonian. The above theory of date
and place of composition agrees
with what is said in the work (c.
23) : ypapuaTich Todrde TxudTwr
civbecis, onuiia pwris arbpwmivys
... B0 émTh oxnudTwy N yrdots
raiTa wdyTa &vbpeTos SamphroeTal
(he speaks the soundg deseribed by
the oxhuara) kal & émorduevos
ypdupate kel 6 pul Emgrduevos : if
by the seven oxfuara, which in
this connection can hardly mean
anything else than letters, the
seven vowels are meant, these as
pwrievra might still be called in
preference onufiia ¢wris: for it
was only after the time of Euclides
(403 B.c.) that there were seven in
use in Athens. A much more trust-
worthy mark of this later time is
to be found, however, in the way
our author opposes vduos to ¢bais
(e. 11, vide supra). This oppo-
sition is unknown prior to the
Sophists. Teichmiiller's ohjection
(p. 262) proves nothing. The
question is not: Can we suppose
such a difference to have existed
between the philosophical and the
popular point of view? can we
prove that the words »duos and
¢vois were separately used ?  But
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opposed to the doctrine of the burning of the universe,!
as held by their own school. TFrom Aristotle onwards,
therefore, it has been the unanimous, or all but unani-
mous, tradition of ancient authors that Heracleitus
taught that the world would be destroyed by fire and
would then be formed anew.

Some have attempted to refute this theory by older
and more authentic evidence. Plato distinguishes
the opinion of Heracleitus from that of Empedocles
thus: ¢ Heracleitus,’ he says, °held that the existent
~ was conlinually coming together, even in separating
itself ; whereas Empedocles, instead of a continual
concomitance of union and separation, maintained a
periodic alternation of these two conditions.’? How
could this language have been justified, it may be
asked, if Heracleitus, as well as Empedocles, had taught
that there was an alternation between the condition of
divided and contradictory Being and a condition of the
world in which all things become fire, and consequently
all distinetion of things and substances ceases? But,
in the first place, Heracleitus, even if he maintained
that the world was destroyed by fire, need not necessarily
have presupposed that in this destruction all opposition
and all movement would be for a time extinet as in the
Sphairos of Empedocles : he might have thought that, in
accordance with the living nature of fire, a new appear-
ance of the elemental contradictories, a new creation of

can we prove that they were op- divine law (swpra, p. 41,1). With
posed to each other formally and this author they stand in a natural
on principle in the language and countradiction.

thought of the earlier period? I Cf, Part 1. a, 142, seeond
With Heracleitus human laws edition.

derive their support from the 2 'Sup. p. 33, 2.
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the world was beginning. If even he ascribed to the
state in which all was resolved into fire a longer
duration, he need not have considered it a state of
absolute oppositionless nnity ; for fire in his view
is the living. and eternally moved principle, and its
existence is a perpetual appearing and disappearing of
opposites. Supposing, however, that he had explained
in neither of these ways how the periodical dominion of
fire was compatible with the flux of all things, the
question remains whether Plato would on that account
have refrained from comparing him with Empedocles in .
the manner quoted above. For the two philosophers
are in fact opposed to each other in their principles, as
he says: ¢ Empedocles supposes that there existed at
first a state of perfect union of all substances; only
after the cancelling of this state, does he allow
separation to enter ; and by the abolition of this
separation union is again established, Heracleitus, on
the other hand, declares that union is already present
in and with separation; that every sundering is at
the same time a coalition, and wvice versd. He did
not intend to retract this principle in his doctrine of a
periodic change in the conditions of the world ; if the
two doctrines are not compatible, it is a contradiction
which he has not observed.” Is it inconceiveable that
Plato, where he wishes to characterise the relation of
the Heracleitean and Empedoclean principles shortly
and decisively, should confine himself to their general
presuppositions, without enquiring whether their other
theories were altogether consistent with these? Is not
this, at any rate, much easier to believe than that Aris-



CONFLAGRATION OF THE WORLD. 5

totle and all his successors so grossly misundevstood the
system of Heracleitus, as we must suppose, if we reject
their evidence as to the conflagration of the universe ? !

Now, as already observed, the alternation of cos-
mical conditions was not involved in Heracleitus’s
doctrine of the flux of all things; and if he really
imagined that after the conflagration there would be a
period in which nothing would exist except the primi-
tive fire, and that in this fire all oppositions would be
absolutely cancelled, such a doctrine would be incom-
patible with the creative vitality of that fire, and with
the proposition that the Real is perpetually sundering
from itself, in order again to be united. But the
question here is not what might be deduced from the
Heracleitean principles, but to what extent the philo-
sopher himself drew the inference ; and nothing justifies
us in supposing that he never set up any theory that
did not necessarily and logically follow from his general
principles,? or which if logically developed might not
clash with them. The daily extinction of the sun does
not in truth follow from the proposition of the flux of all
things; closely considered it rather contradicts the theory
which may easily be deduced from the presuppositions
of Heracleitus, that the mass of elemental substances

1 Aristotle, however, says, Phys.
viii. 8, 253 b, 9, in reference to
Heracleitus, although he distinetly
attributes to him the doctrine of
the conflagration of the world: pasi
Twes kweidchar TEY brTev ob T4 pey
70 & ob, AN wdvra kal &el, while
he has previously (e. 1. 250 b, 26)
aseribed to Empedocles the propo-
sition: éx péper kivelohar kal wdAw

Tipepely.

2 If all the elementary sub-
stances are involved in perpetual
transmutation according to a fixed
suecession, and herein, a like quan-
tity of one substance is constantly
arising out of alike quantity of the
other (vide supra, p. 66), it neces-
sarily follows that the collective
amount must remain the same.
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(fire, water, and earth) must always remain the same;
for that of fire would be considerably diminished without
perpetual compensation. But we cannot on that
account deny that Heracleitus held the theory. The
pre-existence of the soul and its existence after death
cannot, strictly speaking, be brought into connection
with the ceaseless change of all things; but we shall
nevertheless ind that Heracleitus believed in it. It is
the same in regard to the case before us. He could not
only have done without the conflagration of the world,
but he could even have carried ount his leading ideas
more consistently, if, instead of a periodical genesis and
destruction of the universe, he had tanght, like Aristotle,
that the universe was without beginning or end, while
its parts were continually changing. DBut this thought
is so far in advance of ordinary opinion that even
philosophy was long in attaining to it.! Not one of
the ancient philosophers had any idea of explaining the
constitution of the world, except in the form of a
cosmogony ; not even Plato in his expesition can
dispense with this form. In comparison with the
prevailing notions, it was much that a philosopher
should assert, like Heracleitus, that the world, accord-
ing to its substance, was without beginning. Before
the system of the world as such was declared to be un-
derived, and an eternity of the world in the Aristotelian
sense was asserted, an attempt was made to combine

! The Eleatics alone declared
Being to be underived; but Par-
menides and his followers do not un-
derstand by this Being the world
as such, for they deny multiplicity
and change. Xenophanes, on his

side, as has been shown (sup. vol.
i. 569 =sq.), held such changes
within the world itself, that his
theory likewise is far removed from
that of Aristotle.
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the pre-supposition of an origin of the world with the
newly won perception of the impossibility of an ahsolute
beginning, by the theory that the world was indeed
eternal according to its essential nature, but that its
condition was subject from time to time to so complete
a change that a new formation of the world became
necessary. If this was not the most logical or the
most scientific theory, it was at any rate the theory
then most obvious to philosophy, and which Heracleitns
found in Anaximander and Anaximenus, his immediate
predecessors, in the ancient Ionian school, and this is
enough to silence all opposition to the unanimous
tradition of antiquity.

As every process in the world has its fixed measure,
50 also the duration of the changing cosmical periods is
accurately defined;! and with this is probably con-
nected the statement (the correctness of which is not
thoroughly established) that Heracleitus believed in a
great year which, according to some, he reckoned at
10800, and according to others at 18000 solar years.?

! Diog.ix. 8: 'yswaof)af'r adToy
[7dv wéouov] éx mupds ol wdAw
emrvpomr@at kaTd TGS wep‘oﬂovs
SraAALE TOV o’v,u.‘lrw/Ta aldva TovTo
3¢ ylveobas kaf eluappérny. Simpl.
Phys. 6 a (sup. p. 42,1); similarly
257 b, u; De Ccelo 132 b, 17
(Schol. 487 b, 33); Eus. Pr. Ee.
xiv. 8, 6: xpauov TE wpurecu 'rns
TRV ﬁuV’TCUV ELS 'Tb 7|"llp alla?\vo'ews Kou
Tis &k TobTov yevéoews.

z By the great year, says Cen-
sorinus, Di. Nat. 18, 11, we are to
understand the period which
elapses before the seven planets
again find themselves in the same
sign as they were when it began.

This year is fixed by Linus and
Heracleitus at 10800 solar years;
others determine it differently. On
the other hand, Stobmus says, Eel.

. 264 (Plut. Plac . 82): ‘Hpd-
lc)\erros ['rbv ,ue'yau éviavTdy nGeTm]
EK F.'UPL(IJV OKTIZKISX[AL(UV emau’rwu
fnardv.  Bernays, Rhein. Mus.
N. F. vil. 108, thinks that this
number was deduced from Hesiod’s
verses, ap. Plut. Def. Orac. 11, p.
415 ; but it is not easy to see how
this could be done. Schuster, on
the other hand (p. 375 sq.), gives
the preference to the statement in
the Placita, for he conjectures that
Heracleitus may have assigned to
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The separation of opposites, or the formation of the
world, was called by Heracleitus, strife; the union of
what was separated, peace or concord. The state of
divided Being he called also want; that of the unity
which was introduced by the conflagration, satiety.!
In this contradiction the life of the world moves, in
small things as in great; but it is only one essence
which manifests itself in the change of forms: the
creative fire is all that comes into being and passes
away. The Deity is war and peace, want and satiety.?

the world (as he did o man, vide
nf. p. 87, 4) a period of 30 years,
and to each cosmical year twelve
eenturies instead of twelve months ;
of the 36000 years which we get
in this way, the §8ds #vw and kdrw
would each oceupy 18000. This
seems to me altogether too uncer-
tain, and the Placite also speak dif-
ferently: they must therefore, as
Schuster thinks, have confused the
duration of the 3waxdounsis with
that of the whole cosmical year.
Lussalle, i1. 191 sqq., advances the
opinion (eorresponding with his
hvpothesis about the sun, sup. p.
58, 2) that Heracleitus's great year
is equivalent to the time which
elapses before all the atoms in the
universe have passed through the
cirele of Being, and have arrived at
the form of fire. Not only is this
entirely different from what is said
by our authorities, but it is (even
irrespectively of the atoms which
are absolutely incompatible with
his physical theories) much too far-
fetched and subtle for Heracleitus ;
indeed, in itself it is wholly un-
natural. Each year must have
some definite point where it begins
and ends; and so has the ‘great
year,” if we understand by it what

is always understood in other pas-
sages. Lassalle’s <‘great year’
might equally well begin and end
at any moment. '

! Diog. according to the pre-
vious quotation: 7&v 5 évavrieww
T utv éwl Thy yéveow dyor karelo-
Bou wéheuov kal Epv, TO § éml Thw
dewbpway buoroyiar kal elphumy.
Hippol. Refut. 1x.10 : sup. p. 17,8;
48, 1; Philo, Leg. Alleg. ii. 62 A ;
sup. p. 17, 8; De Vict. sup. p. 68 .
The rdpos and the xpnouosivy are
alluded to by Plutarch in the pas-
sage of De Fi.c. 9, discussed in vol.
iii. a, 140, 6, second edition. Hera-
cleitus, however, is not mentioned,
and the whole statement probably
refers to a Stoical interpretation
of myths. The Stoies had natu-
rally borrowed the expression xdpos
and xpnopootry from Heracleitus ;
but we have no right to take for
granted that what Plutarch here
says of the duration of both states
is also from Heracleitus, especially
as the Stoics themselves seem by
no means wunanimous about it.
Seneca, Ep. 9,16 (I. ¢. p. 131, 2),
expresses himself asif the éendpwors
were merely a short episode be-
tween successive worlds.

2 Sup. pp. 17, 8; 88, 1; 46, 1.
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3. Man—his Knowledge and his Actions.

Man, like everything else in the world, in the last resort
originates from fire. But in this respect there are great
differences between the two parts of hisnature. The body
considered in itself is rigid and lifeless; when, there-
fore, the soul has departed from it, it is to Heracleitus

only an object of aversion.!

In the soul, on the other

hand, the infinite portion of man’s nature,® the divine
fire in its purer form has been preserved.? The soul con-

sists of fire, of warm and dry vapours,* which consequently

U Fr. 91, vide 4nf. p. 83, 3; Fr.
51 (ap. Plut. Qu. Conv. iv. 4, 3, 6;
Orig. ¢. Cels. v. 14, 24 ; cf. Schleier-
macher, 106): véxves wompiwy éx-
BAqTéTepor.

z Fr.90; Diog. ix. 7. Tert. De
An. 2; cf. Schuster, 270, 391 sq.,
YuxTs welpara odr by eelpoo waoay
émmopevbuevos 636y ofiTw Babiw
Abyoy Exe. 1 agree in the main
with Schuster that wefpaTa refers to
the limit to which the soul goes, the
Iimit of its nature ; but it seems to
me the alteration which he proposes
in the text can be dispensed with.
Still less can I endorse Lassalle’s
emendations (ii. 357).

8 It is so far not without reason
that Chaleid. in Zim. c. 249 (as
shown by Lassalle,ii. 341) ascribes
to Heracleitus the Stoic doetrine so
familiar to the ancients generally,
of the constant interdependence
between the human spirit and the
Divine. In what form however,
and how definitely he brought for-
ward this doctrine, we cannot learn
from this late testimony.

* The best authority for this is
the passage from Aristotle discussed
p. 22, 4; 28, 1; where the dvafu-

miaois means the same as what is
elsewhere called w0p. Although this
fireiscalled dowuardraror, we must
not conclude with Themistius (vide
inf.) that it was dedpaTor, or with
Lassalle, 1i. 351, that it was some-
thing absolutely immaterial; the
meaning is that it was the rarest,
the least palpable substance, the
substance which comes nearest to
actual incorporeality. The reason
given for thisdefinition, viz. that the
soul must be moved, in order that
it mayknow things that are moved,
is a conjecture of Aristotle, who
has already (De 4n. 404 b, 7 sq.)
stated the general presupposition
on which he bases it. Cf. also
Philop. De 4n. C, 7 (supra. p.
24, 1); Themist. D¢ An. 67 a,
u (ii. 24 Sp.): rol ‘HpdrAeros 8
v apxhy Tilerar TEV SvTwy, TadTny
TiBerar kol dvxhy wip yap xal obros:
Th yap Gvabvulacw éE fis T& EAAa
owvicTnow (so Arist.) ok #ANe 7t
# mip fmwoAnwréoy, Tobro 8¢ kal
dodpotov kal péov del.  Arius Did.
ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xv. 20, 1: ava-
Ovuloow pév ody dpolws 7§ ‘Hpa-
«hebry Thy Yuxw awodalver Zhveov,
Tert. De An. c. b6: Hippasus ef
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on that account are also called ¢soul.’!

HERACLEITUS.

The purer this

fire is, the more perfect is the soul: ¢ the driest soul is
the wisest and best ;” 2 it strikes, we are told, through the

Heraclitus ex igni {animum effin-
gunt). Macrob. Somn. i.14: He-
raclitus physicus [antmum dizit)
seintillam stellaris essentie (i.e., of
the heavenly fire), Nemes. Naf
Hom. c. 2, p. 28: ‘HodeA. 3¢ Thv
wév Tod mavtos Yuxhw (this is not of
course Heracleitus’s expression)
avabupiacw éx 1oy bypdv, Ty 3¢ &y
Tols Efots dwé Te THs Skrds kal THs

&y abrols &uaeu,u.mia'ews Spoyers
(C.cﬂ T &wafupidoet, or better:
TH Tob wavrbs) wezpvnevm Simi-
larly Plut. Plac. iv. 3, 6. Accor-

ding to Sext. Moth. ix. 363 ; Tert,
De “tn. 9, 14, it was said by some
that Heracleitus held the soul to
be air. For the explanation of
this, ef. Part 1. b, 23, 26.

1 Fr.89; sup. p. 24, 2; 50sq.;
i. 614 sq.

2 Fr 54, 55. 'This proposition
is very commonly attributed to
Heracleitus, but the readings of
the MSS. are so various that it is
difficult to decide bow it originally
stood. Stob. Floril. 5, 120, has
abn Yuxh oo¢wrdrn Kal &ploTy.
Our MS. gives aifp Inp¥, another
adyh Enph.  In the fragment of
Musonius, sbid. 17, 43, the read-
ings vary between avn without
Enph, abyh fnp and ab i Enpd.
Instead of a¥in Porph. Anir. Nymph.
¢. 11, has: Enpd Yuxh copwrdry;
similarly Glykas, 4dnnal. 74, 116
\%hlemrmaeher, p. 130): Yuxy
Enporépn a'oqt)w'repn Sumlarlv Plut.
v. Rom. ¢. 28 : uu'r'r] 'yap Yuxh Enph
(al. aifmy. . kal &.) &plorn «ad ‘Hpd-
kAerTov, tamep doTpamy) vépovs Sarmr-
rapévy Tov cduatos (that this
additionisalso taken from Heraclei-
tus seems probable, partly from the

connection in Plutarch, and partly
from the passage about to be
quoted from Clemens).  Plut.
Def. Orac. 41, p. 432: abry yép
tnps Yuxh wab Hpdereror. On
the other hand we find in Pseudo-
Plut. De Esu Carn. 1. 6, 4, p. 995:
“ adyh Enph Yuxh copwrdrn” KaTd
Tov ‘HpdrAerroy Eotkey (se. Ayew);
or, according to another reading,
abyh Enpfi Yuxn codp x. T. ‘Hp.
&oucev. Similarly Galen. Qu. dn.
Mores, ete. ¢. 8, vol. iv. 786 K, and
to the same effect Hermias in
Phedr. p. 73: abyy Enoy x[tuxn
gopwrdrn, and Clemens Pedag. ii.
156 C, Wlthout mention of He-
mcleltus a.v'yn 8¢ Yoy Enpa oo-
¢w’rurn Kal apwrn ... 00d¢ ot
kdBvypos Tals ek Tob ofvov dvabupid-
oeot, vepélns dikmy TWOUOTOMOLOL-
uérm.  Philo, ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. viii.
14, 67 has: of 5 &np%, Yuxh oo-
pwrdTn Kol apw'rn, and that the
true reading in this  place is not, as
in some texts, adyh or au'yn (one
text has Znpi Yuxf) but ob 4, is
clear from the passage in Philo’s
De Provid. ii. 109: in terra sicca
animus est sapiens ac virtutis amans
(for further details, ef. Schleierma-
cher, p. 129 sq.). Schleiermacher
supposes that there were three dif-
ferent expressions: of y7 Enph, buxd,
&e., aify Yuxn, &e., adyy Enph Juxh,
&c. But this is very improbable ;
and even if the first of the three
fragments is distinet from the other
two, these latter seem to be origi-
nally identical. How the expres-
sion really stood, and how its dif-
ferent versions are to be explained,
cannot be positively determined.
I do pot think, however, that the
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bodily veil like lightning through clouds.! If, on the
other hand, the soul-fire is polluted by moistuie, reason
is lost;? and in this way Heracleitus explains the
phenomena of intoxication; the drunken man is not
master of himself because his soul is moistened.? As,
however, everything is subject to perpetual change, and
is constantly being produced anew, so it is with the
soul: not only did its fire come from without into the
body, but it must be fed from the fire without in order
to sustain itself—a theory which was obviously sug-
gested by the process of breathing, if once the soul were

compared to the vital air.t

proposition, “adyh Enph Yuxh oo-
¢wrdrn,” is Heracleitean. The
subject Yuxh as part of the predi-
cate has something very disturbing
in it, and adyh Enph would be a
singular pleonasm, for there is
no adyh dypd; the rise of mois-
ture is an extinetion of the beam.
If, therefore, the words were origi-
nally so written by Heracleitus
(as certainly seems probable from
the frequency with which they are
quoted), we must suppose that
there was some difference in the
punctuation. If Heracleitus wrote
that the moist soul was imprisoned
by the body, but that the dry soul
Sitrrarar 10D cdpartos, Srws vépeos
abyy Enphy Yuxh copwrdTn kal dpi-
oty (and something of the kind
seems to be presupposed in Plut.
V. Bom. 28), everything would be
fully explained. Schuster, p. 140,
suggests that Plutarch’s dorpamy
would be much more applicable
than ady4h ; whereas Teichmiller,
N. Stud. i. 65, shows that adyh
stands also for lightning; cf. Il
xiil, 244; Hes. Theog. 699;

VOL. II. [¢3

Heracleitus consequently

Sophocl. Pkil. 1199 (Bpovras adyals
w €lor proyi(wr). Schuster's ex-
planation: ‘ If the gas is dry, the
soul is wisest, is (even irrespec-
tively of the gas) contradicted by
what is said above——that it would
only be possible to speak of an adyd
Enpa, and to declare the dry adyh to
be wise, supposing there were also
an avyh dypa. 'Would anyone say :
‘if the beam,’ or ‘if the flame, isdry ¥

! I doubt whether that which
is ascribed to Heracleitus by Ter-
tullian (De An. 14), as well as by
ZAinesidemus and Strabo, is authen-
tic, viz., that the soul, in totum
corpus diffuse et ubique ipsa, velut
fatus in calamo per cavernas, ita
per sensualia varis modis emicet.

2 Of. the proposition quoted
sup. p. 24, 2, which primarily has a
more general meaning.

3 Fr. 53 ; Stob. Floril. 5, 120 :
dvip Okbray pebuobf Hyerar md
wados vhBov  oparAduevos, obi
énatwr 8kn Batver, bryphw Thy Yuxhy
&xwv. Cf. Plut. Qu. Comw. iii.,
Proem. 2, and Stob. Floril, 18, 32.

1 Cf. vol. i p. 485, 2.
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supposed ! that Reason or warm matter entered into us
_through the atmosphere,? partly through the breath,

partly through the organs of the senses.

When these

avenues are closed in sleep, the light of reason is ex-

v Sup.p. 42,2; Sext. Math. vii.
127 sqq.: &péower yap 78 Puoikd
["HparAeiTe] Tb weptéxor fiuds Aoyi-
wby Te v kal ¢oevijpes . . . TolTOV
3% Tbv Oeloy Adyoy kab' ‘HpdrAeiToy
3 &vampedis omdoavrres voepol ywd-
ueba, kal év utv Gmyors Anbolor ko
8t Eyepow wdaw Eudpoves: & yap
Tols Prvois pvodvrwy TOY alednTikdy
mpwy xwpileTar Tis wpds TO wepLé-
xov ouuvlas & év Huiv vobs, udvys
Tis kard avemvoly wpooploews ow-
Copérms olovel Twos PHllns . . . &
3¢ eypyyopbot wdAw Bk TR aichy-
Tuedy whpwy Homep did Twy Bupldwr
wporlas Kal TG WEPIEXOVTL CUp-
BdAAwy Aoywhy Evdlerar dlvauw.
dvmep oy Tpdmov ol HvBpaxes wAN-
cidgavres T Tupl kAT &GAAolwow
diudmupor vylvovTal, xwpolévres 8¢
¢ Bévrurtal, oiTew Kkal ) émiterwicioa
7035 Tuerépots oduacty dwd Tob we-
piéxorTos polpa kard uly TO¥ Xwpi-
gudy axeddy ¥hoyos ylverar, rard
3¢ T 8id TEY TAeloTey Tpwy olu~
o Spoedls 7@ By kabioTaTar
The image of the embers is em-
ployed in another connection by
the pseudo-Hippocrates, m. dualr.
i. 29. That Sextus here repro-
duces the conception of Heracleitus
in his own words, or those of Aine-
sidemus, is plain. The assertion,
Sext. vil. 849 (cf. Tert. De 4n. 15),
that the soul, according to He-
racleitus, was outside the body, is
merely an inference. Jbid. M. viii.
286, according to Heracleitns’s ex-
press declaration : uh elvar Aoyucdy
Tov  Hvfpwmoy, pévov ¥ dwdoxew
ppeviipes Td mepiéxov. Similarly
the so-called Apollonius of Tyana,

Epist. 18 ‘HpdkA. . ., . &Aoyov elvai
kar& plow Epnoe Tov Evbpwroy.

2 That this is the meaning of
the mepiéxov is clear from the
words of Sextus; we are con-
nected with the air outside us by
means of our breath, and with the
light outside us by means of our
eyes. This mode of conception is
not strange in Heracleitus; if rea-
son is identical with fire, it is quite
natural that it should enter man
with the animating ard warming
breath, and be nourished by light
and air. Only if we refine away
Heracleitug’s primitive fire to a
metaphysical abstraction, as Las-
salle does, have we any right to
find fault with this sort of language
from him. ZTLassalle (i. 305 sqq.)
understands by the wepiéxor < the
universal and actual process of
becoming,’ or (ii. 270) the objective,
world-forming law, which is called
the wepiéxor, because it overcomes
all things. But wepiéxew does not
mean ‘overcoms’ (certainly not, as
Lass. 1. 308 represents it, with the
accusative of the object), and 7d
meptéxov never means anything else
than ¢the surrounding.’ In the
passage from Sextus no other
meaning can be thought of. More-
over it seems to me (as to Lassalle,
1. 307) improbable that Heracleitus
himself ever made use of the ex-
pression wepiéxov.

3 Whether Heracleitus ima-
gined that the soul was also de-
veloped from the blood, and was
sustained by it (ef. p. 79, 4), is not
quite clear,
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tinguished, and man is limited in his presentations to
his own world—to the subjective fancies of dreams,’
though in reality he still cannot withdraw himself from
the movement of the universe.2 When these avenues
are opened, in awaking, the light of reason is again
kindled; when the connection with the outer world
through respiration ceases, this light goes out for ever.?

But Heracleitus (as subsequently Empedocles, in a
somewhat different manner) brought mythical notions
of life and death into a connection with these physical
theories, which was certainly not required by his philo-
sophical presuppositions. From these presuppositions
we could only deduce that the soul, like everything else
perpetually reproducing itself in the flux of natural life,
retains its personal identity so long as this production
proceeds in the same manner and in the same propor-
tion: that, on the contrary, it is destroyed, as an in-
dividual, when the formation of soul-substance ceases
at this definite point; and since soul-substance, accord-
ing to Heracleitus, consists in warm vapours which are
partly developed from the body and partly drawn in
with the breath, the soul cannot survive the body.
Heracleitus seems to have contented himself with the
vague notion that life continues so long as the divine
fire animates the man, and that it ceases when that fire

' Plut. De Superst. ¢. 3, p. 166: 718y & 79 kdopge ywouéver,
6 ‘HpdrAerTds ¢pnat, Tois Sypyyoplow 3 Fr. 91, ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
&va kol kowby kbopov elvou, Tév 3¢ 530 D: &vbpwmoes év ebdppdvy ¢dos
rownwpévor Ekacrov eis 8oy dmo- GmTer éavr@' Gmoboviw dmosBeafels,
arpépeator. (v 8¢ dmreTor TeOBvediTos eBdwy daro-
2 M, Aurel. vi. 42: kol Tods oBeolels fes éypyyopds dmrerar
kafeddovras, oluar, 6 ‘HpdiAerros eBiovros.
épydTas €lvar Aéyer kal ouvvepyods

G 2
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leaves him.

HERACLEITUS.

He personifies this divine element and

says that men are mortal gods and gods immortal men ;
our life is the death of the gods, and our death their

life.!

So long as man lives the divine part of his

nature is bound up with the baser substances, from

which in death he again becomes free.?

Souls, he says,

traverse the way upwards and the way downwards ; they
enter into bodies because they require change and

become weary of continuing in the same state.?

1 Fr. 60, the original form of
which is doubtless given by Hippol.
Refut. ix. 10, in the words : dfdva-
Tor Bvmrol, BvyTol abdvaror, (Gyres
Tov erelvav OdvaTor, TOv Bt érelvwy
Blov refvedres.,  Schleiermacher,
putting together the following pas-
sages: Heracl. dlleg. Hom. ¢ 24,
p. 61 Mehl. ; Max. Tyr. Diss. x. 4,
end (xli. 4 ad fin.); Clem. Pedag.
iii. 216 A ; Hievocl. i Carm. Aur.
p. 186 (258) ; Porph. Anir. Nympk.
c. 10, end ; Philo, Leg. Adlleg. i. p.
60 C (Qu. in Gen. iv. 152); cf.
Tue. V. Auct, 14, deduces from
them this view: &vfpwmoc feol
Ouqrol, feol T Hvfpwmor &bdvaror,
(ovres Tov érxelvwy Odvaror, Ovhio-
Kovres Ty ékelvay (why. Against
him and Lassalle, i. 186 sq., vide
Bernays, Heracleit. Briefe, 37 sq. ;
cf. also, p. 17, 4; and Clem. Strom.
iil. 484 C: odxl xal ‘HpdrAeiTos
OdvaTov THy yéveaw Kahel;

2 Heracleitus’s theory was con-
sequently expounded by Sext. Pyrrk.
iit. 230 ; Philo, L. 4lleg. 60 C, and
others, in similar language to that
of the Pythagoreans and Platonists.
‘Whether the passage in Sextus, L. ¢,
‘Hp. ¢moly, 6T kal 70 (v xal 7o
dmofavely kal & T¢ (fiv fuds éore
kol & T¢ Tefydvar, contains He-
racleitus’s own words, or is merely

He

an inference from the utterance
quoted above, is doubtful. Still
less can we be sure from the pas~
sage in Philo that Heracleitus him-
self employed the comparison of
the o@ua with the ofjua (sup. vol. i.
482, 1, 2),

3 Tambl. ap. Stob. Eel. i. 906:
‘HpdrAaiTos pév yip &uofas vay-
kalas Tilerar ée TéY dvavriwv 634y
Te dvw kol kdrw Sumopstesbu Ts
Yuxds dmeiAnee, kal TO péy Tols
abTols émpéver kdporoy elvar, Td 8¢
peraBdarew ¢pépery dvdwavaw, The
same, tbid. 896, in regard to the
different theories of the deteriora-
tion of the soul it is sald: «af’
‘HpduAetror 3¢ 7is & 7§ peTafdA-
Aeobor dvamadAys . . . aitlas yeyvo-
wévns TéY kaTaywydy EvepynudTwv.
These statements are illustrated
and confirmed by ZEn. Gaz.
Theophr. p 5, Botss.: 6 u&v yap
‘Hpdereros Sadoxhy dvayratoy Ti-
Qéuevos dvw kal kdTw ThHs Yuxis T
mopetay &pn yiveoOai, émel kdparos
abrfi 76 Onuiovpyd ovvémesfar kal
drw petd Tod Beod T63e TO TAY suuTe-
pumorety kol i éxelvy Terdxbar ral
#pxeobar, Bid Tobro TH TOD fpeuely
émuuia kal &pxfs (the dominion
over the body) éami{d: wdrw ¢mol
Thv Yuxhy ¢epecbai. Here, how-
ever, the Heracleitean doctrine is
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applied also to individual souls that which could only
be said logically of the universal soul, or of the divine

animating fire.

We see from various traces that he

attributed a further existence to souls escaped from
their bodies. In one of his fragments he says that there
awaits man after his death that which he now neither
hopes nor believes ;! in another he promises a reward to

interpreted in a Platonic sense.
Heracleitus certainly never spoke
of the Demiourgos; and the other
similarities between this passage
and the Phedrus may be occa-
sioned (as Lassalle, 1i. 235 sq.,
seeks to prove), not so much by
the influence of Heracleitus’s
writings on Plate, as by that of
Plato’s on Aneas. Jneas, p. 7,
says of Heracleitus: ¢ Sowel 7dv
wéywy Ths Yuxds -Gwdmaviar elva
Thy els Tovde T Blov Puydy ; and
Numen. ap. Porph. De Auire
Nymph. e. 10 (sup. p. 18, 1), agrees
with this in the quotation: “Ju-
xhoe Tépder,” uiy Odvaror from He-
racleitus (this, as Schuster, p.
191, supposes, is an addition of
Numenius referring to the propo-
sition quoted p. 24, 2, and an ad-
dition that 1is contrary to the
" meaning of Heracleitus, who repre-
sents the T7épdus as consisting pre-
cisely in the transmutation, the
8dvates of the soul), “ Sypfioe yevé-
obas,” Tépuv 8¢ elvac adrals THY els
Ty vyéveew mvdow. The propo-
sitions of Heracleitus are, however,
most authentically given by Ploti-
nus in the passage (iv. 8, 1) pointed
out by Lassalle, 1. 181 : & uév yap
‘HpduAeiros . . . duotfds Te avory-
kolas 78uevos éx T@y dvovTioy,
630y Te Yrw kol kdrw elmwdy, xal
“ peTaBdARov dvaradeTar” kol * Kd-
patés oL Tols adTols moxfey kal
gpxeafar” (here Lassalle, following

.Creuzer, would substitute &yxeofa,

but, as he himself observes, the
passage from Zneas is in favour of
&pxeaor) elkdlerw Ewrer (as to the
reasons of the scul’s descent) duert-
aas cadi) Hulv wedfioar TO¥ Adyow.
‘When Plutarch, De Sol. Anim. 7,
4, p. 9664, says of Empedocles and
Heracleitus that they blame Nature
(ef. p.82,1): ds avdyrny kel wéAepoy
ebgev . . . Smov kal THv yéveow
abryy éf adwclas owwTuvyxdvew Aé-
youst 7@ Bvnrd ovvepxopévey ToD
&favdrov kol Tépmwesbar T yeviuevor
mapd PUow pédest 7ol yevvhoavros
amoomwuévocs, it is a question whe-
ther the latter part of this passage
from dmwov onwards is (as Schuster
supposes, 185, 1) really founded on
Heracleitean wutterances. It re-
minds us most obviously of Empe-
docles, @nf. p. 3, 666, 2, third edit.

! Fr. 69, ap. Clem. Strom, iv.
532 B; Cokort. 13 D; Theod.
Cur. Gr. Aff. viii. 41, p. 118;
Stob. Floril. 120, 28; dvbpdwous
uéver dmobavérras dooa obk EAmoy-
Toau 0bdé doréover. Perhaps there
is a reference to the same subject
in Fr, 17, ap. Clem. Strom. ii. 366
B; Theed. 1. 88, p. 15: &wv u}
ErTow dwékmoToy obk eevphoet,
dvelepedvyroy v kal Fwopov. In-
stead of Amprar and éfevphoe,
Theodoret has érnityre and edphi-
oere. Schuster, p. 45, conjectures
Exmnat
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those who have fallen gloriously;! in a third he speaks
of the condition of souls in Hades;2? in two others he
makes mention of the deemons ® and heroes,* and assigns

1 Fp. 120, ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
494 B; Theod. Cur. Gr. Af. ix.
39, p. 117 : udpor yép uéloves ué(o-
vas polpas Aayxdvovo:, ef. Fr. 119,
ap. Theod.: é&pripdrovs of Geol
Tiudor kal of #vlpwmor, I cannot,
with Schuster, p. 304, regard these
passages as ironical.

2 fir, 70 Plut. Fae. Lun. 28,
end, p. 943: ‘HpdiA. efwey 41 al
Yoxai doudvrar xaf &dny. The
meaning of these words is obscure.
Schuster’s explanation : Souls scent
out Hades, reach after it greedily
as a restorative, is the less satis-
factory to me, as Plutarch gives
the sentence in proof that souls
in the other world can feed them-
selves on vapours. In this eon-
nection we might bring forward
what Aristotle quotes, De Sensu,
c. 5, 443 a, 23: &s € mwdvra T4
dvra kamyds yévorro, fives tw Suoy-
votev. Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 265,
refers it, in a far-fetched manner,
as it seems to me, to the conflagra-
tion of the world. In these proposi-
tions we can hardly look for any
special reference.

8 Fr. 61, Hippol. Refut. ix. 10:
&9ade byri [Bern. éyras) émavi-
aragbar kal pAakas ylveoba: &yepti
(éyrwy(soBern.instead of éyepri(dv-
Twv) kai verpdv. 1 refer these words
to the deemons assigned as the pro-
tectors of men, cf. Hes. 'E. kal fu.
120 sqq., 250 sqq. Lassalle i. 185
sees in them a resurrection of souls,
but this is a mistake, at any rate
in regard to the expression; for
émavigracfar does not here signify
to rise again, but to raise oneself,
namely, to be overseers of men. I
must express myself still more
decidedly against the idea that

Heracleitus enunciated the doc-
trine of the resurrection of the
body (Lassalle, ii. 204). Lassalle.
does not mean indeed by this re-
surrection the &vdeTagis ocaprds in
the Christian sense, which Hippo-
lytus, .., finds to be clearly tanght
(pavepis must be substituted for
¢pavepds); he means only this:
that all the particles of matter
which had previously formed a
human body, find themselves again
united at a later period of the
world in a similar body. This
conception is not only much too
far-fetched for Heracleitus, and
entirely without support from any
of his writings, but it is quite
incompatible with his point of
view: these particles of matter do
not exist any longer in the later
period of the world ; they are as
these definite substances entirely
destroyed in the stream of Becom-
ing; they have become other
substances ; and if even they may
bave been partially changed again
into the constituents of human
bodies, there is no ground for the
supposition that from those par-
ticular substances which arose from
some particular body, and from no
nthers, a body will afterwards
again be formed. Schuster (p.
176) prefers this reading : [Jdaiuwy
é0énet) dvbdde byt émiloracbar kal
pvAakds (= pUral) vyiveobar éyepri
. k. v. But Hippolytus, as it
seems to be, would then have had
greater difficulties in finding the
resurrection of the flesh, than in the
ordinary text with its émavicTacos.

4 Fr. 130, Orig. ¢. Cels. vii. 62:
odre yryvdokwy feods otre Hpwas
olrwés elot,
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the demons as guardians, not only to the living, but to
the dead ; and he is said to have taught that all things
are full of souls and demons.! It is doubtless, there-
fore, his opinion that souls enter the body from a higher
existence, and after death, when they have proved
themselves worthy of this privilege, they return as
demons into a purer life;? in regard to details, how-
ever, he seems to have retained the ordinary notions
concerning Hades.?

Whether Heracleitus enquired more particularly
concerning the corporeal life of man cannot be dis-
covered with certainty* from the very little that has
been handed down to us by tradition on this subject.
On the other hand, there are many passages quoted
from him in which he applies his standpoint to the
cognitive faculty and moral action of man.

! Diog. ix. 7, cf. p. 46, 2.

2 Andin an individual life ; not
as Theodoretus, v. 23, p. 73, says,
in the soul of the world.

? Of. the similar eschatology of
Pindar, supra, vol. 1. p. 70.

+ We find from Fr. 62 ap. Plut,
Def. Orac. e. 11; Plac. v. 24;
Philo, Qu. in Gen. ii. 5, end p. 82
Auch. ; Censorin, Di. Nat. C. 18, cf.
Bernays, Rk Mus. vii. 195 sq.,
that he reckoned the life of a man
_at thirty years, because a man in his
" thirtieth year might have a son
—who was himself a father, and
therefore human nature completes
its circnit in that time. Reference
is made to this cn'me in Fr. 78,
ap. Clem. Sérom. 1ii. 432 A.: “ émei-
Bor (. Ereira) 'yeva,usvot Cwsu é0¢-
Aovgr pdpovs T Exerw,” piAAoy 3
dvomabesfoar  (this, in spite of
Schuster’s representations, p. 193,

1, I consider to be an emendation of
Clemens, referring perhaps to the
view of the peraBoryn discussed

supra, p. 84, 3, or else a protest of

the Christian against the philoso~
pher who treats death simply as
the end of life ; it would not agree
with the nam{ew Ty yéveow whlch
Clemens finds in the passage) * xal
7rau5as‘ karaAelmovgt pdpous yevé-
oba” No great weight, however,
is to be attached to these observa-
tions. What is said in Hippoer.
w. Sur, 1. 28 end, on the seven
genges, and ¢bid. ¢ 10, on the
abdomen, and on the three revolu-
tions of fire in the human body,
can hardly be taken from Hera-
cleitus; the statement (of Joh.
Sicel, Walz, Rkeit. vi. 95, quoted
by DBernays, Heracl. 19), that
Heracleitus pursued anatomical
enquiries, is more than doubtful.
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In regard to cognition, he could only place its
highest problem in that which to him was the central
point of all his convictions, viz. in seizing the eternal
essence of things in the flux of the phenomenon, and in
freeing ourselves from the deceitful appearance which
presents to us a permanent Being of the changeable.
He therefore declares that wisdom consists in one thing,
in knowing the reason which rules all ;! we must follow
the common reason, not the particular opinions of
“individuals ;2 if a discourse is to be reasonable it must
be founded on that which is common to all, and the
only thing which is thus common is thought? Ouly
the rational cognition of the Universal can therefore
have any value for him : the sensual perception he must,
of course, regard with mistrust. What our senses
perceive is merely the fleeting phenomenon, not the
essence ; ¢ the eternally living fire is hidden from them

by a hundred veils;® they

! Supra, p. 42, 2. This know-
ledge, however, is itself according
to Lassalle, 1i. 344, conditional on
a ‘revelation to oneself of the
objective and absolute.” Lassalle
in support of this relies partly on
Sext. M. wvill, 8, Znesidemus
defined the aAnfés as the uh A7boy
Ty kowhy yvduny ; and partly on
the fragment quoted p. 25, 2.
Sextus, however, does not say that
Zresidemus had this definition
from Heracleitus, and if he did,
we could not conclude very much
from it. The fragment calls fire
the uh B3iwor, which is something
quite different from the pd Afdor.
Though it is very possible that
Heracleitus may have said that
the Divine or Reason was know-

show us as something stiff

able to all, there is, even apart
from Lassalle’s modernising view
of this thought,—mno proof of it to
be discovered.

2. T; ef p. 43, 1.

3 Fr. 123 ; Stob. Floril. 8, 84 :
Ewvdy EoTi maoL TO Ppovely Ebv vie
Aéyovras loxvpileabas xph T4 Svrg
wdvTey, dxwomep véuw mwéAs Kab
woAd loxupoTépws Tpépovrar yap,
TN sup. p. 41, 1. On the mean-
ing of the words, ef. p. 43, 1.

t Arxist. Metaph. i. 6, sub init. :
Tais ‘Hparherrelots 8éfws, &s T1d»
algfnrdy del pedvrav kal émorhuns
wepl abrdv odk oloys.

5 Diog, ix. 7: 7w pacw dei-
SegBai (Ereye). Lucret. Rer. Nat.
i. 696: credit emim (Heraclitus)
sensus ignem cognoscere vere, celerc
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and dead what is really the most movable and living of
all things.! Or, as the later theory of the Heracleitean
school expresses it, all sensation arises from the collision
of two motions; it is the common product of the in-
fluence of the object on the particular organ, and the
activity of the organ which receives this influence in its
own peculiar manner into itself. Sensation, therefore,
shows us nothing permanent and absolute, but only a
single phenomenon as this presents itself in the given
case and to some definite perception.? Although, there-
fore, we may certainly learn from sensible observation,

non credit, five being the only sen-
sible phenomenon in which the
substance of things displays itself
according to its true nature.

1 Fr. 95, ap. Clem. Strom. iii.
434 D, where, according to Teich-
miiller’s just observation, N. S¢. i.
97 sq.. instead of TvBarydpas 3¢ kal
should be read: Mubaydpe kal:
Odvatds éoriv brcboa éyepdépres Spéo-
uev, 6kdaa B¢ elSovres Dmyos: ‘as
we see in sleep, dreams, so we see
in waking, death. The opening
words of this fragment are thus
interpreted by Lassalle, ii. 320:
‘What we see, being awake, and
hold to be life, is in truth the con-
stant passing away of itself! But
this constant passing away, in
which, according to Heracleitus,
the life of nature consists, he would
never have described by the sinister
word death. Schuster, 274 sq., in
order to avoid the degradation of
the sensuous perception, here gives,
as it appears to me, an interpreta-
tion very far-fetched and unlike
Heracleitus, which Teichmiiller
rightly discards.

2 Theophrast. De Semsu, 1. 1

sq.: of 8¢ mept ‘Avulaydpar kol
‘HpdrAerroy 76 évayrly (woiobor Thy
alobnow), which is afterwards thus
explained : of 8¢ Ty alobnow dmo-
AapBdvovtes v dANowboe vylveohar
kal 70 ply 8upotoy &wabés Imd Tob
duolov, 70 & évavriov wabyTicdy,
T0bTe Mpooébecay THY yvduny. émi-
paprupsty & olovrar kol T wepl THY
aphy ovuBaivor: Td yap buolws Th
capkl Bepudy 7 Yuxpdv od worely
aloOnaw. According to this evi-
dence, which is confirmed by He-
racleitus’s doctrine of the opposites
in the world, there would be all
the more ground for referring to
the Heracleiteans as well as to
Protagoras the exposition in the
Thewt. 156 A sqq.; Plato himself
refers us to them, 180 ec. sq. If
even the more definite development
of this theory was the work of
later philosophers such as Cratylus
and Protagoras, yet the fundamen-
tal idea in it, viz., that the sensible
perception is the product of the
concarrent motion of the object
and of the sense, and has conse-
quently no objective truth, belongs
to Heracleitus himself.
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in so far as this shows us many qualities of things;®.
although the two nobler senses, and especially the eye,
ought to be preferred to the rest,® in comparison with
the rational perception the sensible perception has little
worth ; eyes and ears are bad witnesses to men if they

have irrational souls.?

mony which the generality of men follow.

But it is precisely this testi-

Henee the

deep contempt for the mass of mankind, which we have
already seen in this philosopher; hence his hatred for

arbitrary opinion,* for the
perceive the voice of the

! Vide supra, p. 86, 2; 88, 5.

2 Fr. 8. Hippol. Refut. ix. 9:
bowy BYus kol pdbnois TavTa éyd
wporipéew ; on the sense of sight es-
pecially, Fr. 91. Fr. 9, Polyb. xii.
27 o¢Oaruol youp TRV BTy axpBé-
oTepor  udpTupes, which (notwith-
standing the different opinion of
Bernays, Rh. Mus.ix. 262 ; Lass. ii.
323 sq.; Schuster, 25, 1) seems to
me to contain nothing more than (for
example) what Herodotus says (i.
8), and what Polybius understands
by the passage, namely, that one can
better rely on one’s own sight than
on the assertion of others.

3 Fr. 11; Sext. Math. vil.
126: kakoi udprupes &vfpdmwoiow
SpBarpol kal &ta BapBdpovs Yuxbs
éxdvrwy (which is no doubt more
authentic than the version of it
ap. Stob. Floril. 4, 56). Instead
of the last three words, Bernays,
Rk, Mus. ix. 262 sqq., conjectures :
BopBdpov Yuxas Exovros, because in
the reading of Sextus, the genitive
éxdvrwy after &vbpdmois is very
strange, and because in the time of
Heracleitus, BdpBapos would not
have had the signification of rude.
It is not necessary to ascribe this

unreason which does not
Deity,® for the stupidity

signification to it, even if we adopt
the usual reading ; we get a better
meaning if the word be taken in
its original sense; one who does
not understand my language, and
whose langnage I do not under-
stand. Heracleitus says then in
his figurative mode of expression :
it is of no use to hear if the soul
does not comprehend the speech
which the ear receives; and the
strange genitive éxdvrwr seems to
have been used precisely because
the sentence relates primacily to
the ears (though it i3 also of course
applicable to the eyes). Cf. Schus-
ter, 26, 2.

* Diog. ix. 7: Thy olnow lepav
véoov Exeve, He was nevertheless
accused by Aristotle, Eth. N. vii.
4, 1146 b, 29 (M. Mor. ii. 6, 1201
b, 5). of an over-bearing confidence
in his own opinions, as hasalready
been mnoticed. Schleiermacher, p.
138, compares with the passage of
Diogenes the following words from
Avpoll. Tyan. Epist. 18: éyrxarvmréos
EkagTos 6 partaiws év 86&n yevbuevos ;
but this is not quoted by Apoll. as
Heracleitean.

5 Fr. 138; ap. Orig. ¢. Cels. vi.
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which is puzzled and confused by every discourse,! for
the frivolity which wickedly plays with truth;? hence
also his mistrust of the erudition which prefers learn-

ing from others to enquiring for itself.?

He himself

will be content after much labour te find little, like the
gold-diggers;* he will not rashly pass judgment on
the weightiest things;® he will not ask others, but only
himself,® or rather the Deity, for human nature has no

12: avip vhimos firovoe wpds dal-
povos Brwomwep wals wpds &vdpds.
The conjectural dafuovos for Oai-
povos (Bernays, Heracl. 15) seems
to me unnecessary. ForSchuster’s
view of this passage, cf. inf. 93, 2.

L Fr. 35; Plut. dud. Poét. c.
9, end, p. 28; De Aud. c. 7, p. 41:
BAaE @vfpwmos Owd mavrbs Adyov
emrofiofar iAel.

2 Clem. Strom. v. 549 C: do-
Kedyrwy yop 6 Sowudraros ywdoke
PuAdooew wal pévror ral dliey kara-
AMpyerar Yevddy TénTovas kal pdpTu-
pas. The first half of this fragment
I do not think to be satisfactorily
explained, either by Sehleierma-
cher, who would substitute Soxéorra
and yryvdoxew Puldoge, nor by
Lassalle, ii. 821. Even the pro-
posal of Schuster, 340, 1: dox. . ®
dokiudTaroy ylverar ywdoke pvAdo-
gew (‘50 a poet decides to adopt

from that which passes for credible
" the most credible”), does not en-
tirely satisfy me. Lassalle, by the
Yevdoy Téwroves understands the
senses. 1 agree with Schuster in
thinking the allusion to the poets
far more probable (cf. p. 10, 3).

3 In this sense, as has been
previously remarked, we must un-
derstand the sayings of Heracleitus
against Polymathy, supre, vol. i.
510, 4; 336, 5. The fragment on
this subject, ap. Stob. Floril. 34,

19, Gaisford, was rightly restored
to Anaxarchus.

4 Fr. 19 ap. Clem. Strom. iv.
476 A ; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff 1. 88, p.
15 : xpvadr of dilfhpevor yijy moAARY
opbooovat wal ebplorovory SAlyoy.
How Heracleitus applied this il-
lustration we are not told ; but the
turn given to it in the text seems
to me the most natural. Cf. also
Fr. 24 and 140, sup. p. 42, 2; 44,
1,and the Fr. 21 pointed out by
Lassalle, ii. 312; Clem. Strom. v.
615 B: xph yop €0 pdAo moAAGY
{oTopas pihogdovs drdpas elvas ray’
‘HpdrAeiToy, where igropla, inde-
pendent enquiry, is to be distin-
guished from mere polymathy.

& According to Diog. ix. 73, he
is reported to have said: ud elk?)
wepl TAY peylorwy cuvuBaAidueda,
which does not sound like his usual
language.

¢ Fr. 20 (ap. Plut. adv. Col. 20,
2, p. 1118; Suid. Toeorovues. Cf.
Lassalle i. 301 sq.): éi(noduny
éuewdrdy. The right interpreta-
tion of these words, which the
above-named writers, and many of
the more recent commentators, re-
fer to the demand for seif-know-
ledge, is probably given by Dio:
genes, ix. §: éavrdv Epn Silficacba-
xol pabely wdvra mwap’ éavrod. (Cf.
Schuster, 59, 1, 62, 1.) Whether
Plotinus (iv. 8, i. p. 468) under-
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intelligence, which the divine nature alone possesses;’
human wisdom is nothing else than the imitation of na-
ture and of the Deity.? Only he who listens to the divine
law, the universal reason, finds truth ; he who follows the
deceptive appearance of the senses and the uncertain
opinions of men, to him truth remains for ever hidden.?
This does not as yet amount to a scientific theory of
knowledge; nor can we even suppose that Heracleitus

stands the expression thus seems
doubtfl. In v. 9, 5, p. 559, he
follows the interpretation accord-
ing to which éuavrdy designates
the object that is sought or en-
quired for ; he says, in a discussion
concerning the unity of thought
and Being, 8pf@s #pa . . . T
EuavTdy Et(oduny dbs & TEY EvTwy,
This is, of course, not conclusive
as to the original meaning of the
sentence ; but still less can I ad-
mit TLassalle’s theory that the
words ds & 7. §. also belong to
Heracleitus, and that the whole
proposition means, ‘ one must re-
gard oneself as one of the existent
things’ i.e., as existing as little as
they do, and involved in the same
flux. How this can be deduced
from the words, I fail te see, and
it does mnot seem to me probable
that Heracleitus should have spoken
of byra. ds & 7@y Jvrwy seems to
me an addition of Plotinus, in-
tended to justify his application of
Heracleitus’s saying to the question
in hand. The indecisive sentence
ap. Stob. Florid. 6, 119, uu@pmram't
TagL ,U.ETEo"rL ywdorew Eavrods Kal
cwppovely is rightly regarded by
Schleiermacher as spurious,

! Fr. 14, 188, sup. p. 42, 2;
90, 5.

¢ Vide Fr. 123, sup. p. 41, 1.
This seems to have been also the

original meaning of the proposi-
tions (F7.15) quoted in the Greater
Hippias, 289 A sq. as Heraclei-
tean, though evidently not in the
words of the philosopher, @s #pa
mHmch & kdAALTTOS aioypds au(?pw—
welw yéva cuuPdArew, . . . §1e
dvbpdrwy 6 gopdraTos wpds Beby
wifnros pavelrar kol copla ol kdA-
Aet kal Tols #AAos waow. In Hip-
poe. wept duwr. i. ¢. 12 sqq. many
examples, not always. happily
chosen, are brought forward to
show that all human arts arose
from the imitation of nature,
though men are not conscious of it.
This thought seems to belong to
Heracleitus; but the development
of it, as it stands here, can be but
partially his. Cf. Bernays, Heracl.
23 sqq., Schuster, p. 286 sqq.

3 What Sext. Mazh. vil. 1286,
131, says of Heracleitus is there-
fore substantially true: 7i» alo-
Onow . . . dmoroy elvar vewduike,
Ty 8¢ Adyov Umoriferar piTiiploy
. . . Tov kowdy Abyov kal Ocioy
1al 00 kard peToxhy ywiueba Aoyucol
kpirhpov dAnbetas  ¢nolv. Many
sceptics, on the other hand, reckon
him among their number; but
this only exemplifies the well-
known arbitrariness of the school,
Diog. ix. 75. Cf Sext. Pyrrh.
209 sqq. -

qq ~

N
\
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felt the want of such a theory, or clearly saw the neces-
sity of giving an account to himself, before any enquiry
concerning things, of the conditions of knowledge and
method of investigation. The propositions quoted
above, as was the case with the kindred theories of his
contemporary Parmenides,! were essentially deductions
from a. physical theory which brought him into such ab-
rupt antagonism to sensible appearance, that he thought
himself obliged to mistrust the evidence of the semses.
It does not follow from this that he purposed to form
his system independently of experience, and by means
of an @& prior: construction; for such a design would
have presupposed enquiries into the theory and method
of knowledge which were alike unknown to him and to
the whole of the pre-Socratic philosophy. Still less
are we justified by Heracleitus’s own expressions, or by
the statements of our most trustworthy authorities, in
making the ancient Ephesian the first representative
of empiricism or discovering in him a tendency to ob-
servation and induction.? His reflection was concerned
with the objective in nature; like every other philo-

1 Cf. vol. 1. 591 sqq.

2 Schuster (p. 19 sqq.) supports
this statement mainly on the frag-
ments (2, 3), discussed p. 7, 2. But

in Fr. 3 thereis not one word to show

that the Adyos &el dv is only per-
ceived through the senses; thatwe
should ‘ observe the visible world,’
and ¢ on the ground of appearance’
should follow out the true state of
the case,—still less to show that
this is the only way to arrive at
the knowledge of truth. In Fr. 2
Schuster introduces what is irrele-
vant when he represents Heraclei-

tus as blaming men, ¢ beeause they
do not seek for knowledge, by en-
quiring into that over which they
stumble every day’ (that in order
to know, they do not enter upon
the way of observation), whereas
Heracleitus blames them ¢ because
they do not understand (or con-
sider, ¢povéovor) that on which
they stumble every day;’ and do
not (in what way is not stated)
instruct themselves about it.
Schuster likewise refers to Fr. 7;
but I have already proved (p. 39, 4)
that his explanation of this cannot.
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sopher he started, in fact, from perception, and formed
his convictions by the development of this; but he never

be substantiated. I have also re-
marked, in the same place, that
we have no right to give the mean-
ing which Schuster adopts, to the
sentence about the unseen har-
mony, nor to bring into direct
connection with it the quotation on
p. 90, 2: Bowy Bfis roh pdbnats
TabTo éyd wpotyéw. In itself,
however, it does not imply that the
udbnois results only from sight
and hearing, but merely that the
pleasures of knowledge are to be
preferred to all others: how much
is contributed to knowledge by
thought, how much by observa-
tion, the fragment does not say.
Further, in Fr. 7, the fovdr or the
Adyos Eurds does not mean the
¢ speech of the visible world ;’ and
those are not censured who ¢in-
dulge their own thoughts,’ and
‘seek in the invisible instead of
the visible, each one for himself, a
particular solution of the univer-
sal riddle’ (Schuster 23 sq), cf. p.
43, 1: not to mention that Hera-
cleitus, with his els éuol udpior
(sup. p- 10, 2), certainly did follow
his own thoughts; and the xowd
yvdun, to which Schuster with
Zinesidemus (ap. Sext. Math. viii.
8) refers fuwdy, was, for him at
least, an authority. Schuster, p.
27 sq., lastly quotes Lucret. i. 690
$qq.. who calls the senses that unde
ommia credita pendent, unde hic
cognitus est ipst quem mominat
ignem ; but he forgets that Lucre-
tius takes this observation, not
from Heracleitus, but from his
own presupposition against Hera-
cleitus. When he wants to give
the doetrine to Heracleitus, he says
(vide p. 90, 4) that among all the

sensuous perceptions, he ascribed
truth to that of fire only (not, as
Schuster says, to fire ‘under all
its disguises and changes,” but
simple visible fire). To withhold
credence from the second of these
statements because the first has
been misapprehended, is to invert
the order of things. This sup-
posed evidence in favour of Schus-
ter's view thus turns out to be
distinet evidence agaimst it; its
incorrectness, moreover, appears
from what is quoted, supra, p. 88,
5; 89, 1; 90, 3, and especially
from Aristotle’s assertion (88, 4):
that Plato followed Heracleitus
in his convietion—ds 7@y ulgfny-
@y Gel Pedvrov kol emoThuns
wepl abTdv odk offens. The con-
jecture that Aristotle is here
speaking only of Cratylus and the
Heracleiteans, who ¢ on this point
thought very differently from their
master’ (Schuster 31), is wholly
inadmissible. Aristotle does not
say Tols *@v ‘HpaxAerrelwy Sbtas,
but 7ols ‘HpaxAeirelos SéEais ; now
a ‘Hparheiteios 86ta is as certainly
an opinion of Heracleitus as the
‘HpakAeireios 0éos, Phys. i. 2, 185
a, 7,1s a proposition of Heracleitus,
and the ‘HpaxAeireior Adyor in the
parallel passage to this Metaph.
xiii. 4 (sup. p. 11, 1) are statements
of Heracleitus. ‘HpawAelretos sig-
nifies proceeding from Heracleitus ;
and if by an inaceurate use of
language 1t might be used in re-
gard to an opinton which had been
merely derived by his scholars
from his doctrine, it ecertainly
could not be used of any opinion
that contradicted his own. Schus-
ter, therefore, has recourse to
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proposed to himself the question from what sources his
convictions had arisen. When in this way he had arrived
at theories which contradicted the assertions of our
senses, he did not say, as a true empiricist must have
said, that the theories must be false: he said that
the senses were deceptive, and that rational knowledge
alone was trustworthy. But by what process we are to
attain this rational knowledge, neither Heracleitus nor
any of the pre-Socratic philosopbers expressly enquired.
The principle ascribed to him by modern writers,!
that the names of things explain to us their essential

another theory, viz, that Aristotle
ascribes the conclusions which were
drawn by Plato from the doctrine
of Heracleitus to Heracleitus him-
self: a suspicion which would only
be justifiable if the assertions
of Aristotle contradicted other
trustworthy authorities ; where-
as, in truth, they coincide with
them all. But from the fact that
Protagoras united his sensualism
with the proposition about uni-
versal Becoming, we must not
conclude with Schuster (31 sq.)
that Heracleitus also attached
supreme importance to the sen-
suous perception ; certainly mnot
if, like Schuster, we represent
Cratylus as opposed to Heracleitus
through his rejection of the testi-
mony of the senses. Why should
not the Sophist, who made no claim
to reproduce Heracleitus's doctrine
as such, diverge more easily from
it than (according to Schuster’s
theory) a philosopher who de-
cidedly professed that doctrine?
It is not true, however, that Pro-
tagoras said ‘that there was an
ériorhpn, and that it was the
same as olofnoss and opinion

founded upon afofnois” On ae-
count of the relativity of percep-
tions, he rather denied the possi-
bility of knowledge (ef. p. 896 sqq.,
3rd ed.). But if in this there lies
also the presupposition that know-
ledge, if knowledge were possible,
could only arise from perception,
the hypothesis here admitted, viz.
that there is a kuowledge, is im-
mediately opposed, and opposed
for the very reason that perception
cannot guarantee knowledge. So
far as we can argue from Protago-
ras to Heracleitus, the only result:
is that Heracleitus, as little as
Protagoras, aseribed objective truth
to sensible perception. Arcesilaus
the Academician, c. 9, proved the
impossibility of knowledge simply
from the uncertainty of percep-
tions (cf. Pt. 111, &, 448 5q.,2nd ed.),
but no one concludes from this that
Plato, whose track he follows in
his polemic against semse-know-
ledge. admitted no other kind of
knowledge.

! Lassalle, ii. 362 sqq. ; Schus-
ter, 318 sqq. Against Lassalle,
vide Steinthal Gesch. d. Sprack. i.
165 sqq.
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nature, eannot be proved by direct evidence,! nor with
certainty by induction, from the Cratylus of Plato;?
and though it would harmonise well with Heracleitus’s
general modes of thought,® we have no right to con-

! Lassalle appeals to Procl. in
Parm. 1. p. 12 Cous.: (Socrates
admires) 7od ‘HpaxAerrelov (3da-
ocanelov) THy il 7@V dvoudTwy érl
Ty Tdy Svrwv yréow 636v. But
this utterarice in which Heracleitus
himself is not mentioned, but only
his school, is entirely founded on
the Platonic Cratylus; and the
same holds good of the passages
of Ammon. De Interpr, 24 b, 30 b.
In the second of these it is said
expressly : ¢ Socrates shows in the
Cratylus that names are not olrw
dboer &s ‘Hpduhearos Eaeyer (So-
crates does not, however, name
Heracleitus). The first also un-
mistakably alludes to the Platonic
dialogue (428 E), as even Schus-
ter acknowledges, 819 sq.; in
the observation that many hold
names for ¢loews duovpyhuara,
kafdmep HElov Kpariros wal ‘Hpd-
KAELTOS.

2 In the Cratylus, it is said by
the Heracleitean of that name
ovbuaros bpBdTyTa elvar éxdoTe TEY
dyrwv ¢pioe mepurviav (383 A, cf.
428 D sqq.), and that Cratylus
really maintained this is the more
likely, as the astounding inferences
which he draws (p. 384 B, 429
B sq., 436 B sq.) from his proposi-
tion are entirely consistent with
his other caricatures of the Hera-
cleitean doctrine (énfra, p. 601
sq., 8rd edit.). But it does not
follow from this that Heracleitus
himself set up such a principle.
Schuster thinks that a school,
which exaggerated the doctrine of
the flux of all things so greatly

as Cratylus did, could not at first
have hit upon it. I do not see
why, so long as they did not draw
from this doctrine the sceptical
consequences of Protagoras. But
if Cratylus was not the first to set
up this principle, it did not there-
fore necessarily - emanate from
Heracleitus; between the death
of this philosopher and the epoch
when Plato heard the discourses
of Cratylus, there are more than
sixty years. Schuster seeks (p. 323
sq.) to prove that Protagoras
also held the above-mentioned
doctrine, which he could only
have derived from Heraeleitus.
But the sole proof which is ad-
duced is the myth of the Prota-
goras, and in that the doctrine has
no place. Protagoras says, 322 A,
that man on account of his kinship
with the Deity early learnt the
art of speech; but it does mnot
follow from this that all linguistic
designations are accurate, Lastly
Schuster (p. 324 sq.) supposes
that Parmenides, in the verses
quoted vol. i. 604, 3, alludes
to Heracleitus’s occupation with
descriptive names; but this con-
jecture, as it appears to me, is
groundless.

3 Schaarschmidt, Samml. d.
Plat. Schr. 253 sq. disputes this,
on the ground that a natural cor-
rectness and fixed character of
words would be incompatible with
the flux of all things; and for the
same reason, Schuster p. 321, will
only admit it, if his interpretation
of wdrra pei, discussed sup. p. 12, 1,



ETHICS. 97

clude from the plays on words and etymologies ! which
oceur in his fragments that he sought to justify this use of
nomenclature theoretically in the manner of later writers.

What has been said of knowledge applies to action.
Heracleitus does not yet accurately separate the two
spheres, and has the same law for both. His judgment
as to the conduct of men in the one case is not more
lenient than in the other. Most men live like beasts ;2
they revel in mud. and feed upon earth like the worm.?
They are born, bring forth children, and die without
pursuing any higher end in life.* The wise man will’
despise that for which the masses strive, as a worthless
and perishable thing.” He will not take his own ca-
prices, but the common law, for his standard;® will

hold good. Bub the flux of all sense and connection of the words
things, even according to our ac- quoted in Athen. v. 178 sq. and
ceptation, does not exclude the Arist, De Mundo, c. 6, end: the
permanence of the universal law; first: pfire  BopBdpe xalpew ” kaf’
it involves it; and as this is ap- ‘HpdrAerror; and the second: * war
prehended by Heracleitus as the é&pmerdv Thw viiy véperar” Bernays’
Logos, the thought that the human (Heracl. p. 25) conjecture that in-
logos (reason and speech being stead of these words there was
both included in this conception) originally something quite different
also has trath, as part of the in the text I cannot agree with.
Divine, is perfectly consistent with * Fr. 73 supra, p. 87, 4. On
his point of view. account of his contemptuous say-

1 Bios and Bids, supra, p.17,4; ings about mankind in general,
where, however, the name is in Timon, ap. Diog. ix. 6, calls Hera-
opposition to the thing; diapépe- cleitus workxvords dxrorotdopos.
oo and Evpgpépeadas, p. 33, 2; pdpot ® So much as this may perhaps
and wolpat, p.86.1; Ebw véw and fuv@, be true of the saying which Lucian
p. 88, 3; perhaps also Zyrds and V. duct. 14, puts into his mouth:
(v, p. 44, 1; aldolowow and dvadé-  fryéoper 74 Gvfpdmwa  wphypara
orara, p. 103,2 ; onthe other hand, 8iCvpd kal Baxpvddea Kai oddly
the comparison of c@paand ofuais abréwr § T pn émuchpov. The
not Heracleitean, cf. 84,2. Stillmore statement that he wept over every-
unimportant is the use of dvope asa thing (supre, p. 4, #.) seems to show
periphrasis, p. 88, 3; 98, 5. that he gave utterance to senti-

2 Supre, p. 10, 1. ments of this kind.

3 Such at any rate may be the 8 Fr. 7,123, sup.p. 43,1; 88, 3,

VOL. II. H
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avoid nothing more than presumption, the over-stepping
of the bounds which are set for the individual and for
human nature;! and in thus subjecting himself to
the order of the whole, he will reach that satisfaction
which Heracleitus is said to have declared to be the
highest end of life.2 It depends only upon man himself
whether he is happy. The world is always as it ought
to be;? it must be our part to accommodate ourselves'to
the universal order; the character of a man is his
demon.t As it is with individuals, so it is with the
community. There is nothing more necessary for the
state than the dominion of law; human laws are an
emanation of the Divine; on them society is founded,
and without them there would be no justice;® a nation

cf, Stob. Floril. 3, 84; cwppovely
Gperdy pevloTn, ol codin &aAnfén
Aéyey kol moety xotrd plow émal-
ovras,

! Fr. 126 ap. Diog. ix. 2: IBpw
xph oBevvbew parNoy % wvpralny.
References to a particular kind of
©Bpts will be found in Fr. 128 ap.
Arist. Polit. v. 11, 1315 a, 30;
Eth. N. ii. 2, 1105 a, 7; Eth. Eud.
i, 7, 1223 b, 22, ete.: xaiemow
Bvup pdyesdo, Yoxis ydp dvéerar
The emendations of this ap. Plut.
De ira 9, p. 457; Coriol. 22;
Tambl. Cokort. p. 334 K, I do not
consider genuine. In regard to
the meaning, in spite of Eth. N,
ii, 2, it seems true, from the addi-
tion of Yuxiis yap wrvéetas, to refer
not to a conflict with one’s own
passion, but with that of others.

2 Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. xi. 6,
p. 152 : Epicurus regarded pleasure
as the highest good; Democritus
substituted émbuufe (1. eduuia),
Heracleitus avri Ths Hdoviis ebape-

oo Téexev. Fr. 84 ap. Stob.
Floril. 8, 83: évfpdmots ~ylveoba
éréoa Bénovow, obk Euewor (there
would be no happiness if all the
wishes of man were fulfilled).

# Cf. the words quoted on p. 39, 8.

t Fr. 92; ap. Alex. Aphr. D¢
Fato, c. 6, p. 16, Or.; Plut. Qu.
Plat.i. 1, 8, p. 999; Stob. Floril.
104, 23: #Hfos dvbpdme daluwr.
This only expresses the sentiment
of the corresponding words in Epi-
charmus (sup. vol. i. p. 531, 3), that
the happiness of man depends upon
his internal condition. As to the
question of necessity and freedom
to which Schuster, 272, 2, adverts,
nothing is said.

5 Fr.123, sup. 88,3; 41,1 Fr.
121; ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 478 B:
Slins Bvopo odie by fjdeguar, €l TavTa
(the laws) uh fiv. The meaning of
the sentence is not clear; it might
possibly contain (as Schuster sup-
poses) a censure of the masses, who,
without positive laws, know ncthing
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must, therefore, fight for its laws as for its walls.!
This dominion of law is equally infringed, whether the
arbitrary will of an individual rules, or that of the

masses.

Heracleitus is indeed a friend to freedom,?

but he hates and despises democracy, which does not
understand how to obey the best, and cannot endure any
pre-eminent greatness.? He counsels concord, through

of right. Telchmiiller's explara-
tion, which refers Tatra to the un-
just acts of men, without which
there would be no law (N. Siud. i.
131 sq.), has a very uncertain sup-
port in the use of Heracleitean
words by Clemens, whose exegesis
is very arbitrary; and in itself it
seems to me improbable. If, how-
ever, 1t were correct, we must un-
derstand by 8len, retributive justice
especially, diky woAdmawos.

v Fr. 125; Diog. ix. 2: udxe-
obai xph TOy dfjpoy dmep véuov Srws
umép Teiyeos. Cf. also the sayings
quoted p. 86, 1, which, however,
primarily relate to death for one’s
fatherland.

2 According to Clem. Strom. i.
302 B, he moved a tyrant, Melan-
comas, to lay down his authority,
and refused an invitation of Darius
to his court. How much may be
true in these statements we cannot
tell; the letters from which Diog.
ix. 12 sqq. takes the second, show
that the writer of the letters was
acquainted with it, but nothing
more. The discussion of Bernays,
Heracl. Brigfe, 13 sqq., only proves
the possivility of the fact.

3 Pr. 40; ap. Strabo, xiv. I,
25, p. 642; Diog. ix. 2; Cie. Tusc.
v. 36, 105; cf. Tambl. V. Pyih.
173; Stob. Floril. 40, 9 (ii. 73
Mein.): #kwor ‘Edecios  57Byddy
éwdyacdu (Diog. evidently a mis-

o O

take . awobavelv) maor kai Tors dvd-
Bois Ty o kaTalmwely (that is to
say, they should hang themselves
and leave the city to minors. Cf.
Bernays, Heraclit. Briefe, 19, 129
s5q.) ofrwes ‘Epudduwpor Brdpa éwvrdy
ovhigTor éEéBarov, pdvres: Ruéwy
unde eis dvhicros Eorw, € 8& uh
(Diog. : el 8¢ 1is To10070s, originally
perhaps e 8¢ alone). #AAp Te kal
uer’ #AAwpr.  According to lam-
blichus this saying was an answer
to the request of the Hphesians,
that he would give them laws; a
request which, according to Dio-
genes (ix. 2) also, he declined. It
is not probable, considering his
pronounced political position, that
such a request should have been
preferred to him by the democratic
majority; and those words were to
be found in Heracleitus’s work.
Concerning Hermodorus, cf. m

dissertation De Hermodore (Marb.
1859). As to his judgment on de-
mocracy, see the aneedote, ap. Diog.
ix. 3, which can only be founded
on a saying of this philosopher,
that he took part in children’s
games, telling his fllow-citizens
that this was wiser than to engage
in politics with zhem; also Fr.
127; Clem. Strom. v. 604 A : vdues
ral BovAf wet@eabar évds, p. 589, 3,
and Theodorides, dnthol. Gr. vii.
479, who calls Heracleitus éelos
SharTyThs dApov Kbwy. '

H 2
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which alone the state can subsist.! There are no traces,
however, of his having attempted any scientific defini-
tion of ethics and politics.

Many of the notions and usages of the popular
religion must have been reckoned by Heracleitus among
human errors of opinion and action. A formal polemic
against these, such as we find in Xenophanes, was not,
however, his purpose. He not only employs the name
of Zeus? for the Divine creative essence, but is generally
addicted to mythological designations.® He speaks of
Apollo in the tone of a believer, and recognises in the
sayings of the Sibyl a higher inspiration.* He accounts
for soothsaying generally by the connection of the
human spirit with the Divine.’ In the proposition as
to the identity of Hades with Dionysus,® and still more

! Plut. Garrul. c. 17, p. 571
(also Schleiermacher, p. 82) relates
of him a symbolical act which had
this meaning.

2 Cf. p. 44, 1.

2 For example, the Erinnyes
and Dike, p. 41, 2.

4 In the sayings before mention-
ed, p. 6, n.; Fr. 38 (Plut. Pyth. Orac.
21, p. 404): 6 dvaf, of TO mavreidy
éoTi T v AeApols, obre Aéyer ofiTe
kplmwret, GAAG onpaive, and Fr.
39 (4bid. ¢. 6, p. 397): ZPuAda B¢
pawouéve aréuary, kaf ‘Hpdiherrov,
dyéhaoTa ral draAAdTIOTA Kol Gul-
picTa. pheyyopérn xihwy érdv éfi-
kyetral T pwvf did Tdy Bedv.

5 Chalcid. in Tim. c. 249: He-
raclitus vero consentientibus Stoicis
rationem nostram cum divine ra-
tione comnectit regente ac moderante
mundana, propter inseparabilem co-
mitatum (on account of the insepa-
rable connection between them)
consciam decreti rationabilis foctam

quiescentibus animis ope sensuwm
JSutura denuntiarve. ex quo fieri, ut
appareant imagines ignotorum loco-
rum  simulacraque hominuwm tam
viventium quam mortuworum idemque
asserit divinationis usum et premo-
ners meritos instruentibus divinis
potestatibus. This is in the first
instance Stoical, but the general
thought at any rate, that the soul
by virtue of its kinship to God can
divine the future, may have been
enunciated in some form by Hera-
cleitus. From the Pseudo-Hippoe.
. Swdr. 1. 12 (Schuster, 287 sq.) no
safe conclusion can be drawn, on
account of the nature of the work.

§ Fr. 132 (inf. p. 103, 2): durds
8¢ ‘Aldns kal Aibrvoos. As one of
the gods of the lower world Diony-~
sus was worshipped in the mysteries,
especially the Orphico-Dionysiac
mysteries ; in the Orphic legends
he is called sometimes the son of
Zeus and Persephone, and some-
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in his utterances about immortality and the demons,!

times the son of Pluto and Perse-
phone. The idea, however, that
he was the same person as Pluto
cannot be discovered in the more
ancient theology, and it is a ques-
tion whether Heracleitus was not
the inventor of it. 'With him birth
and decay eoincide, as every birth
is a fresh destruction of what pre-
ceded it; hence arose Dionysus the
god of the luxuriant creative flow-
ing life of nature, and Hades, the
god of death. Teichmiiller (N.
Stud. 1. 25 sq.) interprets Dionysus
as the sun, which is identical with
Hades, because it arises out of the
earth, and the earth again receives
the light into itself. But against
this we must observe, 1, that Hades
is indeed the region under the
earth, but not the earth itself, 2.
That Heracleitus does not represent
the sun as arising out of the earth,
but from moisture, from vapours,
and especially those of the sea (cf.
57,2; 58,1; 60,1). 3. That the
arising of the sun from the earth
and its transition into the earth is
something other than the identity
of the sun and the earth. 4. That
neither in Heracleitus nor in the
Orphics of his time is there any
proof that Dionysus meant the sun
(sup. vol. 1. p. 63 5q. 98 sq.). Teich-
miller moreover makes Hades into
vids aidods, that he may ultimately
extract this singular meaning from
our fragment ; the feast of Dionysus
would be shameless, if Dionysus
were not the son of shame and the
shameless and the befitting the
same; but this interpretation is
devoid, of all real foundation.
Teichmiller appeals to Plut. De Is.
29, p. 362: kal yop MAdTwr Tdv
“Adny bs aidods vidv Tols wap’ abTg
yevouévors rol mpoanyi Bedv wvoudo-

Oar pyot. It is difficult to see what
would follow in regard to Heraclei-
tus if Plato Aad said this. But
Plato said nothing of the kind. Of
the aifovs vids there is not a word
either in the Craf. 403 A sqq. (the
only passage which Plurarch can
have in view), nor anywhere else in
Plato’s works. And even in Plu-
tarch it is so devoid of any admissi-

. ble meaning, that one cannot help

thinking there may have been some
seriptural error in a text in other
respects so corrupt. For aidois
vidv (according to an emendation of
Hercher’s, kindly communicated to
me, we should doubtless read mAod-
owy, which comes very near to it
in writing) is actually to be found
in the parallel passage, Plut. De
Superst. 13, p. 171, and refers to
Crat. 403 A, E(xard mhv 700 wA0d-
Tou ddoww émwroudotn . . .
ebepyérns @y wap’ adrg). Teich-
milller has not succeeded any better,
p. 32 sq., in establishing the theory
that Heracleitus alludes in this
fragment to the coarse Dionysiac
mythus in Clem. Cokori. 21 D sqq.,
which he misapprehends in regard
to one point (22 A), on which he
lays much stress. The narrative
of Clemens contains no reference to
Heracleitns : the Heracleitean frag-
ment is in no way related to the
myth ; and if Clemens, at the end
of hisaccount, couples this fragment
with the mention of Phallic wor-
ship, it does not follow from this
that Heracleitus, in choosing his
words, was thinking of this par-
ticular myth, or spoke of Dionysus
in Hades in a manner for which
ev.n the myth furnishes no pre-
cedent.
b Supra, p. 85 sq.
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he shows great affinity with the Orphic doctrines.! Yet
there must have been many things objectionable te him
in the established religion and in the writings of the
poets which were considered as its sacred records.
The opinion which is so consonant with the ordinary
point of view, that the Deity dispenses happiness or
misery to men as he wills, was not compatible with the
philosopher’s conception of the regularity of the course
of nature;? nor was this consistent with the distinetion

! TLassalle (i. 204-268) tries to
prove that there existed an inti-
mate relationship between Hera~
cleitus and the Orphies, and that
they exercised great influence over
him. But the passage on which
he chiefly relies, Plut. De Ei. c. 9,
p. 388, does mot give, as he be-
lieves, a representation of Hera-
cleitus's theology, but a Stoic in-
terpretation of Orphic myths.
Lassalle thinks that Plutarch
would not have given to the Stoics
the honourable designations of
Beondyor and ocopdrepor, but he
has overlooked, firstly, that by
copdrepor (which here signifies
rather shrewd than wise) are
meant, not the dnferprefers, but
the énventors of the mythus, conse-
quently the Orphices; secondly,
that 8eoAdyor s no title of honour,
and that Plutarch speaks elsewhere
of the Stoie theology ; and thirdly,
that the theory expounded in e¢. 9
is afterwards, c. 21, called mis-
chievous. It does mnot follow in
the least from Philo, De Vier.
839 D (supra, p. 63, ».), that the
expressions kdpos and xpnomosivy,
which Plutarch uses, were foreign
to the Stoics (as Lassalle says).
Even were the points of contact be-
tween Heracleitus and the Orphic

fragments {which Lassalle seeks to
show, 246 sqq.) much more nume-
rous than can actually be admitted,
we could only conclude, considering
the late origin of the poems from
which these fragments are taken
(vide Vol. I. p. 104 sq.), that they
were under the influence of Stoie-
Heracleitean views, not that He-
racleitus was influenced by the
Orphies.

? Lassalle, ii. 455 sq., ingeni-
ously refers to this the remark
about Homer and Archilochus
(quoted supre, p. 10, 8, and dis-
cussed by Schuster, 338 sq.). He
supposes it to have been aimed at
the two verses similar in meaning,
Odyssey xviii. 135, and Archil. Fr.
72 (Bergk, Lyr. Gr. 551,701), and
connects it with the analogous con-
tradiction of Hesiod, vide following
note. It seems to me less probable
that Heracleitus (vide Schleier-
macher, 22 sq.; Lass. ii. 454)
should have accused Homer of
astrology, and consequently repu-
diated that art. The scholia on
. xviii. 251 (p. 495 b, 5, Bekk.)
says, indeed, that on account of
this verse, and //. vi. 488, Hera-
cleitus named Homer dorpordyos,
which in this connection can only
mean astrologer. But dorpordyos ix
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of lucky and unlucky days, so widely spread in the old
religions.! Heracleitus also expresses himself strongly
about the shamelessness of the Dionysiac orgies;? he
attacks, in the veneration paid to images, one of the
very pillars of the Greek religion;3 he also passes severe
judgment on the existing system of sacrifices.* These
criticisms are very searching, but it does not appear that
Heracleitus wished to make any assault upon the popular

religion as a whole, or in its general constitution,

the older language was never used
for astrcloger in our sense of the
word, but always for an astronomer.
But neither of these verses gave
any opening for describing Homer
even ironically as such. Schuster
(839, 1), indeed, thinks that as, ac-
cording to Clemens (vide énf. note
2), Heracleitus was acquainted with
the Magi, and udyor= doTpordyor,
he may have also called Homer an
astrologer. But even if Heracleitus
really used the names wvkTimdAoy,
pdyor, &e. (which is not quite cer-
tain), the later use of the words,
which made magician and astro-
loger synosymous, cannot prove
that Heracleitus might have spoken
of astrologers in this sense. It
seems to me more likely, either
that Heracleitus called Homer
agTpordyos in the sense of astro-
nomer and without any reference
to the verses quoted above, or that
some later writer of the same
name {perhaps the author of the
Homerie allegories) may have called
him &oTpéloyos in the sense of
astrologer.

! According to Plut. Cam. 19,
ef. Seneca, Ep. 12, 7, he censured
Hesiod for distinguishing Huépa:
ayafal and PovAeu &s ayvootwri
pbow amdons quépas play odoav,

2 Fr. 182, ap. Clem. Cokort. 22,
B. Plut. Is. et Os. 28, p. 862: €
i yop Awviee wopmiy émolobyTo
kol Yuveor Goua aidoloww Gvaidé-
orate elpyeoTar wiTds (wir.) 8¢
'Atdns kal Awbvvoos, 8Tew palvovra
kal Anrat(ovew, The last words,
on which ef. p. 100, 6, are intended
probably to remind men of their
blindness in celebrating their wan-
ton festival to the god of death.
Cf. Clemens, Cok. 13 D: rioct 8%
pavrederar ‘HpdrAerros & "Epéaios ;
vveTiméAos, pdyors, Bdrxors,
Afdvars, pboTars. TolTos &mer-
AT T8 perd Odparov, Tolrois uow-
Tedetar TO wip* TG yap voui(d-
peva kat &vfpdwovs mvoTh-
pto dviepwoTi pvedvTar The
spaced words seem (as Schuster
387, 1, thinks, agreeing with Ber-
nays, Herael. Br, 134) to be taken
from Heracleitus. But Fr. 69
(vide supra, p. 85, 1, cf. Schuster,
P. 190) can scarcely have stood in
the connection with this passage in
which Clemens places it.

8 Fr. 129, ap. Clem. Cok. 383
B; Orig. ¢. Cels. vii. 62,1. 5: kal
GrydApact Tovréotat e¥xovrar Skotov
€l Tis dduotor Aeoynwebotro, obite
yeyvdokwy Beods obre fpwas olrwés
elgt.

¢ Fr. 181, ap. Elias Cret. 4d
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4. Hustorical position and tmportance of Heracleitus.
The Heracleiteans.

HreracLErmus was regarded even in ancient times as
‘one of the most important of the Physicists.! Plato
especially, who had received so many pregnant sugges-
tions from his school, marks him out as the author of
one of the chief possible theories respecting the world
and knowledge-—the theory which is most directly
opposed to the Eleatic.? This is, in fact, the point in
which we have principally to seek this philosopher’s
importance. In regard to the explanation of particular
phenomena, he has done nothing which can be compared
with the mathematical and astronomical discoveries of
the Pythagoreans, or with the physical enquiries of
Democritus and Diogenes; and his ethical doctrines,
though they are logically connected with his whole
theory of the universe, in themselves are merely vague
general principles, such as we often find apart from
any philosophical system. His peculiar merit does not
lie in particular enquiries, but in the setting up of

Greg. Noz. or. xxiil. p. 836: pur-
gantur cum cruore polluwuntur non
secus ac st quis in lutum ingressus
luto se abluwat; so ap. Apollon,
Tyan. Ep. 27: u) wnAg wyAdv
kafaipew. That this censure is
directed not merely against trust
in the opus operatum of the offer-
ing is obvious. The offering itself
is called wqAds, which harmonisss
completely with Heracleitus’s say-
ing about corpses (supra, p. 79, 1).
If, therefore (Tambl. De Myster.

i. 11, end), he also named them
#xea, this must be intended ironi-
cally.

! He is often cailed ¢uoucds ;
the absurd statement of Diodotus,
the grammarian, ap. Diog. ix. 15,
that his work was not really about
nature, but about the state, and
that the physical was only an
example for the political, stands
quite alone.

2 Cf. the writings quoted supra,
p.11,1; 18,2; 26,1; 33, 2.
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universal points of view for the study of nature as a
whole. Heracleitus is the first philosopher who em-
phatically proclaimed the absolute life of nature, the
ceaseless change of matter, the variability and transi-
toriness of everything individual; and, on the other
hand, the unchangeable equality of general relations,
the thought of an unconditioned, rational law governing
the whole course of nature. He cannot, therefore, as
before observed, be considered simply as an adherent of
the ancient Tonian physics, but as the author of a
particular tendency, which we have reason to suppose
was not in its origin independent of the Iomic school.
He shares, indeed, with that school the hylozoistic
theory of a primitive matter, which, transforming itself
by its own power, produces derived things. He shares
with Anaximander and Anaximenes the theory of a
periodical destruction and construction of the world.
In his whole conception of the world it is impossible to
misdoubt the influence of Anaximander; for while
Heracleitus makes every individual, as a fleeting phe-
nomenon in the stream of natural life, emerge and
again disappear, Anaximander regards all individual
existence as a wrong which things must expiate by their
destruction. But the most characteristic and important
theories of Heracleitus are precisely those which he
cannot have borrowed from the earlier Iomian philo-
sophers. Not one of those philosophers asserted that
nothing in the world has permanence, and that all
substances and all individuals are involved in ceaseless,
restless change ; not one of them declared that the law
of the world’s course, the world-ruling reason, is the
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only thing that remains in the mutation of things; not
one has reduced this law to the sundering and coalescing
of opposites, nor determined the three elementary
bases; not one has derived the totality of phenomena
from the opposite course of the two ways, the way
upward and the way downward. But in proportion as
in all this Heracleitus is removed from his Ionic pre-
decessors, so does he approach the Pythagoreans and
Xenophanes. The Pythagoreans maintain, as he does,
that all things consist of opposites, and that, therefore,
all is harmony. And as Heracleitus recognises no per-
manence in things except the relation of their in-
gredients, the Pythagoreans, though far from denying a
permanent element in substances, regard mathematical
form as their substantial essence. Xenophanes is the
tirst philosophical representative of the Pantheism,
which also underlies the system of Heracleitus; and in
connection with this his propositions in regard to the
thinking nature of Deity, which is at the same time
uniform natural force, prepared the way for the Hera-
cleitean doctrine of the reason of the world. We are
further reminded of the Pythagoreans by Heracleitus’s
theories on the life of the soul apart from the body,
and by his ethical and political principles; his opinion
of the sun bears a striking resemblaunce to that of
Xenophanes concerning the stars. If we compare him
with the later Eleatics, as well as with Xenophanes, we
find that Heracleitus and Parmenides, starting from
opposite presuppositions, arrived at the same conclusion
respecting the unconditional superiority of rational
cognition over sensuous perception. Zeno overthrows
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with his dialectic the ordinary opinions about things,
in order to establish his doctrine of unity, and Hera-
cleitus applies the same dialectic in an objective manner
and more completely to the things themselves; for by
the restless transmutation of substances the original
unity re-establishes itself out of plurality as unceasingly,
as it is constantly separating into plurality.! Con-
sidering that Pythagoras and Xenophanes were not
unknown to Heracleitus,®> whose doctrine, on the other
hand, seems to have been mentioned by Epicharmus,?
and that if the usually received chronology be correct,
Parmenides may likewise have been acquainted with it,
there is ground for the conjecture that Heracleitus may
have been influenced in his philosophical theories by
Pythagoras and Xenophanes, and may in his turn have
influenced Parmenides and the later Eleatie school.
The first of these suggestions is not indeed improbable,
despite the severe judgments of Heracleitus on his
predecessors; but his special principle, it is clear,
cannot, have been taken from them, and the proposi-
tions in which we find traces of their influence stand
with Heracleitus either in quite a different connection,
or else are not distinctive enough to prove any actual
dependence of his philosophy on theirs. The unity of
Being which, with the Eleatics, excludes all multiplicity
and change, maintains itself, according to Heracleitus,
precisely in the ceaseless change and constant formation
of the many out of the one;* the divine reason coin-

! Cf. with the above the obser- tion of Heracleitus to the Eleatics.
vations of Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. ¢ Supra,Vol.1.9.336,5; 510, 4.
i. 300 sq. and Braniss, Gesch. d. 3 Supra, Vol. 1. p. 531.

Phil. s. Kant. 1. 184, on the rela- 4 Xenophanes did not deny the
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cides with the ordering of the changing phenomena.
The opposites, which, with the Pythagoreans, were some-
thing derived, are represented by Heracleitus as first
arising from the transformation of primitive matter.
Harmony, which unites what is opposed, has not with
him a specifically musical signification, as with the
Pythagoreans ; nor, finally, do we find in him a trace
of their theory of numbers. Whether he borrowed
from them his theories as to the future state, it is diffi-
cult to decide, for the Pythagoreans themselves in these
theories showed much affinity with the Orphic doctrines ;
and if he resembles them in the tendency of his ethics
and politics, the resemblance is confined to general
points which are to be found elsewhere among the
friends of an aristocractic and conservative government,
and are not distinetive traits of Pythagoreanism. His
well-known doctrine of the daily extinetion of the sun
is too consistent with his other opinions to allow of our
attaching decisive importance to its affinity with the

multiplicity and variability of
things, but he decidedly excluded
both coneceptions from the primi-
tive essence or Deity; whereas
Heracleitus describes the Deity
as fire which restlessly passes into
the most various forms. Schuster
(p. 229, 1) thinks it probable, and
Teichmiiller (V. Stud. i. 127 sq.)
undeniable, that he said this ex-
pressly in opposition to Xeno-~
phanes. This appears to me
possible, but by no means certain;
for the proposition, ‘God is day
and night,” &e. (p. 38, 1) is not
such a direct and self-evident con-
tradiction to the “els @eds” of
Xenophanes; nor the statement

that God changes Himself into all
things, to the negation of the
movement of the Deity in regard
toplace (Vol. 1. 560, 8), that neither
can be explained except in relation
to the other. Still less, however,
can I agree with Schuster (229, 1)
that Xenophanes spoke of the har-
mony to be sought in the invisible,
and that Heracleitus opposed him
with the proposition about the
visible harmony, first because we
do not know -whether Xenophanes
said what Schuster supposes, and
secondly, because we do know that
Heracleitus did not say what is
here ascribed to him.
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notion of Xenophanes; though that affinity is certainly
remarkable. While, therefore, the historical connection
of Heracleitus with Pythagoras and Xenophanes seems
probable enough, it is difficult to make this probability
a certainty. Still more uncertain is the conjecture!
that Parmenides, in his polemic against ¢ the fools who
hold Being and non-Being to be same and at the same
time not the same,’? was alluding to Heracleitus. In
this case there arve considerable difficulties as to tbe
chronology ; ® besides, the Being of the non-existent was
first expressly enunciated, so far as we know, not by
Heracleitus, but by the Atomists; Parmenides must,
therefore, have borrowed the identity of Being and

! Bernays, Rhein. Mus. vii, 114
sq. and Steinhart, Hall. 4. Litera-
turz. 1848, Novbr. p. 892 sq.;
Platow's Werke, 1ii. 394, 8; Kern,
Xenoph. 14 ; Schuster, p. 34 sqq.
236.

2 V. 46 sqq. supra, Vol. 1. 589.

3 It has been shown, p. 1, 2,
that, Heracleitus's work was in all
probability not composed before
478 B.c. That of Parmenides can
scarcely be later; indeed, it is
mest likely, rather earlier. Even
according to Plato’s reckoning,
Zeno, who in 454-2 B.c. was forty
years old, had in his youth (there-
fore probably about 470-465 5.c.)
defended his master wpds Tods émi-
Xxetpovrras abrdy Kwppdely ;
work of Parmenides must conse-
quently be placed some years
earlier; and as Plato certainly
does not represent Parmenides as
older,and most likely much younger
than he really was (ef. Vol. L. p. 581
sq.), we thus pproach very nearly
the date of Heﬂfcleitus’s work. The

the”

same inference may be drawn from
the verses of Epicharmus, ap. Diog.
iii. 9 (sup. Vol. 1. p. 530, 1),in which
he makes the representative of the
Eleatic philosophy say: éudxavéy
¥ &r’ obrwos elpev § T mparoy
péror.  This argument against ab-
solute Becoming is not mentioned
by Xenophanes; on the other
hand, it is expressly brought for-
ward by Parmenides, v. 62 sq. (sup.
Vol. L p. 585, 3). If, then, Epichar-
mus borrowed it from Parmenides,
and consequently wasin possession
of Parmenides’ poem, it is not ab-
snlutely impossible, though not
very probable, that this poem it-
self may have contained allusions
to the work of Heracleitus, which
Epicharmus was using at the same
time. It is still more improbable,
however, that Parmenides should
have first formed his theory, the
premises of which had been fully
given him by Xenophanes, in his
maturity, under the influence of
Heracleitus's work.
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non-Being from his opponents ; his deseription of these
opponents, however, applies rather to the mass of man-
kind with their uncritical reliance on sensible appear-
ance, than to a philosopher who, in marked opposition to
them, denied the truth of sensuous perceptions.! If it

1 I have retained the above
from the previous edition, essen-
tially unaltered, because Schuster
has not convineed me of the oppo-
site theory by his defence, which
has meanwhile appeared. For we
find, it seems to me, neither in the
opinjons mor expressions of Par-
menides such points of contact
with Heracleitus as would warrant
our supposing that he refers to
this latter philosopher., Parmeni-
des opposes those ofs td Térew Te
ral odr elvaw TadTéy vevduorar. But
Heracleitus, as has been already
shown, never said that Being and
Non-Being were the same; even
his eluér Te kal obk €luey has not
this sense (cf. p. 11, 2), nor is it
contained in the Aristotelian asser-
tion that he held good and evil to
be the same (quoted by Schuster).
Setting aside the question of the
accuracy of this assertion (cf p.
36 sq.), it is quite different whether
we say good and evil (both of which
belong to Being) are the same;
and Being and Non-Being are so.
This formula was first introduced
by Parmenides in order to express
the contradiction in which the mode
of conception he was combating
resulted. But if we enquire what
this mode of conception was, he
points himself (v. 37, 45 sqq., 75
sq., ef. supra, Vol. L. 584, 1; 585,4)
to those who held (1) a Non-Being,
and (2) a genesis and decay. Par-
menides might certainly have ex-
tended his censure to Heracleitus's
doctrine, as, on the other hand, he

was included by Heracleitus among
those who do not understand what
is before their eyes (supra, p. 7, 2),
to whom the ever-living fire has
become dead and rigid (p. 89, 1),
but there is nothing to prove that
Parmenides, in what he said, spe-
cially alluded to Heracleitus. He
describes his adversaries (7. ¢.) as
&xpira pUAa, as people who lived as
if they were blind and deaf; and
warns them against trusting more
to their eyes and ears than to the
Adyos ; a description which indeed
applies to the sensualists, among
whom Schuster reckons Heracleitus,
but not to a philosopher who so
entirely agrees with Parmenides in
his depreciation of sense compared
with reason, and even expresses
this conviction in the same way as
Heracleitus actually did (supra,
p- 87 sq. ef. Vol. 1. 585, 591).
That Parmenides in the second
part of his poem represented ° fire
and night on earth as the ultimate
opposites exactly in the manner of
Heracleitus,” I cannot discover. -
Parmenides has here two elements,
the light and the dark, which he
also named fire and earth: with
Heracleitus these two are only the
‘ultimate opposites’ among his
three, or, according to Schuster,
four elemental forms: water, as
the bond between them, is not
less essential. When Parmenides
therefore, in his exposition of the
d6tau Bpdretor (supra, Vol. I 592, 3 ;
595, 2), speaks only of two uepeal,
from which all things are to be ex-
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be supposed, on the other hand, that in this denial of
the knowledge derived from sense, Parmenides is fol-
lowing Heracleitus, we must remember that the polemic
of these two philosophers had an entirely different
significance. Parmenides mistrusts the senses because
they show us multiplicity and change; Heracleitus
mistrusts them because they show us permanence in
individual things. It is not probable, therefore, that
Parmenides was acquainted with the doctrine of Hera-

plained, without ever mentioning a
third ; and when, moreover, he de-
signates these in the first series, not
as fire and earth, but as light and
dark, this does not warrant the
supposition that he was thinking
especially of Heracleitus’s three
elemental forms. If he alluded
to any particular system, it is
far more likely to have been that
of the Pythagoreans, traces of
which (Vol. I. p. 597, 2) so clearly
appear in his cosmology, and to
which, even before the table of
the ten contradictions was framed,
the obvious eontrast of light and
darkness was not unknown. F¥rom
this system alone is derived the
datuwy 5 wdvra kuBeprd (cf. Vol. 1. p.
595, 2; 600 sq.); Schuster reminds
us instead of Heracleitus’s yvdun,
fire ol kvBeprijoa wdyTa (supra, p.
42, 2); but the similarity here lies
only in the words wdvra kvBepviy,
and proves very little, as we find the
same expression in Anaximander
(supra, Vol. 1. 248, 1), and later in
Diogenes (Vol. I. 287, 7), whereas
the most characteristic trait of Par-
menides’s representation, that the
daiuwy, like the Pythagorean éoria
(supra, Vol. L. 450, 1), is enthroned
in the centre of all the spheres,
has no parallel in Heracleitus.
The resemblance also between the

warivrporos wéhevbos of Parm. (v.
51, Vol. 1. 584), and the waAlyrpomos
appovia of Heracleitus (supra, p.
33, 3), even if the true reading of
the latter be not waiivroves, de-
pends merely on the use in both
cases of the word waAivrpomos, an
expression that is not very uncom-
mon. The meaning, however, of
the expression is not in each case
the same; with Heracleitus ¢ bent
backwards’ or ¢ turning again’ de-
scribes that which returns out of
Opposition into Unity; with Par-
menides that which comes into op-
position with itself in passing from
its original direction into the con-
trary. Still less results from the
fact that Heracleitus once (p. 32, 1)
says : eldévar x p Ty méAepoy, &e. ;
and Parm. (v. 37, Vol. I. p. 584, 1)
@5 xpedv éori uh elvar (and v. 114,
Vol. 1. 592, 3) 7&v ular od xpedy
éo7i; for the assertion that thére
must be a non-Being is not iden-
tical with the assertion that there
must be strife; what Heracleitus
says is not alluded to in the turn
given to the thought by Parmenides,
and which is peculiar to himself;
and the use of so inevitable a word
as xph, for which Parmenides sub-
stitutes xpedv éori, cannot be said
to prove anything.
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cleitus or took account of it in the establishment of
his system.

But even if it be impossible to prove with certainty
the immediate relation of Heracleitus to the Pytha-
gorean and Eleatic schools, the historical position and
importance of his doctrine remain unaltered, whether
he was moved by his predecessors to oppose their theories,
or whether, in his own study of things, he chose to
adopt the point of view which they least regarded, and
which in the later development of the Eleatic system
was expressly denied. Whereas in the Eleatic doctrine
of the One, the ancient enquiry directed chiefly to the
primitive substantial ground of things reached its
climax, in Heracleitus this tendency was opposed by
the decided conviction of the absolute vitality of nature,
and the continual change of material substance, which,
as the world-forming power and the law of formation
inherent in it, seems to constitute the only permanent
element in the mutability of phenomena. But if every-
thing is subject to Becoming, philosophy cannot escape
the obligation to explain Becoming and change. Con-
sequently, Heracleitus proposes a new problem to philo-
sophy. Tnstead of the question concerning the substance
of which things consist, prominence is given to the
enquiry'as to the causes from which arise generation,
decay, and change, and in devoting supreme attention
to this enquiry, the pre-Socratic physical philosophy
changes its whole character.! Heracleitus himself an-

! Striimpell, Gesch. d. Theor. that the transition was from him
Phil. d. Gr.p. 40, ioverts thisre- to them. Tlre changefulness of

lation ; he makes out that Hera- nature (he remarks) which He-
cleitus preceded the Eleatics, and racleitus had taught, compelled
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swered this question very incompletely. He shows,
indeed, that all things are involved in perpetual change;
he defines this change more accurately as a development
and union of opposites; he describes the elemental
forms which it assumes; but if we ask why everything
is subject to Becoming, and permanent Being is nowhere
to be found, his only answer is: because all is fire.
This, however, is in reality only another expression for
the absolute mutability of things; it does not explain
how it happens that fire changes into moisture, and
moisture into earth ; why the primitive matter exchanges
its originally fiery pature for other forms. Even the
later adherents of the Heracleitean doctrine seem to
have done almost nothing in this direction, or for the
scientific establishment and methodical development
of their views. The school of Heracleitns appears,
indeed, to have maintained its existence long after the
death of its founder. Plato tells us that about the be-
ginning of the fourth century it boasted considerable
numbers in Tonia, and especially in Ephesus;! he him-
self had been instructed in Athens by Cratylus the
Heracleitean,? and a generation before, Pythagoras had

thought to say of every individnal
thing that it was not ; this change-
ful nature then was entirely aban-

concerned with the explanation of
Becoming, I considerthis exposition
as incorrect.

doned by the Eleatics as an object
of knowledge, and knowledge was
exclusively directed to the exis-
tent. But since the founder of the
Eleatic school is older than He-
racleitus, and since the Eleatic doc~
trine in its whole tendency appears
as the completion of the earlier
physies, and the doctrine of He-
racleitus as tbe commencement of
the later physics, which was chiefly

VOL. IL

! Thewt. 179 D (with reference
to the ¢pepouévn odola of Heraclei-
tus): mdxn 8 odv wepl adris ob
PavAn obd SAlyois yéyovey. OEOA.
woAN0D kal BT QpadAn elvai, AN
wepl uty T lovioy kal émididwot
wdumohv, of yip Tov ‘HparAetrou
éraipor xopyyoliot TobrTov ToD Adyou
udAa Eppwpéves. Cf. inf. p. 114, 3.

2 Arist. Metaph. i. 6; cf. Part
1. a, 344, 5. According to Plato,

I
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supported his sceptical theories by propositions from
Heracleitus.! To Cratylus we may perhaps refer those
traces of Heracleitean influences which are evident in
the writings erroneously ascribed to Hippocrates.? But
the little that we know of these later Heracleiteans is
not caleulated to give us a very high idea of their
scientific attainments. Plato, indeed, cannot find words
to describe their fanatical unmethodical procedure, and
the restless haste with which they hurried from one
thing te amnother; their self-satisfaction with their
oracular sayings, the vain confidence in their own
teaching and contempt for all others, which were
characteristic of this school.® He makes merry in the
Cratylus over the groundless nature of the etymologies
in which the disciples of Heracleitus exaggerated the
practice of playing upon words; and Aristotle relates

Crat. 440 D, 429 D, Cratylus was
much younger than Socrates; he
is described (ébid. 429 E; cf. 440
E) as an Athenian, and his father’s
name is said to have been Smik-
rion. Another Heracleitean, called
Antisthenes, is also mentioned
(Diog. vi. 19); who, as it would
seem, and not the Cynie, was the
person who commentated on Hera-
cleitus’s work (Diog. ix. 15); but we
know nothing further about him.

! Inf. chapter on the Sophistic
theory of knowledge.

? Besides the treatise . Salrys
spoken of, sup. p. 69 sq.; 15, 1,
we should mention repl Tpogis, cf.
Bernays, Heraclit. Br. 145 sq,

3 Theet. 179 E: kal 71}p e
wepl TodTwy Ty ‘HparAerrelwy . . .
abrols uty Tols wepl Thy *Edegoy
door mpooworolvrar Eumwerpor  elva
obdey uaAioy oiby Te diahexbivar §
Tols oloTp@oiv. drexV@s ydp KaTd T

svyypdupoara Qépovral, T & Emuel-
vat éml Adye kal dpwrhipar: kal Hou-
xlws & uéper bmorptvacfar ral
épéadar frTov adrors B f) Td undév
#aAAoy B¢ dwepBdAier TO 0d¥ oddev
wpds Td undE auukpdy Evelvar Tols
&vdpdor Houvxlas: GAN ¥r Twd Tt
Epy, Somep & Papérpns pyparicxia
alyryporédn GvaowdvTes dwotofetov-
a1, kK TobTov (MTHis Adyov AaBely,
7t elpyrey, érépy memMhfer kawds
peTwyounouéve, wepayels 8¢ oddémore
oddty wpds oldéva alrdue oldé e
éxetvor abrol wpds GAAANOVs, AN €F
wdyy PpuAdrTovst TO undiy BéBaiov
&Gy elvar i’ év Ay phe’ &y Tals
abTédy Yvxeis. And again: odde
yiyverar 1@y To0lTwy €Tepos E1épov
uebnrhs, GAN adréuaror dvaddorrar
éwdler by Tixp EkaoTos alrdv év-
Bovoidoas wal Tov Erepor 6 Erepos
otdty dryetrar eldévar. Cf. Crat.
384 A: T Kparlihov pavrelay,
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that Cratylus blamed Heracleitus for not having ex-
pressed with sufficient clearness the changeableness of
things; at last indeed, he did not venture to express
an opinion on any subject, because every proposition
contains an assertion concerning a Being.! Tf, never-
theless, the school of Heracleitus in the beginning of the
fourth century not only had adherents in its original
home, but also in other places, this is certainly a sign of
its historical importance; but the Heracleitean doctrine
itself does not seem to have been further developed in
the school. The philosophers who had also learned
something from his contemporary, Parmenides, were the
first to attempt a more accurate explanation of Be-
coming, which Heracleitus had made the ground idea

of his system.

Those who must next be mentioned in

this connection are, as before observed, Empedocles and

the Atomists.?

1 Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1010 a,
10: éx yop TabTys Ths SmwoAfpews
eehvlnoey 7 drpordrn 86fa TEv elpn-
pévwy, § Tév Packbyrwy HpaxAerri-
Cew, xai ofav Kpardhos elxev, bs T
Tehevraloy vdfy gero delv Aéyew,
3AAS TO¥ BdrTuroy ulver ubvov, kal
‘HparAetry émeriua eimbyrs i1 Sis 74
abrg motoud ovx Eomw  éuBfvar
adrds yop gero obd dmaf  The
same is repeated without any ad-
dition in Alex. @ 4. {.; Philop.
Schol. in Ar. 85, a, 33; Olympio-
«dorus, ibid.

2 We can only mention by way
of appendix (for it is scarcely in-
cluded in the subject matter of our
history) the opinion recently ex-
pressed by Gladisch (sup. Vol. I. 34
sqq.), and previously by Creuzer
(Symbolik und Mythol. 1. 196, 198
sq. 2 ed. p. 595 sqq., 601 sqq. ed.

1840), that Heracleitus was a dis-
ciple of the Zoroastrian doctrine.
In my criticism I must confine my
self to the principal points. Gla-
disch believes (Heracl. u. Zor, Rel.
u. Phil. p. 189 sqq.; ef. 23 sqq.)
that the systems of Heracleitus and
Zoroaster are one and the same.
But even in their fundamental con-
ceptions they are very different.
The one is pure dualism, the other
hylozoistic Pantheism ; the Persian
doctrine has two original beings,
one good and the other evil; and
that this dualism arose at first
through a metamorphosis of the
primitive essence from its primitive
Being into the Being of another
(“eine Umwandlung des Urwesens
aus seinem Ursein in dnderssein’)
is an assumption which contra-
dicts the most authentic accounts,

12
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and can only be supported, and
that but imperfectly, by some later
and untrustworthy indications.
Heracleitus, on the contrary, main-
tains the unity of the world, and
the power that moves the world,
as strongly as any of the philoso-
phers; the opposites with him
are not original and permanent,
but the original element is the
uniform essence which, in its de
velopment, puts forth the most op-
posite forms of Being, and again
receives them into 1tself.  The
Persian system remains fixed, even
in the opposition of ;good and evil,
of light and darkness, as a final
and absolute opposition; Ahriman
and his kingdom are simply that
which ought not to be, and which
(ef. Schuster, 225, 3) has only in
the process of time intermeddled
with the world: whereas with
Heracleitus strife is the necessary
condition of existence ; even evil is
a good for the Deity, and a world
of light alone, without shadows,
such as forms the beginning and
end of the Zoroastrian cosmology,
is entirely unthinkable; for this
very reason, however, the opposi-
tion is continually resolving itself
into the harmony of the universal
whole.
semblance to the Persian dualism
in that of Empedocles aund the Py-
thagoreans than in the system of
Heracleitns.  Heracleitus’s chief
doctrine of the flux of all things is
entirely absent from the Zoroas-
trian theology ; and, thevefore, the
worship of fire common to both has
in each case a different import.
The Persian religion in regard to
light and warmth dwells mostly on
their happy and beneficent influ-
ence on man; with Heracleitus,
fire is the cause and symbol of the
universal life of nature—of the

There 15 much more re-
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change to which all things are sub-
ject ; it is the natural force which
produces what is destructive, as
well as what is beneficial to man.
The Persian doctrine contains no-
thing of the transmutation of the
elements, nor of the alternate for-
mation and destruction of the
world ; for what Gladisch quotes
(Bel. w. Phil. 27; Her. w. Zor. 38
sq.) from Dio Chrysost. Or. xxxvi.
p- 92 sqq. R. is evidently a later
interpretation, by which an in-
sipid allegorical representation of
the Stoie cosmology is made out
of the ancient Persian chariot of
Ormuzd (on which cf. Herod. vii.
40), and the steed of the sun.
Neither is there any mention of
Heracleitus’s theory of the sun,
which, though so characteristic of
him, would be absolutely out of
place; nor of the Heracleitean an-
thropology, for the belief in the
Fravashis, to which Gladisch refers, -
has hardly even a distant analogy
with it. It has already been said,
p. 6, that there is no reason for bring-
ing the Logos of Heracleitus into
connection with the word Honover,
as Lassalle does. That Heraclei-
tus, ‘as to his political opinions, was
a Zoroastrian monarehist’ is a more
than hazardous assertion : his own
utterances show him to have been
aristocratic and conservative, hut
at the same time thoroughly Greek
in his temperament, and he is ex-
pressly said to have declined an
invitation to the Persian court.
Under these circumstances, it is of.
no avail to prove that Heracleitus
called strife the father of all
things, when we know that strife
with him had quite another mean-
ing from the conflict of good and
ovil in the Zoroastrian religion ;
that he made fire the primitive
essence, when by fire he did not
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I. EMPEDOCLES AND THE ATOMISTS.

A. EMPEDOCLES.!

1. The untversal bases of the Physics of Empedocles—Generation
and Decay—Primitive Substances and Moving Forces.

HeracLerrus had deprived substance of all permanence;
Parmenides, on the contrary, had denied generation and

intend to express what the Persians
did in ascribing the nature of light
to pure spirits ; that he had a horror
of corpses (a feeling very natural
to man); that he is said by a tra-
dition to have been torn to pieces
by dogs, which is something quite
different from having a Persian
funeral assigned to him, which could
never have been carried out in a
man’s lifetime; that he blames the
adoration of images, which is cen-
sured by Xenophanes and others,
and was unknown to the ancient
Romans and to the Germans;
that he demanded knowledge of
truth, and was an enemy ot false-
hood, which a philosopher eertainly
did not require to learn from fo-
reign priests. Even supposing there
existed many more of such simi-
larities, we could not infer from
them any real historical interde-
pendence; and if Heracleitus was
acquainted with the religious doc-~
trine of the Persians (which in it-
self is quite credible), there are no
signs of its having exercised any
decisive influence on his system.

! On the life, writings, and
doctrine of Empedocles, cf. be-
sides the more comprehensive
works :— Sturz, Empedocles Agrig.
Lpz. 1805, where the materials are
very carefully collected; Karsten,
Empedoclis Agr. Carm. Rel, Amst.

1838 ; Stein, Empedoclis Agr. Frag-
mente, Bonn, 1842 ; Steinhart, 1
FBrsch wnd ~Griibers Allg. Encykl.
sect. 1, vol. 34, p. 83 sqq.  Ritter,
on the philosophy of lmpedocles,
in Wolfs Literar. Analekten, B. ii.
(1820), H. 4, p. 411 sqq.; Krische,
Forsch. i. 116 sqq.; Panzerbieter,
Beitrige 2. Kritik w. BErliut. d.

Emp. Mein. 1844; Zeitschr. f.
Alterthumsw. 1845, 883 sqq.;
Bergk, De Proem. Empedoslis,

Berl. 1839; Mullach, De BEmp.
Proemio, Berl. 1850 ; Quest. Em-
pedoclearum  Spec. Secund. 1bid.
1852 ; Philosoph. Gr. Fragm. i.
xiv. sqq., 15 sqy. : Lommatzsch, Die
Weisheit d. Emp. Berl. 1830. The
last must be used with great caun-
tion: Raynaud, De HEmpedocle,
Strassb. 1848, only gives what is
well known; even the work of
Gladisch mentioned Vol. I. p. 34, in
regard to Empedocles, keeps almost
entirely to Karsten. There are
also some dissertations in Ueber-
weg, Grundr. i. § 23.

Agrigentum, according to the
unanimous testimony of cur au-
thorities, was the native city of
Empedocles. The period of his
aetlvity coincides almost exactly
with the second year of the fifth
century, but the more particular
statements are uncertain and
various. Diog. viil. 74, places his
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middle course.

prime (according to Apollodorus)
in the 84th Olympiad (444140
B.0.), Euseb. Chron. in Ol 81, and
also in Ol. 86, therefore, either
456-452 B.c. or 436-432 B.C. Syn-
cellus, p. 254 C, adopts the earlier
date; Gellins, xvii. 21, 13 =q.,
mentions the date of the Roman
Decemviri (450 B.C.), but, at the
same time, that of the battle of
Cremera (476 B.c.). The state-
ment of Diogenes is doubtless
based (as Diels shows, Rhein. Mus.
xxxi. 37 sq.) on that of Glaucus,
which he quotes, viil. 82, from
Apollodorus, viz., that Empedocles
visited Thurii immediately after
the founding of that city (Ol 83-4),
which, however, leaves a wide
margin, as it is not stated how old
he was at the time. According to
Arist. Metaph. i. 8, 984 a, 11, he
was younger than Anaxagoras;
but on the other hand, Simplicius
says in Phys. 6 b, he was od moAd
korémw  Tob Avalaydpou yeyovds.

The statement that he joined in

the war of the Syracusans against
Athens (415 B.c.) is contradicted
by Apoll. loc cit. (Steinhart, p. 85,
and Diels thinks it must be the
war of 425 B.c., to which, however,
according to Apollodorus’s calenla~
tion, the objection that he must
then have been dead, or fwepyeyn-
paxas, is less applicable). His age
at his death is given by Aristotle
ap. Diog. viil. 52, 78 (and perhaps
also by Heracleides, cf. p. 3, ».), as
60 ; Favorinus ap. Diog. viii. 78,
who gives it as 77, 1s a much
less trustworthy testimony. The
statement (ébid. 74) that he lived
to the age of 109, confuses him
with Gorgias. His life would,

EMPEDOCLES.

decay, motion and change; Empedocles strikes out a

He maintains, on the one hand with

therefore, fall between 484 and
424 m.c. if, with Diels, we follow
Apollodorus. But it seems to me
safer to place the beginning and
end of his existence 8 or 10 years
earlier, first because Empedocles,
according to Alcidamas ap. Diog.
viii, 56, attended the instructions
of Parmenides contemporaneously
with Zeno; next, because the ov
moAd of Simplicius can hardly
mean so long a period as 16 years ;
and lastly (cf. vol. i. 636 and inf.
Anaz.), because Empedocles seems
to have been already referred to
by Melissus and Anaxagoras. We
have little more certain informa-
tion concerning him. He came of
a rich and noble family (cf. Diog.
viil. 51-58; also Karsten, p. 5
sqq.). His grandfather of the
same name in the 71st Olympiad
had gained the prize at Olympia
with a four-horse chariot (Diog.
L. ¢. after Apollodorus, as Diels
shows), which is attributed to the
philosopher by Athen. i. 8 e, fol-
lowing Favorinus (ap. Diog. Z. ¢.),
and according to Diogenes, also by
Satyrus and his epitomiser, Hera-
cleides. His father Meton (so
almost all the accounts call him—
for other statements vide Karsten,
p- 3 sq.) seems to have assisted in
the ejection of the tyrant Thrasi-
deeus and- the introduction of a
democratic government, in the
year 470 B.c. (Diod. x1. §3), and to
have been subsequently one of the
most influential men in the city
(vide Diog. viii. 72). After Meton’s
death, when the'ancient aristocratic
institutions had been restored, and
there were attempts at a tyranny,
Empedocles; not without severity,
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Parmenides, that Becoming and Decay in. the strict
sense, and therefore qualitative change in the original

assisted the democracy to gain the
victory, showing himself in word
and deed a warm friend to the
people. The throne was offered to
him, but he refused it, as we are
told in Diog. viii. 63-67, 72 sq.;
Plus. Adv. Col. 82, 4, p. 1126. He
was destined, however, to experi-
ence the fickleness of popular fa-
vour, and left Agrigentum probably
against his will (Steinhart, 85,
thinks it was because he had parti-
cipated in the war between Syracuse
and Athens, but that participation,
as we have seen, is not to be con-
sidered historical) for the Pelo-
ponnesus. His enemies succeeded
in preventing his return, and he
consequently died there (Timens
ap. Diog. 71 sq., 2bid. 67, where the
true reading for oikifouévov is
oikrifouévou, and not, as Steinhart
thinks, p. 84, alkrlopévov). The
statement that he died in Sicily
from the effects of a fall from a
chariot (Favorin. ap. Diog. 73) is
not so well authenticated. The
story of his disappearance after a
sacrificial feast (Heracleides ap.
Diog. 67 sq.) is no doubt, like the
similar story about Romulus, a
myth invented for the apotheosis
of the philosopher without any
definite foundation in history. A
naturalistic interpretation of this
myth for the opposite purpose of
representing him as a boasting im-
poster is the well-known aneedote
of his leap into Atna (Hippobotus
and Diodorus ap. Dicg. 69 sq.;
‘Horace, Ep. ad. Pis. 404 sq., and
many others, cf. Sturz, p. 128 sq.
and Karsten, p. 86), and also the
assertion of Demetrius ap. Diog.
74, that he hanged himself. Per-

haps in order to contradict this
evil report the so-called Telauges
ap. Diog. 74, cf. 53, asserts that he
fell into the sea from the weakness
of old age, and was drowned. The
personality of Empedocles plays
an important part in all the tradi-
tions respecting him. His tem-
perament was grave (Arist. Probl.
xxxi. 953 a, 26, deseribes him as
melancholic) ; his activity was noble
and all-embracing. His political
efficiency hag already been men-
tioned. His power of language to
which he owed these successes
(Timon ap. Diog. viil. 67, calls him
dryopatwy Anknths éwéwy; Satyrus,
ibid. 58, phrwp &pioros), and which
is still perceptible in the richness
of imagery and the elevated ex-
pressions of his poems, he is said
to have strengthened by technical
study. Aristotle designates him
as the person who first cultivated
rhetorie (Sext. Math. vii. 6; Diog.
viii. 57, cf. Quintilian iii. 1, 2);and
Gorgias is sald to have been his
disciple in the art (Quintil. 4 c.
Satyrus ap. Diog. 58). His own
vocation, however, he seems to
have sought, like Pythagoras,
Epimenides, and others, in the
functions of a priest and prophet.
He himself, v. 24 sq. (422, 462
Mull.), declares that he possesses
the power to heal old age and sick-
ness, to raise and calm the winds,
to summon rain and drought, and
to recall the dead to life. In the
introduction to the kaapuoi, he
boasts that he is honoured by all
men as a god, and’ that when he
enters a city adorned with fillets
and flowers, he is immediately sur-
rounded by those in need of help;
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substance, are unthinkable ;

EMPEDOCLES.

but, on the other hand, he

does not absolutely abandon this point of view; he allows

some soliciting prophecies, and
some healing of diseases. This
element comes out strongly in his
doctrines on anthropology and
ethics. Ancient writers speak not
only of the solemn state and dig-
nity with which he surrounded
himself (Diog. viii. 56, 70, 73;
Zlian. V, H. xil. 32; Tertull. De
Pall. C 4; Suid. ’EpmedokA.; Kar-
sten, p. 30 sq.), and of the great
reverence which was paid him
(Diog. viii. 66, 70), but also of
many wonders which, like another
Pythagoras, he wrought. He for-
bade injurious winds to enter
Agrigentum (Timeeus ap. Diog.
viil, 60 ; Plat, Curios. 1. p. 515
Adv. Col. 32, 4, p. 1126 ; Clemens,
Strom. vi. 630 C; Suid. 'Euwed.
dopd.; Hesyeh. kwAvoavéuas; cf.
Karsten, p. 21; cf. Philostr. V.
Apollon. vili. 7, 28), the circum-
stance iz differently related by
Timeeus and Plutarch; the origin
of it is no doubt the miraculous
account of Timeeus, according to
which the winds are imprisoned
by magie, in pipes like those of the
Homerlc Aolus. Plutarch gives a
naturalistic interpretation of the
miraele, which is even more absurd
thanthe suggestion of Lommatzsch,
p. 25, and Karsten, p. 21—that
Empedocles stopped up the hollow
through which the winds passed
by stretching asses’ skins across
it. We hear further that he de-
livered the Selinuntians from
pestilences by altering the course
of their river (Diog. viii. 70, and
Karsten; 21 sq.), brought an ap-
parently dead man to life after he
had long been stiff (Heracleid. ap.
Diog. viil. 61, 67, and others ; the

statement of Hermippus, ibid. 69,
sounds simpler. Turther details
ap. Karsten, p. 23 sqq.; on the
work of Heracleid. vide Stein, p.
10); and restrained a madman
from suicide by means of musie
(Iambl. V. Pyth. 113, and others,
ap. Karsten, p. 26). How much
historical foundation exists for
these stories it is now, of course,
impossible to discover. The first
and third are suspicious, and seem
only to have emanated from the
verses of Empedocles; what is said
in the second, of the improvement
of the river, may possibly be an
allusion to the coin described by
Karsten, on which the river-god in
that case would merely represent
the city of Selinus. That Empe-
docles believed himself capable of
magical powers is proved by his
own writings ; according to Satyrus,
ap. Diog. viil. 59, Gorgias asserts
that he had been present when
Empedocles was practising them.
That he also practised medi-
cine, which was then eommonly
connected with magic and priest-
eraft, is clear from his own words,
quoted by Plin. H. N. xxxvi. 27,
202; Gualen. Therap, Meth. c. 1,
B. x. 6, Kuhn and others. The
traditions as to the teachers of
Empedocles will be mentioned
later on. The writings attributed
to him are very various in content,
but it is questionable in regard to
many whether they really belonged
to him. The statement ap. Diog.
viii. 57 sq., that he wrote tragedies,
and no fewer than 43, is doubt-
less founded on the evidence of
Hieronymus and Neanthes, and
not on that of Aristotle. Hera~
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not only that particular things as such arise, decay and
change, but also that the conditions of the world are sub-
ject to perpetual change. Consequently he is obliged to
reduce these phenomena to movement in space, to the
combination and separation of underived, imperishable,
and qualitatively unchangeable substances, of which there
must, in that case, necessarily be several, variously con-
stituted, in order to explain the multiplicity of things.
These are the fundamental thoughts underlying the

cleides thinks the tragedies were
the work of another Jperso, who,
according to Suid. 'Euwed. was,
perhaps, his grandfather of the
same name; and this conjectare
has great probability, vide Stein,
p. 8 sq., against Karsten, 63 sqq.
519. e justly considers that the
two epigrams, ap. Diog. viii. 61,
65, are spurious, and the same
must be said of the verse or poem
from which Diogenes quotes an
address to Telanges, son of Pytha-
goras (ibid. p. 17).  The worirwa,
which Diog. 57 ascribes to him,
together with the tragedies, pro-
bably refer,not to any independent
work, although Diogenes seems to
presuppose this, but to smaller
portions of other writings; they
cannot, therefore, be genunine, but
must be placed in the same cate-
gory as the so-called political part
of Heracleitug’s work. The state-
ment (Diog. 77, Suid. Diog. 60, is
not connected with thls) that -
pedocles wrote laTpikd, in brose,
according to Suidas (xarTaroyadny),
may probably be accounted for
either by the existence of some
forged work, or by a misapprehen-
sion of a notice which originally
referred to the medical portion of
the Physics, vide Stein, p. 7 sqq.

(For another opinion vide Mullach,
De BEmped. Proemio, p. 21 sq.
Fragm. 1. xxv.) Two poems, one
a hymn to Apollo, and the ether on
the army of Xerxes, are said
by Diog. viil. 57, following
Hieronymus or Aristotle, to have
been destroyed soon after his
death. That Empedocles wrote
down speeches or rhetorical in-
structions, the ancient accounts of
him give us no reason to suppose,
vide Stein, 8, Karsten, 61 sq.
There remain, therefore, but two
undoubtedly genuine works which
have come down to modern times,
the ¢puaikd and the xabapuol ; that
these are separate works, as Kar-
sten (p. 70) and others suppose,
has been conclusively proved by
Stein. The ¢uowkd were at a later
period divided into three books
(vide Karsten, p. 73), but the
author seems to have contemplated
no such division. On the testi
monies and opinions of the ancients
on the poems of Empedocles, vide
Karsten, p. 74 sqq., 57 sq. Sturg,
Karsten, Mullach and Stein have
collected the fragments, and the
three first have commented on
them. (I quote from Stein, but
add the numbers of the verses as
given by Karsten and Mullach.)
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doctrine of Empedocles on the primitive causes, as we
gather partly from his own utterances and partly from
the statements of ancient writers.

If we see a being enter upon life, we generally think
it is something which did not previously exist; if we
see it destroyed, we think that something which was,
has ceased to be.! Empedocles, following Parmenides
in this respect, considers this notion as contradictory.
That a thing should come from nothing, and that it
should become nothing, appear to him alike impossible.
From whence, he asks with his predecessor, could any-
thing be added to the totality of the Real, and what
should become of that which is? There is nowhere
any void in which it might be cancelled, and whatever
it may become, something will always come out of it
again.? What, therefore, appears to us as generation
and decay cannot really be so; it is in truth only

V.91 (119 K; 166, 94 M):—
0%8é 71 Tob warrds wevedv méher

o1 wepLoody.

TovTo 8 émavifoete T way Ti ke Ko
w60ev ENBGY; :

w5 3¢ ke Kol amoAolar’; émel Tavd
oddev Epmuor

) P V.40 (342, 108 M) sq.; cf.
especially V. 45 sqq.:—

vimior — ob ydp ot Johixbpporés
elor pépyevar (they have no far-
reaching thoughts) -

of 8% yiyveobar wdpos ovx by éami-

Sovowr, GAN’ abr EoTw o th

,

§ 7t karabrhorew Te kal éEéAAvoOaL € Taira (they are
&amdvrn themselves, remain what they

are) 8 GAAfAwy 3¢ Géovta
yiyverar BEAAoBey EANa Sinpexes, alty
Spota.
V. 51 (850, 116 M) :—
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2V, 48 (81, 102 M) :—
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~yevéoBau
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Ké Tis aity épeldy. kaAéovo,

V.90 (117, 93 M): —
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What we call generation

is the combination of substances; what we call decay
is the separation of substances,® though in ordirvary

1V.36 (77, 98 M):—
#AAo 3¢ Tor éplw lois odBerds
éoTw amdyTy
Oy, 0ddé Tis obAouévov Bavdroio

TENEUTT),

aAAd uérov uikls Te SidAAagls e
weyévray

éatl, ¢bais & éml rois ovoud(erau
avbpdwogw,  Cf. Arist. Me-

taph.i. 3, 984 a, 8: 'EuwedoxAis

3¢ 184 TérTapu . . . TabTa yap Gel
Biapévety ral ob ~ylyvesfar AN
wAR0er kal OAryéTyTL Guyrpuducya
ral diakpvdueva eis & 1-e wal €€ évds.
De Gen. et Corr.ii. 6; ibid. c. T,
334 a, 26: The mixture of the
elements with Empedoeles is a
otvfeois kaddmep €& wAlybwy kal
AtBwr ToOTX0S.

2 That ‘birth’ is nothing else
than the combination, and decease
than the separation of the sub-
stances of which each thing con-
sists, is often asserted, not only by
Empedocles himself, but by many

of our authorities. Cf. V. 69 (96,

70 M) —

ofitws §j uév &v éx TAedvoy peuddnre
precbad,

#8¢ mdaw Bapiyres éwds wAéoy
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Th utv ylyvosral Te ral ob oplowy
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Tabry aity Eaow &rwnTl Kard &d-
Aoy {Grewvnri I retain, agreeing
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vyra, 'which is a greater departure

from the MSS.; or éxivyrov, which
for many reasonsseemsless probable;
it is a question whether axivgro,

the reading which stands in all the
MSS. of Aristotle and Simplicius,

‘is not the true reading, and whe-

ther the masculine of 8sn7ol is not
to be supplied as subject of the
proposition, and corresponding to
Bporoiin V. 54)., Thisis confirmed
by the doctrime of Love and Hate
(vide infra), for Empedocles de-
rives birth or origination from
Love, the essential operation of
which consists in uniting matter ;
while from Hate he derives the
destruction of all things: as Aris-
totle-also says, Metaph. iii. 4, 1000,
a, 24 sqq. It can sczn'cely be
doubted therefore, that Empedo—
cles bxmply identified origination
with uifis, and decease or passing
away, with d:dAAafis. In one pas-
sage, however, he seems to derive
both, yéveqis and amdrenus, from
each of these causes—from separa-
tion as well as from comblnatxon
V.61 (87,62 M) sqq. :
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Everything,

therefore, is subject to Becoming and Decay, only so

with Karsten who, in V. 63, substi-
tutes for doul 8¢, «“ Tornde;” for dAéke,
“atiter;” and for Bpepbeloa, «* Opupfel-
¢a,” in aceordance with our text of
Simplicius, for the changes are then
too great, and the pregnant mean-
ing of the whole verse 1s weakened.
But Panzerbieter, Beitr. 7 sq.;
Steinhart, p. 94; and Stein, ad 2.1,
are scarcely justified in explaining
the words as they do: things arise,
not merely from the union of mat-
ters, but also from their separation,
for in consequence of separation,
new combinations appear; and simi-
larly things pass away, not merely
through their separation, but also
through their union ; because every
new combination of substances is
the destruction of the preceding
rombination. This in itself would
not be inconceivable, but it would
contradict the opinion of Empedo-
cles (so far as it has been hitherto
ascertained), who explains birth only
from the mixture of substances,
and decay only from their separa-
tion. Hewould, in the other case,
assert that every union is, at the
same time, a division, and vice
versé ; the diapepduevor adrd fvp-
¢éperar, which, according to Plato,
Sopk. 242 D saq. (supra, p. 33, 2),
constituted the peculiarity of He-
racleitus’s doctrine as distinguished
from that of Empedocles, would
belong just. as much to Empedo-
cles; and tbe contradietion with
which Aristotlereproaches him (inf.
139, 1), that love while it unites,
also separates, and that hate which
separates also unites, would not
exist; for this would be in accor-
dance with the nature of love and
hate. The context of the verse

appears to demand some other
view; for as verses 60-62 and
66-68 do not immediately refer to
individuals, but to the universe and
its conditions, the intermediate
verses must have the same refer-
ence. The expression wdvrwy givo-
dos is likewise in favour of this
rendering ; for it corresponds too
closely with owvvepxduer’ eis &
dwavra, V. 67, cuvepxduer eis éva
kdopoy, V. 116 (142, 1561 M), wdvra
ocuépxeTar &v pdvov elvas, V. 173
(169, 193 M), to allow of its being
interpreted in any other way.
The meaning of V. 63 sqq. is,
therefore : ‘The mortal is pro-
duced from immortal elements
(vide énfra, V. 182), partly in the
1ssuing of things from the sphairos,
partly in their return to it; in
both cases, however, it is again
destroyed, here by the succeeding
union, and there by the succeeding
separation.” Cf. Sturz, p. 260 sqq.,
and Karsten, 403 sqq., for the re-
marks of later writers on Empe-
docles’s doctrine of mingling and
separation, which, however, teil
us nothing new.

! Vide p. 128,1,and V. 40 (342,
108 M): of & bre uév kard pdTa
pryty pdos albépos ey (I follow
the emendation of the text in Plut.
Adv. Col.ii. 7, p. 1113 ; Panzer- .
bieter, Beitr. p. 16, and explain, if
a mixture appears in the form of a
man) i—

% war' axporépwy Onpav yévos 3
woTd Qduvwr
R kot olwrdy, vére uév Tdde (Panz.

Tdye) past yevéafar

edre ¥ amorprddot, T 8 ab Svodal-
pova, woT oY,
7 Oéuis o¥f (so Wyttenb.: for other



COMBINATION AND SEPARATION OF MATTER.

125

far as it becomes many out of one, or one out of many ;
so far, on the contrary, as it maintains itself in this
change of place, in its existence and its own particular
nature, so far does it remain, even in the alternation,

unchanged.!

There are four different substances of which all
things are composed : earth, water, air, and fire.2 Em-

emendations of the corrupt text,
cf. the editions) xaréovoi, véug &
émipmue wal adrds.

' V.69 sqq. p. 123,2. InV.72
the words admit of a double inter~
pretation. Either: <how far this
alternation never ceases, or ‘how
far this never ceases to be in alter-
nation” The sense and context
seem to me in favour of the first
view. On account of this un-
changeableness of the primitive
matters, Aristotle, De Cewlo, iil. 7,
init. associates Kmpedocles with
Democritus in the censure: of uév
oD wept 'Epmedorrén kal AnudkpiToy
AavBdvovaw adrol abrods ob yéveaw
&E AANAwY TotodvTes (sC. TGV oToL-
xelwv), GANG Qowopérmy yéveaw
evumrdpxov yop ExaoTor éxiplvesfal
pagw, bomep € dryyelovris yevéoews
offons GAN olic &k Tivos UA7s, obBé
ylyveaor perafdirovros. Cf. also
De Mel. c. 2, 975 a, 36 sqq., and
the quotations, sup.p.123,1. When
therefore, Simp. De Cwlo, 68 b,
Ald. attributes to Empedocles
the Heracleitean proposition: =y
kbapoy TobTov ofire Tis Bedv olire
Tis &vlpdmay émolncer, AAN Ay del,
the true text (first ap. Peyron,
Emp. et Parm. Fragm.; nowp. 132
b, 28 K.; Schol. in Arist. 487 b,
43) shows that in the re-translation
from the Latin, which we get in
 the text of Aldus, the names have
been confused.

2 V. 33 (85, 159 M) :—

Téooapa Tév wdvrwy pilbuare Tpi-
Tov dKove:

Zebs dpyhs “Hpn Te pepéaBios 78
*Aidwves

Nijoris 0 % darpdois Téyyer kpotvowpua
,deTELoV.

Many conjectures respecting
the text and meaning of this verse
are to be found in Karsten and
Mullach in 4. 1. ; Schneidewin, Philo-
logus, vi. 185 sqq. ; Van Ten Brink,
ihid. 731 sqq. Fire is also called
“Heataros ; Nestis is said to have
been a Sicilian water deity, believed
by Van Ten Brink, according to
Heyne, to be identical with Pro-
serpine (c¢f. however Krische,
Forsch. i. 128). It is clear that
Here does not mean the earth, as
{probably on account of gepéaBios)
is supposed by Diog. viii. 76 ; He-
racl., Pont. dlleg. Hom. 24, p. 52 ;
Probus in Virg. Eel. vi. 8; Athen-
agoras, Suppl. c. 22; Hippol.
Refut. vii. 79, p. 384 (Stob. i. 288,
and Krische, i. 126, might have
escaped this error by a slight
change of the words). It means of
course the air; and it is not even
necessary, with Schneidewin to
refer ¢pepéoBios to *Aidwrels, as it
is perfectly applicable to air. Be-
sides the mythical designations we
find the following, V. 78 (105, 60
M), 333 (321, 378 M) ndp, U3wp,
VA, aibhp; V. 211 (151, 278 M)
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pedocles is expressly designated as the first who admitted
these four elements,! and all that we know of his pre-
decessors tends to confirm the statement. The earlier
philosophers, indeed, admitted primitive substances
from which all things avose, but these primitive sub-
stances- were wanting in the characteristic by which
alone they could become elements in the Empedoclean
sense of the term; viz., the qualitative unchangeable-
ness, which leaves only the possibility of a division
and combination in space. Similarly the earlier philo-
sophers are acquainted with all the substances which
Empedocles regards as elements, but they do not class
them together as fundamental substances and apart
from all others; the primitive substance is with most of
them One. Parmenides alone in the second part of his.
poem has two primitive substances, but none of these
philosophers has four ; and in respect to the first derived
substances, we find, besides the unmethodical enumera-

B3ap, ¥, aibhp, Finws; V. 215
(209, 282 M), 197 (270, 273 M),
xPav, EuBpos, aibnp, wip; V. 96
(124, 120 M) sqq. probably #Asos,
aifhp, SuBpos, ala; V. 377 (16, 32
M) aifhp, mvros, x0ew, fHrios; V.
187 (327, 263 M) Arékrwp, x0dv,
odpawds, fdAasoa; V. 198 (211,
211 M) x0dv, Nijaris, “Hpaoros;
V. 203°(215, 206 M) x0dv, “Hoat-
aTos, JuBpos, aifhp. I cannot agree
with Steinhart's conjecture (I. c.
93) that Empedocles by the variety
of names wished to mark the dif-
ference between the primitive
elements and those perceptible to
sense, V. 89 (116, 92 M), says
that the four primitive elements
contain in themselves all matter;

and this matter neither increases
nor diminishes, xkal wpds Tois ofiT’
Ao 7 (so Mull, but the text is
corrupt, and its restoration very
uncertain) ylyvera: 008 dmorfiyet.
U Arist. Metaph. i. 4, 985 a,
31, cf. e. 7,988 a, 20; De Gen. et
Corr. ii. 1, 328 b, 88 sqq. Cf.
Karsten, 334. The word orotxeior
is moreover not Empedoclean, as
it is almost needless to observe.
Plato is cited as the teacher who
first introduced it into scientific
language (Eudemus ap. Simpl.
Phys. 2, a, Favorin. ap. Diog. iii.
24). Aristotle found it already
in vogue, as we see from the ex-
pression T4 xaAoldueva GTOLXEl

(ef. Part, 1. b, 336, 2nd ed.)
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tion of Pherecydes and Anaximenes, only the triple
division of Heracleitus, the five-fold division of Philo-
laus (probably already connected with Empedocles),
and Anaximander’s two opposite categories of warm and -
cold. Why Empedocles fixed the number of his
elements at four, we cannot discover, either from his
own fragments, or from the accounts of the ancients.
At first sight it might seem that he arrived at his
theories in the same manner as other philosophers
arrived at theirs, viz., through observation and the
belief that phenomena were most easily to be explained
by this means. But in that case his doctrine was
anticipated in the previous philosophy. The high esti-
mation in which the number four was held by the Pytha-~
goreans is well known. Yet we must not exaggerate
the influence this may have had on Empedocles, for in
his physics he adopted little from Pythagoreanism, and
the Pythagorean school, even in its doctrine of elemen-
tary bodies, followed other points of view. Of the
elements of Empedocles we find three in the primitive
substances of Thales, Anaximenes, and Heracleitus, and
the fourth in another connection, with Xenophanes and
Parmenides. Heracleitus speaks of three elementary
bodies; and the importance of this philosopher in re-
gard to Empedocles will presently be shown. The three
ground-forms of the corporeal admitted by Heracleitus
might easily be developed into the elements of Empe-
docles ; if the liquid fluid and the vaporous element,
water and air, were distinguished from each other in
the customary manner, and if the dry vapours, which
Heracleitus had reckoned as part of the supreme
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element, were considered as air.! The three elemenis
of Heracleitus seem to have arisen from the doctrine
propounded by Anaximander and afterwards maintained
by Parmenides, viz., the fundamental opposition of the
warm and the cold, by the introduction of an inter-
mediate stage between them. On the other hand, the
five elementary bodies of Philolaus represent a develop-
ment, based on geometrical and cosmological concep-
tions, of the four elements of Empedocles. This doctrine,
therefore, appears to have been in a state of constant
progression, from Anaximanderto Philolans,and the num-
ber of the elements to have been always on the increase.
But though Empedocles declared the four elements to
be equally original, he, in fact, as Aristotle says, reduces
them to two; for he sets fire on one gide, and the three
remaining elements together on the other; so that his
four-fold division is seen to originate in the two-fold
division of Parmenides.? When, however, later writers
assert that his starting-point was the opposition of the

t Aristotle also mentions the
theory of three elements, fire, air,
and earth (Gen. et Corr. ii. 1, 329
a, 1). Philop. é» k. L. p. 46 b,
refers this statement to the poet
Ton: and in fact Isocrates does
say of him (w. &ymiddo. 268) Twy &
ob wAelw Tpiav [Epnoer elvar T
Jvra). Similarly Harpoerat. “lav.
This statement may be true of Ton,
even if (as Bonitz, Ind. Arist. 821
b, 40 and Prantl. drist. Werke, il.
505 remark) the passage in Aris-
totle may relate, not to Ion, but
to the Platonic ¢divisions’ (Part
11. 3, 380, 4, 3rd edition), in which
an 1Intermediary is at first dis-
tinouished from fire and earth,
and is then divided into water

and air. Ion may have borrowed
hie three elements from Hera~
cleitus; he ecan hardly have in-
fluenced Empedocles, as he seems
to have been younger.

2 Metaph. 1. 4, 985 a, 81: énu
3¢ T4 bs év UAns €lder Aeydueva
oToixela Térrape wpdTos elmwey: od
uhy xphiTal ve Térrapriy, AAN bs
duoly obor wdvois, mupl ply kad’ abrd
Tols & awTikeyuévors bs il Pboer,
vh Te kal &épe kal Bdari. AdBor ¥
v Tis alTd Bewpdy éx TEY endy. .
De Gen. et Corr. 1. 3,330 b, 19:
Zvior & edBYs TérTapa Aéyovew, ofop
’EumedokAfs. ovvdyer 8¢ kal obros
els T& db0* TH ydp wupl TAAA whyTaL
ayTiTifnow,
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warm and the cold, or that of the rare and the dense,
or even of the dry and the mioist,! this is doubtless an
inference of their own, uncountenanced by Empedocles,
either in these expressions or elsewhere with such dis-
tinctness in his writings; and the statement that in
the formation of the universe the two lower elements
are the matter, and the two higher the efficient instru-
ments,? is still farther from his opinion.

The four fundamental substances then, being ele-
ments, are necessarily primitive ; they are all underived
and imperishable. Each consists of qualitatively homo-
geneous parts, and without changing their nature they
pass through the various eombinations into which they

are brought by means of

! Cf. the passages from Alex-
ander, Themistius, Philoponus,
Simplicius and Stobeeus, ap. Kars-
ten, 340 sqq.

2 Hippol. Refut. vil. 29, p. 384.
Empedocles assumed four elements
3d0 utv dAikd, Yiv kal UBwp, 8o 8¢
Bpyawe ofs Td TAKE KooueiTar kal
perafdArerar, wip kal &épa, 3o
3¢ 70 épyalbueva . . . velkos Kal
‘GuAiav, which 1is repeated after-
wards. The doctrine of this philo-
sopher is still more decidedly mis-
represented by the same author
1. 4 (repeated ap. Cedren, Synops.
i. 157 B), in the statement, prob-
ably taken from a Stoiec or Neo-
Pythagorean source): Tiv 7Tob
wavTds apxiv veikos kai piilay &by
Kai T ThHs movddos voepdy wip TOY
Oy ko) ouvesTdror éx wupds T&
wdvTa kol els wip GvaAvBhoecbar,
On the other hand Karsten, p.
343, is incorrect in saying ‘that
Empedocles, according to Hippo-
Iytus, opposed fire and water one

VOL. II.

the variability of things.?

to the other, as the active and the
passive principle.
3 V.87 (114, 88 M) :—
Tabra yap lod Te wdvTa wal HAlka
Yévvay Eaot,
Tiwdis ¥ BAAnS EAAe wéder mdpa
¥dfos éxdoTo,
V. 89, vide supra, p. 125, 2; V.
104 (132, 128) :—

ék 7@y wdv8 Goa 1 Gy §oa T &,

doa 7 &orat émlocw, Text
uncertain.

Béydped v’ EBNATTYOE Kal dvépes HBE
yuvalikes,

Oiipés 1 olwvoi Te ral 3arobpéupoves
ix6vs,

Kkal Te Beol dohixalwves Tiufor Ppépi-
aTot.

adrd yap T Tadra S AANAwy
82 8éovra

Yiyverar &ARowwnd: Sudmwruits yip
aueiBec.

Cf. p. 122, 2. Also V. 90 sqq.,

69 sqq. (supra, p. 122, 2; 123, 2);
Arist. Metaph. 1. 3 (supra, p.123, 1),

K
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They are also equal as to mass,! though they are
mingled in particular things in the most various pro-
portions, and are not all contained in each particular
thing.? The peculiar traits, however, by which they
are distingunished from one another, and their place in
the structure of the universe, Empedocles does not seem
to have precisely determined. He describes fire as warm
and glittering ; air as fluid and transparent ; water as
dark and cold ; earth as heavy and hard.? He some-
times attributes to earth a natural motion downwards,
and to fire a similar motion upwards; * but his utterances
on the subject are not always consistent.’ In this, how-

iii. 4, 1000 b, 17 ; Gen. et Corr. il
1; ii. 6, ebid. i. 1, 314 a, 24 (cf.
De Celo, iii. 8, 802 a, 28, and
Simpl. De Calo, 269 b, 38; Schol.
513 b); De Cwlo, iii. 7 (supra, p.
125, 1); De Melisso, c. 2, 975 a,
and other passages ap. Sturz, 152
sqq., 176 sqq., 186 sqq., and Kar-
sten, 386, 403, 406 sq.

! This at any rate seems to be
asserted by the Ioa wdrra in the
verses just quoted, which gram-
matically may with #Afka also
relate to yéwwar (of like origin).
Arist. Gen et Cory. i1, 6 sub init.
enquires whether this equality is
an equality of magnitude or of
power 2 Empedocles doubtless
made no distinction between them.
He connects the word as little
with yévway as Simplicius does,
Phys. 34 a.

2 Cf. (besides what will pre-
sently be said as to the proportions
of the primitive elements in this
admixture) V. 119 (154, 134 M)
$qq., where the mixture of matter
in various things is compared with
the mixing of colours by which
the painter reproduces these things

in a pieture: &puovip pltavre T&
uty TAéw #AAa & érdoow. Bran-
dis, p. 227, has been led, by an
error in the punctuation in V. 129,
corrected by later editors, to dis-
cover in these verses a meaning
alien alike to the works and the
standpoint of Empedocles, viz., that
all the perishable has its cause in
the Deity, as the work of art has
in the mind of the artist.

3 V. 96 (124, 120 M) sqq.,
which, however, are very corrupt
in the traditional texts. V. 99,
which has been restored, though
not satisfactorily, perhaps began
thus: ai@épa 6 ds xetras. From
this passage the statement of Aris-
totle is taken, Gen. et Corr.i. 815
b, 20 ; Plut. Prim. Frig. 9, 1, p.
948 ; but, on the other hand, Aris-
totle seems to refer in another
place, De Respir. c. 14, 477 b, 4
(Beppdy yop elvar 7 Srypdv fTTov TOU
aépos), to some subsequent passage
now lost from the poem.

1 Cf p. 144, 1.

3 We shall find later examples
of this. Cf. Plut. Plac. ii. 7, 6;
and Ach. Tat. in Arat. c. 4, end;
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ever, there is nothing that transcends the simplest

observation.

Plato and Aristotle were the first to

reduce the qualities of elements to fixed fundamental
determinations, and to assign each element to its

natural place.

Even without the testimony of Aristotle ! it would

these, following perhaps the same
source, assert that Empedocles as-
signed no definite place to the ele-
ments, but supposed each element
capable of occupying the place of
the rest. Aristotle says, De Celo,
iv. 2, 809 a, 19: Empedocles, like
Anaxagoras, gave no explanation
of the heaviness and lightness of
bodies.

! Gen. et Corr. 1. 8,825 b,19:
"EpmredoxAel 3¢ T4 pev EAAQ pavepov
371 péxpr Tdv oroixelwy Exe Thy
yéveow kal Thy ¢Ropiw, abrdy 3¢
Tobrwy whs ylverar ral ¢phelperat TO
cwpevbuevoy uéyebos olire ShAov
otite eydéxerar Aéyewy adrd piy Aé-
yovri kal ToD wupds elvar oToLxeloy,
Spolws 8¢ kol Tdv UAAwy GmdyTev.
(In De Cwlo, iii. 6, 305 a, and Lu-
cretius, 1. 746 sqq., it is denied that
Empedocles held the theory of
atoms.) These distinct assertions
would be in direct opposition to
Aristotle himself, if he really said
what Ritter ( Gesch. d. Phil. 1. 533
=q.) finds in him, namely that all
four elements are properly derived
from one nature, which underlies
all differences, and is, more exactly,
¢urla.  This, however, isincorrect.
Aristotle says (Gen. ¢t Corr.i. 1,
315 a, 8), that Empedocles contra-
dicted himself: #dua wév yop of
dnow Erepov éE érépov ylveshar Tdy
oTouxelwy 003y, GAAL THANG wdyTa
ek Tobrwy, Gua 8" Grov els & ouva-
ydyn Thy Gmacar ¢iow wAYY Tod
velrous, éic Tod &vds ylyveobar wdAw

écaoror, Butit is clear that this
only means: Empedocles himself
altogether denied that the four ele-
ments arose out of one another;
nevertheless in his doetrine of the
Sphairos, he indirectly admits,
without pereeiving it that they kave
such an origin; for if the unity of
all things in the Sphairos be taken
in its strict acceptation, the quali-
tative differences of the elements
must disappear; and the elements
consequently, when they issue from
the Sphairos, must form themselves
anew out of a homogeneous sub-
stance. It is not that a statement
is here attributed by Aristotle to
Empedocles which contradiets the
rest of his theory; Empedocles is
refuted by aninference not derived
from himself. Nor can it be proved
from Metaph. iii. 1, 4, that Aris-
totle designated the uniform na-
ture, from which the elements are
said to procecd, as ¢irfe, In Me-
taph. iil. 1, 996 a, 4, he asks the
question : wérepor T & kal T by,
kafdmep ol Tlubarydpetor rai YMAdrwy
Ereyer, odx Erepdy Ti o AAN
obola 7&v vrwy, §) oD, GAN’ Ereply
T 7d Imokelperoy, Homep EumedonAris
PnoL Piaiav, EANos §¢ Tis wip, & Jé
Udwp, 6 B¢ &épa. Here he does not;
speak of the primary matter of the
four elements in reference to the
it butthe ¢piiia (which Aristotle,
as the.uniting principle, calls the
One, in the same manner as, e.g.,
the prineiple of limitation is called

x 2
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be obvious that the four elements of Empedocles could
not be derived from any other more primitive element.
It is plainly, therefore, the result of a misunderstanding’
when later writers assert that he made atoms as con~
stituent parts of the elements precede the elements
themselves.? Yet on one side his doctrine might have
given rise to this opinion. For as, according to him,
the primitive substances are subject to no qualitative
change, they can only be connected together mechani-
cally ; and even their chemical combinations must be
redueed to such as are mechanical. The mixture of
substances is only brought about by the entrance of
the particles of one body into the interstices between
the parts of another. The most perfeet combination,

népas, and the formative principle
eldos) serves merely as an example,
to show that the concept of the
One is employed, not only as sub-
ject, as by Plato and the Pythago-
reans, but also as predicate; what
the passage asserts of the ¢iAfa is
merely this : the ¢piiais not Unity,
conceived as a subject ; but a sub-
ject to which Unity, as predicate,
belongs. This likewise holds good
of e. 4, whereit is said inthe same
sense and connection : Plato and
the Pythagoreans consider Unity
as the essence of the One, and
Being as the essence of the ex-
istent ; so that the existent is not
distinet from Being, nor the One
from Unity : of 8¢ mepl pioews ofoy
EumedokAfis &s els yrwpyuidTepoy
dwdywy Adyet 8 7o T & By doTiy &
W (so it must be written, if & by
be considered as one conception—
“that which is One;’ or else it
must be read as by Karsten Emp.
p. 318; Brandis, Bonitz, Schweg-

ler, and Bonghi i 4. I. adopt from
Cod. 4b. 8 vi wore 75 &v éoTiv) dbEete
vép by Aéyew vobTo THr Ginlav
elvar. The statements, therefore,
of Aristotle on this point do mnot
contradict each other; while, on
the other hand, most of the censures
which Ritter passes on his state-
ments respecting Empedocles, on
closer examination, appear to be
groundless.

! Plut. Plac. i. 13: 'E. wpd Ty
regodpwy aTorxelwy Opatauara éNd-
XtoTa, olovel oTorxeia mpd arorxelwy,
duotopept, omep éoTl oTpoyYIAa.
The same, with the exception of the
last words (on which cf. Sturz, 153
sq.) in Stob. Eel. 1. 841, Similarly
Plge. i. 17 (Stob. 368; Galen. c.
10, p. 258 X).

2 It is equally improper, ac-
cording to what we have just been
saying, to suppose with Petersen,
Philol.-Hist, Stud. 26, that the
Sphairos as Unity was first, and
that the four elements arose from it.
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therefore, of several substances is only an assemblage
of atoms, the elementary naturs of which is not altered
in this process: it is not an actual fusing of the atoms
into a new substance.) And when one body arises out
of another, one is not changed into the other, but the
matters which already existed as these definite sub-
stances merely cease to be intermingled with others.?
But as all changes consist in mingling and unmingling,
so when two bodies are apparently separated by the
different nature of their substance, the operation of one
upon the other can only be explained on the hypothesis
that invisible particles segregate themselves from the
one and penetrate into the apertures of the other. The
more complete is the eorrespondence between the aper-
tures in one body and the emanations and small
particles of another, the more susceptible is the former
to the influence of the latter, and the more capable of

mixture with it.*> According to the theory of Empedo-

! According to later use of
words (vide Part 111, a, 115, 2, 2nd
ed.), all mixture is a wapdfesus;
there is no edyxveis, any more
than a kpiois 8 SAwy.

2 Arist. De Celo, iii. 7 (supra,
p. 125, 1), to which the commenta-
tors (ap. Karsten, 404 sq.) add
nothing of importance.

8 Arist. Gen. et Corr. 1. 8: 7ols
uéy oby doxel mdoxew ExaoTov did
Twwy wépwy eloiévros Tob ToolyTos
éoxdrov kal KupiwTdTov, Kol TODTOY
Tdv 7pdmov kal bpdv kal Grodew
fuds paol kel T4s BAAas alobhoers
aicBdvesfar wdoas, éri 8¢ Gpacfai
bid e &épos wal Udaros kal Tav
Siapaviy dia b wopovs Exew &opd-
Tous pdy Bid purpbrnTo, mukvods B¢
kal katd oTolxwY, Kai paAAoy Exew

7& diapavi} parAov, of utv odv éml
Twoy ofitw dibpiav, dowep 'Eume-
doxkAfs od ubvoy éml &y woslvTwr
Kol macxSvTwy GAAL Kal uiyvvafal
¢qow (in Cod. L, ¢pnow is substi-
tuted for paoiv) dowy of wipor oiu-
uetpol elow - 604 3¢ pdiigTa Kal
wepl whvTwy vl Adyp Siwplrast
Aebximmos  kal  Anudepiros  (for
they, as is afterwards said,
explained not merely individual
phenomena, but the formation and
change of bodies by reference to
empty interspaces). Philop. in
k. l.s8q. 35 b, and Gen. Anim. 59
a (both passages in Sturz, p. 344
sq.), gives nothing more, for the
statement in Gen. Aném. that Em-
pedocles called ‘the full’ vasrd,
confuses this philosopher with De-



134

EMPEDOCLES.

cles, this is pre-eminently the case when two bodies are
alike ; therefore, he says, the like in kind and easily
mingled are friendly to each other; like desires like;
whereas those which will not intermingle are hostile to

each other.!

moceritus (vide infra, the Atomists).

On the other hand, Aristotle’s ac-

count is confirmed in a remarkable

manner by Plato, Meno, 76 C:

Obroty Aéyere amoppods Twas T@dv

$rrav kar’ "Epmedoaiéo ; — Epodpa

~ve.—Kal wdpovs, eis obs kal 8 dv

af dmoppoat wopedoyrar; — Mdry ye.

—Kai 7@y &moppody Tas pey &pudT-

Tew viots Tév whowy, Tas 8¢ érdr-

Tous %) ueiovs elvar ; — EoTi TabTa.

Colour is then defined in accord-

ance with this: &mwoppol oxnudrwy

BYer obupetpos kal alobyrds. Cf.

Theophr. De Sensu, 12: ras yap

woel Thy ulkw «f ocvuperple 1@y

wépwy ibwep Enatoy weév kal Pwp

ob plyvuolar, 16 8 HAla dypd kal

wepl §owy 8N waTapifuetrar Tas {dlas

kpdoes.  Of our fragments, v. 189

- relates to this subject; also espe-

cially v. 281 (267, 337 M):—

Y@@ Srimdvrwy eloly &roppoal, oo’
&yévorro.

V. 267 (253, 323 M) :—

Tebs pév wip avémeun’ E0éhov mpds
duoloy ixéoba,

V. 282 (268, 338) :—

&s yAvrd udy yAukd udpwre, Tikpdy
& éml mucpdy Jpovoe,

o8y 8 ém’ ok €Bn, Sarepdy, Sarepd 3’
éméxevev,

V. 284 (272, 340 M):—

olvy wp uiv paAAov évdpbuiow,
alrép élaie oDk éBéher,

V. 286 (274, 342 M):—

Blooe 8¢ yAaukf; kdkrov kaTauloye-
Tar &wvfos.

This whole theory is closely allied to that

'V.186 (326, 262 M.):—
EpOuser ’,u,éu yap wdv® abrdy éyévorTo
pépeao,
HAéeTwp Te xBdy Te Kal odpavds HdE
fdAacaa,
Sooa vuv éy BunTotow dmomAoryxBévTa
wépurey,
bs ¥ alrws Soo kpRow émapréa
narrov Eaow,
aAANAois EoTeprrar, bpowwdéve’ TA-
ppodiTy.
éxfpa & &m aAMAAwy wAEloTOY Bié-
xovow durTa, ete,

Arist. Eth, N. viil. 2,1155 b, 7;
cf. preceding note: Td ~ydp duoior
Tod duolov éplecfaur ('Eum. ¢nor).
Eth. Eund. vii. 1, 1235 a, 9 (M.
Mor. ii. 11, 1208 b, 11): oi 8¢
dugoAdyor kol THY EAnr Phow
Siakoopotiow Gpxiy AaBdvres T
Buotoy ivar wpds TO Buowoy, dud
*EuwedokAis kal ™y kby’ Epn kabij-
oot éml 775 kepauidos diy TO Exew
wAetorov Suowr. Plato, Lys. 214
B: In the writings of the natural
philosophers we read &ri 7d Bpotor
¢ bpoly avdyrn del ¢pidov elvar
Empedocles found an example of
this elective affinity in the attrac-
tion of iron to the magnet. Xe
supposed that after the emanations
of the magnet have penetrated into
the pores of the iron, and the air
which choked them had been ex-
pelled, powerful emanations from
the iron pass,into the symmetri-
cal pores of the magnet, which
draw the iron itself and hold it
fast. Alex. Aphr. Quest. Nat. ii.
23.



PORES AND EMANATIONS. 135

of the Atomists. The small invisible particles take
the place of the atoms, and pores the place of the
void. The Atomists see in bodies a mass of atoms
separated by empty interspaces; Empedocles sees in
them a mass of particles which have certain openings
between them.! The Atomists reduce the chemical
changes in bodies to the alternation of the atoms; Em-
pedocles reduces them to the alternation of particles of
matter which in their various combinations remain, as

to quality, as unchanged as the atoms.?

Empedocles

himself, however, admitted neither an empty space?

! Whether these openings are
themselves entirely empty, or are
filled with certain substances, espe-
cially with air, Empedocles never
seems to have enquired. Philoponus,
Gen. et Corr. 40 a, b, who aseribes
to him the second of these opinions,
incontradistinction to the Atomists,
is not a trustworthy authority.
According to Arist. Gen. et Corr.
i. 8, 826 b, 6, 15, we must conclude
(in spite of what is quoted above
as to the magnet) that Empedocles
never arrived at any general defi-
nition on this point ; for he refutes
the hypothesis of the pores on both
presuppositions.

2 Arist. Gen. et Corr. ii. 7,
334 a, 26: éxelvois ~yap T0Ts Adyou-
ow Gomep 'EumedoxAijs Tis foTar
Tpdmos (TAs yevéTews TV cwpdTwr);
dvdeyn yop odvBeciv elvar kefdwep
é¢ wAlyBuwy kal Afbwy Tolxos' kal Td
wiyua 3¢ rovto ék cwloudvwr uév
orar T@r oroixeloy, KaTd pikpd
3¢ map’ EAAmAa cvyreyévoy. De
Celo, iii. 7 (supre, p. 125, 1);
Galen in Hippocr. De Nat. Hom.
i. 2, end, T. xv. 32 K.: 'Euwr. é
GueTaBAfToy TAY TeTTdpwy OTOL-
xelwy dpyeiro ylyvesOar Thy Tav

swlérwy coudtar Plow, olirws
avapepuryuévoy GAANAOLS TRV wpd~
Ty, &s € Tis Aadoas ékpBds kal
xvoddn morhoas TYov xal XaAklTw
ral koduelay kal uiod plferer  &s
undtv & abriv dvvacbou peraxerpi-
cacfar  xwpls érépov. Ibid. e.
12, sub init. 49: According to
Empedocles, all things are formed
from the four elements, od uyv
kexpapéywy ye B GANAwr, GANG

kaTd  puepd pépla  wapaxeywévwy
7e kal Yovdvrwr. Hippocrates
first taught the mixing of
the elements. Aristotle, there-

fore, Gen. et Corr., uses this ex-
pression for the several elemental
bodies: abrév Tobrwy Td cwpevipue-
vov uéyebos,and in Plut. Plac. 1. 24
(Stob. i. 414), it is said of Empe-
docles, Anaxagoras, Democritus,
and Epicurus together: cvyxpices
uev ral Swanploes elodyovor, yevé-
ces 3¢ kal ¢pPopls ob kuplws. ob yp
KkaTd TO Totdy € G&AAoidoews,
ket 8¢ Td moodv ék cuvalbpor-
cpod rabras ylyvesbar

3 Of. v. 91, supra, p. 122, 2;
Arist. De Celo, iv. 2, 309 a, 19:
B pty ody rdv uh Packbvrwy
elvar Kkevdy obd&v Bidpioay mepl
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nor atoms,' though his doctrine must logically lead to
both.?  Nor can we certainly attribute to him the con-
ception that the primitive substances are composed of
very small particles, which in themselves are capable of
farther subdivision, but are never really divided.®* This
definition seems, indeed, to be required by what is said
of the symmetry of the pores; for if these substances
are infinitely divisible, there can be no pores too small
to allow a given substance to enter. All substances,
therefore, must be able to mingle with all. But, as
Empedocles was inconsistent in regard to the void; he
may likewise have been so in regard to the smallest
particles. Aristotle himself gives us to understand that
he knew of no express utterance of this philosopher on
this point. We may therefore conjecture that he never
turned his attention to it, but was content with the
indeterminate notion of the pores, and the entrance of
substances into them, without any further investigation
of the causes in which the elective affinity of bodies
originates.

But it is only on one side that things can be ex~
plained by corporeal elements. Thesedefinite phenomena
are produced when substances combine in this particular
manner and in this particular proportion; but whence

kobpov kal Bupéos olov ’'Avataydpas
rai 'EumwedoxAijs.  Theophr. De
Sensu, § 13 ; Lucretius, i. 742, not
to mention other later writers, such
as Plut. Plac. i. 18, who repeat
that verse.
' Cf. the passages quoted p.
133, 2. -

2 Cf. Arist. Gen. et Corr. 1. 1,
325 b, 5: oxeddyr 8¢ kal *Eumedo-
KA€L droykalov Aéyew, Gomep kal

Aevkirmds ¢mow. elvar yap Erra
orepea, adiwlpeTa B¢, €l uY wdvty
wdpor suvexels eiow. Ibid. 326 b, 6
sqq.

3 Arist, De Celo, iii. 6, 305 a,
1: el 8¢ orhoeral wov # didAvors
[rdy owpdrwy], AToc &Topor EoTar
Td odpa & & loTaral, 3) SialpeToy
utv ob uévror Supednoduevoy obdé-
wmore, kafdmep Zowcey ‘EumedorAils
Botreafar Aéyew,
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comes it that they combine and separate? What is,
in other words, the moving cause? Empedocles cannot
evade this question, for his chief object is to make
Becoming and Change comprehensible. On the other
hand, he cannot seek the cause of motion in matter;
for having transferred the Parmenidean conception of
Being to the primary elements, he can only regard
these as unchangeable substances, which do not, like
the primitive matter of Heracleitus and Avaximenes,
change their form by their own inherent force.
Though he must necessarily allow to them movement.
in space, in order not to make all change in things
impossible, yet the impulse cannot lie in themselves
to move and to enter into combinations by which
they, in their being and nature, are untouched. Em-
pedocles never taught that the elements have souls,

though this doctrine has been aseribed to him.!

1 Arist. says, De 4n. i. 2, 404
b, 8: 800 & énl 7d ywdakew ral T
aloBdveaba 7@y Svrwy (&méPAelar),
obror 3& Aéyover T Yuxhy Tas
apxas, of pev whelovs woobvres ol
3¢ ulav Tabryy, domwep *Eumedorris
uty éx Toy oTorxelwy TdrTwy, elvar
8¢ xal Ecaorov Yuxy TovTwy, What
he here says of Empedocles, how-
ever, is merely his own inference
from the well-known verses; and
this Aristotle gives us clearly to
understand in the words which fol-
low, Aéywy ofitw “ yalp uéy yap
yatay émdmaper.” These verses, it
is clear, do not assert that the
various substances are themselves
animate, but only that they be-
come, in man, the cause of psychic
activity. If even, on closer en-
quiry, the former opinion be de-
ducible from the latter, we have

There

no right to suppose that Empedo-
cles himself drew the inference, or
to credit him with a theory which |
would alter the whole character of
his system, and make his two effi-
cient causes superfluous. Still less
can be gathered from Gen. et Corr.
il. 6, end, where Aristotle merely
observes in opposition to Empedo-
cles: dromoy 8¢ kal €l 9 Yvxy éx TEV
oToixelwr § & T adTRY |, . . € utv
wip @ Yuxh, T& wdby Smdpter abTh
doa mvpl 5 wipr €l B wkTdy, TG
cwuaTied. Nor can the quota-
tion, sup. p. 135, 1, prove anything
respecting the animate nature of
the elements. The fact that they
were also called gods (Arist. Gen.
et Corr, 1i. 6, 333 b, 21: Stob. Eel.
1. 60, sup. Vol. 1. 612, n.; Cie. N. D.
i. 12, sub init.) is unimportant ; as
the statement 1s no doubt founded
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remains then nothing but to separate moving forces
from matter, and Empedocles was the first among the
philosophers to adopt this course.! A single moving
force, however, does not suffice for him ; he feels obliged
to ‘reduce the two moments of Becoming—combina-
tion and separation, birth and decay—to two different
forces.? Here again, as in the doctrine of the primitive
substances, he derives the various qualities and con-
ditions of things from so many substances originally
distinet, of which each one, according to the Parmenidean
concept of Being, has one and the same invaridble
nature. In his representation, Empedocles personifies
these two forces as Love and Hate; on the other hand,
he treats them as corporeal substances which are
mingled in things: they do not belong merely to the
form of his exposition, but the idea of force is as yet
not clear to him ; he discriminates it neither from the
personal beings of mythology, nor from the corporeal
elements. Its specific import lies only in explaining
the cause of the changes to which things are subject.
Love is that which effects the mingling and combina-
tion of substances, Hate is that which causes their
separation.? In reality, as Aristotle rightly objects, the

merely on their mythical designa-
tions (sup. p. 125, 2), and the same

taught the duality of the efficient
causes is noticed by Aristotle,

may be said of the dalmwr, v. 254
(239, 310 M).

! That is if we leave out of our
account the mythical figures of the
ancient cosmogonies and of the
poem of Parmenides, and suppose
Anaxagoras with his conception of
vobs to have been later than Em-
pedocles.

2 That he was the first who

Metaph. 1. 4, 985 a, 29.
3 V.78 (105, 79 M) :—

wip wkal Hwp ral ryala xal aifépos
dimwioy Tjost

Nelids T obAbuevor dixa Tdv, d7d-
AavTov éxdoTey,

kol ®iAdrns perd Tolow, lom uikds
T€ TAdTOS TE. )

Of the last he goes on to say that
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two forces cannot be divided,! since every new combina-
tion of substances is the dissolution of a previous
combination ; and every separation of substances is the

introduction to a mew combination.

But it is certain

that Empedocles did not remark this, and that he
regarded Love exclusively as the cause of umion, and

Hate as the cause of division.

So far, then, as the

unity of the elements seemed to Empedocles the better

it is that which unites men in love,
and 1t is called ynboodry and *A¢po-
dirn. (Fmpedocles himself calls it
indifferently ¢:xdrns, oropyd, *A-
¢podiry, Kimpes, Gpuovin.) V. 66 sq.
sup.p.124. V.102 (130,126 M):—
éy 8¢ Kbty Sidpoppa kal Hrdixa
wdyTa méNovTa
oy & €Bn év giAbTNTL KAl GANTAGIGL
wobelTal.

V. 110 sqq. (#nf. p. 145) 169 (165,
189 M) sq. (infra, p. 152) 333
(321, 878 M) sq. (¢nf. p. 165, 3).
‘With this the accounts of our
other authorities agree; here we
shall only quote the two oldest and
best. Plato, Soph. 242 D (after
what is printed sup. p. 38, 2):
of 8¢ paraxdrepar (Emp.) 70 pev
Gel Tavl® obrws Exew éxdAagav, év
wuéper 88 Toté utv & elral pao Td
war kal Gpidov om’ ’AgpodiTys, Toré
3¢ moAAG kal moNéuior abTd adiTg
3i& velkds Ti. Arist. Gen. et Corr.
i, 6,835 b, 11: 7i odv TodTwy (the
regularity of natural phenomena)
alTiov ; ob yap 8% wip ye H yh. GARL
why obd % ¢Ala kal TY velxos:
ovyrploews yap pdvoy, T 8¢ diakpi-
cews alriov (infra, note 1). On
account, of its uniting nature, Aris-
totle even calls the ¢iAl. of Em-

pedocles, the One, Metaph. iii. 1,

4; cf. sup. p. 131 (Gen. et Corr. i.
1, end, has nothing to do with

this; for in that passage the &
means not the ¢:Afa but the Sphai-
ros, Karsten's objection to the
dentification of the & and the
obola évowods, 1. ¢ p. 318, is
founded on a misconception of
Aristotle’s views). Metuph. xii.
10, 1075 b, 1: &rémws 8¢ kal
EunedoxAdst Thy yap ¢iMay wowel
7d &yafbv: alrn & édpxH kal &s k-
voloa (curdyer op) kal ds Uny
ubptoy ~yép T plypares . . . #ro-
mov 8¢ kal TO Hdpbapror elvar T
veikos. The utterances of later
writers collected by Karsten, 846
8qq., and Sturz, 139 sqq., 214 sqq.,
are merely repetitions and expla-
nations of Aristotle’s words, The
unanimity of all our witnesses and
the clearness with which Empedo-
cles expresses himself, make it
impossible to suppose that Aris-
totle (ds well as Plato and all
subsequent authors) misunderstood
his real doctrine, and that love
and strife were not, in his opinion,
the causes of mixing and separa-
tion, but were merely used in the
passages we have quoted to describe
poetically the conditions of mixture
and separation (Thilo, Gesch. d.
Phil. 1. 45).

U Metaph. 1. 4, 585 a, 21: kal
EpmedokAds éml mwAéoy uév Tolrov
(Avakaybpov) xpiras 7ois airtos,
ot uyw obd ikavds ofir’ év ToldTais
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and more perfect state,! Aristotle is justified in saying
that he makes, in a certain way, the Good and the Evil

into principles.?

Aristotle, however, does not conceal

that this is merély an inference, never explicitly drawn
by Empedocles, whose original design extended no
farther than to represent Love and Hate as the moving

causes.?

Later writers assert, in contradiction to the

most authentic ancient testimony and the whole doctrine
of Empedocles, that the opposition of Love and Hate

edplarel Tb Spodoyolperov. moahaxol
yoby abrd 7 péy pinia Saxplve, TO
B¢ velkos cuykplver, Brav uev yap
els T4 oTorxela SifoTnTar TS waY Iwd
Tt velkovs, 76 Te wip €ls & ouy-
npiverar kai TEY ¥AAwy oTorxelwy
Ekagroy. Grav 8¢ wdhw wdvra dmd
Ths pirlas cvviwow eis TO &v, dvary-
ratoy € éxdoTov Ta udpia Siaxpive-
gbar wdAw. (Similarly the com-
mentators, ef. Sturz, 219 ff.) Ibid.
iii. 4, 1000 a, 24: kal ~yap Svmep
oinfein Aéyew 8y Tis parlora Suoro-
yovuévws abrd, 'EumedokAfs, Kai
otiros TabTdy wémovfev - Tibnot peév
yop Gpxhv Twa aitiar Ths ¢fopas
7d veikos, d6feie & dv odfev frTov
Kal TobTo yevv@y Ew Tob évds Gmav-
Ta yap €k ToUTOV TAAND 0TI TAYY
6 Oebs, thid. b, 10 : ouuBalver adtd
70 veikos unbév pdArov ¢lopis # Tod
elvar afriov, Spolws & 0 ) pindTys
T0D elvar cuvdyovsa yop eis T &
¢pOefper TéAAa. For the criticism
of Empedocles’s doctrine of Be-
coming, cf. Gen. et Corr.1.1; iL. 6.
! This is evident from the pre-
dicates assigned to Love and Strife ;
fmibppov (V. 181) to Love; odAd-
pevor (V. 79); Avypdr (335); pau-
véuevor (382) to Strife; and will
appear still more clearly from what
will be said later on ot the Sphai-
ros and the origin of the world.

2 Memph i. 4,984 b, 32: éwel
8¢ 7évavria Tols aryaeozs evéwu
évepalvero év T piaet, kal ob uévor
Tdits kal TO kaAdy GANG kal &Tatla
ral 70 aloxpdy . . . olrws &ANos Tis
pirlay elohiveyre kal velkos éxdrepoy
éxarépwy aiTioy TolTwy. €l ydp Tis
droAovfolny kal AauBdvor mwpds THY
Sudvotay ral uh wpds & YeAAiferar
Aéywy ‘Bumedonhis, ebpfoer 1y pty
¢ialay airiav oboay TEY Gyabiv, TD
3¢ vetwos TAY wordy Gor' € Tis
4>0LL71 Tpémoy Twd Kol Aéyey Kal

‘ rpw'roy Aéyew TO raxbdy kal a‘yaGbV

apxas E,u'rreﬁo;ckea, TdY &v Aéyor
kaA@s, ete., thid. xii. 10 ; sup. p. 138,
3; of. Plut. De Is. 48, p. 870.

3 Vide previous note, and Me-
t[lpk i.7, 988 b, 6: 70 & ob évexa
af wpu{as kal ai p.e'raﬂo}\a) wal ai
KLV‘I')(TGI.S ’TPd‘II"OV fI.EV TV }\G’)’OU(TU/
afTiov, oliTw (so expressly and de-
eldedly) 8¢ ob ke'yomrw obd’ Gumep
1re¢vneu of uev 'yap voiy Ae'yov'res 2
4)12\;(11/ bs a'ya@bv wév T TadTas Tas
airfas Ti0éoow ob phy bs Evexd e
Tobrwy %) by ) yryvbuevdy T TdY
BvTwr, AN’ &s amd TobTwWY TAS KA~
oets oboas Aéyovow . . . boTe Aéyew
re kal uh Aéyew wws ovuBalver abTols
Thyebdy aitiov od y&p &TADS, GAAG
kard cvuBeBnrds Aéyovow, Similar
utterances of later writers, ap.
Sturz, 232 sqq.
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coincides with the material distinction of the elements:!
that by Hate we must understand the fiery, and by
Love the moist element.? Modern writers,® with more
probability, assign fire to Love, and the other elements
for the most part to Hate, but do not identify Hate and
Love with the elements. This again is scarcely admis-
sible.t Still further departing from the real opinion of
Empedocles, Karsten supposes the six first principles to
have ‘been merely phenomenal forms of one uniform
primitive force, conceived pantheistically;® and other

! Simpl. Phys. 33 a: ’Epm.
yobv, kalror 800 &v Tols arorxelos
évayridoes tmoféuevos, Gepuot wal
Yuxpod kal Enpod, els plav Tas 8bo
gurekopipwae THY ToD velkovs xal ThS
¢irlas, Gomep kal TadTyy eis povdda
hv THs &udyrns.

2 Plut. Prim. Frig. e. 16, 8, p.
952, an utterance which Brandis
(Rhein. Mus. iii. 129; Gr. Rom.
Phil.i. 204) should not have treated
as historical evidence.

8 Tennemann, Gesch. d. Phil.
1. 250 ; Ritter, in Wolfe’s Analek-
ten, ii. 429 sq.; cf. Gesch. d. Phil.
i. 550, with which also our first
edition, p. 182, agreed. Wendt zu
Tennemann, 1. 286.

4 Ritter's reasons for this the-
ory are the following: Fizst, be-
cause Empedocles, according to
Aristotle (swp. p. 128, 2), opposed
fire to the three other elements in
common, and in so doing appears
to have regarded it as superior to
them ; for he considers the male
sex as the warmer, refers want
of intelligence to coldness of blood,
and represents death and sleep as
caused by the wasting of the fire
(vide infra). Secondly, because
Empedocles, according to Hippoly-

tus, Refut. i. 8, held fire to be the
divine essence of things. Thirdly,
because Empedocles himself, v. 215
(209, 282 M), says that Cypris
gave fire the dominion. This last
statement is based on an oversight;
the words are x8éva fop muvpl ddre
kpatira, ‘she gave over earth to
fire to harden it.” The statement
of Hippolytus we shall refute later
on. In regard to Ritter’s first and
principal reason, Empedocles may
very well have considered fire as
more excellent than the other ele-
ments, and Love as preferable to
Hate, without therefore making
the former element the substratum
of the latter. He places Loveand
Hate as two independent prineiples
beside the four elements, and this
is required by his whole point of
view ; every combjnation of matter,
even if no fire contributes to it, is
the work of Love, and every sepa-
ration, even if it be effected by fire,
is the work of Hate.

5 P. 388: &% vero his tnvolucris
Empedoclis rationem exuamus, sen-
tentia huc fere redit: unam esse
vim eamque divinam mundum con-
tinentem ; hanc per quatuor ele-
menta quasi Dei membra, ut ipse
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modern writers represent Love as the sole basis of all
things and the sole reality; and Hate as something
which lies only in the imagination of mortal beings: !
whereas the whole procedure of Empedocles shows that
he never attempted to reduce the various primitive

forces and primitive substances to one primitive essence.

2

The reasons for this phenomenon have been already in-
dicated, and will appear more clearly later on.

ea appellat, sparsam esse, eamque
cerni potissimum in duplici actione,
distractione et contractinme,
quarum hane confjunctionis, ordinis,
omnis denmique boni, illam pugne,
perturbationis omnisque mali prin-
ciptum esse : harum mutua vi e
ordinem mundi et mutationes effict,
omnesque res tam divinas gquam
humanas perpetuo  gemerari, ali,
variari. Cf. Simpl. p. 700, 1.

! Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 544,
558. The statement just quoted
hardly agrees with this, The re-
futation of his theory, as well as
that of Karsten, is involved in the
whole of this exposition. Ritter
urges in defence of his view (1),
the utterance of Aristotle, Metaph.
ili. T and 2; and (2) that the power
of Hate only extends over that
part of existence which, through
its own fault, violently separates
jtself from the whole, and only
lasts as long as the fault continues.
The first argument has already
been refuted (p. 131, 1), and the
second is based on an improper
combination of two doetrines, which
Empedocles himself did not com-
bine. He refers the dividing of
the Sphairos, through Hate. to a
universal necessity, and not to the
guilt of individuals (vide infra);
and it is impossible he should

refer it to individuals; for before
Hate has separated the elements,
which were mingled togethér in
this primitive state, there were no
individual existences that could be
in fault. It is also quite incorrect
to say that Hate in the end
perishes, and is at last nothing
more than the limit of the whole;
for even if it is excluded from the
Sphairos, it has mnot therefore
ceasad to exist; it still continues,
but so long as the time of peace.
lasts, it cannot act, because its
union with the other elements is
interrupted. (Empedocles’s coneep-
tion of Hate during this period is
similar to that of Christianity in
reoard to the devil after the last
judgment, existing, but inactive.)
Later indeed it again attains to
power, and becomes strong enouzh
to destroy the unity of the Sphairos
as it did in the beginning of the
world’s development. This it
could not have done, if in the
opinion of Empedocles it were
something unreal. Cf. also Bran-
dis, Rhein. Mus.{edition of Niebuhr
and Brandis), iil. 125 sqq.

? The duality of the forces
acting in the universe is therefore
specified by Aristotle as the dis-
tinguishing doctrine of Empedocles.
Metaph. i. 4, sup. p. 140,2; 138, 2.
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Such statements then as the foregoing are certainly
far from satisfactory. These determinate things, formed
and changed with fixed regularity, could never result
from the combination and separation of substances unless
this alternation of matter proceeded according to fixed
laws to that effect.! "Empedocles did so little to supply
this want that we can only suppose he was not conscious
of it. He calls, indeed, the uniting force harmony ;?
but this does not imply?® that the admixture of sub-
stances takes place according to a definite measure, but
only that the substances are combined by Love. He
gives, in regard to certain objects, the proportions in
which the different substances of which they are com-
posed are mingled in them.* Aristotle believes® that

1 As Aristotle shows, Gen. ¢
Corr. i1, 6 (supra, p. 139 n.).

2 V. 202, 137, 394 (214 sq.,
95, ap. Mull. 214, 175, 23).

2 As Porphyry infers, doubtless
from V. 202, ap. Simpl. Caleg.
Schol. in Arist. 69 b, 45: 'Eumwe-
SoxAel . . . awly Tis évapuoviov TdY
oroixeiwy plfews Tas wobryras dva-
palvorte,

+ V. 198 (211), on the forma-
tion of the bones:

<

5 8¢ x0bv émimpos év edaTépvois
XodyoLTL

B0l TRV il pepéwy Adxe NjoTi30s
alyAns,

réosapa & "Hepalrrow: 74 8 doréa
Aevid yévorTo

Gpuovins KAAApow dpnpéra feome-

oinler,

V. 208 (215):

7 8¢ x0dv Todrowrw Yom cuvékupoe
pryeiog

‘Hpaiorew T BuBpe Te kal aifép
ToupaybwrTt,

KinpiSos  bpuofeion Terelors év
Apéreaoty,

elr’ dAlyor pellwy elre mAéoy éorly
éndoowy,

ée Tov ofud Te yévro kal HAAWs
eldea oapids.

s Part. Anim. i. 1, 642 a, 17:
éviaxob 3¢ mov adrf [7h dboe] xal
EuredorAis mepuminrer, &yduevos
o’ abTiis Ths &Anbelas, kal THY
obolay kal =Wy ¢low avaykdlera
pdvar TV Abyov €ivai, oior daToly
amodiBods i éoTw - otre ydp &v T
TéY oTorxelwy Aéyer adrd oifre Sbo
% Tpia ofire wdvra, BAAG Adyor THs
uitews abrdv., De An. i, 4, 408 a,
19: Ekacrov yap adTév [T@v neAdv]
Abyp Twi omow elvar [6 ‘Eur.].
Metaph. i. 10. The earlier philo-
sophers had indeed derived all
things from four kinds of causes,
but only in an obscure and imper-
fect manner: YeAhilouéry yap owcer
7 wpdTn GiAocopla Tepl mhyTwy,
d7e véa Te kal xat’ &pxas odoo TO
wp@rov, émel kal 'EumwedorAis boToby
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this involves the thought that the essence of things
lies in their form. If so, that thought, as even Aris-
totle admits, is not actually expressed by Empedocles :
it seems rather like an involuntary confession. He
appears never to have regarded it in the light of a uni-
versal principle, as is clear from the evidence adduced
by Aristotle, for in the various passages in which the
subject is mentioned, he refers solely to the verse on
the formation of the bones. He can have found in
Empedocles nothing approaching to any universal law
such as Heracleitus enunciates in his propositions eon~
cerning the Reason of the world and the gradations of
the elementary changes. Empedocles further derives
much from a movement of the elements, which is not
farther explained, and is so far fortuitons. He had not
arrived at the doctrine that all natural phenomena are
regulated by law.!

7% 7\67w onoty ewm, TovTo & EO'TL . B T 'rm/ A7y ofitw qbepea‘()at

Ty 7t Ay elvou kal ) obola Tob wpdy-
HaTOS.

1 Arist. Gen. et Corr. 6, after
the words quoted, p. 188, 3 : TotTo
& arly % odata § éxdaTov, GAN ol
wbpoy, < ulkis Te BidAAakls Te ,ul.'ysy-
Twr,” "o“lrep éxetvds pmowr Tixn &
énl Tobrwy ovop.a(e'rou (ef. Emp A
39, supra), AN ofr Adyost EoTi ydp
/.uxGnvcu ws Eruxev. Ibid. . p. 334
a, 1, sup. p 123, 1 (to which noth-
ing new is added by Phllop in k.l
59 b): Bze:cpwe 2% 'yap To veucos,
nvexen ¥ dvw b at@'))p obx Smd Tob
Veumvs GAN 6T¢ uéy Pnow wo'1rsp
amd ﬂ}xns, “obrw ydp ovrékvpoe
0éwy Tére, AANOOL & é)\)\ws,” 67¢ 8¢
oot wezpunevat Ty Thp drw ¢epeo‘9al.
(ef. De An. ii. 4, 415 b, 28 Em-
pedocles says plants grow KdTw iy

KarTo ¢vmv Bvw 8¢ ik TO wip wa‘au-
Tws) 6 § at@np, Pno, “p.mcpr/rrt raTd
x0dva Blero pilws” (The two
verses are v. 166 sq., St. 203 sq. K,
259 sq. M.) Phys. ii. 4, 196 a, 19:
Empedocles says : odx &el Tov &épa
owzu-rwrw dwokptveafar, AN Bmwws by
Toxp —for which the words ofirw
ovvékvpoe, ete., are then quoted.
Phys. viil, 1, 252 a, § (against
Plato) : kal yap Eowe 'rb otiTw Aéyew
W?\GO’M(M'L MaAAOY, ol.wu.vs d¢ kal T
Aéyew 8T rézpwcev ofTws Kal 'mv'rm/
det vouilew elvar apx-/]v Gmep ¥oucev
"EumedokAfs by elmely, bs Td wparely
Kal Kkwely &v p.e’pez 7";71/ q)t}\[av rcad
T() Ileucos UW&PXG( TO[S 7rpa’y/.tao'u/
¢ avdyrus, fpencly B¢ Tdy peTald

Xxpdvov. Similarly 1. 19 sqq. Cf.
Plato, Laws, x. 889. What Ritter
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II.—THE WORLD AND ITS PARTS.

THE four elements are underived and imperishable.

The efficient forces are also eternal.

Their relation,

however, is constantly altering, and so the universe is
subject to change, and our present world to generation

and destruction.

says in Wolf’s Analekten, ii. 4, 438
sq., in order to justify Empedocles
against the censure of, Aristotle, is
not sufficient for this purpose.
That Empedocles, V. 869 (1),
describes Transmigration as an
ordinance of necessity and as an
ancient decree of the gods, is of
little importance ; as also that he
represented, V. 139 (66, 177 M), the
alternating periods of Love and Hate
as determined by an irreversible
oath or covenant (wAards 8pkos).
That, no doubt, involves that every
period must follow an unchanging
order, but this order still appears
as an incomprehensible positive
ordinapee, and as such is only
maintained in regard to these indi-
vidual cases, not in the form of a
universal law of the world, as with
Heracleitus.  Cicero, De fato, c.
17, sub init., says that Empedocles
and others taught : Omnie ita fato
fieri, wt id fatwin vim necessitatis
afferret.  Simplictus, Phys. 106 a,
reckons &vdyxy with Love and Hate
among his efficient causes. Sto-
baeus, Eel. i. 60 (sup. vol.i. 612 n.),
says that according to the most pro-
bable reading and opinion, he held
dvdykn to be the uniform primi-
tive base which, in regard to sub-
stance, divides itself into the four
elements, and according to its form,
into Love and Hate. Stobaus (i.

VOL. II.

L

Love and Hate are equally original

160 ; Plut. Plac. i. 26) accordingly
defines the Empedoclean dvdyrn as
the essence which makes use of
the (material) elemeuts and of the
(moving) causes. Plutarch, An.
Procr. 27, 2, p. 1026, sees in Love
and Hate what is elsewhere called
destiny ; and Simplicius (sup. p.
141, 1) maintains more explicitly
that Empedocles reduced the ele-
mental opposites to Love and Hate,
and Tove and Hate to dawdynn.
Themist. Phys. 27 b, p. 191 sq.
includes Empedocles among those
philosophers who spoke of dvdykn
in the sense of matter, These are
all later interpretations which ean
tell us nothing concerning what he
really taught, and which, therefore,
ought not to have found credence
with Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 544.
They no doubt proceed either from
V. 369 (1) sqq., or from the analogy
of Stoic, Platonic, and Pythagorean
doctrines, or still mors likely from
a desire to find in Empedocles a
uniform principle. Perhaps, in-
deed, Aristotle in the passage
quoted above, Phys. viii. 1, may
have given occasion to them. This
passage, however, only refers, as is
clear, to Emp. V. 139 sqq. (vide
infra). Aristotle’s cautious lan-
guage shows that he cannot be
alluding to any more definite ex~
planation.
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and equally powerful; but they are not always equally
balanced : each has dominion alternately.! At one time
the elements are brought together by Love, and at
another they are torn asunder ? by Hate.? Now the world
is combined into a unity, and again it is split up into
plurality and oppositions. Each process, according to
Empedocles, goes on until on the one hand complete
union, or on the other complete separation, of the ele-
ments is effected; and equally long does the movement,
of natural life continue, and individual existences arise
and pass away ; but as soon as the goal is reached this

1V, 110 (138, 145 M):—
Kal yip kal wdpos v Te kal EooeTa,
08¢ wor’, olw,
TobTwy dugorépwy kewdoeral owe-
705 qidy.
&y B¢ péper rpatéovar weparAopévoio
KbKAoto,
kal ¢pBiver els EAAYAQ Kai afiferar &y
uépet alons.
The subject, as is clear from duto-
Tépwy, is Love and Hate, cf. V. 89
8q.; supra, p. 125, 2 end.
2V. 61 sqq.; sup. p. 123, n,
where I give my reasons for dis-
agreeing with Karsten, p. 196 sq.,
and for altering my own previous
opinion in regard to this verse. I
nowreferit, not to individual things,
but with Plato, Sopk. 242 D sq.;
Arist. Phys. viil. 1, 250 b, 26, and
his commentators (vide Karsten,
197, 866 sq.) to the alternating
conditions of the world. V. 69
sqq. (sup. p. 123; 125, 1). V. 114
(140, 149 M):—
abrd yap Eorw ravra(the elements),
80 GAAfAwy B¢ BéovTa
Ylyvorr Hvbpemol Te Kal EAAwwy
Evea Oy v,
#AroTe utv PiAbTnTL ouvepxdues
els &va kéopov,

#AAote & ad Bix ExacTa Popedueva
vetieos Exbet,
s N , P
elodkey av ovuplyTa T Tay rdveple
yérnras.

Text and interpretation are here
equally uncertain; we might con-
jecture Swaglvra or Suapivr’ émd
wav, but this would only partially
mend the matter. Mullach trans-
lates the text as it stands: Domec
que concreta fuerunt penitus suc-
cubuerint ; but I cannot think that
Empeédocles could have expressed
this in so far-fetched a manner.

8 Plato, I. c.; sup. p. 188, 3;
Arist. 1. c.: ’E;ureBoac}\ﬁs & ,u.s'pst
rivelobor kol 1ra]\w nps;zsw (sc 70
dyra), wiweigbas ,usv, drav 7 ¢t}ua
& TOAADY woiff TO & %) T veikos
TOANS éE éubs, Qipepciy & év Tols
ueratd xpbvos, ANywy ofirws (V.
69-73); dbid. p. 262 a, & (sup.
144, 1); ibid. 1. 4,187 a, 24: &owep
*EuwedokAds ral ’Avatarydpas®
ubypatos y&p kal ovTor Ekxpivevet
'r&)\)\a. Siapépover § &,Mv/;)\wu ¢
70 utv meplodoy mowely Tobrwy TOV
8 &naf. De Calo, 1. 10; sup. p. 66,
1. Later testimony, ap. Sturz, p.
256 sqq.

ik To0
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movement stops, the elements cease to combine and to
separate, because they are absolutely intermingled or
separated ; and they will remain in this condition uuntil
it is changed by a new impulse in an opposite direction.
Thus the life of the world deseribes a circle: the abso-
lute unity of substances, the transition from this to their
separation, absolute separation, and return to unity, are
the four stages through which it is constantly passing
in endless reiteration. In the second and fourth stages,
it manifests itself in the separate existence of compo-
site beings: here alone is natural life possible ; in the
first stage, on the other hand, which admits of no sepa-
ration of the elementary substances, and in the third,
which does not admit of their combination, individual
existence is excluded. The periods of movement and
of natural life therefore alternate regularly with those
of rest and the cessation of natural life.! But how long
each of these periods is supposed to last, and whether

7 So Aristotle says in the pas-
sages quobed from Phys. viii. 1;
and the statement is confirmed by
V. 60 sqq. of Empedocles, accord-
ing to the sense given to this verse
supra, p. 124 ; not to mention later
writers dependent on Aristotle, as
Themist. Phys. 18 a, 58 a (124,
409 Sp.), and Simpl, Phys. 28 b,
272 b. Logical consisteney besides
would seem to require that Empe-
docles should admit on the ome
side a complete separation, if he
admitted on the other a complete
intermixture, of substances. When,
therefore, Eudemus, Phys. viil. 1,
refers the time of rest only to the
union of the elements in the Sphai-
ros (Simpl. 27 b: E¥dnpos 8¢ iy
axcomaiay év i THs PiAlas émipateia

ratd OV opaipov eudéxeTal, émeidoy
dmavra cuykpi0f—Brandis’s conjec-
ture, 1. 207, that we should read
’EuwedorAjs for E¥dnuos seems to
me erroneous); this must be con-
sidered one-sided; though Empe-
docles may himself have given
occasion to such a view by having
described the Sphairos alone with
any exactitude, and having passed
over without mention, or with very
cursory mention, the opposite con-
dition of absolute separation. Rit-
ter’s doubt (i. 551) whether Em-
pedocles was in earnest as to the
doctrine of the changing cosmical
periods is sanetioned as little by
his own utterances as by the tes-
timony of others,

L2
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their duration was ever precisely determined by Em-
pedocles, there is no certain evidence to show.!

In the intermixture of all substances, with the
description of which the cosmogony of our philosopher
began,? none of the four elements appeared separately.

This medley is afterwards

described as spherical

and unmoved ;3 and since perfect union excludes all
influence of the dividing principle, Empedocles says

that Hate was not present

! The only hint we have on the
subject is the statement, V. 369
(1) sqq., presently to be mentioned,
that sinful demons are to wander
aboyt in the world for 80,000 &pat.
But it is a question whether we
should infer (with Panzerbieter,
Beitr. p. 2) from this a similar du-
ration of the cosmical periods;
since the deemons must have lived
before the commencement of their
wanderings, and were to live after-
wards ; and the connéction of this
doctrine with the Empedoclean
physies is very slight. It is of
little consequence whether by the
Tpis mpvplar &par we understand,
with Mullach (Emp. Proem. 13
sqq.) 30,000 years, or with Bak-
huizen van den Brink, Var. Lect.
31 sqq., and Krische, i Plat.
Phed. p. 66, 30,000 seasons, i.e.
10,000 years. The latter opinion
is supported partly by the lan-
guage and partly by the analogy
of the Platonic dectrine. Cf. Part
1L a, 684, 694 sq., third edition.

z Cf, inf. p. 150 sq.

3 V. 134 sqq. (64, 72 sq., 59
sq. K. 170 sqq. M): o¢alpor Enp.
0 o¥r heAlow Sedlowrerou (=3ei-

rwvuTal) dryhady eldos,
obdt utv ob¥ dins Aoy uévos odde
fdraooa,

in it.*# He calls the world

ofiTws dppovins wucwd rirer (Stein,
K: kpdgpe, Simpl. Phys. 272,
b: kpbpa) éorhpuerar,

chaipos rukAoTeEpYs uovin mepin-
véi (the repose which spread
throughout the whole circle)
’7“{(01).

The Sphairos is deseribed as at

rest by Aristotle and Eudemus,

. c. Philop. Gen. et Corr. 5 a,

calls it &motos, in reference to the

verse quoted above.

4 V. 175 (171, 162 M): vav 3¢
cvvepxouévwr €& ¥oxarov loTaro
Neixos. This verse relates imme-
diately indeed, nov to the state of
unity as completed, but only as
commencing ; but it may easily be
applied to the former; if the pro-
cess of combination begins with the
dispossession of Hate, when unity
is completed Hate must be wholly
cast out. Aristotle, therefore
(Metaph iii. 4; vide sup. 139, 1),
may have quoted this verse to
prove that Hate has part in every-
thing outside the Sphairos : &marra
y&p éx Tobrov TAAAG d0Ti WAWY 6
Beds* Aéyer yovw (V. 104 sqq.; sup.
180, 1) . . . kal xwpls de Tobrwr
3HAov €l yip ud Gy 70 velros v rols
wpdynacty, &v by fy ravra, bs ¢n-
oly Tav yap cuvéaby, TéTe B, “ Eo-
xarov leTate veikos” ¥d kal, con-



THE SPHAIROS. 149

in this state of intermixture, because of its spherical
form, Sphairos, its usual designation among later

writers. Aristotle uses instead the expressions uiyua'!
and &.2 It is also called Deity,® but not in a manner

that justifies our considering it as a personal being.
Empedocles gave this name to the elements also, and
Plato to the visible world.,* Later writers adopt various
interpretations of the Sphairos: formless matter,’®
efficient cause,® the primeval fire of the Stoies,’

tinues Aristotle, ovuBalve: adrd
7dy eddarpovéoTaroy Gedby ATTOv Ppd-
vipoy elvar Tév BAAwY' o yap yrwpl-
(et TO oTOLXEl WhYTA® TO YOp VEIKOS
odx Exet, §) 8¢ yvdous Tod épolov TG
éuotp. Cf. xiv, 5, 1092 b, 6;
Gen. et Corr.i. 1 (sup. p. 181, 1).
The theory of Simpl. De Celo, 236
b, 22; Schol. in Arist. 507 a, 2;
of. Phys. 7 b, that Hate also has
part in the Sphairos, is founded on
a wrong interpretation. Cf. on
this point and with Brandis, Rhein.
Mus. ii. 131; Ritter, Gesch. d.
Phil. 1. 546.

¥ Metaph. xii. 2, 1069 b, 21
e, 10, 1075 b, 4; xiv. 5, 1092 b,
6; Phys.i. 4, 187 a, 22.

2 Metaph. i. 4, 985 a, 27; iii.
4, 1000 a, 28 b, 11; Gen. et Corr.
i. 1, 315 a, 6, 20; Phys. i. 4, sub
init.

3 Vide sup. 148, 4, and Emp. v.
142 (70, 180 M): wdyra yap éielys
wreheullero yuia Beoto,

4 Tt is, therefore, strange that
Gladisch should say (Emped. u. d.
Aeg. 33; cf. Anarag. w. d. Isr.
xx1i.): ‘Empedocles could not have
called a mere mixture of the ele-
ments the Deity” The whole
world is, according to Empedocles,
a mere mixture of the elements,
and so also are human souls and

the gods. Besides, Empedocles
never characterised the Sphairos
as ‘the Deity,” but only as Deity.
The well-known verses on the
spirituality of God, as we shall
presently see, do not refer to the
Sphairos. Aristotle first called the
Sphairos ¢ feds, but it does not fol-
low that Empedocles called it so.

5 Philop. Gen. et Corr.p. 5 a;
but this 18 only, strictly speaking,
a development of the consequences
by means of which Arist. Gen. et
Corr. i. 1, 315 a, had already re-
futed XEmpedocles. In Phys. H.
13 (ap. Karsten, 323; Sturz, 374
sq.) he acknowledges that the sub-
gtances are actually mingled in the
Sphairos. A similar inference is
deduced by Arist. Mefapk. xii. 6,
1072 a, 4, and subsequently by
Alex. in k. . from the doctrine of
the efficient forces, viz., that Em-
pedocles supposed the Actual to
have preceded the Possible.

§ Themist. Phys. 18 a, 124 sq.
probably a careless use of the in-
terpretation mentioned by Simpl.
Phys. 33 a.

7 Hippol. Refut. vii. 29 (sup.
129, 2). This statement, to which
Brandis attaches far too much im-
portance (i. 295), and which betrays
great ignorance of the Empedoclean
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the intelligible world of Plato,! are all misapprehen-
sions, which we may spare ourselves the trouble of re-
futing. The opinion that the Sphairos has only an
ideal existence, and is merely a figurative expression
for the unity and harmony underlying the changeful
phenomenon,? is equally erroneous. This theory is
* contradicted by the explicit declarations of Plato and
Aristotle, and by the explanations of Empedocles him-
self.> Moreover, such a discrimination between the
ideal essence of things and their phenomenon tran-
scends the general standpoint of the pre-Socratic

physics.

A world ¢ could only arise when the primitive sub-
stances separated, or, in the language of Empedocles,

when the Sphairos became divided by Hate.®

doctrine, cannot be considered as
historical evidence. Its only foun-
dation is probably the analogy be-
tween the doctrines of Empedocles
and Heracleitus on the changing
conditions of the cosmos, on the
strength of which, Clemens, Strom.
v. 699 B, attributes to Empedocles
the opinion that the world will be
destroyed by fire.

! The Neo-Platonists concern-
ing whom Karsten, p. 369 sqq.,
cf. 826, gives us many particulars;
cf. inf. note 4. We read in Theol.
Arithm. p. 8 8q., that Empedocles,
Parmenides, &c., taught like the
Pythagoreans : hw povadichy ¢pdaw
‘Eorias Tpémoy &y uéoy Bplobar kal
S 7d iodppowor PuAdooew Tiw
abrhy €pav; but this seems to re-
fer, not to the Sphairos, but to
Love. which is in the centre of the
rotating cosmical matter (V. 172;
vide inf. p. 152, 1.

He tells

? Steinhart, I. . p. 91 sqq.;
similarly Fries, i. 188.

3 Cf. inf. 1561, 1.

4 A kdopos, in contradistinction
to the opaipos—a distinetion which,
according to Simplicius, Empedo-
cles himself had explicitly intro-
duced. Cf. De Cwlo, 189 b, 16
(Schol. in Ar. 489 b, 22): "Euw.
Sidpopa Ty wap' adTd Kdopwy T&
€3y (supra, note 1) E\eyer, os Kkai
ovépaot xpiobar Siapdpois, TV uiv
apalpoy Tov 8¢ kbopoy Kupiws kady.

5 Plato (sup. p. 138, 3) therefore
derives the multiplicity of things
from Hate, and Aristotle still more
decidedly characterises the present
period of the world as the one in
which Hate reigns. Gen. et Corr,
ii. 6, 334 a, 5: Gua 3¢ kal TO¥ Kdo-
pov uolws Exew ¢nolv éni Te oD
velkous viv kal wpbrepoy émi Tis
¢intas. De Celo, 1ii. 2, 301 a, 14:
if we wish to expound the origin of
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us, therefore, that in course of time Hate grew up in
the Sphairos and sundered the elements;! when the
separation was fully aceomplished, Love came in among

the world, we must begin with that
state which preceded the division
and separation of matter—its pre-
sent state: éx SeordTwr & Kal
wwovuéray obic ebheyor elvar THy
syéveaiv; because in this case, as it
is sald on p. 300 b, 19, there
would have been a world artece-
dens to the world: 31 kal ’Eume-
bokAfs mopakeiwer Thy ém  Ths
PNTyTOS (SC. yéveaw) o yop by
édlvato ovoTicar TOv obpavdy, éx
wexwpiopévoy  pév  kerackeudlwy
gbykpiay 8¢ w01y Sid hy pirbTyTar
&k diaxexpiuéyowr yop cvréoTnrey
& kdopos TdVY oTorxelwy, &oT’ dvary-
wotoy yivegOar & évds wal ouyke-
apwévov. Following this precedent,
Alexander regards Hate absolutely
as the author of the world (Simpl.
De Celo, 286 b, 9, 20; Schol. in
Arist. 507 a, 1), or at any rate of
the present world. InPhilop. Gen.
&t Corr. 59 b, he observes on Arist.
Gen. et Corr. ii. 6 if by the xdo-
aos we understand the condition
in which the elements were sepa-
sated by Hate, or were aguin
brought together by Love, Hate
and Love would be theonly moving
forees in the kdomos; if, on the
other hand, we understand by the
wéouos the corporeal mass which
underlies the Sphairos as well as
the present world, we must attri-
bute to it 4 movement of its cwn:
9 buotws, onol, Kboues kal Tabrdy
éoTi Kkal mweiral émi Te ToD velkovs
ooy kal éml Tis Ppihlas mpbrepov: év
BE Tols perald daAelppaoct Tov vw’
Skelvwy ywoudvwy rwhoewy, TpbTe-
pby 1€ B1e éx Tob velrous émenpdrn-
oev 7 Piria, xal yiy bre éx Tis

¢irlas 0 veikos, Kéopos éoriy, EAANY
Twd wwoduevos klvnow weal obx s
7 pihia kal Td veikos kivovow. This
interpretation is fourd even earlier,
for Hermias, who certainly must
have taken it from others, repre-
sents (Irris. o. 4) Empedocles as
saying: 70 velros rosel Tdvra. With
the later Neo-Platonists, according
to Simp. Pkys. 7 b, the prevailing
opinion was that the Sphairos was
produced by Love alone, and this
world by Hate alone. Mowre pre-
cisely, Simpl. De Cwlo, 1. ¢. (cf.
ibid. 263 b, T; Schol. 512 b, 14):
uimere B¢, wdy émupary év Tolrw
7> velkos GHomep v T¢ opalpp
Pirfa, GAN dupew o1 Gupoiy Aéyor-
Tat yivesfar ; this is only untrue in
respect to the Sphairos. Theodor.
Prodr. De Amic. v. 82, calls Hate
the creator of the terrestrial world
in contradistinction to the Sphai-
res, but this is unimportant.
1 V. 139 (66, 177 M):—

abrép émel wéya Nelkes év) peréeo-

gw 0pépn
és Tiuds T awdpevoe Teheiopéroio

xpévoto,
8s oy duoeBalos mAaTéos wdp’ énd-

Aatae (al. ~1o) 8prov

wdp’ éx. instead of waperfiraTas
seems to me necessary in spite of
Mullach’s contradiction, Emp. Pr.
p.7; Fragm. 1. 43; cf. Bonitz and
Schwegler, in Metaph. iii. 4, who
also defend this emendation, V.142
(sup. p. 149, 3); Plut. Fac. Lun. 12,
5 sq., p. 926, where it is quite pos-
sible that the words xwpls 70 Bapd
way kol Xwpis TO KoUgov may con-
tain Empedoclean expressions.
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the divided masses, and produced at one point a whirl-
ing motion, by which part of the substances was
mingled, and Hate (this is merely another expression
for the same process) was excluded from the circle that
was forming itself. As this motion extended more and
more, and Hate was forced further and further away,
the substances yet unmingled were drawn into the
mass, and from their combination sprang the present
world and mortal creatures.! But as the world had
a beginning, so it will also have an end, when all
things, through continued unity, shall have returned
to the primitive condition of the Sphaires.? The as-
sertion that this destruction of the world would be by

! Thus we must understand the
following verses, 171 (167, 181
M):—

érel Neiwos utyv évéprarov Ykero
Bévbos

Bluys, v 8¢ péop BAdrns oTpopd-
AvyyL vévnrar,

o’ %3y Tdde mdvra cuvépxeTar &
pévoy elva,

obic Bpap, GAN eAnud cuvioTduey’
#AAobey HANa.

175. Tav 3¢ quvepyouévwy €& Eoxa-
Tov {oraro Nelkos.

WOANG & ii,utx@’ éornre Kepatopuévor-
ow Evu}\}\ag,

8o &ri Neixos epuice perdpaoy” od
Yop a,uep.cpews

T — egeo"r-nkev er’ Eoxara Tép-
paro kdKAOY,

GAAE T8 péy T évéuiuve ueréwy, TO
8¢ 7 éteBeBhier.

180. 8ooov & aity twexmwpobéor, Téaoy
alty émje

Imibppwy BiNdTys Te Kal Eumegey
&pBporos dput

alfe. 8¢ Byh7’ Epbovro T4 wply MGO!-
&fdvat® elvai,

(wpd Te T& wplv Grpyre dAAdiorTa
keAebfous*

TRy 8¢ Te pioyopévwy xeir' ¥Wyea
uvpla Gvnréw,

185. wavrolys WBénow &pmpdra, Gav-
o i8éofar.

The 8vyr& are not only living erea-
tures, but, generally speaking, all
that is subject to generation and
decay.

2 Authorities for this have al-
ready been given at the commence-
ment of this section. Cf. also
Arist. Metaph. iii. 4, 1000 b, 17:
AN Buws ToooTdy ye Aéyer buoro-
yovuévews (6 "Eum) od yap T& piv
¢laprie T8 5¢ Upbapra moel TdY
Uvrwy, GANG mdvTa GpOupTd WANY TEY
aroixelwy. Empedocles, therefore,
as Karsten, p. 378, rightly observes,
never calls the gods aity édyres, as
Homer does, but only Sonrxalwres,
V. 107, 126, 373 (135, 161, 4 K;
131,141, 5 M). The destruction
of all things puts an end even to
the existence of the gods.
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fire ! is doubtless founded on a confusion of the doctrine
of Empedocles with that of Heracleitus.?

In this cosmogony there is a striking lacuna. If
all individual existence depends upon a partial union of
the elements, and ceases when they are wholly mingled
or wholly separated, particular existenees must come
into being as much when the Sphairos dissolves into
the elements as when the separated elements return to
unity. In the one case a world is formed by the sepa-
ration of the mingled, on the other by the union of
the separated. Aristotle 3 actually aseribes this opinion
to Empedocles, as has been shown, and that philosopher
expresses himself, generally speaking, in the same sense.
In the more precise development of the eosmogony,
however, he seems to speak only of that formation of the
world which follows the division of the elements through
Hate. To this all the fragments and accounts which we
possess relate;? and the verses quoted above (V. 171
8qq.) appear to leave no room for a more detailed expo-
sition of what occurred and resulted when the elements

1 Vide supra, 149, 7.

2 Such evidence as we possess
ig very inadequate : the most trust-~
worthy writers are entirely silent
on this point. Besides, it seems
inconceivable that the unity of all
elements should be brought about
by their conflagration, 1» which
Empedocles could only have seen
a transformation into one element,
which, according to his prineiples,

“was impossible.

8 Similarly Alexander,
supra, p. 150, 5.

4 Brandis, I. ¢. 201, remarks
that Empedocles seems to have

vide

derived the formation of the greater
masses, as the sky and the sea,
primarily from the eperation of
Strife ; and that of organic beings
from the operation of Yiove. This
view must be greatly modified by
the evidence quoted above (ef.
Arist. De Ozlo, 1ii. 2), and by the
nature of the case. Love forms
both; but in combining the ele~
ments which had been separated
by strife, it necessarily first pro-
duced the great masses, com-
pounded in a simpler manner, and
organic beings only in the sequel.
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were separated out of the midst of the Sphairos. It
would seem that Empedocles did not himself notice
this deficiency in his exposition.

The process of the world’s formation he conceived
as follows.! *Out of the whirling mass in which all the
elements had been shaken together by Love, the air first
separated itself, and condensing on the outermost rim,
surrounded the whole like a hollow sphere.? After this
fire broke forth, and occupied the upper space, next to
the outermost concave, while the air was forced under

! Cf. Plut. ap. Eus. Prep. 1. 8,
10: ék mpdtns pnal THs TdY OTOL-
xetwy kpdoews aroxpldévra Tov 4épa
Tepixubivas Kbk merd 3¢ TOv &dépa
Td wip kdpaudy kal odk Exov érépay
Xdpav, dvw éxtpéxew Smd Tob wepl
Tov dépa wdyov. Plac. ii. 6, 4: 'E.
TOr pev aifépa wpdroy diaxplbijval,
Sebrepov Ot Td wip, €’ G Thy ¥iw,
¢t fis tryav wepopryyouévms Th poun
Ths Tepupopiis araBAvoar T UBwp, éE
o Ouumabijvar Tdv dépar kal yevéobor
TOv v obpavdy &k Tob albépos, Tov
3¢ fjAtor €k Tob wupds, mAndra 8 ek
TEY ¥ANwy TO wepiyewn, Arist
Gen. et Corr.ii 6 (sup. p. 144, 1).
Emp. V. 130 (182, 233 M) :—
el & Hye viv 1ot éyd Aétw wpol
Antov apxhv,

& dv 3% éyévovte T& viv éropduera
wdvTa,

vaid Te kal wévros woAvkduwy 93’
brypds éhp

Turdw 79" aibp oplyywy wept (1. wépe)
kixAov ETavra.

TiTdy, the outspread, is here most
likely not a designation of the sun,
but a name for the eether; and
aifhp, elsewhere with Empedocles
synonymous with &#p, means the
upper air, without implying any
elementary difference between the

upper air and the lower. Accord-
ing to Eustath, ¢z Od. 1. 320, Em-
pedocles called fire kaprariuws dvd-
waiov, the swiftly aspiring, perhaps
in the connection spoken of by
Aristotle, loc. cit.

? According to Stob. FEel. i.
566, egg-shaped, or rather lentil-
shaped. His words are: "Eum. 70D
fous ToD &wd THs ¥is €ws odpavod

. wAelova elvar THy roTd T TAD-
Tos SidoTacy, kard TolTe TOD 0b-
pavod puaANor dvamewtauévov, dik O
&F waparAnclws OV wéouoy Keloba,
This opinion might commend itself
to sensible observation; and there
would be no proof against it in the
fact that it is unnoticed both by
Aristotle, De COwlo, ii. 4, and his
commentators, for Aristotle is not
alluding in that place to the views
of his predecessors. But as Emp.
(vide p. 1558, 2) represents that at
night the light hemisphere goes
under the earth, and not that the
sky moves sideways round the
earth, there arises this difficulty:
that the space taken up by the sky
is not sufficient for the sky to turn
round in, a point to which Aris-
totle afterwards attaches some im-
portance.
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the earth.! Thus there arose two hemispheres, which
together form the concave sphere of heaven : the one
is bright, and consists entirely of fire; the other is
dark, and consists of air with isolated masses of fire
sprinkled in it. Through the pressure of the fire the
sphere of the heavens acquires a rotatory motion;
when its fiery half is over us we have day; when the
dark half is over us, and the fiery half is hidden by the
body of the earth, we have night.? The earth® was
formed from the remaining elements and was at first
moist and miry. The force of the rotation drove oui
the water from it; and the evaporations of the water

! Arist, and Plut. 7. c.

z Plut. ap. Eus. /. c. continues.
elvar 8¢ rbahgp wepl THy iy depd-
ueva 8vo fuoaipta, TS uer kabérov
wupds, 78 8¢ uikTdv é &épos kal
dAbyov wupds, dmwep oleTar THY virTa
elvar. Empedocles himself, V. 160
(197, 251 M), explains night as
the interposition of the earth,
which may be eonnected with Plu-
tarch’s statement in the manner in-
dicated above: Thv 8 apxhr Ths
kufioews cuuBiivar xatd TOv &fpor-
audy émPplaavros Tob wupds. The
last sentence, the text of which,

however, is somewhat uncertain,.

must not be referred (as by Kar-
sten, p. 331, and Steinhart, p. 95,
to the first separation of the ele-
ments from the Sphairos). Plaec.
il. 11 (Stob. 1. 500): 'Eum. oTepé-
uvioy elvar Tdv obpavdy éf &épos
guumayérros Hmd Tupds KpUTTAAAOEL-
das (this is confirmed by Diog. viii.
77; Ach. Tat. in drat. c. 5, p. 128
Pet.; Lact. Opif. Dei, c. 17) 7o
wupddes ral bepides v éxatépw Thv
Auapaiplwy mwepiéxorra. In Plut.
Plac. ii1. 8, parall., the alternation

of the seasons, as well as that of
day and mnight, is explained in
reference to the relation of the two
hemispheres.

2 Vide sup. p. 154, 1. Accord-
ing to this it is quite legitimate to
reckon Empedocles among those
who held one world only of limited
extent (Simpl. Phys. 38 b; De Ceelo,
229 a, 12; Schol. in Arist. 505 a,
15; Stob. Eel. i. 494, 496; Plut.
Plae. 1. 5, 2) ; but it 1s not probable
that he himself definitely expressed
such an opinion. (V. 173, supra,
152, 1, has nothing to do with this.)
The assertion (Plac. . ¢. parall.)
that he regarded the world as only
a small part of the whole (wav),
and the rest as formless matter, 1s
doubtless merely a misunderstand-
ing of verses 176 sq. (sup. l. 2.) re-
lating to an earlier stage of the
world. At any rate it furnishes
no ground for supposing (Ritter in
Wolf’'s Anal. 1. 415 sqq.; Gesch.
d. Phil. i. 556 sq.; cf. Brandis,
Bh. Mus. iii. 180; Gr. Eom. Phil.
i. 209) that the Sphairos, or a pars
of it, continues side by side with
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_ immediately filled the lower aérial space.! The earth
is able to maintain itself in supension upon the air,
because of the rapid revolution of the heavens, which
hinders it from falling ;2 and it is for the same reason,
Empedocles tells us, that the whole universe remains
in its place.® He agreed with the Pythagoreans* in
supposing the sun to be abody of a vitreous nature, pro-
bably as large as the earth, which, like a burning glass,
collects and reflects the rays of fire from the bright
hemisphere surrounding it:® the moon, he thought, is
made of hardened erystalline air;® its shape is that
of a dise,” its light is derived from the sumn,® and its

the present world ; for the blessed
Sphairos could not be described as
&pyh Uan. Nor does this follow,
as we shall presently show, from
his doctrine of the life after death,
for the abode of the blessed cannot
be identified with the Sphairos in
which no individual life is possible.
Ritter believes that beside the
world of strife there must be ano-
ther sphere in which Love rules
alone: but this is incorrect : accor-
ding to Empedocles they rule, not
side by side, but after one another.
Even in the present world, Love
works together with Hate.

' Vide supra, p. 164, 1.

2 Arist. De Celo, ii. 18, 295 a.
16; Simpl. ad k. 1. 235 b, 40.

3 Anist. L e ii. 1, 284 a, 24.

1 Vide vol. i. 456. 1.

5 Plut. ap. Eus. . ¢. § 88 fAcos
v ¢dow otk EoTi whp GAAL Tol
wupds dwTavdiAacts, ducia TH &
H8araes ywouévn, Pyth. orac. c. 12,
p- 400: ’EuwedokAéovs . . . ¢pdo-
KovTos Tbv Aoy wepavyd dvakhdoe
Pwtds ovpaviov vevduevov, ablis
“ gyravyeiv wpds “OAvumwoy &TapPh-

Toot wpoodwors” (V. 151 St. 188
K, 242 M). This may be connected
with the statement of Diog. viii.
77, that the sun, according to Em-
pedocles, was wupds &fpoioua uéya,
supposing that Diogenes, or his
authority, meant by this expression
the assembling of rays into one
focus. On the other band it is
manifestly & mistake (Plac. ii. 20,
8; Stob. i. 530 parall.) to attri-
bute to Empedocles two suns—a
primitive sun in the hemisphere
beyond, and a visible one in our
hemisphere. Vide Karsten, 428 sq.
.and supra, Vol. 1. 450, 1. For the
statement as to the size of the sun,
ef. Stob. I c.

¢ Plut, ap. Bus. I. e. De Fac.
Lun. 5, 6,p. 922 ; Stob. Eel. i. 552.
It seenss strange that this conden-
sation of the air should be effected
by fire, while at the same time the
moon is compared to hail or a
frozen cloud. .

7 Stob. L. e.; Plut. Qu. Rom.101,
end, p. 288 ; Plac. ii. 27 parall.;
Diog. {. c.

5 V. 152-156 (189 8q., 243 sqq.
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distance from the earth amounts te a third of its dis-
tance from the sun.) The space beneath the moon, in
opposition to the upper region, Empedocles is said to
have regarded, like the Pythagoreans, as the theatre
of all evil? The fixed stars, he thought, are fastened
to the vault of the sky; the planets, on the contrary,
move freely : in respect to their substance, he believed
that they were fires which have eeparated themselves
from the air.? Solar eclipsesare caused by the interposi-
tion of the body of the moon;* the inclination of the
earth’s axis towards the path of the sun is the result of
the pressure of the air, which is forced by the sun to-
wards the north.* The course of the sun itself Em-
pedocles seems to have conceived as confined within

fixed limits.®

- M); Plut. Fac. Lun. 16,13, p. 929;
Ach. Tat. in drat. ¢. 16,21, p. 185 ;
E, 141 A. When the latter says
that Empedoeles calls the moon an
dméoragua Hxiov he merely means,
as the quotation from Empedocles,
V. 154, shows, that her light is an
emanation of the solar light.

! Plut. Plac. ii. 31. According
to this, the text ap. Stob. i. 566
should be corrected ; but it seems
unnecessary to introduce into the
passage of the Placita, as Karsten
proposes,diridaioy améxew oy Hioy
amd TS s fmep vhy cenfyny. Ae-
cording to Plae. ii. 1, parall. Em-
pedocles supposed the sun’s course
to be the Limit of the universe,
which however must not be taken
too literally. In our fragments it
is only said, V. 150, 154 sq. (187,
159 K, 241, 245 M), that the sun
traverses the sky and the moon re-
volves neater the earth,

The daily revolution of the sun was

? Hippol. Refut. 1. 4. He
however, 1s probably alluding only
to the complaints of Empedocles
about the tervestrial life, which
will be noticed later on; the notion
that the terrestrial region extends
to the moon, he seems to have
adopted himself, merely from its
similarity with kindred doctrines.

? Plac.ii. 18,2, 5, parall. ; Ach.
Tat. in Ar. c.ii.; of. sup. p. 155, 2.

* V187 (194, 248 M) sqq.;
Stob. 1. 530,

& Plut. Plac. ii. 8 parall. and
Karsten 425, who plaees in con-
neetion with this the observation,
Plac. ii. 10 par, that Empedocles,
in accordance with the common
usage of antiquity, called the north
side of the world the right. Itis
not clear, however, what was his
theory in regard to this,

§ Plae. i1. 23 par.: Euw. dwb
Tiis wepiexodons abrdy [Ty Hriov]
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much slower at first than it is now,—a day was origin-
ally nine months, and afterwards seven.! He explained
the light of the heavenly bodies by his theory of ema-
nations,? and accordingly maintained that light requires
a certain time to traverse the space between the sun
and the earth.> In the very scanty details known to
us of his opinions respecting meteorological phenomena,
traces can also be found of his peculiar doctrine,* and
the same may be said of his ideas respecting the inor-

ganic productions of the earth.?

ocoalpas kwhvpevor Hxpi warTds
ebfumopely kal Iwd TEY Tpomikdy
KlrKAwy.

! Plac.v.18,1; cf. Sturz, p. 328.

z Philop. De 4n. K, 16 : 'Eum.
ds Eneyer, &moppéov TO Ppis odua
by &k Tob poriovros oduaros, &e.;
cf. p. 133, 2.

3 Arist. De An. ii. 6, 418 b,
20; De Sensu, c. 6, 446 a, 26, who
combats this opinion; Philop. I e.
and other commentators of Arist.;
vide Karsten, 431.

4+ How Empedocles explained
the change of the seasons has
already been shown, supra, p. 155,
2, from Eus. Prep. i. 8, 10. He
thought hail was frozen air (frozen
vapours), sup. p. 156, 6. He spoke
of the origin of winds: their ob-
lique direction from the north-east
and south-west he aseribed, ac-
eording to Olympiodorus in Meteor.
22 b,1.245 Id.; of 21 b, i. 239 Id,,
to the circumstance that the as-
cending vapours are partly of a
fiery, and partly of a terrestrial,
nature, and that their opposite
motion finds its adjustment in an
oblique tendency. His theory of
rain and lightning, according to
Philop. Phys. c. 2 (ap. Karsten,
404), cf. Axist. De Celo, iii. 7 (sup.

p. 125, 1), was that, in the conden-
sation of the air, the water con-
tained in it was pressed forth, and
that in its rarefaction fire obtained
room to get out. According to
Arist, Meteor.ii. 9,369 b, 11; Alex.
ad h.l. p. 111 b; ef. Stob. Fel. i.
592, fire entered by means of the
sun’s rays into the clouds, and was
then struck out with a ecrash,
This was probably based upon the
observation that thunder clouds
generally arise at times when the
sun is very powerful.

5 Especially the sea, which he
supposed to be exuded from the
earth by means of solar heat.
(Arist. Meteor. ii. 8, 357 a, 24;
Alex. Meteor. 91 b, i. 268 Id. 26
a; Plut. Plae, iii. 16, 8, where Eus.
Prep. xv. 59, 2, has the right read-
ing.) From this origin of the sea
he derived its salt taste (Arist. L. e.
c. 1. 358 b, 11; Alex, . ¢.); salt,
he thinks, is everywhere formed by
the sun’s heat (Emp. v. 164, 206
K, 257 M) ; but sweet water must
also have been mingled with it, by
which the fish live (Alian. Hist.
An. ix. 64). Fire, the presence of
which in the subterranean parts of
the earth. seems especially to have
attracted his attention, he supposed
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Among organic beings, on which he seems to have
bestowed special attention,® plants? appear to have first
come forth from the earth, before it was enlightened by
the sun,® and afterwards animals. Both are nearly
allied in their nature ; and we shall presently find that
Empedocles not only considered that plants had souls,
but souls of the same kind as animals and men.* He
also observed that the fructification of plants corresponds
with the generation of animals, though the sexes are
not separated in them :5 he compares the leaves of trees
with the hair, feathers and scales of animals.® Their
growth is explained by the warmth of the earth, which
drives the branches upward, while their terrestrial ingre-
dients impel the roots downward.” In accordance with
bis general theory of the combination of the elements,

not only to have heated the warm
springs, but also to have hardened
stones. (Emp. v. 162, 207 K, 255
M; Arvist. Probl. xxiv. 11; Sen.
Quest. Nat. iii. 24.) The same
fire, surging in the interior of the
earth, keeps the rocks and moun-
tains upright (Plut. Prim. Frig.
19, 4, p. 963). We have already
spoken of the magnet, p. 134, 1.

1 Cf. Hippoer. &px. iap. c. 20,
1. 620 Littré: xabdmep "EumedokAils
% #AAot o} wepl Pploios yeypdpaciy é¢
apxiis 8 71 dotly @vfpwmos kol Smws
éyévero mpdTov kal dwws Fvvewdyn.

2 The Empedoclean doctrine of
plants is discussed by Meyer, Gesch.
d. Botamik, 1. 46 sq.; but, as he
says himself, only according to the
references given by Sturz.

8 Plut. Plac.v.286, 4; ef. Pseudo-
Arist. De Plant, i. 2, 817 b, 35;
Lucret. Nat. Rer. v. 780 sqq.;
Karsten, 441 sq.; Flac. v. 19, 5.
There_ it is expressly said that
plants, like animals, first came forth

from the earth part by part.

+ The Placita, therefore, rightly
call them (Ho, Ps.-Arist. De Pl.
i. 1, 815 a, 15 b, 16, says that
Anaxagoras, Democritus, and Em-
pedocles attributed to them sensa-
tion, desire, perception, and intel- :
ligence; and Simpl. De 4n. 19 b,
observes that he endowed even
plants with rational souls.

5 Arist. Gen. Anim. i. 28, in
reference to Emp. v. 219 (245,
286 M): ofirew & dorokel parpa dév-
dpea mpiroy éalas. De Plant. i.
2, 817 a, 1, 86, c. 1, 815 a, 20,
where, however, the doetrine of
Empedocles is not accurately re-
presented. Plac. v. 26, 4.

s 936 (223, 216 M) sq.

7 Arist. De An. ii. 4, 415 b,
28, and his commentators in A. I
According to Theophrastus, Caus.
Plant. i. 12, 5, the roots of plants
(probably only for the most part)
consist of earth, and the leaves of
wther (Luft).
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he supposed that their nourishment was conditioned

by the attraction of kindred substances, and effected by

means of the pores.! He explained the fact of some

plants remaining always green by reference to the sym-

metry of their pores, together with their material com- -
position.? The elements which are superfluous for the

nourishment of plants go to form the fruit; the taste of

which is therefore regulated according to the sustenance

of each plant.?

In the first beginning of animals and men, their
different parts, Empedocles supposed, grew up separately
from the ground,* and were then brought together by
the action of Love. But since pure chance ruled in
this process, there resulted at first all kinds of strange
forms, which were soon again destroyed, until at last
things were so ordered as to produce beings harmoni-

ously shaped and capabie of life.?

1 V. 282 (268, 838) sqq.; cf.
Plat. Qu. Com. iv. 1, 3, 12,
where 1t is immaterial whether
the words primarily refer to the
nourishment of animals or not,
since the same holds good of
plants : ¢f. next note and Plut. {.c.
vi. 2, 2, 6.

2 Plut. Qu. Com. iii. 2, 2, 8,
through which the statement in the
Plac. v. 26, 5, receives it§ more
precise determination.

3 Plac. v. 26, 5 sq.; Galen c.
38, p 341; Emp. v. 221 (247,
288 M).

+ V. 244 (232, 307 M) :—

§ woAAal mév wdpoar dvavyéyes
éBAdoTnoaY,

~yupvol B émAd{ovre PBpaxioves eb-
vides duwy,

Supara § ol émhavaTe mevyredovra

HeTdmwy,

Mankind also sprang

Aristotle says, De Cwls, ii1. 2, 300
b, 29 (where he quotes this pas-
sage), that this happened éml 7¥s
¢iAdryTos ; but that does not mean
in the kingdom of Love, in the Sphai-
ros, but under the influence of Love.
(Similarly ¢bid. 401 a, 15: =iw
énl Tis punbraros yévesw.) Tt is
more clearly expressed 1n Gen.
Awim.1.18, 722b,19: kabamep Eur.
yervd, éml Tijs GuihdrnTos Aéywy.

5 Arist. De An. iil. 6. sub init.:
wafdmep *Eum. &by <9 moAR&Y” ete.,
Ereta owrrifecbou T iria.  Phys.
ii. 8, 198 b, 29 (ef. Karsten, p.
244), is it not possible that that
which seems to us to be formed
according to design may have hap-
pened by chance? Smov uév ovv
dravre cuvéBn Homep Kby el Evend
Tov éylvero, TavTa uév éodby &wd
70D abToudTov oveTdrTe émiTydetws



LIVING CREATURES.

161

from the earth. First, shapeless Iumps, formed of earth
and water, were thrown up by the subterranean fire,
and these afterwards shaped themselves into human

members.!

8oa 8¢ uh oliTws, dmdAero kal &wdA-
Avrat, kafdmep “Eum, Aéyew Té Bov-
yevi) dvdpémwpwpa. Ibid. ii. 4, 296
a, 23.

Emp. V. 254 (235, 310 M):—
abdTdp émel ward peifov éuiovero
datuort daluwr (the elements),
TodTd Te ovumimTeokov, Gwy cuvé-
KVpGEY ExaoTa,
¥AAa Te mpds Tols WOAAG dineni]
(-&s) éteyévorro.

An example of the way in which
Empedocles explained the origin
of the present organic beings from
these first productions, is given by
Arist. Pari. Anim. 1. 1, 640 a, 19:
Sibwep "EumedorAijs odi dpids elpnre
Aéywy bmdpxew ToAAS Tols (Pous Bik
b ovuBivar ofirws &v TH vyevéoel,
ooy xal Thy pdyw Towbrny Exew,
871 orpupévros kaTaxffvar curéBn.
(The verses to which this refers,
with some others on the formation
of the stomach and the organs
of respiration, have been identified
by Stein, Philol. xv. 143 sq. ap.
Cramer, dAnecd. Ozon. iil. 184.
V. 257 (238, 313 M): -
TOANL uiyv dudumpiocwra kal Gupi-
aTepy’ épiovro,
Bovyery) avdpdrpwpa, To 8 Euwalw
&avéTerroy
ardpodui} Bodrpava, weuryuévo TR
utv &m’ &vdpdy,
TH 8¢ yuvaucopui}, diepois Hornuéva
yviais.
In this manver no doubt Empedo-
cles interpreted the myths of the

Centaurs, Chimeras, Hermaphro-
dites, &e. Philop. Phys. H. 13,

VOL. IT.

In this Empedocles only developes what

says that these deformities avose
év 77 wpdry Swakploer Tob odalpov
kal T &pxf Tis woouowoitas, wpiv
Td veikos Tehelws & GAANAwY Si-
akplvar 6 €8y, From the verses
quoted, however, it appears that
Empedocles rather derived them
from the union of the elements
that had been separated by Hate ;
and this is confirmed by the texts
quoted supra, p. 150, 5; 160, 4 from
Aristotle.

U CE V. 267 (251, 321 M) on
the origin of human beings :—
obhopuels uiv wpdTa Thwor (in re-

gard to this expression ef.
Sturz 370, Karsten and Mul-
lach in h. 1) xBovds éfavé-

TEAAOY,
auporépor Udards Te kal ofideos

aloay Exovres.
Tobs uiv wip dvémepn’ é9énov mpos
Spotoy iéabar,
offre Tl ww meAdwy épatdv déuas
éugaivovras
ofir’ &vomly ol ab émixdipiov dv-
dpdot yuloy.
Censorin. Di Nat. 4, 8, improperly
connects this representation with
the one previously referred to, and
gives the doetrine of Empedocles
thus: primo membra sinyula ex
terra quasi pregaante passim edita
deinde coisse et effecisse solidi ho-
minis materiam igni simul et wmore
permiztam. Thereal opinion of the
philosopher is also misrepresented
n the Plac. v. 19, 5, through the
wrong connection into which his
various utterances on the origin
of living beings are brought.

M
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Parmenides,! in connection with the ancient myths of
the Autochthones and giants,? had already taught con-
cerning the origin of men. He likewise follows Par-
menides in the theory that the sexes are distinguished
from each other by their greater or less warmth; but
whereas Parmenides ascribes the warmer nature to
women, Empedocles ascribes it to men,? and accordingly
supposes (herein again differing from Parmenides) that
in the first creation of the human race men arose in the
southern regions and women in the north;* and that in
the ordinary process of generation, males are formed in
the warmer part of the uterus, and females in the colder.’
He further supposed, in regard to this matter, that cer-
tain parts of the body of the child are derived from the
father and certain parts from the mother, and that the
generative impulse arises from the striving towards each
other of these divided elements.® His conjectures as to

V' Supra, Vol. 1. 601.

2 Giants also seem to be al-
luded to inthe Plac.v. 27, where it
is said that the present races of men
are, as compared with the earlier,
as little children; but this may
possibly refer only to the golden
age (vide nfra).

s Arist. Part. Awim. ii. 2, 648
a, 26 sqq.

¢ Plut. Plaec. v. 7.

5 Emp. V. 273-278 (259, 329
M) sqq.; Arist. Gem. dnim. iv.
1,764 a, 1; cf. 1. 18, 723 a, 23;
Galen in Hippoer. Epidem. vi. 2,
t. xvil. a, 1002, Kuhn. The ac-
counts are not quite consistent:
Empedocles himself speaks of dif-
ferent localities in the uterus
(Galen says still more distinctly
that he agreed with Parmenides in

assigning boys to the right side;
but this verse is the only authority
given for the statement). Aris-
totle gives quite another explana-
tion of the difference of sexes.
The assertion of Censorinus, 1%
Nat. 6, 7, that male children pro-
ceed from the right side of the male
organs and females from the left,
contradicts what he afterwards says
of the manner in which Empedocles
explained sexual differences and the
likeness of children to their parents.
But we cannot rely muchupon this;
vide Karsten, 472.

6 Arist. 1. ¢.1.18,722 b, 8; iv.
1, 764 b, 15; Galen, De Sem. ii. 3,
t. iv. 616, with reference to Emp.
v. 270 (227, 326 M). His more
definite notions on this subject, if
he formed any, cannot be ascer-
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the development of the feetus were various.!

163

In some

cases he sought to explain the origin and material
composition of corporeal parts? by an uncertain and

arbitrary arrangement.?

tained. What Philop. De Gen. An.
16 a, 81 b (ap. Sturz, 392 sq.,
Karsten, 466 sq.) says is contra-
dictory, and evidently a mere con-
Jjeeture, cf. p. 17 a.  What is said
ap. Plut. Qu. Nat. 21, 3, p. 917
(Emp. v. 272, 256, 328 M); Plac.
v. 19,5; 12, 2; 10, 1; Cens. 6, 10,
we may here pass over. Vide
Karsten, 464, 471 sq.; Sturz, 401
sq. In sccordance with his gene-
ral principle of the combination of
matter, Empedocles supposed that
for fruitful seminal combination
there must be a certain symmetry
of pores in the male and female.
When, however, this is excessive,
it may have an opposite result, as
in the case of mules. Vide Arist.
Gen. An. ii. 8; cf. Philop. in 4. L
p. 59, a (ap. Karsten, p. 468, where
the statement of the Placita, v. 14,
on this subject is corrected).

! The feetus is formed during
the first seven weeks, or more ac-
curately, in the sixth and seventh
weeks (Plut. Plac. v. 21, 1; Theo.
Math. p. 162); birth takes place
between the seventh and tenth
month (Plac. v. 18, 1; Censorin,
7, 8): first the heart is formed
(Cens. 6, 1), and the nails last;
they consist of hardened sinews
(Arist. De Spir. c. 6, 484 a, 38;
Plae. v. 22, and Karsten, 476).
The comparison with the curdling of
milk in the manufacture of cheese,
v. 279 (265 K, 215 M) may relate
to the first beginnings of the em-
bryo, of. Arist. Gen. An.iv. 4,771 b,
18 sqq. Perhaps, however, it may
also refer to the separation of tears

The abode and manner of life

from the blood, of which Empedo-
cles, according to Plut. Qu. Nat.
20, 2, said: Somep ydAaxTos dpsdw
Tob aluaros Tapaxfévros (fermented)
éickpovecbor Td ddipvor. Empedo-
cles also treated of abortions ; vide
Piac. v. 8, and Sturz, 878.

2 In the bones two parts of
water and four parts of fire are
added to two parts of earth; in
flesh and blood the four elements
are mingled in equal or nearly
equal parts, v. 198 sqq., vide sup.
143, 4; in the sinews, according to
Plac. v. 22, there are two parts of
water to one part of earth and
one of fire. In the Placita the
composition of the bones is dif-
ferent from that given by Empedo-
cles himself’; and in "Philop. De
An. E, 16, and Simpl. De 4n. p. 18
b, one part of water and one of air
are substituted for the two parts
of water; but these divergences
are not worth considering. Kar-
sten’s attempt to reconcile them
contradicts the tenor of the verses
quoted.

? Thuas he supposed (vide Plac.
{. c. according to the more perfect
text ap. Galen, H. Pkil. c. 36, p.
338 Kihn; Plut. Qu. Nat. ef.
note 1) that tears and perspira-
tion arise from a dissolution (74~
kedfar) of the blood, and according
to v. 280 (266, 336 M) he seems to
have similarly regarded the milk
of females, the appearance of
which, in his ustal manner, he as-
signed to a given day. In v.215
(209, 282 M) he describes more
particularly the forming of a part

M 2
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‘of the different animals were determined, he thought,
by the substances of which the animals consist ; for each
substanee, according to the universal law, seeks its like.!
From the same eause he derived the position of the
various parts in the body.? Animals, like plants, are
nourished by the assimilation of kindred substances ;?®
growth he deduces from warmth, sleep and the decay of
old age from the decrease of warmth, death from its
entire cessation.*

As to the opinions of Empedocles about the other
bodily activities, the points on which tradition tells us
most are the process of respiration and the sensuous
perception. The expiration and inspiration of the air

of the body (we do not know exactly
which part 1s meant), comparing it,
as it seems, with the preparation of
pottery.

v Plac. v. 19, 6 (where, how-
ever, the text is corrupt. ITustead
of eis aépa dvamvely shouid be read
els &épa dvw BAémav, &e. The
coneluding words, however, wéo:
Tols Oibpakt wepwymrévar, I know not
how to emend. Karsten is per-
haps right in his suggestion of
wepuévar  for wepwrmieévar, but
hardly in that of wepl for wio:;
and he is-wrong in referring the
passage to particular members).
Empedocles was not always true
to this principle; for he says that
aquatic animals seek the moist
element because of their warm
nature, Arist. De Respir. e. 14;
Theophr. Caus. Plant. i. 21, 5.
The previous quotations from v.
288-239 (220 sqq., 300 sqq. M)
and v. 163 (205, 256 M) seem to
show that he treated minutely of
the different species of animals.

2 Philop. Gen. dn. 49 a. Kar-
sten, 448 sq., conjectures that this
is merely an arbitrary extension of
what he says (vide sup. p. 159, 7)
about plants. The verses, how-
ever, which are quoted by Plut. Qu.
Com. 1. 2, 5, 6 (233 sqq., 220 K,
300 M), prove nothing against it,
and Arist. Gen. dn. 1i. 4, 740 D,
12, is in its favour.

3 Plut. Qu. Conv. iv. 1, 3,12,
which appeals to v. 282 (268, 338
M) sqq.; Plac. v. 27.

4+ Plac. v. 27, 23, 2, 25, 5;
Karsten, 500 sq. It has already
been remarked, and Empedocles
himself repeats it, in v. 247 (335,

182 M) sqq. respacting living crea-

tures, that all destruction consists
in the separation of the substanees
of which a thing is composed.
This may be brought into connec-
tion with the statements in the
Placita through the theory that
Empedocles regarded the decay of
the body as a consequence of the
failure of vital heat.
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takes place, on his theory, not merely through the
windpipe, but through the whole body, in ecnsequence
of the movement of the blood. When the blood, in
its backward and forward course, withdraws from the
external parts, the air penetrates through the fine pores
of the skin ; when the blood again flows into those parts,
the air is expelled.! He explained sensation also by
reference to the pores and emanations. To produce
sensation, it is necessary that the particles detaching
themselves from the objects should be in eontact with
the homogeneous elements of the organs of sense, either
by the entrance of the particles of the object through
the pores, or (as in the case of sight) by the exit of
the elements of the organ in the same manner.? For,
according to the doctrine first enunciated as a principle
by Empedocles, things are known to us only through the
elements of like kind in us: earth through earth, water
through water,® &o. This theory is most easily carried
out in regard to the senses of taste and smell. Both,
according to Empedocles, result from the taking up of

minute particles of matter

1 V. 287 (275, 343 M) sqq. ; ef.
Karsten, Arist. Respir. ¢. 7; Scho-
liastsin %. I (on Simpl. De Animd, p.
167 b, sq.); Plac. iv. 22, v. 15, 8.

2 Vide supra, p. 182 sq.; Theo-
phrast. De Sensu, § 7: "Eur. ¢pnol,
T¢ évopubrrew [Tas dmoppods] eis
Tobs wépous Tobs ékdoTns [alcfi-
oews] aicfdvesfou, the diversity of
the pores occasions the specific
differences of sensations: each
sense perceives that which is so
symmetrical with its pores that it
penetrates into them,and so affects
the organ; while everything else
‘either does not enter it, or passes

into the nose or mouth, in

through without producing a sen-
sation. Similarly Plac. iv. 9, 3;
cf. Hoper, Zur Lekre won der
Sinneswakrnehmung  d.  Lucrez.
Stendal, 1872, p. 5.
3 V. 333 (321, 378 M.):—
yalp uév yap yaloy dwdmauey, Hdart
’ Uduwp, .
albépt 8 aifépo Biov, drdp mupl mip
aidniov,
aropyi 8¢ oTopyhy, velkos §é e
velkel Avypg
ek TolTwy Yhp wdyTa wemhyagiy

&puoctévra
kai Tobrots dpovéovat kal Hdoyr 7Y
amdrTaL,
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the one case from the air, in the other from the moisture
with which they are mingled.! In the sense of hearing
he thought the sounds were formed by the entrance and
agitation of the air in the passage of the ear as in a
trumpet.? In the sense of sight, on the contrary, the
seeing body was supposed to issue forth from the eye
in order to come in contact with the emanations of the
object. Empedocles thus conceived the eye as a kind
of lantern : in the apple of the eye fire and water are
enclosed in skins, the pores of which, arranged in alter-
nate rows for each substance, allow passage to the emana-
tions of each: fire causes the perception of that which
is bright, and water of that which is dark, When,
therefore, emanations of visible things reach the eye,
the emanations of the internal fire and water pass out
of the eye through the pores, and from the meeting of

these two arises vision.?

! Plac. iv. 17 ; Arist. De Sensu,
c. 4, 441 a, 4; Alex. De Sensu,
105 b ; ef. Empedocles, v. 312 (300,
465) f.

2 Theoph. De Sensu, 9; Plut.
Plae. iv. 16, where, however, the
kddwr with which Empedocles (also
aocording to Theophrastus) had
compared the interior of the ears
is improperly taken to mean a bell
instead of a trumpet.

3 V. 316 (302,220 M) sqq.; cf.
240 (227, 218 M) sq.; Theoph. /. c.
§ 85q.; Arist. De Sensu, c. 2, 437
b, 10 sqq., 28 sqq. ; Alex.dn &.1. p.
43, 48; Thurot. Philop. Gen.
Awim, 105 b (ap. Sturz, 419;
Karsten, 485); Plut. Plae. iv. 18,
2 ; Joh. Damase. Parall. p. i. 17,
11 (Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. iv. 173).
According to Theophr. and Philop.

l.c.; Arist. Probl. xiv. 14; Gen.
Anim. v. 1. 779 b, 15, Empedocles
thought that light eyes were fiery
and dark eyes moist; that light
eyes see more clearly by night,
and dark eyes by day (the reason
of this is characteristically ex-
plained in Theophrastus); but the
best eyes are those in which fire and
water are mingled in equal parts.
Hofer, . ¢., opposes the notion that
Empedocles supposed the inner fire
toissue forth from the eyes ; but he
has not considered Empedocles’s
own declarations concerning the
¢is EEw Sabpdokor, nor Aristotle’s
repeated expression, éfibvros Tob
@wtds, in reference to this; nor
Alexander's comments on the verse
of Empedocles, which are entirely
on the same side. Plato gives the
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Thought has a similar origin. Intelligence and the
power of thought are ascribed by Empedocles to all
things,! without distinction of corporeal and spiritual ;
thought therefore, like all other vital activities, arises
and depends upon the admixture of substances in the
body.? We form a conception of each element by
means of the corresponding element in our body. It
is in the blood especially, because there the elements
are most completely mingled, that thought and econ-
sciousness bave their chief seat (this was a common
opinion among the ancients), and particularly the blood

I\

of the heart.?

same explanation of sight. Cf.
Part 1. a, 727, 3 (English Trans-
lation, p. 428). In agreement
with the above quotations, we have
also the definition of ecolour as
amwdppoa (Arist. De Sensu, c. 3, 440
a, 15; Stob. Hel. i. 364, where
four principal colours are named,
corresponding to the four elements;
cf. sup. p. 133, 2; 168, 2); and the
theory of Empedocles on transparent
bodies (Arist. sup. p. 133, 2), and
the images of the mirror. These
last he explained on thetheory that
the effluences of objects cleaving
to the surface of the mirror were
sent back by the fire streaming
out at its pores.

1V, 231 (313, 298 M): mdvra
yap {of ppbrmory Exew kal vduaraes
aloay. Sext. Math. viil. 286 ; Stob.
Eel. 1. 790; Simpl. De 4An. 19 b,

2V, 333 sqq. sup. p. 165, 8.
Arist, De An. 1. 2, 404 b, 8 sqq.
concludes in his wususl manner,
from this verse, that according to
Empedocles the soul is composed
of all the four elements, an asser-
tion which is then repeated by his

But Empedocles, in accordance with

commentators. Vide Sturz, 443
8qq., 205 sq.; Karsten, 494. It is,
however, incorreet. Empedocles
did not hold that the soul is com-
posed of the elements; but what
we call the activity of the soul he

explained by the elementary com- !
position of the body ; a soul distinet |

from the body he did not assume. ;

i

Theodoretus’s assertion (Cur. Gr. !

Aff. v. 18, p. 72), that Empedocles
regarded the soul as a ulyua &
aifepddovs kol &epddous obolas, is
still more incorrect; and it is evi-
dent that the inference of Sextus,
Math. vii. 115, 120, that Empedo-
cles believed there were six criteria
of truth belongs only to himself
and his authorities.

3 Thephr. De Sensu, § 10, after
stating Empedocles’s doctrine of
the senses: doadrws 8¢ Aéyer kal
wepl Pppovhigens xal &dyvolas: Td uiy
Yap ¢ppovety elvar Tols Spolots, TS &
dryvoety Tots Gvomoiois, &s 3 TadTdy
A mapamAfigior by TH alobhoe THy
¢pévmay.  Bapdunaduevos yap bs
ExacTov éxdate yrwpiloper, éml
Téher wpooéOnrey ©s “ ek Tobrwy,”
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his own theories, could not and did not exclude other
parts of the body from participation in thought.! The
more homogeneous is the mixture of the elements, the
more acute are the senses and intelligence generally;
when the elementary particles are combined with each
other in a loose and slack manner,? the mental faculty
moves more slowly; when they are small and tightly
compressed, it moves more quickly; in the one case
there is permanence, in the other instability.? If the
right admixture of the elements is limited to certain
parts of the body, it produces the eorresponding special
endowment.* Empedoeles therefore supposes, like Par-
&e. (v. 336 sq. sup. p. 85, 1). 3

! Notice the udAtora, v. 828, and
kal 76 olpart pdAioTa ¢povew* év

the conclusion of the passage in

TobTe yap pdAisTe kexpaofal éoTi
Td oToixelo Ty uepdv. Emp. v.
327 (315, 372 M) =—
aluaros v mwehdyeoor Tebpapuén
ayTibopduos,
TH Te vénua uIAwTTe KuKATKETOL
avbpdworow:
aluo yip &yfpdmrors mepindpdidy éore
vénua.
This verse is to be received as
Empedoclean: though it seems, ac-
cording to Tert. De 4n. 15, to have
been found in an Orphic poem, it
doubtless came in the first instance
- from Empedocles. Philep. De 4n.
C, a, ascribes it to Critias; but
this is evidently a mistake. TLater
writers repeat or misinterpret this
definition sometimes in the sense
of subsequent enquiries concerning
the seat of the #yemoricdy = vide
Cie. Tuse. 1. 9, 19; 17, 41; Plut.
ap. Hus. Prep. i. 8, 10; Galen,
De Hipp. et Plat, ii. extr. T.V.
283 K ; Sturz, 439 sqq.; Karsten,
495, 498. Cf. also p. 163, 1, and
Plato, Phedo, 96 B.

Theophrastus to be quoted imme-
diately.

2 Or according to the Interpr.
Cruqu. on Horace, Ep. ad Pis. 465
(ap. Sturz 447, Karsten 496),
where the blood is cold : this, how-
ever, was probably regarded by
Empedocles as a consequence of
the loose combination of its parts.

# This is the first germ of the
doctrine of temperaments.

¢ Theophr l.e. §11: doos pev
ody Toa kal waparAfote wéuikTat, kal
wi i woAAoD [here the text seems
corrupt. I should conjeeture Alay
TOARR ,u178 ad pupd ,u.nB trepBdA-
Aovra TE p.e’ye@q, TobToUs (Ppo-
vipwrdrovs elvar kal katd TAS ai-
oOnoes drpiBegTdTous* kaTd Adyov
8¢ kal Tods dyyvrdTw TodTwy. oors
8 édvavrlws, dppovesrdrovs. kal Gv
utv pavd kal dpoud ketral T8 oToLY e,
vwbpods kal émumdvovs, Gy 8¢ mukpd
ral watd uucpd TeBpavouéva, Tods 3¢
TowodTovs dféws (so Wimmer reads
for 8tels ial) pepouérovs, kal ToARS
émiBaAlopévovs GAlyo émiTerely Bud
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menides,! that the quality of thought is regulated ac-
cording to the constitution of the body, and changes
with it.2 - Aristotle infers from this that he must have
sought truth in the sensible-phenomenon ;® but such a
conclusion Empedocles would have repudiated, as much:
as his Eleatic predecessor,* whether rightly or wrongly
it is not our purpose to enquire. For he is so far from
placing absolute trust in perception, that he exhorts us
to give no credence to it at all, but to acquaint our-
selves instead with the nature of things by reflection ; ®

Thy dtbrTa Ths Tob diuares Popas.
ofs 8¢ wal & T pépov 7 péen
kpaots éori, Tabry oopods éxdoTous
€lvas, 81d Tods pév phTopas dryabods,
rods 3¢ TexviTas bs Tois udv év Tals
xepol Tois & v ThH YAdTTH THY
kpacw odcar, Ouotws & Ixew kal
kard Tas BARas duvdpets. This last
is thus expressed in Plut. ap. Euis.
Preep. i. 8,710: 7d 8¢ fryeporicdy
otiTe év edpafi obr’ év Odpani, GAN
& ofpaTr 80ev kol 8 Ti Gy pépos
Tob adparos wAeloy § wapeomapuivoy
Td dyyeuovikdy, oletar war’ éieilvo
mpoTepely Tavs dvfpdmous.

t Supra, vol. i. 602.

2 V. 330 (318, 376 M): mpds
wapedy yap pimis &ékeTar dvfpd-
mowgw. In support of this propo-
sition Empedocles also adduces the
phenomenon of dreaming. Accord-
g to Philop. De 4n. P. 3, and
Simp. De 4n. 56 b, the words in
v. 331 (319, 3876 M) likewise
relate to it : Socor 7° dANelor peTé-
ouv, Téoov Bp opiow aiel kol ¢po-
véewy &AAoia wapioTare. . He also
remarked that madness arises from
corporeal causes, though he after-
wards speaks of a madness pro-
duced by guilt, and, side by side
with this diseased madness, of the

higher madness of religious en-
thusiasm. C6l. Aurel. De Morb.
Chron. 1. 5, 145,

¢ Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 b, 12, .
where it is said of Democritus and
Empedocles (of the latter on the
strength of the verse just quoted):
OAews 8¢ B 70 OmohauBdvew ¢pé-
vnow uéy Ty alobnow, ravrigy 8
elvar dAarolwow, T Pawdperoy rore
™y alobnow & dwvdyxns GAnfés
elvat paow. The words & dudyrys
are to be connected with ¢acew :
they are constrained to maintain.

+ For Ritter's suggestion (cf.
Wolf's dnal. i1, 458 sq.; cf. Gesch.
d. Phil. i. 541) that, aceording to
Empedocles, the Sphairos can only
be known by reason, and the present
world by the senses, has no war-

.rant in his own utteranees: the

verses quoted below (19 sqq.) are
of universal application: there is
no trace of any restiiction to the
Sphaitros, cf. note 4.
5 V., 19 (49, 53 M):—
GAN @y #0per wdop wandum, wH
S%irov EkaoTov,
phre T’ B Exwr wloTer mhéov, %)
Kot Gxovie,
AT Gkolw Eptdovmey Smwép Tpavde
poTa YAGaons,
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and though he keenly deplores, with Xenophanes, the
limitations of human knowledge,! yet in regard to the
knowledge granted to mortals, he expects far more from

reason than from the senses.

It need hardly be said,

however, that he set up no theory of knowledge in the
later sense of the term;2 nor ought we on aceount of the
comion accusations from men of all parties to consider

him an ally of the sceptics.?

whre T TéVY BAAwy, éwéowr mopos

' éoTl vofioal,

yviay wloTiw Euke, véa & §
Sihov ExagTov.

V. 81 (108, 82 M) of the pddrys:

why oY vbe Séprev und Pupaoy foe

Tefnmds. Later writers, such as

Lact. Imst. ili. 28 ; Tert. De An.

17, I pass over.
V.2 (32,36 M) :—

oTewwwol u&y yap waAduar KaTd
i kéyvyTar

ToAAG B¢ JelX’ Eumaue, Td T GuBAYD-
vovat ueptuves.

wadpoy 3¢ (wiis &Blov uépos &bph-

OQVTES.

8. @xvpbpor kamvelo dlxyy &pbéiTes
aménTay,

abrd pbvoy wewbévres, bre wpoo-
érupoev ExaaTas

wapréa’ éNavvbuevas, TO 8 BAov ud
edixeTar ebpety -

ofrws o¥r’ emleprrd TdY &vipdrw
oir’ erasovoTd

obre véy mepiAynTd.
émel $0° éMidafns,

weboear ot wrdoy fiE Bporeln ufiTis
Epuper.

This passage, the strongest which

is found in Empedocles, in truth

only asserts this: considering the

limitations of human knowledge

and the shortness of human life,

we cannot suppose we have em-

braced the whole with a fortuitous

ob & ody,

What made him mis-

and one-sided experience ; it is 1m-
possible in this way to attain to a
real knowledge of the truth (v. 8
8q.); we must therefore content
ourselves with that whieh man is
in a position to attain. Similarly,
v. 11 (41, 45 M) sq., Empedocles
entreats the gods to preserve him
from the presumptuous spirit which
would utter more than is per-
mitred to mortals, and to reveal to
him &y 84us éorly épnueplowory
droderv. A third passage, v. 85
(112, 86 M) sq., does not belong
to this connection; for when he
there says of love,—7hv ofimis ped’
8roow (as Panzerbieter and Srein
rightly read) énwoouérmy dedafice
OvqTds avvp, this according to the
context only means; in its appear-
ance as sexual love, this foree
indeed is known to everyone; but
its universal cosmical jmport has
been as yet unknown, and is to be
first revealed by him (ob & &xove
Abywy oTéAov ok dmaTnAdy).

? The following is attributed
to him by Sextus, Math.vii. 122, but
evidently with no other founda-
tion than the verse first quoted :
not the senses, but the pfbs Adyos -
is the criterion of truth; this is
partly divine and partly human;
the human part only can be com-
municated in speech. )

3 The sceptics ap. Diog. ix. 73;
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trustful of the senses our fragments do not expressly
state ; but a comparison of the analogous opinions of
Parmenides, Democritus and other physicists leaves
little doubt that the cause, in his case as in theirs, lay
in the countradiction between the sensible phenomenon
and his physical theory, and more especially in the diffi-
culties with which the conceptions of Becoming, Decay
and qualitative Change are beset; so that here also the
propositions of the theory of knowledge appear not as
the basis, but as the fruit of objective enquiry.

Feelings too, according to Empedocles, originate in
the same manner and under the same conditions as
opinions. That which is akin to the constituent parts
of each human being begets in him, together with the
knowledge of it, the sensation of pleasure; that which
is opposed to those constituents begets the feeling of
aversion.! Desire consists in the striving after kindred
elements, of which each individual is in want; and it
is ultimately the result of a mixture of substances
adapted to the nature of the individual.?

1IL.—THE RELIGIOUS DOCTRINES OF EMPEDOCLES.

Hireerto we have been occupied with the physical

theories of Empedocles.
with these start from the

Cic. dead. i. 12,44, In Acad. pri.
ii., 5, 14, this statement is contra-
dicted.

! Emp. v. 336 sq., 189 sqq. (sup.
p. 165, 8; 134, 1). Theophr. De
Sensu, 16, with veference to this
verse: &AAG udw obde THy Hoviw
Kkal Adany bpodoyevuérws modidwaw,

All the doctrines connected

same presuppositions, and

f8eafar uév wordy Tols buolots Avrei-
oo 8¢ Tols évavriois. Joh. Damasc.
Parall. 8. ii. 25, 30, 35 (Stob.
Floril. ed. Mein. iv. 285 sq.); ef.
Plut. Plac. v. 28 and Karsten,
461. . o
2 Plut. Plae. I c.; cf. Quast.
Conv. vi. 2, 6.
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- no connection with his scientific principles.

172 EMPEDOCLES,

though, in regard to particular details, we may dis-
cover much that is arbitrary, yet on the whole there
is evidently an attempt to explain all things in reference
to the same principles and the same primitive canses.
The physical conceptions of Empedocles appear, there-
fore, as parts of a system of natural philosophy which,
though not complete on all sides, is yet carried out in
accordance with one plan. It is otherwise with his
religions doctrines and prescripts, which are taken
partly from the the third book of the poem on physics,
but especially from the xafapuol, and apparently have
In these

- propositions we see only articles of faith which were

superadded to his philosophic system from quite another
quarter. 'We cannot, however, entirely pass them over.

We will take first the conceptions of Transmigra-
tion and life after death. Empedocles tells us that it
is the immutable decree of fate that the dsemons who
have sinned by murder or perjury should be banished
for 30,000 seasons from among the Blessed, and tra-
verse the painful paths of life in the various forms of
mortal existence.! He presupposes, therefore, a prim-
eval state of bliss, the theatre of which must have been

1V.3869 (1):— Tpls wy pvplas Gpas dwd pardpey
EoTiy Gvdryrns Xpiipa, Oedv Yhpirua dAdAnebat,

maAaiby, Pubuevoy mavrola Bia xpbvov elden
&iBi0v, whaTéeaot KaTeappnyiouévoy 97;71’1‘&31’,

Bprots - dpyaréas Piubrois  peTarrdocorra
ebTé Tis dumhakipor Gdvov Pira xeAedBovs,

yula pefivy The statements of later autherities
aiuaros, ) érloprov duaprioas émo- I pass over here, and in what fol-

uéoop lows, as they only reiterate and
Bafpwy, oire parpalwyos Aehdxaoc: distort what Empedocles himself

Bloto, says. They are to be found in

Sturz, 448 sqq.
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heaven; for he complains that he has been east out
from the abode of the gods upon the earth, into this
cavern,’ and a return to the gods is promised to the
pious.? The poet describes in forcible verses, ostensibly
from his own recollection,® the wretchedness of guilt-
laden spirits who are tossed about in restless flight
through all parts of the world ;* the pain and sorrow of
the soul which, having entered the place of oppositions
and of strife, of sickness and of transitoriness,® fnds
itself clothed in the garment of the flesh,® and trans-

ferred from life into the kingdom of death.”

'V, 381 (7,9 M):—

Tov Kkal éyd viv elul, pryds feddey
ol GAfiTYs,

vetiel powoudve wlovwos,

V. 890 (11, 15 D) :—

et olps Twuds Te kal dooov phKeos
SABou

&8¢ weady ratd yalay GvasTpépouat
uery Ormrois. (Text of this
verse is very uncertain.)

392 (31, 29 M) :—

s 3w

InbBoper 768 S Hvrpoy dmwégTeyor.
2 V. 449 sq.; vide inf. p. 174, &.
s V. 383 (380, 11 M)
#3n ~ydp mwoT &y yevbumy kolpis Te
wdpn Te
8duvos T olwrds Te Kal elv GAl
Enomos ix00s.
+ V. 377 (16,32 M):—
alfépioy pév ydp ade pévos whyrovde
Bidice,
wovras & &s xOovds ofdas dméwTuoe,
yoia 8 és abyas
herlov duedpavros, 6 & aibépos EuBare
dlvaus
UAAos & & dANov BéxeTar oTuyé-
ovgt B¢ mdyTES.

V. 400 (14, 30 M) scems to refer

The

to the same condition.
5V.385 (13,17 M) :—
kAalod Te Kol KdKVoR, Bdy douvh-
Bea xdpov,

386 (21,19 M) &0a ddvos T Kéros
T€e Kal EAAey Evea Knpdy,
avxunpai re véoor kal ofues Epya

7€ pevord, Cf. v. 398 (24,
22 M) for the description of the
opposites in the terrestrial world,
of Xovin and ‘Hiidmy (earth and
fire), of Afjpis and ‘Apuorin (hate
and love), $vod and 8uévn (birth
and decay), beauty and ugliness,
greatness and littleness, sleep and
waking, &e. (We need not, with
Plut. Trangu. 4n., 15, p. 474, in-
terpret this to mean that Empedo-
cles assigned to everyone through
life a good and an evil genius.)
Cf. 157, 2.

s V. 402 (879, 414 M):—
Gapkdy GANoyréTL mepioTAhovoa

XiTévi,

According to Stob. Ecl. i. 1048,
the subject of the proposition is 7
Baluwy.
7 V. 404 (378, 416 M) 1—
& pev vap (Puv Erider vexpoedé
dpelBuwy.
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exiled demons in the course of their wanderings enter
not only into human and animal bodies, but also into
the forms of plants;! but in each of these classes the
noblest dwellings are appropriated to the worthiest of the
demons.? The intermediate state, after the departure
of the soul from the body, seems to have been con-
ceived by Empedocles in aceordance with the prevailing
notions of Hades® Whether he supposed that the
term of wandering was the same for all souls, and what
duration he assigned to it, we cannot be certain.* The
best rise at last to the dignity of soothsayers, poets,
physicians, and princes, and from thence return as gods
to the gods.®

This belief is connected by Empedocles with certain
purifications of which we find traces in his writings,®
and also with the prohibition of flesh 7 and the slaying

L Cf p. 173, 2; 169, 3.

2V, 438 (382, 448 M):—

&v Bfpeaor Novres dpethexées xa-
poelvar

vyiyvovrar ddgvar 8 &l Béudpecwy
fixduotow.

3 This is alluded to in v. 389
(23, 21 M); the immediate refo-
rence is unknown : #rs by Aeudra
Kkard ordros HAdorovaiy.

1 The Tpioudpror dpar, v. 374,
are of uncertain meaning (vide
sup. p. 148, 1), and we find on the
other hand, in v. 445 (420, 455
M) sq. a threat, which doubtless
refers to transmigration :—
TowydpTor xaAewfiow dAbovTes koid-

oW
ofimore Senalwy axéwy Awphioere
Quudy.

5 V. 447 (387, 457 M) :—
els 8¢ Téhos pdvTets Te.kal uvo-

wéror kal inTpol

xal wpduor &vbpdmotow EmexBovioot

wérovras,

&lev bdvaBracToiict feol Timfjor
Pépioror,

&favdrots AAawww SuéoTiol, adTo-
Tpdmelor,

eiivies ardpetwy axéwy, dmlrmpor,

drepets.  Of. what is quoted
from Pindar, Vol. L. p. 70, note 4.
In the introduction to the kabapuol,
v. 855 (392, 400 M), Empedocles
says of his present life, éye &
Yty Beds EuBporos, odréTt BvyTds.
o V. 442 (4292, 452 M) :—
amoppinTeste wpnrdwy &mwo wéyr’
GripdyTes drelpel XoAkg. ‘
7 V. 430 (410, 442 M) :—
wopdhy & &AAdEarTa moathp Piroy
vidy aelpas
omdlet émeuxduevos, uéya vhmwios -
os 8¢ mopevTar,
Agodueves lovTos: 6 & dwnrol-
aToey GpuorAéwy
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of animals. Both necessarily appear to him in the
lightyof crimes, as flagrant as the murder of human
beings and cannibalism. In the bodies of animals are
human souls; why then should not the same general
law apply to animals as to our fellow-creatures?! In
order to be quite consistent, Empedocles should have
extended these principles to the vegetable world ;2 but
this was, of course, impossible : so he contented himself
with prohibiting the use or abuse of a few plants,® on
account of their religious significance.

However important this doctrine and these pre-
seripts may have been to him personally, they have
only a partial conmeetion with his system, and on one
side, indeed, are unmistakeably opposed to it. When
Empedocles looks back with longing from the world
of strife and of oppositions towards the blessedness of
a primeval state in which all was peace and harmony,
we recognise in this the same temper and point of view
as applied to human life, which asserts itself in regard
to the universe in the doctrine of the vicissitude of its

apdtas & & peydooiat warly dre- AARY 1Y pdy wdvrwv véuiwov Sid 7'

ybvaro ddiTa.
&5 8 abrws marép’ vids EAdw kal
unTépa waLdes
Buudy &moppaloavTe pidas kaTa gdp-
ras Eovow.
V. 436 (9, 13 M) i—
otuor, 81 ob wpbabev pe Bidhege
vnAets fuap,
wply axérad Epya Bopis mepl xelkeot
unricacba. V. 428 (4186, 440
M) f.
1 Arist, Bhet.1.13,1878b, 14:—
&s "Eumedorrils Adyer wepl Tob ph
wrelvety 7 Euduyxov: TOUTO uév yop
ob 7o) piv Slkatoy Tiel & od
dikatov,

edpvuédovros

aifépos hyenéws Térorar Sid T G-
Adrov adyfis (V. 425, 403 K,
437 M).

* As Karsten well observes, p.
513.

2 The laurel and the bean, v.
440 (418, 450 M) sq., if indeed
the second of these verses (Semol
wdvdeot kudpwy dmo xelpas Exeabe)
is really Empedoclean, and has
this signification ; for it may pos-
sibly refer to the voting in the
popular assemblies.

4 Vide p. 173,
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conditions. In both cases the state of unity is con-

sidered the better and the earlier; division, opposition,
and the strife of particular existences is looked on as a
misfortune, as something which arose through a distur-
bance of the original order, through the abandonment
of the blessed primitive state. But if his religious
and bis physical theories lie in the same direction,
Empedocles never attempted to connect them scientifi-
cally, or even to prove their compatibility. For though
" mental life is only a consequence of the combination
of corporeal substances, yet as individual life it is con-
ditioned by this definite combination; the soul, there-
fore, can neither have existed before the formation of
the body, nor can it outlast the body. This difficulty
seems to have been so completely overlooked by Em-
pedocles, that, as far as we know, he made not the
slightest attempt to solve it, or to combine the doctrine
of transmigration with his other theories. What he
says of the movement of the primitive elements, which
wander through all forms in changing combinations,!
has only a distant analogy and no actual connection ?
with the wandering of deemons through terrestrial
bodies ; and though the elements themselves are desig-
nated by the names of gods,® and called demons)* it

1 Vide supra,p.180, 1; 122, 8.
Karsten, p. 511, and Gladisch, Enp.
u. d. Aeg. 61, suppose that verses
51 sqq. (quoted sup. p. 122, 8) refer
to the pre-existence and immortality
of this soul. This is an error; the
reference is to the imperishable-
ness of the primitive elements of
which the perishable beings (Bpo7ol)
consist.

2 A1l individual existences,
even the gods and deemons, accord-

ing to Empedocles, first spring
from the combination of elemen-
tary substances, and perish when
this combination ceages. The per-
manence of the primitive sub-
stances is therefore quite different
from the continuance of the indi-
viduals—of that which is com-
pounded of those substances.

2 Vide supra, p. 125, 2; 187, 1.

¢ V. 264, vide supra, 160, 5.
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does not follow that Empedocles really identified two
such distinct things as the transmigration of souls and
the circulation of the elements; or intended what he
said of the first to apply to the second.!
justified in thinking that Metempsychosis is with him
a mere symbol for the vitality of nature, and the gra-
duated development of natural life.? He himself ad-
vanced this doctrine in its literal sense with the greatest
earnestness and precision, and founded on it prescripts
which may perhaps appear to us trivial, but which
possessed in his eyes undeniable importance. There
remains, therefore, only the supposition that he adopted
the doctrine of Metempsychosis and all depending on
it, from the Orphico-Pythagorean tradition, without
combining it scientifically with his philosophic eon-
victions advanced in another place and in another

Nor are we

connection.?
The same may be said of the mythus of the golden
age, which Empedocles sets forth in a special manner,*

1 As is maintained by Sturz,
471 sqq. ; Ritter (Wolf’s Anal. ii.
453 5q., Gesch. d. Phil. i. 563 sq.);
Schleiermacher, Gesch. d. Phil. 41
sq. ; Wendt on Tennemann, i. 312,
&e., after the precedent of Irhov,
De Palingenesia  Veterum (Am-
sterd, 1733), p. 233 sqq. &e. (vide
Sturz, 1. ¢.).

2 Steinhart, 7. ¢. p. 108 sq.
Sext. Mathk. ix. 127 sqq. cannot be
quoted in support of this; for he,
or rather the Stoic whom he tran-
scribes, attributes to Empedocles
and the Pythagoreans Metempsy-
chosis in the literal sense, and
founds it upon the Stoical doctrine
of the world spirit.

YOL. II. N

3 That it is quite possible to
entertain ideas that are mutually
incompatible is shown in numerous
instances. How many theological
doctrines, for example, have been
believed by Christian philosophers
whose philosophy would logically
contradict them !

* In the verses which seem to
be alluded to by Arist. Gen. et Corr.
ii. 6, 334 a, 5, viz. V., 405 (368,
417 M) sqq. :—

oBd¢ Tis 7y relvorowYApns Beds oddE
Kuvdowuds

00d¢ Zebs Baoihebs oBd& Kpdros odde
Hooediy

N et

8AAG Rimpis Bacirew. Cf. V. 421
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though we cannot find any point of connection in
it with his other doctrines. It cannot have belonged
to the imagery of the Sphairos,! for in the Sphairos
were no individual existences ; nor to the description of
the heavenly primeval state, for those who lived in the
golden age are expressly said to have been human
beings, and all their surroundings appear to be terres-
trial. Some would conclude from the passages just
quoted from Aristotle, that the golden age must be
assigned to the period in which the separation of the
different elements from the Sphairos first began. But
this view has little to urge in its behalf, for, as we have
already seen, Empedocles gives no particulars about
that form of the universe, which contrasted so entirely
with the present.?2 It seems, then, that he employed
the myths of the golden age to enforce his principles
respecting the sacredness of animal life, without trou-
bling himsef to consider whether there was room in his
system for such a theory.

Side by side with these myths and doctrines the
theological opinions of Empedocles now claim our

(364,433 M)sqq. Inthe following
verses we are then told how these
gods were worshipped by the former
race of men with unbloody sacrifices
and gifts, for all animals lived in
friendship with men, and the plants
furnished fruits in abundance. (As
to this interpretation of &yarua, cf.
Bernays, Theoplr.v. d. Frommigkett,
179. Bernays conjectures, in the
preceding verses, oTaxTois (wpoiot
instead of ypamwrois (@owr This
does not commend itself to me.
Empedocles may very well have
maintained that painted (o were

offered in the place of real ani-
mals; just as the offering of a bull
of baked flour was ascribed to the
philosopher himself by Favorinus
ap. Diog. viii. 53, and to Pythagoras
by Porph.V. P.36.) Cf.sup.p.162,
2. The notion of Stein and Mullach,
that the verses (Vol. I. 511, 1) attri-
buted in antiquity to Pythagoras or
Parmenides really belonged to this
section seems to me doubtful.

! To which they are referred
by Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 543,
546, and Krische, Forsch. 1. 123,

2 Supra, p. 153,
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attention. He speaks of the Gods in many different
ways In the first place, he mentions among the beings
who arose out of the combination of primitive substances,
the gods, the long-living, the revered of all.' These
gods are manifestly not distinet from the divinities of
the polytheistic popular faith, except that, according to
the cosmology of Empedocles, their existence is limited
to a particular space of time.2 The dzmons also, some
of whom maintain themselves from the beginning in
the abodes of the Blest, while others return thither
after the wanderings of Metempsychosis,® belong to the
popular faith. Secondly, Empedocles allies himself with
the same popular faith when he calls the elements and
the moving forces demons, and gives them the names
of gods;* but the mythical veil is here so transparent
that we may consider this use of the divine names as
purely allegorical. According to his own opinion, the six
primitive essences are indeed absolute and eternal exis-
tences, to whom, therefore, the predicate divine belongs
in a more original sense than to the created gods, but
the poet only occasionally ascribes a personality to these
essences. Thirdly,the same may be said of the divinity
of the Sphairos. This mixture of all substances is di-
vine only in the sense in which antiquity regarded the
world as the totality of divine forces and essences.®

1 V. 104 sqq. (sup. 180, 1); cf. is said of the divinity of the

119 (154, 134 M) sqq. Sphairos (vide sup. p. 141, 4) with
2 Vide sup. p. 152, 2. the doctrine of Love, and both with

3 Vide sup. p. 172, 1; 172 sq.  the Empedoclean verses immedi-
4 Sup.137,1,end;125,2;138,3. ately to be quoted, and so attains
5 The contrary is maintained this conception: God is an intelli-
by Wirth, d. Idee Goites, 172 sqq. gent subject, his essence is ¢inia,
(cf. Gladisch, Emp. u. d. deg. 31 his primitive existence the Sphai-
sq., 69 sqq.). He connects what ros, which is therefore itself de-

N 2
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Lastly, we possess verses of Empedocles in which he
describes the Deity in the manner and almost in the very

scribed in verse 138 (swp. 147, 1)
as something personal. This com-
bination, however, cannot be es-
tablished on historical testimony,
nor is it compatible with the most
certain definitions of Empedocles’s
doctrine. Wirth’s main argument
is the observation of Aristotle
(sup. p. 148, 4), that the eddouové-
aratos febs of Empedocles is more
ignorant than any other creature;
for it has no Hate in itself, and
consequently cannot know it. But
it shows little acquaintance with
Aristotle’s usual manner of literally
interpreting his predecessors, to
infer from this that Empedocles
considered the Sphairos as an in-
telligent subject, exempt from the
process of the Finite. His obser-
vation is perfectly explicable, sup-
posing he was merely alluding to
verses 138, 142 (sup. p. 147,1; 149,
3), where the Sphairos is described
ag god and as a blessed Being.
Aristotle seizes on these defi-
nitions, and combining them with
the farther proposition that like is
known by like, is able to conviet
Empedocles of an absurdity. But
as it does not follow that Empedo-
cles himself said the Sphairos does
not know Hate, neither does it fol-
low that he spoke of it as possess-
ing any faculty of knowledge. It
is quite possible that this assertion
is only an inference drawn by
Aristotle; even the superlative
ebdaupovéorTaros febs need not ne-
cessarily have been found in Em-
pedoeles (who on metrical grounds
could not have employed it as it
stands). Aristotle himself may
have originated it, either ironically,

or because he concluded that Unity-

being the most desirable condition,

and Strife the most baneful (Emyp.
v. 79 sqq., 405 sqq.; St. 106 sqq.,
368 sqq., K. 80 sqq., 416 sqq.;
M, &ec.), the most blessed existence
must be that in which there is no
strite but only Unity and Love.
All that can be proved is that the
Sphairos of Empedocles is de-
seribed as Divinity and a blessed
essence. But (as Avistotle himself
remarks, Gen. e¢ Corr. ii, 6, 338 b,
20) he also calls thé elements and
the beings derived from the ele-
ments—men as well as deemons-—
gods; and he had the same right
to deseribe his Sphairos as blessed,
that Plato had to apply the word
to our visible world, even if he
did not conceive it as a personal
being. Supposing, however, he
did conceive it as such, or in the
dubious manner of the early phi-
losophers, in spite of its imper-
sonal nature, ascribed to it eertain
personal attributes, for example
knowledge—this would by mno
means prove that it was god in
the monotheistic sense, the highest
existence, not subjeet to the pro-
cess of the Finite. In the first
place we do not know that Em-
pedocles entertained the mono-
theistic idea of God; since the
verse in which it is supposed to be
found refers, Ammonius thinks, to
Apollo; and in the second place,
if he did entertain it, he could
not possibly have identified this
supreme God with the Sphairos.
For according to Wirth, the su-
preme God is withdrawn from the
process of the Kinite; but the
Sphairos is so completely involved
in this process that it is itself in
its whole integrity (vide sup. p.
149, 3) split up by Hate, and re-
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words of Xenophanes, as invisible and unapproachable,
and exalted above human form and limitation, as pure

spirit ruling the whole world.!

This utterance indeed

immediately relates to one of the popular deities,? and

solved into the divided world; in
these verses the Deity is described
as pure spirit; the Sphairos, on
the contrary, as the mixture of all
corporeal substances. To prove
the eompatibility of these eoncep-
tions, it 1s not enough to observe
that, from the realistie point of
view of the ancients, God might
be conceived as tie unity of the
elements; and that a conception
of Deity similar to this was held
by Diogenes and the Eleatics. The
question is not whether the Deity
might be conceived as the unity of
the elements (this we find among
the earlier Tonian hylozoistic phi-
losophers and others), nor whether,
in that case, reason and thought
could be ascribed to a primitive
essence materially conceived (this
is done by many philosophers—
Diogenes and Heracleitus for in-
stance—and by all the Stoies);
but whether one and the same
philosopher has ever conceived the
Divinity simultaneously as pure
spirit, (pphy leph kui dBéodaros

EmAeTo potvor) and as a mixture of
all corporeal elements, For this
there is no analogy. Wirth’s

theories are altogether opposed to
the fundamental conceptions of
Empedocles’s system. According
to his representation, and also ae-
cording to Gladisch, {. ¢., the first
to exist was the unity of all Being,
the Divinity, which is at the same
time all elementary matter; and
from this uniform essence only,
could particular substances have
developed themselves. Thus we

should arrive at a theory of the
world resembling Heracleitean pan-
theism. But Empedocles himself
declares the four elements, and the
two moving forces, to be the First
and uncreated. The mixture of
these elements, on the other hand,
the Sphairos, he repeatedly and
explicitly describes as something
derived, and arising out of the
combination of the original prin-
ciples. The Sphairos, therefore
(notwithstanding the Aristotelian
6 febs), cannot possibly have been
congidered by him as the Divinity
in the absolute sense, but only as
@ divinity ; ef. p. 149, 4.
1 V. 344 (356, 389 M) :—
otk ¥oTiw mendoasd obr dpban-
HOLOLY EPLrTdY
HueTépots 7 xepol AnBely, fmwep Te
ueylorn
weovs drbpdmooy aualirds els
Ppéra wimTerL, .
ob wév yap Bporéy (al. obire ~yip
avdpouén) reporf katd yvia

kéraorar,

ob pty dmal véTow dlo KkAddor &lo-
(TﬂVTal’

ob médes, o God ~yoiy od ufdea
Aaxrierra,

dAAY @y leph  kal déopatus

v -
ETAETO pOvVeY,

¢portior Kkbopoy dmavrta kavalo-
govoa Bofjotw.

2 Ammon, De Interpret. 199,
ap. Schol. in Arist. 135 a, 21:
814 Tadra 8¢ 6 Arpayartives copds
emippani{wy Tobs wepl Oedv bs dv-
Opwmoeddy rTwy wapd Tols moTALS
Aeyouévovs pibovs émfryarye wpon-
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even were it otherwise, we could not imagine that Em-
pedocles, who everywhere presupposes a plurality of gods,
and whose whole character is that of priest and prophet,
would have assumed so hostile an attitude towards the
popular religion as his Eleatic predecessors. To con-
sider these verses, therefore, as is often done, a confession
of pure monotheism is a mistake; nor cught they to be
interpreted in the semse of a philosophic pantheism ;
for of this there is no trace in Empedocles: ! indeed, it
would be wholly incompatible with one fundamental
prineciple of his system, the original plurality of the
elements and efficient forces. But the design of a
purification of the popular faith is notwithstanding
discernible in it, and he himself clearly avows this de-
sign when, in the intraduction to the third book of his
physical poem, he extols the value of the true know-
ledge of God, deplores the false notions concerning the
gods,? and calls on the muse to help? him to make a
good discourse about the blessed gods. Even this purer
faith, however, stands in no scientific connection with

his philosophic theories. An indirect connection there

yovpévws uéy wepl *AmdAAwros, mepl
o v adT@ wpogexhs & Ayos, kard
3¢ 1oy abrdv Tpbmov ral wepl Tob
felov warTds amAds dropawduevos,
“ otire yap,” &e. According to Diog.
viil. 57 (vide sup. 121, ».) Empedo-
cles composed a wpooipioy eis *AmwdA-
Awve, which, however, was burned
after his death. Is it likely that it
survived in a transeript ?

1 We have already (Vol. I. 446
sq.) noticed the passage of Sextus
which ascribes to him, as well as
to the Pythagoreans, the Stoieal
doetrine of the world-spirit.

2 V. 342 (854, 387 M) :—
IABros bs Beiwy mwpamidwy éxThoaTo
TAOUTOY,
Badds 8 & ewordecoa Gewv wépe
ddta péunier.

3 V. 338 (383 M) :—

el yap Epmueplwr Evenédy Tt oo,
#uBpore Moloa,

Aperépns Eueher peréras did gpov-
Tidos énbely,

ebxouévy viv adte waploTare, Kai~
Admen,

dupl Gedv pandpey dyaldy Adyov
Supalvors,
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certainly is: the anthropomorphism of the popular
religion could not be altogether congenial to a philoso-
pher in whom a taste for the knowledge of natural
causes was so highly developed. But these theological
coneeptions themselves belong neither to the foundation,
nor to the development, of Empedocles’s system. . The
god who pervades the universe with his thought is
neither its ereator nor its former, for the cause of the ]
world is to be found only in the four elements and the
two motive forces. Nor, according to the presapposi-
tions of the system, can the government of the universe
belong to him ; for the course of the world, as far as we
can learn from the fragmentary utterances of Empzdo-
cles, is dependent equally upon the admixture of the
elements and the- alternate action of Hate and Love,
which again follow an irreversible law of nature. No
room is left in bis doctrine for the personal activity of
God : even Necessity, in which Ritter! recognises the
one efficient cause, the Unity of Love and Hate, has not
this meaning with Empedocles.? Nor ean we suppose"
that the Deity to which the above description relates is:
coneeived .as Love; for Love is only one of the two
efficient powers to which the other iz diametrically
opposed ; and it is treated by Empedocles, not as a
gpirit ruling absolutely over the world, but as one of
the six elements bound up in all things.? The more
spiritual notion of God which we find in his writings
is, therefore, as little in harmony with his philosophic
theories as the popular religion, to which it is primarily

U Gesch. d. Phil. i. 544. 3 Vide supra, p. 138, 3.
2 Vide supra, p. 142, 1.
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related ; we cannot in consequence derive it immediately
from those theories, but must trace it to some other
antecedents, such ag, on the one hand, the precedent
of Xenophanes, whose influence is so clearly betrayed !
in the language of the passage quoted from Empedocles ;
and on the other, the moral and religious interest, which
we recognise in his reforming attitude in regard to the
bloody sacrifices of the ruling faith. But though these
traits are very important if our object is to attain a
complete picture of the personality and influence of
Empedocles, or to determine his actual position in
regard to religion in its details, their connection with
his philosophic convictions is too slight to allow of our
attaching any great importance to them in the history
of philosophy.

IV.—THE SCIENTIFIC CHARACITER AND HISTORICAL
POSITION OF THE DOCTRINE OF EMPEDOCLES.

Evex in antiquity philosophers were greatly divided in
respect to the value of the doctrine of Empedocles and
its relation to earlier and contemporaneous systems;
and this dissimilarity of opinion has since rather
" increased than diminished. While, among his con-
temporaries, Empedocles enjoyed a high degree of
veneration, which, however, seems to have been accorded
to him less as a philosopher than as a prophet and man
of the people;? and while later writers from the most
opposite points of view mention him with the greatest

1 Cf. with the verses quoted 560 sq.
what is said of Xenophanes, Vol. I. 2 Vide supra, p. 119,
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respect,! Plato ? and Aristotle * seem to rank his philo-
sophic merit less highly; and in modern times the
enthusiastic praise given to him by some writers* is
counterbalanced by more than one depreciatory judg-
ment.” Still greater is the difference of opinion respect-
ing the relation of Empedocies to the earlier schools.
Plato (L. ¢.) places him with Heracleitus, Aristotle usually

! On the one hand, as is well
known, the neo-Platonists, whose
distortion of Empedocles’s doctrines
has been already spoken of; and
on the other, Lucretius, on account
of his greatness as a poet, and his
physical tendencies, which were
Atomistic. Lucret. N, R. I, 716
5Gq. *—
quorum Acragantinus cum primis
Empedocles est,

nsula  quem triquelris lerrarum
gessit in oris, . . .

que cum magna modis multis mi-
randa videtur, . . .

nil tamen hoc habuisse viro precla-
rius in se

nec sanclwm magis et mirum ca-
rumque videtur.

carming quin etiam divini pectoris

ejus

vociferantur et exponunt preclaora
reperta,

ut wiz humane videatur stirpe
creatus,

Z Soph. 242 E, where Empedo-
cles, as compared with Heracleitus,
is characterised as peAakdTepos.

# Aristotle, indeed, never passes
formal judgment on Empedocles ;
but the remarks he lets fall upon
occasions would lead us to suppuse
that he does not consider him
equal, as a naturalist, toDemocritus,
or as a philosopher to Parmenides
and Anaxagoras. The manner in
which he refutes many Empedoc-

lean doctrines (e.g. Metaph. i. 4,
985 a, 21; iii. 4,1000 a, 24 sqq.;
xii. 10, 1075 b; the definitions of
Love and Hate, ¢bid. 1. 8, 989 b,
19; Gen. et Corr. i. 1, 314 b, 16
sqq.; ii. 6, the doctrine of the
elements, Phys. viii. 1, 252; the
theories on the cosmical periods,
Meteor. ii. 9, 369 b, 11 sqq.; the
explanation of lightning) is not
more severe than is usual with
Aristotle. In Meteor. ii. 8, 357 a,
24, the conception of the sea as
exuded from the earth is spoken
of as absurd: but that is not of
much importance ; and the censure
as to the expression and poetry of
Empedocles (Rket. iii. 5, 1407 a,
34; Poét. i. 1447 b, 17), which,
however, is counterbalanced by
some praise (ap. Diog. viii. 87),
does not affect his philosophy as
such. But the comparison with
Anaxagoras (Metaph. 1. 3, 984 a,
11) is decidedly unfavourable to
Empedocles, and the word dex-
MCeofar, 1bid. 4, 985 a, 4, if even
it be extended (ibid. i. 10) to the
whole of the earlier philosophy,
gives us the impression that Em-~
pedocles was especially wanting in
clear conceptions.

¢ Lommatzsch in the treatise
mentioned, p. 117, 1.

5 Cf. Hegel. Gesch. d. Phil. i.
337 ; Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. i,
75 ; Hries, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 188.
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with Anaxagoras, Leucippus and Democritus, and even
with the earlier Ionians ;' since the epoch of the Alexan-
drians, however, he has generally been classed with the
Pythagoreans. Modern writers have almost without ex-
ception departed from this tradition,? without arriving
in other respects at any unanimous theory. Some reckon
him among the Ionians, and admit, side by side with
the Ionic nucleus of his doctrine, only a small admixture
of Pythagorean and Eleatic elements.? Others, on the
contrary, consider him an Eleatic,* and a third party®
p'aces him as a dualist beside Anaxagoras. The ma-
jority, however, seem more and more inclined to agree
that in the doctrine of Empedocles there is a mixture
of various elements—Pythagorean, Eleatic, and Ionie,
but especially Eleatic and Ionic: ¢ in what relation, and
according to what points of view they are combined, or
whether they are ranged side by side in a merely eclectic
fashion, is still a matter of controversy.

In order to arrive at a decision, it would seem the

P Metaph. i. 3, 984 a, 8, ¢, 4, Fhil. i. 188; Rhein. Mus. iii. 123 v

e, 6 end, c, 7, 988 a, 82; Phys.
i.4; vill. 1; Gen. et Corr. 1. 1, 8;
De Celo, ii1. T et pass.

2 Lommatzsch alone follows it
unconditionally. Wirth (Idee der
Gotth. 175) says that the whole
system of Empedocles was pene-
trated with the spirit of Pytha-
goreanism. Ast. Gesch. d. Phil,
1 A, p. 86, restricts the Pythago-
rean element 1o the speculative
philosophy of Empedocles, while
his natural philosophy is referred
to the Jonians.

3 Tennemann, Gesch. d. Phil. 1.
241 sq.; Schleiermacher, Gesch. d.
Fhil. 87 sq.; Brandis, Gr.-rom.

sq.; Marbach, 1. c.

* Ritter, l. ¢.; Braniss, sup. Vol.
I p.166 sq.; Petersen, sup. p. 194
Sq. ; Grladlsch in Noack's Jakrb. f.
spek Phil. 1847, 697 sq

5 Strampell, Gesc}z d theoret.
Phil. d. Griechen, 55 sq.

§ Hegel, 1. ¢. 321; Wendt zu
Tenneman, i. 277 sq.; K. F. Her-
mann, Gesch. w. Syst. d. Plat. i.
150 ; Karsten, p. 54, 5617 ; Krische,
Forschungen, i. 116 ; Steinhart, Z.c.
p. 105; cf. 92; Schwegler, Gesch.
d. Phil. p- 15; Haym. 4llg. Enc.
8te. Sect. xxiv. 36 sq.; Sigwart,
Gesch. d. Phil. i. 75; Ueberweg,
Grund. 1. § 22.
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most obvious course to consult the statements of the
ancients as to the teachers of Empedocles. But they
afford us no certain foothold. Alcidamas is said to
have described him as a disciple of Parmenides, who
afterwards separated himself from his master to follow
Anaxagoras and Pythagoras.! The last assertion sounds
so strange that we can hardly believe it was ever made
by the celebrated disciple of Gorgias. Either some later
namesake of his must have said so, or his real words
must have been misunderstood by the superficial com-
piler from whom we have received them.? Supposing,
however, that Alcidamas did make the assertion, it
would only prove that he inferred a personal relation
between these philosophers from the similarity of their
doctrines, without himself having any knowledge of the
matter. Timeeus likewise says that Empedocles was a
disciple of Pythagoras.® He adds that this philosopher
was excluded from the Pythagorean school for stealing
speeches (Moyoxhomsia); and the same is said by Nean-
thes,* whose testimony does not strengthen the cre-

dibility of the story. On

1 Diog. viil. 56: *Arkidduas &
&v 16 Ppuokd Pnot kaTd Tods adTods
xpdvous Zhvwya kol 'EumwedoxAéa
akovoar Tlapuevidov, €8 Uorepoy
dmoxwpiioar kal TOv pév Zhveve
kot iBlav girocodpioal, Tov 8 Ava-
Earybpov Bwaxovoar kal Tvbaydpow
ral TOU py THY oeuvdTnTa (DMAdTar
Toi Te Blov kal 7o oxAuaros, Tod
8¢ Ty puoiooyiay.

2 So Karsten suggests (p. 49),
and to me also it seems the most
probable. Whether Aleidamus, as
Karsten conjectures, may have
spoken only of certain Pythago-

the other hand, we must

reans, whose disciple Empedocles
became ; or merely of an affinity
with the-doctrine of Pythagoras and
Anaxagoras, without any persoual
discipleship. In the one case, the
expression of &u¢l Mubaydpev, in
the other &xoXovfelv, or some simi-
lar word, may have given rise to
the misunderstanding.

? Diog. viil. 54. Later writers,
such as Tzetzes and Hippolytus, I
pass over. Cf. Sturz, p. 14, and
Karsten, p. 50.

* Ap. Diog. viil. 5.
Vol. L. 315, n.

Vide
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remember that these statements are based on unhistorical
presuppositions as to the esoteric school of the Pytha-
goreans. Others prefer to consider Empedocles as an
indirect follower of Pythagoras;! their assertions, how-
ever, are so contradictory, many of them so manifestly
false, and all so meagrely attested, that we cannot rely
upon them. ILastly, Empedocles is by many writers
generally described as a Pythagorean,® without any
further particulars about his doetrines or his relation to
the Pythagorean school; but whether this description is
founded on some definite historical tradition, or only on
conjecture, we cannot tell. He is also said to have been
personally connected with the Eleatic school, and this
would seem more probable; for though it may have
been impossible for him to have known Xenophanes,
whose disciple Hermippus calls him,® yet there is no
historical probability against the theory that he may
have had personal intercourse with Parmenides.* Dio-

! Tn a letter to Pythagoras’s
son Telauges, the authenticity of
which is suspected by Neanthes,
and on which Diog. viii. 53, 74,
also seems to throw doubt, Em-
pedocles was described as a dis-
ciple of Hippasus and Broutinus
(Diog. viii. 55). From this letter,
no doubt, comes the verse with
the address to Telauges, which is
quoted in Diog, viil. 43, after Hip-
pobotus; and it may also have
given occasion to the idea (rwis
ap. Diog. [. e.; Eus. Prep. x. 14,
9, and, after him, Theodoretus,
Cur. Gr. 4ff. ii. 23, p. 24; Suid,
’EpwedokAjs) that Telauges him-
self (or, as Tzetz. Chil. iii. 902,
says, Pythagoras and Telauges)
had instructed him. Suidas (Ap-

x¥ras) even mentions Archytas as
the teacher of Empedocles.

? Examples are given by Sturz,
13 sq.; Karsten, p. 53. Cf. also
the following mnote, and Philop.
De An. C, i. (where "EumeSoxAds is
to be substituted for Tiuacos), ébid.
D, 1s.

¢ Diog. viil. 56: “Epumrmos &
ob Tlepueridov, Eevopdvovs B¢ yeyo-
vévar (nAwTiy, & kai gurdaTpifar
Ty éwomorlay * YoTepoy 8¢ Tols Tlv-
Garyopureols éyruyetv. Cf. in Diog.
ix. 20, the supposed reply of Xeno-
phanes to Empedocles.

* Simpl. Phys. 6 b: Tapuevidov
wANClacTys kol nAwTys kol ETe
puaAoy Tvbayopeiwy, Olympiodo-
rus, in Gorg. Proem. end (Jahn's
Jakrb., Supplementd, ziv. 112);
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genes does not distinctly say! whether Theophrastus
represents him as a personal disciple of Parmenides, or
only asserts that he was acquainted with Parmenides’s
work., We must, therefore, consider it as an unsettled
point whether Empedocles was actually instructed by
Parmenides, or merely used his poems. He has also
been called a disciple of Anaxagoras,® but this is highly
improbable on historical and chronological grounds;?
Karsten’s attempt to prove the external possibility of
their relation by conjectures, which in themselves are
most, hazardous, must therefore be considered a failure.t
It is still more unwarrantable to aseribe to him journeys
in the FEast,® which were unknown even to Diogenes:
the sole foundation for this statement lies doubtless in
Empedocles’s reputation for magic, as clearly appears

from our authorities themselves.®

Suidas, ‘Euwedowrf)s, and Porphr.
tbid. Porphyry no doubt, however,
confuses him with Zeno when he
says he was beloved by Parmenides.
Alcidamas, vide sup. p. 188, 3. -

1 Diog. 55: & 3¢ Ocbppacros
Tapueridov @nol (nAwrhy adrov
yevéafor kal ppnThy &y Tols worf-
paot kal ydp érelvov év Emeai 1OV
wepl pboews Adyov éLeveyrelv.

2 Vide sup. p. 188, 8.

8 This will be shown in the
section on Anaxagoras.

¢ Karsten (p. 49) supposes
that Empedocles may have come
to Athens contemporaneously with
Parmenides, about Ol. 81, and
may here have heard Anaxagoras.
But all that we are told of his first
journey to Greece points to a time
when Empedocles was already at
the highest point of his fame, and
had doubtless long ago attained

Thus, while part of

his philosophic standpoint. Cf.
Diog. viii. 66, 53, 63. Athen, 1. 3,
e. xiv. 620 d. Suidas, "Axpwy.

® Pliny, H. Nat.xxx.1,9,speaks
indeed of distant journeys which
had been undertaken by Empedo-
cles, as by Pythagoras, Democritus
and Plato, to learn magic. He can
only, however, be thinking of travels
in the East (which seem to be as-
cribed to him also by Philostr, 7.
Apoll. i. 2, p. 8) when he classes
him among those who had had in-
tercourse with the Magi.

¢ This alone would make it
very improbable that the system
of Empedocles should have stood
in such a relation to the Egyptian
thevlogy as Gladisch (Bmpedocl. u.
d. Aeg. and other works of his
mentioned, Vol. I. p. 35, 1) sup-
poses. For such accurate know-
ledge and complete appropriation
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what we know respecting the teachers of Em'pedoeles
is manifestly legendary, we have no security that the

of Egyptian ideas would be incon-
ceivable, unless Empedocles had
long resided in Egypt. That no
tradition of such a residence
should have been preserved, either
by Diogenes, who relates so much
concerning him from Alexandrian
sources, and who has carefully
collected all information respecting
his teachers, nor by any other
writer, seems the more Incredible
if we consider how zealously the
Greeks, after the time of Herodo-
tus, sought out and propagated
everything, even the most fabulous
statements, tending to comnect
their wise men with the East, and
especially with Hgypt. The in-
ternal affinity, therefore, between
the system of Empedocles and the
Egyptian doctrines must be very
clearly manifested to justify the
conjecture of any historical con-
nection. Of this Gladisch, in
spite of all the labour and acute-
ness he has devoted to the subject,
has failed to convince me. If we
put aside the doctrine of Metem-
psychosis and tie asceticism bound
up in it, which were naturalised
in Greece long before the time of
Empedocles, and which he brings
forward in an essentially different
form from the Egyptian; if we
further put aside all that is as-
cribed to the Egyptians solely on
the authority of the Hermetic
writings and other untrustworthy
sources, or that is in itself too
little characteristic to allow of our
deducing any inference from it,
there still remain, among the pa-
rallels drawn by Gladisch, three im-
portant points of comparison, viz.,
the Empedoclean doctrines of the

Sphairos, the Elements, and Love
and Hate. As to the Sphairos, it
has already been shown (p. 179
sq.) that it is not the primitive
essence out of which all things
are developed, but something de-
rived and compounded of the ori-
ginal essences; if, therefore, it is
true (in regard to the ancient
Egyptian and pre-Alexandrian phi-
losophy, this must be greatly
qualified) that the Egyptians re-
garded the Supreme Deity as one
with the world, and the world as
the body of the Deity; even if it
can be proved that they held the
development of the world from
the Deity, the affinity of their
system with that of Empedocles
would not be established, because
these theories are absent in the
latter.. As to the four elements
not only is it evident that Em-
pedocles’s conception of the ele-
ments is derived from the physics
of Parmenides; but the doctrine
of these four primitive substances
(which would not of itself be de-
cisive) (tladisch has only been
able to find in Manetho and later
accounts for the most part taken
from him ; in the Egyptian expo-
sitions, as Lepsins has proved
{ Udber die Gotter d. vier Elemente
bei d. Aegyptern, Abh. d. Berl.
Akademie, 1866. Hist. Phil. KI.
p. 181 sqq.), and Brugsch (ap.
Gladisch, Bmp. u. d. deg. 144) has
confirmed, the four pairs of ele-
mental gods are not found prior
to the Ptolemies, and for the first
time in the reign of Ptolemy IV.
(222-204 B.c.). The four elements
consequently must have come, not
from the Egyptians to the Greeks,
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more probable statement really comes from historical
tradition. We therefore get from this source no in-
formation respecting his relations to his predecessors,
which the study of his doctrine could not more satis-
factorily and certainly afford.

We can distinguish in this doctrine constituent
elements of three kinds, connected respectively with the
Pythagorean, Eleatic, and Heracleitean points of view.
These different elements, however, have not an equal
importance in regard to the philosophic system of
Empedocles. The influence of Pythagoreanism appears
decidedly only in the mythical part of his doctrine, in
the statements concerning Transmigration and the
damons, and in the practical prescripts connected there-
with ; in his physics it is either not felt at all, or only
in reference to particular and secondary points. In
regard to these doctrines there can scarcely be a doubt
that Empedocles primarily derived them from the
Pythagoreans ; though the Pythagoreans may have
originally adopted them from the Orphic mysteries, and
Empedocles, in his ordinances respecting the slaying of
animals and the eating of flesh, may have given them a
more strict application than the early Pythagoreans,

but from the Greeks to the Egyp-

trine is clearly evident, If, lastly,
tians. Manetho himself has un-

Isis and Typhon are the prototypes

mistakeably borrowed them from
the Greeks; as he everywhere,
with the same freedom as the
later writers, introduces Greek
conceptions into the Egyptian
philosophy. Even in what is
quoted, Eus. Pr. Ev. III. 2, §, and
Diog.*Proem. 10, from him and his
contemporary Hecatzeus concern-
ing the elements, the Stoical doc-

of ¢inia and weiros, the parallel is
so far-fetched, and the import of
these Egyptian divinities is so
different from that of the two
natural forces of Empedocles, that
we might as reasonably derive
them from many other mythologi-
cal forms, and from some (e.g.
Ormuzd and Ahriman) far more
reasonably.
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Tt is likewise probable that, in his personal bearing, he
may have kept in view the example of Pythagoras. He
may also have adopted here and there certain religious
notions from the Pythagoreans, but we have now no
means of proving this, for it is very uncertain whether
or not the prohibition of beans emanated from the early
Pythagoreans.! Whatever he may have borrowed from
them on this side of his doectrine, it would be rash to
infer that he was in all respects a Pythagorean, or
belonged to the Pythagorean Society. His political
character would of itself refute such an inference. As
a Pythagorean, he must have been an adherent of the
ancient Doric aristocracy, whereas he occupies a position
diametrically opposite, at the head of the Agrigentine
democracy. Thus,in spite of the Pythagorean tendency
of his theology, in his politics he differs entirely from
the Pythagoreans, and so it may have been in regard to
his philosophy. The religious doctrines and preseripts
which he took from the Pythagoreans are not only, as
we have already seen, devoid of any internal connection
with his physical theories, but are actually opposed to
them. To place him, on the strength of those doctrines,
among the Pythagorean philosophers, would be as great
a mistake as to place Descartes, because of his Catho-
licism, among the Scholastics. 1In his philosophy itself,
in his physics, Pythagoreanism is little apparent.
There is no trace of the fundamental conception of the
system—viz., that numbers are the essence of things;
the arithmetical construction of figures and of bodies,

) Cf. Vol. 1. 845, 5. It has that thisisalso uncertain in regard
already been observed, p. 175, 3, to Empedocles.
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and the geometrical derivation of the elements lie quite
out of his path; the Pythagorean number-symbolism
is wholly unknown to him, in spite of his usual pre-
dilection for figurative and symbolical expression. In
particular cases he does indeed attempt to determine
according to numbers the proportion in which the ele-
ments are mixed ; but this is something quite different
from the procedure of the Pythagoreans, who directly
declared things to be numbers. In regard to his doe-
trine of the elements also, we have already seen?! that
it is improbable that it should have been influenced to
any considerable extent by Pythagoreanism. Moreover,
the more precise conception of an element, according
to which it is a particular substance, unchangeable in
its qualitative determinateness, was entirely unknown
to the Pythagoreans, and was first introduced by Em-
pedocles. Before him it could not have existed, because
it is wholly based upon the enquiries of Parmenides
concerning Becoming. The influence of the' Pythagorean
number-theory upon the Empedoclean system, if there
were any such influence at all, cannot be considered
very important. Similarly we are superficially reminded
of the Pythagorean musical theory which was so closely
connected with their theory of numbers, by the name
of Harmony, which Empedocles ascribes, among other
names, to Love ; but in no place where he speaks of the
operation of this Harmony do we find it compared with
the concord of tones: nowhere is there a trace of any
knowledge of the harmonical system, or a mention of
the harmonic fundamental proportions, so familiar to
! Vide supra, p. 125; of. Vol. L. p. 436 sq.
VOL. 1L 0
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the Pythagoreans: and since Empedocles expressly
maintains that none of his predecessors were acquainted
with Love as a universal force of nature,' it seems very
doubtful whether he calls Love Harmony in the sense
in which the Pythagoreans said all is Harmony, and
whether like them he used the expression in a musical,
and not rather in an ethical sénse. Again, the Pytha-
goreans brought their astronomical system into connec-
tion with their arithmetical and musical theory, and
this is also alien to Empedocles. He knows nothing of
the central fire and of the movement of the earth, of
the harmony of the spheres, of the distinction of Uranus,
Kosmos, and Olympus,? of the Unlimited outside the
universe, and of empty space within it. The only thing
that he has here borrowed from the Pythagoreans is the
opinion that the sun and moon are bodies like glass,
and that even the sun reflects fire not his own. He is
said to have considered the north as the right side; but
that is of no importance, since the theory did not exclu-
sively belong to the Pythagoreans. These few analogies
are all that can be traced between the Empedoclean and
Pythagorean physics; and they do not prove that the
former were influenced by the latter to any considerable
extent. Although Empedocles may have borrowed the
dogma of Transmigration and the propositions connected

! Vide supra, p. 170, 1.

2 The only statement which
might contain a reminiscence of
this, viz., that the sphere beneath
the moon was considered by Em-
pedocles as the theatre of evil, is
uncertain (vide supra, p. 157, 2),
and would, even if proved, show a
very distant similarity; for the

opposition of the earthly and
heavenly, the boundary of which
is the moon—the lowest heavenly
body—is patent to ordinary obser-
vation ; the definite diserimination
of the three regions is wanting in
Empedocles, v. 160 (187, 241 M)
sq.; he uses odpards and Srvumos
synonymously.
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with it mainly from the Pythagoreans, his scientific-
theory of the world was formed, in all its chief points,
independently of them: a few statements of minor im-
portance constituted his whole debt to Pythagoreanism.
The philosophy of Empedocles owes far more to the
Eleatics, and particularly to Parmenides. From Par-
menides it derives its first principle, which determined
its whole subsequent development: viz., the denial of
Becoming and Decay. Empedocles remaoves all doubts
as to the origin of ihis principle by proving it with
the same arguments, and in part even with the same
words, as his predecessor.)! Parmenides disputes the
truth of the sensuous perception on the ground that it
shows us a non-Being in origination and decay; Empe-
docles does the same, and the expressions he uses are the
same as those of Parmenides.? Parmenides concludes
that because all is Being, therefore all is One, and the
plurality of things is merely a delusion of the senses.
Empedocles cannot admit this in reference to the
present state of the world, yet he camnot altogether
avoid the conclusion of Parmenides. He therefore
adopts another expedient : he regards the two worlds of
the Parmenidean poem, the world of truth and that of
opinion, as two different states of the world, attributes
full reality to both, but limits their duration to definite
periods. In the deseription of the two worlds also he
follows the precedent of Parmenides. The Sphairos is
v Cf. with v. 48 sqq. 90, 92 sq. the €os woAdweipor of Parm. v. 54
of Empedocles (supre, p. 122,1,2); (Vol. 1. p. 585).
Parm. v. 47, 62-64, 67, 69 sq. 76 % Cf. Emp. v. 45 sqq. 19 sqq.

(Vol. L. p.585) ; and with the »éup 81 (p. 122, 1); Parm. v. 46 sqq.,
of Empedocles, v. 44 (p. 124, 1), 53 sqq. (Vol. L p. 585).

[}
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spherical, homogeneous and unmoved, like the Being of
Parmenides ;! the present world, like Parmenides’ world

‘of delusive opinion, is compounded of opposite elements.

The fourfold number of these elements Empedocles
ultimately derived from the duality of Parmenides;?
and things arise from them because Love (eorrespending
with Eros and the world-ruling goddess 3 of Parmenides)
combines what is different in kind. In his cosmology
Empedocles approximates to his predecessor, both in
his conception of the shape of the universe, and in the
statement that there is no empty space. For the rest,
it is rather in his organic physics that he adopts the
opinions of Parmenides. What Empedocles says of the
genesis of man from terrestrial slime, of the origin of
the sexes, of the influence of heat and cold on deter-
mining sex, in spite of many additions and divergences,
is most closely related to him.> The most striking point
of similarity, however, between the two philosophers is

1 To convinee ourselves of the
similarity of the two descriptions,
even in expression, we have ouly
to compare Emp. v. 134 sqq., espe-
cially v. 138 (supra, p. 148, 3), with
Parm. v. 102 sqq..(Vol. I. p. 587, 2).
We need not attach much weight
to the fact that Aristotle called
the Sphairos the One (supra, p. 149,
2), for this designation certainly
does not originate with Empedo-
cles; nor to the divinity (p. 707,
1, 4) ascribed to it; for the
Sphairos of Empedocles was not
in any case named God in the
absolute sense in which the One
universe was thus named by
Xenophanes.

2 Supra, p. 128, 2.

2 Who like the ¢irfe in the
formation of the world has her
seat in the centre of the whole,
and is also called—at any rate by
Plutarch—Aphrodite (supra, Vol.
I p. 596, 1; 600).

* Vide supra, p. 185, 3, Vol. I.
586, 1. Concerning the moon, cf.
Parm. v. 144, with Emped. v. 154
(190 K, 245 M). Apelt, Parm. et
Emp. Doctrina de Mundi Structura
(Jena, 1857), p. 10 sqq., finds
much harmony between the astro-
nomical systems of Parmenides and
Empedocles. To me this is not
80 apparent,

3 Vide p. 160 sqq.; cf. Vol. I,
p. 601 sq.
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their theory of the intellectual faculty, which they both
derive from the mixture of eorporeal constituents: each
element, according to this theory, perceives which is
akin to it.! Here Empedocles, irrespectively of his
different definition of the elements, is only to be dis-
tinguished from the Eleatic philosopher by his more
precise development of their common presuppositions.

There is a reminiscence of Xenophanes in his com-~
plaints of the limitations of human knowledge,? and
especially in the verses in which Empedocles attempts
a purification of the anthropomorphie notion of God.?
But even this purer idea of God stands in no scientific
conneetion with his philosophic theories.

But, however undeniable and important the influ~
ence of the Eleatics upon Empedocles may have been,
I cannot agree with Ritter in classing him altogether
among the Eleatics. Ritter thinks that Empedocles
places physies in the same relation to true knowledge as
Parmenides did, and that he too is inclined to consider
much of our supposed knowledge as delusion of the
senses, nay, even to treat the whole doctrine of nature in
that light. If, notwithstanding he applied himself chiefly
to this subject, and spoke of the One Being in a mérely
mythical manner in his description of the Sphairos—
the reason of this may lie purtly in the negative cha-
racter of the Eleatic metaphysics, and partly in his
conviction, that divine truth is unspeakable and unat-
tainable for human intelligence.t Empedocles himself,

! Vide Vol. I. 602; sup. p. 164. ¢ In Wolf’s Analekten, ii. 423
2 Supra, p.170,1; ¢f. Vol. I p. sqq.; 458 sqq.; Gesch. d. Phil. i.;
575, 2. 514 sqq.; 951 sqq.

¥ Supra, p. 181, 1.



198 EMPEDOCLES.

however, so far from betraying by a single word that his
purpose in his physics is to report uncertain opinions,
expressly repudiates such a view. He distinguishes
indeed the sensible from the rational perception; but
other physicists do this, for example, Heracleitus,
Democritus and Anaxagoras; he contrasts the perfect
divine wisdom with imperfect human wisdom, but
herein Xenophanes and Heracleitus preceded him,
although they did not therefore deny the truth of
divided and changing Being, nor did they, on the other
hand, limit their investigations to the illusive phe-
nomenon.! The physics of Empedocles could only be
regarded from the same point of view as those of Par-
menides if he had explicitly declared that in them he
intended to set forth only the erroneous opinions of
mankind. Far from doing so, he assures us (with an
unmistakeable reference to this interpretation of Par-
‘menides) that his representation is mol to contain de-
ceiving words.? We have no right then to doubt that
his physical doctrines are seriously meant, and we can
only regard what he says of the original plurality of
matter and of moving forces, of the alternation of cos-
mical periods, of the Becoming and passing away of
individuals—as his own conviction.? It would be against
all internal probability and all historical analogy that a

! Vide supra, Vol. L. 575 ; Vol.
IIL. 91,

2 V. 86 (113, 87 M): ob ¥
#rove Adywy oTérov oli dmaTnAdy,
cf. Parm.v. 111: 86kas &' énd Tovde
Bporelas pdvlave, kéopov éudy éméwy
drariAdy  akotwr. Vide supra,
Vol. 1. 605,3. HEmpedocles asserts
this in immediate reference to the

doctrine of Love, but as that doc-
trine is intimately connected with
his other physical theories, and
especially with the doctrine of
Hate and of the elements, the
words must apply to his Physics
generally.
3 Cf.p. 147, 1.
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philosopher should have applied his whole activity not
only to expound opinions that he held to be false from
their foundation, side by side with the true view, and
in contrast with it; but actually to develope these
opinions in complete detail, in his own name and with-
out an allusion to the right standpoint. The physical
doctrines of Empedocles are, however, far removed from
the Eleatic doctrine of Being. Parmenides recognises
only One Being, without movement, change or division :
Empedocles has six original essences which do not
indeed change qualitatively, but are divided and moved
in space, enter into the most various proportions of ad-
mixture, combine and separate in endless alternation,
bécome united in individuals, and again issue from
them ; form a moved and divided world, and again
cancel it. To reduce this Empedoclean theory of
the universe to the Parmenidean theory, by asserting
that the prineiple of separation and movement in the
former is something unreal and existing only in imagi-
nation, is an uanwarrantable attempt, as we have
previously seen.! The truth probably is that Empedo-
cles really borrowed a good deal from the Eleatics, and
that in his principles as well in the development of his
system he was especially influenced by Parmenides;
but that the main tendenecy of his thought nevertheless
pursues another direction. Whatever else he may con-
cede to Parmenides, he disagrees with him on the chief
point : the reality of motion and of divided Being is
as decidedly presupposed by him as it is denied by
Parmenides, Parmenides cancels the whole multiplicity
' P.142, 1.
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of phenomena in the thought of the One substance ;
Empedocles seeks to show how this multiplicity was de-
veloped from the original unity: all his efforts are
directed to the explanation of that which Parmenides
had declared to be unthinkable, viz., multiplicity and
change. These two, in the theories of all the early
philosophers, are connected in the closest manmer;
and as the Eleatics were compelled by their doctrine of
the unity of all Being to deny Becoming and motion,
so, on the opposite side, both were simultaneously main-
tained ; whether, as in the case of Heracleitus, the
multiplicity of things was supposed to be developed by
the eternal movement of the primitive essence, or, on
the other hand, Becoming and change were supposed to
be conditioned by the multiplicity of the original sub-
stances and forces. The systein of Empedocles is only
comprehensible as a design to save the reality of phe-
nomena which Parmenides had called in question. He
knows not how to contradict the assertion that no
absolute Becoming and Decay are possible; at the same
time he cannot resolve to renounce the plurality of
things, the genesis, mutation, and destruction of in-
dividuals. He, therefore, adopts the expedient of re-
ducing all these phenomena to the combination and
separation of qualitatively unchangeable substances, of
which, however, several must be of an opposite nature
if the multiplicity of things is in this way to be ex-
plained. But if the primitive elements were in them-
selves unchangeable, they would not strive to quit the
condition in which they are originally found ; the cause
of their movement cannot therefore lie in themselves,
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but in the motive forces which must, as particular sub-
stances, be discriminated from them : and as all change
and motion, according to Empedocles, consists in the
combination and separation of matter, and as, on the
other hand, according to the general principles respect-
ing the impossibility of Becoming, it might seem inad-
missible to suppose that the combining force was also
at another time the separating force, and vice versa,' it
is necessary to admit, so Empedocles believes, two motive
forces of contrary nature and influence, Love and Hate.
In the operation of the primitive forces and primitive
substances, Unity and Multiplicity, Best and Motion
are apportioned to different conditions of the universe:
the complete union and complete separation of sub-
stances are the two poles between which the life of the
world circulates ; at these poles its motion ceases, under
the exclusive dominion of Love or Hate ; between them
lie conditions of partial union and partial separation, of
individual existence and of change, of origination and
decay. Although the unity of things is here recog-
nised as the higher and happier state, it is at the same
time acknowledged that opposition and division are
equally original with unity, and that in the world as it
is, Hate and Love, Plurality and Unity, Motion and Rest,
counterbalance one another; indeed, the present uni-
verse in comparison with the Sphairos is considered as
pre-eminently the world of oppositions and of change,
the earth as the theatre of conflict and of suffering,
and terrestrial life as the period of a restless motion,
of a miserable wandering for fallen spirits, The Unity
! Supra, p. 188.
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of all Being, which the Eleatics maintained as present
and actual, lies for Empedocles in the past; and, how-
ever much he may long for that Unity, our world in
his opinion is wholly subject to the change and division
which Parmenides had declared to be a mere delusion
of the senses.

In all these traits we recognise a mode of thought
which, in proportion as it diverges from that of Parme-
nides, approximates to that of Heracleitus; and the
affinity is really so great that we are compelled to sup-
pose that the doctrine of Heracleitus had a decided
influence on Empedocles and his system. The whole
tendency of the Empedoclean physics reminds us of
the Ephesian philosopher. As he sees in the universe
everywhere opposition and change, so Empedocles,
however earnestly he deplores i, finds on all sides in
the present world strife and alternation, and his whole
system aims at the explanation of this phenomenon.
The unmoved Unity of all Being is indeed the presup-
position from which he starts, and the ideal which is
before him in the distance, but the essential interest of
his enquiry is bestowed upon the moved and divided
world, and its leading thought lies in the attempt to
gain a view of existence which shall render comprehen-
sible the multiplicity and change of phenomena. In
resorting for this purpose to his four elements, and the
two motive forces, he is guided on the one hand indeed
by the enquiries of Parmenides, but on two points the
influence of Heracleitus is clearly to be traced : the four
elements are an extension of the Heracleitean three ;!

P Cf p. 126 sq. Empedocles resembles Heracleitus in his very
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and the two moving forces correspond still more exactly
with the two prineiples in which Heracleitus recognises
the essential moments of Becoming, and which, as
Empedocles did subsequently, he designated as Strife
and Harmony. Both philosophers see in the separation
of the combined, and the combination of the separated,
the two poles of natural life; both suppose opposition
and separation to be the primal conditions. Empedocles,
indeed, detests strife which Heracleitus had extolled as
‘the father of all things; but the genesis of individual
existences he can ouly derive from the entrance of Strife
into the Sphairos, and he does so, for the same reason
essentially, as Heracleitus. It would be impossible that
specific and separate phenomena should emanate from
Heracleitus’s one primitive matter, if this did not
change into opposite elements; and it would be equally
impossible that they should emanate from the four ele-
ments of Empedocles, if these elements remained ina con-
dition of complete admixture. Empedocles differs from
his predecessor, as Plato correctly observes,! only herein
that he separates the moments, which Heracleitus had
conceived as contemporaneous, into two distinct trans-
actions ; and, in conmection with this, derives from two
motive forces what Heracleitus had regarded merely as
the two sides of one and the same influence, inherent
in the living primitive matter, The theories of Herac-
leitus on the alternate formation and destruction of the
world, are also modified by Empedocles, for he supposes
the flux of Becoming which, according to Heracleitus,

words; for he calls the a¥Opios Zeds p. 125, 2; 46, 1.
of Heracleitus Zebs dpyns. Supra, v Vide supra,p. 33,2; p. 138, 3.

v
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never stands still, to be interrupted by periods of rest ;!
but this doctrine he probably owes, notwithstanding, to
the Ephesian philosopher. The relative ages of the two
men favour the supposition that Empedocles was ac-
quainted with Heracleitus’s work ; even before the date
of Empedocles, his compatriot Epicharmus had alluded
to the Heracleitean doctrines;? we have, therefore, the
less reason to doubt that there existed between the views
of the two philosophers, not only an internal affinity, but
an external connection : that he reached all those impor-
tant doetrines in which he agrees with Heracleitus,® not
through Parmenides mevrely, but probably borrowed that
side of his system actually from his Ephesian predecessor.
Whether he was acquainted with the earlier Ionians,and
if so, to what extent, cannot be ascertained.

The result, then, of our discussion is as follows: the
philosophic system of Empedocles, in its general ten-
dency, is an attempt to explain the plurality and muta-
bility of things from the original constitution of Being;
all the fundamental ideas of this system arose from a
combination of Parmenidean and Heracleitean theories,
but in this combination the Eleatic element is subordi-
nate to the Heracleitean, and the essential interest of
the system is concerned, not with the metaphysical
enquiry into the eoncept of Being, but with the phy-
sical investigation of natural phenomena and their
causes. The leading point of view is to be found in
the proposition that the fundamental constituents of
things are as little capable of qualitative change as of

! Vide supra, 145 sqq. 8 As Gladisch thinks, Emped.
2 Videsupra, Vol. 1. 530, 532,3. wund die deg. 19 sq.
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generation and decay; but that, on the contrary, they
may be combined and separated in the most various
ways, and that, in consequence of this, that which
is compounded from the primitive elements arises and
decays, and changes its form and its constituents.
From this point of view, Empedocles has attempted a
logical explanation of natural phenomena as a whole,
having defined his primitive substances and set beside
them the moving cause in the double form of a com-
bining and a separating force ; all else is derived from
the working of these forces upon the primitive sub-
stances—from the mixture and separation of the ele-
ments ; and Empedocles, like Diogenes and Democritus
after him, aimed at reaching the particular of phe-
nomena, without losing sight of his universal princi-
ples. If, therefore, we understand by Eclecticism a
method by which heterogeneous elements are combined
without fixed scientific points of view, according to
subjective temper and inclination, Empedocles in regard
to the essential content of his physical doctrine cannot
be considered as an KEclectic, and we must be careful
not to underrate his scientific merit. While he used
the definitions of Parmenides concerning Being for the
explanation of Becoming, he struck out a path on
which physics bas ever since followed him ; he not only
fixed the number of the elements at four, which for so
long almost passed for an axiom, but introduced the
very conception of the elements into natural science,
and thus became with Leucippus the founder of the
mechanical explanation of nature. Lastly, from the
standpoint of his own presuppositions, he made an
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attempt which, considering the then state of knowledge,
was most praiseworthy, to explain the actual in the
individual ; for us it is specially interesting to observe
the manner in which he, the earliest precursor of Darwin,
tries to make comprehensible the origin of organisms
framed teleologically, and capable of life.! His system,
however, even irrespectively of such failings as it shares
with its whole epoch, is not without lacunz. The
theory of unchangeable primitive elements is indeed
established scientifically, but their fourfold mumber is
not further accounted for. The moving forces ap-
proach the substances from without, and no sufficient
,reason is given why they are not inherent in them, and
why one and the same foree should not be at work,
combining and separating; for the qualitative un-
changeableness of substances did not exclude a natural
striving after change of place, to which even Empe-
docles represents them as subject ; and he himself can-~
not stringently carry out the distinction between the
combining and dividing force.? Accordingly, the opera-
tion of these forces, as Aristotle remarked,? appears
to be more or less fortuitous; and it is not explained
why their simultaneous operation in the present world
should be preceded and followed by conditions in which
they separately produce, in the one case a complete
mixture,in the other a complete division of the elements.*
Lastly, in his doctrine of transmigration and pre-exist-
ence, and the prohibition of animal food founded upon

1 Cf. p. 160. + Of. the judgment of Plato
2 Vide p. 138. quoted p. 83, 2.
3 Vide p. 144, 1.
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the latter, Empedocles has combined with his physical
system elements which not only have no scientific con-
nection with that system, but absolutely contradict it.
However great, therefore, may be his importance in
the history of Greek physics, in regard to science his
philosophy has unmistakeable defects, and even in the
ground-work of his system, the mechanical explanation
of nature, which is its purpose, is confused by mythical
forms and the unaecountable workings of Love and Hate,
This mechanical explanation of mnature, based upon
the same general presuppositions, is carried out more
strictly and logically in the Atomistic philosophy.

'
|

B. THE ATOMISTS.

1. Physical bases of their system. Atoms and the void.

Tae founder of the Atomistic philosophy is Leucippus.!

! The personal history of Leu-~
cippus is almost unknown to us.
As to his date, we can_ only say
that he must have been older
than his disciple Democritus, and
younger than Parmenides, whom
he himself follows ; he must there-
fore have been a contemporary
of Anaxagoras and Empedocles:
other conjectures will be con-
sidered later on. His home is
sometimes stated to have been
sometimes in Abdera, sometimes in
Miletus, sometimes in Elea (Diog.
ix. 80, where for M#Aws vead
Mirfiouos, Simpl. Phys. 7 a, Clem.
Protr. 48 D; Galen, H. Ph.c. 2,
p. 229; Epiph. Exzp. Fid. 1087
D); but it is a question whether
any one of these statements is

founded upon historical tradition.
Simpl. {. ¢., doubtless after Theo-
phrastus, names Parmenides as
the teacher of Leucippus, but most
writers, that they may retain the
accustomed order of succession,
name Zeno (Diog. Proem. 15, ix.
30; Galen. and Suid. /. ¢. Clem.
Strom. i. 301 D; Hippol. Refut.
i. 12), or Melissus (Tzetz. Chil.
ii. 980; also Epiph. . ¢ places
him after Zeno and Melissus, but
describes him generally as an
Eristic, 4. e. an Eleatic)., Iambl.
V. Pyth. 104, has Pythagoras.
Nor are we certainly informed
whether Leucippus committed his
doctrines to writing, nor of what
kind these writings were. In
Aristotle, De Melisso, c¢. 6, 980 a,

s
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LEUCIPPUS. DEMOCRITUS.

His opinions, however, in their details, have been so
imperfectly transmitted to us, that it is impossible in
our exposition to separate them from those of his

celebrated disciple Demoeritus.!

7, we find the expression, év rois
Acvlmmov kahouplyors Adyors, which
seems to point to some writing of
uncertain origin, or some exposi-
tion of the doctrine of Leucippus
by a third person. It is question-
able, however, what may be in-
ferred from this: the amthor of
the book, De Melisso, may have
used a secondary source, even if
an original source existed. Stob.
Ecl. i. 160, quotes,some words
from a treatise wepl vot ; but there
may be some confusion here (as
Mullach, Democr. 357, after Heeren
in h. l. supposes) with Democritus.
Theophrastus, following Diog. ix.
46, attributes the work uéyas did-
woopos, which is found among
Democritug's writings, to Leucip-
pus; his statement, however, could
only have related originally to the
opiniong contained in this work,
But if these statements are not
absolutely certain, the language of
Aristotle and of others concerning
Leucippus proves that some work
of this philosopher was known to
later writers. The passage quoted
(infra, p. 215, 1) from Aristotle,
Gen. et Corr. 1. 8, shows, by the
word ¢noly, that it was taken from
a work of Leucippus. It willhere-
after be shown by many references
" that Aristotle, Theophrastus, Dio-
genes and Hippolytus also employ
the present tense in their quota-~
tions. Cf. likewise what is said
(Vol. I. p. 293, 4) on the use made
of Leucippus by Diogenes of Apol-
lonia. But the work, and even the
name of Leucippus, seems to have

Yet we shall find, as

been pretty early forgotten by most
writers in comparison with the
riper and more exhaustive achieve-
ments of his disciple. The persis-
tence with which he is ignored by
Epicurus, the reviver of the Atomis-
tic philosophy, and by most of the
Epicureans, may have contributed
tothis (see chap. iv. of this section).

* For the life, writings, and
doctrine of Democritus cf. Mul-
lach, Democriti Abderite Operum
Fragmenta,&e., Berl., 1843 (Fragm.
Philos. Gr. i. 330 sqq.). In ad-
dition to other more general works,
vide also Ritter, in Ersch. und
Gruber's Encykl., Art. Democ. ;
Geffers, Questiones Democritee,
Gott. 1829; Papencordt, De Atomi-
corwm Doctrina Spec. i., Berl. 1832;
Burchard in his valuable treatises,
Democriti Philosophie de Sensibus
Fragmenta, Mind., 1830; Frag-
mente d. Moral. d. Democritus, ihid.
1834 ; Heimsoth, Democriti de
anima Doctrina, Bonn, 1835 ; B.
Ten. Brinck, Anecdota Epicharmi,
Democrati Rel. in Schneidewin’s
Philologus, vi. 577 sqq.; Demoeriti
de se ipso Testimomia, ibid. 589
sqq.; vil. 8354 sqq.; Democriti
liber, m. avépdmov Gihaios, ibid. viii.
414 sqq.; Johnson, Der Sensualis-
mus d. Demokr., &c., Plauen, 1868 ;
Lortzing, Ueb. die Ethischen Frag-
mente Demokrit’s, Berlin, 1873 ;
Lange, Geschichte d. Materialismus,
i. 9 sqq.

According to the almost unani-
meus testinlony of antiquity (vide
Mullach p. 1 sq.), Democritus’s
native city was Abdera, a colony
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we proceed, that the main features of the system belong

to its founder.

of Thrace, at that time remark-
able for its prosperityand culture,
but which afterwards (vide Mul-
lach, 82 sqq.) acquired a reputa-
tion for stupidity. According to
Diog. ix. 34, Miletus is substituted
by some writers; and the scholiast
of Juvenal on Sut. x. 50 substi-
tutes Megara ; but neither sugges-
tion merits any attention. His
father is sometimes called Hegesis-
tratus, sometimes Damasippus,
sometimes  Athenocritus (Diog.
l. ¢.). For further details, cf.
Mullach, /. e. The year of his
birth can only be ascertained with
approximate certainty. He him-
self, according to Diog. ix. 41,
says he was forty years younger
than Anaxagoras, and as Anaxa-
goras was born about 500 B.c.,
those who place his birth in the
80th Olympiad (460 sqq. Apoll.
ap. Diog. loc. cit.) cannot be far
wrong. This agrees with the
assertion that Democritus (ap.
Diog. l. ¢.) counted 730 years from
the conquest of Troy to the com-
position of his puxpds Bidroouos,
if his Trojan era (as B.Ten Brinck,
Phil. vi. 589 sq., and Diels, RA.
Mus. xxxi. 30, suppose) dates from
1150 (Misller, Fr. Hist. ii. 24;
1154-1144), but this is not quite
certain. When Thrasyllus, ap.
Diog. 41, places his birth in Ol
77, 8 and says that he was a year
older than Socrates, and Eusebius
accordingly in his chronicle as-
signs Ol. 86 as the period of his
flourishing, they were perhaps in-
fluenced, as Diels conjectures, by

this Trojan era, which 1s clearly in-’

applicable here, and differs by ten
years from the usual one given by

VOL. II.
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Eratosthenes. Eusebius, it is true,
places the acme of Democritus in
0l. 69 and again in Ol 69, 3, and,
in seeming agreement with this,
asserts that the philosopher died
in Ol. 94, 4 (or 94, 2), in his 100th
year ; Diodorus xiv. 11 says that
he died at the age of 90, in Ol 94,
1(401-3 ».c.); Cyril . Julian.i. 13
A, states in one breath that he was
born in the 70th and in the 86th
Olympiad; the Passah Chronicle
(p. 274, Dind.) places his aecme
in Ol 67, whiie the same chronicle
(p- 317) afterwards, following
Apollodorus, says that he died,
being 100 years old, in Ol 104, 4
(ap. Dind. 105, 2); but these are
only so many proofs of the uncer-
tainty and carelessness of later
writers in their computations.
Further details in the next sec-
tion (on Anaxagoras). Statements
like that of Gellius, NV, 4. xvii. 2%,
18 and Pliny, A N. xxx. 1,10,
that Democritus flourished during
the first part of the Peloponnesian
war, give no definite information,
nor can we gather any from the
fact that he never mentions
Anaxagoras, Archelaus, (BEnopides,
Parmenides, Zeno, or Protagoras
in his writings (Diog. ix. 41, &c.).
When Gellius says that Socrates
was congiderably younger than
Democritus, he is referring to the
caleculation which Diodorus fol-
lows and which will presently be
discussed; on the other hand, we
must not conclude from Arist.,
Part. Anim. i. 1 (sup. Vol. L. p.
185, 3), that Democritus was older
than Socrates, but only that he
came forward as an author before
Socrates had commenced his career
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The origin and general standpoint of the Atomistic

doctrine is described by Aristotle as follows.

as a philosopher. Socrates, no
doubt, however, was chiefly known
‘to Aristotle, as he is to us, in con-
nection with the last decade of
his life, as the teacher of Plato
and Xenophon and of the phi-
losophers who propagated his phi-
losophy in the Socratic schools.
The birth of Democritus must
therefore be placed about 460 B.c.
or perhaps even earlier; we cannot
fix it with certainty. Still more
uncertainty is there with respect
to his age and the year of his
death. That he had reached a great
age (matwra wvetustas, Lueret. iii.
1037) we are constantly assured,
but the more detailed statements
vary considerably. Diodorus I e.
has “90 years, Eusebius and the
Passak Chronicle 1. ¢. 100, Antis-
‘thenes (who, however, is erro-
neously considered by Mullach, p.
20, 40, 47, to be older than Aris-
totle, of. the list of authors
and their works) ap. Diog. ix. 39,
more than 100; Lucian, Macrob.
18, and Phlegon, Longevi, c. 2,104 ;
Hipparchus ap. Diog. ix. 43, 109 ;
Censorin. Di. Nat. 15, 10 says he
was nearly as old as Gorgias,
whose life extended to 108 years.
(The statements of the pseudo-
Soranus 1n the life of Hippocrates,
Hippocr. Opp., ed. Kiihn, iii. 850,
that Hippocrates was born in Ol
80, 1, and according to some was
90 years old, according to others,
95, 104, and 109 years old, are
very similar ; and B. Ten Brinck
Phalol. vi. 591 is probably right in
conjecturing that they were trans-
ferred to him from Democritus.)
As to the year of Democritus’
death, vide supra.

The

That our philosopher displayed
remarkable zeal for knowledge
will readily be believed even irre-
spectively of the anecdote in Diog.
ix. 36. But what we are told
about the instructions which even
as a boy he had received from the
Magi, not to mention the fable in
Valer. Max, viii. 7, ext. 4, that
the father of Democritus enter-
tained as a host the army of
Xerxes, has little evidence in its
favour (Diog. ix. 34, appealing to
Herodotus, who mneither in vii.
109, nor viii. 120, nor anywhere
else, ever mentions such a thing),
and is chronologically impossible.
Lange, however, Gesch. d. Mater.
i. 128, endeavours to save the in-
credible tradition by reducing the
regular instruction in the course
of which Democritus, according to
Diogenes, had learned 7d Te mepi
Beoloylos kal GoTporoylas to an
exciting influence upon the mind
of an intelligent boy; and Lewes
(Hist. of Phil. i. 95 sq.) relates in
one breath that Democritus was
born in 460 B.c., and that Xerxes
(twenty years before) had left
some Magi in Abdera as his in-
structors. This whole combina-~
tion probably dates from the epoch
in which Democritus was regarded
by the Greeks as a sorcerer and
father of magic. Philostr. v. Soph.
X. p. 494, relates the same of
Protagoras. The acquaintance of
Democritus with Greek philoso-
phersis far better attested. Plut.
adv. Col. 29, 3, p. 1124, says in a
general’ manner, that he contra-
dicted his predecessors; among
those whom he mentioned some-
times to praise, and sometimes to
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Eleatics, he says, denied the multiplicity of things and
motion, because these are inconceivable without the

oppose them, we find the names of
Parmenides and Zeno (Diog. ix.
492), whose influence notwithstand-
ing upon the Atomistic philosophy
is  unmistakeable ; Pythagoras
(¢bid. 38, 46), Anaxagoras (¥bid.
34 5q.; Sext. Math. vii. 140), and
Protagoras (Diog. ix. 42; Sext.
Meth, vii. 389; Plut. Col. 4, 2,
p. 1109). In all probability his
only teacher was Leucippus: but
even this is not quite certain, for
the evidence of writers like Diog.
ix. 84; Clem. Strom. i. 301 D;
Hippol. Refut. 12, taken alone, is
not, conclusive; and though Aris-
totle (Metaph. i. 4, 985 b, 4, and
after him, Simpl. Phys. 7 a) calls
Democritus the comrade (éraipos)
. of Leucippus, it is not clear
whether a personal relation be-
tween the two men (éralpos often
stands for a disciple, vide Mul-
lach, p. 9, ete.), or only a simi-
larity of their doctrines is intended.
The former, however, is the most
likely interpretation. On the
other hand, the assertion (ap.
Diog. I ¢., and after him Swid.)
that Democritus had personal in-
tercourse with Anaxagoras is quite
untrustworthy, even if the state-
ment of Favorinus that Democritus
was hostile to Anaxagoras because
he would not admit him among
his disciples be considered too self-
evident an invention to be worth
* quoting as an argument against
it. (Cf. also Sext. Math. vii. 140.)
Moreover, Diog. ii. 14, says that
it was Anaxagoras who was hostile
to Democritus; but this we must
set down to the thoughtless care-
lessness of this author. We are
also frequently told that he was

connected with the Pythagoreans ;
not only does Thrasyllus ap. Diog.
ix. 88, call him (yAwrys 76y Muvba-
yopudv, but, according to the same
text, Glaucus the contemporary of
Democritus had already main-
tained: wdyrws Tév Ivbayopucdy
Twos droloas abrdy; and according
to Porph. V. P. 3, Duris had
named Arimnestus, son of Pytha-
goras,as the teacher of Democritus,
He himself, according to Thra-
syllus ap. Diog. L. ¢. had entitled
one of his writings ‘Pythagoras,
and had spoken in it with admira-
tion of the Samian philosopher ;
according to Apollodorus ap. Diog.
l. c., he also came in contact with
Philolaus. But the authenticity
of the Democritean IMuvfaydpys is
(as Lortzing, p. 4, rightly observes)
very questionable, and he could
have adopted nothing from the
Pythagorean science, excepting in
regard to mathematics; his own
philosophy having no affinity with
that of the Pythagoreans. In
order to accumulate wisdom, De-
mocritus visited the countries of
the east and south. He himself in
the fragment ap. Clemens, Strom. i.
304 A (on which cf. Geffers, p. 23;
Mullach, p. 3 sqq., 18 sqq. ; B. Ten
Brinck, Philol. vii. 8565 sqq.), cf.
Theophrast. ap. Elian, V. 4. iv.
20, boasts of having taken more
distant journeys than any of his
contemporaries ; he particularly
mentions Egypt as a country where
he had remained some time. As
to the duration of these jour-
neys, we can only form conjec-
tures, as the eighty years spoken
of by Clemens must clearly be
based on some gross misapprehen-

P2
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Void, and the Void is nothing. TLeucippus conceded to
them that without the Void no motion is possible, and

sion or clerical error. (Papen-
cordt, Atom. Doctr, 10, and Mul-
lach, Democr. 19, Fr, Phil. i. 380,
suppose that =, which signifles
wéyre, may have been mistaken for
7/, the cipher for 80; and Diod.
i. 98, does in fact say that Demo-
critus remained five years in
Egypt.) Later writers relate more
particularly that he spent the
whole of his large inheritance in
travelling, that he visited the
Egyptian priests, the Chaldeans,
the Persians, some say even the
Indians and Ethiopians (Diog. ix.
35; after him Suldas Anudrp.
Hesych. Anudrp. from the same
source, Atlian, [ c.; Clemens, [. ¢.
speaks only of Babylon, Persia and
Egypt; Diodorus,i. 98, of five years’
sojourn in Bgypt; Strabo,xv.1,88,
- 703, of journeys through a great
part of Asia; Cie. Fin. v. 19, 50,
more generally, of distant journeys
for the “acquisition of knowledge).
How much of all thisis true, we can
only partiallydiscover. Democritus
certainly went to Egypt, Hither
Asia and Persia ; but not to India,
as asserted by Strabo and Clemens,
L c.; cf. Gefers, 22 sqq. The aim
and result of these journeys, how-
ever, must be sought, not so much
in the scientific instruction he re-
ceived from the Orientals, as in
his own observation of men and
of nature. The assertion of De-
moeritus ap. Clem., that no one,
not even the Egyptian mathe-
maticians, excelled him in geo-
metry (concerning his mathema-
tical knowledge, ef. also Cic. Fin.
i. 6, 20; Plut. ¢. not. 39, 3, p.
1079), implies scientific inter-
course, but at the same time

favours the conjecture that Demo-
critus could not have learned much
in this respect from foreigners.
‘What Pliny says (H. N. xxv. 2,
18; xxx. 1, 9 sq.; x. 49, 137;
xxix. 4, 72; xxvill. 8, 112 sqq.;
cf. Philoste, V. 4poll. i. 1) of the
magic arts which Democritus
learned on his travels is based
upon forged writings, acknow-
ledged as such even by Gellius,
N, 4. X. 12 ; cf. Burchard, Fragm.
d. Mor. d. Dem. 17 ; Mullach, 72
sqq., 156 sqq. What is said of
his connection with Darius (Julian,
Epist. 37, p. 413, Spanh. ; ef. Plin.
H. N. vii. 55,189 ; further details,
infra, chap. iii., and ap. Mullach,
45, 49), though it sounds more
natoral, is quite as legendary.
The same may be said of the
statement (Posidonins ap. Strabo
xvi. 2, 25, p. 7567, and Sext. Math.
xi. 863), that Democritus derived
his doctrine of the atoms from
Mochus, a very ancient Pheenician
philosopher. That there existed
a work under the name of this
Mochus is proved by Joseph.
Antiquit. 1. 8, 9; Athen. il 126
a; Damasc. De Princ. p. 385,
Kopp.; cf. Jambl. V. Pyth. 14;
Diog. Prowm. 1; but if it con-
tained an atomistie theory similar
to that of Demoeritus, this would
only prove that the author had
copied the philosopher of Abdera,
not that the philosopher of Abdera
had copied him; and not only
Democritus, but Leucippus also
must in that case have done so.
The germs of the Atomistic theory
are too apparent in the earlier
Greek philosophy to leave room
for supposing it to have had a
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that the Void must be regarded as non-existent ; but he
thought he could nevertheless retain the reality of phe-

foreign origin. That the work of
Mochus was not in existence in
the time of Eudemus seems prob-
able from the passage in Damascius.
After his return, Democritus ap-
pears to have remained in his
native eity; but a visit to Athens
(Diog. ix. 36 sq.; Cie. Tusec. v. 36,
104; Valer. Max. viil. 7, ext. 4)
may perhaps be assigned to this
later epoch, in regerd to which
we possess hardly any trustworthy
information. Having impoverished
himself by his journeys, he is said
to have avoided the fate of the
improvident by giving readings of
some of his own works (Philo,
Provid. ii. 18, p. 52, Auch.; Diog.
ix. 89 sq.; Dio Chrys. Or. 64, 2, p.
280 R ; Atken, iv. 168 b; Interpr.
Horat. on Epist. 1. 12, 12); others
relate that he neglected his pro-
perty (a story which is also told of
Anaxagoras and Thales); but si-
lenced those who censured him by
his speculations with oil presses
(Cic. Fin.v.29, 87; Horat. Ep.1.12,
12, and the seholia on these texts,
Plin. H. N. xviii. 28, 273 ; Philo,
Vit. Contempl. 891 C, Hisch. and
after him Lactant, Inst. iii. 23).
Valer. l. . says he gave the greater
part of his countless riches to the
state, that he might live more
undisturbedly for wisdom. It is
questionable, however, whether
there is any foundation even for
the first of these assertions; or
for the statement (Antisth. ap.
Diog. ix. 88, where the suggestion
of Mullach, p. 64, to substitute
Tdpgest for Tdgois seems to me a
mistake ; Lucian, Philopsend. c.
32) that he lived among tombs
and desert places ; not to mention

the story of his voluntary blind-
ness (Gell. N. 4. X. 17 ; Cie. Fin,
l. ¢. Tuse. v. 39, 114; Tertull.
Apologet. e. 46, Cf. on the other
hand Plut. Curiosit. e. 12, p. 521
sq.), which was perhaps occasioned
by his observations on the untrust-
worthiness of the senses (cf. Cie.
dead. ii. 23, 74, where the expres-
sion excecare, semsibus orbare is
employed for this view). The
assertion of Petronius, Saf, c. 88,
p. 424, Burm., that he spent his
life in enquiries into natural
seience, sounds more credible;
with this is connected the aneedote
ap. Plut. Qu. Conv. 1. 10,2, 2, It
may also be true that he was re-
garded with great veneration by
his countrymen, and received from
them the surname of gogpia (Clem.
Strom. vi. 631 D; Alian, V. H.
iv. 20); that the dominicn over
his native city was given to him
is, onthe contrary, mostimprobable
(Buid. Anudrp.). Whether he wag
married we do not know; one
anecdote, which seems to imply
that he was so, has little evidence
in its favour (Antonius, Mel. 609 ;
Mullach, Fr. Mor. 180); but the
contrary is certainly not deducible
from his ntterances about marriage
(vide nfra). The widespread
statement that he laughed at
everything (Sotion ap. Stob. Floril.
20, 53; Hor. Ep. ii. 1, 194 sqq.;
Juvenal, Sef. x. 33 sqq. ; Sen. De
Ira, ii. 10; Luecian, Vit. Auct. c.
13 ; Hippol. Refwt. i. 12; Alian,
V. H. iv. 20, 295 Snid. Anudkp. ;
see, on the contrary, Democr. Fr.
Mor. 167) proclaims itself at once
as an idle fabrication; what ws
are told of the magie and prognos-
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nomena, of birth and decay, of motion and multiplicity,
by admitting that side by side with Being, or the Plenum,

tications of this philosopher, is
equally absurd (vide supra, and
Plin. A. N. xviii. 28, 273, 85, 341
Clem. Strom. vi. 631 D; Diog. ix.
42 ; Philostr. Apoll. viii. 7, 28).
His supposed connection with
Hippocrates has likewise given
rise to many inventions; accord-
ing to Cels. De Medic. Pref. Ps.-
Soran.; v. Hgppoer. (Opp. ed.
Kiikn,iii. 850), Hippocrates was re-
presented by many as his disciple.
Already even in Diog.ix. 42 ; Alian,
V. H. 1v. 20; Athenag. Suppl. c. 27
—-we can trace the beginning of
the legend which subsequently, in
the supposed letters of the two
men, was carried out into the
wildest extravagances: vide Mul-
tach, 74 sqq. Lastly, the various
statements as to the end of Demo-
critus—ap. Diog. ix. 43 ; Athen. ii.
46 o; Lmeian, Macrob. c. 18; M.
Aurel. iii. 3, &ec. {vide Mullach,
89 sqy.)—are also untrustworthy.
Even the more general assertion of
Lucretius, iii. 1037 sqq., that feel-
ing the weakness of old age. he
voluntarily put an end to his life,
is far from certain.

Surpassing all his predecessors
and contemporaries in wealth of
knowledge, and most of them in
acuteness and consecutiveness of
thought, Democritus, by the com-
bination of these excellences, be-
came the direct precursor of Aris-
totle, who frequently quotes and
makes use of him, and speaks of
him with unmistakeable approval.
(Authorities will be given later on.
Theophrastus and Eudemus like-
wise paid much attention to De-
mocritus, as Papencordt shows, 7.
e. p. 21.) His multifarious writ-

ings, Judging from the titles and
fragments that have come down to
us, must have embraced mathe-
matical, physical, ethical, gram-
matical and technical subjects.
Diogenes, i. 16, mentions him as
one of the most prolific of philo-
sophic anthors; and we have no
right to substitute for his name,
in this text, the name of Demetriug
(Phalereus), as Nietzsche, RA. Mus.
xxv. 220 sq., does; for the same
Diogenes, ix. 45 sqq., after Thra-
syllus, specifies no fewer than fif-
teen Tetralogies of Democritus’s
writings, among which physical
subjects oceupy the largest space.
Besides these,a number of spurious
writings are mentioned; and most
likely there are many such, even
among those reputed genuine (Suid.
Anudrp. only allows the authen-
ticity of two). At any rate, the
name of Thrasyllus is no more a
guarantes for, the contrary, in the
case of Democritus, than in that
of Plato. Cf. Burchard, Fragm. d.
Mor.d. Dem. 16 sq. Rose, De Arist.
lib. ord. 6 sq., believes that forgeries
of writings under the name of De-
mocritus began at a very early date,
and declares the whole of the ethi-
cal writings to be spurious. Lortz-
ing, I. ¢., more cautiously, decides
thattwo ethical treatises, n. edfuvuins
and fmobfjrau, are genuine, and the
source of most of our moral frag-
ments; the rest he either rejects
or mistrusts. The statements of
the ancients as to particular works
will be found in HeimsGth, p. 41
sq. ; Mullach, 93 sqq.; concerning
the catalogue of Diogenes, cf.
also Schleiermacher's Abkandlung
v. J. 1815 ; Werke, 3te. Abth. iii.
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there was also the non-Being or the Void. Being in:
fact on this theory is not merely one, but consists of
‘an infinite number of small invisible bodies which move
in the Void. On the combination and separation of
these bodies, are founded Becoming and Decay, change,,

and the reciprocal action of things.!

193 sqq. The fragments-of these
works (of which the greater num-
ber, many of them doubtful or
spurious, belong to the ethical
writings) are to be found ap. Mul-
lach. Cf. Burchard and Lortzing
in the works quoted ; B. Ten Brinci
in the Philol. vi. 577 sqq.; viii. 414
sqq. On account of his elevated
and often poetical language, Domo-
critus 1s compared by Cicero, Oraz.
20, 67; De Orat. i. 11, 49, with
Plato. He also, Divin. ii. 64, 133,
praises the clearness of his exposi-
tion; while Plut. Qu. Conv.v. 7, 6,
2, admires its Jofty flight. KEven
Timon, ap. Diog. ix. 40, speaks of
him with respect ; and Dionys. De
Compos. Verb. c. 24, places him be-

side Plato and Aristotle as a pat-

tern philosophical writer (cf. also
Papencordt, p. 19 sq.; Burchard,
Fragm. d. Moral. d. Dem. 5 5g9.)-
His writings, which Sextus still
possessed, were no longer in exist-
ence when Simplicius “wrote (vide
Papencordt, p. 22). The extracts
of Stobwus are certainly taken
from older collections.

¥ De Gen. et Corr. 1. 8 (supre, p.
138, 8), 68¢ B¢ pdAigTa Kal wepl
wdvrwy Evl Abyp Swplkast Aelkur-
wos kel Anudrprros (this, however,
does not mean that Leucippus and
Democritus agree in every respect
with each other, but that they ex-
plained all phenomena in a strictly
scientific manner from the same
principles) dpxhr woumoduevor Kard,

Leucippus and
Ptow fmep doriv, évios 'yap Téy
apxaiwu eBa{e T Dv & Gwdyrnys v
elvar kal axivgrov ete. (Vol L
632, 2) ... Aebmwmos & Exew:
q37'161] Adyovs of rwes wpds Thy al-
oOnaw Sporoyotueva Aéyovres odk
dvaipfoovay  ofire yéveow obre
plopay ofite rivnay kal Td wARbos.
T&r SyTwy. Oduoloyhoas 8¢ Tadra.
ey Tols poawoudvois, Tols 8¢ Th Ey
roTackevdovsiy, s obre by klvmow
odoav Hvev kevod T6 Te Kevdy
u v, kal Tob Bvros oYy uh
dv ¢pnowr elvar: md ydp rkuplws dv
waurAndés Sy AN elvar TO TotodTow
odx v, GAN Fmepa TO wAiifos wal
&6pwra 81 a‘,u.ucpéq"r/ra T&Y Yykwy,
'row'rc. & év 76 Kevp (pepeaem (Kevbu
'yap elvai), warl cuvicTdpera ey
'yez/ea'w 7rozew, Bm}\vé,usm 3¢ ¢90paw
WOLELV 56 Kac WaU'XGlV 7] 'Tv'yXaVOUO'U/
bmrdueve © TadTy 'yap oty & elvou,
kal o‘uz/ﬂ@s,ueva 8¢ ical meprmAenduera
yevvay éx 8¢ Tob ket dAhOeiay évds
obic by yevédfar wATBos, 0DY ek TRV
&An0Gs moAAGY &y, GAN elvar TobT
&ddvaToy, AN &omwep ’EumedorAds
wal Ay UAAwy Twés Pact wdoxew
Ji mopwy, olirw wacay dAlolwow
wol way TO wdoxew Tobrov ~ylveshas
Tby Tpbmow, Bi1d 10D Kevod ywouévns
Tijs Siahboews kal Tijs phopis, duotws.
8¢ kal Ths althoews dwercduoulvwr-
orepedy, Instead of the words in:
spaced type I formerly conJectured
kal Tov SvTos Rocoy TO pi Gy Pnow
elvar, Although we might appeal in
support of this reading to the pro-
bable sense, and to the passages
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Democritus therefore agree with Parmenides and Em-
pedocles, that neither Becoming mnor Decay, in the
strict sense of the words, is possible;! they also allow
(what indeed is the direct consequence of this),? that
many cannot arise from One, nor One from many ;3
and that things can-only be many if Being is divided
by means of the non-existent or the Void:* finally,
they assert that motion would be inconceivable® with-

quoted infra, p-217:1, fromAristotle
and Simplicius, yet the traditional
reading appears to me equally ad-
missible if we interpret the words
ral—eivar, ‘he allows that nothing
existent ecan be non-existent.” It
is still simpler to read (with Codex
E), in the immediately preceding
context, &s odk &y xiv. ods, &e., then
the apodosis beging with 76 e kevby,
and the explanation presents no
difficulty. Prantl, in his edition,
introduces woiel kevdv ph dv after
“xd Te kevdv pY bv,” which seems
to me too great a departure from
the MS., and also to have liftle
resemblance with the style of
Aristotle. Cf. Simpl. 1. ¢., who in
his account probably follows Theo-
phrastus. Philop.a % L p. 35 b
8q., gives us nothing new.

b Arist. Phys. iil. 4, 203 a, 33
Anudrpiros ¥ 00y Erepov éf érépou
ylyveabar T&v mpdrey ¢pnoly, Alex,
in Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 a, 26, p.
260, 24, Bon. of Democritus : #yed-
pevos 3¢ undéy vivesbour ek Tob ud
dvros. Diog. ix. 44: undév 7 éx
700 ui Bvros vylvealou kal eis TO ud)
by ¢belpecbar. Stob. Hel. i. 414:
Anubrpitos, &c., cvyrpioets utv ol
dwploers elodryovo, yevéoeis 8¢ kal
Phopis ob ruplws. ol ~yap kard TO
aodv 8 GAAodoews, kaTa BETd moody
&k suvabpoicpod TatTas ylyvesfar

2 Cf. Vol. 1. p..586, 2; 587, 2.

3 Vide p. 215, 1, and Arist.
De Celo, iii. 4, 303 a, 5: paci yip
(Aedk. kal Amidrp.) elvar T8 wpdTa
peyétn mAhfe v Emepa weyéfer 5
adialpera, kal obr’ & évds mwOAAL
viyvesbu o¥ite ék mOAAGY &y, GANG
T TobTwr cuuTAok] kal mepimAétes
wdvra yevvaobar, Metaph. vil. 13,
1039 a, 9: &dvaTov yip elval pnow
(Democritas) éx 8fo & 3) €k évds 8do
yevéofar: T ydp ueyébn T& BToua
Tas obolas wowel, Pseudo-Alex. in
k. I 495, 4 Bon.: 6 Anubrprros
neyey 11 &dlvaror éx dbo dTdpwy
ulay yevécbar (Smabels ~yop odris
twerifero) § éx wids 8o (aruhTovs
yop adras  EAeyey),  Similarly,
Simpl. De Cwlo, 271 a, 43 f, 133 1,
18 £ (Sckol. 511 u, 4, 488 a, 26).

4 Arist. Gen. et Corr. . c.;
Phys. 1.8, vide sup. Vol. L. p. 618, 1;
Phys. iv. 6, 213 a, 31 (against the
attempts made by Anaxagoras to
confute the theory of empty space):
oticovy TobTo Gt dercyivar, 8Ti T TL
S &hp, aAN B odk ¥omi SidoTnuc
Erepor TV cwudTwy, olTe XwpLoTOY
ofite évepyelg by, b BiahauBdver Tb
way cdua bor elvar pui) cvvex s, cabd-
wep Adyovor Aqudrpiros kol Aebrir-
Tos xal &repor mOAAOL TV GUELOAS-
yev. Compare what is quoted from
Parmenides, Vol. I.p. 586,1; 587, 2.

5 Arist. Gen. et Corr. 1. c.;
Phys. I. ¢. 218 b, 4: Adyovor & &
wér:(in the first place) b7 klvyory



ITS PRINCIPLE AND GENERAL BASIS. 217

out the supposition of an empty space. DBut instead of
inferring from thenee, like the Eleaties, that multiplieity
and change are merely appearance, they draw this
opposite conclusion : as there are in truth many things
which arise and decay, change and move, and as all
this would be impossible without the suppesition of the
non-existent, a Being must likewise belong to the non-
existent. They oppose the main principle of Parme-
nides that ¢ Non-Being is not,” with the bold statement
that ¢ Being is in no respect more real than Non-Being,”"
that something (70 62v), as Democritus says, is in no-
wise more real than nothing.? Being is conceived by
them as by the Eleatics,? as the Plenum, Non-Being
as the Void.* This propositioh therefore asserts that

7 kard Téwov odbk by eln (alry ¥
éorl popd kal aBinois): ob yap B
dokely elva klvmow, el uh € rkevdp.
(* It appears that no mntion would
be possible;’ not as Grote, Plalo i.
70, understands it : ‘motion could
not seem to be present.’) Demo-
critus’s argument for this proposi-
tion will immediately be examined ;
and the relation of the Atomistic
theories of the Void to those of
Melissus later on.

v Arist. Metaph. i. 4,985 b, 4:
Aebrimmos 3¢ wal 6 értaipas abToD
AnudrpiTos oTotxeta udy TO wATjpes
kol T kevdy elval gaot, Aéyovres Td
uew ov, 7O 3¢ u v, TodTwy 8E T
uév TATipes Kol oTepedy TO Dy, TO B
kevdy ye kal pavdy 10 uh dv (id kai
" obBéy parioy Td by Tob uYy dvros
elval ¢acr §7i 0¥t T& kevdv TOD
aduaros), [Schwegler in 4. I sug-
gests ToU kevol TO odua, O TQ
oduara, which perhaps is better]
altia 8¢ T&y Byrwy Tavra &s DA,

Simpl. Phys. 7 a (no doubt after

B¢ Tévavrio dpxos moolow . .

Theophrast.) : 7w yop 7@y drdpwy
obglay vaoryy kol TANPY tworifine-
vos by Eneyer elvar kal év 16 wevi'
pépeaar, dmep uh by ekdrer ral ovic
Enatroy ToD Uvros elvar ol
Leucippus is the subject of the
sentence,

2 Plut. Adv. Col. 4, 2, p. 1109 :
(Anudrpiros) BiopifeTar ph) pdAAow
7d d&v N 7o pmdéy elvar- By pév
dvopd(or Td odue undly 3¢ T
kevby, &s kal TolTov ¢low Tud Kkal
imdoTagw idlar Exovres. The word
dtv, which subsequently became
obsolete (as the German Ichts is

‘now), 1s also found in Alcaus, Fr.

76, Bergk. In Galen’s account,
De Elem. See, Hipp. 1. 2, t. 1. 418
Kithn, it is supposed, with some
probability, that & should be re-~
placed by 3év,

3 Supra, Vol. 1. 588 sq.

* Sup.notes 1 and 2 and p. 215,
1; Arist. Phys. i. 5 init.: wdvres
. kod
Anpdrperos T0 aTepedy Kol kevdy, Gy
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all things cousist of the matter which fills space, and
empty space itself.! These two cannot, however, be
merely side by side, if phenomena are to be explained
by reference to them; they are necessarily in one
another, so that the Plenum is divided by the Vacuum,
and Being by non-Being, and through the changing
relation of their parts, the multiplicity and change of
things is made possible.? That this division cannot go
on to infinity, and that consequently indivisible atorns
must be supposed to be the ultimate constituents of
all things, Democritus proved with the observation

> udr &s by, 0 8 bs odr Dy elval
onow. Metaph.iv.5,1009 a,26: xal
*Avakarybpas peutxbar wav v wovri
oo kol AnudkpiTos © kal yap obTos
Td xevby Kal TO wARpes Suolws wafl
SrioDw dmdpxew uépos, kalror vd pév
dv TobTov elvar TO 8¢ ud dv, not to
mention later writers. According
to Theophrastus (sup. p. 217, 1),
Leucippus used the word racriv
(=oTepebr) for the Void. Simpl.
De Celo, 133 a, 8, Schol. 488 a, 18,
asserts this still more distinctly of
Democritns :. Aqudkp. wyeitar Thy
Ty &idlwy plow elvar pikpds obolas,
wAfifos &welpovs, TavTars 8¢ TimOV
Aoy dmoTiOnow Emeipoy TG ueyébe,
wpocaryopebe 8¢ Tdy pev Téwor Tolade
T0ls dvduact, TG Te kevP rai TG obdert
kol T@ amelpy, T@ 8¢ obaidy Exdo rny
76 T$d¢ kol TG vasTd kol T vri
Ihid. 271 a, 43; Schol. 514 a, 4,
and inf. p. 220, 3 ; Alex. ad Metaph.
985 b, 4, p. 27, 3 Bon.: wAjpes 8¢
Deyor TO ahpa T TEY ATdpwy Bid
vagTbérnTd Te rtal duikiay ToU Kevod.
According to Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff.
iv. 9, p. 57, Democritus used vaord
to express the atoms, Metrodorus
a3walpera, Eplcurus #ropa; we
shall find, however, infra, p. 219,

3, that droua is used likewise by
Demneritus. Stobeeus, Zel.i. 306:
Aubrp. T8 vaoTd kal keyd; similarly
i 348. Cf. Mullach, p. 142.

' According to Arist. Phys. iv.
6, 213 b, the arguments of Demo-
critus in favour. of empty space
were as follows: (1) Movement
can take place only in the Void ; for
the Full cannot admit anything else
into itself (this is further supported
by the observation that if two
bodies could be in the same space,
innumerable bodies would neces-
sarily be there, and the smallest
body would be able to include the
greatest); (2) Rarefaction and
condensation can only be explained
by empty space (cf. c. 9 init.); (3)
The only explanation of growth is
that nourishment penetrates into
the empty spaces of the body; (4)
Lastly, Democritus thought he had
observed that a vessel filled with

‘ashes holds as much water as when

it is empty, so that the ashes must
disappear into the empty inter-
spaces of the water.

2 Cf. Arist. Metaph. iv. 5 (sup.
217, 4); Phys.iv. 6; Themist. Phys.
40 b, p. 284 Sp.
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already supplied to him by Zeno,' that an absolute
division would leave no magnitude remaining, and
therefore nothing at all.?2 Irrespectively of this, how-
ever, the hypothesis was required by the coneept of
Being which the Atomists had borrowed from the
Eleatics; for, according to this eoncept, Being can
only be defined as indivisible unity. Leucippus and
Demoeritus accordingly suppose the corporeal to be
composed of parts incapable of further division; all

consists, they say, of Atoms and the Void.3
All the properties which the Eleatics ascribed to

Being are then transferred to the Atoms.

v Supra, Vol. 1. p. 614 sq.

2 Amst. Phys. 1. 8 (cf. Vol. L.
618, 1); Gen. et Corr. i. 2, 316 a,
13 sqq.; where the fandamental
thought of the argument given
in the text undoubtedly belongs to
Democritus, even if the dialectical
development of it may partly ori-
ginate with Aristotle. In the
previous context Aristotle says,
and this deserves to be quoted
in proof of his respect for Demo-
eritus, that the Atomistic doctrine
of Democritus and Leucippus has
much more in it¢ favour than that
of the Timaeus of Plato: afriov 8¢
Tob ér’ EAarTov Stvacler To GuoAo-
yobueva guvopiy (sc. Tov MAdTwra)
7 dwepla. 810 Goor dvpnficact udA Aor
év Tols Quouols wAAAer dlvavrar
dmorifedbar TowdTas Gpxks af éml
wold dlvavTar guvelpew: of 3’ éx TRV
TOAABY Abywy &fedpnTor TEY Hrap.
xdvrawy Byres, wpbs oAlye PAébavres
amopaivorTar pGov. 1501 8’ dw Tis kal &k
TolTwy, a0y Siapépovey of puoikds
kal Noyir@®s GromolyTes' wepl Yop TOU
Hroua elvar peyédn of péy pagw 8ri1d
adTorplywvoy woAAS EoTar, Anubrpt-
Tos & b gaveln olkelows wol puaikols

They are

Adyois wemeiofa:.  Philop., Gen. ef
Corr. 7 a, 8 b, seems to have no
other authority than Aristotle.

¢ Demoer. Fr. Phys. 1{ap. Sext.
Math. vii. 185; Pyrrh. i. 218 sq.;
Flut. Adv. Col. 8, 2; Galen, De
Elem. See. Hipp.i. 2; 1. 417 K):
véue yAved rzal (kal should no doubt
be omitted) »dpyp mwpdy, véuew
Sepuby, vduw Yuxpdy. véue xporh)
ére 8¢ Broua kal kevdy, fmep voul-
Cerar piyv elvar kol Soid{erawr T&
alofnTd, obk EoTi 8¢ KkaTd AAHBetay
TadTa, GAAG T4 Hropa mévev Kad

wevdy. Further references are un-
necessary. That the term &droua

ox dropor (odola) was used by De-
mocritus, and even by Leucippus,
is clear from this fragment, and
also from Simpl. Phys. 7 a, 8 a;
Cic. Fin. 3. 6, 17; Plut. 4dv. Col.
8, 4 sq. (vide p. 220, 4). Else-
where they are also called 1déa: or
oxfpare (vide inf. 220, 4), in oppo-
sition to the Void, vaerd (p. 223, 3),
and as the primitive substances,
according to Simp. Phys. 310 a,
apparently also ¢dous; the latter,
however, seems to be a miscon~
ception,
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underived and imperishable, for the primitive con-
stituents of all things cannot have arisen from anything
else, and nothing can resolve itself into nothing.! They
are completely filled, and contain no empty space;?
and are consequently indivisible; for division and
plurality are only possible where Being or the Plenum
is divided by Non-Being or the Vacuum; in a body
which has absolutely no empty space, nothing can pene-
trate by which its parts can be divided.® For the same
reason in their internal constitution and nature they
are subject to no change, for Being as such is unchange-
able ; that which contains no kind of Non-Being must
therefore remain always the same. Where there are no
parts, and no empty interspaces, no displacement of
parts can occur ; that which allows nothing to penetrate
into it can be effeeted by no external influence and

experience no change of substance.*

' Vide p. 216, 1; Plut. Plac.1. 3,
28. To prove that all things are
not derived, Demceritus appeals to
the fact that time is without begin-
ning, Arigt. Phys. viil. 1, 251 b, 1.

2 Arist. Gen. et Corr. 1. 8 (sup.
p-215,1): 7d yap xvplws dy mauTin-
8&s §v. Philop. in k. L. 36 a: the
indivisibility of the atoms was thus
proved by Leucippus: ékaoror TGy
vy Lo kuplws Sv év 8¢ 1§ ByTL
o3¢y doTiv ol by, hoTe 0388 Kevby.
£l B¢ odBty wevdy &y abTols, Thy 8¢
Swaipeoty Hvev kevod &dlvaToy yevé-
obar, &3varey bpa abrd Suupedijvar,

8 Arist. Metaph. vii. 13; De
Celo, 1il. 4; sup. p. 216,3; Gen.
et Corr.i. 8, 825 b, 5: oxedoy 8¢
xal 'Euwedokrel Gvaykaior Aéyew
fomep rcal Actrmmds ¢now elvar
v&p BrTa oTepek, dBialpera B8, &b uh
warTy Bopos ovwvexels eigiv.* Philop. ;

The Atoms are

vide previous note. His statement,
however, is not to be regarded as
independent historical evidence, but
merely as his own emendation of
that of Aristotle (vide Vol. I. p.
632,2). Simpl. De Celo, 109 b, 43;
Schol. in Arist. 184 a, 24 : &reyor
vyép ovrur (Leucipp. and Democrit.)
amelpovs elvaw T4 wANMGeL Tas bpxds,
&s wal dTdépovs kal &diapérous évdut-
{or Kal &malels 316 7d vasThs elvar
kal Guolpovs 700 xevov. Cie. Fin. 1.
6, 17: corpora individua propter soli-
ditatem,cf. p.216,4;217,1. Asindi-
visible magnitude unbroken by no
interspace, every atom is & fuvexis,
as the Being of the Eleatics, the
indivisibility of which Parmenides
had also proved from its absolute
homogeneousness, vide Vol. I. 86,
1; 585, 2.

4 Vide sup. p. 215, 1; 216, 3;
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lastly, according to their substance, absolutely simple

and homogeneous;*

for, in the first place, on this

condition only, as Democritus believes, could they work
upon each other;* and secondly, as Parmenides had

Arist. De Celo, iil. T (sup. p. 125,
1) Gen. et Corr. 1.8, 325 a, 36:
aua‘y.‘cawz/ amabdés Te Etmn"rou )\e'yew
TwV aBLaLPETwV OU 'yap 01011 TE ﬂ'a"
axew AN 9 81& Tob revoD. Plut,
Adv. Col. 8, 41 7l yip Aéyer Aqus-
kpiros; obotas amelpovs Td wATBos
&réuovs Te wal &diagbpovs Eri &
&molovs kal Gmalels & TE Kkevd
pépecbor  dicomapuévas 8rav §e
TeAdowow ANAAGLs, B cvuTérwoty
A mepimAakdot, palvesbar Tdv af-
potopévawr Td piv qup, b 8¢ mip,
Tb 8¢ purdy, 7O B Bwbpwmor: elvar 3¢
wdvra Tés &rduovs Idéas (al. idlws)
om abrol  Kahovuévas, Erepoy Be
undév: &k utv yap Tod wy Brros odx
elvar yéveaiy, éx 3¢ Tdv Syt undly
by yevéobow 76 uhTe wdoxew phTe
peraBdAnew Tés drduovs dwd aTeppo-
Tn705, 80ev ofiTe Xpbav & dxpdaTwy,
obre Qo B Yuxhy & dmolwy ral
[&yixwv] dwdpxew (and, therefore,
since they are colourless, no colour
can arise from them, and since they
are without properties and without
life, no ¢dots or soul; so far, that
is, as we haverespect to the essence
of things, and not merely to the
phenomenon). Galen. De Elerm. Sec.
Hipp. 1.2, t. 1. 418 et K: a‘rra@ﬁ
& vrroTzeeV'rat T8 a’w‘uma elvat 'ra
TpdTR . 0d¥ &Aadowiofar kaTd
Ti Juvdpeva TadTas 8 TS dAAoLD-
ceus, s Gravres dvbpwmwor memioTeD-
kaow elvar . . . ofov obire fepuaive-
abal 7 puow ekelvwy otfre Ydxeobuau,
wr A, {sup. p. 220, 1) whr’ BNy

Tivd  BAws émdéyeadar wobTyTA
katd undeplay weraBoAfy. Diog.
ix., 44 : € drduwr . . dmep

evor amadi kal dvarlolwTa Bik THy

oreppiTyTa.
note.

! Arist. Phys. iii. 4; Philop. u.
Simpl. in A L. cf. w/m p. 224, z
Avist. De Celo, 1.7, 276 b, 29
3¢ uh o’wsxés T 1r&u, AN 660'7rep
Aéyer An,u,ofcpwros Kal Asvmmros
ﬁtwpm'#ﬂ/a 7(20 KEV(U ,U.LaV a,ua.’ylfa.luv
ElV(Zl W“DT@V ’1'7'1' KLV’)’]VT[V aleLGTGL
,uev 'yap TOlS a’x'/ma:rw 'r'r)V d¢ ({)ﬁa’u/
elval q)au'w aDTEY ,LLLOW torep by el
XPUO'bS GKGUTOV ELT] KEXQJPI.U‘U,GVOI
Aristotle consequently ealis the
Atoms (Phys. i. 2. 184 b, 21): 7d
Yévos &y, oxhuat 3¢ 9 elder Siade-
potoas 9 kal évavrlus. Simpl. in
kol 10 a, 1: époyevels xal ék 7is
abrfis odotas. 1d. thid. 85 b, m:
T €ldos abrdy kal THy odolay & Kkal
Gpouévor, 1d. De Celo, 111 a, 5;
Schol. in Arist. 484 a, 34 : wré;wus
Suotas Thy piow (6,um04>vszs Karst.).

2 Arist. Gen. et Corr. i / 323
b, 10: Anpdrpiros B¢ mepd rods
aArovs idlws Erete udvos (on the
moeiv and wdoxew). ¢nol yap Td
abrd Kol d‘umav elvar 76 T¢ TwoL0DY
Kal ratrxou o vyap e'yxwpew O
érepa Kal szq)epwra 7I'(L0'X€LI/ o’
aM\'f)va, GANG Kby & E’repa Svra 7 wouy
T els éi)\/\n)\a, oux ] ETepa, GAN ﬁ
TabTéy TL uwapxel Tabry TobTo
ovuBalvey abrors. Theophr. De
Sensu, 49 1 &8dvarov §é ¢t [An,u.o-
Kp] Td [l 'raJ uh TadTS ruaxsw,
BANG mu E'T'Epa dvramowty oby €repa
(1. ouxn ér. ], AN 3) (L. #) 7abrdy
Tt wdaxe 7ois 6molots, That De-
moeritus applied this principle in
the manner mentioned above is not
stated expressly, but is in itself
probable. Wefound the same with

Simpl. ; vide previous
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already shown,! this dissimilarity of one from another is
a consequence of Non-Being; where pure Being with-
out Non-Being is, there only one and the same consti-
tution of this Being is possible. Our senses alone show
us things qualitatively defined and distinct; to the
primitive bodies themselves, the atoms, we must not
ascribe any of these particular qualities, but merely
that without which an existence, or a body, would not
be thinkable.? In other words, Being is only the sub-
stance that fills space, matter as such, not matter de-
fined in any particular manner; for all definition is
exclusion, each determinate substance is not that which
others are: it is, therefore, not merely a Being but a
Non-Being. The Atomistic doctrine of Being in all these
respects differs only from the Eleatic in transferring to
the many particular substances that which Parmenides
had said of the one universal substance or the universe.

But the homogeneousness and unchangeableness
of the atoms must not be carried so far as to render
the multiplicity and change of derived things impos-
sible. If, therefore, our philosophers can admit no
qualitative differences among the atoms, they must all
the more insist that quantitatively, in regard to their
form, their magnitude, and their reciprocal relations

Diogenes (Vol. I. 286, 2); and as terial alone as a real 8id b undér

Diogenes (according to Vol. I. 800,
2) borrowed from Leucippus, it is
certainly possible that this weighty
observation may have originally
belonged to Leucippus.

! Vide Vol. I p. 886, 1; cf.
supra, 216, 4.

2 Cf. p. 219, 8; Sext. Mazh. viii.
6. Democritus regards the imma-

fmorelobur pdoer alobyrdy, Tér Ta
ndvra Guykpwovedy dtduwy wdons
aloByriis worbryros Epnuov Exovodv
¢voiy. Plutarch and Galen, L c.,
with less exactitude, calls the
atoms &wrora. Further details will
presently be given as to the quali-
ties predicated or denied in regard
to them.
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in space, these atoms must be conceived as infinitely
various. Democritus therefore declared that the atoms
are distinguished from each other in regard to their
shape, their order and their position:! differences of
.size and weight are likewise mentioned. The main
distinction is that of shape, which, on that account, is
often brought forward alone? and from which the
atoms themselves are named forms.®> The Atomistic
philosophy goes on to maintain that not only the atoms
but the differences of shape among the atoms must be
infinite in number, partly because there is no reason
why one shape should belong to them more than
another ; and partly because only on this supposition

U Arist. Mctaph. 1. 4, after the
words quoted, p. 217, 1: kafdmwep of
&v wowovyTes THY Imokeuévny odolay
TéAAa Tols wdleow alThs yevvdar

. 1oy abrdy Tpdwoy kal odTor Ths
diapopds aitias T@Y EANwy elval da-
ow. TabTas uévrorTpels elvat Aéyovai,
oxiipd Te kal TdEw kol 0éoww. Bragpé-
pew ydp pagi 70 Oy puoug kal dwbryf
kal Tpowfi ubvoy Tobrwy B¢ 6 uty
puouds oxhud éoTw, § 3¢ Jwabiyh
TdLis, 7 8¢ Tpowd) Béos Bragéper yap
b uév A Tod N oxfuari, Td 8¢ AN
700 NA Tdier, 15 8¢ Z 700 N Oéoer.
The same is stated more briefly,
ibid. viii. 2, init. The same differ-
ences among the atoms are men-
tioned by Arist. Phys. i. 5, init.;
Gen. et Corr. 1. 1,814 a, 21 ¢, 2,
315 b, 83 ¢, 9, 327 a, 18. These
statements are then repeated by his
commentators: Alex. Metaph. 538
b, 15 Bekk. 27, 7 Bon.; Simpl.
Phys. 7 a, 8 a, 68 b (Schol. 488 a,
18; Philop. De 4n. B, 14 ; Phys. C,
14; Gen. et Corr.3 b, 7a. ‘Puouds,
characterised by Philop. and Suid.
as an expression peculiar to Abdera,

is only another pronunciation of
pubuds. Diog. ix. 47 speaks of
writings . 7&v SiagpepdyTay puoudy
and 7. quedippuopidr,

? For example, by Aristotle,
Phys. i. 2; De Cwlo, i. 7 (vide p.
221, 1); Gen. ¢t Corr. 1. 8, 825 b,
17 @ 7ols pév vydp o adialpera T4
Tpdra TEY cwpdTwy, oxhuaTe dapé-
povte pdvoy, and afterwards, 826 a,
141 GANG phy Hromov wal € unfev
brdpxet GAN ) pdvov oxfiua.

$ Plut. Adw. Col. 1. ¢.; Arist.
Phys. iil. 4,203 a, 21 : (Anpdrpiros)
éx 1ls mavewepulas T@y oxnudTey
(dmepa woel 76 arouxela); Gen. et
Corr. 1. 2, see following note, and
inf. p. 229, 4; De An. 1. 2; of. p.
226,m.; De Respir.c. 4,472 a,4, 15 ;
Simpl. Phys. 7 a, vide p. 224, 1.
Democritus had himself composed
a work wepl idedv (Sext. Maik. vii.
1387), which, no doubt, treated of the
form of the atom, or of the atoms
generally. Hesychius says i5éa, no
doubt after Democritus, and that it
meant also 7o érdxioror edua, cf.
Mullach, 135. .
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ean it be explained that things are so infinitely diverse,
are subject to so many changes and appear so differently

to different people.!

Further, the atoms are distin-

guished from each other as to size,2 but it is not clear

1 Arist. Gen. et Corr.i. 2, 815
b, 9: émel B Jovro TaAnlEs év T
dalvesdar, évavria 8¢ ral dwepa To
daduera, To oxApaTa Grepa éxoln-
cav, Hare Tais peraforals ToU ouy-
wewévoutd abtd dvavrior doxely AN
sl BN kal peTanyelofor puepod éu-
wryvupévou kal Srws ETepoy palveatar
Evbs peraxwnfévros éx TV abTdy
yap Tpaywdia ral rwuedle vyiverar
ypupudrov. Ibid. e, 1, 314 a, 21 :
Anpdrpiros 8¢ kal Aedximmwos <k
coudrey &diapérwr TEAAR oUyiel-
abal oo, TabTa § dwepo xal TO
wAHos elva kal Tds popgis, abTd 8
7pds adrd Sadépew (here TAAAR is
again the subject) Tobrets & G elow
(the atoms of which they consist)
kal 8érer kal Tdter Tebrwy. Ibid.
e, 8,325b, 27 : (Aeduiamos) dmelpors
dplafar oxhusot TRy &diupérwy
oTepedv éxacrov. De Celo, iii. 4,
303 a. 5, p. 216, 3; ¢bid. line 10 : xal
wpds Tobrois émel Bragpéper & odpa-
7o o xhuaoty (this is repeated at line
30), drewpa B¢ T& oxhuaTe, Gmepa
kol T& GUAR odpard ¢acwy elvar
De An. i. 2, 404 a, 1. The infinite
number of the atoms is very often
mentioned, e.g. Arist. Phys. iii. 4,
203 a, 19; Gen. et Corr.1i. 8, 325
a, 30; Simpl. Phys. 7 a; Plut.
Adv. Col. 8, 4; Diog. ix. 44 (who,
however, clumsily adds that the
atoms are also unlimited in size),
Concerning their innumerable and
manifold forms, crarknre, &yxioTpd-
37, kotha, rvpra, &e., cf. Theophr.
De Sensu, 65 sq.; 1d. Metaph.
(Fr. 34) 12, where he censures De-
mocritus for the irregularity of the
forms of his atoms; Cie. N, D. 1.

24, 66; Alexander, ap. Philop.
Gen. et Corr. 3 b; Plut. Plac. i. 3,
30 (the two last also remark the
divergence of Epicurus on this
point); ef. Part 1. a, 375, second
edition ; Themist. Phys. 32 a (222
sp.) ; Philop. De 4n. B, 14; Simpl.
Phys. 7 a, who gives as a reason
for this definition, appealing to the
utterances of the Atomists them-
selves: T@dv év Tals dréuois oxnud-
Ty Gmeipoy 7O TAGHEs pact did TO
Emd%r wiEAdoy Towdror A Totobroy
elvas (ef. Plut. Col. 4, 1: according
to Colotes, Demoeritus maintained :
T8Oy Tpaypdrwr ExacTov ob uaA\oy
Totoy % Toloy elvar), and previously,
with Aristotle : r@r oxnudrwy &ka-
orov els érépay éxxoouobuevoy oiy-
xpioy ANy woiely didfeqy ¢ BoTe
eDAbyws Gmelpwy ododv TEv dpxidv
wdvra To wdOn Kol Tas odolas dwodd-
oew émnyyéArovTo O oD Te yiveTar
kal wds. 8b kal ¢act pdvois Tols
dmepa wooBaL T8 oToLxelw wdvra
quuBalvety kard Adyor. Id. De Celo,
183 a, 24, 271 a, 438 (Schol. 488 a,
32, 514 a, 4); cf. infra, p. 282sq.;
245, 1.

2 Arist. Phys. ili. 4, 203 a, 33 :
Anudrpiros 8 ovdéy Erepow & Erépov
ylyveoBar Ty mpdTwy ¢naiv: GAN
Buws ve adTd TO KOWdY CAMA TAYTWY
éorly dpxh, ueyéber koard udpia ral
oxhuart Buapépor, which is repeated
by Philoponus, Simplicius, i 4. 1.,
and others (Schol. in Arist. 362 b,
22 sq.}; Simpl. De Cwlo, 110 a, 1;
183 a, 13 (ibid. 484 a, 27; 488 a,
22); Gen. et Corr. 1. 8 (inf. p. 227,
1). Theophr. De Sensu, 60 : Anudrp:i-
Tos . . . TQ udv Tois ueyéfeot, T4 8¢
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how this distinction is related to the distinction of form.!
For as the atoms are indivisible only because there is
no vacuum in them, they are not mathematical points,
but bodies of a certain magnitude,? and in this respect

they may be as different as they are in form.

Demo-

critus, however, supposed that all atoms are too small
to be perceived by our senses ;* this he was compelled to

~ oxhuaow, i déTdie kal féoe
+ e, Ibid. 61, vide infra 226,
.. Plut. Plac. 1. 3, 29; 4, 1.

! On the one hand, as has just
been shown, the form only is usually
mentioned as that by which the
atoms are distinguished from one
another, and so we might suppose
that a certain size was connected
with each form (thus Philop. De
An. c. 6, conjectures that Demo-
critus regarded the spherical atoms
as the smallest; because, among
bodies of equal mass, those that
are spherical have the smallest ex-
tent). On the other hand, among
the atoms of like form, greater
and smaller are distinguished, as
we shall presently find, in respect
to the round atoms ; and conversely
atoms of various forms are, on
account of their agreement. in size,
included i one element. Arist.
De Cwlo, 1ii. 4, 303 a, 12 (after the
quotation on p. 224, 1) : wolor 3¢ kai
7! &xdoTov T axiiue TOY gToIXelwy
000y emidubpiony, GANE udvoy TG
mupl THry o¢aipay dmédwkay * bépa
3¢ kol PBwp xal TEAAG peyéfer kal
wikpdrnTe diethov, bs oloay adrdv
Ty ¢pvow eloy wavomepulay mavTwy
Tov oroixelwy; for they suppose
that in them atoms of the most
various forms are mingled.

2 Galen (De Elem. sec. Hipp. i.
2 T. 1. 418 X)) says that Epicurus
regarded the atoms as &6pavora

VOL. IL.

dwd  oxAnpdraros, Leucippus as
&daupera wd opkpdryros. Sim-
plicius, Phys. 216 a, says that
Leucippus and Democritus con-
sidered that the indivisibility of
primitive bodies arose not merely
from their éndfeic, but also from
the cuirpdy xal duepés ; Epicurus, on
the contrary, did not hold them to
be dueph, but &roua dix THy amd-
ferav. Similarly, in De Celo, 271
b, 1, Schol. 514 a, 14, they are
spoken of as & omwkpéryTa Kal
vagTérnra dropor. This is a mis-
take (perhaps of the Epicureans);
Aristotle’s polemic against the
atoms is directed against the ma-
thematical atom as well (De Celo,
iii. 4, 308 a, 20), but Democritus
and Leucippus, as Simpl. Phys. 18
a, acknowledges, supposed, not
that the atoms were mathematically
indivisible, but, like Epicurus, that
they were physically indivisible.

3 Sext. Mark. vil. 189: Aéyer
O kard Aétw “ryvduns 8t Sbo eloly
Béar, 7 pev ywmely o 3¢ oxorin-
kal okoTins py Tdde Furavra, s,
aroh, Odud, yevots, Yavois: 7 &
yvnoly  Gwoxexpvupévn [dmoxerpr-
wévm] 8¢ (?) Tabrys”  elra wporpl-
vov Ths oxorins 7y yrnoiny émpépe
Aywy* “fray 9 ororin pnxére
dtvyrar e bpfiv én’ EnaTrov (see
what is still smaller), ufite aroderr,
ufTe ddudcou, uhire yebeabar, ufiTe
év 7 Yaboer alobdvesfar, GAA’ éml

Q %
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assume because every substance perceptible to sense is
divisible, changeable, and of determinate quality. But
magnitude directly involves weight, for weight belongs
to every body as such, and as all matter is homogeneous,
it must equally belong to all bodies; so that all bodies
of the same mass are of the same weight: the propor-
tion of weight of particular bodies is therefore exclu-
sively conditioned by the proportion of their masses,
and corresponds entirely with this, and when a larger
body appears to be lighter than a smaller one, this is
only because it contains in it more empty space, and
therefore its mass is really less than that of the other.!

AemTdrepov,” there (the meaning
must be) true knowledge enters:
Arist. Gen. et Corr. 1. 8 (sup. p.
215, 1); Simpl. De Calo, 133 a, 13
(Schol. 488 a, 22), &e. The atoms
there are rightly called, in Plut.
. Plac. i. 3, 28, Stob, Eel. i. 796,
Abyew Bewpnrd, though the expres-
sion may originally belong to Epi-
eurus; and Aristotle, Gen. et Corr.
i. 8, 326 a, 24, censures the Ato-
mistic doetrine thus: #rowor kal 70
piepl iy dlalpera elyar peydia 5&
wh.  When Dionysius ap. Eus. Pr.
Bw. xiv. 23, 3, says that Epicurus
believed all atoms to be absolutely
small and imperceptible to sense ;
whereas Democritus supposed some
to be large; and Stob. Fcl. i. 348,
asserts that Democritus thought it
possible that an atom may be as
large as a world—this is certainly
erroneous. It would be more
reasonable to infer from Arist. De
An. 1. 2, 404 a, 1, that the atoms
were under certain circumstances
visible. Aristotle here says of
Democritus: amelpwv yap Jvrwy
axnudrev kal &réuwy T8 gpaipoetdi

wip wal Yuxhy Aéyer, ofov &y 7§ dép
T8 Kahobueva Ebouara, & daivera
év Tals 8i T@v Gupidwy Grtiow, and
these words are too explicit to
justify Philoponus (De An. B 14
Gen. et Corr. 9 b) in citing the
motes of the sunbeam as an ex-
ample of bodies which usually
escape our senses. But if Demo-
critus, in connection with a Pytha-
gorean theory {sup. Vol. L. p. 476,
2), supposed that these motes con-
sisted of similar atoms to the soul,
he might still consider them as
aggregations of those atoms, the
particular constituents of whick
we cannot distinguish.

! These propositions, so impor-
tant in regard to the subsequent
theory of Nature, are an immediate
consequence of the qualitative
homogeneousness of all matter.
The Atomists were aware of these
consequences, as Aristotle shows
(De Celo, iv. 2, 808 b, 35): ra 8&
wpdTa, kal AToua Tois mév émimeda
Aéyovow E& Gy oguvéeTnre T4 Bdpos
Exorra Tédy cwudTov (Plato) drowoy
Ty Pdvar, Tols 8¢ oTepea udAAor
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Thus the Atoms must have weight, and the same speci-
fic weight; but at the same time they must differ in

weight quite as much as in magnitude.!

This doetrine

is of great importance for the Atomistic system : texts
which maintain the contrary? are to be considered

udéyerar Aéyerw 7O peifov elvar
BapiTepoy-adrdy: (Democritus does
not say this, vide following note) :
TGy 8¢ qubétwy, éradimep ob Pai-
verar TovToy Exew ExagToy TOY
Tpémwov, &ANG ToAAL BaplTepa dpd-
ey éxdrTw TO¥ dyrov BvTa, kabdmep
épiov  xoAkby, Erepov Td alTiov
olovral Te kal Aéyovow Eviot (Ato-
mists, no doubt Democritus) 7d
Yap kevdy éumwepilauBavdpevor kou-
pilew T4 chduard Pact kal motely
ot 87e 7o pelw kovpdrepa, mAeToy
" ydp Exew kevdy. Bid TodTO Yip Kal
Tov Uyrov elvar peiCw ocuyreipeva
woAAdiis éf Yowy oTepedy 7 kKal

rarTévwy. Brws 8¢ kal mavrds
alTiov  elvar  T0D rovporépov T

wAetor épumdpyew Kevby Bedy
yip TodTo KAl TO wip e€lval ¢act
kovodTaToy, §Ti wASToTOY EXEL KeViY.
Theophr. De Sensu, 61: Baph uév
oby kal rolpor T@ peyéler diarpel
Anudrpiros, € ~yap Sarpifely v
&kaoroy (the individual atoms), e
kal kard oxiua dapépor (so that
they cannot therefore be measured
by one another), oraBuds &y énxl
weyéber mhy kplow [so I read with
Preller, H:. Phil. Gr.~rom. § 84 for
dlow] Exerv. ob phy &AN & ye Tols
HikTOls KoupdTepoy by elvar 7O wAéoy
Exov Kevdy, Baprepov 3¢ T4 ¥rat-
Tov. @&y &vlois piy obrws elpyrev:
év #AAois B¢ kobpor elval ¢mow
awAds 70 Aemrdv. The words el
vép diakpif. —orafudy are parily
based on my own conjecture, and
partly on Mullach, p. 214, 346 sq.
Various conjectural readings have
been suggested to complete the

text, by Schneider and Wimmer in
their editions; Burchard, Democr.
Phil. de Sens. 15 ; Philippson, YAz
avbpwmivy, 135; Papencordt, déom.
Dactr. 53 ; and Preller, . ¢. The
text itself stands thus: el ~dp
Sianpiff Evbev EracToy, el Kol kaTd
oxfua Bapépor, dapéper oTabude,
eic. Cf. also Simpl. De Cwlo, 302
b, 85 (Schol. 516 b, 1); Alex. ap.
Simpl. bid. 306 b, 28 sq. (Schol.
517 a. 3).

! Vide previous note and Arist.
Gen. et Corr.i. 8, 526 a, 9 : ralro:
Baptrepdy ye katd Thy dmwepoxhr
onow elvau Anudrpiros ExacToy TEn
adiaupérwv. Simpl. De Celo, 264
b. 27; Schol. in Arist. 510 b, 30 ;
vide infra. Further details, p. 241.

2 8o Plut. Plac. i. 3, 29. Epi-
curns ascribed form, magnitude,
and weight to the atoms: Anué-
kpiros pev ydp Eneye Blo, uéyebds
Te kal oxfua & & *Emirovpos Tod-
Tois kal TpiTov, Td Pdpos, éwébn-
key, Stob. i. 348 (cf. p. 225, 8):
Anpdrp. T84 WpBTE ¢Pnot chuata,
radra 8 v T8 vaoTd, Bdpos uév ovk
Exew, kvelofar 8¢ kat’ BAANAoTUT OV
v 7§ ametpp. Cic. De Fato, 20,
46.  Epicurus represented the
atoms as moved by their weight,
Democritus by impact. Alex. on
Metaph. i. 4, 885 b, 4: odd¢ ~ip
wé0ev # Bapirys év Tals &-duois
Aéyovor To ydp Gueph) T émwood-
neva Tals &rduots wkal wépn dvra
abTdv aBaph pacw elvue,  Alexan=
der here appeals to the third book
of Aristotle. =. odpavel ; but seems
to refer what is said in the first

Q 2
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erroneous. Concerning the differences of the atoms as
to place and order, Democritus seems to have given no
farther or more general definitions ; at any rate, tradition
has preserved nothing beyond what we have already
quoted.!

The Void was conceived by the Atomists as un-
limited; this was required, not only by the infinite
number of the atoms, but also by the idea of empty
space.? The atoms are comprehended by the Void,?
and by it are separated from each other;? wherever
therefore there is a combination of atoms, there neces-
sarily is the Void ; it is, like the Plenum, in all things.?
This definition, however, was not so rigorously carried
out by the founders of the Atomistic philosophy that
they admitted no direct contact of the atoms with

chapter against the Platonic con-
struction of the elements, wrongly,
to Leucippus and Democritus, who
admifted no parts in the atoms.

! The differences of place and
form, which Aristotle enumerates
(Phys. i. 5), he gives not in the
name of Democritus, but in his
own.

2 Arist. De Cwlo, iii. 2, 300 b,
8: Aevklmmey kal AnuoxpitTe Tols
Adyovow el wiveloBar T& wpdTO
cduare év TG Kevd Kkal TG amelpw,
Aextéoy Tiva wlvyew kol 7is %) kord
Qiow adriv kivnois, Cie. Fin. 1. 6
(inf.); Simpl. Phys. 144 b; De
Celo, 91 b, 36, 300 b, 1 (Schol.
480 a, 88, 516 a, 37); Stob. £l i,
380; Plut. Plac. i. 3, 28. Ac-
cording to Simpl. Phys. 133 a, De-
mocritus distinguished from the
Void, Space (réwos), by which, like
Epicurus after him (Part mr a,
373, second edition), he understood

the distance between the ends of
what surrounds a body (70 didornua
7Y peTafd TOY éoxdTwy ToU mepré~
xovros), a distance which is some-
times filled with a body and
sometimes empty. But it is quite
possible that Demoeritus, whose
definitions are eoupled by Sim-
plicius with those of Epicurus, did
not formulate his theory so exactly,
Phys. 124 a. Simplicius says: 76
Yop Kevdy Témoy elmey & AnudkpiTos.
Similarly 89 b.

# Vide previous note, and p.
215, 1.

4 Arist. De Celo, 1. 7, 275D,
29 : el 8¢ ud guvexes T mwav, GAN
Sbomep Aéyet Anudiprros kal Aedrim-
mos, duwpiopévaTd kevg.  Phys. iv.
6 (cf. p. 216, 4) where there 1s also
an allusion to the similar doctrine
of the Pythagoreans.

5 Arist, Metaph. iv. 5; sup. p.
217, 4, &e.
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each other;! it was only the actual uniting of the
atoms which they denied.?

According to these presuppositions, all qualities of
things must be reduced to the amount, magnitude, form
and relations in space, of the atoms of which they
consist, and all change in things must be reduced to
an altered combination of atoms.® A thing arises when
a complex of atoms is formed ; it passes away, when
such a complex is dissolved ; it changes when the place
and position of the atoms is changed, or a portion of
them is displaced by others; it augments when new
atoms are added to the complex; it decreases when

some atoms are separated from it.4

1 Cf. Arist. Phys. iii. 4, 208 a,
19: 8001 & Hmwepa wotovogL TQ oTOL-
xela, kabddmep ’AVaEa'ydpas Kat An/.w-
BPITOS . . . TH &¢f ogvvexés Tb
grepoy elvoi pacw.  Gen. et Corr,
i. 8 (sup. B 216, 1) wotely 3¢ ral
WGJXELV 'I] TI)’YXGVOUO'U/ a7r'rép_eva,
ibid, 325 b, 29. Plato, as well as
Leucippus, supposed the atoms to
have a definite form : éx ¥% TodTwy
oi 7euecrezs wal o Bwucpw'ezs Aevglm-
7 utv dbo Tpémor bw elev [sc. Tis
yevérews kal Swakploews], Bid Te Tob
kevod kal 8& THs agfis (Tadty yap
Siaiperdy kaaTor), MAdTawt 3¢ kara
The apyy wévev. Ibid. 326 a, 31,
is directed against the Atomisis:
el pév yap pla pioes éotly amdvroy
7t b xwploav ; A 8w 7L 0d yiyverar
adueva &y, bomep Bwp Bdaros Srav
Oy ; Simpl. De Celo, 138 a, 18;
Schol. 488 a, 26. There is no con-
tradiction here with the passage
quoted above, note 2, which asserts
that the world is not cwvexés; for
that which merely touches can form
indeed a connected mass in space,
and so far may be called gwvexes 74

Similarly all in-

a¢f ; but it is still without internal
connection, and, therefore, not in
the strict sense suvexés. Vide Phys.
viii. 4, 2565 a, 13; Simpl. Phys.
195 b, where this expression is thus
amended : 7 apf cvvexi{bueva AN
obxt Tfi évdoer, cf. inf. p. 245, 1.
We have, therefors, no right to
understand contact in the Aristo-
telian passages as referring merely
to close proximity, as is done by
Philop. Gen. et Corr. 36 a.

2 Cf.previousnote, and p. 216, 3.

3 Cf. Simpl. De Celo, 252 b, 40
(Schol. 510 a, 41): Anudkpiros 8¢,
@s OedppacTos év Tols Puaikols ioTo-
pel, s Buwrikds amodibdvrwy ThY
raTd T Bepudy xal 15 Yuxpdy kal T4
TowabTa alriohoyolyTwy, émi Tas
aTéuovs aréBn.

1 Arist. Gen. et Corr.1. 2, 315
b, 6: Anudrpiros 8¢ ral Aebrimmos
worfioavres Tq oxhuaTa Ty dAAoiw-
a1 kal Ty yéveow ék TolTwy wolobaL
diakpioet ucv kal ovykpioe yéveow
kal Plopdw, Tdier 8¢ wxal Oéoer GA-
Aolwoty, &e. ; ibid. ¢. 8 (p. 215, 1).
Ibid, c. 9, 827, 16: dpouer 3¢ Td
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fuence of one thing upon another is of a mechanical
kind, and consists in pressure and percussion ; if, there-
fore, a merély dynamical influence seems to be produced
from a distance, we must suppose that it is in reality
mechanical, and as such brought about by contact.
The Atomists, therefore, seek to explain all such phe-
nomena, as Empedocles did, by the doctrine of emana-
tions.! If, lastly, many and various physical properties
appear to belong to things, these also must be explained
mechanically by the quantitative relations of the atoms.
According to their substance, all things are alike ; only
the form, size, and combination of their original con-
stituents are different. But among these derived
qualities themselves there is an essential difference.

abrd odua cuvexts by 61& uév Fypdy
o1é 3¢ wemyyds, ob dwupéoer kal
cuvbéoer TobTo wabdy, obdE Tpomh
kal StoBryfi, kafdmep Aéyer Anudepi~
Tos, Metaph. 1. 4, p. 228, 1. Phys.
viii. 9, 265 b, 24: the Atomists
ascribe movement in space only to
the primitive bodies, and all other
movements to derived bodies : adkd-
veofar yap ral ¢Oivew kal dGANoiod-
a0ar quykpvoudver kal Sraxpvouéver
TG dréuwy cwudtwy ¢aciy, which
Simpl. i 4. 1. 310 a, constantly re-
peats; De Cwxlo, iil. 4, 7 (sup. p.
216, 8; 125, 7); Simpl. Catey. Schol.
i Ar. 91 a, 36; Galen, De Elem.
sec. Hipp.i. 9, T. 1. 483 K, &e.

t Cf. Arist. Gen. et Corr.i. 8
(sup. p. 215, 1). Leucippus and
Demoeritus derive all action and
suffering from contact. One thing
suffers from another, if parts of the
latter penetrate the empty inter-
spaces of the former. Alex. dphr.
(Qu. Nat.i1. 23, p. 137 Sp.) mentions
the emanations more distinctly; he

tells us that Demoeritus, like Em-
pedocles (sup. p. 134, 1), sought to
explain the attractive power of the
magnet (on which, according to
Diog. ix. 47, he wrote a treatise)
on this theory. He thought that
the magnet and the iron consist of
atoms of similar nature, but which
are less closely packed together in’
the magunet. As on the one hand,
like draws to like, and on the other,
all moves in the Void, the emana-
tions of the magnet penetrate the
iron, and press out a part of its
atoms, which, on their side, strain
towards the magnet, and penetrate
its empty interspaces. The iron
itself follows this movement, while
the magnet does not move towards
the iron, because the iron has
fewer spaces for receiving its efflu-
ences. Another and a more im-
portant application of thisdoctrine,
in which Democritus also agreed
with Empedocles, will be found in
the section on sense-perceptions.
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Some of them follow immediately from the relative
proportion of the atoms in combination, irrespectively
of the manner in which we perceive them; they there-
fore belong to the things themselves. Others, on the
contrary, result indirectly from our perception of those
proportions and combinations; they, therefore, primarily
belong not to the nature of things, but to the sensations
caused by things.! These consist in weight, density,
and hardness, to which Democritus adds heat and cold,
taste and colour.? That these qualities do not present
the objective constitution of the thing purely, he showed
from the different impression produced by the same
objects, in the above-mentioned respects, upon different

persons and in different circumstances.?

! Here we first meet with the
distinction of primary and secon-
dary qualities, afterwards intro-
duoeed by Locke, and of such great
importance for the theory of know-
ledge.

2 Demoerit. sup.p. 219, 3; Theo-
phr. De Sensu, 63 (cf. 68 sq.) on
Democrit.: mepl uev ofv Bapéos kal
wobgov Kkal okAnpod Kkal paAaxod
év rovrois agopiler Tdy & EAAwy
algbnrdy oddevds elvar Gplow, GANL
wdyTa wdbn Ths alcOfoews &AAotou-
wévns, & Gis yiveafar iy pavraciav.
003¢ yap Tob Yuxpol al Tob fepuot
Pvow dmdpyev, GAAE TO oXFua [sc.
7@y &rduwy ] peraminrov Epydlecia
ral Thy Tperépar @ANolwowr 8 Ti
yap b #bpowr F TobT Emioxdew
éxdore, T0 8 €ls pikpd Sevepnuévor
avalo@nrov elvar, Cf. Arist. De An.
1ii. 2, 426 a, 20; Simpl. Phys. 119
b; De An. 5% a; Sext. Math.
viil, 6, ete. The words of Dioge-
nes, ix. 45, belong no doubt to
this connection; in our text they

But they are

make nonsense: woTd 8¢ réuiua
elvay, Pploer & arduovs kal keydy.
According to Demoerit. 4. c¢., it
should stand thus: wmoidryTas 8¢
véuw elvoi, ete,

3 Theophrastus continues: o9-
peioy 8¢, bs odr elol Pploe, TO ud
TabTd wacL ¢atvecbour Tois (dos,
AN B Uiy yAvkd 70T HAAos
wukpdy, kel érépois StV kal EANots
Bpiud, Tois B¢ GTpudydy Kal Th EAAG
8¢ doatTws, &ri & abrobs (the per-
ceiving subject) ueraBdArewr T
xpdoet (the mixture of their cor-
poreal ingredient changes; others,
however, read xpioe) nal [1. kard]
Ta waby kol Tas GAktas § ral pave-
pdv &s % dudbecis airia THs pavra-
olas, ibid. § 67. The same reasons
for the uncertainty of the sense-
perceptions are mentioned by Aris-
totle, Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 b, 1, as
belonging, it would seem, to Demo-
critus.  Cf. Democrit. ap. Sext.
Math. vii. 136: Huées 8¢ 7¢ uév
édvri obdey aTpents tuvieuey, peTa-
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of course based upon something objective, and the
philosopher’s task is to point out what this is, by de-
fining the form and relations of the atoms by which
the sensations of heat, colour, &c., are brought about.

Of the primary qualities of things, their weight is
reduced by Democritus simply to their mass: the
greater the mass of a body, after subtracting the
void interspaces, the heavier it is; if the extent be
equal, the weight must therefore correspond with the
density.! Similarly hardness must be conditioned by
the proportion of the empty and the full in bodies;
yet it depends not merely on the number and size of
the empty interspaces, but also on the manner of their
distribution: a body which is intersected equally at
many points by the Void, may possibly be less hard
than another body which has larger interspaces, but
also larger unbroken portions ; even though the former,
taken as a whole, contains in an equal space less of the
Void. Lead is denser and heavier, but softer than
iron.?

The secondary qualities were generally derived by
Democritus from the form, the size and the order of
the atoms; for he supposed that a body produces
different sensations according as it touches our senses
with atoms of such or such form or magnitude arranged
in closer or looser, equal or unequal, order ;® and that,

wiwToy 8¢ kard Te cduaros dabiyhy
[=7dw, cf. p. 223, 1] kol Tév émer-
cbyTev kol TGV GrTicTp(drTRY,

! Vide sup. p. 226 on the den-
sity of the atoms as a consequence
of their close Juxtaposition. Simpl.
Catey. (Basil. 1651) 68 v; Philop.

Gen. et Corr. 839 b; cf. Arist. Gen.
et Corr, 1. 8,326 a, 23.

2 Theophrastus, /. ¢. 62.

3 This results also from what
is sald of particular colours and
tastes, Arist. Gen. et Corr. i. 2,
316 a, 1: xpoww o ¢now elvar
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therefore, one and the same object appears to us dif-
ferently (e.g. warmer or colder), according as the atoms
of one or other kind of which it is composed, impinge
upon our organs of sense in sufficient mass to produce
a perceptible impression.! His more precise definitions
relate chiefly, as Theophrastus says,? to colours and to
the qualities perceptible to taste. What Theophrastus
tells us on both subjects® is a further proof of the care
with which Demoecritus sought to explain natural
phenomena by means of his general presuppositions;

but this is not the place to
‘We have still to notice

[ Anudrp.], Tpomfiyap xpwuarifeafac
Theophr. . c. 63 (sup P 231, 2);
and bid. 64: ob uhy dAnG Bomwep
kal 70 8AAe xal TavTo (Heat, Taste,
Colour) évarifne: Tois oxhuact,
ibid. 67, 712. Caus. Plant. vi. 2, 3:
aTOﬂ'OV BE KaKGtVO 'TOI.S Ta (TXnMaT(Z
Aeyov«rw [se. afria 'rwv Xvudr] 7
T&Y buviwy 5za¢apa KaTo ,U.lKPl"T‘I]Ta
wal uéyebos els TS wy THY adriv
Exew dlvauw.

! Vide the concluding words of
the passage, quoted p. 231, 2, and
Theophrastus, De Sensu, 67 : doai-
Tws 3¢ kal Tds GAAas éndoTov Suvduers
&mwodidway, dvdywy €ls TA oxhuara
andrrwy 3¢ TRV oxXnudTwy obd&y
&rcépatoy elvar kal duryés Tols EAAots,
AN @y éxdoTe (SC. XUAG) TOAAL
elvar wal TOv adTdy Exew Aelov ral
Tpaxéos kal wepipepods kal 6&éos xal
Ty Aoy & & &y évf wheloToy,
T00T0 pdAioTa énigxbew wplbs Te THY
alonow ket Thy Svrauw. (Similarly
Anaxagoras, vide infra.) Cf. also
Arist. Metaph. iv. b ; sup. p. 217, 4;
De Gen. et Corr. 1. 2, 815D, 9;
Philop. ad k. 1. 6 a, and the sec-

ion on the senses.

2 De Sensw, 64; Fr. 4 (De

follow up such details.
the opinion of Democritus

Odor.), 64. Theophr, also remarks
on the want of exact definitions
respecting colours, and the form of
the atoms eorres_pondmg to each
eolour.

3 On tastes, which must be
regulated by the form of the atoms
touching the tongue, I ¢. 656-72;
De Caus. Plant. vi. 1, 2, 6, c. 6,
1, 7, 2; Fr. 4, De Odor 64; cf
Alex. De Sensu, 105 b (which
Arist. De Sensu, ¢. 4, 441 a, 6,
refers to Democritus), 109 a. On
colours, among which Democritus
regards white, black, red and green
as the four primitive colours, De
Sensu, 73-82, cf. Stob. Eel. i.
364; Arist. De Sensu, c. 4, 442
b, 11 TO 'yap Aevkdy kal TO pénav
7O udv Tpaxd pnow eivas (An,uél(p)
T B¢ 7\6!01/, els d¢ T4 oxhuata
dvdyer Tobs xuuwols. Ibid. c. 3,
440 a, 15 sq.; Alex. I. ¢. 103 a,
109 a. The emanations to which
light and colours are reduced have
been partly considered, supra, p.
230, 1. Further details hereafter.
Cf. also Burchard, Democr. Phil.
de Sens. 16 ; Prantl, Arist, 4b. d.
Farben, 48 sqq.
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on the four elements. He could not of course regard
these substances as elements in the proper sense, for the
atoms are in his system the first of all things. Nor could
he, as Plato afterwards did, regard them, in spite of their
being composed of atoms, as the primitive substances
of all other visible bodies; for more than four visible
elements must then have resulted from the innumerable
forms of the atoms.! As soon, however, as the four ele-
ments had been established by another philosopher, he
may, nevertheless, have bestowed upon them special
attention, and may have sought to explain their quali-
ties by reference to their atomistic constituents. But
fire alone had for him any very great importance; he
considered it, as we shall see, to be the moving and
living prineiple thronghout nature, the spiritual element
proper. On account of its mobility he supposed it to
consist of round and small atoms, whereas, in the other
elements, there is a mixture of heterogeneous atoms,
and they are distinguished from one another only by
the magnitude of their parts.?

! It is consequently a mistake apocryphal. Even supposing (and

to include (vide Simpl. Phys. 8)
Leucippus and Democritus with
the pseudo-Timeus, in the assertion
that they all recognised the four
elementsas the primitive substances
of composite bodies, but tried to
reduce these elements themselves
to more original and more simple
causes. The statement of Diog.
ix. 44, that Democritus believed
the four elements to be combina-~
tions of atoms is more plausible ;
on the other hand, the assertion
ap. Galen, H. Philos. c. 5, p. 243,
that he wade earth, air, fire and
water principles sounds entirely

this is not probable) that air
originally stood in the text, it
would still be false. Demoeritus
may certainly have spoken of earth,
fire and waterin the work to which
the author appeals in support of
this statement (the SoproTird,
which is wanting in Mullach’s
list) ; but if the work were genuine,
not in such a manner as to de-
signate them the elements of all
bodies.

2 Arist. De Celo, iil. 4 ; supra,
p. 225, 1. As observed, ibid. 303
a, 28, water, air, and earth arise
by separation out of one another;
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How it comes to pass that the atoms in general
enter into these definite combinations, and how the
origin of composite things and the formation of a world
is to be explained, we must consider in the following

section.

2. The movement of the Atoms; the formation and system
of the Untverse ; Inorgamic Nature.

Trr atoms, as they circulate in infinite space,' are in

concerning this process, cf. also c.
7 (supra, p. 125, 1). In regard to
the warm or fire, ¢bid. and De An.
i. 2, 405 a, 8 sqq. ¢. 3, 406 b, 20;
De Cwrlo, iii. 8, 806 b, 32; Gen. et
Corr. i. 8, 326 a, 3; cf. Metaph.
xiii. 4, 1078 b, 19. As a reason
for the dbove theory, in many of
these passages motion, De Crlo,
iii. 8, perhaps only as an arbitrary
conjecture, and also the burning
and penetrating force of fire, is
agsumed. Theoplr. De Sensu, 75:
red consists of similar atoms to the
warm, only that they are larger;
the more, and the finer the fire con-
tained in a thing, the greater its
brillianey (e.g. in red-hot iron):
Bepudy yop 7O Aemréy. Of. § 68:
kal TodTo TWOAAdKkis AéyovTa Bibri
700 xupot [l. Bepuod] 70 oxFua
opapoedés, Simpl. I.c.: of 3¢ wepl
Aebgurmoy kol Anudrpiroy

74 pdv fepud yivesbou kal mhpern
T&r gwudtwy boa é dlvrépwr ral
AemropeperTépwy Kkai Kard Guolav
0éowy ketuévoy giyrerTar TRV wpdrwy
coudrTwy, o 8¢ Yuxpt kol Hdarddn
8oa éx TEv édvavriwy, wal TE piv
Aapmps Kol pwTawd, T84 8¢ duvdpd
kal okorewd, The pyramidal form
of flames, Democritus, according
to Theophr. #r. 3, De Igne, 52,
explains by the increasing eoolness

of their internal parts. Further
details will be found in the section
on the soul, infra.

! Aristotle compares this pri-
meval state with the éuod wdvra
of Anaxagoras, Metaph. xii. 2,
1069 b, 22: kat &s Anudrpirds
onow Fy  buod wdvra Surduer,
évepyein 3’ of. DBut we cannot of
course consider the words Fuv—obd
(with Ps.~Alex. ad A. I. p. 646, 21;
Bon. Philop. ap. Bonitz, ad A. 1 ;
Trendelenburg on Arist. De dn.
318 ; Heimsoth, p. 43; Mullach,
p- 209, 337; Fragm. i. 3568, and
Lange, Gesch. d. Mater. 1. 131, 25)_
as a verbal gquotation from Demo-
critus, and on the strength of them
ascribe to him the distinction of
duvduer and dvepyele, and therewith
the fundamental conceptions of the
Aristotelian system. The passage
must be construed thus: ¢ Also ac-
cording to the exposition of Demo-
critus all things were together nct
actually, but potentially:’ because
in the original mixture of atoms,
all things were contained according
to their substance, but were not
as yet formed and defined. Cf.
Bonitz and Schwegler, ad k.. The
Atomists themselves, moreover,
could only have believed in this
primeval state to a very limited
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This movement appeared to our

philosopher so directly necessitated by the nature of
things,? that he expressly declared it to be without
beginning,? and on this ground he refused to assign to
it any cause, since that which is infinite and has no

beginning cannot be derived from another.t

extent, since combinations of atoms,
worlds, had always existed.

! Vide p. 236,3; 228, 2; 215, 1.
Arist. Metaph. xii. 6, 1071 b, 31:
31d Evior mwowbow del évépyeiav, ofoy
Aetiirmos xal TIAdrwy: del yop elval
dagt kiyow. GANS 8id T xal Tive
od Aéyovawy, 0dde B, obde THy aitiay.
Ibid. 1072 a, 6: of &el Aéyovres
kivpow  elvar  Gomep  Aelkimmos.
Galen, De Elem. sec. Hipp.1.2,T. L.
418 K: 7d 8¢ wevdr xdpa Tis v g
¢epbueva TavTl TO oduaTa dre Te
kol kdrw obumavra did wayTds Tob
aidvos §) mepirAéreral Tws GAAAOLS,
7 wpooxpoder, kal dmowdAleTat, kal
Swanplver [-eTar] 8¢ kal ocuykplver
[-eTai] mwdAw eis EAANAa kaTd TS
Totabras Smrlas, kGk TodTou Td TE
#AAa ovykptuara wdyTa mwoel kal T4
Huérepo gduata kel Td wabhuara
abT@y kal Tds algbfoes.

2 Arist. Phys. ii. 4, 196 a, 24 :
elgl 8¢ Twes of Kkal Tobpavel Tovde
Kol TV KOOUIK®DY TdvTwY alTIGrTL
TO adrduaror &wd TabToudToU VAP
Yivveabar Ty dtvyy kAl THY Kivyow
v Swaxpivagay kai kaTasThCATAY
els TavTyy THY TdLw Td Wav. Sim-
plicius rightly refers this passage
to the Atomists, as they, and they
alone, believed the universe to have
been formed by a rapid whirling
motion without deriving this mo-
tion from a special motive force.
Phys. 74 a, b: ol wepl Anubrpirov
. . . TEY Kbopev amdvTey . .
alribuerol o abrduaroy (&md TabTo-

But if

udtov ydp pact Ty dlvmy ral Thy
wivnow, ete.) 8uws od Aéyovsi Tf
woré oL 1O adTduaToy.

¢ Cf. previous note, Cie. Fin. i.
6, 17: alle (Democritus) atomos
quas appellat, i.e. corpora individua
propter soliditatem, censet in infinito
tnani, in quo nikil nec summum nec
infimum nec medium nec wliimum
nec extremum sit, it ferri, ut con-
cursionibus inter se cohaerescant ;
ex quo efficianiur ea quac sint quae-
qUE COrNAnTUT OMIIQ ; CUTRGUE MOTUN.
atomorum nullo @ principio sed ex
aeterno tempore intelligi convenire.
Cf. p. 228, 2; Hippol. Refut. i.
13 1 Eeye 8¢ [Anudup.] ds &el rivou-
uévoy Tov Bytey &y T6 Kevg.

4 Arist. Fhys. viii. 1, end : 8Aws
8¢ 70 voui(ew apxhy elvaw Tadrny
ikavly, 81 el ) Eotw ofTws A
yhyveTal, ovi dpdis Exer twohaBeiy,
ey’ b Amubrpiros Gydyer Tds wepl
ploews airias, s obrw ral Td wpd-
Tepov éyivero ToU 8¢ del obk Gfiof
apxhy Cnrelv.  Gen. Anim. ii. 6,
742 b 17: od kaAds 8¢ Aéyovew
008¢ Tob dia Tf THy &wdrykny, 8got
Aéyovo, 811 ofiTws del vyiverar, ral
Tabtny, elvar voullovow Gpxhy év
adrols, bomep Anudkprros 6 ABdn-
plrys, 8¢ 700 udv éel kal dmelpov
obi EoTw dpxd, T 8¢ did Ti &pxy,
70 & el &mepoy, Hore TO épwrdy
T 816 vl wept TAY TowbTwy TIwds TO
(nrety elval pnot Tob &melpov dpxhv.
Cf. note 1.
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Aristotle may justly censure the Atomists for not
having duly sought the cause of motion,! it is untrue to
say that they derived motion from chance.”? Motion
can only be called fortuitous, if by fortuitous we under-
stand all that does not proceed from design ;# but if this
expression be taken to mean that which happens with-
out natural causes, the Atomists are far from making
such a statement. On the contrary, they expressly
declare that nothing in the world happens by chance,
but all follows of necessity from definite causes;* that

! Arist. De Celo, iii. 2, cf. p.
298, 2; Metaph. i. 4, end: mepl 8¢
kwhoews, 80ey i mids Hmwdpxer TolS
odai, kal obror mapamAnciws Tols
#Anois pabluws apeicar, Cf. Diog.
ix. 33, who says of Leucippus: elval
0 Samwep yevéoes kbopov obte Kal
adthoes ol POlgers wkal Pbopds
kard Twa dvdyrny, Hiy émola éoTlv
ob Swcagpel. Similarly Hippol. i
12, which is taken from the same
source.

2 Aristotle gave occasion to this
misunderstanding when in Phys.
ii. 4, he made use of the expression
abréuaror, which in this place, and
always with him, is synonymous
with Toxn; whereas Democritus
must have used the word in quite
a different sense, if indeed he used
it at all. Tt is Cicero, however,
especially who put this opinion in
cireulation. Cf N. D. i. 24, 66:
ista enim flagitia Democriti, sive
etiam ante Leucippi, esse corpuscula
quedam laevia, alia aspera, rotunda
alia, partim antem angulata, cur-
vate quedam et quasi adunca ; ex
hiseffectum esse coelum atque terram,
nulle cogente natura sed comcursy
quodam  fortuito. We find the
same concursus fortuitus also in

e. 37, 93; Tusc. i. 11, 22,18, 42;
Acad. i, 2, 6 ; Cicero speaks more
truly (Fin. 1. 6, 20) of a concursio
turbulenta. The same conception
is to be met with in the Placita
ascribed to Plutarch, i. 4, 1; Philop.
Gen. et Corr. 29 b; Phys. &, 9;
Simpl. Phys. 73 b, 74 a; Eus. Pr.
Ev. xiv. 23, 2; Lactant. Inst. 1. 2 ;
and perhaps also in Eudemus, vide
supra, p. 286, 2.

# As Aristotle does, Phys. ii. 5,
196 b, 17 sqq.. who, so far, can
truly maintain from his own stand-
point, that the Atomists supposed
the world to have come into being
by chance.

¢ Stob. Edl. 1. 180 (Democr. Fr.
Phys. 41): Aebiumwnos wdvra xor’
budykny, Ty 8 abthy Smdpxew
elpapuévny: Aéyer vip dv 16 mepl
voi - “ obdey xppa udTny yiyveras,
GANE wdyTa ek Adyov Te xal Hmw
awdryrns.” That Leucippus has not,
without show of probability, been
denied to be the author of the
treatise wepl wod, and that this
fragment has been ascribed to
Democritus, we have already seen,
p- 207, 1; but this is of no im-
portance in regard to the present
question,
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fortune has little power over men,and chance is merely

aname used as an excuse for our own faults.!

Aristotle

and the later writers admit that the Atomistic philo-
sophy strongly maintained the unconditional necessity
of all that happens,® reduced even what is apparently

fortuitous to its natural

Y Democrit. Fr. Mor. 14 ap.
Stob. FEel. i1, 844; Eus. Pr. Ev.

xiv. 27, 4+ @vfpamor Toxns fdwAoy
erAdoarro 'lrpé(;)a.(rw LB[ns &BouvAlns
(or owoms) Bma 'yup q>poyn(m
TOXN ,uaxs'rou, T8 88 wAeloTa &y Bl
Yuxh ebtbveros Ofudepréew KaTi-
Ohve,

2 Arist. Gen. Anim. v. 8, 789
b, 2: Anquérpiros 3¢ T oD Evena bpels
Aéyew (Aristotle again censures
him for this, De Resp. c. 4 init.)
wdvra dvdyel els avdyrny ofs XpiTal
f ¢bois.  Cie. De Fato, 10, 23:
Democritus . . . accipere maluit,
necessitate omwia fiers, quam a cor-
poribus individuis naturales motus
avellere. Similarly, ibid. 17, 39;
Plut. ap. Eus. Pr. E». 1.8, 7: &
&melpov xpbvov mpokaréxeslar Th
dydryry wdvd GmAds T& yeyovéra
ral bvra kol éodueva. Sext. Math.
ix. 113 : kot &vdyrny pdv xal owd
3lvns, ds Eneyor of wepl TOr Anudipt-
Tov, ot &v kiwolTo 6 kéopos. Diog.
ix. 45 1 wdvra Te kat Gvdyrny yive-
olat, Tis dlvqs alrlas ofioms Tis
yevéoews wdvrwy, Yy dvdyeny Aéyer,
Qenomans ap. Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff.
vi. 15, Nr. 8, 11, p. 86 and Theodo-
retus himself says: Demoeritus
denied freewill, and gave over the
whole course of the world to the
necessity of fate. Plut. Plac. i
25 26: I'Iap,u.ewons kal A‘I]/J.chpt'ros
whyTe kar Gvdykny: THy abriy
& elvar wal eluapuévmy kal dlkyy kal
wpdvotay kal koouowoidy (this is only
partially true in respect to Demo-

causes,® and started more

ceritus); Demoeritus placed the es-
sence of avdyxn in the &vriruria
kal Gopl kal wAYYY) Ths IAns. COf.
also p. 237, 1, 4.

3 Arist th/s iv. 2,195 b, 86 :
&or yop Ka) €l ea“ru/ [77 ToxXN TO
awé,u,a‘rov] N uy onropm'o'w oddty
yap yiveafar &md Tixns paciy, dAAE
wavTwy elval Tt alTioy dpioudvoy, doa
Aéyopey &m' adroudTov Ylyreobu %
TixNs, ofov Tob éAQelv amd Tixns
els Ty &yopav xal kaToeAaBely v
2BovAeTo utv odi gero 38, altiov T
Bodreabor dyopdaar ENBéyTa" Suoiws
3¢ kal éml 7av EAAwy TEY &b TOXTS
Aeyouévewr el Ti elvar AaBelv T
airiov, &AM’ 06 Thxny. Simpl. Phys.
74 a (on the words which refer to
what has just been quoted, xafd-
wep 6 makawds Adyos elmev 6 dvarply
Ty Thynw) 1 wpds Anubpiroy Loker
eipfjoBar,  Ekeivos yap, kbw év 1§
koo uowoily Eddxer T Thxy xphofas,
BAN & Tois pepikwrépois oddevds
pnow elvar THy Tox aitlay, dvapé-
povelsBANas airlas, olov ToD nTavpdy
ebpely TO grdTTew §) THy durelay THs
éralas, Tob 3 ifa‘reu'yﬁmu 700 para-
kpoi) 70 Kpaviov Tdv derdy p[dzau‘ra
Thy Xs}\wr/nu Bmwes o xs?\wwuv paryi.
ofrw yip 6 E¥dnuos foropel. Simi-
larly 76 a, 78 b. The same is as-
serted, onIy in Stoical language, in
the statement of Theodoretus /. c.
p. 87, that Demorritus declared the
'rvxn to be an &dnpros airia dvfpw-
wivew Abyw. Cf. Part. mr s, 151.
3, 9nd ed. But if Democritus did
not admit chance in regard to the



CHANCE AND NECESSITY. GRAVITY. 239

logically than either of the earlier systems, from a
strictly physical explanation of nature.! The Atomists
could not of course explain natural phenomena by
reference to design : 2 natural necessity was to them a
blindly working force ; their system knew nothing of
any spirit that had formed the world, or of a Providence
in the later meaning of the word;?® the reason of this,
however, was not that they believed the world to be
ordered by chance, but, on the contrary, that they would
in no respect relinquish the idea of its necessity. The
original movement of the atoms, also, they must have
regarded as the necessary effect of a natural cause, and
this cause can only be sought in gravitation. Nothing
else can be thought of, when we are told that the
smallest bodies must necessarily be set in motion (vide
supra) in empty space, that the Void is the cause of
motion ; * sometimes the Atomists conceived weight as
an essential property of all bodies, and consequently, as
corresponding to the corporeal mass of the atoms.® It

particular, we may be sure that so
logieal a thinker would never have
supposed the whole universe to be
the work of chance.

1 Cf. what is said by Aristotle
on this point (besides the quota-
tion p.219, 2; 215,1), Gen. et Corr.
i. 2, 315 a, 34 (he is speaking of the
explanation of becoming, decay,
&e): Baws 3¢ wapd T& émimorijs
wept oDBevbs oddels éméarnoey Etw
Anuorpirov, obros & Zowke uiv wepl
Gwdyvrov ¢povricar, #dn 8¢ év TP
wds dagéper.  De An. i. 2, 405
a, 8: Anudrp. B¢ xal yAapvpwrépws
elpmicev, aropnyduevos dib TL TodTwy
éxdrepoy.

2 P, 237, 3.

3 Democritus is commonly re-

proached with this, vide Cic. dead.
1. 40, 125; Plut. ap. Bus. 4 e.
Plae, ii. 3 {Stob. i. 442); Nemes.
Nat. Hom. c. 44, p. 168 ; Lactaniius
{. ¢. According to Favonius. ap.
Diog. ix, 34 sq., Democritus ex-
pressly opposed the Anaxagorean
doctrine of the forming of the world
by vos. How far, however, he was
able to speak of a universal reason
we shall enquire later on,

1 As Aristotle says (Phys. viii.
9, 2656 b, 23) when he describes the
Atomists as those who admit no
particular moving cause, i 8¢ 1o
kevdy rwelgfal paory.  Similarly,
Eudemus ap. Simpl. Phys. 124 a.

5 P. 226, 1, and also Theophr,
De sensu, T1 : kaltor 76 ye Bapd kal
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is also clear that the velocity of this motion corresponds
to the mass of each atom; the large and heavier
must fall more quickly than the smaller and lighter;’®
moreover, it is expressly stated that Democritus, like
Empedocles, represented all the atoms as having been
originally moved by their weight ; and that he explained
the upward motion of many hodies by the pressure
which drives up the lighter atoms when the heavier
sink down.? Accordingly the famous theory of Epicu-
rus on the deflection of the atoms is characterised as a
contradiction of Democritus, whose fatalism Epicurus
thus sought to evade ;3 in reality, however, his polemic
and that of his followers against the absolutely vertical
fall of the atoms * only applies to the older Atomistic
philosophy: not to mention that Epicurus was certainly
not the discoverer of the purely physical derivation of

wotpoy Grar Jiopln Tols peyéfesiy, Témwov wwelobor . . . xal ob udbvor

dvdyrn T& GWAG mdvTa THY adTiy
Exew Spudy Ths Popis.

1 Cf. inf. p. 241.

2'Simpl. De Cwlo, 254 b, 27,
Schol. in Arist. 510 b, 30: of ~yap
wepl Anudrpirov ral JoTepoy *Emirov-
pos t&s &rduovs wdoas OSuoduels
o¥icas Pdpos Exer Ppaol, 7§ 8¢ elval
Twa Bapirepa dwlodpeva Té Koups-
Tepa v adTEY dpi{avdvTwy éml TO
Bvw ¢épecboi kol offrw Aéyovow
ofror Sokely T& uiv kobpa elvar T4
8¢ Bapéa. (What follows is not
concerned with the exposition of the
theories of Democritus.) Similarly,
ibid.314 b,87; 121b,42; Sckol. 517
b, 21; 486 a, 21; Ibid. Phys. 310 a:
of mepl AnudrpiTov . . . Exeyov, kaTd
Thy & adrois BaplrnTa, Kivobuera
rabra [Ta #roua] did Tob Kevod
€elkoyTos Kal ui GyTITUTOUYTOS KaTd

wpdTNY GANG, Kal pévny Tabryy obrot
wlvmow Tols oTouxelots dmodiddact.
Cic. vide following note.

# Cie. N. D. i. 25, 69 : Epicurus
cum videret, si atomsi ferrentur in
locum inferiovem suopte pondere,
wikil fore in nostra potestate, quod
esset earum motus certus el meces-
sarius, invenit quomodo necessitatem
effugeret, quod videlicet Democritum
Jugerat : ait atomwm, cum pondere
et gravitate directa deorsum feratur,
declinare poululum, It is evident
the presupposition here is, that
Democritus came to his conclusions
through admitting that the atoms
exclusively foliowed the law of
gravitation.

* Epicurus ap. Diog. x. 48, 61;
Luer. ii. 225 sqq.
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motion and of the universe which he himself violates
by his arbitrary theories on the deviation of the atoms.
We must, therefore, consider the movement of the
atoms, according to the doctrine of Leucippus and
Democritus, simply as a result of their weight, and
consequently the earliest kind of motion must have

been downward and perpendicular.!

The difficulty that,

in infinite space there is no above and below 2 does not
seem to have forced itself upon the Atomists,?

! The opposite theory of Lewes
(Hist. of Phil. i. 101) that Demo-
critus ascribed no weight, but only
force, to the atoms, and supposed
weight to arise from the shock
given by means of a greater force,
cannot be supported even by the
statements quoted, p. 227, 2, and
contradiets the most trustworthy
evidence.

2 Cic. Fin. 1. 6, vide sup. p. 236,
3 ; Simpl. De Clo, 300 a, 45 (Schol.
516 a, 37): dvrinéyer uerald wpds
Tods uh voullovras elvar uév Gvw Td
3¢ wdTw. Tabrys B¢ yeybvaot Ths
3d¢ns *Avatipavdpos udv wal Anud-
wpiros 816 70 dmerpoy Hworifeabou TO
wav. Aristotle does not seem to
have the Atomists in view in the
passage De Celo, iv. 1, 308 a, 17;
but on the other hand in Phys. iv.
8, 214 b, 28 sqq.; De Cwlo, 1. 7, et
pass., he applies the above censure
to them. Cf. Part ii. b, 210 sq.
312, 2nd ed.

8 Epicurus, indeed, ap. Diog. x.
60, defends the theory that even
in infinite space there may be a
movement, upward and downward
in the following observation. If,
he says, no absolute Above and
Below (no évwrdrw and kerwrdre)
be possible in infinite space, still a
motion in the direction of our feet

VOL. IIL

from our head is always contrary
to a motion from our feet towards
our head, even should both lines be
produced toinfinity. Lange, Gesch.
d. Mat. i. 130, approves of this ar-
gument, and thinks it may be
referred to Democritus. But De-
mocritus not only said that the:
atoms actually moved in the direc-
tion which we are accustomed to
designate as downwards, he main-
tained that they must follow this
direction; he placed the cause of
thejr motion in their weight, and
it was solely on this ground that
he could determine anything as to
its direction, for we cannot perceive
the movement in the least. But if
the atoms are led downwards by
their weight, this below is not
merely the place which, from our
position on the earth, appears as
lower, but the place which for each
atom, wherever it may be in infinite
space, is the lower, the goal of its
natural motion. But there cannot
be a below in this sense in infinite
space. If Epicurus overlooked this
fact and sought to defend the doe-
trine handed down to him of the fall
of the atoms against the censures
of Aristotle, by an expedient so
little in harmony with the presup-
positions of that doctrine, we need

R
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In and for themselves, the atoms in their movement

would all follow the same direction.

But as they are

unequal in size and weight, they fall (so the Atomists
think) with unequal velocity ; they therefore impinge
upon one another, the lighter are forced upwards by
the heavier,)! and from the ecollision of these two
motions, and the concussion and recoil of the atoms,
there arises a circular or whirling movement 2 in which

not be much surprised. Butitisin-
credible that a natural philosopher
like Demoeritus should not have
remarked the contradiction ; it is
far more likely that both he and
Leucippus regarded the fall of
bodies 1n the void as self-evident ;
and never proceeded to reflect that
the case was that of a natural mo-
tion downward, and that such a
motion in unlimited space was
impossible.

1 According to Arist. De Celo,
iv. 6, 813 b, 4, Democritus called
this upward motion goiis.

2 This eonception of the origin
of the cireular motion from which
the Atomists derived the universe
(videinfra), is not only necessitated
by the interconnection of their
doctrine, which eannot be satisfac-
torily established in any other
way, but is fully confirmed by all
historical festimony. That the
original motion of the atoms was
in a downward direction, and that
only in consequence of this motion
a portion of the atoms was driven
upward, is expressly stated by
Simplicius, vide p. 240, 2. Lucre-
tiug contradicts this opinion in a
passage which, according to our
previous remarks, can only refer to
Democritus, ii. 2256: Graviora po-
tesse corpora, quo CLtius rectum per
inane feruntur, incidere ex supero

levioribus atque ita plagas (wAnyas,
vide inf.) gignere, que possint geni-
talis reddere motus ; like Epieurus
(vide Part mr a, 378, second
edition) he opposes to it Aristotle’s
proposition (ibid. ii. b, 211, 1;
312, 8), that all bodies fall with
equal velocity in empty space.
Further, although the Placita, i. 4
(Galen. e. 7), primarily reproduce
the Epicurean theory merely (cf.
Part ur. a, 380, second edition),
yet this theory itself indicates the
doetrine of Democritusasitssource;
and Diogenes and Hippolytus,
moreover, make precisely similar
statements as to Leucippus. Diog.
ix. 81: 7ylveobar 8¢ Tobs kbéouous
ofiTe pépecbar kat’ &moTouny ek Tijs
dmelpov wOAANG cduaTa wavToia ToTs
axhpaoty els péyo kevdy, dmep 4O-
powgBévra Blymqy dmepyd(esfor uiav,
kal’ Hy wposrpeborra kal movTodards
icvichobpeva Stakpivesfor xwpls T4
Buow wpds T8 Buota. Iropdmwy Bk
B 70 mAffos umrére Juopérwr
mepupépectar, Th py Aewrtd Ywpely
els 70 &w xevdy, Gomep dartéueva,
70, 8¢ Aowmd cuupévery ral mepimAe-
Kdpeve. GiyrataTpéxey  &AAHAoLs
kal wotely mpdTéy T1 oVeTNUA OPat-
poeidés,  Hippol. Refut. i. 12:
kdopovs 8¢ [otre] yeréobar Adyer
Brav els perdrowov [péya kevdr] éx
Tou wepiéxorros &Bpoicff moAA
odpary Kol ocvppui, mpogrpolovTa
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all parts of the congeries of atoms are thenceforward

involved.!

&AAGAoLs guuTAékerfor TO Guotog-
xhpove kol TapuTAhoia TAS popdas,
wal weptmAexBévTwr eis érepa (in-
stead of eis érepa we should proba-
bly read & olornua) viveoBor
Aristotle doubtless is referring to
the Atomistic philosophy in De
Celo, 1. 8, 277 b, 1: Fire, he says,
takes the upward direction by
virtue of its own nature, not in
consequence of force employed by
another, Gomep Twés pagt TH xbAL-
Yetr ; and perhaps Plato also refers
toit, Z%m. 62 C. How the Atomists
supposed the circular motion ori-
ginated from the two rectilinear
motions upward and downward, we
are not told. Epicurus, ap. Diog.
x. 61, 48 sq. speaks (without refer-
ence to the Atomists) of a lateral
motion caused by collision and a
rebound of the atoms; the latter
is also aseribed to Democritus in
the Plac. 1. 26 (sup. p. 238, 2), as
well as by Galen (sup. p. 236, 1),
and Simplicius, De Celo, 110 a, 1
(Schol. 484 a, 27T): 7ds &réuovs
.« . . Qépecor &y TG Kevd Kol émika-
TahauBaroloas RAAAAAS TUyKpoDET-
o, kal Tds piv dmomdAAesfar, Yy
by TUxwot, Tas 8¢ wepiwAduecfar
AAAIAQLs Koty THY TGV axnpdTev
ral peyeddy kol 0éoewv kal Tdiewy
cupperplay, kol ovuBalvew kal ofrw
Ty Téy owléTey yéveow dmoTe-
Aeloos.  Epicurus’s remark, ap.
Diog. x. 90, that this exposition
requires to be completed, refers to
the doetrine of Democritus of the
formation of the world by means
of the circular motion: od y&p
&bporoudy del pbvoy vyevéabar oddé
Bivoy v § évdéxerar xbouoy yivesbar
wevg ward T8 dofalbuevoy & dvdry-
wns, obteobal & Ews by érépy wpoa-
xpoloy, kabdmep 7dv KoAovpévwy

R

pvowdy pnotl 7is.  Further details
in the next mote. Augustine’s as-
sertion, Epist. 118, 28 dnesse con-
cursiont atomorwm vim quandam
animalem et spirabilem, is rightly
referred by Krische, Forsch. 1,161,
to a misapprehension of Cicero,
Tusc. 1. 18, 42, Lange’s conjec-
ture (Gesch. d. Mat. i. 130, 22)
that Democritus supposed the eir-
cular motion to take place after the
formation of the complex of atoms,
out of which the world originated,
finds no support in the tradition;
on the other hand, Diog. ix. 31,
represents the edoTyua cpupoerds
as arising first from the 8iyy. Simi-
larly Epicurus, I. ¢., speaks of a
divos in the Void, & § 3éxerar
kdopoy yivesfar

! This idea, in connection with
what has been remarked, p. 236, 4,
explains why the doctrine of De-
mocritus is sometimes represented
as if the mutual concussion and
rotation of the atoms were main-
tained to be their only motion, of
which he sought no further deriva-
tion, ef. Diog. ix. 44: ¢épecda
3 &y 7¢ Sne Suwovpévas (és &rduovs).
Id. § 45, p. 238, 2; Sext. Math.ix,
113; ap. Stob. Kel. i. 394 (Plac. i
23, 8): Anudrp. &v yévos kivfoews
70 kard weAmov [if the wAdyor of
the text ought not to be replaced
by wAyyiy] amepaivero, (1bid.
348, where the concussion of the
atoms is even stated to be their
only motion, and their weight is
denied, sup. p.227,2.) Alexander,
ad Metaph.i. 4, p. 27, 20 Bon. oo
vap (Leucippus and Democritus)
Aéyovor dAAMNOTUTOYTas KAl Kpovo-
uévas wpbs &AMGAovs kwelgbar Tis
ardpovs, wdber pévror § apxh Tis
wwioews Tots [Tis] ket plow, o
9

&
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Through this movement of the atoms, in the first
place the homogeneous particles are brought together;
for that which is alike in weight and form must for this

very reagon sink or be driven to the same place.!

It

follows, however, from the nature of things that not
loose concatenations merely, but firm combinations of
atoms must be produced; for as the variously shaped
particles are shaken together, many must necessarily
adhere and hecome entangled one with another, must

Aéyovoiv' 7 ydp kaTd THY AAARAOTU-
wiav Blatds ot klvnots kal ob kard
¢low, dorépa 8¢ ) Blaws THs katd
piaw. obd¢ yap, ete., sup. p. 227, 2.
Cic. De Fato, 20, 46: aliam enim
quandam  vim  motus  habeant
[atomi] a Democrito impulsionis,
quam plagam (vide previous note)
tlle appellat, a te, Epicure, gravi-
tatis et ponderis, Simpl. De Celo,
260 b, 17 (Sckol. 511 b, 15): Ene-
yov &el wkweloOar T mpdTa . . . év
7@ amelpe keyg Blo.  (Mullach, p.
384, quotes from Phys. 96: Anud-
KpeTos ploes drlynra Aéywy Td dTopa
wAny kwelgbal ¢now; but the
words are not in our present pas-
sage.) For the same reason Aris-
totle, De Celo, iii. 2, 300 b, 85qq. ;
ii. 13, 294 b, 80 sqq., asks the
Atomists what was the original
and natural motion of the atoms,
since this forcible motion presup-
poses a natural one? It 1s quite
conceivable that the downward mo-
tion in empty space, which seemed
possible to the Atomists, though
not to Aristotle, may have been
left without notice, because De-
mocritus presupposed, without ex-
plicitly stating, that this was the
natural motion of the atoms.

! Of. the passages quoted, p.
242, 2. Democritus himself re-
marks in the fragment ap. Sext.

Math. vii. 116 sqq. (cf. Plut. Plac.
iv. 19, 8, and Arist. Ktk N.viii..2),
that it is a universal law that like
consorts with like: ral ~vap (éd,
pnow, buoyevéot (dowort Euvayend-
CeTau, bs mepieTepal wepoTepfior ral
yépavor yepdvorot xal éml TéY EAAwy
dAdywv. But he considered that
the eause of this lay not in a
tendency inherent in the primitive
substances, but in the mechanical
motion, the size and form of the
atoms, as we see from what follows :
GoabTws B¢ ral wepl TRV dbxwy,
kardwep bpfiv wihpeoTi éml Te TEW
kookwevopévwy omeppdTwy kol éml
T&Y Tapd THoL kupeTwyhol Yipidwy
Srov udv yap katd TOV Tob Kogkivov
Sivov BianpiTieds garol werd dardv
TdogorTar kal xpifal werd Kpthéwy
ral mupol petd wUpdY, Yrov B¢ Katd
Thy Tob rbpares kbvmow ol uiv
émyifirees Ymeides els Tdv adTdv
Tdmoy Thor émpdikest dbéovrar, af
3¢ mepipeples Thot mepipepéot. (The
Test appears to be added by Sextus
himself.) Cf. Alex. Qu. Nat. ii.
23, p. 137 Sp.: 6 Anudkpirds Te
wal abrds dmoppolas Te ylvesfu
Tiheror kol T& Buota ¢épecbar wpds
784 Buota* GAAY kal els d kowby [1,
kevdr] wdvra ¢épecfur.  Simpl.
Phys. 7 a: mepurévar yap Td Suotov
Smd Tob Suolov rivelofor kal pépesda
% ovyyers mpds EAATAQ.
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embrace and impede one another in their course,! so
that some will even be. retained in a place which is not
suited to their nature ;2 and thus from the combination
of atoms compound bodies are formed. Each of these
complexes separating itself from the mass of primitive
bodies is the germ of a world. These worlds, according
to the Atomists, are innumerable; for the number of
atoms being infinite, and empty space being unlimited,
atoms will be found in the most various places. As
moreover the atoms are infinitely various in size and

! Arist. De Celo, iii. 4 (sup. p.
216, 2) ; Gen. et Corr. (sup. p. 215,
1) kel cvrriBéuera 8¢ wol wepimAexd-
pevo. yeyvgy, Philop. ad. k. 1. 36 a,
seems to be only inventing ; Hip-
pol. Refut. i. 12, vide p. 242, 2;
Galen vide p. 243, #; Strabo in Cie.
Aead. ii. 38, 121 : Simpl. De Celo,
133 a, 18; Schol. 488 a, 26:
oragidery 8¢ [tas &rdpovs] kal
Pépegdar éy T) kevd Bid Te THY dwo-
wotbrnTa kol Tos EAAas Tas elpyuéras
Biagops, pepopévas 8¢ duwinTew kal
wepimAéiesfai wepimAoriy TolabTYY
% cvppatew pév adTo kal wAnelov
elvar woiel, Ppbow pévror plav é
ékelvwy o0 TwTwaody yewvd . . .
ToU B¢ cuuuévew T4s ovolas per
GAAMAwy péxpr Twos alTilTal TS
émaAdoryds ral TGS GrTiAfYers TdY
cwpdtov. TO uéy yop abTdy elvas
oraAnve, T& 8¢ dykioTpedy (of.
with this p. 224, 1) 7& 3¢ &AAas
avaplfuovs Exovra Oiapopds. éml
TogotToy oy Xpbvov opdv. abTdv
avTéxeofor vopiler kol cvuudvew,
éws loxuporépa Tis ék ToD wepiéxov~
Tos Gwdykn wapayevouérn kal dia-
oeloy kal xwpis avras diaomelpy.
1bid. 271 b, 2 (Sehol. 514 a, 6) on
the passage quoted from Aristotle :
Tabras ¢ [rds drduous] udvas

Ereyor (Leucippus and Democritus)
cuvexers © T4 yop AN Ta doxovvTa
owvexs apfi mpooeyyilar dAAIAos.
81b kal THy TouNy Gvripovy, dmévair
7oy amTopévwy Aéyovtes THy doxod-
cav Toufy © kal did Tolro o0d¥ é
évds TOANS ylveoBur Eneyov . . .
ofire ek WOAARY & Kkar dAffeiav
urexés, BAN& TH OUuwAOK) TEY
476wy ExaoToy &y dorely yivesbar,
Thy 8¢ quumorty *ABSnpiTar émdA-
Aoty éxdMovy &omwep AnubkpiTos.
(Also some of the MSS. have
wepimAéter instead of émaAAdie: in
the passage from Aristotle.)

2 According to Aristotle {De
Celo, iv. 6, 313 a, 21; cf. Simpl.
ad. k. 1. 322 b, 21; Schkol. 518 a,
1), Democritus explained the phe-
nomenon that flat bodies of a sub-
stance specifically heavier than
water can yet float upon water in
this way. The warm substances,
he said, arising out of the water
would not allow them to sink ; and
in the same wmanner he conceived
the earth as a flat dise borne up
by the air. He therefore supposed
that, by rotation, that which is
lighter might easily come into a
lower place, and the heavier into a
higher place.
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shape, the worlds formed from them will display the
greatest diversity; yet it may also happen that some of
them are absolutely alike. Lastly, since these worlds
had a beginning, so are they subject to increase and
diminution, and finally to destruction; they increase
as long as other substances from without wunite with
them ; they diminish when the contrary is the case;
they are annihilated if two come into collision, and
the smaller is crushed by the greater ;! and in their
internal construction likewise they are subject to per-

petual change.?

! Aristotle doubtless has the
Atomistic philosophy in view when
(Phys. vm 1,250 b, 18) he says:
boot pév owretpous 7€ Kbéopovs eivm
agt ka! Tods utv ylyvesfou Tods B¢
¢plelpesbar TdY Kkbouwy, &el paciy
elvar yéveowy ; for the words robds
uéy . can only be understood of
co-existent worlds like those of the
Atomists, and not of successive
worlds, as held by Anaximander and
Heracleitus. The refutation of the
opinion that there may be several
worlds (De Calo, i. 8) must also
refer to co-existent worlds. Later
writers are more explicit: of uév
yap dmeipous 76 TAhOeL Tobs kbopovs
dmwobéuevor, bs of wepi 'Avakipavdpoy
(that this is a wisunderstanding
has already been shown, Vol. I.
257 sq.) kel Aeburmoy kal Anud-
xpiTov, . . . ywopévous adrods Kal
pOeipopévovs Imébevro én’ Hmwepov,
EAAwy utv del ypvouévey, UAAwy
8¢ ¢beapopéverv. 1d. De Cuwlo,
91 b, 36, 189 b, 5; Schol. in
Arist. 480 a, 38, 489 b, 13; Cic.
dead. ii. 17, &5 : ais Democritum
dicere, innumerabiles esse mundos,
et quidem sic quosdam inter se mon

solum similes, sed undigue perfecte
et absolute ita pares, ut inter eos
nihil prorsus intersit, et eos quidem
innumerabiles :  itemque homines.
Diog. ix. 31 of Leucippus real
o"rmxeui ¢nat, rbopovs T éx TobTwy
&melpous elvar kal BraAdeoBau ets 'rav-
7a. Ibid, 44 of Democritus : dmrelpous
7 elvor Kbopovs kol yevvnTods kal
dOaprobs. Ibid. 33, supra 236, 3;
Hlppol Refut i, 13: owrenpovs 3¢
elvar Kéouous (Eneyey o Anudip.) Kal
ueyéber diadpépovras, & Tior 8¢ py
elvar fatoy pndé cefvny, & Tiow 8¢
uetlw [-ovs] T@v wap’ Huly xal
Tior whelw [-ous].  elvar 8¢ TEV
wdopwy dvica To SiaoThuara, kol TH
uév whelovs T 8¢ éndrTovs, Kal
Tobs utv abeabar Tobs 8% Grudlew
Tobs 3¢ pOlvew, kal T pév yiveotor
T 8¢ Aelmery, plelpecar 8¢ adrobs
én’ GANAwy wpogmimTorTas. elvar
8¢ évlous wdouovs épfiuovs (Pwv kal
PuTEHY Kol wowTdS Urypov . . . GK-
udlew 3¢ wdopor €ws by unwére
Stvmgran Ewbév 71 wposAauBdvew.
Stob. Eel. 1, 418 : Anudrpiros ¢bet-
pecfar Tov  kbouov Tov uel(ovos
VikdyTos.

* Of. p. 248, 3.
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The way in which our world originated is thus more
particularly described! When by the concussion of
many atoms of different kinds, one mass of atoms had
been separated in which the lighter portion had been
driven upwards, and the whole had been set in rotation
by the encounter of the opposite movements,? the bodies
pressed outwards placed themselves in a circle outside
of the whole, and so formed around it a kind of husk.?
This covering grew thinner and thinner, as parts of it
were gradually carried by the motion into the centre,
while, on the other hand, the mass of the ineipient
world was gradually increasing by the atoras continu-
ally added to it. The earth was formed from the
substances which had sunk down into the centre; and
the sky, fire, and air from * those which went upwards. A
portion of these shaped themselves into balls of denser
mass, which at first were in a damp and miry state;
but as the air which carried them round with it was

! Diog. ix. 82, after the quota-
tion on p. 242,2: roiTo & oloy duéra
SploTactar, wepiéyort v éavrd
woyTOle TOMOTA T BV KATE THY TOD
uéoov  dwrépegty  wepdvovpévor,
Aewrrdv ylvecur Tov wépit Duéva,
ouppedvrwy &el TRV ouvex®r Kar
énipavoy Tis blvys: kal ofrw uév
yevéobar iy iy, cvppevbvroy Tdy
evexfévroy énl 7o péoov. adTéy Te
wdAw Tov wepiéyovra ofov Duéva
abfeofur kard THY émékpuow Thv
¥wher goudrwy - dlvy Te Pepbuevor
abrdr Gy v érabon TavTa émik-
Taobar.  TolTwy 8¢ Twa ovumAexd-
Heve mwoiEly oloTnUG TO My TPpETOY
rdfuypor wal wnAddes, Enpavbévra
LB%] K[al rfpt(ﬁspé/.ceual o Th Tod
8nov divy €lr’ dkmvpwlévra THY TEY
Gorépwy Gmoreréoar ¢low. In

agreement with this, vide the ex-
position ap. Plut. Plac. 1, 4, con-
cerning which see p. 242, 2.

2 Cf. p. 248, 2.

¢ This is also to /e found in
Stob. Eel. i. 490. Stobzus adds
that the crust is formed {chiefly)
of hook-shaped atoms. Cf. Galen,
c. 11, p. 267 K.

4 In reference to this, Metro-
dorus the Democritean is censured
ap. Plut. Fae. Lun. 15, 3, p. 928,
for representing the earth as sink-
ing into its place by its own
weight; the sun, on the contrary,
as pressed upward like a sheath
by its own lightness, and the stars
as moving like the scales of a
balance.
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forced through the ascending masses, and set in stormy
whirling motion, they gradually dried, and the swift
motion kindled them, and so the stars arose.! In a
similar manner by the pressure of the winds and the
influence of the stars the smaller particles were forced
out of the earth ; these ran together as water into the
hollows, and so the earth condensed into a firm mass,?
a process which, according to the theory of Democritus,
is still continually going on.? In consequence of the
earth’s increasing mass and density, it attained its
fixed place in the centre of the world, whereas in the
beginning, when it was still small and light, it had

moved hither and thither.*

The notions of the Atomists respecting the universe
are therefore tolerably in harmony with the ordinary

! Cf. on this point, besides the
quotations just given, and inf. note
4, Hippol. 1. 18: 708 8¢ map’ Huly
k6o uov wpbrepoy THY Yiy TRV HoTpwy
yevéobar. Diog. ix. 30: 7ols 7e
wbouovs ylvecbar cwudrev €is T
kevdy umnTdrrwy kel &AAAAoLS
mwepimAexouérey © €k TE TS KiNoEwS
katd Thy olifnew adTdv ylveobou
Ty Tév boTépwy pow. Ibid. 33:
wol wdvra pév T8 dorpa Bl TO TdxX0S
THs popis, Ty & FHhwov Imd TdY
aarépwy xmvpoicbas, THy 3¢ vy
ToD wupds 6Alyor percAoufBdvew.
Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. iv. 17, p. 59.
Democritus, like Anaxagoras, Te-
garded the stars as masses of stone,
which have been kindled by the
revolution of the heavens.

2 Plac. i. 4: moAATs B¢ UAns
Er wepretAnupéons év 7 v, Tukvov-
névns Te TadTNS KaTE TOS &MY TAV
wreURdTwy TAYYAS Kol TAS GTd TGV
Gorépawy a¥pas (solar heat and the

like), wpooerifero mis & uucpope-
phs oxXMpoTIoNdS TOUTNS KAl TNV
bypor ¢bow éyévva: peveTikds Be
adrn Swaxeuévn KoTepéperTo mpds
Tobs kollovs Témwovs xal Svrauévovs
xwphoal Te kal oTéfar § kb adTd
Td Bwp ImoaTaw éxolhave Tobs dmo-
wetpévovs Témovs. This exposition,
though primarily Epicurean, may,
perhaps, in the last resort be
referred to Democritus. This is
probable, both on internal evidence
and from a comparison with the
theories about to be quoted.

3 According to Arist. Meteor.
. 8,365 b, 9; Alex.in h. 1. 95 a,
b; Olympiod. én 4. 1. 1. 278 sq. Id.,
he supposed that the sea would in
time dry up through evaporation.

4 Plac. iii, 18, 4: kat &pxos
ey mAdleabar Thy Yy ¢now 6 An-
pbrprros did Te wkpbrnTa Kal Kovs-
TyTa, Tukvwleloar 8¢ TH Xplve kal
Bapuvybeioay koTacTivas.
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opinion.  Surrounded by a circular layér of tightly
compressed atoms, it swims in the infinite Void ;! its
centre is the earth; the space between the centre and
the fixed external envelope is filled with air in which
the stars move.? The earth, they agreed with the
ancient physicists in supposing to be an exceedingly
flat eylinder, which supports itself on the air by means
of its breadth. The stars are, as already stated, bodies
of a terrestrial nature, which have become heated by
the revolution of the sky: like Anaxagoras, Democritus
asserted this particularly of the sun and moon: he also
agreed with his predecessor in representing them both
as of a considerable size; and the moon as a kind of
earth, for he recognised in its face the shadow of moun-
tains.®* The statement that these two heavenly bodies
had originally been, like the earth, the nucleus of other

! At any rate we are told no-
thing of a movement of the entire
universe ; the Atomists seem to
have been of opinion that, through
its ejrcular motion, the tendency of
weight in a downward direction
would be overcome.

2 Plae. 1ii. 10 : Aebrirmos Tuu-
wavoerdqj [Thy ¥iv], Anudkpiros 8&
Sioroadn) pév TG wAdTel, KolAny &
7d uésoy. The last clanse does not
mean, as I formerly supposed, that
the earth is hollow, but that it is
depressed in the centre, and ele-
vated towards the edge, cf. Schaefer,
Astron. Geogr.d. Gr., Flensh. 1873,
p- 14; Arist. De Celo, ii. 13, 294
b, 13 : *Avaliuéms 8¢ kal *Avatayd-
pas kal Anudkpiros TO wAdTOS alTioy
elval paot Tob pévew adrhv. ob yap
Téuvew AN émmwpatilew Tov &épa
Tov kdTeber . . . TOV & ok Exovra
ueTacTiivar Téwoy ixavdy apdov T

rdrwbey fpepciv, bomep 10 év Tals
kAeddBpaus Udwp, cf. p. 245, 2.

3 Cic. Fin. 1. 6, 20 : sol Demo-
crito magnus videtwr. Stob. Eel. 1.
532 [Tov Hrior] Anudrpitos ubdpoy
N wérpoy Sidmupoy, Tpomhy B¢ yive-
ofas €k THS wepipepotans adrdy Sivh-
gews.  Ibid, 550: [thy oexfqr]
*Avakarybpas kal Anpdrpitos oTepéw-
pa Sidmupoy, Exoev &v éourd mwedla
ral Bpn kol pdpayyas (and in the
same words, Theodor. Cur. Gr. Aff.
iv. 21, 23). Ibid. 564, concerning
the face of the moon. Cf, follow-
ing note ; and as to the light of the
moon, pp. 250, 3, and 248, 1. When
it is said in Diog. ix. 44, that the
sun and moon consist, like souls,
of smooth and round atoms, i.e. of
fire, this can only refer to the fire
which was afterwards added to
their earthly nucleus.
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universes, and that the sun only subsequently became
filled with fire,! when its circle grew larger, may be
brought into connection with the rest of the Atomistic
cosmology through the theory that the sun and moon,
at an earlier stage of their formation, had been taken
hold of by the masses circulating about the earth’s

nucleus, and so had become part of our universe.?

The

opinion of Leucippus and Democritus concerning the
order of the stars is variously given.® Their orbits,

! Plut. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. 1.8,
7: HAlov 8¢ xal cerfyns yéveoiv
¢not, kar dlav Pépedbou TabTa
(namely at the time of their ge-
nesis) undémw Tomapdmar ¥Exovra
Oepulyy Pploww, unde uiy rabdrov
Aauwpordrny, Totvovtiov ¢ éfw-
potwpérny TH wepl Thy iy Ploer
yeyovévar yap éxdTepor TolTev wpb-
Tepoy ¥ri xar Blay dmoforiy Twa
wbauov, Horepoy 8¢ peyeBomoovuérov
ToD mept Thy H\tor wdrAov évamorn-
0o év abT@ TO whp.

2 That the sunand moon should
have originated in a different
manner from the other heavenly
bodies, might appear necessary on
account of their size. The state-
ment of Diogenes, that the sun, ac-
cording to Leucippus, was kindled
by the stars, quoted p. 248, 1,
and no doubt connected with what
has just been cited from Plutarch,
seems also to show that the case
of the sun and moon was peculiar.

3 Acecording to Diog. ix. 33
(eoncerning Leucippus), the moon
was nearest, and the sun farthest
from the earth, the other stars
being intermediate between them ;
this reminds us of the statements
quoted, Vol. I p. 599, 2, coneerning
Parmenides. According to Plu-
tarch, Plac. ii. 15, 3, reckoning

from the earth, the moon came
first, then Venus, the Sun, the
other planets, the fixed stars. Aec-
cording to Galen, H. Pk. 11, p.
272 (also less fully, ap. Stob. Eel.
i. 508), they came in the follow-
ing order: moon, sum, planets,
fixed stars; aceording to Hippol.
Refut. i. 18, thus: moon, sun,
fixed stars; the planets, the dis-
tance of whicn, as before noticed,
was differently given by Demo-
critus, seem to have been omitted
through the negligence of the
transcriber. According to Lucre-
tius, v. 619 sqq. Democritus ex-
plained the deviation of the sun’s
course at the solstices by saying
that each heavenly body followed
the movement of the sky with less
and less velocity, the mnearer it
approached the earth: ideoque re-
lingui paulatim solem cum posterio-
ribus signis inferior multo quod
sit, quam fervida signa (the signs
of the Zodiac in which the sun is
in saummer, cf. v. 640) et magis hoc
lunam. So that the sun is passed
by the fixed stars, and the moon
by all the heavenly bodies, and
again overtaken; which gives the
appearance of the sun and moon
going in an opposite direction from
the rest. The words ap. Plut.
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those philosophers thought, were originally (before the
inclination of the earth’s axis) parallel to the earth’s
surface ; their motion consequently was a lateral revo-
lution,! the direction being in all cases from east to
west ;2 their velocity increased with the distance of the
stars from the circumference of the universe, and there-
fore the fixed stars outstrip the sun and the planets,

and these again are swifter than the moon.?

The fire

of the stars, other writers say, they believed to be

nourished by the vapours of the earth.!

The theories

of the Atomists on the inclination of the earth’s axis,’

Fac. Lun. 16, 10, p. 929: “ kard
ordfuny, pnol Anudkpires, ioTauévy
Tob pwriCorros [H seAfvn] dmorau-
Bdver kal déxerar TOv HAwow,” do not
affect the present question; for
kaTd oTdbuny does not mean close
by, but “directly opposite;’
properly, ‘lying in a straight line,’
as we find ap. Simpl. De Crlo, 226
a, 20 (Schol. 502 b, 29); Seneca,
Qu. Nat. vil. 3, says: Democritus
quoque . . . suspicari se @it plures
esse stellas, que currant, sed nec
numerwm tllarum poswit necnomina,
nondum comprehensis quingue side-
rwm cursibus; but it does not follow
from this that Democritus did not
allow the number of the planets
to have been five Seneca’s mean-
ing appears to have been this: ‘At
that time the five planets had not
only been long universally known
in the eastern lands visited by our
philosopher, but they had also
been admitted into the astronomi-
cal system of the Pythagoreans.
Moreover the title of a treatise:
mepl 1Oy wAavyrdv (Diog. ix. 46)
is against the supposition. What
Democritus really said was proba-
bly this, that besides the five

known planets, there might be
others; which Seneca heard at
third hand, and misunderstood.

! This seems probable, from
their theory, shortly to be men-
tioned, of the inclination of the
earth, and from the corresponding
statements of Anaximenes, Anaxa-
goras and Diogenes, with whom the
Atomists in their ideas about the
form and position of the earth are
entirely agreed.

2 Plut. Plae. ii. 16, 1.

3 Luer. I ¢. p. 250, 3.

¢ Aceording to Eustath. in Od.
xii. p. 1713, 14 Rom. Democritus
explained Ambrosia the food of the
Gods, in reference to the nourish-
ment of the sun by vapours.

5 According to Plutarch, Plac.
iii. 12, they supposed that the
earth inclined towards the south,
which Leucippus explained by the
lesser density of the warmer regions,
and Democritus by the weakness
of the southern part of the mepi-
éxov : the opinion of both philoso-
phers is no doubt the same: the
warmer part of the universe filled
with lighter and more movable
atoms offers less resistance to the
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on solar and lunar eclipses,! on the light of the stars
and the milky way,® on comets,® and on the great
cosmical year,® can be only briefly mentioned in this

place.
agrees with Anaxagoras.

Democritus in regard to most of these points

‘Some other astronomical

observations which are aseribed to this philosopher® we
may be allowed to pass over in silence, and in respect
to the few further theories he is said to have held

pressure of the earth’s disc, and
therefore it inclines to that side.
In that case it is difficult to see
why the water does not all run
towards the south, and overflow
the southern countries. Cf. the
theories of Anaxagoras and Dio-
genes on the same subject (Vol. L.
p. 293, 4) ; also the following note.

! According to Diog. ix. 33,
Leucippus had taught éxhelmery
fitoy ral ceMynr 76 KekAicfa Thy
¥y wpds ueonuBpiay, which is mean-
ingless. The words, 7¢ kexAlobar,
&ec., as is shown by what follows,
must originally have stood in the
same connection as the passage
Jjust quoted from the Placita ; and
other reasons must have been as-
signed for the solar and lunar
eclipses. But it is possible that
Diogenes may himself be responsi-
ble for the eonfusion.

* Democritus thoughtthe milky
way was composed of many small
stars in close proximity; inregard
to its peculiar light, he supposed
with Anaxagoras that the other
stars were enlightened by the sun,
and that we see in them, not their
own, but the sun’s light reflected ;
whereas the stars of the milky
way lie in the shadow of the earth,
and consequently shine by their

own light. Arist, Meteor. i. 8,
345 a, 25, and his expressions are
repeated by Alex. in A. 1. 81 b;
Olympiodorus, iz 4. 1. p. 16 a; i.
200 Id.; Stob. Eel. i. 576: Plut.
Plac. iii. 1,8 ; Macrob. Somn. Scip.
i. 15; see also Ideler, ad Meteorol.
i. 410, 414, )

# Democritus, like Anaxagoras,
supposed the comets to be a eol-
lection of several planets, so near
to one another, that their light
was united. Arist. Meteor. i. 6,
342 b, 27, 343 b, 25; Alex. in k. 1.
p- 78 a, 79 b; Olympiodorus, in
ho LA 177 Tdo; Plut. Plac, iii. 2,
3; cof. Sen. Qu. Nat. vii. 11; Schol.
in drat. Diosem. 1091 (359).

¢ Democritus assigned to this
great year, 82 ordinary years and
28 intercalary months (Cens. Di.
Nat. 18, 8); that is, he supposed
that in this time the difference be-.
tween the solar and lunar year was
equalised ; 82 solar years being
equal to 1012 (=12 x 82 + 28),
which gives nearly 291 days for
each lunar month, if the solar year
be reckoned at 365 days.

s Of. Mullach, 231-285; bid.
142 sqq. on Demoeritus’s astrono-
mical, mathematical, and geogra-~
phical writings, of which, however,
we know little except the titles,
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relating to the sphere of inorganic nature, a bare

enumeration must suffice.!

IIT. Organic Nature.

Mon : his knowledge ond his actions.

The enquiries of Democritus in regard to organic
beings included not only animals, but plants; he was,
however, chiefly occupied with mankind.? From a philo-
sophic point of view, his anthropology alone is worthy

! He supposed that earthquakes
were caused by the action of sub-
terranean water and currents of air
(Arist. Meteor. 1. 7, 365 b, 1; this
is repeated by Alex. in A. [. Sen.
Neot. Qu. vi. 20); thunder, light-
ning, and hot blasts (wpnorip) he
tries, ingeniously enough (ap. Stob.
i. 594), to explain by means of the
nature of the clouds which engen-
der them ; and the various effects
of lightning, ap. Plut. @Qu. Conv.
iv. 2, 4, 3 (Democr. 'Fr. Phys. 11),
he accounts for by saying that some
bodies offer resistance to it, while
others allow it to pass through.
Wind arises when many atoms are
pressed together in the air into a
small space : when they have room
to spread, there is a ecalm. The
overflowings of the Nile he explains
thus : When the snow melts in the
northern mountains, the evapora-
tions are carried by the north wind
of the latter part of the summer
towards the south, and fall in the
Ethiopian mountains (Diod. i. 89 ;

Athen. ii. 86 d; Plut. Plec. iv. 1,°

4 ; Schol. Apollon. Rhod. in Argon,
iv. 269). Sea-water, he supposed,
like Empedocles, to contain sweet
water as well as salt, and that the
fishes were nourished by it (Alian.
H. Anim. ix. 64). Of the magnet
we have already spoken, p. 230, 1,

The rules about the weather must
also be referred to Democritus, ap.
Mullach, 231 sqq. 238 (Fragm.
Philos. 1. 368 sq.), so far as they
may be considered at all genuine;
on the other hand, what is aseribed
to him, ibid. 238, 239 sq. (Fragm.
i. 372 sq.), concerning the finding
of springs, out of the Geoponica,
cannot belong to him; as the De-
mocritean Geoponica (on whieh, cf.
Megyer, Gesch. d. Botanik.i. 16 sq.)
are wholly spurious.

2 The list of his writings, ap.
Diog. ix. 46 sq., mentions: airim
wepl omepudrwy kol Quréy  wal
kapm@y, aitlar wepl (dwr 7. wepl
dvfpdmov Pplatos i wepl caprds B,
wepl vob, w. alobfowr; also the
books mepi xuudy and mepl xpodv
partly belong to the same category.
Backhuisen T. Brinck, in Philologus,
viil. 414 sqq., has collected from
the spurious letter of Democritus
to Hippocrates wepl gpdoios &vbpd-
mwov, and other sources, the pro-
bable fragments of the treatise
wepl drbpdmov ¢pboies. Tn this trea-
tise perhaps the words may have
stood which are censured by Sext.
Math. vii. 265; Pyrrh. ii. 28, but
which cannot of course have been
intended as an actval definition:
Evfpwmds éotw b wdvTes (duev,
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of attention; such of his observations on plants’
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and

animals 2 as have been handed down to us consist merely

of isolated remarks and conjectures.

Even his theories

on generation and the development of the feetus,® on

! Plants, the empty channels of
which run straight, grow more
quickly, but last a shorter time,
because the nutritive substances,
though cireulating more swiftly
through all their parts, are also
carried off more swiftly, Theophr.
Caus. Plant. 1.8,2; 1i. 11,17. What
is quoted by Mullach, p. 248 sqq.
(Fragm. 1. 875 8q.), from the Geo-
pomica concerning various agricul-
tural growths, cannot be certainly
traced to Democritus. Cf. previous
note. Coneerning the soul of plants,
vide infra.

2 The passages collected by
Mullach, 226 sqq. (Fragm. 1.
366 sq.) from Allian’s History of
Animals relate to the following
subjects: that the lion does not
come into the world blind, like
other animals; that fishes feed
upon the sweet portions of the sea-
waber ; concerning the productive-
ness of dogs and swine, the wn-
fruitfulness of mules (cf. also Arist.
Gen. Anim. il. 8, 747 a, 25, para-
phrased in his usual manner by
Philop. ad h. I. 58 b), and the
origin of these hybrids; on the
formation of stags’ horns; on the
differences of bodily structure be-
tween oxen and bulls; on the ab-
sence of horns in “bulls.  To
Democritus may likewise be re-
ferred the observations, ap. Arist.
Part. Anim. 1ii. 4, 665 a, 31 on the
entrails of bloodless animals; Gen.
Anim. v. 788 b, 9 (Philop, ad A. L.
119 a), on the structure of teeth ;
Hist. Anim. 1x. 89, 623 a, 30, on
the webs of spiders. The statement

about hares in Muilach, 254, 103
(Fragm. Philos. i. 377, 13 from
Geopon. xix. 4) is clearly not his.

# According to Plutarch’s Pla-
cita, he supposed that the seed is
secreted from all parts of the body
(v. 8, 6, ef. Arist. Gen. dnim. iv. 1.
764 a, 6; i. 17, 721 b, 11 ; Philop.
Gen, Antm. 81 b; Censor. Di. Nat.
c. 5, 2), and that it is found in
women, and also an organ con-
nected with it: he seems to have
distinguished its visible consti-
tuents from the atoms of fire or
soul concealed in them. (Plac. v.
4, 1, 8: further particulars result
from his doctrine of the soul.)
The continuance of the feetus in
the maternal body causes its body
to resemble that of the mother
(Arist, Gen. dnim, ii. 4, 740 a, 35,
whose statement is amplified by
Philoponus, ad %. I. 48 b, obviously
on his own authority and not on
that of Democritus). The process of
formation begins with the navel,
which retains the feetus in the
uterus (Fr. Phys. 10, vide nfra);
at the same time, however, the
coldness of the air assists in closing
the maternal body more firmly,
and in keeping the feetus in repose
(AElian, H. Anim. xii. 17). The
external ‘parts of the body, espe-
cially (according to Cens. Di. Nat.
6, 1) the head and the stomach, are
formed previously to the internal
(Arist. I. ¢. 740 a, 13. Philopo-
nus asserts, Do doubt quite arbi-
trarily, and on no other evidence
than this passage, that, according
to Democritus, uh év 77 KapB(qL
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which the ancient physicists were so prone to speculate,
are not of a kind to demand our particular attention.
We may mention, however, that in agreement with
several of his predecessors he represented men and‘
animals as arising from terrestrial slime.’ |
Man, on account of his bodily structure and form, i 1sy
to Democritus an object of the highest admiration.?
In his description of the human body ?® he not merely
attempts to describe its parts according to their position
and nature with as much exactitude as the then state
of these enquiries allowed, but he praises their utility
and importance for the life of man with such fervour
that, is spite of his gemeral tendency to a purely me-
chanical explanation of nature, he approaches the tele-
ology which has always been chiefly connected with the
study of organic life, and which even then, in the person
of Socrates, had begun a successful conflict with the

elvar Ty OpemTichy kol wopTikY
Stvauw, AN’ éxrds). The sex of
the child depends on the relative
proportions of the paternal and
maternal seed, emanating from the
sexual organs (Arist. 4. ¢. 764 a, 6,
whose observations are enlarged
upon by Philoponus, 81 b, doubt-
less more accurately than by Cen-
sorinus, Di. Nai. 6, §; similarly
Parmenides, vide Vol. I p. 601, 4).
Abortions are caused by super-
feetation (Arist. 1. ¢. iv. 4, 769 b,
and following him, Philop. 90 b).
The child gets its nourishment
through the meouth, even in the
womb, by sucking a part of the
uterus corresponding with the teats
(Plac. v. 16, 1; cf. Arist. Gen. An.
1. 7, 746 a, 19). The last-men~
tioned theory, which Censorinus
(1. c. 6, 3) also attributes to Hippo

and Diogenes, indicates enquiries
about animals ; for it refers to the
cotyledons which are absent in the
human body.

! This is primarily asserted of
men by Censorinus, Di. Nat. 4, 9 ;
and his statement is placed beyond
question by the analogy of the
Epicurean doctrine. The same
appears to be intended in the
mutilated and imperfect notice in
Galen, Hist. Phil. c. 35, p. 335.

? According  to Fulorentlus
Myth. iii. 7, he praised the ancients,
referring to Homer, 71, ii. 478, for
assigning the various parts of the
human body to different gods—the
head to Zeus, the eyes to Pallas,
&e.  According to David, Sehol. in
Arist. 14 b, 12, he called man a
ikpds wdauos.

3 Cf. B. Ten Brincek, 1. c.
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naturalism of the ancient physics. The fortress of the
body is given in charge to the brain, which is the lord of
the whole, to whom the power of thought is entrusted ;
the heart is called the queen, the nurse of anger, and is
armed with a coat of mail against attacks;! in regard
to the organs of the senses and of speech, it is shown
how suitable they are for their funetions, &c.2 Demo-
critus, indeed, never says that they are so fashioned for
definite ends with design and set purpose;® he does
not actually proceed teleologically, but as he traces the
result not to a fortuitous concurrence of circumstances
but to nature as Unity," which does nothing without
reason and mnecessity,’ he approaches as nearly to the
teleology which he despises as is possible from his own
point of view.5

The soul on the hypotheses of the Atomistic doc-
trine can only be conceived as corporeal, but its material
substance must be of a kind to explain its peculiar na-
ture. This, according to Democritus, lies in animating

1 Cf. p. 258, 2. dednurodpynrat.

z Cf. in respect to the organs
of sense the words which are quoted
by Heracleides (ap. Porph. in Pfol.
Harm. (in Wallisii Opp. Math. T.)
ii. p. 2151 (% dwo) éxdoxeior pifwy
odoa péver THY pwrhy ryryetov dlkny
$3e yap elorpiverar kal evpel.

3 Cf. Arist. De Respir. 4 (infra,
p- 259, 2). In the words = ¢do.
dvp. L c. No, 28: 5 8¢ doduaros
& mxoloe Pphois éEérevie woavrd-
uoppa oTAdyxvwy yévea, it is pos-
sible that éeduaros may belong to
the supreme worker ; if indeed we
ought not to substitute ddparos.

4 Vide previous note, and No.
26: ebvprov dmwd PAeBéwr Te kal
velpwy mAéypa . . . Ploies Fmo

5 Vide supra, p. 237 sq.

6 This is not, however, carried
to such an extent that we need
doubt hig being the author of the
above description. We find the
same theory in Plutarch’s quota-
tion, De dm. Prol. c. 3, p. 495 ; cf.
Fort. Rom. e. 2, p. 317: & ~op
Oupards mpdTov év pATppot (&s
¢mor  Ayudipitos)  dyxupnBéAioy
odrov kal wAdvns Euplerar, welopua
kol KATuo TG ywouéve rkapmd wal
wéanort,  We shall see in the
course of this chapter that Demo-
critus had no difficulty in combin-
ing with his materialism the re-
cognition of the spiritual in nature
and in man,
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and motive force: the soul is that which effects the
movement, of living beings. But this it can only do
if it is itself in constant motion, for the mechanical
motion, which alone is recognised by the Atomists, can
only be produced by what is moved. The soul must
therefore consist of the most movable substance—of
fine, smooth, and round atoms—in other words, of fire.!|
And the same results from the second chief quality of
the soul, which appears side by side with its vivifying
force—the power of thought, for thought likewise is a
motion.? These fiery particles were consistently supposed
by Democritus to be diffused throughout the whole
body; the body is animated in all its parts because

L P. 234,

2 Arist. De An. i. 2, 408 b, 29
daot yap ol kal wpdrws Yuxhy
elvar TO wwobv, oinbBévres B¢ TO uY
rwoluevoy alrd ui) évdéxeabar Kively
Erepor, T@Y Kwoupéver TL THY Yuxhy
sméraBoy elvou, 80ev AnudrpiTos
udy wop Tt Kal Oeppdy Pnow adrTiy
elvar dmelpwy ydp ByTwy oxmpdror
Kal Grépwy T& oPoarpoedi) wip Kal
Yuxhw Aéyer, olov év T3 dépt Ta
raroduevo Ebouara, ete. (vide p.
225) Ouolws 8¢ kal Aedrimmos.
TobTwr 8¢ T8 opapoeds Yuxiy, dia
b udMoTae di warTds dhvacbar dia-
Sbvew Tobs Totolrous puopods (this
expression, with which ef. p. 223,
1, seems to show that Aristotle
is not merely advancing his own
opinions, but quoting from Demo-
critus) xal kwely T4 Aouwd kivoduera
kal abTd, SroAauBdyovTes Ty Yuxiy
elvaw 10 mapéxov Tois (dos Ty
wlvnow. Ibid. 406 a, 81 Anudrpiros
3¢ ral yAapupwTépws lpyker dmopn-
vduevos S Tt TobTwy [se. ToU wwy-
Tueob kal yrapieTucoD] éxdTepor [sc.

VOL. TI.

% duxh]* dwxhy utv yip elvou Tadrd
Kkai voby, TovTo 8 elvaw Tér wpdrwy
Kal &diapétey ewpdTwy, KwnTiKdY
B¢ B wipopépeiay kol TO oxfuar
T@y 8¢ oxnudTwy cdrwyTéTaTor TO
opaipoeides Aéyer Towodror [scil.
ebwnTéraror] & elvar TOv voiv kal
7o wop. Cf. Ibid. c. 4, 5, 409 a, 10
b, 7, and the following notes, espe-
cially p. 259, 2. That Democritus
regarded the soul as composed of
warm and flery substances, and of
smooth and round atoms, is as-
serted by many writers, e.g, Cie.
These. i. 11, 22 ; 18, 42; Diog. ix.
44 ; Plut. Plac. iv. 3, 4 (Stob. i.
796, the same thing is asserted of
Leucippus). Nemestus, Naz, Hom.
e. 2, p. 28, explains the round
atoms which form the soul as “fire
and air, and Macrobius, Soman. 1.
14, as ¢ Spiritus;’ but these are in-
accuracies, resulting perhaps from
a confusion with Epicurus’s doc-
trine of the soul, or from Demo-
critus’s theory of the breath, men-
tioned infra.

8
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there are atoms in all, which, according to their nature,
are involved in perpetual motion and also move that
which surrounds them :! indeed, he goes so far as to say
that there is a soul-atom between every pair of body-
atoms.? But this does not mean that the movement of
the atoms must be the same in all parts of the body;
on the contrary, according to Democritus, the various
faculties of the soul have their seat in different parts
of the body: thought in the brain, anger in the heart,
desire in the liver.? When, therefore, later authors
assert that he assigned the whole body to the irrational
part of the soul as its abode,* and the brain or the heart
to the rational part, the statement, though not wholly

to be discarded, is only partially correct.’®

¥ Arist. De dn. 3. 3,406 b, 15: .

tvior B kal kwely Poacl Thy Yuxhy
70 odpe &y § éotly s abTd kivelTal,
ofor Anudrpios | . . kwovpévas vdp
onoL Tas adaipérovs opaipas Sl T
mepurévor umdémore uévew ogure-
¢érrkew kol kwelv TY odua mav,
which Aristotle compares to the
faney of Philippus the comie poet,
that Dadalus gave motion to his
statues by pouring quicksilver
into them. Henceat the beginning
of c. 5 he says: elmep vdp éormiy 7
Yoyh & wavtl 7§ alefavouévy odb-
ot We find the same, probably
quoted from Aristotle, in Iambl.
ap. Stob. i. 924, and more concisely
in Sext. Math,vii. 349; cf. Macrob.
L c.
2 Lucret. iil. 870 :—
1iiud in his rebus nequagquam sumere
possis,
Democriti quod sancta viri sententia
ponit,
Corporis atque arnimi primordia, sin-
gula privis

On account

Adposita, alternis variare ac nectere
membra.

Lucretius thought that the atoms
of the body were much more nu-
merous than those of the soul ; and
that the latter were therefore dis-
tributed at wider intervals than
Democritus supposed.

3 In this sense Demoecritus, =.
&vbpémov Ppaios, Fr. 6, calls the
brain ¢iraxa diavotys; Fr. 15 the
heart BagiAls dpyfis Tibnrds; Fr.
17 the liver, émBuuins a¥riov.

4 Plut. Plac. iv. 4, 3: Aqud-
kpiros, 'Ewirovpos, diuepft Thy Yu-
xhy, T ptv Aoywdy Exovoar év TG
Bdparer raf:Spvuévor, 10 & &Aoyor
kad 8Any Thy etyrpiaw Tod cduatos
Sicomapuévov. Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff.
v. 22, p. 78 ‘Immokpdrys udv yip
kol Anpdrpiros kal Tiadrowv év éyke-
pdAw TobTo [ fyeuovicdy] Bplodar
sipfiraoy.

5 The Placita manifestly con-
fuse the doctrine of Democritus
with that of Epicurus](on which,
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~of the fineness and mobility of the soul’s atoms, there
is danger lest they should be forced out of the body
by the air that surrounds us. Against this danger
Democritus says we are protected by our inspiration,
the importance of which lies in its constantly intro-
ducing new fiery and vital matter into the body; this
in part replaces the soul-atoms that pass off ;! and also
and chiefly hinders by its counter current those which
are in the body from gaining egress; thus enabling
them to resist the pressure of the outer air. If the
breath is impeded, and if this resistance is in conse-
quence overcome by the force of the air, the internal

fire wastes away and death is the result.?

of. Part 1i1. a, 386, second edition).
In Theodoretus the conception of
the fryepovucdy, at any rate, is inter-
polated.

! That expiration also helps
towards this purpose is clear from
Arist. De 4n. 1. 2 (following note) ;
for the exit of older fiery particles
corresponds to the entrance of new.
This 15 said morve definitely, but
no doubt only on the aunthority of
the passage in Aristotle, by Philop.
De An. B, 15; Simpl. De A4n. 6 a,
and the scholia on = é&ramwvois;
Simpl. De An. 165 b.

"2 Arigtotle, De dn. i. 2, con-
tinues : 3id kol Tob (Hv Gpov elvar
Ty dvamvofy: cuvdyovros yap ToD
wepiéxovros T& oduara (Philop. ad.
k. 1. B, 15, in agreement with the
Atomistie presuppositions, assigns
as a reason for this, the coldness
of the mepiéxor ; cf. also Arist. De
Respir. ¢. 4, 472 a, 30): xal éxbAl-
Bovros T&v o xnudTwy T& TapéxovTa
Tois (Fots Thy klvmow Bi& 7o pnd
adrd fpepetv undémore, Bofberay yi-
yvecfu Olpabey émeodrrwy HAAwy

As, however,

Towlrwy év 7§ &vamvely kwAde
Yyép abré kal T8 dvumbpxovTea v Tols
(Pois exrplvesfos, cuvavelpyorra 5
cuvdryoy kel wyvbor Kal Giiv 8¢ €ws
by Stvwrrar Todro woely.  Similarly
De Respir. c. 4: Anudrpiros 8 §r:
uév éx Tiis dvamvofis ovuBalver o
Tots qvarvéovor Aéyet, pdorwr kw-
Adew xOABecbu Thv Juxhr od
wévrar 5’ ds Tobrou y’ Evera worhon-
oav TabTo THY Plaw oddiv elpyrer -

€ o

GAws yap Bomep ral of EANoL Ppuoiiod

Kkal obros obdty dwreTar THs TotadTys
aitlas. Néyer & ds 5 Yuxy rad 1o
Bepudy TadTdr T& TpBTa exhpaTa
ToY cpapoeldiy. ouykpwouévwy oy
adrdy Omd Tob meptéxovros ekAlBoy-
Tos Bonbeiay yiverbar v dvamvody
onow év yap v dép moriw Gpi-
Budy elvar Tdv Towdbrwy, & KaAer
éicetvos vouy wal Yuxhy dvamvéovror
odv kal elgibyos Tob &épos cuvetoidy-
Ta TaiTa kal Gvelpyoyra THy OARYw
kwAdey THv évovoar v Tols {bors
diiéyar Yuxhy' kol 3ib TodTO v 1¢
dwanvely kal éenvely elvar T (v kad
arobvfiarew. drav ydp kparf Td we-
piéxov ovBATBoy Kal uniéri Bbpaley

s 2
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the fire is not extinguished instantaneously, it may also
happen that vital action may be restored when part of

the soul’s substance has been lost,

In this way sleep is

explained ; in that case only a few fiery particles have

left the body.!

The same process more completely car-

ried out produces the phenomenon of apparent death.?

elowdy dbynroa dvelpyew, ui Suvaué-
vou Gvamvelv, Tére cvuBaivew TO¥
Odvaroy Tois (dbois' elvar yap TOV
OdvaToy Ty TGV Tol0VTWY TXNUATWY
ek Tob oduaros éEodov éx Tis Tob
mepiéxortos éxOAlyews, Why all
ereatures die however, and what is
the cause of respiration, Demoecri-
tus did not say.

! Thus much geems to result
from the theories of the Epicu-
reans concerning sleep (Lucret. iv.
913 sqq.).

2 Cf. on this point the fragment
of Proclus’s commentary on the
tenth book of the Republic, which
was first communiéated by Alex,
Morus on Ev. Joh. 11,39, p. 341;
and first corrected by Wyttenbach
ad Plut. de s. Num. Vind. 563 B
(Animadverss, i, 1, 201 sq.); and
Mullach, Democr. 115 sqq. De-

mocritus had written a treatise on

the apparently dead, a subject
much discussed in antigquity (vide
the writers just mentioned, and
what is quoted, p. 120, %., on the
person brought to life by Empedo-
cles when apparently dead); and
also a treatise, mepl 7&v év Gdov,
in which, as Proclus says, he en-
quired w@s Tov drobavdyra mdAiy
dvaPidvar duvardy; but the only
answer is that it is possible the
person was not really dead. To
these enquiries about the resusci-
tation of the dead, the gracefyl
fable seems to refer which Julian
(Epist. 37, p. 413 Spanh., printed

in Mullach, 45) relates, of course
from older writers; namely, that
Democritus, to comfort King Darius
for the death of his wife, told him
that, in order to recall her to life,
it was only necessary to write upon
her grave the names of three men
who were free from sorrow (Lucian,
Demon. 25, relates the same thing
of Demonax). Pliny may perhaps
have been thinking of this story
when he says (H. N. vii. 5, 189):
reviviscendi promissa a Democrito
vanitas, qui non revizit ipse; but it
is also possible that these words
may allude to a passage in Demo-
critus’s treatises on magic, from
which Pliny, ignorant of eriticism
as he is, quotes only this much;
and that Julian’s anecdote, which
gives a moral turn to the supposed
magic, may likewise have reference
to a statement that Democritus
could raise the dead, or had left
instructions how to do it. At any
rate, the passage in Pliny is con-
cerned only with magical arts,
which the imagination of later
fabricators has ascribed to the
naturalist of Abdera; and not with
the doctrine of immortality, which
is altogether irreconcileable with
his point of view. Even the words,
qui non revixit ipse, which would
be meaningless asg applied to ano-
ther life, show this: Rothis, there-
fore, entirely mistaken (Gesch. d.
Abendl. Phil. i. 362, 433), and so is
Bracker (Hist. Orit. Phil. i, 1195),
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If, however, death has really taken place, and the atoms
of which the soul is composed are completely separated
from the body, it is impossible that they can ever
return to it, or that they can maintain themselves in
combination outside the body.!

Democritus, therefore, does not deny that there is a.
difference hetween soul and body, nor that the soul is
superior to the body. The soul with him is the essen-
tial in man, the body is only the vessel of the soul,”and
he admonishes us for this reason to bestow more care on
the latter than on the former;3 he declares corporeal
beauty apart from understanding to be something
animal ;¢ he says the glory of animals consists in
bodily excellences,® that of man in moral; he seeks
the abode of happiness in the soul, the highest good in
a right disposition;® he makes the soul answerable for

whom he follows, in his inference
that Democritus was an adherent
of the Persian doctrine of the
resurrection.

! This lies so entirely in the na-
ture of the subject that we scarcely
require the testimony of Iambli-
chus ap. Stob. Eel. i. 924 ; Lactan-
tius, Imst. vii. 7; Theodoretus,
Cur. Gr. Aff.v. 24, p. 73 ; and the
Placita, iv. 7, 3, to disprove the
belief of Democritus in immor-
tality ; more especially as it is
nowhere stated that Epicurus dif-
fered from him in this respect;
and, considering the great import-
ance ascribed by Epicurus to the
denial of immortality, the venera-
tion with which he and his school
regarded Democritus seems to ex-
clude any disagreement between
thiem on this subject. Democritus
thus expresses himself, ap. Stob.

Floril. 120, 20 : &vot 8unris Ppdoios
BidAvow obk eidbTes avfpwmor, Evver-
o 8¢ 7is év 1§ Bly kakorparyuo-
abvns, Tov TRHs Botis xpdvov év
Tapaxfior kal ¢péBoict raAeuTwpé-
ougt, Yevdea mepl TOD perd THY Te-
Aevrhy  uvlomhaoTéovres Xpdvov,
The obscure statement in the
Placita, v. 25, 4, that Leucippus
referred death to the body only,
cannot be taken into account.

2 Sxfjos is a common designa-
tion for the body with Demoeritus,
Fr. Mor. 6, 92, 127, 128, 210.

3 Fr. Mor. 128 : éwpdmorot ap-
ubdoy Yuxiis paAdov % ocduaTos
woéeafar Adyov: Yuxh uév yop
TehewrdTn oKfveos poxdnpiny épbol,
okhveos B¢ loxbs Hvev Aoyiopod
Yoxir oddév 11 dpetve Ti0not.

4 Ibid. 129.

5 Ibid. 127.

§ Fr. 1, &ec. Further detailsinf.
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the injury it causes to the body;! he contrasts the
endowments of the soul as divine with those of the
body which are merely human;? he is even said to have
reckoned the intellect of man among the divinities.?
This, however, presents no contradiction to the mate-
rialism of the Atomistic philosophy, if we place our-
selves at its own point of view. The soul is something
corporeal, like all other things; but since the corporeal
substances are as various as the form and composition
of the atoms of which they consist, it is also possible
that one substance may have qualities which belong to
no other; and if the sphere be regarded as the most
perfect shape, Democritus may also have held that that
which is composed of the finest spherical atoms, fire, or
the soul, exceeds all else in worth. Spirit is to him, as
to other materialists,* the most perfect body.

From this connection of ideas, we can now see in
what sense Democritus could assert that soul or spirit
dwells in all things, and that this soul, distributed
throughout the whole universe, is the Deity. As he
identifies reason with the soul, and the soul with the

¥ Plut. Utr. An. an Corp. s. lib. for though Philodemus, whom

(Plut. Fragm. 1), c. 2, p. 695 W.,
Democritus says that-if the body
arraigned the soul for abuse and
ill-treatment, the soul would be
condemned.

2 Ibid. 6: 6 T& Yuxils dyade
e’peé,u.euos T GELérepa, 6 3¢ Ta
gKNYEosS, 'ruvﬂpw'lrma

# Cie. N. D. i. 12, 29: Demo-
oritus qui twm dmagines . . . i
Deorwm numero refert . . . tum
scientiam intelligentiamgue nostram.
We are justified in regarding this
statement as historical evidence ;

Cicero here follows, is apt to dis-
tort the opinions of the ancient
thinkers, yet there is generally
some basis of fact underlying his
assertions : he reckons among the
gods of a philosopher all that that
philosopher describes as divine,
even in the widest sense. Demo-
critus, however, may well have
called vous feivs, and in a certain
sense feds also.

¢ For example,

Heracleitus,
the Stoics, &e.
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warm and fiery substance, he must necessarily find in
all things exactly as much soul and reason as he finds
light and warmth. He therefore considers that in the
air much soul and reason is distributed : how other-
wise could we inhale from it soul and reason?! He
also ascribed life to plants,” and even in corpses he
probably thought there remained a portion of vital heat
and sensation.? This warm and animate element he
seems to have described as the Divine in things,* and
go it may well have been said in the later form of ex-
pression that he regarded the Deity as the World-soul

and Reason, formed out of round atoms of fire.’

! Aristotle, in the passage
quoted, D¢ Respir. c. 4: & ~yip 7¢
Gépt moADy dpifudy elvau TGY ToLod-
Twy, & KaAel éxeivos voly kat Yuxh.
Theophr. De Sensu, 53: éog éu-
Yuxbrepos & édfo.

2 Plut. Qu. Nat. 1, 1, p. 911:
(Pov yap Eyyewov Td ¢urdy elvar of
wepl TIAdTwva kol *Avatorydpay kai
Anudrpuroy ofoprar. Ps~Arist. De
Plgnt. e. 1, 815 b, 16: 6 8¢ *Avaka-
yépas kal 6 Anudrpiros wal 6 Eu-
mwedorATs ral vovy kal yrdaw elmoy
Exew T& puTd.

3 Plat. Plac. iv. 4, 4: 6 8¢
Anudrpiros wdvra meréxew ¢mal
Yux s wotds kal T& verpd TAY owud.-
Ty 36Tt bel Siapavds Tives Bepuod
kol aloOnTiked peréxe, Tob wAeiovos
Swawyeopévov. Joh. Damase. Parall.
s. i1, 25, 40. Stob. Floril. ed. Mein,
iv. 236: Anubrp. TX verph TdV
cwpdroy aioBdvesfar.  Similarly,
Alexander in Topica, 13 (also Par-
menides, vide Vol. I. p. 602). In
accordance with this last passage,
Philippson changes * uikpos” into
“ verepot,” ap. Theophr. De Sensu.
71: (¢pnot [Anudrp.] vivesfar utv
éxaotoy kal elvar kar’ aAf0eiay, Blws

Such

8¢ éml wikpod polpay Exew gvvéoews).
The thing, however, is not quite
beyond question: Cicero says, Tusc.
1. 34, 82: num igitur aliguis dolor
aut omnino post mortem sensus in
corpore est? nemo id quidem dicit,
etst Democritum instmulat Epicurus :
Democritici negant. According to
this passage it would seem that the
statement of Democritus was either
limited to the time before the corpse
becomes completely cold, or that he
ascribed to thedead an infinitesimal
portion of soul, but neither con-
sciousness nor feeling.

4 Cie. V. D. 1. 43, 120: tum
principia mentis que sunt tn eodem
wuniverso Deos esse dicit. These prin-
cipia mentis are manifestly what
Aristotle means in the passage just
quoted—the fine and round atoms.
Cf. on this point, p. 262, 2;
263, 1.

5 Stob. Eel. i. 56; Plut. Plac.
i. 7, 18, ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 16,
6 ; Galen, H. Ph. c. 8, p. 251, whose
imperfect. text Krische (Forsch. i.
157) rightly refers to the more
complete passage, ap. Cyrill. ¢. Jul.
1. 4: voby utv yip elvar TOv fedy
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language is, however, inaccurate and misleading, for
when Democritus speaks of the Divine, he means not only
no personal being, but no one being at all ; not a soul,
but merely the substance of souls,! fiery atoms, which
produce life and motion, and where they are congregated
in larger masses, reason also ; this is very different from
the one force that moves the Universe, in the sense of
Anaxagoras’s vods or Plato’s world-soul.? Other writers
therefore, who deny that he held the theory of a spirit
forming the world and a Divinity ruling it, are more in
accordance with the truth. The spiritual from his point
of view is not the power above matter collectively ; it is
a part of matter ; the only motive force is gravity and
the sole reason why the soul is the most movable of all
things, and the cause of motion, is that the substances
of which it consists are on account of their size and
shape the most easily moved by pressure and impact.
The doctrine of spirit did not result from the general
necessity of a deeper principle for the explanation of
nature; it primarily refers only to the activity of hu-
‘man souls; and though analogues of these are sought
in nature, yet the statements of Democritus concerning
spirit differ from the corresponding statements of Anaxa-
goras and Heracleitus and even of Diogenes. The point
of difference is this: that he considers spirit, not as the
power forming the world, but only as one substance side
by side with others; here his doctrine is less advanced
than that of Empedocles, which in many respects it
much resembles; for Empedocles maintains the ration-

ioxvpterou kal adrds, TAYY év wupl U Principia mentis, as Cicero
ocapoedel, kal adrTdy elvar vy 7ot  rightly says, dpxal voepat.
wbopov Yuxr. 2 Vide sup. p. 239, 3.
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ality which he attributes to all things to be an internal
quality of the elements; Democritus on the contrary
represents it as a phenomenon resulting from the mathe-
matical construction of certain atoms in their relation
to the others;! sensation and consciousness are merely
a consequence of the mobility of those atoms.?

Of the faculties of the soul Democritus seems to
have bestowed most attention on those of cognition;
at any rate, tradition tells us of his attempts to explain
these and no others. According to what we have seen
of his theories, he could only start, generally speaking,
from the presupposition that all presentations consist of
corporeal processes.> In particular he explained the
perceptions of sense as well as thought. The former he
derived from the changes which are produced in us by
means of external impressions;* and since every opera-

! Whether this is a defect or,
as Lange, Gesck. d. Mat. i. 20, be-
lieves, a merit in the theory of
Democritus, or whether it may
perhaps be both, the logical de-
velopment of a one-sided point of
view, I need not here enquire. It
is all the less necessary since Lange
has acknowledged the substantial
correctness of my representation ;
but he at the same time remarks:
¢ The want in all materialism is
this: that it ends with its expla-
nation of phenomena where the
highest problems of philosophy
begin.’

2 This may also explain why
the theories of Democritus on the
spiritual in nature are here men-
tioned for the first time: his inter-
pretation of nature did not require
these theories; they resulted from
his contemplation of the Luman

spirit, and are only to be under-
stood in this connection.

3 Stob. Exe. ¢ Jok. Damase. ii.
25, 12 (Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. iv.
233): Aebrermos, AnpokpdTas (- bipr-
70s) Tds alobhoeis kal Tas vohoers
érepoidaess elvar o oduaTos.

4 Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 D,
12, of Democritus and others: 80
T dwohauBdvew ¢péryotr pév THY
alofnow, TabTyr 8 elvar dArolwow,
Tb pawbuevoy kard Ty alobnow &
Gvdyrns &Andés elval pasw. Theoph.
De Sensu, 49: Anudkpiros 8¢ . . .
7§ dANotovodas woiel Tb alofdyedar.
Theophrastus goes on to observe, in
reference to the unanswered ques-
tion of Democritus—whether each
sense perceives what is like itself
or what is unlike, that this may
admit of a double answer: so far
ag the sense-perception is a change,
it must proceed from what is hete-
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tion of one body upon another is conditioned by touch,
it may be said that he represented all sensation as con-
tact,! and all the senses as various kinds of touch.? This
contact, however, is not merely direet contact, it is more
or less the result of the emanations without which the -
interaction of things on each other would be inexplicable.
As these emanations penetrate through the organs of
sense into the body, and spread through all its parts,
there arises the presentation of things, sensible percep-
tion.* But in order that this result should be attained,
on the one hand there must be a certain strength in
the impression, a certain amount of permeating atoms;*
and on the other, their material constitution must cor-

rogeneous, so far as like can only
affect like (sup. p. 221, 2), from what
is homogeneous. Cf. p. 267, 2.

1 Vide sup. p. 230.

2 Arist. De Sensu, c. 4, 442 a,
29 : Anudrpitos 8¢ kal of wAeioToL
Tdy Purionbywr, §cor Aéyovar mep)
aigfioews, drordTardy T Towio
wdvra yop T4 alobyTd &rTd TOL0VALY.
kalTor €l obrw TobT ¥xer, BfAov bs
kol T&r UAAwy aloOfoewv éxdoTy
aph Tis éoTiv.

2 Theophr. De Sensu, 54: &ro-
wov 8¢ kal 7O uh pbvov Tols Pupacty
ANG kol Ty BANg odpaTe weTadSd-
var THs alofhoews, Pnol yip did
TobTo KevéTnTo Kal UypbTyTa Exew
Setv Tdy O¢pbarudy, W émimAéoy
déxmTar kal T¢ EAA oduatt wapa-
30¢. § 56: in hearing, the agi-
tated air penetrates through the
whole body, but especially through
the ear, drav 8¢ évrds yévyral,
oxidpagfour 81 7 Tdxos. This is
further explained by what follows.

57: #vomoy 3¢ kal 80 by (&7, B¢
7o oy, better: dr. 8¢ kal 18i00)
kaTd way T odpa TOV Yooy eloiévar

wal oy eloéNby did THs dkofs dia-
xelobar katd wav, dbomep ob Tals
&roals GAN OBA@ T adpart THY
alobnow oboav. ob yap €l Kkal cuu-
whoxe Ti TR GKof, di& TobTo Kal
alofdverar, wdoas yap [se. Tals
aloBgest] TodTé ye OSuotws worel
ral ob ubvoy Tals aicBhceoty, GAAG
wal 7 Yuxy. His opinion in re-
gard to the other senses has not
been transmitted to wus, but it is
clear from. the above quotation
that he assumed, not merely in
smell and taste, but also in the
perceptions of touch, the entrance
of emanations into the body ; since
he could only explain sensation as
a contact of the whole soul with
outer things. For the sensation of
warmth seems also to result from
the nature of this contact.

+ Vide supra, p. 231,2; 233, 1 ;
Theophr. De Sensu, 55. The tones
penetrate indeed through the whole
body, but in greatest numbers
through the ears, 8id xal «ara uév
7d #AXo cdua odk aicOdvesfat,
Tabry 8¢ udvoy.
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respond to that of the organs of sense; for as like can
only work upon like,! so our senses can only be con-
cerned with what is like them ; we perceive each thing,
as Empedocles taught, with that part of our nature
which is akin to it.2 If, therefore, Democritus believed
that much is perceptible which is not perceived by us,
because it is not adapted to our senses,® and admitted
the possibility that other beings might have senses
which are wanting to us,* it was quite consistent with

his other presuppositions.

! Vide sup., p. 221, 2.

2 Theophr. De Sensu, 56. We
see when the eyes are damp, the
cornea thin and firm, the internal
tissues porous; the channels of the
eyes straight and dry: wxal éuoto-
oxnuovetey [sc. of dpbarpol] Tols
amorurovuévors. Sext. Math. vii.
116: wahaw yap Tis, bs wpoerroy,
#vwley Topd Tols Puoicols kuAleTal
3dka mepl ToU T Buota TV Supoiwy
elvar yrwpioTind. wal Tabrns Eoke
uev kol AnudkpiTos Kekoptwévar TS
wapauvfias, namely in the passage
given on p. 244, 1. That the pas-
sage really stood in this connection
is established by Plut. Plac. iv.
19, 3, where an extract from it is
introduced with the words: Anud-
wperos kel TOv &épa gnaly els buoto-
o xHuova Bptmeabou cduara kal ovy-
kaAwdelabar  rols éx Ths Puwris
Opatapace (cf. inf. p. 269) “ koAowbs
yap wapd Kkohowy ifdver” ete, On
the principte that like is known
by like, vide Arist. De An.i. 2,
405 b, 12: those who define the
nature of the soul by its intellec-
tual faculty, make it one of the
elements, or something composed
of several elements: Aéyovres ma-
pamAnoiws &AAAAols wAWY  évds

(Anaxagoras): ¢aci yap ywdoke-
s TS Suowoy TG buole.

3 Stob. Eze. e Joh. Damase. ii.
25, 16 (Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. iv.
233): Anudkpitos whAelovs pev elvai
745 aloBioes 1Oy alcOnTop, Té 3¢
uh dvaroyiew 7o alobnrd TG wAN~
fer Aoavfdaverv. That this state-
ment, which in its present form
is so strange, originally had the
meaning assumed in the text, is of
course merely a conjecture.

4 Plut. Plac. iv. 10, 3 (Galen,
c. 24, s. 808): Anudrpiros mhelovs
elvar alo@foeis mepl 7o &Aoya (Pa
xal (1. %, as Gal. has) wepl Tods
Beods rcal copods. This, as it stands,
can only be an inference drawn by
some opponent, and not Democri-
tus’s own assertion; but it clearly
shows us what Democritus really
said. He must have asserted that
animals might have senses which
were wanting in other creatures,
and from this an adversary, pro-
bably a Stoic, deduces the conse-
quence, which seems to him ridicu-
lous, that a knowledge is ascribed
to irrational natures, which is not
possessed by the highest intellec-
tual natures—gods and wise men,
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As to the several senses, we hear of no peculiar
views as held by Democritus except in regard to sight
and hearing. The rest are discussed by him indeed,
but beyond the general theories noticed above, he does
not appear to have advanced anything essentially new
with respect to them.! He explained the perceptions
of sight, as Empedocles did, by the hypothesis that
emanations fly off from visible things which retain the ‘
form of the things; these images are reflected in the
eye, and are thence diffused throughout the whole
body; thus arises vision. But as the space between the
objects and our eyes is filled with air, the images that
fly off from things % cannot themselves reach our eyes;
what does so is the air which is moved by the images
as they stream forth, and receives an impression of
them. Therefore it is that the clearness of the percep-
tion decreases with distance, but as at the same time
emanations are going out from our eyes, the image of
the object is also modified by these® Thus it is very

1 Theophr. De Sensu, 49: wepl
éxdoTys & 3y Téy &y uépet [alotn-
cewy] weparar Aéyew. § 57: kal
wepl uev Sfews kai Gros obTws
amodidwar. Tas & dAAas alobhoes
oxedoy buolas wotel Tols mhelrTots.
The short statements on the sense
of smell, {. ¢. § 82, and De Odor.
64 contain nothing particular. Cf.
. 232, 5.

? EldwAg, as they are usually
called (Diog. ix, 47 mentions a
treatise by Democritus mepl eidd-
Awv). According to the Eiymol.
Magn., sub woce detxera, Democri-
tus himself made use of this word,
and in that case we ought, no
doubt, to substitute “ dewera” for

3¢tv, 1nstead of “dfwvy,” as Mullach
thinks (and with this adré agrees),
in Simpl. Phys. 73 b (Democer. Fr.
Phys. 6): Anudrpiros év ois ¢not
“Jely amwd mwartds amoxplvesbar
woyTolwy eldéwy,” was 8¢ kol W
Tivos aitlas uh) Aéyer, Eowxer amd
TabTopdrov Kal TOXMS yevvdy adTd.

# The above is deduced from
Arist. Dz Sensu, c. 2, 438 a, 5:
Anuérpitos & 81 pev BBwp elval
oo [Thy BYuw] Aéyer kards, 811 &
olerar T4 bpav elvar Ty Eupaocw
(the reflection of objects in the
eye), ob kaAds" ToDTO Uty Yap cuu-
Balver, 81 7d bupoa Aeiow, ete. T
uev ody Thv bl elvau TBaTos aAnles
utv, ot pévror ouvuBalver Td bpdv 3f
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evident that our sight does not represent things as they

are in themselves.!
gsounds is the same.?

The explanation of hearing and
Sound is a stream of atoms pass-

ing from the resonant body, which sets in motion the

air that lies before it.

In this stream of atoms, and in

the air which is moved by it, atoms of like form, ac-

cording to a law noticed above, come together.?

When

these reach the atoms of the soul, sensations of hearing

UBwp, GAN’ i Biapavés. Alex. in k.
I. 97 a; Theophr. De Sensu, 50:
Opy utv ol maiel Tf dupdoe * Tab-
Ty & Blws Adyer s Thy yap Eupaoy
obk €dOYs év 77 kdpy yivesbar, GAAL
TOv &épa TOv petakd ThHs Pews kalTol
Spwuévov Tumotobai, cuoTEANdpEroy
bmd 70D dpwuévov kal Tob GpdyTos *
(&mavros yap &el ylreobal Twa mop-
pofiy+) ¥&werro Tolrov oTepedy Bvta
wal GAAOxpwr éupaivesbar Tols Bu-
woow drypois* kol TO iy wukpdy ob
déxeaBorto & Gypdy dciévar. Theo-
phrastus repeats the same state-
ments afterwards (in § 51, where,
however, “Tumoduevor” is to be
read for “wvivoduevor™), in his dis-
cussion of this theory, and adds to
them what is quoted on p. 2686, &ec.
In support of his theory on images,
Democritus appeals to the visible
image of the object in the eye
(Alex. L. ¢.) : the fact that we can-
not see in the dark he explains,
according to Theophrastus, § 53,
by the. supposition that the sun
must condense the air before it
can retain the images. Why he
did not imagine that these images
themselves entered the eye, instead
of their impression on the air, we
can see from the notice, ap. Arist.
De An. i. 7, 419 a, 15: ob ~ép
KkaA@s TobTo Adyet AnudrpiTos, oid-
uevss, €i yévorro kevby 1O perald,
Spacfar by drpBds Kol el udpunt ev

¢ ovpare em. We find a less
exact statement in Plut. Plac. iv.
13, 1 (ef. Mullach, p. 402): seeing
arises, according to Leucippus,
Democritus and Epicurus: rar
elddAwy elorpioers kal ward Twwy
drrivwy elorpiow perd THY wpdS T
bworeluevoy Evoracy wdawy Gmwo-
aTpedovady wpds Thy Y. How
the eye, in the opinion of Demo-
critus, ought to be formed in order
to see well we have already found,
p. 267,2. Weare told that he also
explained the reflections of mirrors
on the theory of efdwAa; vide Plut.
Plac. iv. 14, 2, parall, Cf. Lucret.
iv. 141 sqq. ‘

! Vide p. 281.

Z Theophr. 7. ¢. §5-57; cf. §
53; Piut. Plac. iv. 19; Gell. N.
4. v. 13, 8; Mullach, 842 sqq.;
Burchard, Democr. Phil. de Sens.
12; of. p. 266, 3; 267. 2. ‘

3 Vide p. 244, 1. By means of
this conception Democritus, as it
seems, sought to explain the rela-
tions and musical properties of
tones which he discusses in the
treatise . pubudr kol G&puovins
(Diog. ix. 48). A tone, he might
say, 1s so much the purer the more
homogeneous are the atoms in the
flux of which it consists, and the
smaller these atoms are, the more
acute is the tone.
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are the result. But although sounds enter through
the whole body, we only heur with our ears, for this
organ is so constructed that it absorbs the largest mass
of sounds and affords it the quickest passage, whereas
the other parts of the body admit too few to be per-
ceptible to us.!

Thought has the same origin as percepticn.. That
which perceives, and that which thinks, is one and the
same.?  Perception and thought are both material
changes of the soul’s body,?and both are occasioned, like

every other change, by external impressions.!

! From this point of view, the
physiological conditions of an acute
sense of heuring are investigated
ap. Theophr. § 56.

2 Arist. De dm. 1. 2, 404 a, 27 :
ieivos [ Anpdrprros] uév vap brAds
Tabrdy Yuxhw kal vobw TO yép
aanbes elvar T Pawduevoy (cf. p.
272) 8  waAds wodjoar  TOV
“Opmpov (in whom, however, this
is not to be found concerning
Hector; vide the commentators
on this passage, and on Metaph. iv.
5, and Mullach, 346): &s "Extwp
x€iT’ GANoPpovéwy. oD B xpiiTar TE
v§ &s uvdper Tl wepl Ty dAfetar,
AL TadTd Aéyer Yuxhy Kol voiv.
Ibid. 405 a, 8, sup. 2567, 2 ; Metaph.
iv. 5, 1009 b, 28 (infra, 271, 1);
Philop. De An. A, 16 o, B, 16;
Tambl. ap. Stob. EZl. 1. 880:. of 8¢
wepl AnubrpiTov whyTe T& €10 TAY
Surducwy €ls Ty obolay abrfis [THs
Yuxis] evvdyovaw. To this belongs
what is aseribed to Democritus in
the traditional rext of Stob. Floril.
116,45 : butinstead of Democritus
we should doubtless read Anuex-
Sovs (vide Heims6th. Democr. de
An. Doctr. p. 3), for the words are
in Herod. iii. 134, who puts them

If this

into the mouth of Atossa, arcd in-
directly of Democedes.

3 Stob. cf. inf. p. 271, 1; Amist.
Metaph. iv. 5; Theophr. De Sensu,
72: &AR& mwepl uiv TolTwy Zowe
[A'/],u,dlcp.] cvynrolovinrévar  Tols
wowiow §Aws TO povely kath THY
dANolwow, Hiwep éorly dpxatoTdTn
8dka. wdyres vap of waAawol kal of
womTal Kkal Gopol kaTd THy dideqy
dmodidbast TO ¢ppovely. Cf. Arist.
De Adn. 1. 3, 427 a, 21: of vye
&pxaiot TO Ppovely kol Tb algfdvesa
TavTdy elvai pacw, for which, to-
gether with XEmpedocles’ verses
quoted p. 169, 2, Homer, Od. xviii.
135, is 'quoted, perhaps from De-
moeritus, with the observation:
wdvTes yip obTor TO voely cwpaTiKdy
domep 70 aicbdveabar  HmorauBd-
vovoiv. Cf. the following note.

4 Cie. Fin. 1. 6, 21 : (Democriti
sunt) atoms, inane, imagines, que
idola nominant, quorum incursione
non  solum wvideamus, sed etiam
cogitemus. Plut. Plac. iv. 8, 3;
Stob, Floril. iv. 233 Mein.; No.
18, Leucippus, Democritus and
Epicuras: 7y alobnow xal mhy
vépow ylveofar  elddrwy EEwlev
wpocibyTwy, pndevl yop émiBdArew
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movement is of such a kind that the soul is placed by
it in the proper temperature, it will apprehend objects
rightly, and thought is healthy ; but if, on the contrary,
it is unduly heated or chilled by the movement im-
parted to it, it imagines false things, and thought is
diseased.! Though it is difficult to see, upon this
theory, how thought is distinguished from sensible
perception,? Democritus is very far from ascribing the

same value to them.

pmderépay xwpls Tob wposwinTovros
elddrov. COf Democr. ap. Sext.
Math. vii. 136 (supra, p. 231, 3).

' Theophr. /. c. 58 : wepl 8¢ Tob
¢poovely éml TooovTov elpmkey, dri
yiverar cuupérpws éxobans THs
Yuxis pers Thy Kivmow: éw 8t
wepifepuds Tis §) weplhuxpos yévnTar,
uetaArdTrew ¢not. bt kal Tobs
TaAaiods kaAds ToDd® SmolaBely, STt
éoriy GAAodpovely. GaTe Gavepdy
870 ) kpdoer Toh cduaros woiel 10
¢ppovety. Instead of the words
uera 7. klvnow, Ritter, i. 620,
would substitute “ katd Thy kpiow.”
T had myself thought of wara Thy
kivyow. But it now appears to me
that the traditional text, also re-
tained by Wimmer, is in order,
and that Theophrastus intends to
say : the ¢poveiv (the right judg-
ment of things, in contradistine-
tion to éAAoppoveir) gains entrance
when the condition of the soul pro-
duced by the movement in the
organs of sense is a symmetrical
condition. This statement of Theo-
phrastus is elucidated by the cita-
tions on p. 270, 2, and also by
Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 b, 28+
pacl 8¢ xal Tdv “Oumpov TalTyy
Exovra ¢alvesor Thy ddfav (that
all presentations are equally true),
811 émoinoe Tdv “Erropa, bs &éory
owo THS wANYHS, kelobos &ANoppo-

He calls sensible perception the

véovta, bs ¢povotyras uéy kal Tods
wapadpovovvtas, AN’ ob Tadrd.

2 Brandis (Rhein. Mus. .
Niebuhr und Brandis, iii. 189, Gr.-
Rom. Phil. 1. 334) supposes an
 unmiittelbares  Inmewerden — der
Atome und des Leeren’ (a direct
intuition of the atoms and the
void), but it is difficult to sée how,
according to Democritus’s presup-
positions, the atoms and the void
could act upon our souls otherwise
than in the things compounded
of them, nor how these things
could act upon our souls exeept
through the senses. Nor does
Johnson’s attempted explanation
(p- 18 sq. of the treatise mentioned
p. 208, 1) enlighten me. Ritter’s
proposal (Gesch. d. Phil. i. 620) is
better: viz. to identify clear or
rational knowledge with the sym-
metrical state of the soul (vide
previous hote); only in that case we
must assume what 1s never ascribed
to Democritus, and in itself seems
highly unlikely, that in his opinion
every sensible perception disturbed
the symmetry of the soul. It
seems to me most probable that
Democritus never tried to establish
psychologically the superiority of
thought to sensible perception,
Vide Brandis, Gesck. d. Eniw.
i. 145.
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dark, and the rational perception alone the true; the
real constitution of things is hidden from our senses;
all that they show us belongs to the uncertain phe-
nomenon ; our intellect only discovers, what is too
subtle for the senses, the true essence of things, atoms
and the void.! Though we must start from what is
manifest in order to know what is hidden, it is thought
alone which can really unfold to us this knowledge.?
If, therefore, Aristotle attributes to Democritus the
opinion that the sensible perception as such is true?
the statement is founded merely on his own inferences ; 4
because the Atomistic philosophy did not distinguish
between the faculty of perception and that of thought,
therefore Aristotle concludes that it can have made no

distinction between them in respect of their truth.?

1 Authorities have already been
given, p. 219, 8; 225, 3. See also
Cic. dead. ii. 28,73. Later writers
have so expressed this as to assert
that Democritus aseribed reality to
the intelligible alone (Sext. Math.
viii. 6) and denied sensible pheno-
mena, which he maintained existed
not in actuality but only in our
opinion (Zbid. vii. 135).

2 Sext. Maih.vil. 140 : Awdripos
3¢ tpla kot abrdv ENneyey elvar kpi-
Thpwas Ths pév Tér GdfAer wara-
Affews Th Qowbueva, &s ¢now
> Avakarydpas, by éwt TobTe Aqudkpiros
érawetr (priicews 8¢ Tyw Epvoww-
alpéoews 3¢ kal ¢pvyis Té wdfy. The
< criteria’ must here be laid, as well
as the whole exposition, to the ac-
count of the narrator.

3 Gen. et Corr.i. 2 (sup.219, 2);
De An. i. 2 (sup. 270, 2} ; Metaph.
iv. 5 (sup. 265, 4). Likewise
Theophr. De Senseu, 71 (sup. 263, 3).

: Ve S s
yivesBas utv €xaoToy Kal elvor kT

It

dAfiferar seems to belong to this
conneetion, only no doubt the text
is corrupt: vivesfar udv perhaps
arose out of (79) ¢pawduevor, and
éagroy may be a mistake for
“ékdorw.”

4 As he himself indicates in the
passage from the Metaphysics:
& awdyins is to be connected not
with elva: but with ¢asl, so that
the meaning is: ‘because they hold
thought to be the same as sensa-
tion, they must necessarily declare
the sensible phenomenon to be
true.

5 That such procedure is not
unusual with Aristotle may be seen
from numerous examples. The
very passage in Metaph. iv. 5
‘contains only inferences of this
kind upon which he founds his
complaint against some of the
natural philosophers, that they
deny the law of contradiction. We
havs, therefore, no ground for the
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is impossible, however, that Democritus could arrive
at that conclusion without contradicting the fundamen-
tal conceptions of his system ; for if things in reality
consist only of atoms which our senses do not perceive,
the senses plainly do not instruct us concerning the
true nature of things; and if Democritus, like Parme-
nides and Empedocles, declared Becoming and Decay
to be unthinkable, he could not escape the conclusion of
those philosophers, that perception deceives us with
the appearance of Becoming and Decay, nor could he
maintain the opposite assertions attributed to him by
Aristotle. He himself tells us indeed quite distinetly
how far he is from so doing. It would have been no
less impossible for him to admit these further conclu-
sions : viz., that if sensation as such be true, all sensations
must be true;! consequently if the senses in different

theory (Papencordt 60, Mullach
415) that Democritus altered his
opinion on this point, and discarded
the evidence of the senses which at
first he had admitted. Though he
may with time have modified his
views in regard to certain parti-
‘culars (Plut. Viré, Mor. e. 7, p.
448 A), it does not follow that he
could entertain at different times
opposite convictions on a subject
like the one we are considering,
with which the very foundations
of the Atomistic system are inter-
woven. Aslittle can we allow (with
Johnson, I, ¢. 24 sq.) that Aristotle’s
language bears this construction :
¢ Democritus supposed that the
phenomenal is actually present ob-
jectively, though it may not bein
harmony with our presentation of
it to ourselves’ This interpreta-
tion is contradicted by the words

YOL. IL. T

themselves (b éAnbes, De An. and
Gen. et Corr.) even more decidedly
than by the intercounection of the
passages quoted. The theory which,
according to Johnson, Aristotle at-
tributes to Democritus could not
have been charged upon him as an
erroneous opinion arising from a
confusion of thought with sensation.

! Philop. himself attributes
this proposition to him, De 4n. B,
16: &vrikpyus ~ap elmev [ 6 Anudrpe-
70s] 811 Td dAnbes kal Td pavduevoy
TabTdy éoTs, Kal obdiy diagépey THY
arhbear kal 70 T alobhoer pawd-
uevoy, GANG TO Qawduevov éxdoTe
ral 7O dokoty TovTo Kal elvar dA7-
Oés, damrep xal Mpwraydpas Eneyev.
But Philoponus has probably no
other authority than the passages
in Aristotle, from which such
a theory cannot be deduced. Nor
can we take much account of the
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persons or at different times declare the contrary con-
cerning the same object, these opposite declarations
must be equally true, and therefore also equally false;
and thus we can never know how in truth things are
constituted.! He says no doubt that every thing con-
tains atoms of the most diverse forms, and that this is
the reason why things appear so differently;? but it
does not follow from thence that the Real itself, the
atom, has simultaneously opposite qualities. He also
complains of the narrowness of human knowledge; he
declares that truth lies in the depth; how things
really are constituted we know not ; our opinions change

with external impressions

assertion of Epiphanius, Exp. Fid.
1087 D, that Leucippus tanght
xa'ra ¢awa¢r[au ral 56:{71(7:1/ T4
wdvra ylvesor kal under keTd &AA-
Oetav,

1 Cf. Arist. Metapk. iv. 5, 1009
a, 38: Suolws 3¢ kal 7 wepl 78 Pat-
véueva éahfea (for the theory that
all phenomena and presentations
are true, cf. the beginning of this
chapter) &viois &k 'er am’Gn'rwu
AfAvler. TO pdv 'yap aM)ﬂss o
mAhBer KplvesBar clovrar mpoohrew
od¥ dArybTyTL, T ¥ adrd Tols uév
yAvkd yevoudvors Bonely elvaw Tols
3¢ muepdy. &o1° el wdvres Exapvov
A mdvres mapeppbvovy, 8bo 8 ) Tpels
bylawov % vovy elxov, Soxety by
robTovs kduvew kal moapappovely,
Tods & #AAous o¥f. &ri 8¢ woAAois
TGy BAAwy {Gowv 'rowauna 1rep:. TEY
adTdy Palvesdar ral muv icou au'rq:
3¢ &ndoTe mpds abrdy ob TabTd mz-ra
-r%]u alcOnow el Sokelv. mola ody
'rovrwu aAney x]/euﬁ'q #3nAov ovbEy
'yap uaAAoy ~dde 7 Tdde GAROF, GAN
buolws (essentially the reasons
given by Democritus against the

and corporeal conditions.?

truth of sensible perceptions, vide
sup. p. 231, 3) Bid Anudrperos yé
Pnow fror odBev elvar drnbes H Huiy
Y #dnrov, Plut. 4dv. Col. 4, 1, p.
1108 : éyxarel & adrd [sc. Anpo-
kpity 6 KoAdrns] mpdTov, dri Tdv
wpayudTwy EkacToy €imiy o nEAAoy
Tolov % Tolov elvar, ouyréxure TOV
Blov. Sext. Pyrrh. i. 213. Also
the doctrine of Democritus is akin
to that of the sceptics: &rd yép Tod
Tols utv yAuvkd dalvesbar Td wéAi,
Tols 3¢ mukpdy, TOv AnubkpiTor émi-
Aoyieafal pact 7O ufiTe yAved adTd
elvar ufire muepdy, kal Bid TovTO émi-
POéyyeatar THy “ of parror” pwriy,
okenTuchy odoay ; an opinion which
Johnson D. Sensual. d. Demokr. 23,
ought not to treat as historical evi-
dence without further examination.

2 Vide previous note, and p.
224, 1.

3 Ap. Sext. Math. vii. 185 sqq.,
besides the quotation, p. 225, 3:
“treff uéy vov 871 otov ExaoTdy EoTuw
7 otk E&orw ob fuvleuev, moANaXH
dedfrwTar”  “ywdokew Te XpN
#vbpwwoy TGde 7§ Kavdv, §ri érefs



SUPPOSED SCEPTICISM. 275

Lastly, he admits that the names of things are arbi-
trarily chosen ;! which might have been made use of
in a sceptical sense. But that he meant by this to
declare all knowledge impossible, is not credible. Had
such been his conviction, he could not have set up a
scientific system, or diseriminated true knowledge from
obscure and confused opinion. Moreover we are told
that he expressly and fully contradicted the scepticism
of Protagoras,? which, according to the above statements,
he must have shared ; and that he sharply censured the

eristics of his time.?

gmiAAarTar” < Aol pdy O wal
obTos 6 Adyos, GTi oDBty Tduer mepl
obBevds, GAN émippvonty éxdatoiowy
7 868" “ratror dfNov EoTar, Iri,
érefi olov ExaoTor, ywbokew, év &wi-
pw éorlyv.” Ap. Diog. ix. 72:
« éref] B¢ oddEy Buer év Pubgd yiap 7
aAnfein” (the last is also ap. Cic.
Aead. 1, 10, 32). Such passages
as these are doubtless the only
foundation for the remark of Sex-
tus, Math. viii. 327, that the em-
pirical physicians dispute the possi-
bility of demonstration: Tdxa 3¢
wal Anudrpiros, loxvpds vyap adri
810 1@y kavévwv évrelpnrer, indi-
rectly, otherwise rdxa would be
unnecessary.

1 Procl. in Crat. 16 supposes
that the érduara are 6éoer accor-
ding to Democritus. In support
of this view he brings forward
worbonuor iodppomor and vdvuuoy,
and contends that many words
have several meanings, many
things several names; and also
many things which, judging from
analogy, we might expect to have
a distinet designation have none;
he seems likewise to have appealed
to the change of the names of per-

The later sceptics themselves

sons. The further development of

these arguments as given by Pro-

clus cannot be referred to Demo-

critus.  COf. Steinthal, Gesch. d.

Sprachwissensch. bei Gr.u. Rom. 76,

1387 sqq., with whose explanation.
of these expressions I do not, how-
ever, entirely agree: the wdvuuor

especially, he seems to me to have

miseonceived.  Some linguistie

writings of Demoeritus, on the

authenticity of which we cannot

decide, are mentioned by Diog. ix.

48.

2 Plut. . ¢.: &AA& TogobTdy e
Anudrprros dmwodel Tod voullew, uh
paANov elyar Tolov # Tolov T&V
mpaypdrwy Ekacrov, dore Tpwra-
vépa T& copioTf TobTo eimbyre
pepaxioda kol yeypapévar woAR
kol mbavd wpds adrov. Sext. Math.
vil. 889 : wacay pev odv ¢pavracioy
odk elmor Tis GAn0y S THY wepi-
Tpomhy, kabds § Te Anudxptros kal
6 MAdrwy Gvriréyovres v Tipora-
ydpa &tdackov. Cf.ibid. vii. 53.

* I'r. 145, ap. Plut. Qu. Conv.
i. 1,5, 2; Clem. Strom. 1. 3, 279
D, he complains of the AeZedlwr
Onpdropes, (nAwTal Texvudplwy, épi-
ddvrees kal fuavreAlnrees,

T 2
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point out the essential difference between his doctrine
and theirs;! and even Aristotle records his testimony
(which harmonises ill with the supposed denial of all
knowledge), that of all the pre-Socratic philosophers he
concerned himself the most with definitions of concep-
tions.2 We must, therefore, suppose that the complaints
of Democritus as to the impossibility of knowledge are
intended only in a narrower sense : only of the sensible
perception does he maintain that it is limited to the
changing phenomenon, and guarantees no true know-
ledge. On the other hand, he does not deny that reason
may be able to perceive in the atoms and the void the
true essence of things, though he deeply feels the limita-
tions of human knowledge and the difficulties in the way
of a profound enquiry. It is quite compatible with all
this that he should not be deterred by the abundance
of his own knowledge and observations, from warning
us in the spirit of Heracleitus against indiscriminate

v Sext. Pyrrh.i. 218 sq.: dio-
Plpws pévror xpyTar T “ob paA-
Aov” ¢wyfi of Te Sremwrikol kai ol
&md Tod Amporpitov: kelvor uiv
yip &wd Tob undéTepov elvar
TdrTovot THY Quvdy, fuels 8¢ émi
Tob &yvoelv wléTepoy aupd-
Tepa ) obdérepov Ti éoTi TAY
pavopvwy, mpodnrordrn Y ylve-
Tar ) Siudkpois. drav 6 Anpdrpitos
Aéyn “érefi B¢ Hroma wkal kevéy.”
érefj pty yop Adyer dvrt Tob GAn-
Oclg. kot ardfferav 3¢ SpesTdrar
Aéywy Tds Te drdpovs Kal TO Kevdy,
37 Sievivoxey MudY . . . wEPITTOV
oluar Aéyety.

2 Part. Awim. i. 1, cf. Vol. L.
185, 3 ; Metaph. xiii. 4; 1078 b, 17:

SwipdTous 3¢ mepi Tas Ouchs dperds

wpayuaTevouérov Kkal wepl TobTwY
bpieafor kabbrov (nrodvros wpdTov *
Tdy py Yop Pvekdy éwl pirpdy
Anpbrpiros Hipato pdvoy kal dpt-
caté mws TO Oepudy kal TO Yuxpdy,
&e. (vide sup. Vol. L. 505, 8) ; Phys.
il. 2; 194 a, 81: els uév ydp Tods
doyatovs &moBAéyarTt ddieev v
evar [ Ppbois] vhHs Ans- éml -
Kkpdv yop Ti pépos *EpmedorAds ral
Anudipiros Tob eldovs kal Tob i fy
elvar HYavro. That Democritus did
not altogether satisfy later demands
in this respect, we see from the
proposition. censured by Aristotle,
Part. An. i. 1, 640 b, 29; Sext.
Math. vii. 264: &vbpwmds éori
whyTes (duev.
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learning, and from placing thought higher than em-
pirical knowledge ;! that he should assert that men only
arrived at culture by degrees, having borrowed, as he
thinks, some arts from the animals;? that they at first

strove only to satisfy their most necessary wants, and
~ then, in the course of time, to beautify their life ;3 on
which account Democritus insists all the more that
education should come to the help of nature, and by
the remodelling of the man, bring forth in him a second
nature.* We recognise in all these sayings a philosopher
who does not undervalue the labour of learning, and
does not content himself with the knowledge of external
phenomena, but by no means a seeptic who absolutely
despairs of knowledge.

A philosopher who discriminates the sensible phe-
nomenon from true essence so decidedly as Demo-
critus does, cannot fail to seek the problem and
happiness of human life in the right constitution of
mind and temperament, and not in submission to the
external world. Such a character is stamped on
all that has been handed down to us of his moral
views and principles. But however clear this may be,
and however numerous the ethical writings which are
attributed to him® (sometimes indeed unwarrantably),

U Fr. Mor. 140-142 : woARAol 2 Philodem. De Mus. iv. (Vol.

nmoAvuadées véoy obk Exovot.—moAv-
volnv ob moAvpaliny aoxéew xph.—
why whvra émioTacbar mwpobiueo, uy
wdyrwy duadls yévp. I must aban-
don my previous doubts as to the
Democritean origin of these frag-
ments, as, sccording to the above
remarks, they harmonise well with
the views of this philosopher.

2 Plut. Solert. Anim. 29,1, p. 974,

Hercul. i. 135, ap. Mullach, p. 237).
On this subject cf. Arist. Metaph.
i. 2,982 b, 92.

¢ Fr. Mor. 133: % ¢iois kal 3
dedaxh mapamAfaidy éoTi kal yop
7 Sdaxh perappuopol Tov Uvbpwmoy
uérappuopotoa 8¢ puotemoréer.

3 Cf. Mullach, 213 sqq. Lort-
zing in the treatise named on p.
208, 1. The fragments on morals
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he was still far from the scientific treatment of Ethies
which was inaugurated by Socrates. His ethical
doetrine in regard to its form is essentially on a par
with the unscientific moral reflection of Heracleitus
and the Pythagoreans;! we can see indeed a distinct
view of life running through the whole, but this view is
not as yet based upon general enquiries concerning the
nature of moral action, nor carried out into a systematic
representation of moral activities and duties. In the
manner of the ancient ethics, he considers happiness as
the aim of our life: pleasure and aversion are the
measure of the useful and injurious; the best thing for
man is to go through life, enjoying himself as much, and
-troubling himself as little, as possible.? But Democritus
does not conclude from this that sensuous enjoyment is
the highest end. Happiness and unhappiness dwell not
in herds or in gold, the soul is the abode of the dseemon ;3
not the body and wealth, but uprightness and intelli-
gence produce happiness (Fr. 5); the goods of the
soul are the divine goods, those of the body, the

(which, for the sake of brevity, I
quote only according to the num-
bers in this collection), ap. Mull.
Democr. 160 sqq.; Frag. Philos. i.
340 sqq.

! Cie. Fin. v. 29, 87: Demo-
critus neglected his property quid
quaerens altud, wist beatam vitam?
quam St etiam n rerum cognitione
ponebat, tamen ex illa investiga-
tione maturae comsequi volebat, wt
esset bono animo, Id enim ille sum-
maum bomum, ebbuploy et saepe &hou~
Blay appellat, i.e. animum terrore
liberum. Sed haec eisi praeclare,
nondum tamen et perpolita. Pauca
enim, neque ea ipsa enucleate ab koc

de virtute quidem dicto.

2 Fr. Mor: 8 : oBpos Evudopéwy kal
&tvupopéwy Téplus ral areprin. To
the same effect Fr. 9 (cf. Lortzing,
p- 28; instead of the incompre-
hensible wepmrpardrwr, we might
conjecture wpnaréwr).  Fr. 2:
dpworoy Gvfpdmey TOv Blov Sidyer
&s wAelora edbvunfévrt kal endxio-
Ta dvimBévri, which is so expressed
in Sextus (sup. p. 272, 2), as to
make the sensations the criterion
of desire and detestation.

8 Fr. 1: eddawovin Yoxiis kal
raxodarpovin odx év BooxAuas: oi-
wéet, 088" &y xpuod, Yuxy & olknTh-
prov datpovos,
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human,! Honour and wealth without wisdom are an
uncertain possession,? and where reason is wanting, man
knows not how to enjoy life or how to overcome the
fear of death.? Not every enjoyment therefore is desir-
able, but only the enjoyment of the beautiful:* it is
fitting that man should bestow more care on the soul
than on the body,’ that he may learn to create his joy
out of himself.® In a word, happiness according to its
essential nature consists only in cheerfulness and well-
being, a right disposition and unalterable peace of
mind.” These, however, will become the portion of
man the more surely, and the more perfectly, the more
he knows how to keep measure in his appetites and
enjoyments, to discriminate the wuseful from the in-
jurious, to avoid what is wrong and unseemly, and to
limit himself in his actions and wishes to that which
corresponds with his nature and ability.® Contentment,

Y Fr. 6, vide sup. p. 262, 1. ofau 8 adrhy @ 7Tod Biopiouod kol

2 Fr. 58, 60. Tiis Stakploews TV Hdoydy- Kal
3 Fr, 51-56. 7007 elvar TO KdAAwTéY Te Kal
¢ Fr.3; cf. 19. aquppopdraror dvbpdmes.  Clem.
5 Fr. 128, vide sup. p. 261, 3. Strom. ii. 417 A: Anudrp. pév év

8 Fr. 7: abrdv é éovrob ras 7@ mepl Téhovs Thy edbuulay [Téros

TépYras e0i{buevoy AauBdvewy.

7 Cie. sup. p. 278, 1; Theod.
Cur. Gr. Aff. xi. 6, vide p. 98, 2;
Epiph. Exp. Fid. 1088 A; Diog.
ix. 451 Téhos ¥ elvar Thv edfuulay,
ob Thy adthy odgav T mndovf, &s
Zvior mapaxoboavres nyhoarro, &A-
Ad kal fp yornyes kol edoTabds %)
Yuxh didyer, Twd underds TaparTo-
wévy péBov  deioidaipnvias H EArov
Twds wdbovs. karel O adThy al

. ebeoTd Kol wOANOTs ¥AAois dvduaciy.
Stob. Eel. ii. 76: vhr & edfvulay
Kai ebeatd Kal dpuoviay cupuerplay
Te kal Gropatlay karel. ovvioTa-

elvar Biddored] v ral ebeaTd mpoon-
vdpevaev. Cf. the following note.
Diog. 46 and Seneca, Tranqu. An.
2, 3, mention a treatise, w. ebfu-
uins, which is probably identical
with the ebecrd described by Dio-
genes as lost. What Stobaeus calls
Ataraxia is designated by Strabo,
1. 8, 21, p. 61, as &bavuastia, and
by Cicero, . ¢., as d0auBia.

8 Vide the previous note, and
Fr. 20: &vbpdmwowr ~yap edbuuin
yiverar perpibryre Téplios kal Blov
Evuperply, T4 8¢ Aelmorra Kkal fwep-
BdArovTa peraminTe Te Ppinbet kal
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moderation, purity of deed and thought, culture of the
mind, these Demoeritus recommends as the way to true
happiness. He allows that bappiness is reached only
with labour, that misery finds man unsought (Fr. 10);
but he maintains notwithstanding that all the means of
happiness are assured to- him, and that it is his own
fault if he makes a wrong use of them. The gods give
man nothing but good ; only man’s folly turns the good
to evil ;! as the conduct of a man is, such is his life.?
The art of happiness consists in using and contenting
oneself with what one has got. Human life is short and
needy and exposed to a hundred vicissitudes: he who
recognises this will be satisfied with moderate possessions
and not require anything beyond necessaries for his
happiness. What the body needs is easily earned ; that
which makes trouble and difficulty is an imaginary want.?

ueydhas kihoas durordew 14 Yuxd,
af & éx peydAwy doTnudTey Kive-
duevar (that which moves back-
wards and forwards between two
extremes) 7@y Yvxéwy olTe edoTa-
Oées eiol otire eBfuuoi. In order to
escape this, Democritus advises
that we should compare ourselves,
not with those who have a brighter
lot, but a worse, that so we may
find it easier: émi rolot Swvaroio:
Exew THY yrduny kal Toiot Tapealot
dpréecbou. Fr. 118: He who with
a good courage does righteous
deeds is happy and free from care;
he who despises the right is
troubled by fear and by the re-
membrance of his deeds. Fr. 92:
7oy ebbuudeclor péArovra xph ui
wOAAG wphigoew uhTe iy phTe
Suvfi, undé Goo’ by wphooy Dmwép
Te 0oy aipéelar THy EwuTod Kal
dvow, &e. @ yap edoykln dopa-

AaTepor rHs peyaroyrins.  Cf.
M. Aurel.iv. 24 : < ’ONiya wpijooe,”
oy (who, it is not stated) “ el
1éAAes ebbuppoew.”

Y Fr.13: ol Beol Tolor Grfpd-
woigt didovot Thyafd wdyTo kol wd-
Aor kal viy, wARy émboa BAeBepd
kol Greperéan. Tdbe ¥ od wdAow
oite viy Geol dwbpdmotsr dwpéovra:
AN adTol Tolgdeot Eumerdovar ik
voou TUPAGTRTE Kal Gypwuogivny.
Fr. 11, Fr. 12: &z’ v quv 7é-
yabfa yiverar, rd TEY adTéwy Kal T4
kard Emavpioroiued &y - v &
kordy értds efmuer (we could re-
main free from it). Of. Fr. 96:
Most evils come to men from
within, Fr. 14, sup. p. 238, 1.

z Fr, 45 Toigr & Tpdmos &gl

ebrakTos, Tovréowst ral Blos furTé-

TaKT AL,
3 . 22, of 23 and 28: 7o
xphigov olde, drdoor [perhaps, -wv]
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The more a man covets, the more he requires ; insatiable-
ness is worse than the extreme of want. (Fr. 66-68.)
To him, on the contrary, who desires little, a little
suffices ; restriction of desire makes poverty riches.!
He who has too much, loses that which he has, like
the dog in the fable (Fr. 21); throngh excess every
pleasure becomes a pain (37); moderation, on the other
hand, increases enjoyment (35, 34), and ensures a satis-
faction whieh is independent of fortune (36). He isa
fool who desires what he has not, and despises what is
at his command (31); the sensible man enjoys what he
has, and does not trouble himself about what he has
not.? The best is therefore always the right measure,
excess and deficiency come of evil.? To conquer one-
self is the noblest victory (Fr. 75); he is the valiant
man who conquers, not enemies merely, but desire
(76); to overcome anger indeed is difficult, but the
rational man becomes master of it (77); to be right-
minded in misfortune is great (73), but with under-
standing, we can conquer (74) trouble. Sensuous
enjoyment affords but short pleasure and much pain ;
and no satiating of appetite,® only the goods of the
soul can give true happiness and inward contentment.” -
Wealth gained by injustice is an evil;® culture is
xpfier, 6 B xpffwr ob ~ywdore. enjoyed by poverty, of being secure
The neuter 7o xpfifor I formerly from jealousy and enmity.
referred to the body, and I still 2 Fp, 29, of. 42.

think this is possible; though I 8 Fr. 25: kaAbdy éml mwartl Td
admit that Lortzing’s (p. 28) read- Yooy, dmepBoAd) 8¢ wal EAAendus od
ing, according to which 7d xpyifoy po: dowéer. Cf. Fr. 33.

is the beast and- 6 xpr(wy mar, 4 F'r, 47, of. 46, 48.

makes good sense. 5 Vide supra, p. 279, 7, 8.

! Fr. 24, of. 26, 27, 35 sq., 38 8 Fr. 61, cf, 62-64.
sq.; cf. Fr. 40, on the advantage



232 THE ATOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY.

better than possessions;! no power and no treasures
can be equivalent to the extension of our knowledge.?
Democritus demands therefore that not merely deed
and word,® but the will also,* shall be pure from in-
justice; that man should do good, not on compulsion,
but from conviction (##.135), not from hope of reward,
but for its own sake;? and should keep himself from
evil (117}, not from fear, but from a sense of duty; he
should be more ashamed before himself than before all
others, and avoid wrong equally whether it will be known
to no one or to all:® he says that only that man pleases
the gods who hates wrong ;7 the consciousness of doing
right alone brings peace of mind (Fr. 111); doing
wrong makes a man more unhappy than suffering
wrong (224). He extols wisdom, which guarantees us
the three greatest goods—to think truly, to speak well,
and to act rightly ;3 he holds ignorance to be the cause

1 Fr. 136, With this Lort-
zing, 23, connects with much pro-

7 Fr. 107, cf. 242.
8 Democritus, according to

bability Fr. 18, Stob. Floril. 4, 71,
if indeed by the efBwra éobiri
(Meineke has this word instead of
alofyTicd) the emptiness of the
ostentatious man is meant to be
described.

2 Dionys. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv.
27, 3: Anudrpitos vyovv abrds, Gs
ooy, Ereye PolAecbar udANoy
ulay ebpety alrionoylay, ) Thv Tep-
o0& of Bacirelay yevéoar.

3 Fr.103; 106, 97, 99.

4 Fr. 109: &yabdv ob Td uh
&Bucéerr, GANL T undé é0énewr. Cf.
Fr. 110, 171.

5 Fr. 160: xapioTicds (bene-
ficent) odk 6 BAéwwy mpbs THY dpot-
By, AN’ & €D Bpdv wpoppnuévos.

5 Fr. 98, 100, 101.

Diog., ix. 46; Suid. Tpiroy. (cf.
Schol.-Bekker in Il. ®, 39; Eus-
tath. ad II. ©. p. 696, 37; Rom.
Tzetz. ad Lycophr. v. 519 ; Mul-
lach, p. 119 sq.), had composed a
work, Tpiroyéveia, in which he
explained the Homerie Pallas and
her other names as wisdom: &
Tpla ylyverar & abriis, & wdvra T8
avbpdmiva guvéxe, namely, €b Aoyl-
(eabat, Aéyeiw kards, dpbds wpdTTew.
Lortzing, p. 5, considers this an
interpolation, and I do not deny
that it may be so; but such alle-
gorical language does not seem to
exceed that which is elsewhere
aseribed to Democritus and his
contemporaries (cf. p. 251, 4;
255, 2; 287, 3; Part . a, 300,
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of all faults ;! and recommends instruction and practice
as the indispensable means of perfection ;2 he warns men
against envy and jealousy,® avarice* and other faults.
All that has been handed down to us of the writings of
Democritus shows him to have been a man of extensive
experience, acute observation, earnest moral tempera-
ment and pure principles. His utterances, too, con-
cerning social life correspond with this character. The
value of friendship, with which Greek ethics was so
deeply penetrated, he rates very highly ; he who has no
righteous man for his friend, he says, deserves not to
live ;° but the friendship of one wise man is better
than that of all fools (Fr. 163); in order to be loved,
however, a man must, on his side, love others (171), and
this love is only fitting when it is not defiled by any
unlawful passion.’ So also Democritus recognises the
necessity of the state. He declares indeed that the
wise man must be able to live in every country, and
that a noble character has the whole world for its
fatherland,” but at the same time he says that nothing
is so important as a good government, that it embraces
all things and everything stands and falls with it;® he

2nd ed.). It isquite different from
that employed by the Stoies (ébid.
308, 1). DBesides, the words need
not necessarily have formed part
of the main content of the treatise,
they may have been merely an
introduction to some moral reflec-
tion.

v Fp 116: dpeprins aitin 4
auadin Tod kpéooovos. .

2 Pr, 130-134, 115, cf. 85 sq.,

235 &q.

3 Fr. 30, 230, 147, 167 sq.

1 Fr. 68-70.

s Fr. 162, cf. 166.

8 Fr. 4: Sikatos Epws davuBpi-
oTws éplecfar TEY kardv, which
Mullach does not seem to me
rightly to understand.

7 Fr. 225 avdpl copd waca vh
Barh Yuxfis yop dyabis warpls &
tdumwas wdopos.

8 Fp. 212: 70 ratd ThHy mwoAw
Xpedy Ty Aotrdy uéytoTa fyéebar
Bkws Bterar €b, uhTe Piroveréorra
wapd 70 émeikss phite loxdy éwurd
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thinks the distress of the commonwealth is worse than
that of individuals;' he would rather live in poverty
and freedom under a democracy, than in plenty and
dependence with the great (Fr. 211). He acknow-
ledges that nothing great can be accomplished except
by unanimous cooperation (Fr. 199), that civil discord
is under all circumstances an evil (200); he sees in law
a benefactor of men (187), he requires dominion of the
best (191-194), obedience to authority and law (189 sq.,
197), unselfish care for the common good (212), general
willingness to help others (215); he deplores a state of
things in which good rulers are not duly protected,
and the misuse of power is rendered easy for evil
rulers ;2 and in which political activity is connected
with danger and misfortune.? Democritus is therefore
at one with the best men of his time on this subject.?

His opinions on marriage are more peculiar; but their

wepiTiBéuevoy Taph T6 XxpnoTdv Tob
Euvod. wihis yap €0 dyoudrn pe-
Yiory Bpbwois éoTi kal év TolTy
wdvta &1, kal TovTOU OGwlouévou
wdvra odlerar, kal TovTou Pfeipo-
wéyov 70 wdyra SiapbeipeTar, Plut.
adv. Col. 32, 2, p. 1126 : Anudrp.
&Y TapaEl TAY T€ TONTUCHR TEXYNY
peyiorny oboay éxdiddoresfar Kal
Tobs worovs Bubkew, &g’ by TO ue-
yéAa Kal Aauwpd yivoytar Tols dv-
Opdmaus, cf. Lortzing, p. 16.

v Fr. 43 : &moply Evv) Tis éxd-
o Tov XaAemwTépy® obyap bwolelmerar
éamis émovplas.

2 Fr. 205, where, however, the
text is not quite in order. Fr.214.

3 S0 I understand Fr. 213:
T0lot XpnoToiot ob Fuupépor Gue-
Aéovras Tolor [T@v] éwurdv EAA@
wphocew, ete.; for taken in an

unconditional sense, this warning
against political activity would
not be in harmony with the other
prineiples of Demoeritus. Cf. in
addition to the above quotations
Fr. 195.

+ What Epiphanius, Exp. Fid.
1088 A, relates of him: that he
despised existing authority and
acknowledged only natural right,
that he declared law to be an evil
invention, and said the wise men
should not obey the laws but live
in freedom,—is manifestly a mis-
apprehension. The art of exegesis
as practised at a later date might
easily find in the citations, p. 219, 3,
the universal opposition of zéuos
and ¢dous, little as this applies to
civil laws.
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peculiarity is not on the side where from his materialism
and his seeming eudemonism we might expect to find
it : a higher moral view of marriage is indeed wanting
in him, but not more so than in his whole epoch.
What chiefly offends him in marriage is not the moral,
but the sensual element of this relation. He has a
horror of sexual enjoyment, because consciousness is
therein overcome by desire, and the man gives himself
over to the debasing charm of the senses.! He has also
rather a low opinion of the female sex;? and desires to
have no children because their education withdraws men
from more necessary activity, and its results are uncer-
tain;? and though he acknowledges that the love of
children is universal and natural, he esteems it more
prudent to take adopted children whom one can choose,
than to beget others in the case of whom it is a chance
how they turn out. Though we must allow that these
opinions are onesided and defective, we have no right
on that account to raise against the ethical principles
of Democritus, as a whole, objections which we do not
raise against Plato in spite of his community of wives,
nor against the Christian votaries of asceticism.
Whether Democritus has connected his ethics with

Y Fr. 50 twovely dmwomAnkln
ouiph Etéoovrar yop Evlpwros &
dvpdmov (to which should probably
be added xal &moswarar wANYH
T pepi{bpevos, ef. Lortzing 21 sq.).
Fr. 49: tvduevor vfpwmor Hdovtar
kol opr ylverar Gmep Tolor dgpo-

Swridlovo.
2 Fr.175,177,179.
3 Fp. 184-188. Theodoretus,

Cur. Gr. Aff. xii., censures De-

mocritus for declining marrisge
and the possession of children
because they would be a disturb-
ance to him in his eudemonism,
but this is a misunderstanding ;
the éndfat, which Democritus fears,
refer to the trouble occasioned by
misguided children. Theodoretus is
only quoting from Clemens, Strom.
ii. 421, ¢., who does mnot, however,
express himself so decidedly.
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his scientific theories in such a manner that we must
regard them as essentially part of his system, is another
- question; and I can only answer it in the negative.
There is indeed a certain comnection between them, as
already observed; his theoretic elevation above the
sensible phenomenon must have inclined the philosopher
in the moral sphere also to ascribe small value to exs
ternal things; and his insight into the unchangeable
order of nature must have awakened in him the con-
viction that it was best to find satisfaction and content-
ment in that order. But so far as we know, Democritus
did little himself to elucidate this inter-dependence ;
he did not enquire into the nature of moral activity
generally, but promulgated a number of isolated ob-
servations and rules of life, which are connected cer-
tainly by the same moral temper and mode of thought,
though not by definite scientific conceptions; these
ethical propositions, however, stand in so slight a con-
nection, that they might one and all have been ad-
vanced by a person to whom the Atomistic doctrine
was entirely alien. However remarkable and meri-
torious therefore the ethics of Democritus may be, and
willingly as we accept them as a proof of the progress
of ‘moral reflection, also evinced contemporaneously by
the Sophistic and Socratic doctrine, we can, neverthe-
less, only see in them an outwork of. his philosophical
system, which can have but a secondary importance in
our estimate of that system.
Tt is the same with the views of Democritus about
religion.! That he was unable to share the belief of

1 Cf. for what follows Krische, Forschungen, 146 sqq.
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his nation as to the gods is evident. The Divine, in
the proper sense, the eternal essence on which all
depends, is to him only Nature, or more accurately, the
totality of the atoms moved by their weight and form-
ing the world. If the gods are substituted for this in
popular language, it is merely a form of expression.!
In a secondary manner he seems to have designated
the animate and rational elements in the world and in
man as the Divine, without meaning by it anything
more than that this element is the most perfect matter
and the cause of all life and thought.? Moreover he
perbaps named the stars gods, because they are the
chief seat of this divine fire ;? and if he had also as-
cribed reason to them, this would not have contradicted
the presuppositions of his system. In the gods of the
popular faith, on the contrary, he could see only images
of the fancy: he supposed that certain physical or
moral conceptions had originally been represented in
them, Zeus signifying the upper air; Pallas, wisdom,
&e., but that these forms had afterwards been erro-
neously taken for actual beings, having a personal
existence.! That men should have arrived at this opinion,

1 Fr. Mor. 13, supra, 280, 1.
Similarly, Fr. Mor. 107 : uotvo
Ocopinies, doowat éxfpdy 7O &di-
kéaw. Fr. Mor. 250: Belov véov
7b ael SwdoyileoBar xardr. In
the quotation, p. 267, 4, the men-
tion of the gods, as is there shown,
cannot belong to Democritus, who,
however, might still have spoken
of them hypothetically.

2 Of. p. 262 sq.

8 Tertull. 4d Nef. 1. 2: Cum
religuo ignt superno Deos ortos De-

mocritus suspicatur ; this is prob-
ably a reference to the origin of
the stars ; it might also, less fitly,
be connected with the existences
presently to be discussed, from
which the e/dwAe emanate. That
the stars were regarded as gods is
shown by the explanation of am-
brosia, noticed p. 251, 4.

+ Clemens, Colkort. 45 B (cf.
Strom. v. 598 B, and concerning
the text, Mullach, 859 ; Burchard,
Democr. de Sems. Phil. 9 ; Papen-
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he explained partly from the impression which extra-
ordinary natural phenomena, such as tempests, comets,
solar and Junar eclipses, &c., produce on them,! and
partly he believed it to be founded on real observations
which were not rightly understood. Tree therefore as
is his attitude in regard to the popular religion, he
cannot resolve to explain all that it relates of the phe
nomena of higher natures, and their influence on men,
absolutely as deception : it might rather seem to him
more consistent with his sensualistic theory of knowledge
to derive these conceptions also from actual external im-
pressions. He assumed, therefore,” that there dwell in

cordt, 72): 80ev odx &mweumbrws &
Anubrpitos T&v Aoylwy dvBpdmav
SAlyovs onoly  dvarelvavras Tds
xeipas évratba dv viv épa kaéouer
of “EAAyves wdvrta (this seems to
be incorrect, though it was doubt-
less in the MS. used by Clemens ;
perhaps we shopld read wdyres, or
still better, marépa) Ala uvféerfa,
kal (a &s or vopllew &s seems to
have dropped out here) ndvra obros
older kal 8:307 ral Goarpéerar xal

Bagineds ofros Tav wdvrwy. On
Pallas, vide p. 282, 8.
‘Sext. Math. ix. 19. Demo-

critus is of the number of those
who derive the belief in gods from
extraordinary natural phenomena :
Spévtes ydp, ¢noi, T8 év Tols pe-
redipois madfpara of waratol TEy dv-
OpdTwy, kafdmep Bpovrds kal &o-
Tpamds kepavvols Te kal BoTpwy
suvéBous (comets, so also p. 252,
3; Krische, 147) fidiov Te kal oe-
Ayns dkhelders eiparTodyro, feods
oiduevor TobTwy alriovs elvar.

* Sext. Math. ix. 18: Anué-
kpiros 3¢ €ldwAd Twd ¢now éume-
Adlery rTols dvbpdwois, ral TodTWY

T4 pev elvar dryafomoit, To 3¢ Kaxo-
wowd. Ewber kal elyerar edDAlyxwy
(so I read, with Krische, p. 154;
Burchard, 7. ¢. and others, for
edAdywy on account of the pas-
sages guoted. inf.) Tuxely elddAawy.
elvar 8¢ TabTo peydAa Te Kal dmwep-
ueyédn rkal Slopbapra ulv, odk &p-
fapra 8% mpooyualvery Te T& péA-
Aoyra Tols avbpdiois, OGewpoduera
kal pwvas dpiévra. (Thus far also,
almost word for word, the anony-
mous commentary on Aristotle’s
De Divin. p. s.; Simpl. De dnima,
p 148, Ald.; and, very similarly,
Themist. on the same work, p. 295.
Sp. DBoth substitute edAdxwv for
eOAdywy, and leave out before fmep-
ueyéty the words peydra 7¢ wal,
which are no doubt glosses.) &8fev
rodtwy adTéy Goavracior AaBdyres
of waratol dmevdnoay elvar Bedy un-
Oevds BANOV Taph TabTa dvros feod
700 #pbapToy @low Exovros. Cf.
§ 42:-70 8¢ Poro clvar v TH
mepiéxovTt vmepdvi kal dvlpwmoeSels
Exorra popdds, xal kaBbrov TowdTa
émola PolheTar aiTd dwonAdrrew
Anudrpiros, movTeAds éoTi Suomapd-
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the air beings who were similar to man in form, but
superior to him in greatness, power, and duration of
life : these beings manifest themselves when emanations
and images, streaming forth from them and often re-
producing themselves at a great distance, become visible
and audible to men and animals, and they are held to
be gods, although in truth they are not divine and im-

perishable, but only less perishable than man.

Sexrov. Plut. demil. P. e. 1:
Anpdrpitos piv yap exeobal Pnar
Sely, 8mws edAdyxwy elddAwy TUYXd-
vwuev, kal T& olupuvAa kal TL
XPNOTE MAANOv Auly ék TOU Tepi-
éxovros, 10 GabAa kol TE Fraid,
cvupépnrar.  Def. Orac. ¢. 71 &mt
8¢ Anubrpiros, ebxduevos ebhdyxwr
eiddrwy Tuyxdvew, dNos Ty Erepa
duorpdmera ral poxbnphs ywdokwy
Eyovra mpoatpéoes Twds wal puds.
Cic. (who also mentions this theory
in Divin. ii. 58, 120), N, D. i
12, 29: Democritus, qui tum tma-
gines earumgue circuitus in Deorum
numero refert, tum illam naturam,
quae imagines fundat ac mittat,
tum  scwentiom  intelligentiamque
nostram (cf. on this point, p. 262
sq.). Ibid. 43.120: tum enim censet
imagines divinitate praeditas inesse
in universitate rerwm, tum prin-
cipia mentis, quae sunt in eodem
universo, Deos esse dicit ; twm ani-
mantes tmagines, quae vel prodesse
nobis soleant wvel nocere, twm in-

gentes  quasdam vmagines  tom-
tasque, ut universum mundum
complectantur extrinsecus. (This

latter is certainly a perversion
of the doctrine of Democritus,
oceasioned probably by thesmen-
tion of the wemeéxor, which we
also find in Sextus and Plutarch;
we ought, moreover, to remember
that in both .these passages of

YOL. IL

These

Cicero, an Epicurean is speaking,
whointroduces as many absurdities
and contradictions as possible into
the doctrines of Democritus, in
order the more easily to turn them
into ridicule.) Clemens, Strom.
v. 590 C: 72 y&p abrd (Anudrp.)
wemoinkey €ldwAa Tols avlpdmos
wpoomimrovra kal Tols dAbyois (Hois
amd rijs Oelas obalas, where fela odola
designates natura quae imagines
JSundat, the beings from whom the
€ldwAa emanate. Cf. Ibid. Cokort,
43 D (the first principles of Demo-
critus are the atoms, the void and
the eldwAa) and Krische, 150, 1;
Max, Tyr. Diss. xvii. §: the Deity,
according to Democritus, was juo-
wafds (se. Hutv, therefore like to
men). From a misunderstanding
of what was said by Democritus
concerning the beneficent and male-
ficent nature of these existences,
and perhaps through the instru-
mentality of some forged writing,
no doubt arose the statements of
Plinius, A. N. ii. 7, 14, that Demo-
critus supposed there were two
deities, DPana and Beneficium.
Iren. ddv. Her. ii. 14, 8, even
confounds the atomistic efdwAa with
the Platonic ideas. For the rest,
cf. the account of the Epicurean
doctrine (Part 1m. a, 394 sqq. 2nd
ed,),

U
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beings and their images are partly of a beneficent, and
partly of a destructive nature ; for which reason Demo-
critus, we are told, expressed a wish that he might meet
with fortunate images: from the same source, lastly, he
derived presages and prophecies, for he thonght that
the phantoms unfold to us the designs of those from
whom they emanate, and also what is going on in other’
parts of the world.! In fact, they are nothing else than
the demons of the popular belief,? and Democritus may
so far be considered as the first who, in mediating be-
tween philosophy and the popular religion, entered
upon the course so often pursued in after times, viz.,
that of degrading the gods of polytheism into deemons.
Together with this physical view of the belief in gods,
some words of his have been transmitted to us, which
refer to its ethical importance.? In.no case did he
think himself justified in assuming an antagonistic
position to the existing religion, and to the order of
the commonwealth ; it may, therefore, be true of him-
self, as it was asserted of his followers, perhaps only on
account of the Epicureans,* that they took part in the
accustomed religious services: from the Greek stand--
point this would be quite in order, even on the princi-
ples of Democritus.
Of a similar kind are some other doctrines in which
Democritus likewise follows the popular faith more than
* Cf. p. 291, 1. 1. Of also Fr. 242: xph Ty uév
2 The deemons were supposed eboéBeiar Ppavepis vdeinvuafau, THs
to be long-lived, but not immortal. 3¢ dAnfefas Oappodvrws wpoloracar,
Cf., not to mention other references, These words, however (as Lortzing
Plut. Def. Orac.c. 11,16 sq. p. 415, remarks, p. 15), do'not sound as 1f

418, and sup. p. 152, 1; 172, 1. written by Democritus.
3 Fr. Mor. 107 ; vide sup. 287, 4 Orig. C. Cels. vii. 66.
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his physical system, though he tries to bring them into
harmony with it. Thus besides what we have just
been speaking of as to the manifestations of superior
beings, he believes in prophetic dreams, and seeks to
explain them also by the doctrine of images. As dreams
in general (so we must understand him) arise because
images of all possible things reach sleeping persons, so
under certain circumstances, he thinks, it may also
happen that these images (like the words or features
which we perceive in waking) may reflect the conditions
of soul, the opinions and designs of others; and thus
dreams arise, which instruct us concerning much that
is hidden. But these dreams are not thoroughly trust-
worthy, partly because the images are in themselves
not always equally clear and foreible, partly because
on their way to us, according to the constitution of
the air, they are subject to greater or lesser changes.!
The theory of emanations and images is also employed
to justify the superstition, so prevalent in Greece even

! Plut. Qu. Conv. viil. 10, 2:
¢noi Anudrpiros eykaraBusoovodar
70 eldwha di4 T&Y whpwy eis TO
trc{r,ua'ra kal woily Tds Kat& TOY
Ymvoy mpets érayapepbueva - oy
3¢ Tabro 1ra,v'rax<$66v ambyra Kal
orevby kal fnativy cal GuTdy udAi-
oTa B8 (Pwy Smd odAov moANol kal
OepudTnTos, ot udvoy Exovra popdo-
eidels Tob odparos éxueuaypévas
Spoibryras . . . GAAL Kkal TRV KaT
Yuxhy kwnudrov xal BovAevpdrwr
ExdaTe Kal B0BY Kal Tabdy Eupdoels
avarauBdvorra cuvedéiresfar, Kal
wpoomirTov=a perd Tobrwy &omep
Euuxa ppdley xal diaoTéANey TOLS
bmodexouévols Tas TEY pebiévrov

abra das kal BiaAoyiopmods kol

bpuds, 8rav évdpBpovs ral aa’u—yxv—
ToUs <pu7\wr-rov7u wpooutly Tas elxd-
vas * TOUTO B¢ udAioTa woiel di
aspos‘ Actov Tiis opds ywoudvys
dkwAbToU ral raxelas & 8¢ ¢fvo-
1rwpwbs, X <Pu7\hoﬁpoa T8 Seuﬁpa,
ToAMNYY dvwuariay sxwv Kai Tpa:qu
™Ta, 5!a0’Tp€¢€l Kal 7rapa'rps1r61
roAAaxn 7o eldwha kol TO emp’yss
oadTdY s},fvrm\ov kol &oBevts morel 77
Bpa5u’rnn 'rm' wopetas a,uaupov,uevov
&omep ad wdAw wpds dpydvrwy kal
Empcawp.eku eichwo':cau'm TOAAL Kal
Taxy Ka,m(ay.eua Tas e,u.(pao'ets voepas
kel onuarTieds amodidwow. These
theories are alluded to in Arist.
De Divin. p.s.c. 2, 464 a, 5, 11;
Plut. Plac. v. 2; Cie. Divin. i. 3, 5.

U2
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to the present day, of the effect of the evil eye: from
the eyes of envious persons images, he thinks, proceed
which carrying with them something of their temper,
trouble those with whom they settle.! The argument
for the inspection of offerings, which our philosopher
also approved, was simpler.? Whether and in what
manner, lastly, he connected the belief of the divine
inspiration ef the poet® with his other doctrines, we are
not told ; but he might very well suppose that certain
souls, of a favourable organisation, receive into them-
selves a greater profusion of images and are set by them
in livelier motion than others; and that in this consists

the poetie faculty and temperament.

4. The Atowistie Doctrine as a whole; its historieal place
and import ; later adherents of the School.

TrE character and historical position of the Atomistic

philosophy have been variously estimated in ancient

and modern times. In the ancient order of suceession

the Atomists are always included in the Eleatic school ;*

? Demoeritus, ap, Di. Chrys. Or,

1 Plut. Qu. Conv. v. 7, 6.

2 (e, Divin. 1. 87, 181: Demo-
critus autem censet, sapienter insti-
tuisse veteres, ut hostiarum immola-
tarum inspicerentur exta, quorum
ex habitu atque ex colore tum salu-
britatis tum  pestilentiae signa
percips, nONMUNGUAN etiam, quae
sit vel sterilitas agrorum vel fer-
tilitas futura. The limitation to
these cases proves that only such
changes in the entrails are intended
as are effected by natural causes,
and Democritus seems on this
subject less explicit than Plato,
Tim., T1.

53. “Ounpos ¢picios Aaxbv Bealodons
énéwy réouov érentivaro wavroiwy.
Id. ap. Clem. Strom. vi. 698 B:
womrys 8¢ dooa uiv by ypdoy per’
&vfovoiaopold kol lepod mreduaros
(?) kard rdpra éorl. Cic. Divin,
i. 87, 80: Negat enim sine furore
Democritus quenquam poétam mag-
MU €85¢ POSSe.

* By Diogenes, Pseudo-Galen,
Hippolytus, Simplicius, Suvidas,
Tzetzes. In the first three it ap-
pears from the place assigned to the
Atomists, and in all from their
statements as to the teachers of
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Aristotle generally places them with Empedocles and
Anaxagoras, sometimes classing them with these philo-
sophers among the physicists,' and sometimes remark-
ing upon their affinity with the Eleatics.? In modern
times the order of these ancient lists has been followed
by a few writers only, who describe the Atomists as a
second branch of the Eleatic School, as Eleatic physie-
ists.> The more usual course is, either to reckon them
among the Jonian physicists,® or to place them as a
particular form of philosophy among the later schools.®
But even in this case their relation to predecessors and
contemporaries has been variously stated. Though it
is generally admitted that the Atomistic doctrine at-
tempted to combine the conclusions of the Eleatics
with experience, yet opinions are not ‘agreed as to how
far it was influenced by other systems, and especially
by those of Heracleitus, Anaxagoras and Empedocles.

Leucippus and Democritus (vide
sup. p. 207, 1; 210, »). On the
same presupposition, Plutarch, ap.
Eus, Pr. Ev.i. 8, 7, places Demo-
critus immediately after Parme-
nides and Zeno ; Cicero’s Epicursan,
N. D. i. 12, 29, places him with
Empedocles and Protagoras after
Parmenides.

L Metaph. i. 4, 985 b, 4.

2 For example, Gen. ef Corr.
i. 8; vide supra, 215, 1.

% ¢.g. Degerando, Geschich. d.
Pril. 1. 83 sq. of Tennemann’s
translation, Tiberghien, Sur la géné-
ration des connaissances humaines,
p- 176. Similarly, Mullach, 373
sq.; Ast, Gesch. d. Phil. 88, places
the Atomistic philosophy under the
category of Italian idealism, al-
though he elsewhere characterises

it as Tennemann does.

4 Reinhold, Gesch. d. Phil. i.
48, 53; Brandis, Rhein. Mus. iii.
132, 144; Gr.rom. Phil, i. 294,
801; Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. i.

87, 95; Hermann, Gesch. und
System d. Plat. i. 152 sqq.
® Tiedemann, Geist d. spek.

Pril. 1. 224 sq.; Buhle, Gesch. d.
PPril. i. 324 ; Tennemann, Gesch. d.
Phil.1 A. 1. 256 sq.; Fries, Gesch.
d. Phil. 1. 210; Hegel, Gesch. d.
PPil. i. 321, 324 f; Braniss, Gesch.
d. Phil. s. Kant, i. 135, 189 sqq.;
vide sup. Vol. L p. 168 ; Stritmpell,
Gesch. d. Theoret. Phil. d. Gr. 69
sqq. ; vide Vol. I p. 209,1; Haym,
Allg. Ene. Sect. i1i. vol. xxiv. 38;
Schwegler, Gesch. d. Pkil. p 16;
Gesch. d. Gr. Phil. p. 12, 43;
Ueberweg, i. p. 25.
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While some see in it the completion of the mechanical
physics, which were founded by Anaximander,’ it seems
to others a development of the Heracleitean stand-
point, or, more accurately, a combination of the con-
ceptions of Heracleitus and those of the Eleatics,? an
explanation of Becoming, as held by Heracleitus, by
meaus of the Eleatic Being.?> Wirth places the Atomists
side by side with Heracleibus ; because Heracleitus
maintained Becoming, and the Atomists the plurality
of things,! as against the Eleaties; Marbach connects
them not only with Heracleitus, but with Anaxagoras;
Reinhold and Brandis, and likewise Striimpell, derive
the Atomistic doctrine from the double opposition to
the Eleatic doctrine of the One, and to the dualism of
Anaxagoras; ® lastly, Brandis regards it as the conneect-
ing link between Anaxagoras and the Sophists. At an
earlier period, Schleiermacher ¢ and Ritter” had still
more decidedly reckoned the Atomists among the Soph-
ists, and had declared their doctrine to be an unscientific
corruption of the Anaxagorean and Empedoclean philo-

! Hermann, . ¢

2 Hegel, i. 824 sqq. takes this
view, observing: In the Eleatic
philosophy, Being and non-Being
appear in opposition; with Hera-
cleitus both are the same and both
equal ; but if Being and non-Being
be conceived objectively, there re-
sults the opposition of the Plenum
and the Vacuum. Parmenides set
up as his principle, Being or the
abstract universal ; Heracleitus the
process ; to Leucippus belongs the
determination of Being in its actu-
ality. Cf. Wendt, su Tennemann,
1. 822,

* Haym, I.c.; Schwegler, Gesch.
d. Phil. 16; cf. the first edition of
the present work, i. 212. Schweg-
ler, on the countrary, Gesch. d.
Griech. Phil. 43, treats the Atom-
istic philosophy as a reaction of
the mechanmcal view of rature
against the dualism of Anaxagoras.

t Jahrd. d. Gegenw. 1844, 722 ;
Idee d. Gottheit. p. 162,

5 Or, as Brandis says, Anaxa-
goras and Empedocles.

§ Gesch. d. Phil. 72, 74 sq.

7 Gesch. d. Phil. 1. 589 sqq.
against him ; Brandis, Rhein. Mus.
iil. 132 sqq.
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sophy. This view must here be examined, as it com-
pletely destroys the position which we have assigned to
the Atomists, and must affect our whole conception of
their system.

This conception is founded partly on the literary
character of Demoecritus, and partly on the content of
his doctrine. In regard to the former, Ritter! finds
much to censure. Some words that the philosopher
uses at the beginning of a treatise? evince arrogance;
of his travels and his mathematical knowledge he speaks
vaingloriously, his language betrays hypocritical enthu-
siasm ; even the innocent remark that he is forty years
yourger than Anaxagoras, is meant as an ostentatious
comparison with that philosopher, In respect of the
character of the system, all this would be of no impor-
tance. Even supposing that Democritus may have been
vain, it does not follow that the doctrine he tanght was
an empty form of Sophistry, if indeed the doctrine were
his alone. This is not, however, the case; for though it
is remarkable how his name, both with adversaries and
admirers of the Atomistic philosophy, from Epieurus
and Lucretius down to Lange, has caused that of his
master to be forgotten,® yet it is certain that his physies

¢t Gesch. d. Phil. i. 594-597.

2 Ap. Sext. Math. vii. 265 (who
sees in 1t only a pretentious boast) ;
Cic. dead. 1i. 28, 73: 7dle Aéyw
wepl TéY EupmdrToy.

¢ According te Diog. x. 7, even
Epicurus would not reekon Leucip-
pus (whose work was perhaps
wholly unknown to him) as a phi-
losopher (GAN od8t Aedrkimwidv
Tiva yeyeyiabal ¢not pidéoogor),
nor his successor, Hermarchus;

while other members of the school
regarded him (Epicurus) as Demo-
eritus’s teacher. Lucretius never
mentions him. Lange, in the 18
pages which he devotes to the
Atomists, only once refers vo him
(p. 13) inthe remark : ¢ A doubtful
tradition ascribes to him the pro-
position of the necessity of all that
happens ;’ for the rest, he so ex-
presses himself that anyone not
previously acquainted with the true
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in all their essential features are derived from Leucippus.!
But these censures are in themselves most unjust.?  As
to the statement of his age in comparison with Anaxa-
goras, we know nothing of the connection in which it
stood ; such statements however were not uncommon
in antiquity. The opening words of his book are
simply an announcement of what it contains. His
self-confidence does not exceed, and often does not
nearly equal, that with which Heracleitus, Parmenides
and Empedocles express themselves.? Lastly his lan-
guage, though ornate and fervid, is never stilted and
affected ; what he says of his travels and of his geo-
metrical knowledge ¢ may have stood in a connection in

state of the ease would suppose
Democritus alone to be the founder
of the Atomistic system.

1 For instance, the reduction
of generation and decay to the
union and separation of underived
matter. the doctrine of atoms and
the void, vide sup. p. 215, 1; 217,
1; 220, 3; the perpetual motion
of atoms (236, 1), which he can
only have deduced from their gra-
vity, the concussion of the atoms,
their rotary motion, and the forma-
tion of the world, which resulted
from it (p. 242, 2); the conceptions
(somewhat different from those of
Democritus) on the shape of the
earth, the order of the heavenly
bodies, the inclination of the earth’s
axis (249, 2; 250, 3; 251, 5); the
nature of the soul (258, 1)—all this
shows that Leueippus had treated
of cosmology and the theory re-
specting living beings, though pro-
bably not so profoundly as his
disciple. The fundamental con-

_eeptions of the Atomistic physies,
whieh are precisely those portions

on which Lange lays so much steess,
belong, therefore, to Leucippus,
whom he passes over so unaccount-
ably in silence—a faet, the recog-
nition of which would not indeed
have unduly diminished the great
merit of Democritus, but would
have corrected exaggerated notinns
of his originality and importance.

2 Cf, Brandis, Rhcin. Mus. iii.
138 5q.; also Marbach, Gesch. d.
Phil. 1. 87.

3 Cf. as to Parmenides, Parm.
v. 28 (xped 8¢ oe mdvra mwubéobar,
&c.); v. 33 sqq., 45 sqq. (Vol. L
p- 684, 1) as to Empedocles, Emp.
v. 24 (424 K; 462 M) sqq.. 352
(389 K; 379 M) sqq. (vide sup.
p. 118, ».). If Democritus is to
be regarded as a Sophist on the
strength of ome expression, which,
in truth, is not more beastful than
the beginning of Herodotus’s his-
tory, what would Ritter have said
supp-sing, like Empedocles, he had
represented himself as a god wan-
dering among mortals ?

* Vide sup. p. 210, 211,
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which special motives might have given rise to it; and
speaking generally, a man cannot be considered a Sophist
because he asserts in a suitable place a thing of which
he has in truth every right to be proud.

But the Atomistic philosophy itself, we are told,
bears throughout an antiphilosophical character. In
the first place, it is alleged,! we find in Democritus an
undue predominance of Empiricism over speculation,—
an unphilosophical variety of learning ; this very ten-
dency, secondly, he erects into a theory, for his whole -
doctrine of knowledge seems intended to annihilate the
possibility of true science and to leave nothing but
the idle satisfaction of erudition; thirdly, his physieal =
system is wholly deficient in unity and ideality, his law
of nature is chance; he acknowledges neither a god nor
the incorporeality of the soul, and the result of all
this is that, fourthly, departing from the character of 7.
Hellenic philosophy, he entirely separates the mythical
element from the dialectical; and finally, his ethics
evince a low view of life, and a mind given up to ego-
tistic cavilling and mere enjoyment.

Most of these censures have been already refuted
in the course of our exposition, or at any rate consider-
ably modified. It may be true that Democritus accu-
mulated much more empirical material than he was
able to master with his scientific theory, although he
entered more deeply and particularly into the explana-
tion of phenomena than any of his predecessors. But
this is the case with most of the ancient philosophers,

! Schleiermacher, Gesch. d. 601, 614 sq.; 622-627.
Phil. 75 sq.; Ritter, p. 597 sq.;
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and it must be so with every philosopher who unites
comprehensive observation with philosophical specula-
tion. Is Democritus to be blamed because he did not
neglect experimental science, and tried to base his
theories upon an actual knowledge of things, and thence
to explain the particular? Is it not a merit rather
than a defect he should have embraced a larger sphere
in his enquiry than any other previous philosopher, and
in his insatiable thirst for knowledge shounld have des-
pised nothing, whether small or great? This zeal for
collecting materials could only be detrimental to his
philosophical character if he had neglected, or explicitly
discarded, the intellectual knowledge of things, in order
to bask in idle self-sufficiency in the light of his own
erudition. But all that we have seen in the foregoing
pages has shown how far he was from this; how de-
cidedly he preferred thought to sensible perception,
how industriously he laboured to explain natural phe-
nomena from their causes.! If, in so doing, he en-
counters that which in his opinion cannot be derived
from any ulterior principle,>2 we may, perhaps, perceive
in this a proof of the insufficiency of his theory, but
not 3 a Sophistic neglect of the question respecting
ultimate causes: and if the difficulty of the scientific
problem forces him to complain of the futility of
human knowledge,* he may well claim to be judged
by the same standard as his predecessors, and not to
be considered a Sophistical sceptic for sayings which,
coming from a Xenophanes, or a Parmenides, an Anaxa-

! Vide sup. 271 sqq. 3 With Ritter, p. 601.
2 Vide supra, p. 236, 4. 4 Vide p. 274.
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goras or a Heracleitus, would gain for these philosophers
the reputation of scientific modesty. It is also made
~ a subject of reproach that he recommended moderation
even in the pursuit of knowledge, and consequently -
undertook his enquiries only for his own gratification
and not in the interests of truth.! But in the first place
this is not compatible with the other charge of super-
fluous learning, and secondly, we can only wonder how
so true and innocent a remark could receive such an
interpretation. If even however he had said, what in
fact he never does say in so many words, that we should
strive after science in order to be happy, it would only
be to reiterate the assertion, a hundred times repeated,
of the most honoured thinkers of all ages; and we
should have no right to represent as a base-minded
Sophist, a man who with rare devotion gave his life
to science, and who, as it is related, would have re-
fused the kingdom of Persia in exchange for a single
scientific discovery.?

But the scientific theory advanced by Leucippus
and Democritus is no doubt unsatisfactory and one-
sided. Their system is throughout materialistic: its
specific object is to dispense with all Being save cor-
poreal Being, and with every force save that of gravity:
Democritus declared himself in express terms against
the vods of Anaxagoras.® But most of the ancient sys-
tems are materialistic : neither the Early Ionian School,
nor Heracleitus, nor Empedocles recognised any im-

' Ritter, 626, onaccount of Fr. Ritter's representation, but what
Mor. 142: pi) mdvta émioracfu  follows is| wdvrwy &uabls yém.

wooddueo, il [ éxl Tf movuabin dvin- * Vide sup. p. 282, 2.
97s, we should expect, according to 3 Diog ix. 84; cf. 46.
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material essence; even the Being of the Eleatics is the
Plenum or the body, and it is precisely the Eleatic
conception of Being which forms the basis of the
Atomistic metaphysics. The Atomists are only dis-
tinguished from their predecessors by the greater
severity and consistency with which they have carried
out the thought of a purely material and mechanical
construction of mnature; this can scarcely, however, be
counted to their disadvantage, since in so doing they
merely deduced the consequences required by the whole
previous development, and of which the premisses were
already contained in the theories of their predecessors.
‘We therefore mistake their historical significance if we
separate their system from the previous natural philo-
sophy, with which it is so closely connected, and banish
it under the name of Sophistic beyond the limits of
true science. It is likewise unjust to maintain, on
account of the multiplicity of the atoms, that this
system 1is altogether wanting in unity. Though its
principle is deficient in the unity of numbers, it is not
without unity of conception; on the contrary, in at-
tempting to explain all things from the fundamental
opposite of the Plenum and the Vacuum, without re-
course to further presuppositions, it proves itself the
result of consistent reflection, striving after unity.
Aristotle is therefore justified in praising its logical
consistency and the unity of its principles, and giving
the preference to it in that respect as compared with
the less consistent doctrine of Empedocles.!  This

! Vide on this poist what is from De Gen. et Corr.i.8; 1. 2;
guoted (p. 215, 1; 219, 2; 289,1; Dedn.i. 2,
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would sufficiently disprove the further statement that
it sets chance upon the throne of the universe; but we ;
have already seen how far the Atomists were from so
doing.! All that can truly be said is that they acknow-
ledge no ultimate causes and no intelligence working
toan end. Even this peculiarity however they share
with most of the ancient systems, neither the princi-
‘ples of the Early Ionians nor the world-creating Neces-
sity of Parmenides and Empedocles can be eredited
with more intelligence than the Necessity of Demo-
critus ; and Aristotle in this respeet makes no distine-
tion between the Atomistic philosophy and the other
systems.? Can the Atomists then be blamed for pro-
ceeding in the direction of the contemporary philosophy,
and for bringing its tendency to a scientific completion by
the discarding of unwarranted suppositions and mythical
imagery? And is it just to praise the ancients when
they declare the Necessity of Democritus to be mere
chance, while the same statement in regard to Empedo-
cles, who in trath gave greater occasion for it, is received
with censure? 3

The atheism of the Atomistic philosophy is merely
another expression for the same defect. But this also
is found among others of the ancient philosophies, and
at any rate it is mo proof of a Sophistic mode of
thought. That Democritus denied the popular gods
can, least of all, be imputed as a fault to him; on the
other hand, he held that the belief in gods was no mere

1 P. 236 sqq. a, b sqq.; Gen. e¢ Corr. ii. 8, 333
2 Vide Phys. il. 4; Metapk.i. b, 9, 334 a.
3,984 b, 11. Concerning Empe- 3 Cf. Ritter, p. 605; cf. 534.

docles especially, Phys. viil. 1, 252
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delusion, and sought for something real which might
have given rise to it : an attempt deserving of all respect,
however imperfect may seem to us his solution of the
problem. Even this measure of blame, however, must
be limited ! when we perceive that Democritus, in his
hypothesis of the lw\a, only does in his way what so
many others have done since his time: namely that
he explaing the popular gods as deemons, and in this
adheres as logically as possible to the presuppositions of
his system. Moreover, if he has purified his exposi-
tion from all mythological ingredients, this is not, as
Schleiermacher asserts, a fault but a merit which he
shares with Anaxagoras and Aristotle. The fact that
even a purer idea of God is wanting in the Atomistic
system is a graver matter. But this want is not peculiar
to Sophistic; the ancient Ionian physics could only
logically speak of gods in the same sense as Democritus;
Parmenides only mentions the Deity mythically ; Em-
pedocles speaks of him (irrespectively of the many
deemon-like gods which are in the same category as
those of Democritus) merely from want of consistency.
With Anaxagoras first, philosophy attained to the dis-
crimination of spirit from matter ; but before this step
had been taken the idea of Deity could find no place in
the philosophic system as such. If, therefore, we under-
stand by the Deity the incorporeal spirit, or the creative
power apart from matter, the whole of the ancient
philosophy is atheistical in principle; and if it has in
part, notwithstanding, retained a religious tinge, this is
either an inconsistency, or it may be due to the form of

! Vide sup. p. 291,
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the exposition, or perhaps is the result of personal faith,
and not of philosophic conviction ; in all these cases,
however, the best philosophers are those who prefer to
set aside the religious presentation rather than adopt it
without philosophical warrant.

The ethics of Democritus are not indeed so closely
connected with the Atomistic system as to furnish any
criterion of that system. Nevertheless Ritter brings
forward some unreasonable objections to them. In their
form they are certainly eudsmonistic, inasmuch as
pleasure and aversion are made the standard of human
actions. But in all the ancient system, happiness
stands at the apex of Ethics, as the highest end of life;
even Plato is scarcely an exception; and if happiness is
conceived by Democritus in a one-sided manner as
pleasure, this merely proves a defective scientific basis
in his ethical doctrine, and not a self-indulgent dispo-
sition.! The principles of Democritus themselves are
pure and worthy of respect; and Ritter’s objections to
them come to very little. It is said that he was not
strict about truth, but the maxim from which this is sup-
posed to be taken, asserts something entirely different.?
Also he is blamed for depriving the love of country of
its moral value, and for tinding nothing moral in the
conjugal and parental relation : our previous discussion,
however, will show that this censure is in part wholly
to speak; the same thing that is
thus expressed in Fr. 124 : olkfior

é\evbeplns maginoty kivduvos 8¢ %
70D kawpod. Moreover, even Socra-

1 Even Socrates, as a rule,
founds moral activities on a merely
eudeemonistic basis.

2 It is in Fr. Mor. 125 : &Anbo-

uvbéew xpedy 8mov Adiov ; but this,
it is clear, only means that ivis
often better to keep silence than

tes and Plato, as everyone knows,
maintain that under certain cir-
cumstances a lie is allowable.
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unfounded, and in part greatly exaggerated, and that it
might be with equal truth applied to many who are.
never reckoned among the Sophists.! Lastly, with re-
gard to his wish that he might meet with favourable
gl8wha, Ritter observes with all the force of a prejudice :
¢ An entire surrender of life to accidental occurrences is
the end of his teaching.”? Such a wish may indeed sound
somewhat strange to us, but in itself, and regarded from
the Atomistic standpoint, it is as natural as the desire
for pleasant dreams or fine weather; how little Demo-
critus makes inward happiness dependent on chance,
we have already shown.?

But the whole comparison of the Atomistic philo-
sophy with Sophistic doctrines is based upon a view of
those doctrines that is much too indefinite. Sophistry
is here supposed to be that mode of thought which
misses the true and scientific attitude of mind. This,
however, is not the nature of Sophistic teaching as
seen in history, which rather consists in the withdrawal
of thought from objective enquiry, and its restriction
to a one-sided reflection, indifferent to scientific truth;
in the statement that man is the measure of all things,
that all our presentations are merely subjective pheno-
mena, and all moral ideas and principles are merely
arbitrary ordinances. Of all these characteristics we
find nothing in the Atomists,® who were accordingly

! Not to mention what has been + Braniss says (p. 135) in proof
- already quoted of other philoso- of the similarity between the Atom-
phers, we find the same cosmopoli- istic doctrine and that of the
tanism aseribed to Anaxagoras as Sophists, ¢ that it regarded spirit,
to Democritus. as opposed to the objective in space,
. ? Ritter, i. 627. as merely subjective,’ but this is not
3 Videp. 238,1; 278.3; 280,1. accurate. The Atomistic system, in
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never reckoned as Sophists by any ancient writer, They

“are natural philosophers, who are commended! and
regarded with preference by Aristotle for their logical
consisteney ; ® and it is precisely in the strictness and
exclusiveness of a purely physical and mechanical ex-
planation of nature that the strength and weakness of
their system lies. We have, therefore, no ground at
all for separating the Atomistic philosophy from the
otber physical systems; and we can rightly define its
historical position only by assigning it to its true place
among these.

‘What that place is, has already been generally indi-
cated. The Atomistic doctrine is, like the physics of
Empedocles, an attempt to explain the multiplicity and
change of all things, on the basis of Parmenides’ propo-
sition concerning the impossibility of Becoming and
Decay—to escape the conclusions of Parmenides’ system
without questioning those first principles—to save the
relative truth of experience as against Parmenides, while

common with other physical sys-

apparently taking interest inthings,
tems, has amongits objective princi-

subjective thought is only con-

ples no spirit separate from matter ;
but we have no right to turn this
negative proposition intoa positive
one, and say that they place spirit
exclusively in the subject ; for they
recognise an immaterial principle
as little in the subject as out of
it. Braniss, p. 143, justifies his
statement with the remark that
the Atomistic philosophy opposes
to inanimate nature only the sub-
Jjeet with its joy in the explanation
of nature, as spirit; in place of
truth it introduces the subjective
striving after truth (after Zruth, the
real knowledge of things); while

VOL. IL X

cerned with itself, its own explana-
tions and hypotheses, but supposes
it will attain in these objective
truth, &e. Part of this might be
asserted of any materialistic sys-
tem, and the rest is refuted by
what has just been said against
Ritter, 1.

! Vide p. 300, 1.

2 Of all the pre-Socratie.philo-
sophers, none is more frequently
quoted in the physical writings of
Aristotle than Democritus, because
his enquiries entered most particu-
larly into details.
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its absolute truth is renounced—to mediate between
the Eleatic point of view and that of ordinary opinion.!
Of all the earlier doctrines, therefore, it is most closely
allied with that of Parmenides—allied, however, in a
double manner : directly, inasmuch as it adopts part of
his propositions; indirectly, inasmuch as it contradiets
another part, and opposes thereto its own definitions.
From Parmenides it borrows the conception of Being
and non-Being, of the plenum and vacuum, the denial
of generation and decay, the indivisibility, qualitative
simpleness, and unchangeableness of Being; with
Parmenides, it teaches that the cause of multiplicity
and motion can lie only in non-Being; like him it
discards the perception of sense, and seeks for all truth
in the reflective contemplation of things. In opposition
to Parmenides it maintains the plurality of Being, the
reality of motion and quantitative change, and, in con-
sequence, that which most clearly expresses the oppo-
sition of the two points of view, the reality of non-Being
or the Void. In the physical theories of the Atomists,
we are reminded of Parmenides by several particulars,?
and especially by the derivation of the soul’s activity
from warm matter ; but on the whole the nature of the
subject was such that the influence of the Eleatic doc-
trine could not be very considerable in this direction.
With Melissus also, as well as Parmenides, the
Atomistic philosophy seems to have had a direct his-

1 Vide supra, p. 210 sqq., cf. p. is surrounded by a fixed sheath;
229 sq. the genesis of living creatures from

Z o.g. the conception of the slime, the statement that a corpse
universe, which, according to the retalns a certain kind of semsation.
second portion of Parmenides’ poem,
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torical connection. But if there is no doubt that Leu-
cippus is indebted to Melissus, Melissus, on the other
hand, seems to have bestowed some attention on the
doctrine of Leucippus. For example, if we compare
the arguments of Melissus with those of Parmenides
and Zeno, it is surprising to find that in the former the
conception of the Void plays a part which it does not in
the latter ; that not only the unity of Being, but like-
wise the impossibility of motion, is proved by means of
the unthinkableness of the Void; and the theory of
divided bodies which only enter into connection through
contact is expressly controverted.! This theory is found
in none of the physical systems except that of tle
Atomists,? who alone attempted to explain motion by
means of empty space. Are we then to suppose that
Melissus, to whom no especial intellectual acuteness is
ever ascribed, himself originated and introduced into
its proper place this conception which was so important
for the subsequent Physics, and that the Atomists first
borrowed from him what was one of the corner-stones
of their system; or is not the opposite supposition far
more probable, viz., that the Samian philosopher, who
in general was more closely allied with the doctrines
of the contemporary natural philosophy, so carefully
studied that conception, only because its importance
bad been proved by a physical theory which derived
the motion and multiplicity of all things from the
Void??

! Vide supra, Vol. 1. p. 632, 2; supra, 215, 1, Vol. 1. 632, 2) cannot
635 sq. be brought forward against this.

z Vide p. 228, 4; 229,1. ' Aristotle here certainly represents
3 Arist. Gen. e Corr. 1. 8 (vide the Eleatic doctrine, from which

x 2
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Whether in their polemic against the Eleatics, the
Atomists were at all under the influence of the Hera-
cleitean system cannot be stated with certainty. In
regard to Democritus, it is in itself probable, and is
confirmed by his ethical fragments, that the treatise of
Heracleitus was not unknown to him ; for not merely do
particular sayings of his agree with Heracleitus, but his
whole theory of life closely resembles that of the Ephe-
sian philosepher.! Both seek true happiness not in
externals, but in the goods of the soul; both declare a
contented disposition to be the highest good; both
recognise as the only means to this peace of mind, the
limitation of our desires, temperance, prudence, and
subordination to the course of the umiverse; both are
much alike in their political views.2 That Leucippus,
on the other hand, was acquainted with the Heracleitean
doctrine, and made use of it, eannot be so distinctly
maintained ; but all the theories of the Atomists which
brought them into collision with Parmenides, lie in
the direction which Heracleitus inaugurated. If the
Atomistic system insisted on the reality of motion and
of divided Being, it was Heracleitus who maintained,

he passes to Leucippus, primarily
according to Melissus, but as his
chief concern is to show the rela-
tion between the Eleatic and Ato-
mistic systems, without any special
reference to the particular philoso-
phers of the two schools, we ought
not to conclude from this that he
regarded Leucippus as dependent
on Melissus.

! Such as the statements about
encyclopeedic learning, sup. p. 277,
1, compared with what is quoted

from Heracleitus, Vol. I. 510, 4;
336, 5, the proposition that the soul
is the dwelling place of the deemon,
p- 278, 3, cf. 98, 5; the theory that
all human art arose from the imi-
tation of nature, p. 277, 2, cf. 92,
2; the utterance quoted p. 10, 2, in
reference to which Lortzing, p. 19,
cites Ps.~Galen, 8p. latp. 439, xix.
449 XK, where these words are
ascribed to Democritus: #»8pwmor
els &rrou kal GvOpwmos mdvTes,

2 Vide p. 97 sq., 277 sq.
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more decidedly than any other philosopher, that the
Real is constantly changing and sundering into oppo-
sites ; if the Atomists derive all things from Being and
non-Being, and believe all motion to be conditioned by
this opposition, Heracleitus bad previously said that
strife is the father of all things, that every motion pre-
supposes an opposite, and that everything is, and equally
is not, that which it is. Being and non-Being are the
two moments of the Heracleitean Becoming, and the
principle of the Atomists that non-Being is as real as
Being, might without difficulty be derived from the
theories of Heracleitus on the flux of all things, if for
absolute Becoming, relative Becoming—Becoming from
an unchangeable primitive matter—were substituted in
deference to the Eleatics. The Atomists, further, are
in accord with Heracleitus in their recoguition of an
unbroken interdependence of nature, in which, despite
their materialism, they acknowledge a rational con-
formity to law.! Like him, they hold that individual
worlds arise and perish, while the whole of the original
matter is eternal and .imperishable. Lastly, the cause
of life and consciousness is sought by Democritus in
the warm atoms which are diffused throughout the uni-
verse, as well as the bodies of living creatures;? and
this theory, in spite of all divergences as to details,
greatly resembles the doctrine of Heracleitus concerning
the soul and the universal reason ; while the phenomena
of life, sleep, and death, are explained in both systems
in a similar munner. All these traits make it probable

» Vide supra, p. 236 sqq.; cf, 2 Cf. 266 sq.; 262 sq.; of. 79
39 sq. sq.



310 THE ATOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY,

that the Atomistic philosophy was influenced in its be-
ginning, not only by the doctrines of the Eleatics, but
of Heracleitus: if even, however, it arose independently
of the latter, at any rate the thought of change and
Becoming, of multiplicity and of divided Being, is so
predominant in it, that it must, from the state of the
case, be regarded as a union of the Heracleitean stand-
point with the Eleatic, or, more accurately, as an attempt
to explain the Becoming and plurality of derived things
on the hypothesis of the Eleatic fundamental doctrines,
from the nature of the primitive Being.

The Atomistic system, therefore, proposes to itself
essentially the same problem as that proposed by the
system of Empedocles. Both start from the interest of
natural science, to explain the generation and decay,
the plurality and change of things. But both concede
to the Eleatics that the primitive Reality can neither
decay nor alter in its pature or constitution. Both,
therefore, adopt the expedient of reducing Becoming
and Change to the combination and separation of un-
changeable substances, and since this is only possible,
and the multiplicity of phenomena is only explicable,

! Wirth seems to me less accu-
rate when (vide supra, p. 294, 2)
he co-ordinates the Atomists and
Heracleitus with this observation:
¢In the Eleatic doctrine there lies
a double antithesis, aginst Be-
coming and agaipst plurality; the
former conception, that of Be-
coming, was taken from Heraclei-
tus, the latter, that of plurality,
from the Atomists. For on the one
hand, as Aristotle perceives (vide
supra, p. 210 sqq.), the Atomists
are as much concerned in the

vindication. of Becoming and
Change as of plurality; on the
other, their method is essentially
distinet from that of Heracleitus
in that they return to the Eleatic
conception of Being, and expressly
recognising this conception, attempt
to explain phenomena; whereas
Heracleitus not only does not
recognise the conception, but in
fact most decidedly annuls it’
Moreover, there is a chronological
interval of some decades between
them. :
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if these unchangeable substances are many, both sepa-
rate the one primitive matter of the earlier philosophers
into a plurality—Empedocles into four elements, the
Atomists into innumerable atoms. Both systems, there-
fore, bear the stamp of a purely mechanical explanation
of nature; both recognise only material elements, and
only a combination of these elements in space; even in
the particulars of their theories as to the way in which
the substances combine and influence one another, they
are so very similar that we need only develop the con-
ceptions of Empedocles more logically to arrive at
Atomistic definitions.! Lastly, both dispute the truth
of the sense-perception, because it does not show us the
unchangeable first principles of things, and deludes us
with an actual Becoming and Decay. What distinguishes
the two theories from each other, is merely the severity
with which the Atomistie philosophy, discarding all other
presuppositions, develops the thought of mechanical
physics. While Empedocles unites with his physical
theory mythical and religious notions, we here encounter
only a dry naturalism; while he sets up as moving
forces the mythical forms of Love and Hate, move-
ment is explained by the Atomists in a purely physical
manner as the effect of weight in the Void ; while he
attributes to the primitive substances a qualitative
determinateness from the beginning, the Atomists,
maintaining more strictly the conception of Being, re-
duce all qualitative differences to quantitative differ-
ences of form and mass; while he limits the elements
according to number, but makes them infinitely divi-

! Vide supra, p. 134.
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gible, the Atomists more logically go back to indivisible
primitive bodies, which, in order to explain the plurality
of things, are conceived as infinite in number and infi-
nitely various in form and size; while he makes the
union and separation of matter alternate periodically,
the Atomists find the perpetual union and separation of
the atoms based on their eternal motion. Both systems,
therefore, follow the same tendency, but this tendency
is more simply and logically developed in that of the
Atomists, which so far occupies a higher place scienti-
fically than the system of Empedocles. Yet neither
bears in its main features such decided traces of de-
pendence on the other that we should be justified in
aseribing the doctrine of Empedocles to Atomistic in-
fluences; the two systems seem rather to have been
developed simultaneously from the same presuppositions.
Only when the Atomistic philosophy goes more into de-
tail, as in the doctrine of emanations and s/8w)a, in
the explanation of the perceptions of the senses, and
the theories on the origin of living creatures, does an
express obligation to Empedocles become probable, the
more so as he was much reverenced by the later ad-
herents of the Atomistic school.! But this further de-
velopment of the Atomistic doctrine is apparently the
work of Democritus, in regard to whom there can be no
doubt that he was acquainted with the opinions of his
famous Agrigentine predecessor,

No influence of the ancient Ionic School can be
traced in the Atomistic system ; a knowledge of the
Pythagorean doctrine is indeed ascribed to Democritus,?

! Vide the quotation from Lueretius, p. 185, 1. 2 Vide p. 210.
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but whether it was already possessed by Leucippus we
do not know. If this were in truth the case, the ma-
thematical and mechanical character of the Atomistic
doctrine might have some connection with the Pytha-
gorean mathematics, and in proof of the similarity of
the two systems, we might refer to the Pythagorean
Atomistic doctrine of Eephantus,! and to the remark
of Aristotle,? in which he compares the derivation of
composite things from atoms with the Pythagorean
derivation of things fxom numbers. In respect to
Ecphantus, however, we might more easily suppose
that his theory had been influenced by the Atomists,
Aristotle’s comparison ef the two doctrines proves
nothing as to any real connection between them; we
must, therefore, leave the question undecided, whether
or not the founder of the Atomistic doctrine received
any scientific impulse from the Pythagoreans.

Lastly there remains the enquiry coneerning the
relation of the Atomists to Anaxagoras; but as this can
only be pursued after we have acquainted ourselves with
the opinions of that phllosophel it must be postponed
to a future chapter.

As to the history and adherents of the Atomistic
philosophy after Demoeritus, tradition tells us little.
Of Nessus, or Nessas,® the disciple of Democritus, we
know nothing but his name. A disciple of this Nessus,
or perhaps of Democritus himself, was Metrodorus of

1 Vide Vol. I. p. 527. uy capds OnAotew, Juws TovrTo
2 De Celo, iii. after the words BolAortas Aéyew.
quoted p. 216, 3: 'rpmrov ydp Tiva * Diog. ix. 58; Aristocl. vide
xal obTer wdvra T& bvra 7I‘OLDUO'W following note.
anfuods kal €E Gpilbudy  kai yap €l
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Chius,’ who seems to have been one of the most im-
portant of these later Atomists.

While agreeing with Democritus in his fundamental
doctrines, concerning the plenum and vacuum,? the
atoms,? the infinity of matter and of space, the plurality
of worlds,® and also resembling him in many particulars

! Diogenes, [. ¢. mentions both
statements, Clem. Stros. 1. 301 D,
and Aristocl. ap. Eus. Pr. £v. xiv.
19, 5, mention Protagoras and
Metrodorus ; Suidas, Anudrp. cf.
TWgpwy the latter, Democritus’s
disciple; Aristocles ap. Eus. Pr.
Ew, xiv. 7, 8, says on the contrary
that Democritus was the instructor
of Protagoras and Nessas, and that
Metrodorus was the disciple of
Nessas. The name of Metrodorus’s
father, according to Stobzeus, Kel.
i. 804, was Theocritus. ‘O Xios is
the usual appellation of this Me-
trodorus to distinguish him from
other philosophers of the same
name, especially the two from
TLampsacus, of whom the elder was
a disciple of Anaxagoras, and the
younger of Epicurus. But he is
nevertheless sometimes confounded
with them ; for instance, in Simpl.
Phys. 2567 b, where it can only be
through an oversight that the Me-
trodorus to whom in common with
Anaxagoras and Archelaus 1s at-
tributed the theory of the creation
of the world by wobs is designated
as the Chian. The statements of
the Placita (except ii. 1, 3, where
¢ Metrodorus the disciple of Epi-
curus’ 1s mentioned), of the Eclo-
gz of Stobaus, and of the pseudo-
Galen concerning Metrodorus, re-
late to the Chian, those in Stobzus’
Florilegium to the Epicurean,

2 Simpl. Phys. 7 a (according to
Theophrastus) : kai Myrpddwpos 8¢ 6

Xios apxas oxeddy Tas adras Tols
mepl AnudrpiToy woiel Tb TAdpes kal
70 kevdy Tos mpdTas airlas Hwobéue-
vos, dv 7O udv dv Td 3¢ ui dv elvay,
wepl 8¢ T@Y BAAwy Idlay Tivd motelTau
iy uébodor. So also Aristocl. ap.
Eus. Pr. £v. xiv. 19, 5: Metr, is
said to have been instructed by
Democritus, épxas 8¢ &mophvacbar
Td wATipes kol TO Kevdy &y TO ptv ov
75 B¢ uh by elvat

3 Srob, Eel.i.304; Theod. Cur.
Gr. Affect. iv. 9, p. 57, according to
whom he called the atoms daipera.
On the void, in particular, cf. Simpl.
l.cp. 182, a.

4 Plut, Plage. 1. 18, 3; Stob.
Ecl. 1. 380 ; Simpl. I c. 35 a, cf.
following note.

> Stob. 1. 496 (Plut. Plac. i. 5,
5; Galen c. 7, p. 249 K): Mnrpé-
dwpos . . . ¢noly HTowor elvar év
peydAe wedly Eva ordyuy yervbivar
kal &va kéouov év T amelpw. Tt
8¢ Hmepor kaTd T TwATBos, SiAor éu
Tob dmewpo 7d odTio elvar, €l yip 6
kéopos memepaspéros, T& & alTia
whvTa Ewepa, éE &v 88¢ 6 Kdouos
yéyovev, awdrykn dmelpovs elvar, Bmov
y&p Th alTia wdvTa, éKel kal T4 dwo-
TeAéopara. oira 8¢ (adds the nar-
rator) #iToi af &ropor B T oTorxeia.
There is again mention of the
All in the singular, when Plutarch
ap. Bus. Pr. Ev. i. p. 12 says:
MuTpdd. 6 Xios &iboy elval pnoe T
wav, 611 el Hv yevonrdy & TOD N
8vtos b v, dwepoy B¢, Bri &idiov,
ol yap 30ev Hptaro, obdE mépas odde
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of his explanation of nature,! he was separated from
him as a physicist by many opinions peculiar to him-
self ;2 and as a philosopher, by the sceptical inferences

TeAevThy GAN 00 Kudoews peré-
xew Td way' kiwelchal yap &Sbvarov,
uh uebiorduevoy, mebicracfor Se
dvoykaloy #tor e€ls wAfpes % els
xevéy (but this would seem to be
impossible, since in the waw, the
totality of things, all the void and
all the full are contained). Even
here there is mno contradiction to
the atomistic standpoint, for the
atoms and the void are eternal,
and if within the infinite mass of
atoms motion has never begun and
never ceases, yet thig mass as a
whole (and only as such is it spoken
of) because of its infinity can never
be moved. Metrodorus could per-
fectly, therefore, in regard to it,
adopt the doctrine of Melissus on
the eternity, unlimitedness, and
immobility of Being (that he did
86 is proved by the comparison in
Vol. L. 553 sqq.; even the false
deduction of the unlimitedness of
the world frem its eternity reap-
pears here), and we may disregard
the conjecture that Eusebius in his
excerpt has mixed up two accounts,
one relating to Melissus and one
to Metrodorus. On the other hand,
there is between the words quoted
above, and the words which directly
follow them, a lacuna which no
doubt is the fault, not of Plutarch,
but of the compiler of the Eusebian
extracts.

! Thus he agreed with Demo-
critus (vide supra, p. 262, 2) that
not only the moon and the other
planets, bus also the fixed stars re-
ceive their light from the sun (Plut.
Plac. ii. 17, 1; Stob. Edl. i. 518,
558 ; Galen, H. Ph. c. 13, p. 273
K); the milky way, unlike Demo-

eritus, he explained as the HAwxds
kbxAos, probably meaning that it
was a cirele of light left behind by
the sun on his way through the
heavens (Plac. iii. 1, 5 ; Stob. 574;
Gal. c. 17, p. 285). Like Anaxa-
goras and Democritus he called
the sun a uddpos 3 wérpos didmupos
(Plac. ii. 20, 5; Gal. 14, p. 275;
Jess precisely, Stob. 524, wipwor
tmdpxew). Also his explanation of
earthquakes (Sen. Naf. @u. vi. 19)
as caused by the penetration of the
external air into the hollow spaces
within the earth, must have been
suggested to him by Democritus,
who however ascribed that phe-
nomenon even more to the action
of water than to currents of air
(sup. p. 253, 1). No doubt there
were many other theories in which
ke agreed with Democritus, but
which have not been handed down
to us, because the compilers chiefly
quote from each philosopher those
opinions by which he was distiu-
guished from others.

2 Especially his theories about
the formation of the world seem to
have been very distinctive. He is
said (Plae. iii. 9, 5) to have re-
garded the earth as a precipitate
from the water, and the sun as a
precipitate from the air; this is,
indeed, but a modification of the
conceptions of Democritus, and
with it agrees what is quoted, p.
247, 4. On the other hand, the
statement of Plutarch is much
more remarkable (ap. Eus.1.8,12):
wukvoduevoy 8¢ Tdv alfépa moiely
vepéhas, elra Bwp, d kai karidy éml
Tov HAtov oBevvivar abrdy, kal wdAw
dpasobuevoy étdwreobar xpdve B¢
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which he drew from the doctrine of Democritus.

THE ATOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY.

For

example, he not only questioned the truth of the sense-
perception,! but declared that we could know nothing,
not even whether we know something or nothing.? Yet
he cannot have intended in these propositions to abolish
on principle all possibility of knowledge, as in that case
he would neither have professed the chief doctrines of
the Atomistic system, nor would he have occupied him-

whyvvobar TG Enpd Thr fikiov Kal
wotely &k Tob Aaumpod Udatos doTé-
pas, vikta Te Kkal Tuépav éx Ths
gBéoews kal éfdfews Kal xabd-
Aov T&s EkXelfers dworerey. The
words sound as if Metrodorus
had supposed the stars to be gene-
rated each day afresh through the
influence of the sun on the atmo-
spheric water; but even if this
portion of his cosmogorny has been
misrepresented, and he in reality
only accounted in this way for the
first production of the stars, it
would still be a considerable di-
vergence from Democritus. What
is further said of the daily ex-
tinetion and rekindling of the sun
has more similarity with the the-
ory of Heracleitus than of Demo-
critus. Like Anaxagoras, Metro-
dorus 18 said to have regarded the
stars as wheel-shaped {Stob. 510),
and like him also to have assigned
the highest place in the universe
to the sun, the next highest to the
moon ; after them came the fixed
stars and planets (Plac. ii. 15, 6;
Gal. e. 13, p. 272). According to
Plac. iii. 15, 6, he explains the fact
of the earth’s remaining in its place
in the fo.lowing manner: under év
76 olkelew Téme odue kweicbar, €
uh Tis wpodoee ) kabendoeie kar
évépyeiars S1d unde iy iy, & Te
Keuérny  Puoikds, kwveigbar; the

same view which is brought for-
ward by DPlato and Aristotle
against the Atomistic hypotheses
about weight. Of further his
theories on the Dioscuri (2. i1, 18,
2); on shooting stars (Plac. iii. 2,
11; Stob. i. 580); thunder, light-
ning, hot blasts (Pl. iii. 3, 2; Stob.
1. 599 sq.); clouds (Plut. ap. Eus.
l. ¢.; on the other hand, Plac. iii.
4, 2; Stob. Floril. ed. Mein, iv.
151, contain nothing of impor-
tance); the rainbow (Plae. i 5,
12); the winds (Plac. iii. 7, 8);
the sea (Plac. iii. 16, 5); and the
quotations in the previous note.

! Ap. Joh. Damasc. Parall. S.
ii. 25, 23; Stob. Floril. ed. Mein,
iv. 2, 34, The proposition, Yevdels
elvar Tds alebfoes, is ascribed to
Metrodorus, as well as to Demo-
critus, Protagoras, and others.
Similarly Epiph. /. ¢.: 00d¢ Tais
aioOhiceot 8ei wpogéxew, doxdoet
yép ol TS WdVTAL

2 Aristocl. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv.
19, 5. At the opening of a trea-
tise mepl pdoews, Metrodorus said :
oldels Tpady oldéy older, 0dd’ adrd
TovTo wérepoy oldapey 7 obk oldauer,
The same thing iz quoted in Sext,
Matk. vii. 88; cf. 48; Diog. ix.
58; Epiph. Erp. Fid. 1088 A;
Cic. dead. ii. 28, 73 ; the last as-
serts that it stcod inmitio Idbri qui
est de natura.

.
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self so closely with physical enquiries; they must,
therefore, be regarded merely as an exaggerated expres-
sion of his mistrust of the senses, and of his judgments
concerning the actual state of human knowledge. The
truth of thought he does not seem to have disputed.!
Anaxarchus of Abdera,? the companion of Alexander,?
celebrated for his heroism under a torturing death,* is
said to have been taught by Metroderus,® or by his
disciple, Diogenes. He too was reckened among the
precursors of Scepticism ;& but the only thing that can

! Aristocles, I ¢., cites from him
the statement: o7t wdvra éoriv, d
¥v mis vofhoar. This may be taken
to signify, ‘all is for each man
what he thinks of it’ (¢f. Euthydem.
nf.) ; but the meaning may also be
‘the all is that which we can think
included in it ;" so that it expresses
the worth of thought as contrasted
with perception. Similarly Empe~
docles (vide sup. 169, 5) opposes
voetv to the senses. On this sub-
jeet, cf. p. 225, 3.

2 He is described as an inhabi-
tant of Abdera, Diog. ix. 58 ; Galen.
H. Pkil.c. 3,p. 234 K, and c. 2,
p- 228, where instead of ¢’ Avafaryd-
pas, ¢ *AvdEapxos’ is to be read, as
even Diels now admits. .

3 So Diog. ix. 58. More defi-
pitely Clem. Strom.i. 301 D; and
Axistocles, ap. Eus. xiv. 17, 8,
name Diogenes as the teacher of
Anaxarchus. The native city of
this Diogenes was Smyrna; but,
according to Epiph. Exp. Fid. 1088
A, Cyrene was also mentioned.
Epiphanius, on whom, however,
we cannot certainly rely, says that
his philosophical standpoint was
the same as that of Protagoras.

4 Coneerning him, Luzac, Lec-

tiones Atlice, 181-198.

5 He had fallen into the hands
of his enemy, the Cyprian prince
Nicocereon, and was by his eommand
pounded in a mortar ; unconquered,
he called out to the tyrant: wrisoe
Tov ’Avatdpxov Othaxoy, *Avdapxoy
0¥ wriooas. The circumstance is
commonly varrated with various
minor details; ef. Diog. /. ¢. ; Plut.
Virt. Mor. 10, p. 449 ; Clem. Strom.
iv. 496 D ; Valer, Max. iii. 3, ext.
4 ; Plin. H. Nat. vii. 23, 87; Ter-
tull. Apologet. 50 ; Ps. Dio Chrys,
Or. 37, p. 126 R (ii. 306 Dind.).
Wiedemann, in the Philologus,
xxx. 3, 249, 33, refers to other
testimonies.

¢ Ps. Galen. H. Pkil. 3, p. 234
K, reckons him among the sceptics,
and Sext. Math. vii. 48, includes
him, with Metrodorus, among those
who admitted no eriterion of truth.
Also in p. 87 sq. he says: Many
think this of Metrodorus, Anax-
archus and Monimus; of Metro-
dorus, because of the remark
quoted above; of Anaxarchus and
Monimus: &rt ernroypadia &rei-
racay T& bvTa, Tois 3¢ kard Smrous
# pavlay wpoowixrovo: Tabra Guoii-
ofar IméraBoy,
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be quoted as evidence of this is a contemptuous ex-
pression about the doings and opinions of men, which
does not assert more than we constantly find apart from
all connection with any sceptical theory. Other ac-
counts represent him as an adherent of the Democritean
theory of nature.) He may also be connected with
Democritus when he declares happiness to be the highest
end of our efforts.? On the other hand, he diverges
from him in his more precise conception of the prac-
tical problems of life, with which his philosophy was
mainly concerned, in two directions. On the one side
he approaches Cynicism ;3 he praises Pyrrho’s indif-
ference ;¢ he counfronts external pain with that con-
temptuous pride which appears in his famous utterance
while he was being pounded in Nicocreon’s mortar; he

1 Ap. Plut. Tranqu. An. 4, p.
466 ; Valer., Max. vill. 14, ext. 2,
he is represented as bringing before
Alexander the doctrine of the
infinity of worlds, which would be
as inappropriate to a sceptic as the
language agrecing with the utter-
ances of Demoeritus (sup. 277, 1),
quoted in Clem. Strom, i. 287 A;
Stob. 34, 19 on woAvuabin, which,
though useful to the wise man, is
declared to be very injurious to the
person who chatters about every-
thing without distinction; a state-
ment which Bernays, Rh. Mus.
xxiii. 875, also proves to have come
from the mechanist Athenaus (vide
Wescher's Poliorcétique des Grecs,
§ 4, 202).

2 Tt is to this statement, and not
to his &mdfeto kal edrohia Toi Blov
(as Diog. ix. 60, asserts), that he
owes his appellation 6 Ebdauorikds
(Diog. and Clem. /. ¢.; Sext. vii. 48;
Athen. vi, 250 sq.; Alian V, H.

ix. 87). Cf. Galen, H. Phil. 3,
230 ; a philosophic sect might be
called éx Térovs wai Béyuaros,
domwep i eddaypovich), § yiup *AvdLap-
xos Téhos THs war alTdy edaywyis
(1. &ywy.) Thv eddaupoviav EAeyer,
Diog. Proem. 17. Many of the
philosophers are named é&wd Sin~
Oéoewr, &s of Eddauuovicol, Clear-
chus ap. Athen. xii. 548 b: =éw
Eddarpovikdy kolovuévwy’ Avatdoxw,

# Thus Timen speaks, ap. Plut.
Virt. Mor. 6, p. 446, of his fap-
garéoy Te ral éupovis, his xdveor
uévos, and Plut. Alex. 52, calls
him Biay Tiws wopevduevos EE dpxis
63y &y Prhovodle Kal détoy eiAnpos
dmepoylas kal oAvywplas Tér ouwi-
Gwr.

* Diog. ix. 63. Once when
Anaxarchus had fallen into a bog,
Pyrrho passed by without troubling
himself about him, but was praised
by Anaxarchus for his &didpopor
kal &oTopyoy,
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takes many liberties with the Macedonian conqueror,!
corrupting him at the same time with flatteries, couched
in the language of honesty.? On the other side, in his
personal conduct he contradicts his principles by an
effeminacy and self-indulgence for which he is censured
in many different quarters.® Anaxarchus was the in-
structor of Pyrrho the Sceptic.* Nausiphanes also seems
to have been indirectly connected with Metrodorus, at
least he is described as a follower of Pyrrho’s scepticism,
and at the same time as the teacher of Epicurus;® we

1 Cf. the anecdotes, ap. Diog.
ix. 60. Dingenes himself calls at-
tention to the different account in
Plutarch, Plut. Qu. Conv. ix. 1,
2, 5; Al V. H. ix. 87; Athen. vi.
250 sq. (according to Satyrus);
even the last seems to me to con-
tain not flattery but irony, as is
presupposed by Alexander’sanswer.

2 ] know not how otherwise to
regard his behaviour after the
murder of Clitus (Plut. Alex. 52,
ad princ. iner. 4,1, p. 781 ; Arrian,
Exp. Alex. iv. 9, 9), on which Plu-
tarch observes, that through it he
made himself greatly beloved, but
exercised the worst influence over
the king: and I see mo reason to
mistrust the narrative of Plutarch.
On the other hand, it may be true
that it was not Anaxarchus, as
Arrian says, . ¢. 9, 14. 10, 7, pre-
facing his statements with Adyos
waréxer, but Cleon. (so Curt. De
Reb. Alex. viil. 17, 8 sqq.), who
.recommended to the Macedonians
the adoration of Alexander. That
Alexander valued Tov pév Gpuovikdy
(I. 7ov eddaporikdy) ‘Avdiapxov,
Plutarch likewise observes, Plut.
Alex. Virt. 10, p. 381.

8 Clearchus ap. Athen. xii. 548
b, reproaches him with love of

pleasure, and proves it by many
examples. Ap. Plut. Alex. 52,
Callisthenes says to him, when the
question was under discussion
whether it were warmer in Persia
or in Greece, ke must, doubtless,
have found it colder in Persia since
in Greece he had exchanged his
cloak for three coverings; but
even Timon says, ap. Plut. Vire,
Mor. 6, p. 446 : his ¢piais RdovorAnE
drew him aside against his better
knowledge. To see in all this, as
Luzac does, only a peripatetic
calumny the final motive of which
lies in the enmity between Callis-
thenes and Anaxarchus, seems to
me hazardous, though I attach
no undue importance to the asser-
tion of Clearchus, '

+ Diog. ix. 61,63, 67 ; Aristocl.
ap. Eus. {. c. and 18, 20.

5 Diog. Proem. 15, where to-
gether with him a certain Nau-
sieydes, otherwise unknown, is in-
troduced as a disciple of Democri-
tus and an instructor of Epicurus,
x. 7 sq. 14; ix. 64, 69; Suid.
’Ewix. ; Cie. N. D.1. 26, 73. 83, 93 ;
Sext. Math. i. 2 sq.; OClemens,
Strom. i. 801 D. According to
Clem. Strom. ii. 417 A, he declared
draramAngie to be the highest
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may, therefore, suppose that, like Metrodorus, he com-
bined an Atomistic theory of physics with a sceptical view
of human knowledge.! In general, among the successors
of Democritus, the Atomistic philosophy seems to have
followed the sceptical tendencies which might so easily
be deduced from its physical presuppositions, though it
did not itself abandon these presuppositions; while
previously and contemporaneously, a similar modifica-
tion of the Heracleitean physics was undertaken by
Cratylus and Protagoras, and of the Eleatic doctrine by
Gorgias and the Eristics. Whether Diagoras, the famous
Atheist, who became proverbial in antiquity, can he
rightly included in the sehool of Democritus, appears the
more doubtful since he would seem to have been older,
or at any rate net younger, than Democritus, and not a
single proposition of his philosophy has been recorded.?

good, which was called by Demo-
eritus &0auBla. As to his relation
with Epicurus ef. Part ur a, 342,
2nd ed.

1 This connection between Epi-
curus and Meétrodorus, through
the medium of Nausiphanes, may
have given rise to the statement
(Galen. H. Phil.c. 7, p. 249 ; Stob.
Eel. 1. 496), that Metrodorus was
the kabyynrys *Emxodpov.

2 Concerning Diogenes, vide
Diodorus xiii. 6 end; Jos. ¢. Apion.
¢. 37 ; Sext. Math. ix. 5, 3; Suidas,
sub voce; Hesch. De Vir. Hlustr.
sub woce ; Tatian, Adv. Gr. c. 27;
Athenag. Supplic. 4; Clemens, Co-
hort. 16 B; Cyrillus, ¢ Jul. vi.
189 E; Arnob. Adv. Gent.iv. 29;
Athen. xiii. 611 a; Diog. vi. 59.
From these passages we get the
following result: that Diagoras
was born in Melos, and was at

first a dithyrambie poet; that he
originally feared the gods but
became an atheist, because a fla-
grant wrong committed against
him (as to which particular ac-
counts differ) remained unpunished
by the gods; he was then con-
demned to death in Athens for
blasphemous words and actions,
especially for divulging the mys-
teries, and a reward offered for
delivering him up; in his flight he
was lost 1in a shipwreck. Aristo-
phanes already alludes to his
atheism, Clouds, v. 830 (Ol. 89, 1),
and to his condemnation, Birds, v.
1078 (OL 91, 2). Cf. with this
last quotation Backhuysen v. d.
Brinck, v. Lectt. ex Hist. Phil. 41
sqq. His condemnation is also as-
signed by Diodorus to OL 91, 2;
the statements of Suidas that he
flourished in Ol. 78 (which Euse-
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Of the Democritean philosopher Bion of Abdera,! we
know no particulars whatever.

I, ANAXAGORAS?

1. Principles of his system : Matter and Mind.

ANAXAGORAS, born about 500 B.c.,® was a contemporary

bius likewise maintains in his
Clhron. on Ol. 78), and was set free
by Democritus from imprisonment,
mutually confute one another. In
the accounts of his death, perhaps
he is confused with Protagoras. A
treatise in which he published the
mysteries is quoted tunder the
title of ¢ppdytor Adyos, or awo-
wupyifovTes.

1 Diog. iv.58. What is said by
the comic poet, Damoxenus, ap.

- Athen. 102 a, on the popularity of
the physics of Demoeritus, relates
to the Epicurean physics, and only
indirectly through these, to the
Democritean philosophy.

2 On the life, writings and doc-
trine of Anaxagoras, vide Schau-
bach, dnazagore Claz. Fragmenta,
&e., Leipzig, 1827, where the ac-
counts of the ancients are most

- carefully collected ; Schorn. 4naxa-
gore Claz. et Diogenis Apoll.
Pragmenta, Bonn, 1829 ; Breier,
Phil. d. Anazeg. Berl. 1840;
Krische, Forsch. 60 sqq.; Zévort,
Dissert. sur la vie et la docirine
d’ Anazagore, Par. 1843 ; Mullach,
Fragm. Philos. i.243 sqq. Among
modern writers, cf. the treatise of
Gladisch and Clemens, De Philos.
Anaz. Berl. 1839 (quoted Vol. L
p. 35). Concerning older mono-
graphs, especially those of Carus
and Hemsen, cf. Schaubach, p. 1,
35; Brandis, 1. 232 ; Useberweg, 1.
§ 24.

VOL. II.

3 This date, previouslyaccepted
universally, has been recently dis-
puted by Miller, Fragm. Hist. ii.
24 ; iii. 504; K. F. Hermann, De
Philos. Ion. @tatibus, 10 sqq.; and
Schwegler (Gesch. d. Griech. Phil.
p. 35; cf. Rom. Gesch. iii. 20, 2);
and the life of Anaxagoras has
been placed 34 years earlier, so
that his birth would fall in Ol. 61,
3 (534 B.c.), his death in OL 79,
B(462 B.C.), his residence in Athens
between OL. 70, 4, and 78, 2 (497-
466). An attempt had already
(1842) been made by Bakhuysen
von den Brinck ( Var. Lectt. de Hist.
Philos. Ant. 69 sqq.) to prove that
Anaxagoras was born in Ol. 85, 4,
came to Athens at the age of 20 in
Ol 70, 4, and left the city in Ol
78, 2. T opposed this view in the
second edition of the present work,
and at p. 10 sqq. of my treatise,
De Hermodoro (Marb. 1859), with
almost universal acquiescence. It
would seem from Diog. ii. 7, that
Apollodorus probably, after Deme-
trius Phaler. (Diels, RA. Mus.
xxxi. 28), placed the birth of Anax-
agoras in OL. 70, 1 (500-496 =.c.).
Still more definite is the statement
(@bid. with the prefix Aéyera:) that
he was 20 at the invasion of Greece
by Xerxes, and lived to the age of
72; that his birth took place in
Ol 70, 1 (500 ®.c.), and his death
in Ol 88, 1 (428, 7 B.c.); and
though the traditional text of Dio-



322

genes, [. ¢, represents Apollodorus
as assigning Ol. 78, 1 as the year
of his death, we should doubtless
read (as most agree) éBdounroctis
instead of éySonkostis. The con-
Jecture of Bakhuysen v. d. Brinck
(p. 72), that the number of the
Olympiad should be retained, but
that instead of ‘Tefvmprévar’ fuun-
révar should be substituted, has
little in its favour. The ordinary
theory is confirmed also by Hippol.
Refut. i. 8, who, no doubt, places
the axu# of this philosopher in OL
88, 1, merely because he found this
year mentioned as the year of his
death, and erroneously referred it
to the time of his dxuf. With
this agrees also the statement of
Demetrius Phal. (ap. Diog. /. ),
in his Iist of the archons: #ptare
phogodely *Abfynow éml KaAlov,
érév  elkoor v, without even
changing (with Meursius, &e., ef.
Menage, ad k. l.; Brandis, Gr.
Rom. Phil, 1. 233 ; Bakhuysen v.
d. Brinek, L c. 79 sq.; Cobet in his
edition) KeAAfov into KaAAwddov, as
these are only different forms of
the same name. A Kalliades was
Archon Eponymus in 480 B.c.
We therefore get the year 500 B.c.
as the birth-year of Anaxagoras.
Only we must suppose Diogenes or
his authority to have misunderstood
the statement of Demetrius, who
must either have said of Anaxago-
ras: #plaro pivoopely énl KaAiiov,
or more probably, #pf. oo,
ABfynat dpxovros KaAAiov ; for in
that case #pf. ¢pir. could not relate
to the appearance of Anaxagoras as
a teacher, for which the age of 20
would be much too young, but only
to the commencement of his philo-
sophic studies. What could have
induced him to come for this pur-
pose at the very moment when the
armies of Xerxes were pouring

ANAXAGORAS.

down upon Athens, to a city which
neither then, nor for many decades
previously, had harboured any
noteworthy philosopher within its
walls? (Schaubach, 14 sq.; Zé-
vort, 10 sq., ete.; propose that with-
out changing the name of the
archon,  reooapdrorra” should be
substituted for elkoo:; that is,
¢M’ should be substituted for
‘K ;’ so that Anmaxagoras would
have come to Athens at the age of
forty, in 456 B, when Pallias was
archon.) Now it is true that Dio-
dorus, Eusebius and Cyrillus assign
dates to Democritus, which are not
compatible with this; for if Demo-
critus (as Diodorus, xxiv. 11, says)
died in Ol 94,1 (403, 4 B.c.) at the
age of 90, or if (as Eusebius and
Cyrillus say, vide sup. 209) he was
born in Ol. 69, 3, or OL 70, Anax-
agoras, who was 40 years older
(Diog. ix. 41; vide sup. p. 209),
must have been at the beginning
of the fifth century a man of from
33 to 41 years old. But there
are many important reasons to be
urged against this theory. In the
first place, it is not only Eusebius
and Cyrillus who, in their dates,
are guilty of so many contradic-
tions, and in the case of Demoeritus
ineredible contradictions and errors
(examples may be found in regard
to Eusebius in my treatise, De
Hermodoro, p. 10; cf. also Prep.
Ey. x. 14, 8 sq.; xiv. 15, 9, where
Xenophanes and Pythagoras are
made contemporary with Anaxago-
ras, and Euripides and Archelaus
are nevertheless called his disci-
ples. As to Cyrillus, it is enough
to remember that in C. Jul. 13 b,
he assigns the dxuy of Democritus
simultaneously to Ol. 70 and 86 ;
and Parmenides to Ol 86, and
makes Anaximenes the philosopher,
no doubt by a confusion with the
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rhetorician of Lampsacus, a con-
temporary of Epicurus. Cedren.
158 C, also describes him as a
teacher of Alexander the Great);
but also Diodorus who, in chrono-
logical accuracy, is not to be com-
pared with Apollodorus. Hermann
thinks that the three statements on
the date of Democritus, viz. of Apol-
lodorus, Thrasyllus and Diodorus,
are to be traced back to this : that
they are all founded on a previous
notice, according to which Demo-
critus was born 723 years after
the destruetion of Troy; and each
calculated the date after his own
Trojan era (placed by Apollodorus
in 1183, by Thrasyllus in 1193,
by Diodorus, in agreement with
Ephorus, in 1217 B.c.); and that
they then determined the date of
Anaxagoras according to that of
Democritus. Even if this were
true, it would not follow that Dio-
dorus is right, and that the other
two are wrong ; in itself, however,
the conjecture is mnot probable.
For, on the one hand, it cannot
even be proved that KEphorus as-
signed the destruction of Troy to
1217 (Bakhuysen v. d. Brinek,
Philol. vi. 589 sq., agrees with
Boeckh and Welcker insaying 1150;
and Milller, Ctes. ef Chronogr.
Fragm. 126, does not seem to me
to have proved anything to the
contrary) ; only this much is clear
from Clemens, Sfrom. 1. 337 A;
Diodorus, xvi. 76, that he fixed
the migration of the Heraclidee in
1070 or 1090-1 B.c.; and it is,
moreover, very improbable that
Apollodorus and his predecessor,
Eratosthenes, arrived at their con-
clusions about the dates of Demo-
critus and Anaxagoras, in the way
that Hermann suggests. For De-
mocritus’s own statement, that he
composed the wuupds didkoopos in

the 780th year after the destruction
of Troy, must have been well known
to them ; indeed, from Diog. ix. 41,
it would seem that Apollodorus
founded his caleulation of Demo-
eritus’s birth-year wpon this very
statement. But in that case they
could not possibly have placed the
birth of the philosopher in the
723rd year of the same era in the
730th year of which he had com-
posed his work; they could only
have found its date by making the
statements of Democritus as to his
epoch correspond with their era
instead of his own. In regard to
Anazagoras, however, Demetrius
Phalereus, and others, ap. Diog.
ii. 7, are in accord with them, who
cannot certainly have arrived at all
their theories through a wrong ap-
plication of one and the sawe Tro-
Jan era. Even to an Eratosthenes,
an Apollodorus, or a Thrasyllus, it
would be impossible to ascribe so
careless a procedure as that with
which Hermann credits them. In
the second place, Diodorus himself,
Hermann’s chief witness, agrees
with the above testimonies con-
cerning Anaxagoras; since in Xii.
38 sq., when discussing the causes
of the Peloponnesian war, he ob-
serves: ‘The embarrassment in
which Pericles was placed by his
administration of the public trea-
sure was increased by some other
accidental circumstances : the pro-
cess against Pheidias, and the
charge of Atheism against Anaxa-
goras.” Here the trial of Anaxa-
goras is assigned, with the greatest
possible explicitness, to the time
immediately preceding the Pelo-
ponnesian war, and consequently
his birth in the beginning of the
fifth or the end of the sixth
century. Hermann’s explanatory
comment (p. 19), that upon occa-
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sion of the charges against Phei-
dias, the old complaints against
Anaxagoras were revived, is so un-
natural that searcely any one could
admit it. ‘The enemies of Peri-
cles,’ says Diodorus, ‘ obtained the
arrest of Pheidias: ral adrot Tod
TlepieNéovs warnydpovy iepoavAiar.
mpds 8¢ Tolrors CAvaferybpav Tov
copiorhy, Sibdoraror Bwra Iepi-
xhéovs, bs &oeBoyra €ls Tovs Beods
éovkogdyrovy. Who can believe
thet Diodorus would have.thus ex-
pressed himself if he had been
alluding, not to a suspicion attach-
ing to Apaxagoras, who was then
living,‘but to-the charges that had
been brought against a.man who
had been dead for thirty years?
The present forms, Bdiddoraroy
§vra snd &ceBoivrta, alone
would prove the contrary. Plu-
tarch also (Pericl. 32) places the
accusation of Anaxagoras in the
same period and historical connec-
tion; and he also observes, Nic. 23,
upon the oceasion of a lunar eclipse
during the Sicilian campaign,
¢ Anaxagoras, who was the first to
write epenly and clesrly on lunar
eclipses, 001’ adrds fy mahabs, oliTe
& Adyos -€vdotos (acknowledged by
public opinion), on account of the
disfavour in which the physical
explanation of nature was at that
time held in Athens, his opinions
were, however, received -with cau-
tion and in a narrow eircle.” Plu-
tarch, therefore, agrees with Dio-
dorus, that Anaxagoras was in
Athens until near ‘the beginning
of the Peloponnesian waz. No
argument against this can be de-
rived from the fact -that Satyrus,
ap. Diog. ii. 12, names Thucydides
(son of Melesias) as the accuser of
Anaxagoras ; for Sotion (¢bid.) had
designated Cleon as such, who only
attained to any celebrity towards
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the end of Pericles’s life (Plut.
Per, 33); and, according to Plut.
Per. 32, the dh¢roua against those
who denied the gods, and taught
Metarsiologia, was the work of
Diopeithes, who is mentioned by
Aristophanes (Birds, v. 988) as
still alive (414 B.c.). Nor is it
prejudiced by the circumstance on
wiich Brandis, Gesch. d. Entw. i.
120 sq., greatly relies, that Socra-
tes, in Plato’s Phedo, 97 B, derives
his knowledge of the Anaxagorean
doctrine, pot from Anaxagoras
himself, but from his treatide.
Plato might, no doubt, have
brought. him into personal connee-
tion with Anaxagoras, but that he
must have done s, if Anaxagoras
was in Athens antil 434 B.c., can-
pot be maintained. Thirdly, it
tells against Hermann’s view that
Xenophon (Mem. iv. 7, 6 sq.) and
Plato (4pol. 26 D) treat Anaxago-
ras as the physieal philosopher
whose doctrines and writings were
universally known in Athens to-
wards the end of the fifth century,
just as they were represented by
Aristophanesin the Clouds. Now,
if he had left Athens more than
sixty years before, nebody would
have remembered him and his trial,
and the enemies of philosophy
would have directed their attacks
against newer men and doctrines.
Plato, in the Cratylus (409 A), the
date of which cannot possibly be
earlier than the two last decades
of the fifth century (Plato attended
the lectures of Cratylus about 409~
407 B.0.), describes Anaxagoras’s
theory of the moon as something
% éucivos vewor) Ereyev. More-
over, Euripides (born 480 m.c.) is
called a disciple of Anaxagoras
(inf. 828, 1), and if he himself
seems to betray that he was so
(vide Vol. II. a, 12, third edition),
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i
thig presupposes that the philose-
pher did not die before 462 B.c.,
several years after he had quitted
Athens. If it be objected that the
authors who attest this relation of
Buripides to Anaxagoras are com-
paratively recent, there is a valid
answer even to that objection.
For, according to Athenseus, v. 220
b, the ¢ Callias’ of Aischines the
Socratie contained : Ty ot KaAriow
wpds TOv warépa Sadopdy kal THY
Tipodirov kal Avakaryipov TGy godio-
Tay dopdrnow (mockery); he had
consequently connected Anaxagoras
and Prodicus with Callias, who was
not born at the time when, accor-
ding to Hermann, Anaxagoras left
Athens. Hermann’s only resource
in this difficulty is the conjecture
that we should read Hpwraydpov
instead of *Avafarydpov in Athenseus.
(De Aesch. Socrat. Religu. 14.) But
this alteration is quite arbitrary,
and no reason ean be assigned for
it except the impossibility of re-
coneiling the traditional text with
Hermann’s hypothesis. That An-
axagoras, accerding to the language
of the time, might have been called
a Sophist, is clear from Vol. I. p.
302, 1, and will be made clearer
further on (inf. Chap. IIL. Soph.).
Hermann expressly acknowledges
this, Diodorus himself (vide supra)
calls him so, and the name involved
no evil imputation. Why then a
Socratic like Bschines should have
objected to class him with other
Sophists it is hard to see; for
Socrates himself, in Xenophon’s
Mem. ii. 1, 21, passes a much more
favourable judgment on Prodicus
than on Anaxagoras. Hermann
thinks, lastly, that as Callias was
still (ap. Xen. Hellen. vi. 8,2 sq.)in
Ol. 102, 2 (371 ».c.) occupied with
state affairs, he could no longer
have attended the lectures of
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Anpaxagoras; and as his father,
Hipponicus, fell at Delium in 424
B.C., he could not before that date
have been represented as favouring
the Sophists. But against this we
have not only Plato’s account,
which makes Protagoras even be-
fore the beginning of the Pelopon-
nesian war eatertain a number of
the most distingnished Sophists,
but the still more decisive proof
that Calliag’s younger half-brother
Xanthippus was already married
before the year 429 (Plat. Per. 24,
36; cf. Plato, Prot. 314 E). If we
add to these arguments the fact
that Anaxagoras (as will be shown
at the end of this chapter), not
only was strongly influenced by
Parmenides, whose older céontem-
porary, according to Hermann, he
was, but in all probability studied
Empedocles and Leucippus, the
correctness of the popular theory
as to his date will no longer be
doubtful. No argument against
this ean be founded on the state-
ment in Platavch, Themist. 2, that
Stesimbrotus asserted that Themis-
tocles had listened to the teaching
of Anaxagoras, and had occupied
himself with Melissus. Forthough
Plut. Cimon, 4 says of Stesimbro-
tus that he was wepl 76v abrdv bpod
71 Xpdvor 7 Kiuwyr yeyovds, this
evidence can be no more worthy of
belief in regard to Anaxagoras
than to Melissus, who was somewhat
younger, and net older than Anaxa-
goras, according to the reckoning
of Apollodorus; and we have the
choice between two alternatives——
eitherto suppose that Themistocles,
during his stay in Asia Minor
(474 to 470 B.c.), actually came in
contact (it could not have amounted
to more than this) with Anaxago-
ras, who was then in Lampsacus,
and with Melissus; or that the
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of Empedocles and Leucippus. This learned man,' who
is also named with distinetion among the most ancient
mathematicians and astronomers,? came from his native

writer, whose work, according to
Plut. Per. 36, was composed more
than forty years after Themisto-
cles’s death, and of whose untrust-
worthiness Plutarch (Per. 13, 36;
Themiist. 24) furnishes conclusive
proofs, isin this case also speaking
groundlessly, or inventing with
some ulterior purpose. To me the
latter is far the more probable.
As little can be said for the state-
ment that Archelaus, the disciple
of Anaxagoras. was regarded by
Panaetius as the author of a con-
solatory poem addressed to Cimon
after the death of his wife (Plut.
Cim. 4), for this is apparently a
mere conjecture, as to the truth of
which we know nothing ; and even
if we accept it as true, we are al-
together ignorant how long this
poem was eomposed before Cimon’s
death (450), how old Archelaus
was at the time, and how much
younger he was than Anaxagoras.
Plutarch, who assigns the flight of
Anaxagoras from Athens to the
period immediately preceding the
Peloponnesian war, thinks, how-
ever, that the chronology is in
favour of the opinion of Panaetius.
For similar reasons, we should not
be justified by the statement (even
were it correct) that Socrates was
a disciple of Anaxagoras, in assign-
ing Anaxagoras’s residence in
Athens to the first third of the
fifth century. I have already
shown, however, elsewhere (Part
1L &, 47, third edition) how little
this statement is to be trusted.
Hermann alleges in support of his
theory, that it is only on his cal-
culation that Protogoras can be the

disciple of Demoeritus, and Demo-
critus the diseiple of the Persians,
whom Xerxes brought into his pa-
ternal house ; but this is little to
the purpose, for the supposed
discipleship of Protagoras ema-
nates, as will be shown, from very
doubtful sources; and as to the
Persian instructors of Democritus,
we have already seen (sup. p. 210)
that the story is altogether un-
worthy of credit.

! Kaafopérios is his usual ap-
pellation. His father, according to
Diog. ii. 6, &c. (ef. Schaubach, p.
7). was called Hegesibulus, or also
Eubulus; on account of his wealth
and good family he occupied a pro-
minent position.

? That Anaxagoras was so,there
is no doubt, but how he arrived at
his extensive knowledge it is no
longer possible to discover. In
the 8iedox%, he was usually placed
after Anaximenes, and therefore
was called the disciple and succes-
sor of that philosopher (Cic. N, D.
i. 11, 26 ; Diog.. Proem. 14, ii. 6;
Strabo, xiv. 3, 86,. p. 645; Clem.
Strom. 1. 801 A.; Simpl. Phys. 6
b; Galen. H. Pkil. c. 2, &e.; cf.
Schaubach, p. 8; Krische, Forsch.
61); but this is, of course, a
wholly unhistorical combination,
the defence of which ought not to
have been attempted by Zévort, p.
6 sq.; the same theory seems to
have been adopted by Eusebius
(Pr. Ev. x. 14, 16) and Theodore-
tus (Cur. Grv. Aff. 22, p. 24, cf. iv.
45, p. 77), when they represent
him as the contemporary of Py-
thagoras and Xenophanes, and
when Eusebius places his drud in
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city Clazomenz ' to Athens,” where in his person philo-
sophy first became naturalised ; and though throughout
his many years’ residence in this city, he had to struggle
with the mistrust and prejudice of the majority of the
inhabitants,! yet there were not wanting intellectual men,

01, 70-3 and his deathin OL 79-2.
What is said about a journey of
Anazxagoras to Egypt for the pur-
poses of culture, by Ammian, xxii.
16, 22; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. ii.
23, p. 24; Cedren. Hist. 94 B;
ef. Valer. viii. 7, 6, deserves no
credit. Josephus brings him into
connection with the Jews (C. dp.
c. 16, p. 482), but this is not cor-
rect. The most trustworthy ac-
counts are entirely silent as to his
teachers and the course of his
education. From love of know-
ledge, it is said, he neglected his
property, left his land to be pasture
for sheep,and finally resigned his
property to his relations (Diog. ii.
6 sq.; Plat. Hipp. Maj. 283 A;
Plut. Pericl. c. 16 ; De V. Hre Al
8, 8, p. 831; Cie. Tuse. v. 39, 115;
Valer. Max. viii. 7, ext. 6, &e.;
Schaubach, 7 sq.; cf. Arist. Eth.
N.vi. 7, 1141 b, 3); nor did he
trouble himself about politics, but
regarded the sky as his fatherland,
and the contemplation of the stars
as his voeation (Diog. ii. 7, 10;
Eudem. Etk.i.5, 1216 a, 10; Philo,
Ztern. M. p. 939 B; Iamb. Profrept.
c. 9, p. 146 Kiessl.; Clem. Strom.
ii. 416 D ; Lactant. Instit, iii. 9,
23; of. Cie. De Orat. iii. 15, 586.

1 Ps.-Plato, Anterast.; Procl.
in Huclid. 19 65 sq. Friedl. (after
Eudemus): moAAdv épfiato xard
yewperpiav ; Plut. De Ezil. 17
end. In after times, some pre-
tended te know the very mountain
(Mimas, in the neighbourhood of

Chiss) on the summit of which
Anaxagoras pursued his astrono-
mical observations (Philostr. 4poll,
ii. 5, 3). With his mathematical
knowledge are also combined the
prophecies which are ascribed to
him ; the most famous of these,
the fabled prognostication of the
much talked of meteoric stone of
Aegospotamus, relates to an oc-
currence in the heavens, and is
brought into connection with his
theory of the stars: Diog. ii. 10;
Ael. H. Anim. vii. 8; Plin. H.
Not. ii. 58, 149 ; Plut. Lysand. 12;
Philostr. Apollon. 1. 2, 2, viii. 7,
29; Ammian, xxil. 16, 22 ; Tzetz.
Chil.ii, 892 ; Suid.’Avafary. ; Schau-
bach, p. 40 sqq.

2 According to the account of
Diog. ii. 7, prefaced with ¢aciy, he
lived in Athens for thirty years.
In that case his arrival there must
have taken place about 463 or
462 B.c. For the rest, in regard to
dates, cf. p. 821 sqq.

# Zeno of Elea is also said to
have lived for a while in Athens,
vide Vol. I. p. 609, 1.

* Cf. the passage from Plut. Nic,
23 discussed supra, p. 324; Plato,
Apol. 26 ¢, sq. ; and Aristophanes,
Clouds. Even the appellation Nobs,
which is said to have been given
him, was no doubt rather a nick-
name than ‘a sign of respect and
recognition (Plut. Pericl. 4; Timon,
ap. Diog. ii. 6; the later writers
quoted by Schaubach, p. 36, pro- -
bably copied from them).
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who sought his instructive society ;! and in the great
Pericles especially he found a protector whose friendship
was a compensation for the disfavour of the populace.”
When, however, in the period immediately preceding
the Peloponnesian War, the enemies of that statesman
began to attack him in his friends, Anaxagoras became
implicated in a charge of denying the gods of the state,
from which even his powerful friend could not altogether
shield him; he was therefore obliged to quit Athens,?

! Besides Afrchelaus and Me-
trodorus (who will be mentioned
later on) and Pericles, Euripides
is also spoken of as a disciple of
Anaxagoras (Diog. ii. 10, 45 ; Suid.
Edpur, ; Diodor. 1. 7 end; Strabo,
xiv. 1, 86, p. 6455 Cice. Zusc. iii.
14, 30; Gell. N. 4. xv. 20,4, 8;
Alexander Asetolus, whom he
quotes ; Heracl. dileg. Hom. 22,
p. 47; M. Dionys. Halie. Ars
Rhet. 10, 11, p. 300, 355 R, &e. ;
cf. Schaubach, p. 20 sq.), and he
himself seems to allude to the
person as well as to the doctrines
of this philosopher (ef. Vol. IL a,
12, 3rd ed.). According to Antyllus
ap. Marcellin. V. Thucyd. p. 4 D,
Thueydides had also heard the
discourses of Anaxagoras. That
it is a mistake to represent Em-
pedocles as his disciple, has been
shown, p. 187, ef. p. 118; for evi-
denee that Dewmocrates and So-
crates eould not have been so, ef. p.
210 and Part 11. a, 47, 3rd ed.

2 On Pericles’ relation to An-
axagoras, cf. Plut. Per. 4, 5, 6, 16;
Plato, Phedr. 270 A ; Alcib. 1. 118
C; Ep. ii. 811 A ; Isocr. w. dyTidée.
235 ; Ps~Demosth. dmator. 1414 ;
Cic. Brut. 11, 44; De Orat. 1il. 34,
138 ; Diodor. xii. 39 (sup. p. 323);
Diog. ii. 13, &e., ap. Schaubach, p.

17 sq. But this relation became
the prey of anecdote and scandal-
mongrs (even no doubt at the
time) ; among their idle inventions
I include the statement in Plut.
Per, 16, which is not very happily
explained by DBackhuysen v. d.
Brinek, that once, when Pericles
could not look after him for a long
time, Anaxagoras fell into great
distress, aind had almost resolved
to starve himself when his patron
opportunely interposed.

3 Concerning these events, cf.
Diog. i1, 12-15; Plut. Per. 32;
Nie. 28; Diodor. xii. 39; Jos. c.
Ap. ii. 37 ; Olymypiod. in Meteorol.
5a, 1, 186 Id. (where, in opposi-
tion to all the most trustworthy
evidences, Anaxagoras is repre-
sented as having returned); Cyrill.
C. Jul. vi. 189 E; also Lucian,
Timon. 10; Plato, 4pol. 26 D;
Laws, xii. 967 C.; Aristid. Orat.
45, p. 83 Dind.; Schaubach, p. 47
sqq. The details of the trial are
variously given. Most accounts
agree that Anaxagoras was put in
prison, but some say that he
escaped with the help of Pericles;
others that he was set at liberty,
but banished. The statement of
Satyrus, ap. Diog. ii. 12 (as to the
real meaning of which Gladisch,
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and betook himself to Lampsacus,! where he died, about
the year 428 B.c.> His scientific theories had been em-
bodied in a treatise of which valuable fragments have

been preserved.’

The doctrine of Anaxagoras is closely related to the

Anax. w. d. Isocr. 97, offers a very
improbable conjecture), that he
was accused, not only of doéBea
but also of undiouds, stands ghite
alone. Asto the date of the charge
and the accusers, vide p. 323 sq.

! That he founded a school of
philosophy there, 18 very insuffi-
ciently proved by the statement
of Eusebius, Pr. Fv. x. 14, 13,
that Archelaus took charge of his
school at Lampsacus; and from
his advanced age, it is not likely.
Indeed if is a question whether the
conception of a school, generally
speaking, can rightly be applied to
him and his friends.

? These dates are given by
Diog. ii. 7 in part after Apollo-
dorus; vide sup. p. 821; that at
the time of his trial he was old
and weak, is mentioned also by
Hieronymus, ap. Diog. 14. The
assertion that he died from volun-
tary starvation (Diog. ii. 15 ; Suid,
Avagoy.  and  éworeprepfioas) is
very suspicious: it seems to have
arisen either from the anecdote
mentioned p. 828, 1, or from the
statement of Hermippus, ap. Diog.
ii, 13, that he killed himself, from
grief on account of the disgrace
that came upon him through his
trial. This anecdote, however, as
we have said, is very doubtful,and
relates to something else; the as-
sertion of Hermippus cannot be
reconciled either with the fact of
his residence in Lampsacus, or
with what we know of the equa-
bility with which Anaxagoras bore

his condemnation &nd banishment,
as well as other misfortunes. The
people of Lampsacus honoured his
memory by a public funeral, by
altars, and (according to Alian,
dedicated to Novs and ’AA%feiw) by
a yearly festival which lasted for
a century (Alcidamas, ap. Arist,
Rhet, i1, 23, 1898 b, 15; Diog. ii.
14 sq.; cf. Plut. Praec. Ger. Feip.
27, 9, p. 820; Ael. V. H. viii. 19).

3 This, like most of the trea-
tises of the ancient philosophers,
bears the title mept ¢doews. For
the fragments of which ef. Schau-
bach, Schorn and Mullach. Be-
sides this treatise he is said
(Vitruv. vil. Pref. 11) to have
written on Scenography; and, ac-
cording to Plutarch, De Ewxil. 17,
p. 607, ke composed a treatise in
prison, or more properly, a figure
which related vo the squaring of
the ecircle. Schorn’s notion (p. 4),
that the author of the work on
Scenography is another person of
the same name, is certainly inccr-
rect. Zévort’s conjecture seems
more plausible—that the treatise
on Scenography formed part of the
treatise wepi ¢ioews, and that this
was his only work ; as Diogenes, i.
16, no doubt ¢n more ancient autho-
rity, gives us to understand. Of
other writings there are no definite
traces (vide Schaubach, 51 sqq.;
Ritter, Geschich. d. lon. Phil. 208).
For the opinions of the ancients
on Apaxzagoras cf. Schaubach, 35
sq., cf. Diog. ii. 6.
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contemporaneous systems of Empedocles and Leucippus.
The common starting point of all three is found in the
propositions of Parmenides on the impossibility of gene-
ration and destruction; their common aim is the ex-
planation of the actual, the plurality and variability of
which they acknowledge; and for this purpose they all
presuppose certain unchangeable primitive substances,
from which all things are formed by means of combi-
nation and separation in space. Anaxagoras, however,
is distinguished from the two other philosophers in his
more precise definitions concerning the primitive sub-
stances and the cause of their motion. ZThey conceive
the original substances without the qualities of the
derived : Empedocles as elements qualitatively distinet
from each other, and limited in number ; Leucippus as
atoms, unlimited as to form and number, but homoge-
neous as to quality. Anaxagoras, on the other hand,
supposes all the qualities and differences of derived
things already inherent in the primitive matter, and
therefore conceives the original substances as unlimited
in kind, as well as in number. Moreover, while Empe-
docles explained motion by the mythical forms of Love
and Hate, and therefore in reality not at all ; and the
Atomists on their side explained it mechanically by the
effect of weight, Anaxagoras came to the conclusion
that it can be only understood as the working of an in-
corporeal foree ; and he accordingly opposes to matter,
mind, as the cause of all motion and order. On these
two points all that is peculiar to his philosophy, so far
as we are acquainted with it, may be said to turn.

The first presupposition of his system lies, as before
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remarked, in the theorem of the unthinkableness of
absolute Becoming. ¢Of generation and destruction
the Greeks do mot speak correctly. For nothing is
generated nor destroyed, but out of existing things
everything is compounded, and again separated. The
right course, therefore, would be to designate generation
as combination, and destruction as separation.”! Anaxa-~
goras, accordingly, is as unable to conceive generation
and destruction in the specific sense of the words, as
Parmenides; for this reason he also maintains that the
totality of things can neither increase por diminish ;2
and in his opinion it is an improper use of language to
employ such expressions at all.® In truth, the so-called
Becoming of the new and cessation of the old, is only
the change of something that previoumsly existed, and
continues afterwards ; and this change is not a qualita-
tive, but a mechanical change: the substance remains
what it was, only the mode of its composition changes ;
generation consists in the combination, destruction in
the separation, of certain substances.*

1 . 29 Schaub. 17 Mull.: 7d
8¢ ~yiveoOar xal &méAAvofor odx op-
0&s voutlovow of “EAAnves. oddey
yap xpipe rytverar, 0bdE dmdANvTa,
GAN dr’ évTwy xpnudTwr Gup-
uloyeral Te kol dakplverar, kal
offrws bw dpfds kakoler T4 Te yive-
B guppicyeclor kal TO AmOAAv-
ofou Starpivesfar. The Zreatise of
Anaxagoras did not begin with
these words; but that is, of course,
no reason why they shosld not form
the starting-point of his system.

2 Fr. 14 : Tovréwy 8¢ ofrw dia-
kekpiuévoy yiwdokew Xpl), 811 ThyTa
abdeyv éNdoow éoTly 008 mAéw* ob
yap bvvoTdr mdvtwy wAéw elval,

GANG mdyTe Toa alel.

¢ In the fragmert just quoted
““ yopifer ” secems to allude (as, in-
deed, the mention of ““EAAnves”
would lead us to suspect) to the
current expression, which corre-
sponds with the “»duw” of Em-
pedocles and Democritus (p. 124,
1; 219, 8), and with the ¢ €os”
of Parmenides (V. 54, vide sup.
Vol. L. p. 584, 1), and is therefore
not quite accurately translated by
¢ believe,’

+ Arist. Phys. i. 4, 187 a, 26:
gowke B¢ 'Avofaybpas &mwewpa obTws
oinbijrar [1& oroixeia) dia T dmo-
AapBdpew THy wowhy B8éfav TEv
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In this manner a plurality of original substances
was at once admitted ; but whereas Empedocles and the
Atomists maintain the simplest bodies to be the most
primitive, and accordingly ascribe to their primitive
substances, besides the universal qualities of all mabter
only the mathematical characteristic of form, or the
simple qualities of the four elements, Anaxagoras, on
the contraryy believes that the individually determinate
“bodies—such as flesh, bones, gold, &c.—are the most
primitive, and that the elementary substances are only
“d mixture,! the apparent simpleness of which he explaing

PuoEy elvar aAnbi, ds ob ywoué-
vov obdevds ék Tov uh byres: O
TobT0 yap obTw Aéyovow, ¢ Fv Guod
T4 wavTa” Kok 78 yivesfar Tobyde
kaBéornrey  dAAowodofar,” of B
oclyrpiow xal Sudkpiow, Eri 8 éu
709 yiveobar e dAANAwy ThvavTia
evumiipxer Gpa, ete. The words 70
yiv. — &AAowodobor seem to me to
contain, like the preceding words,
a direct citation ; so that we should
translate the passage thus: ‘For
therefore they say all things were
united together,” and ¢Becoming
means to change,’ or they also
speak of combination and separa-
tion. There is another allusion
to these words irx Gen. et Corr. 1.1,
314 a,13: rairot’Avafayépas ye Thv
oieloy pwyhy fyrdnoer - Aéyer yody
s 70 ylyverfu kal dmdrAvobos
TabTdy Kkafécrnre TE AdAAotovolu
(which is repeated by Philop. ad
kol p. 8). In any case, we find
in this a confirmation of the state-
ment that Anaxagoras expressly
reduced *Becoming’ to @AXolwois
(cf. p. 71); when, therefore, Por-
phyry (ap. Simpl. Phys. 34 b), in
this passage of the Physics, pro-
poses to refer the words 70 yiveofas,

ete., to Anaximenes instead of An-
axagoras, he is cer‘rdmly in error.
On o'v’prla‘l.s and Budepots, vide
Metaph. 1. 8 (following note) and
Gen. An. 1. 18 (énf. p. 834, 1).
Later testimonies reiterating that
of Aristotle, ap. Schaubach, 77
5q., 136 sq.

b Arist. Gen. et Corr. 1. 1, 314
a, 18 : & uév ydp (Anaxag.) 7& duoto-
pevd aroixeta Tibnow oloy daToby
ral rraiumx Kol ;,we)\by Kol Ty EAAwy
Gy éxdoTov ouwdvupov (sc. 76 Brw,
as Philoponus, ad 4. 1. 3 a, mghtly
explains) to ,uepas éoriv
vovriws 8¢ ¢atrorTar Aéyovres oi
wepl "Avafaybpav Tois wepl ‘Epmedo-
KAéa" & pev ydp ¢nor wip kal Bwp
ral &épa ral iy oTorxela Téogapa
wat &mAG elvar pdrxov 3 adpra ral
boToly kal T& Towlra TEY Suotoue-
péw, of 3t TavTa uEv awAd kal oTo-
xeie, yiv 8¢ ral wip xal $8wp kal
aépa  glvlera- mavomwepular ~yap
elvar TodTwy (for they, the four
elements, are an  assemblage of
them, the determinate bodies).
Similarly, De Celo, iii. 8, 302 a
28: ’Avafaydpas & ’EumwedorAel
evavriws Aéyer wept TRV oTor elwy.
& pty yap wip kal yiy xel T4 0¥-
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by saying that, on account of the amalgamation of all
possible determinate substances, not one of these is per-

oToiX Tobrois oToxeld pnow e?vau
@Y o'w‘uarwu kol ovyreiobor woyr
&k 'rourwv, AVa.Eu'yépas 3¢ Todwav-
Tlov. T& yap oy,mo,u.epn mrmxeux
()\e'yw & oiov odpra kel boTotv Kal
T&Y TowlTwy elcacr'rov) aepa 8¢ kol
whp iy To0TWY Kol T@Y a}\?\wu
«r-:rep,u.d'rwv 1rcw'rwv elvau ydp éxd-
Tepoy abray & o.opwrwv buotopepdy
wdvrwv Yfpotspévev. In like man-
ner Simpl.,ink. ., sup. Vol. 1.p. 233,
1; 236, 1; cf. Theophr. H. Plant.
il 1, 4; ¢bid. ap. Simpl. Phys. 6 b;
Lucret. 1. 834 sq.; Alex. Aphr. De
Migt. 141 b ; ef. 147 b; Diog. il 8,
ete., vide p. 833 sq. This seems
to be contradicted by Arist. Me-
taph.i. 8,984 2, 11: AuaEwyépas 3¢
. arzfpuvs elval Pno T&s dpxds*

o-erbu yap Gmavra T 6,u.ow,uepr;,
Kaﬂcurep Y8wp % mwip, ofrw 'yry-
veoOar kol dméAAvobal ¢yot guyKpl-
oer ki Bwploer pdvor, EAAws &
ofre ylyvesBou ofir’ amdAAvoba,
&ANG Biapévew afie. But the words
kafdwep Jdwp ) wip may also s1gn1fy
that the conception of duowouepts
is explained through them by
Aristotle only in his own name;

while, at the same time, oxeddp in-
dlcates that Anaxagoras did not
reckon all which Aristotle includes
under this conception as primitive
substances (Breier, Philos. d. dnaz.,

40 sq., after Alexander, ad k. 1.);

or, still better, the words may be
an allusion to what has previously
been quoted from Empedocles : for
he maintains that all bodies of
equal parts, as well as the elements
(according to Empedocles), origi-
nate only in the given manner,
through combination and separa-
tion (cf. Bonmitz, in A £). The
passages, as Schwegler remarks,

only assert the same thing as the
fragment queted, p. 831, 1, and we
have no reason (with Schaubach,
p. 81) to mistrust the express
statements of Aristotle in the two
passages first quoted. Philoponus
indeed, Gen. et Corr. 3 b, contra-
dicts his statement with the asser-
tion that the elements also belong
o the class of things that have
equal parts. But this s of little
importance ; for if we may argue
from other analogies, this theory
has only been invented by Philo-
ponus from the Aristotehian con-
eeption of that which has equal
parts. The mode of conception
which Aristotle ascribes to Anaxa-
goras, moreover, perfectly agrees
with the general tendency of his
doctrine; sinece he supposes that
no quality, perceptible to sense,
appears in the original mixture of
substances, it may also seem to
him natural that, after its first
imperfect separation, only the
most universal qualities, the ele-
mentary, should be observable.
Moreover, Anaxagoras (vide tnfra)
does net suppose the four elements
to be equally primitive; but, first,
he makes fire and air separate
themselves, and out of fire and ;
air arise water and earth. When
Heracleitus, Alleg. Hom., 22, p. 46,
ascribes to Anaxagoras the theory
which is elsewhere ascribed to
Xenophanes——that water and earth
are the elements of all things (not
merely of men, as Gladisch says,
Anaz. w. d. Isr.)—he can only
have arrived at that incomprehen-
sible statement through the verses
there guoted from Euripides, the
supposed disciple of Anaxagoras.
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ceived in its distinctive individuality, but only that

is perceived wherein they all agree.!

Empedocles and

the Atomists hold that the organic is formed from the
elementary; Anaxagoras, conversely, that the elementary
is formed from the constituents of the organic. Aristotle
usually expresses this by asserting that Anaxagoras
maintained the bodies of similar parts (ta oposopep?)
to be the elements of things,? and later writers call his
primitive substances by the name of ouotopépsiar®

! Tn the same way perhaps that
seemingly colourless light arises
from the mixture of all coloured
lights.

2 Vide, besides the quotations
in the note before the last, Gen.
Anim. 1. 18, 723 a, b (on the opinion
that the seed must contain in itself
parts of all the members): & adrds
yap Abyos Zowev elvar ofTos TF
* Avakorybpov, 76 unbey yiyvesbar Tév
duotopepidyv.  Phys. i. 4, 187 a. 25:
Ametpa Td Te Spoopep ral Tavavria
(moiel "Avatary.). 1bid. iil. 4, 203 a,
19 : 8ot & &mepa wo0lor Td gTOL
xeia, kabdrep’ Avataybpas kal Anud-
kpiros, & utv éx T@Y buotouepdy 6 &
& THis mavamepulas TRV TXNRATWY,
T apfi owwexés Tb -Bwepov elval
oagw. Metaph. i. 7, 988 a, 28:
*Avakaydpas 8¢ Ty Tdv Supotopepdy
ametplay [&pxhy Aéyer]. De Cwlo,
jii. 4: wp@dToy ptv ody i odk EoTiw
drewpa [1& aTorxela] . . . Bewpnréov
kol wpTov Tobs mavTa T& Suoiopepd
orouxela wowdyTas, Kadrep *Avala-
yépas. Gen. dmim. il 4 sq., 740
b, 16, 741 b, 13, can scarcely be
quoted in this connection.

% The word is first met with in
Lucretiug, who, however, uses it,
not in the plural for the several
primitive clements, but in the sin-
gular, for the totality of these;

50 that 4 duotopépeta is synonymons
with 78 éuowopep? (so at least his
words seem to me best explained ;
Breier, p. 11, explains them some-
what differently); for the rest he
gives a sufficiently accurate ac-
count, i, 830 :—

nunc ef Anaxagore scrutemur ho-
MEOMErIAM,
quam Grait memorant, &c.

834 :-—

principio, rerum quom dicit homeeo-
meriam (al. principium rer.
quam d. hom.)

ossa videlicet e pauxillis atque
menutes '

ossibus hic, et de pauxillis atque
minuwlis

visceribus viscus gigni, sanguenque
creart

sanguinis inter se multis coduntibu’
guttis,

ex aurique putal micis consistere
posse

aurwmn, et de terris terram concres-
cere parvis '

ignibus ex ignis, wmorem umoribus
esse,

celera consimili fingit ratione pu-
tatque.

The plural éuotouépeia is first found
in later writers. Plut. Pericl. c.
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Anaxagoras himself cannot have employed these
expressions,’ for not merely are they wholly absent from
the fragments of his treatise,? but they can only be ex-
plained in connection with Aristotle’s use of language.?

4: yoiy . . . Gmokplyovra Tas Suoso-~
pepelas.  Sext. Pyrrh. iil. 83: Tois
1rsp2 Avag’a’yopow wasay a.m'GnT'r)u
wotbryTa wepl Tals o,u,owp.epeials éaro-
Aeimovew., Math. x. 25, 22 of yip
&Té,u.ous elwbvres 5,/.010,.Lepefas %)
u'yicous § 254. Diog. il 8: o.pxas‘
8¢ ras 6/,Loto,uepems na(?owrep yop éx
o xpn-y‘umwv )\e'yo,ueuwv TOY XPUTOY
o‘uuea"rdum, ov’rws éx Ty 15p,awy.eptfw
pucpGy gwudTwy TO wav cuyKerpi-
oo, S1mpl Phys 258 a: 65(5uel
8¢ Aéyew 6 Aua&' ., 071 6,uou TAVTWY
Svrov Xpn,uaxrwy kol HpepodvTwy TOV
dwetpor wpd TOU Xpdvoz/, Bau)\n@e)s [
KoouoTOLdS poUs Blaxpival To €Oy
(kinds of things, not as the word
has been translated, ¢ideas;’ it
seems to refer to Anaxag. Fr. 3).
#rep Suotopepeias KoAet, kivnow ab-
Tats &vewoinoer., Ibid. 33 a, 106
a, 10, and Porphyry and Themis-
tius, who are both cited by him
here (Phys. 16 b, p. 107 Sp.).
Philop. Phys. A, 10; Ibid. Gen. et
Corr. 3 b; Plut. Plae. i. 3, 8
(Stob i. 296) ’Am{a'y apxas
Ty Bvrwy Tas Spotopepeios dmedh-
varo, and af:er the reasons of this
theory bave been discussed : &mwd
700 oby O}LOLU. TG [.I.EPI] clvar év T
'rpo<pn Tols yevvwpévois Suotopepelas
abTas éxdAeoe.

! Schleiermacher was the ﬁrst
to announce this (on Diog. Werke,
iil, 2, 167; Gesch. d. Pkil. 43),
afterwards Ritter (low. Phil. 211,
269; Gesch. d. Phil. i. 303); Phi-
lippson YAy &vbp. 188 sqq.); Hegel
(Gesch. d. Phil. i. 359) ; and subse-
quently Breier (Phil. d. Anax. 1-54),
with whom modern writers almost

without exception agree, and whom
we chiefly follow in our exposition,
places it beyond a doubt by a
thorough enquiry into this whole
doctrine. The opposite theory is
held by all the earlier writers, and
by Schaubach, p. 89; Wendt, zu
Tennemann, i. 884 ; Brandis, 1. c.
245 (otherwise in Gesch d. Entw.
i. 128): Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil.
1. 79 ; Zévort, 53 sqq.

2 In places where we should
have expected the words 7& duoto-
uepij, as in Fr. i, 3, 6 (4), Anaxa-
goras has oméppara, or, still more
indefinitely, xphuara, Cf. Simpl.
De Calo, 268 b, 37 (Schol. 518 a,
39): ’Avafay. T& Ouotopeph oiov
odpra kol 86TOUY Kol TE TowbTa,
Gmep oméppara Exdhet.

3 Aristotle designates by the
name of dpoouepts { Gleichtheiliq) of
like parts, bodies which in all their
parts consist of one and the same
substance, in which, therefore, all
parts are of like kind with each
other and with the whole (ef. on
this point Gen. e¢ Corr. 1. 1, and
Philop. in k. I p. 382, 1; bid. 1.
10, 328 a, 8 sqq.; Part. Anim. ii.
2, 647 b, 17, where duotopepts and
70 pepos budvupoy T¢ §Ap express
the same idea. Alexander, De
Mizt. 147 b: c’woy.ow,uépﬁ ,u.%u T8
e Siapepdyrev [.Lepwu TUYeoTETA, BS
wpbawmwoy Kal xelp, & a,uom,u,epn 8¢ gdpk .
715 [7€] kal 8 607, uds ral m,ua Kol
PALY, BAws Gy To udpia Tols Brois
éori ovrdruua), and he distinguishes
from the &poouepés on the one
hand, the elementary (which, how-
ever, is reckoned with the éuoio-
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He certainly cannot have spoken of elements, for this
term was first introduced into philosophy by Plato and
Aristotle ;! and the primitive substances of Anaxagoras
are besides, in aceordance with what we have already said,
something different from the elements. His meaning
is rather that the substances of which things consist, are
in this, their qualitative determinateness, underived and
imperishable; and since there are innumerable things,
of which no two are perfectly alike, he says that there are
innumerable seeds, not one of which resembles another,?

pepés, sup. p. 332, 1, and De Celo,
iii. 4, 302 b, 17) ; and on the other,
the so-called organic in the nar~
rower sense. In this graduated
scale, formed by these three kinds,
he always indicates the lower as
the constituent and condition of the
higher; the éuotouepss consists of
the elements; the organie, of the
substances of like parts; to the
buotopepts belong flesh, bone, gold,
silver, &e.; to the organic, or of
unlike parts, the face, hands, &o.,
vide Part. Amim. ii. 1; De Gen.
Anim. 1. 1, 715 a, 9; Meteor. iv. 8,
384 a, 30; De Cwlo, iii. 4, 302 b,
15 sq., Hist. Anim. 1. 1: 7@y év Tols
{dois poplwy 7d pév éorw doidvlera,
8oa Bapeitar els bporopspd, oivy
odpkes eis odpras, T& 8¢ givbera,
8oa els dvopoiopeph, olov § xelp odr
els x€lpas droupetras odde 7O wpdow-
woy eis wpdowwa. Further details
in Breler, I e. 16 sqq.; Ideler on
the Meicor. I. ¢., where references
to Theophrastus, Galen, and Plo-
_ tinus, are given. In the discrimi-
nation of like and unlike parts,
Plato anticipated Aristotle (Prof.
329 D, 349 C); the expression
Guotopepls, it is true, does not oc-
cur, which is another proof of its
Aristotelian origin, but the idea

is there very decidedly: wdpra 8¢
Tabra uépia clvar &perdis, odx ds
T4 ToU Xxpuvgot pdpia Suoid éoTiv
BAAAAOLs Kol 78 GAw ob ubpid éoTiw,
GAN' &s T TOU mpogdmov ubpia kal
TG Ay ob ubpid EoTe kol &ANfAoLs
évépore. The comprehensive ap-
plication of this distinetion, how-
ever, which we find in Aristotle, is
wanting in Plato. According to
what has been said, the expla-
nation in the Placite, I. c.; Sext.
Math. x. 818 ; Hippol. Refut. x. 7,
of the Homoeomeries as 8uota 7ols
yevvwuévors, is incorrect.

1 Cf. p. 126, 1.

2 Fr. 6 (4): % obuubes wdvrawy
xpnpdTwr, Tob Te Odiepov kal Tob
Enpod, kal Tob Bepuod kal Tov Yuxpod,
kal Tob Aauwpod kal Tod {ogepob,
kal yfis moAARs évobans kal omep-
pdrwy drelpwy wANBovs 00d&y oixd-
Twy GANAAGis. 0DBE Ydp TEY dANwy
(besides the substances already
named, the 8epudy, &e.) 0ddey oixe
7§ érépy TO Erepov. Fr. 13 (6):
Erepoy odBév (besides vois) doTuw
Buowow odder! érépy Gmelpwy ddvrwy,
Fr. 8: érepov 8¢ oddéy éorw Bpoior
od8erl #AAw. The infinite number
of primitive matters is often men-
tioned, e.g.in Fr. 1 (inf. p.338,1);
e.g. Fr. 1; Arist. Metaph. 1.3, 7;
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but they are different in shape, colour, and taste.!
Whether this statement relates only to the various
classes of the original substances, and to the things com-
pounded from them, or whether the individual atoms
of matter of the same class are also unlike each other,
is not specified, and this question was probably not
entertained by Anaxagoras; nor is there any trace of his
having brought the infinitely heterogeneous character
of the primitive substances into connection with more
general metaphysical considerations;? it is most pro-
bable, therefore, that, like the Atomists, he founded it
merely upon the multiplicity of phenomena as shown
by experience. Among the opposite qualities of things,
we find the categories of the rare and the dense, the
warm and the cold, light and dark, moist and dry,
brought into especial prominence;® but as Anaxagoras

Phys. 1. 4, 1ii. 4; De Celo, 1ii. 4 p. 21, defend & elves, but this

(sup.p.332,1; 334, 1); De Melisso,
c. 2,975 b, 17, &e., vide Schaubach,
71 sq. Cieero, dead. 1i. 87,118, says
Anaxagoras taught: materiam in-
Jinitam, sed ex ea particulas similes
inter se minutas, but this is only a
wrong interpretation of the duoto-
wephi, which he no doubt took from
his Greek authority; in erder to
correspond with odd¢v dowdrwy in
Fr. 6, weshould here read dissimiles.
In favour of this conjecture we
might quote Aug. Civ. D. viil. 2:
de particulis inter se disstmilibus,
corpora  dissimilia (vide infra,
Anaxagorean School ; Archelaus).
1 Fp. 3: TouTéwy 8% ofitews éxov-
Twy xpi) Soxéew éveivar (thisreading,
suggested by Simpl. De Celo, 271
a, 81; Schol. 518 b, 45, is rightly
adopted by Schaubach and Mul-
lach: Brandis, p. 242; and Schorn,

VOL. II.

makes no proper sense), ToAAd Te
&al wavrole év ThoL Tols CvyKpvopé-
vois (this will be further discussed
later on) kal omépuata wirrwy
xXpnpdTwy kel idéas wavrolas Exovra
kal xpows kai Wdovds. On the
meaning of #dorh, vide Vol. I. p.
291, 2, and supra, p. 38, 1. Here
also it may be translated ¢ smell,
but ¢taste’ is much more appro-
priate. It is most probable, how-
ever, that the word, like the German
¢« Schimecken’ in  certain dialeets,
unites both significations without
any accurate distinetion.

2 Like that of Leibnitz, as-
cribed to him by Ritter, lon. Phkil.
218; Gesch. d. Phil. i. 307, that
everything maintains its individual
character through its relation to
the whole.

8 Fr. 6, p. 336,2; Fr. 8 (6):
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supposed the particular substances to be original, with-
out deriving them from one primitive matter, the per-
ception of these universal opposites cannot have the
same importance for him as for the Physicists of the
ancient Tonian School or for the Pythagoreans,

All these different bodies Anaxagoras then counceives
as originally mixed together, so completely and in such
minute particles, that not one of them was perceptible
in its individuality, and, consequently, the mixture
as a whole displayed none of the definite qualities of
things.! Even in derived things, however, he believes
the separation cannot be complete, but each must
contain parts of all;? for how could one come out of

&morplverar &mé e Tod dpaol Td
wukvdY, kel 4rd ToD PuxpoD TO Bepudy,
kol &md Tod (odepod TH Aaumpdy,
kal &md Tod Breped TO fmpbv. Fr.
19 (8): 7b pév wvkvdy kal Siepdv
ral Yuxpdy ral (opepby évfdde guve-
xcbpnoev, Evba viv H y7, T0 8¢ dpoudy
ol TO Bepudy xal Tb Enpdy Eexdpnoey
els T mpdow Tod aifépes. Vide p.
339, 1. It is no doubt in reference
to these and similar passages that
Aristotle, Phys. 1. 4 (sup. p. 334, 2),
calls the duotopepfj also évavria (cf.
Simpl. Phys. 33 b; bid. 10 a).

T Fr. 1 (opening words of his
treatise) : duov mdvra xphuara G,
#wepa kol wARBos kal oukpoTiiTa,
ral yap b cupdy Erepoy Hvo wal
whyTov Suod bvTwy oDdtr ebdnrov
(al. &dnroy) %y Iwd ouwporiiros.
Simplicius, who reports these words
in Phys. 33 b, repeats the first
clause on p. 106 a; but what he
there adds is his own emendation ;
Schaubach, therefore, is in error
when he makes a separate frag-
ment of it, p. 126. Similarly his
Fr. 17 b, ap. Diog. ii. 3 (as is

rightly maintained by Schorn, p.
16; Krische, Forsch. 64 sq.;
Mullach, 248), contains not the
very words of Anpaxagoras, but
merely an epitome of his doctrine,
connected with the commencement
of his treatise. On the otherhand,
Simpl. De Oelo, 271 a, 15 (Schol.
513 b, 32), has retained the words
which Mullach passes-over: “ &ore
Tir &moxpwonévwy ph eidévar TY
wAfbos ufiTe Adyw whre dpye.”  Fr.
6°(4): wplv 8¢ dworpwbivar TaiTa,
wdvTwy buot dvTwy, obdE poud
ednAos (&3.) 7y oddepln. dmexdAve
yap B ohputts mdvTwy xpnudrov,
ete. (vide p. 887, 1). The.expres-
sion éuot mdvra, which became a
proverb among the ancients, is
continually alluded to; eg. by
Plato, Phedo, 72 C; Gorg. 465 D ;
Arist. Phys. 1. 4 (supra, p. 331, 4);
Metapk. iv. 4, 1007 b, 25, x. 6,
1056 b, 28, xii. 2, 1069 b, 20 (cf.
also Schwegler); Schaubach, 65
sq.; Schorn, 14 sq.

2 Fr. 3, supra, p. 337, 1; cf.
Schaubach, p. 86; Fr. 5, infro,
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another if it were not in it ;

339

and how could the transition

of all things, even of the most opposite things, one into
another, be explained, if they were not all of them in

all 71

p-341,3; Fr.7(5): & movrl wayrbs
uolpa Eveort wAQw véov, Erre olor B
kaivdos & Fr.8, infra, p. 341, 8;
Fr. 11 (13): ob kexdpiorar 78 év
€l Kbouy obBE dronékomTor TEARET,
offre TO Bepudy dwd To Yuxpov ofiTe
7d buxpdy Gy Tob Gepuod. Fr. 12
(6), which is referred to in Theophr.
ap. Simpl. Phys. 35 b: év mavsl
wdyra 008¢ xwpls EoTv elvar,  aAAG
wdyra mavTds potpay peTéxer re 8¢
TobAdxteTor Y €T elvar, obr &y
ShvarTo xwpiobivar, 0bd v Mav &¢’
(Cod. D better: é¢° cf. Fr. 8)
éwvrol yevéghor, GAN Smep (or Brws)
wepl dpxiv, elvar (this word seems
to be correct) kal viv wdvra duot. év
waoL 8¢ woAAL ¥yeaTi kol TEV dmo-
kpwoudvwy teanAfifos &v Tols pelloot
Te kal éxdrroot (‘and in all things,
even those divided from the original
iuvtermixture, 7.e. individual things,
are substances of different kinds,
in the least, as much as in the
greatest” The same idea is thus
expressed at the commencement
of the fragment: Yoa:r woipai elgu
70D Te meydiov wat Tod suucpod).
This is frequently repeated by
Aristotle (vide the following notes).
Alex. De Sensu, 105 b; Lucret. 1.
875 sq. &e.; vide Schaubach, 114
sq., 88, 96; Philop. Phys. A 10,
and Simpl. Phys. 106 a, do not
express this quite correctly when
they say that in every Homeeomeria
all others are present.
1 Arist. Phys. iil. 4, 203 a, 23:
6 piv (Anaxag.) érioly T&v poplwy
elvar plype buolws TG wavrl 810 7o
bpgv érioby éE brovoly vyryvbuevor-
" &urebfey ip Fowce kal Spob wore

If, therefore, an object appears to us to contain

mdvta Xpfuare Gdvor elvar, oloy
i8¢ f odpt kat TOBe TO doTUDY Kal
ofrws brioty - kel wdvra Hpa. wal
Gua Tolvuv® dpxh vop ob pdvov &v
éndoTe éorl THs Bakploews, &AAY
kal wdvrov, ete., which Simpl. in
k. l.p. 106 a, well explains, fbid. 1.
4 (after the quotation on p. 331, 4):
el yap way pev Td ywlpevoy dvdyiy
Yiveabar B & Svrov 3) ér uy vrwy,
TolTwy 3¢ 7O péy ék ) Pyrwv
yivecbar a8bvator . . . T6 Rordy
530 cvuPalvaw & Gvdyanys évduioay
& Urrwv péy kol évumapxbyvrwy yl-
verfat, G104 wuepdTnTA 08 THY Iryrwy
& avaucOfiTev Hutv. 86 pact wav v
wapTi pepixBae dibrTt wav ek wartds
édpwy ywbuevor © palverfar &¢ Fia-
Gépovra Kol wpooayopedeabar Erepa
EANAA@y &k T0D udAid® fwepdyov-
Tos B wARbos v T pite Tév
dmelpwy” eihukpiv®s utv yap Erov
Aevkdy 3 péhar 3 yAuvry 3 odpra B
doToly obie elvar, Srov 8¢ wheioToy
&kacTov Exet, TolTo Sorelv elvar mhy
¢bay Tov wpdyuaros. In the Pla-
cite, 1. 3, 8, and Simpl. /. ¢, the
doctrine of the oSuotoneph is de-
rived more immediately from the
observation that in the nourish-
ment of our bodies the different
substances contained in the body
are formed from the same means
of nutrition ; but that Anaxagoras
was also thinking herein of the
transmutation of inorganic matter
ig shown by his famous assertion
that snow 1s black (that is, there
is in it the dark as well the light);
for the water of which it consists
is black (Sext. Pyrrk. i. 33; Cic.
Aead. 11, 23, 72, 31, 100, and after

zZ 2
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some one quality to the exclusion of other qualities,
this is only because more of the corresponding sub-
‘stance than of other substances is in it ; but in truth
each thing has substances of every kind in i%, though it
is named from those only which predominate.!

This theory is certainly not without difficulties. If
we accept the original mixture of matter in its strict
meaning, the mixed substances could not retain their
particular qualities, but must combine into a homo-
geneous mass; we should consequently have, instead of
a medley consisting of innumerable different substances,
a single primitive matter, to which none of the quali-
ties of particular substances would belong, like the
Infinite of Anaximander, to which Theophrastus reduces
this mixture of Anaxagoras,? or the Platonic matter, to
which it is reduced by Aristotle.® 1If, on the other

him Lactant. [ast. 1. 28 ; Galen,
De Simpl. Medie. ii. 1 B; xi. 461
Kiihn,  Sckal. in Iliad, 1. 161).
The sceptical propositions which
were deduced even by Aristotle
from the above theory of Anaxa-
goras will be discussed later on.
Ritter (i. 307) «explains the sen-
tence, ‘all is in -all,” to mean that
the activity of all primitive con-
stituents is in each of them; but
this seems to me compatible nei-
ther with the unanimous testimony
of the ancients, nor with the spirit
of Anaxagoras’s doctrine.

! Vide 1in addition to the two
last notes Arist. Metaph.i. 9,991 a,
14, and Alex. in A.l. A criticism
of Anaxaporas’s doetrine concern-
ing the Being of all things is to be
found in Arist. Phys. i. 4. The
distinetion between matter and
quality of which I have made use

for the sake of clearness is, of course
in this form, alien to Anaxagoras,
vide Breer, p. 48.

2 Vide sup., Vol. 1. p. 233, 1;
236.
3 Metaph. i. 8, 989 a, 30 (cf.
Bonitz, ad k. L): *Avafaydpas &
&7 Tis broAdBoc 8o Aéyew ororyela,
pdNeT by dmordBor kaTd Adyov, d
eketvos adrds pév ob difipbwoer, Aro-
ArovOnoe uévr bw & avdykns Tols
émdryovgy adrdy* Gre ~yap
odfey 7y admoxexpiuévoy, hAov Gs
odfty Gy &Anbes elmely kard THs
obolas éxelvys . . . ofite yap moiby
Tt 0ldy Te abrd elvai obire mooby obre
Tho T&y yip év uéper T Aeyouévewr
€iddy Imipxev by abrd, TovTO B8
addvaroy peurypévov e mdvrwy:
#0n vap by dmerékpiro . . . &k 8%
Tobrwy ovpBualver Néyew adTg Tas
apxos 76 Te & (robro Yyap &mAoiy
kal Guiyes) kal BdTepoy, ofov Tibepey
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hand, the determinate qualities of the substances are to
be maintained in the mixture, it becomes evident, as in
the system of Empedocles, that this would be impossible
unless the ultimate atoms were incapable of division or
of amalgamation with others; and thus we should arrive
at the indivisible bodies, which are likewise by some
writers aseribed to Anaxagoras.! Not only, however, is
he himself far from holding the theory of one uniform
primitive matter,?2 but he expressly maintains that the
division and increase of bodies goes on to infinity.?

7o &épioToy wply Gprobivar kal we-
Tacxely eldovs Twés. HoTe Néyerar
uév obT’ bpfds ofite capds, Bobrerar
pévror T mapamAfigior Tols Te Ho-
Tepoy Aéyovor kal Tols viv ¢awo-
w#évots uGAroy,

! Neverindeedin express words;
for Simpl. Phys. 35 b, only says
that the primitive substances do
not separate chemically, any fur-
ther; not that they cannot be
divided in regard to space. And
(ap. Stob. FEel. i. 856) it is evi-
dently by a mere transposition of
the titles that the atoms are at-
tributed to Anaxagoras and the
homeeomeries to Leucippus. Yet
some of our authorities seem to
look upon the homceomeries as mi-
nute bodies, e. ¢., Cicero in the
pagsage quoted sup. p. 336, 2; but
especially Sextus, who repeatedly
mentions Anaxagoras with the
various atomists, Democritus, Epi-
curus, Diodorus Cronus, Heraclei-
des and Asclepiades; and identi-
fies his duoopep? with the dromor,
the éndxtora ral duepl] oduara,
the #vapuot Syxor (Pyrrh. iii. 82;
Math. ix. 363, x. 318). That he
is here following older accounts,
we have the less reason to doubt,
since Hippol. Refut. x. 7, p. 500

D, agrees word for word with
Math. x. 318 ; and in an extract
from a Pythagorean, . e., a neo-
Pythagorean treatise, . x. 252,
we read: of yap &rduovs eimdyres
A bpoopepelas ) dykouvs 7 rowds
voyra ocdpara; similarly, ibid. 254,
Among modern writers Ritter (i.
305) is inclined to regard the pri-
mitive seeds as indivisible.

2 This is clear from our pre-
vious citations from Aristotle. We
may refer also, however, to Phys.
iil. 4 (sup. p. 334, 2), where apy
designates the mechanical combi-
nation, as distinguished from the
chemical (uffis); and to the dis-
cussion, Gen. et Corr. i. 10, 327 b,
31 sqq., where Aristotle evidently
has 1in view the Anaxagorean doc-
trine mentioned shortly before.
Stobzeus, Kel. i. 368, is thevefore
right when he says: ’Avafdy. 7és
kpdoes kot wapdleow yivestar TdY
aTorxelwy.

3 Br. 5 (15): obire ~ydp Tob
quiicpot yé éoTe T6 ye éndxioTov,
AN Enaooov del: TO yap édv olx
o 70 ph odx elvar (L Toufi odk
elyar. It is impossible that Being
should be anmihilated by infinite
division, as others maintain; vide
sup, Vol. I, 615; II 218): éara
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His primitive substances are, therefore, distinguished
from the atoms, not merely through their qualitative
determinateness, but through their divisibility. He
also contradicts, quite as emphatically, the second fun-
damental doctrine of the Atomistic system, when he
disputes, on insufficient grounds it is true, the presup-
position of empty space.! His opinion is, that the
different substances are absolutely mixed, without there-
fore becoming one matter ; Empedocles had alse main-
tained this in regard to the mixture of the elements in
the Sphaircs, perceiving, as little as Anaxagoras, the
latent contradiction.

But if a world is to be formed from these substances,
there must be in addition an ordering and moving
power, and this, as our philosopher believes, can only
lie in the thinking essence, in spirit or mind (Geist).?
The reasons for this theory are not given in a general
manner in the fragments of Anaxagoras’s treatise; but

kol TeD peydhov del éami uetlow ral
Yooy EoTl T@ opmukpd TAFdes (in-
crease has as many gradations as
diminution ; literally, there is as
much great as small). wpds éwyrd 5¢
Enaoréy Eomi kal uéya kol guuspdy,
el yap wav év wayrl, kol iy éx marrds
eurplverar, kal dwd 7o énaxiorov
dokéovros xwplbfoeral Tt EhaTrov
2icelyov, kol T péyioTov deiéoy amd
Twos éEerpllny éwvro? wellovos, Fr.
12 (16): 7udndywror uy ¥orw
elvat,

} Arist. Phys. iv. 6, 213 a, 22
of utv ody Bewvivar wepduevor Bri
otk oty [kevdr], obx ® BodrerTal
Aévew of dvfpwmot xevdy, Toir éte-
Aéyxovow, GAN GupapTdroyTes Aé-
yovowy, SHomep Avafaydpas wal of
Todror Tdv Tpdmoy  éhéyxovres.

émBeikviovor yap Gre Eore T 6 ddp,
arpeBAotyTes Tobs Gokods wail Seux-
vipres ds loxupds & ahp, xal vamo-
AauBdvovres év Tais khepvdpars (cf.
also p. 135, 3). Lucret. i. 843

nee tamen esse wlla idem [Anaxag.)
ex parte in rebus inane

concedit, neque corporibus finem esse
secandis.

2 8o I translate, with other
writers, the Nobs of Anaxagoras,
although the two expressions do
not exactly coincide in their mean-
ing; for the German language
containg no more exact equivalent.
The precise coneeption of wobs,
indeed, can only be taken from
the explanatiens of Anazagoras
hinself.
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they result from the characteristics by which mind is
distinguished from the various substances. These are
three—the singleness of its nature, its power, and its
knowledge. Everything else is mixed with all things,
mind must be apart from all, for itself; for only if it
is unmixed with other things, can it have all things in
its power. It is the rarest and purest of all things;
and for this reason it is in all essences entirely homo-
geneous; as to other things, no individual thing can
be like another, because each is componnded in a par-
ticular manner out of different substances. Spirit, on
the contrary, has no heterogeneous particles in it; it is,
therefore, everywhere self-identical; in one substance
there will be more, in another less of it ; but the smaller
mass of spirit is of the same nature as the greater;
things are distinguished only according to the quantity,
and not by the quality of the spirit inherent in them.!

L Fp. 8 (6871 m& ptv 8AAa mav-
T0s wolpay Exet, véos 8¢ éori Emwepov
wol adroxpards ral péuucrar obderd
xXphsaTt, dAAG povves abrds é¢
éwutol doTw. €l ph yap &P’ éwurod
v, GAAG Tew EuéuinTo &AM, peTEl-
xev by amdvror xpnpdrev, € éué-
pré Tew (& wavrl vyap waytds
polpo EveaTv, Bomep év Tals wpdodey
pot MérexTar) kal éediver by abrdy
7o ovupeurypéva, GHore pmdevds
xphuatos kparéew duolws, ds wal
wobvoy Eyra, 8¢ éwured. EoTiydp
AewTéTardy Te wdyvTwy XpnudTwy
kol kabapdraroy . . . TAYTATAC!
3¢ 6By awokplveras érepoy &mwd Tob
érépov wAYw wvdov. wdos 8¢ was
Buoids éore kal & pélwv ral 6 éndo-
cwv. Erepoy B¢ odBéy éaTiv Buowoy
obBerl AN, GAN drewy (so Preller,
Hist. Phil. . Gr.-Rom. § 53, and

Mullach, instead of 87w ap. Simpl.
Phys. 33 b) wheiara &, Tadra év-
SAdTara §v Exacrov éoTl kol Fw.
The same 1is repeated by later
writers in their own mode of ex-
pression; cf, Plato, Crat. 413 C:
elvas 8¢ 7d Slauov b Aéyer’ Avatayd-
pas, volv elvar TobT0* adTokpdTopa
yop abrdy byra kal odferdl peprypé-
vov mdvTa ¢qely abrdy koocucly T4
wpdrypora Sib wavTwy ivra.  Arist.
Metaph. i. 8 (sup. p. 340, 3); Phys,
viil. 8, 256 b, 24 : there must be
gomething that moves, and is itself
unmoved. b ai ’Avafaydpas bp-
Bds Aéyer, TOv vobv dmadR Qdokwy
wel Gueyl] elvat, émeldfimep wivfioews
dpxiw abrdy woiel elvar: ofirw yap
4y pdvos wwoly &xtymros dv rkal rpo-
Toly dueyhs &v. De An. i. 2, 405
a, 13: 'Avakaydpas & . . . doxhv
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To spirit must also belong absolute power over matter,

the motion of which can only proceed from spirit.!

It

must, lastly, possess an unlimited knowledge,? for only
through its knowledge is it in a position to order all
things for the best:?® woils must, therefore, be simple,
because it could not otherwise be all-mighty and om-
niscient, and it must be all-mighty and ommniscient,
that it may order the world: the fundamental idea of
the doctrine of vobs, and the idea chiefly brought for-

ye Tov voby Tiletau pdAicTa TdrTWY
uévov yoiy ¢noly adTov TéY bvrwy
- amhoby elvar kol duyR Te wal ka-
Bapdy; 405 b, 19: *Avaf. 8¢ udvos
aradi} ¢pnoty elvaw OV vovy Kal kot
vov odfsy odfevl TEY EAAwy Exew.
Totofros § dv wds yropiel kal Sl
T airiov, o’ éreivos elpmuev,
obr’ i Tiv elpnuéver ocuvudavés
dorw. Ibid. i, 4, 429 a, 18:
avdyin Ypo, émel mwdvTa voel, Guryi
elvar, Gowep ¢moly ’Avaforybpas, fva
xpatfi, TobTo & éoTiy, Wa yrwpi(y
(this is Aristotle’s own comment) :
wapeupayouevoy yap KwAber TH GA-
Nérpov kal dvmippdrTer. By the
apathy which is attributed to »ois
in some of these passages Aris-
totle understands its unchange-
ableness; for, according to Metaph.
v. 21, he describes as wafés a
woloTys wad %y aAAoobolar Evdéxe-
rat (cf. Breier, 61 sq.). This
quality is a direct conmsequence of
the simpleness of wobs; for since,
according to Anaxagoras, all
change consists in a change of the
parts of which a thing is composed,
the simple is necessarily unchange-
able. Aristotle may therefore have
derived this conception from the
words of Anaxagoras quoted above.
But Anaxagoras may perhaps him-
self have spoken of it. In this

gualitative unchangeableness, how-
ever, there is not as yet the im-
movableness in space, the axfvnrov
which Simpl., Phys. 285 a, derives
from Aristotle. Further evidence
repeating that of Aristetle ap.
Schaubach, 104.

! Alter the wordg “ kal Kafapd-
Taroy,” Anaxagoras continues, Fr.
83: kal yvduny ye wepl mavTds wasay
{oxet kal ioxber péyigrov. boa Te
Yuxp Exer kal 76 ué(w kal Ta ENdoow
wdvTwv véos kparéer. wal Tis wepi-
xXwphotos Ths cupndans vbos éxpd-
Tyoey, boTe mepixwphioar Thy dpxhy.
Cf. note 3, and p. 343, 1. The in-
finity which is ascribed to it in the
last passage seems chiefly to refer
to the power of vobs.

2 Vide previous note, and the
following words: kal 7& cvputoyd-
pevd Te kal dmoxpurdueve kal dia-
npwwbpeva wdyra Eyve réos (which
are also quoted by Simpl. De Czlo,
271 a, 20 ; Schol. 513 b, 35).

3 Anaxagoras continues: xal
éxota Euerier Eoecbor kal bwola Ay
kal Gooa voy &1L kal ékoia Eora,
wdyra drendopnoe véos: kal THY wepL-
Xdpnow Tabryw, fp viv mepixwpée
Td Te doTpa kal b fiitos kal §) derfry
xal 6 a3p kal & aibhp oi &mwoxpvi-
wevor,  Cf. what is guoted, Vol. I.
286, 1, from Diogenes,
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ward by the ancient writers,! lies in the conception of
world-forming force. We must, therefore, assume that
this was actually the point from which Anaxagoras
attained his doctrine. He knew not how to explain
motion, by means of matter as such;? and still less the
regulated motion which produced a result so beautiful
and so full of design as the world. He would not have
recourse to an irrational Necessity, nor to Chance,® and
0 he assumed an incorporeal essence, which has moved
and ordered matter: that he really had such an essence
in view * cannot well be doubted, as his emphatic asser-

! Plato, Phedo, 97 B (inf. p.
351, 1); Laws, xii. 967 B (ibid.);
Crat. 400 A: v 3¢; kal v Tdv
A wy amdvrwy Glow od maTebes
’Avakarydpa vody kal yuxihv elvar Ty
Swkogpovoay kal Exovoav; Arist.
Metaph. i. 4, 984 b, 15: the most
ancient philosophers knew only of
material causes; in course of time
it became evident that to thess a
moving cause must be added ; and
at last, after prolonged enquiry, it
was acknowledged that both were
insufficient to explain the beauty
and design of the system and course
of the universe: votv 3% Tis elmdy
évelvas kabdmep év Tols (ois ral év
Th ¢ploer Tdy alrioy Tob Kdopov Kal
THs Tdiews wdans, olov vidwy épdy
wap ekl Aéyovras Tobs wpdrepow.
Plut. Pericl. c. 4: 7ols BAows mpdTos
o Thxny obd évdykny, dakooud-
gews Gpxhy, GAAL wody éméoTnoe
kabapdy xal GrpaTov, éuueurypévor
T0ls &ANoLs, &roxplvovra Tas Suoio-
uepelas. Further details p. 346 sq.,
and in Schaubach, 152 sqq.

? This is clear from the state-
ment to be mentioned later on,
that the primitive mixture before
the working of mind upon it had

been unmoved; for it is in, that
primitive state that the essence of
the corporeal presents itself purely
and absolutely. What Aristotle
quotes (Phys. iii. 5. 205 b, 1) con-
cerning the repose of the infinite
does not belong here.

8 That he explicitly repudiated
both is asserted by later writers
only : Alex. Aphr. De 4n. 161 a,
m (De Fato, e.2): Aéyeryop (Avak.)
pndéy ToY yiwouévwy yivesbar ko
eluapuérmy, GAN elvar kevdy ToUTO
Tobvopa. Plut. Plac. i. 29, 5 (Stob.
Eel. i. 218 ; Theodoret, Gr. 4ff.
Cur. vi. p. 87): ’Avatay. kol of
Stwikol #dniov alriav évfponive
Aoyiou@ (i Toxmw). In point of
fact, however, the statement con-
tains nothing improbable, even
though the words employed by our
authorities may not be those of
Anaxagoras. Tzetz. in Il. p. 67,
cannot be quoted against it.

* As is asserted by Philop. De
An. ¢, 7, 9; Procl. in Parm. vi.
217 Cous. ; and is presupposed by
all philosophers from Plato on-
wards, according to their idea of
vods. Vide especially Aristotle, p.
348,
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tion of the pre-eminence of mind above all else can rest
on no other basis; and though it may not be wholly
due to the inadequacy of his language, that the con-
ception of the Incorporeal comes out vaguely in his des~
cription!—though he may actually have regarded spirit
as a more subtle kind of matter, entering into things
in extension 2——this does not interfere with his general
purpose.  Our experience affords no other analogy for
incorporeality and for design towards an end than that
of the human spirit; and it is, therefore, quite natural
that Anaxagoras should define his mowing cause, ac-
cording to this analogy, as thinking. But because he
primarily required spirit only for the purpose of ex-
plaining nature, this new principle is neither purely
apprehended, nor strictly and logically carried out. On
the one side, spirit is deseribed as a nature that knows
and exists for itself,* and thus we might suppose we had
reached the full coneeption of spiritual personality, of
free, self-conscious subjectivity; on the other hand, it
is also spoken of as if it were an impersonal maftter, or

an impersonal foree; it is called the subtlest of all

! Vide énfra and Zévort, p. 84 sphere as surrounded by the Deity,
can scarcely be considered free from
them. When, therefore, Kern, Ueb.
Xenophanes, p. 21, finds no proof

&

2 The proof of this lies partly

in the words Aemrdraror wdvrwy

xpnpdrer (Fr. 8, p. 343), but espe-
cially in what will immediately be
cheerved on the existence of rois
in things.

2 The same half-materialistic
presentations of wvods are also to

be found among philosophers who

in theory maintain the opposition
of mind and matter most empha-
tically. Aristotle, for instance,
when he conceives the terrestrial

that Apazagoras taught an im-
material prineiple unextended in
space, this does not touch the
matter. He probably did not teach
it in so many words, but his design
is nevertheless to distinguish vovs
in its pature from all composite
things.

4 wotwos €@ Ewured éoTi (Ir.
8),
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things,! it is said that parts of it are in particular
things,? and the amount given is designated by the ex-
pressions ¢ greater and lesser spirit,’? while no specific
distinction is observed between the lowest stages of life
and the highest stages of rationality.* Though we
ought not to conclude from this that Anaxagoras of set
purpose wished to represent spirit as impersonal, these
traits will prove tbat he had mot as yet the pure idea
of personality, nor did he apply it to spirit; for an
éssence, parts of which inhere in other essences as their
soul, cannot with any propriety be called a personality ;
and when we further observe that precisely the dis-
tinctive tokens of personal life, self-conscionsness and
free self-determination, are nowhere ascribed to vods,”
that its existence for self (Fiirsichsein) primarily re-
lates only to the singleness of its nature, and would
hold good just as much of any substance with which no
other substances are mingled;® finally, that knowledge:
was nob unfrequently attributed by the ancient philo-
sophers to essences which were indeed temporarily per-

b Sup. 346, 2.

2 Fr, 7, where also the second
vées can only be understood of a
wofpa wvbov. Arist. De 4a. i. 2,
404 b, 1: ’Avafaybpas & Hrvov
diwncapel wept abTdy (on the nature
of the soul). moAAaxod wéy Hép 70
altioy ToU KaAds kal &pBds Tov voiy
Aéryer, Erépwbi 8¢ TobTor clvar THy
Yuxhv &y Gmact ydp adrdy Imdpxey
T0ts (wous, kol umevdAors Kal mikpols

“kal Tiwlors kel Grpwrépos.  Cf.
what was quoted from Diogenes,
Vol. L. p. 287, 1, 7.

3 Fr. 8; ef. p. 343.

t Cf, sup. note 2.

5 For adroxparys, Fr. 8, and

the similar expressions of the va-
rious aecounts (sup, p. 343) des-
cribe, indeed, like the one quoted
p. 344, 1, absolute power over
matter, but not freewill; and so
the knowledge of Neiis chiefly re-
lates to its knowledge of primitive
substances, and what is to be
formed out of them. Whether
Nous is a self-conseious Ego, and
whether its action procecds from
free will, Anaxagoras probably
never thought of asking, because
he only required Nobs as world-
forming force.

& As is clear from the connee-
tion of Fr. 8 just quoted.
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sonified by them, but were not seriously regarded as
persons, as individuals;! when all this is borne in mind,
the personality of the Anaxagorean spirit becomes very

urcertain.

The truth probably is, that Anaxagoras de-

fined, indeed, his conception of wods according to the

! Thus Heracleitus, and after-
wards the Stoics, regarded fire as
at the same time the world-intelli-
gence; Heracleitus represents man
as inhaling reason from the sur-
rounding air; with Parmenides
thought is an essential predicate of
Being, of the universal material
substance; Philolaus describes
number as & thinking nature (sup.
Vol. I. p. 371, 2), and Diogenes
(Vol. L. p. 287, 7) Delieves he can
transfer all that Avaxagoras had
said of mind simply to the air,
Even Plato may be mentioned in
this connection, for his world-soul
is eoneeived according to the ana-
logy of human personality, bub
with a very uncertain personality
of its own ; and at the beginning
of the Critias, he invokes Cosmos,
the derived god, to impart to the
speaker true knowledge. Wirth
(d. ldes Gottes, 170) objects to the
two first of these analogies, that
Heracleitus and the Eleaties, in
the conceptions just referred to,
transcend their own principles;
but our previous exposition will
serve to show how untrue this is.
He also discovers, in my view of
Disgenes, merely a proof of the
bias, whieh will see nothing but
Pantheism everywhere in philoso-
phy (as if the doctrine of Diogenes
would not have been truly panthe-
istic, and in that case only, if he had
made the personal Deity into the
substance of all things), For my
part, I do not see what we are to
understand by a person, if the air

of Diogenes, the matter from which
all things are formed by condensa-
tion and rarefaction, can bé so re-~
garded. That it must be a person,
because ‘ the self-conscious prinei-
ple in man is air, is more than a
hazardous inference. In that case,
the air of Anaximenes, the warm
vapour of Heracleitus, the round
atoms of Democritus and Epicurus,
the corporeal in the doctrine of
Parmenides and the blood in that
of Hmpedocles—would each be a
self-conscious personality. It by
no means follows from what I have
said that Diogenes was ‘mot in
earnest’ when he asserted that the
air has knowledge ; he is certainly
in earnest, but is still so far from
clear conceptions on the nature of
knowledge, that he supposes that
thisquality,justasmuchas warmth,
extension, ete., may be attributed
to lifeless, impersonal matter. But
if matter is thereby necessarily
personified, there is still a great
difference between the involuntary
perscnification of that which s in
itself impersonal, and the conscious
setting up of a personal prineiple.
Still less can be proved by the
mythical personification of patural
objects, which Wirth also quotes
against me: if the sea was per-
sonified as Oceanus and the air as
Here, the~e gods were diseriminated
from the elementary substances by
their human forms. Water as such,
air as such, were never regarded
ag persons, either by Homer or
Hesiod. '
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analogy of the human mind, and in attributing thought
to it, ascribed to it a predicate which strictly belongs
only to a personal being ; but that he never conseiously
proposed to himself the question of its personality, and,
in consequence, combined with these personal concep-
tions others which were taken from the analogy of
impersonal forces and substances. Were it even true,
as later writers! maintain, probably without foundation,?
that he describes vods as Deity, his theory would be only
on one side theistic; on the other it is naturalistic, and
its peculiar character is shown in this: that spirit, in
spite of its distinetion in principle from the corporeal,
is also conceived as a force of nature, and under such
conditions as could apply neither to a personal nor to a

purely spiritual nature.?

! Cic. dcad. ii. 87,118 in or-
dinem adductas [ particulas] a mente
diving. Sext, Math. ix, 6; woby,
8s éoTi ot adToy Bebds. Stob. Eel.
i. 56 ; Themist. Orat. xxvi. 317 ¢;
Schaubach, 152 sq.

# For not merely the fragments,
but the majority of our testimonies
are silent on this point; and those
which allude to it are hot very
trustworthy about such things.
The question, however, is not very
important, since Nobs, in any case,
does, in faet, correspond with
Deity.

8 Wirth says, /. c., that <in the
doctrine of Anaxagoras there is &
theistic element.” 1 have not the
least ground for demying this, nor
have I denied it, as he supposes, in
the Jakrd. d. Gegemw. 1844, p. 826.
All that T maintained, and do main-
tain, is this: that the breach be-
tween spirit and nature, though
begun by Anaxagoras, was not

completed, that spirit is not actu-
ally conceived as a subject inde-
pendent of nature, because though,
on the one hand, it is represented
as incorporeal and thinking; on
the other, it is regarded as an ele-
mert divided amonhg individual
natures, and working after the
manner of a physical force.
Krische, Forsch. 65 sq., expresses
himself quite in aceordance with
this view. Gladisch, however
(dnax. w. d. Isr. 56 ; xxi. ef pass.},
and F. Hoffmann ( Ueber die Got-
tesidee des Anax. Socr. u. Platon,
Wirzb. 1860. Der dualistische
Theismus des Anax, und der BHo-
notheismus d. Sokr. w. PlL; in
Fichte's Zeitschrift f. Philos N. F.
x1. 1862, p. 2 sq9q.) have attempted
to prove that our philosopher’s
doctrine of God was pure Theism,
But neither of these writers has
shown how the pure and logically
developed conecept of personality
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This will become still clearer when we perceive that
even the statements concerning the efficient activity of

spirit are chargeable with the same contradiction.

So

far as spirit is to be an intelligent essence which, out of
its knowledge and according to its predetermined pur-
pose,! has formed the world, the result must have been
for Anaxagoras a teleological view of nature ; for as the

is compatible with the statement
that Novs is divided among all
living creatures, and that the va-
rious classes of these creatnres are
distinguished indeed by the guan-
tity, but not by the quality of this
vovs inhering in them. Hoffmann,
however, expressly allows that the
two things are not compatible (.
Zeitschrift, p. 25); but when he
deduces from this that we eannot
< geriously ascribe to Anaxagoras
the doctrine that Nofs is a essence
which has parts and can be divi-
ded, so that parts of it abide in
other natures as their soul, this is
(if we may say so without offence)
to turn the question upside down.
What may be ascribed to Anaxa-
goras we can only judge of from
his own statements, which, in this
case, are explicit enough; and if
these statements are not altogether
compatible with each other, we can
only coneclude that Anaxagoras was
not quite clear about the conse-
quences of his own point of view.
All that I maintain is this: Ido
not deny that Anaxagoras conceived
his Novus as an intelligent nature,
working according to design; but
I do deny that he combined with
the conception of such a nature, all
the presentations which we are ae-
customed to connect with the idea
of a personal being, and excluded
all those which we exclude from

that idea; and that he may have
proceeded in this way (not, as Hoffm.
F. Zeitschrift, 26, says, must have
done 50), I conclude, among other
reasons, from the ecircumstance,
that many noteworthy philosophers
have actually taken this course.
To find fanlt with this opinion of
mine on the score of ‘Halbheit’
(I. e. 21) is strange; if I say that
Anaxagoras remained bhalf-way,
this is something different from
my remaining half-way. But my
adversary has not sufficiently dis-
criminated the historical question :
how did Anaxagoras conceive the
Deity as vovs? from the dogmatic
question, how ought we to conceive .
it? ‘Whereas it is quite immate-
rial for our conception of the person-
ality of God, whether Anaxagoras
and other ancient philosophers had
or had not this conception, and
whether they apprehended or de-
veloped it more or less purely or
imperfectly.

! This is indicated in the words
(p. 344, 8): brola EneAdey Eoeo-
Ba: diexdounoe vdos. Anaxagoras
perhaps also spoke of mind as sus-
taining the universe,cf. Suid. ’Ava-
tay. (Also ap. Harpokration, Ce-
dren. Chron. 158 C): vody wdytwy
¢ppovpdy elmer. But it does not
follow that he himself employed
the expression, ¢ppovpds.
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spirit itself is conceived after the analogy of the human
spirit, so must its operation be conceived; its activity
is the realisation of its thoughts through the medium
of matter —activity working to an end. But the physical
interest is much too strong with our philosopher to allow
of his being really satisfied with the teleological view
of things; as the idea of spirit has been in the first
instance forced upon him by the inadequacy of the
ordinary theories, g0 he makes use of it only in cases
where he cannot discover the physical causes of a phe-
nomenon. As soon as ever there is a prospect of arriving
at a materialistic explaration, he gives it the preference;
spirit divides matter, but it does this in a mechanical
manner, by the rotatory movement it produces; all
things are then developed according to mechanical
laws from the first motion, and spirit only enters as a
Deus ex machina wherever this mechanical explanation
fails.!  Still less, even when it is present, is any special

1 Plato, Phedo, 97 B: AN  kal &vayryvdoxwr 6pd Bvdpa T4
&rovaas uéy more éx PifAiov Twds, pév v@ odBty xpduevoy o00dé Twwas
&s €pn *Avokaybpov, dvayryvdoroy-  airies érairidpevoy els To Siakompuely
Tos kai Aéyovtos, s Hpa vois éoTly T& wpdypara, 4épas 8¢ kal aibépas
& Skoou@y Te kol wdvrwv aimios, kel Udara altiduevoy kal GANL TOAAS.
Tadry 8% 7fi oitip fobqy Te kai kol &rome, ete.; Laws, xii. 967 B:
&oté por Tpémov Twd &b Exew Tb Kol Tves €réApwv TovTd ye adrd
Tdv vedy elvar wdvtwv airiov, kol wapucivduvelew wal Tére, Aéyovres
7‘]7710‘05/.&771/, et Tobf of}’rws ’e’xez, Ty s vois €ln 6 Sranekoogunrds mwdv§
e voly rcoo’/,wvuv'a wdyre kal Ekac- Goa kar’ obpavdy. of 8¢ abrol wdAw
Toy nGeVaL TatTy 8y b Be}vrw'm auaprdvovres Yuxfs ¢loews . . .
exn € avv TIS Bou}\om) Ty airloy  dmar® Gs elmely ¥mos dvérpeday
edpeiv wepl éxdaTov, bmy yiyveraw ) wdAw, éavrobs 8¢ woAY uAAAoy  Td
&méAAvral ﬁ Eo7i, TovTO Belv 1rep) yap B mpd Thy bupdrey wdvre
abTod evpew gy ,Ba\mmrou abrg  abrols épdvn Ta Ko’ odpavdy Pepd-
éotiv '3) elvar ) dANo bTiofv wdoxer meva peoTd elvor Atbwy kal yis kal
3 woely, ete.; but when I came to moAAGY EAAwy Gfixwy cwudrey dia-
know his treatise better (98 B), veubprov T&s aitias mwaytds Tob
&md 8% BavuaoTis eAwidos, & éraipe, Kdouov, Aristotle’s language is
Sxbuny  pepbuevos, émedh mwpoidw quite in accordance with this. On
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réle assigned to it in the world. Anaxagoras not only
is silent as to any personal interference of the Deity in
the course of the unmiverse, but we find in him no
trace ! even of the thought of a Divine government—

the one hand he acknowledges that
an esseptially higher principle was
discovered in wovs, that in it all
things are referred to the Good, or
final cause, but on the other he
complains, partly in the words of
the Phedo, that in the actual de-
velopment of the system the me-
chanical causes are brought for-
ward and mind is onlyintroduced as
a stop-gap. Besides the quotations
on p. 344, &; 346, 6, vide Metaph.
i. 8, 984 b, 20: of utv ody olTws
tmorauBdrvorres (Anax.) Guw Tob
xak@ds Thy aittar Gpxhv elvar Tov
SvTwy Eeoor kal THy TowadTyy G0y
% wlynots dmdpxer Tols odaw (cf. c.
6 end.); xii. 10, 1075 b, §: ’Ava-
Eaybpas D& ©s kwoty TO dryabdy
Gpxhv* & yip vobs ruwet, BANG Kiwel
€vexd Twos; xiv. 4, 1091 b, 10:
TH yeyviioay mp@Toy UpioTov Tibar
. . . EuwedoxAfls Te ral Avafoayd-
pas. But on the contrary he says,
in chap. i. 4, 985 u, 18: the an-
cient philosophers have no clear
congeiousness of the import of
their principles —’Avafarydpas Te
yap pnxorfi xphtar T@ v@ mwpds Thy
koopomorlay, kal Brav amosfoy, did
Ty airiav & avdyuns éorl, Tére
wapéhrer adrdv, év B¢ Tols &AAois
wdyra paAloy alTidTor TOY yryvo-
wévev ) vovw, C.7,988 b, 6: 7>
8 ob Evexa af mpdEets kal af ueraBo-
Aal kol af Kiyfioets, Tpdwoy uéy Tuwo
Aéyovaiy alriov, ofrw (as final
cause) 8 ob Aéyovow, ov¥ Sywep
wéyurer. ol pév yop vody Aéyovres
N piNav &s Gyabdv uév 71 Tabras
Tds airlas Tiféaocw, ob phy Gs
Evexd ve Tobrwy ) v § yryvbuervdy

T 7@y BvTwy, GAN s &wd TodTwY
Tas kvfoas oboas AMéyovow. Later
writers who repeat the judgment
of Plato and Aristotle are cited by
Schaubach, p. 105 sq. In this
place it will suffice to quote Simpl.
Phys. 73 b: wal Avak. 8¢ Tdv voly
edoas, &bs ¢pnow Ebdnuos, kal adTo-
pariov T4 ToANL cuvicTyo.

t The Placite attributed to
Plutareh, i. 7, 5 (also ap. Eus, Pr.
Ev. xiv. 16, 2), say, indeed: 6 &
*Avataydpas ¢pnoly, bs eloThret kar’
dpxts To oomare vols [8¢] abra
diekbounce Oeod kal Tas yevéoers
T&v SAwy émolnoer, and after men-
tioning the similar exposition of
Plato (in the Timeus) it is added :
Kowds odv Guaprdvovew duddrepor,
bri v Bedv émolncar émicTpediue-
vov &y dvlowrivey, % kal TolTov
xdpw Tov rbouoy karackevdorra’
T yap pandpiov rkal &pbaprov (Gov

. &nov by wepl Thy owvexiy Ths
Blas eddapovias kal pbapatas dve-
moTpedés Eori Tdv  Avfpwrivey
wpaypdrwy*  kokodalpwy 8 By <y
épydrov Bikmy wal TékToves dxbo-
Gopidv ral pepyuviv els Thy Tob kdo-
wov kerackeviy, But to see in
this passage ‘an explicit and
clear testimony of Plutarch, which
makes. all further enquiry super-
fluous,” to believe that ¢ Plutarch
ascribes so definitely to Anaxa-
goras the superintending care of
vods, even in human affairs, that
he even makes it a ground of cen-
sure to this philosopher’ (Gladisch,
dnazx. d. u. Isr. 123 ; cf. 163), re-
quires all the prejudice and hasti-
ness into which the lively desire



EFFICIENT ACTIVITY OF SPIRIT.

3

53

of that belief in Providence which had such great im-

portance with philosophers

to substantiate a favourite opinion
often betrays writers not otherwise
deficient in learning or in the art
of methodical enguiry. Glalisch
knows as well as any of us that
the Placita, in their present form,
are not the work of Plutarch, but
a mueh later compilation, patched
together from various, and some-
times very doubtful, sources; be-
sides, he cannot be so nnacquainted
with Plutarch’s theological views
as not to admit that it would be
impossible for him to have raised
sueh objections against the DLelief
in Providence, and especially
against Plato’s conception of it;
he can scarcely dispute that the
Kpicurean origin of this belief
appears absolutely certain at the
first glance (ef. with the passage
we are considering the quotations
in Part 1L a, 870-3%0, 2nd ed.);
and yet he speaks as though we
were here concerned with the un-
doubted testimony of Plutarch.
The supposed Plutarch does not
even say what Gladisch finds in
him: he only gives as Anaxagoras’s
own statement the same passage as
all other writers, viz., that the
Divine Novs formed the world:
when he attributes to Anaxagoras
the Dbelief in a Divine Providence
over men, this is simply an infer-
ence of the Epicurean who was
enabled by it to apply the usual
objections of his school against
that belief, to the Anaxagorean
doctrine. This inference, however,
has as historical evidence no higher
valuethan, for example, the equally
Epicurean exposition in Cie. V. D.
i. 11, 26 (cf. Krische, Forsch. 66),
according to which vois is a (Gov
endowed with semsation and mo-
VOL. 1L A A

like Socrates, Plato, aud

tion. When Gladisch further (p.
100 sq., 118) puts into the mouth
of our philosopher the propositions
that there is nothing out of ordez
and irrational in nature; that vods
as the arranger of the universe is
also the author of all whieh is
usually regarded as evil,—this is
more than can be proved. Arist.
Metaph. xii. 10, 1075 b, 10, blames
Anaxagoras indeed because 7o
&vartioy uy woricar TG &yadd Kal
¢ vg, but we ought not to con-
clude from this that he referred
evil also to the causality of wobs,
for it is likewise possible that he
never attempted to solve the
problem of the existence of evil;
and Metaph. 1. 4, 984 b, 8 sqq.,
32 sq., unmistakeably favours the
latter view. The passage in Alex.
ad. Metaph. 4 b, 4; Bon. 553 b,
1 Br. : *Avataydpe B& & vous Tob €b
Te Kal Kakds puovoy Ty moyTikby
altioy, ds elpneey (sc. ‘ApioTor.),
would in no case prove much, for
it would merely be an inference,
and by no means a necessary infer-
ence, from the prineiples of Anax-
agoras (for Anaxagoras might
equaily well have dérived evil from
matter, as Plato did). It is, how-
ever, manifest (as even Gladisch
inelines to admit) that we ought
here to read © kar@s ” for ¢ kanis.”
Arist. Metaph 1. 3, 984 b, 10, and
Alexander himself, p. 25, 22 Bon.
537 a, 30 Br. describe the vobs of
Anaxagoras as the cause of the
al keAos. Still less can be inferred
from Themist. Phys. 68 b (413 Sp.):
¢ According to Anaxagoras nothing
irrational and unordered finds place
in pature” He is rather in this
passage opposing Anaxagoras frora
his own standpoint.
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the Stoics. Whether this be matter for praise or blame,
in any case it proves that the inferences which would
result from the conception of an cmniscient framer of
the world, ordering all things according to set purpose,
were very imperfectly drawn by him; that he conse-
quently cannot have apprehended this conception itself
purely, or made clear to himself all that it involves.
Anaxagoras’s doctrine of spirit is thus, on the one side,
the point to which the realism of the older natural
philosophy leads up beyond itself; but on the other
side, the doctrine still rests to some extent on the
ground of this realism, The eause of natural Becoming
and Motion is sought for, and what the philosopher
finds is spirit; but because he has sought this higher
principle primarily for the purpose of explaining nature,
he can only employ it imperfeetly ; the teleological view
of nature is immediately changed into the mechanical
view. Anaxagoras has, as Aristotle says, the final cause,
and he uses it merely as motive force.

2. Origin and System of the Universe.

In order to form a world out of the original chaos,
Mind first produced at one point of this mass a rotatory
motion, which, immediately spreading, involved in its
action an ever-increasing portion of the mass, and ex-
tended itself further and further.! This motion,

Y Fr. 8 (sup. p. 343, 1): kal
Tis Teprxwphaios Ths cvuTdons vois
ékpdrmoey, doTe wepixwphoar Ty
dpxhv ol mpdTov &Wd T cmiKpod
fipkato wepixwpiigar Emeire wAéor
wepiexdpee, Kal mepixwphioer éml

wAéov, note 3. In this deseription,
Anaxagoras seems to have pri-
marily in view the idea of a fluid
mass, into which, a body being
cast, there arise whirling eddies,
spreading ever further and further.
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through its extraordinary swiftness, effected a division
of the substances, which were in the first instance
separated into two great masses,! according to the
most universal distinctions of dense and rare, cold
and warm, dark and bright, moist and dry;® and the
reciprocal action of these is of decisive importance in
the further conformation of things. Anaxagoras called
them Aether and Air, including under Aether all that
is warm, light and rare; and under Air all that is cold,
dark and dense.? The dense and moist were driven by
the rotation into the centre, and the rare and warm -
, without, just as in all eddies of water or air the

Perhaps it was some expression of
this kind which gave rise to the
erroneous statement of Plotinus,
Enn. ii. 4, 7, that the utyue is water.

! For the warm and dry are
with Anaxagoras, as with the other
physicists, identical with the rare
and light, vide infra, note 3.

2 Fr. 18 (7): éwel fiptato &
véos kwéew, &md ToU Kweouévoy
wayTds &mekpivero, kal Soov éklvnoey
6 vdos wav Tobro Btenpifn wipeo-
pévwy 8¢ kal dwrxpiyouévay 1§ wept-
xdpnois  WOANG  pEAAoy  émolee
Swanpivesdar.  Fr. 21 (11): ofrw
TouTéwy mepixwpedvTwy Te Kal dmo-
rpopévwy bmd Bins e kol Taxv-
Thros Biny 8¢ 7 Taxvrhs woiée,
3¢ Taxvrhys abréwy obderi ¥ouce
Xphpuart THY TaxuThTa TAY ViV
dvrwy xpnudrwv év  avbpdmoiot,
GAAE wdvTwS mwoAlamAaciws Taxy
éore.  Fr. 8,19, vide p. 837, 3.

2 This theory, already advanced
by Ritter (lon. Phil. 266, Gesch. d.
Phil. 1. 321) and Zévort, 105 =q., 1s
based upon the following passages.
Anax. Fr. 1 (after what is quoted,

p- 338, 1): wdvra yap &fp 7€ kal aibhp -

Karel ey, Gupdrepo Hmwepa Ebrra.
Tavra yop péyiora EveoTiv v Tolot
oburace kal wAAOel kal ueydder.
Fr. 2: kai yap 6 &p xal 6 aifhp
dmorpiverar &wd Tob mepiéxovTos ToD
mwoaAoD, xal Tédye wepiéxoy dmepdy
éo71 Ty wATfos.  Arist. De Celo, iii.
3 (sup. p. 382, 1) : éépa 8% kal nwip
wiypa Tobrwy kal TEY UAAwy owep-
pdTwy wavTev . . . 8.0 kal yiyreafar
wdyr' &k TobTwy (air and fire) Td
Yyép wip Kol TV albépa mpoaayopeder
Tabré.  Theophr. De Sensw, §9:
dre 7O pdy pavdy kal Aemtdy Bepuby
7o B¢ mukvdy kel waxd Yuxpév.
bomwep 'Aval. Biupel TOv dépa Kal
Tov aifépe. That Anaxagoras un-
derstood by eether the fiery ele-
ment, is also confirmed by Arist.
De Celo, 1. 8, 270 b, 24 ; Meteor.
i. 3,339 b, 21; il. 9, 369 b, 14.
Similarly, Plut. Plac. ii. 13, 3;
Simpl. De Cwlo, 55 a, 8, 268 b,
43 (Schol. 475 b, 32, 513 a, 39);
Alex. Meteorol. 73 a,111b; Olym
piodorus, Meteorol. 6 a (Arist.
Meteor. ed. 1d. 1. 140), where we
read in addition that Anaxagoras
derived aifhp from affw.

AA2
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heavier elements are carried towards
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the centre.

From the lower mass of vapour water was at length
secreted, and from water earth; from earth stone is

formed -threugh the action of cold.?

Detached masses

of stone, torn away from the earth by the force of the
revolution, and having become incandescent in the
sether, illumine the earth; these are the stars, includ-

ing the sun.®

By means of the sun’s heat the earth,

which at first consisted of slime and mud,* was dried

1 Fy. 19, vide sup. p. 337, 3,
of. Arist. De Celo, 11, 13, 295 a, 9;
Meteor. 1. 7; Simpl. Phys. 87 b;
De Celo, 235 b, 81 sqq. The
words of Anaxagoras are followed
by Hippol. Pe/ut i. 8, and less
accuratéely by Diog. il. 8.

2 Fr. 20 (9) ard  Tovtéev
arakptvopevwv FouTyruTaL 'yn éx
uv 'yap TRY Ve:pe}\wv uﬁwp aﬂoKpL—
verai, éx 8¢ Tob Udares yhi ér B&
s yis Alor cvumhyrverar Swd
705 Jwxpod. The doctrine of the
elements cannot be ascribed to
Anaxagoras, either on the strength
of this passage, or on that of the
Aristotelian texts quoted p. 332,
334, 2. In his system it would
have had quite another meaning
from that of Empedocles; cf. the
previous note, and Simpl De Culo,
969 b, 14, 41 (Schol. 513 b, 1),
281 a, 4.

3 Plut Lysand. ¢. 12 e?vou 3
kal T@Y ao"rpwu ExaoToy odx év §
7rs¢vxe xwpa )\Lewﬁn yop dvra Bapéa
Nz/ureu/ p.sl/ cw’repsm'et ral wept-
KAdaer Tob albépos, Enxefar 3¢ Hmwd
Btas U¢L'y'\,é,ueuov [-a] 8ty ral Téve
Ths 1rspt¢opas, s mov kel T TpdTOY
ekpathfn Y mwegely Jelpo, 'r&'w
xlwxpwu ral ﬁapewv aromptuo;ueywv
Tob mwrés Plae. 1i. 18, 3: Auagwy
7oy mepielpsvoy aifépa wlpwor pev

elvar katd THy obolay. TH ¥ ev'roufq
s weptﬁwﬂa’ews avapra{mrm wé-
Tpovs ér 'r'ns 77]5: wal ica'ra(p}\egav-m
TobToUS no"rspucemt Hlppol l.c.
Frioy 3¢ Kal o‘e)\nvnu kal wdvTa T
#orpa Albous elvar e,u'lrupous TUUTEPL~
An@lévras Imd THs Tob  aifépos
mwepipopas.  That Anaxagoras De-
lieved the stars to be stones, and
the sun in particular to be a red-
hot mass (Alfos Sidmupos, uidpos
Sudmypos), we are repeatedly in-
formed. Cf. (besides many other
passages quoted by Schaubach,
189s qq., 169) Plato, 4pol. 26 D,
Laws xii. 967 C.; Xenoph. Mem.
iv. 7, 6 sq. According to Diog.
iil. 11 sq., he appealed in support
of this opinion to the phenomenon
of meteoric stones. What is said
in the Placita, as to the terrestrial
origin of these stony masses, is con-
firmed by the passages in Plutarch;
and not only so, but from the whole
interconnection of his doctrines, it
is impossible to see how he could
have imagined stones arose except
from the earth, or at any rate in
the terrestrial sphere. Cf. the
last two notes. The sun and moon
must have arisen at the same time
(Eudem. ap. Procl. in Tim. 258 C).

4 Cf. the following note and
Tzetz. in 11, p. 42,
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up, and the water that was left became, in consequence
of evaporation, salt and bitter.!

This cosmogony labours under the same difficulty
that we find in all attempts to explain the origin of
the universe. If on the one hand the substance of
the world, and on the other the world-forming force, is
eternal, how comes it that the world itself, at a definite
moment of time, began to exist? We have no right,
however, on that account to explain away the statements
of our philosopher, which throughout presuppose a be~-
ginning of motion in time; or to adopt the opinion of
Simplicius,? that Anaxagoras spoke of a beginning of
motion merely for the sake of argument, without really
believing in it.*> He himself adopts the same tone in
speaking of the beginning of motion and the original
intermixture as in treating of other subjects, and he
nowhere implies by a single word that what he says
has any other than the obvious sense., Aristotle? and
Eudemus ® both so understood him ; and, indeed, it is
impossible to see how he could have spoken of a con-

! Diog. ii. 8; Plut, Plae. iii. 8 8o Ritter, Jon. Phil. 250 sqq. ;

16, 2 ; Hippol. Refut. 1..8. Alex.
Meteor. 91 b, ascribes to Anaxa-
goras the statement (Arist. Meleor.
1. 1, 353 b, 18) that the taste of
sea~water 1s caused by the-admix-
ture of certain earthy ingredients ;
only this admixture is not bronght
about (as Alexander seems first'to
have concluded from the passage
in Aristotle) by percolation through
the earth, but results from the
original counstitution of the fluid,
the earthy portions of which re-
mained behind in the process of
evaporation.
2 Phys. 257 b.

Gesch d. Phil. 1. 318 sq.; Brandis,
i. 250; Schlelermacher, Gesch. d.
Phil. 44.

* Phys. viii. 1, 250 b, 24: ¢mot
Yep éreivos ["Avat.], buol wdvrww
brrey kal fpenodyTor Tov dmepov
Xpdvov, kivysiv eumorficar Tov vovw
Kkal Suapival,

5 Simpl. Phys. 273 a: 6 8¢
Eifdnuos uéuperar 74 *Avafaydpe od
pbvov 8ri- uh wpdrepoy oloav Hpia-
ofal wore Aéyer Thy rlvnaw, &AN
871 xal wepl Tob Swapévew ) Afew
woTé wapéAimey eimely, Kaimep obK
Jvros pavepod,
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tinual increase of motion without presupposing a com-
mencement of that motion. Simplicius, on the other
hand, is no more to be trusted in this case than when
he applies the intermixture of all substances to the
unity of the Neo-Platonists and the first separation
of opposites to the world of ideas;' but, in regard to
the inherent difficulties of his presentation, Anaxagoras
may easily have overlooked them, as others have done
before and since his time, With more reason we may
ask whether our philosopher supposed there would be at
some time or other a cessation of motion, a return to
the original state of the universe.? According to the
most trustworthy witnesses he did not express himself
clearly on this point;? but his language respecting the
increasing spread of motion * does not sound as if he
contemplated any end to it, nor is there any connect-
ing link with such a conception in his system. How
should vods, after once bringing the world into order,
again plunge it into chaos? This statement had its
origin, no doubt, in a misunderstanding of that which
Anaxagoras had said about the world and its alternating
conditions.’ Lastly, it is inferred from an obscure

1 Phys. 8a; 33 bsq.; 106 a;
257 b; vide Schaubach, 91 sq.

2 As Stobzeus, £cl.i. 416, main-
tains. Since he classes Anaxagoras
in this respect with Anaximander
and other Ionians, we must under-
stand his statement as referring to
an alternate construction and de-
struction of the world.

3 Vide p. 857, 6; cof. Arist.
Phys. viii. 1, 2562 a, 10; Simpl.
De Crlo, 167 b, 13 (Schol. 491 b,
10 sqq.). This last passage cannot

be quoted in favour of the opposite
view, for it only asserts that Anaxa-
goras seems to regard the motion
of the heavens and the repose of
the earth in the centre as eternal.
It is stated more defiuitely in Simpl.
Phys. 33 a, that he regarded the
world as imperishable; but it is
doubtful whether this is founded
on any express statement of Anaxa-
goras.

* Supra, p. 354, 1.

5 According to Diog. ii. 10, he
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fragment of his treatise ! that Anaxagoras believed in
many universes similar to our own;2 but this conjec-
ture I must also discard. For even if we attach no
weight to the testimony of Stobezus,® that Anaxagoras
taught the unity of the world;* yet, as he himself
describes the world as one, he must certainly have re-
garded it as an interdependent whele, and this whole
can only form one universal system, since the move-~
ment of the original mass proceeds from one centre,
and in the separation of matter, like parts are brought
into one and the same place—the heavy going down-
wards, the light upwards. This fragment must there-
fore refer, not to a distinet vniverse, but to a part of our

own, most probably to the

maintained that the mountains
around Lampsacus would some
time in the distant future be
covered with the sea. Perhaps he
was led to this conjecture by obser-
vations like those of Xenophanes
(Vol. I. p. 569).

U Fr.4(10): dvbpdmovs Te gupma-
~ivar kal TiAAa (Ba o Yuxhy Exet,
kal Tolot ye &wbpdmoioiy elvar kal
wéAas cuvernuévas kal Epya kaTe-
orevasuéva, domep wap fuiv kal
Hénidy Te abrolow elvouw kal geAfyny
kal TEAAG, Bhomep wap fHulv, kal Thy
Yiv abrolot ¢bew woAAd Te kal
wayTola Gv éxevor T8 dyfiicTa ouve-
vewduevor és Thy olunay xpéovral,
Simpl. Phys. 6 b, speaking of this,
makes use of the plural, Tods k-
but this is of no

ouous ; im-
portance.

? Schaubach, 119 sq.

® Eel. 1. 496.

* Fr.11, sup. p. 338, 2.
® The words (the context of
which we do not know) may refer

moon® Beyond the world
either to a different part of the
earth from our own, or to the earth
in a former state, or to another
world. The first is not probable,
as it could not be asserted of a
different part of the world, that it
likewise had a sun and moon, for
Anaxagoras, entertaining the no-
tions he did of the form of the
earth and of the Above and Below
(vide p. 360, 3), cannot have be-
lieved in antipodes, in regard to
whom the observation might have
been in place. The second ex-
planation is excluded by the present
forms eivai, ¢pvew, xpéovrar. There
remains, therefore, only the third,
and we can but suppose that the
moon is intended; moreover, we
know that Anaxagoras elsewhere
says it is inhabited, and calls it an
earth. If a moon is also assigned
to it, this would then signify that
another star is related to the moon
as the moon is to the earth,
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spreads infinite matter, of which more and more is
drawn into the cosmos,! by means of the advancing
vortex. Of this infinite Anaxagoras said it rested in
itself, because it has no space outside itself in which it
could move.?

In his theories concerning the arrangement of the
universe, Anaxagoras is for the most part allied with
the ancient Tonian physicists. In the midst of the
whole rests the earth as a flat cylinder, borne, on ac-
count of its breadth, upon the air® Around the earth
the heavenly bodies moved at the beginning, laterally ;
so that the pole which is visible to us stoed always per-
pendicularly over the centre of the plane of the earth.
Afterwards the position of the earth became oblique,
and on account of this the stars, during part of their
course, go under it.* As to the order of the heavenly
bodies, Anaxagoras agreed with all the more ancient
astronomers in placing the sun and moon next the
earth ; but he thought that between the moon and the
earth there were other bodies invisible to us: these, as
well as the earth’s shadow, he supposed to be the cause
of lunar eclipses,® while eclipses of the sun were caused

' Vide supra, p. 354, 1; 355,3. 167 b, 13 (Schol. 491 b, 10), ke

2 Arist. Phys. iii. 5,205 Db, 1:
Avaforybpas & arémws Aéyer wepl
THs Tod amelpov poviis' ormple
yap adtd adrd ¢mer TO Hmepov.
TobTo 8¢ 87 v adrd #AAO yap
oddey mepiéxer.  Cf. what is quoted
from Melissus, Vol. I. p. 635.

3 Arist. De Cwlo, 1. 13, vide
supra, p. 249, 2; Meicor, 1i. 7, 363
a, 26 sqq.; Diog. ii. 8; Hippol.
Refut. 1. 8; Alex. Meteor. 66 b,
and others ap. Schaub. 174 sq.
According to Simplicius, De Celo,

mentioned the force of the rotation
as a further reason for the guies-
cence of the earth ; but Simplicius
seems here to be unwarrantably
transferring to him what Aristotle
says of Bmpedocles; ef p 156. 2, 3.

* Diog. 1i. 9; Plut. Plac. ii. 8;
also Hippol. i. 8 (¢f. Vol. L. p. 293,
4; and sup. 251, 1).

5 Hippol. L. e. p. 22; Stob. Eel.
i. 560, according to Theophractm,
also Dmov it. 115 ecf. Vol L p.
458, 3.
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solely by the passing of the moon between the earth
and sun.! The sun he held to be much larger than it
seems to us, though he had no idea of its real size.?
As we have already seen, he described it as a glowing
mass of stone. The moon he believed to have moun-
tains and valleys like the earth, and to be inhabited by
living beings;® and this, its terrestrial nature, he
thought, explained why its own light (as shown in lunar
eclipses) was so dim;* its ordinary brighter light he
derived from the reflection of the sun, and though it is
not to be supposed that he bimself made this discovery,’
vet he was certainly one of the first to introduce it
into Greece.® How he accounted for the annual revo-
lution of the sun, and the monthly changes of the

1 Hippol. I. ¢., also the observa-
tion: ofros dpdpioe mpdros T4 wepl
Tas énhetbes kal ¢uwriouovs, cf.,
Plut. Nie. e 23: 6 yap mpdros
capéorordy Te mavTwy kal dagpared-
TaTOY Tepl GEAUYS KaTOUYATUDY
kal oriBs Adyoy els ypapiy worafé-
pevos *Avataydpas.

¢ According to Diog. il 8;
Hippol. I. ¢., he said it was larger,
and aceording to Plut. Plac. 11. 21,
many times larger than the Pelo-
pornesus, while the moon (accord-
ing to Plut. Fae. L. 19, 9, p. 932)
was the same size as that peninsula.

8 Plato, Apol. 26 D: Tdy pev
Hhor Alboy ¢onoly elvar Thy B
ceAfppmy yip. Diog. ii. 8; Hippol.
L. ¢.; Steb. 1. 550 parall. (supra, p.
249, 3); Anaxag. Fr. 4 (supre, p.
359,1). From Stob. 1. £64, it wounld
seem (and it is besides probable
in itself) that Anaxagoras eon-
nected with this the face in the
moon ; according to Schol. Apoll.
Lhod. 1. 498 (vide Schaubach, 161),

of. Plat. Fae. L. 24, 6, he explained
the fable that the Nemean lion had
fallen from the heavens by the
conjecture that he might bave
come from the moon.

+ Stob. i. 564; Olympiod. in
Meteor. 15 b, 1. 200 Id.

3 Parmenides maintained this
before him, and Empedocles con-
temporaneously with him, vide
Vol. 1. p. 600, 2, and sup. p. 1586, 8.
The former, v. 144, for this reason
calls the moon: wukTipais wepl
yutay &Adueror GANGTpior pEs.  On
the other hand, the discovery is
wrongly ascribed to Thales (Vol. 1.
p. 225, 1).

& Plato, OraZ. 409 A:  éxeivos
PAvaE.] veworl EAeyer, 71 5 oerdvy
and vou DAlov Exer > ¢ds. Plut,
Fae. Lun, 16, 7, p. 929 ; Hippol.
I. ¢.; Stob. 1. 558; cf. p. 356, 3.
According to Plutarch’s Plae. ii.
28, 2, the Sophist Antiphon still
thought the moon shone by her
own light.
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moon, cannot be discovered with certainty.! The stars
~ he supposed to be, like the sun, glowing masses, the
heat of which we do not feel on account of their dis-
tance and their colder surroundings;? like the moon
they have, besides their own light, a light borrowed
from the sun; in this respect he makes no distinetion
between planets and fixed stars: those to which the
sun’s light cannot penetrate at night, because of the
earth’s shadow, form the milky way.® Their revolution
is always from east to west.* From the close juxtaposi-
tion of several planetsarises the phenomenon of comets.®

How Anaxagoras explained the various meteoro-
iogical and elemental phenomena is here only shortly
indicated,f as we must now examine, in detail, his

theories respecting living beings and man.

! From Stob. Eel.i. 526 ; Hippol.
I. ¢. we only learn that the pe-
riodical return of both is derived
from the resistance of the condensed
air driven before them; and the
reason the moon returns oftener in
her course than the sun, is said to
be that the sun by his heat warms
and rarefies the air, and so conquers
this resistance for a longer period.
Cf. Vol. I. p. 276, 1.

2 Hippol. 1. ¢. and supra, p.
346, 3.

3 Arist. Meteor. 1. 8, 345 a, 235,
and his commentators : Diog. ii. 9;
Hippol. & ¢.; Plut. Plac. iil. 1, 7,
ef. p. 252, 2.

4 Plut. Plac, ii. 16. Democri-
tus was of the same opinion.

5 Arist. Meteor.i. 6 ; Alex. and
Olympiod. ad k.l supra, p. 252,38 ;
Diog. 1. 9; Plut. Plae. iii. 2, 3;
Schol. i Arat. Diosem. 1091 (859).

5 Thunder and lightning arise

from the breaking forth of the
axthereal fire through the clouds
(Arist. Meteor. ii. 9, 369 b, 12;
Alex. ad 4. 1. 111 b; Plut. Plac.
iii. 3, 8; Hippol. I ¢. Sen. Nat.
Qu. ii. 19; cf. 1. 12, less precisely
Diog. ii. 9), similarly hurricanes
and hot blasts (rvpar and wpn-
orhp, Plac. 1. ¢.); other winds from
the current of air heated by the
sun (Hippol. 7. ¢.); hail from
vapours, which, heated by the sun,
ascend to an altitude at which they
freeze (Arist. Mefeor. i. 12, 348 b,
12; Alex. Mefeor. 85 b, 86 a;
Olymp. Meieor. 20, ap. Philop.
Meteor. 106 a, i. 229, 233 Id.);
falling stars are sparks which the
fire on high emits by reason of
its oscillation (Stob. Hel. i. 650 ;
Diog. ii. 9; Hippol. I ¢.); rain-
bows and mock suns are caused
by the refraction of the sun’s rays
in the clouds (Plac. iii. 5, 11;
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3. Organic Beings. Man,

IF, in opposition to the prevalent opinion of his time,
our philosopher degraded the stars into lifeless masses
which are moved by Mind in a purely mechanical
manner, through the rotation of the whole, in living
beings he recognises the immediate presence of Mind.
¢In all things are parts of all except Mind, but in some
Mind is also’! ¢That which has a soul, the greater
things and the smaller, therein rules Mind.”? In
what way Mind could exist in particular things he
doubtless never inquired; but, from his whole exposi-
tion and mode of expression, it is clear that there
floated before him the analogy of a substance which is
in them in an extended manner,® This substance, as
has already been shown, he conceived as homogeneous
in all its parts, and he accordingly maintained that the
mind of one creature was distinguished from that of
another, not in kind, but in degree : all mind is alike,
but one is greater, another less.* It does not, however,
follow from this that he necessarily reduced the dif-
ferences of mental endowment to the varieties of cor-
poreal structure.® He himself speaks expressly of a

Schol. Venet. ad Il. p. 547) ; earth-
quakes by the penetrating of the
sether into the hollows by which
the earth is pierced (Arist. Meteor.
ii. 7; Alex. ad k. . 106 b; Diog.
ii. 9; Hippol. Z. ¢.; Plut. Plae. i1
15, 4; Sen. Nat. Qu. vi. 9; Am-
mian, Mare. xvii. 7, 11, cf, Ideler,
Arist. Meteorol. i. 587 sq.); the
rivers are nourished by rain, and
also by the subterranean waters
(Hippol. . ¢. p. 20); the inunda-
tions of the Nile are the result of

the melting of the snow on the
Ethiepian mountains (Diodor. i.
38, &c.). Vide on these subjects
Schaubaeh, 170 sqq., 176 sqq.

U Fr 7, vide p. 272, 1.

© 2 Fr. 8, p. 343, 1. kpately, as

is clear from what immediately
follows, indicates moving force.
Cf. Arist. sup. 347, 2.

# Vide sup. 345 sq.

¢ Cf. p. 343,

& As 1s thought by Tennemann,
i.a; i 826 sq.; Wendt, ad &. L. p.
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various amount of mind,! and this is quite logical
according to his own presuppositions. Also, when he
said that man is the most sensible of all living beings,
because he has hands,> he probably did not mean to
deny the advantage of a superior order of mind,? but
is merely employing a strong expression for the value
and indispensability of hands.* Nor can we suppose
that Anaxagoras regarded the soul itself as something
corporeal, as air. On the other hand, Aristotle is right
in asserting that he made no distinction between the
soul and Mind,’ and in transferring to the soul upon
this presupposition what Anaxagoras primarily says of

Mind, that it is the moving force.’
and everywhere that which

417 sq.; Ritter, Jon. Phil. 290;
Gesch. d. Phil. i. 328 ; Schaubach,
188 ; Zévort, 135 sq., &e.

! In the Placita, v. 20, 3, the
opinion is aseribed to him that all
living beings have active, but all
have not passive intelligence ; this
he cannot possibly have said ; and
in order to express the special pre-
rogative of man above animals, the
sentence must be inverted.

2 Arist. Part. Anim. iv. 10,
687 a, T: Avakaydpas uév odv pnot,
Bix 1O xeipas Exewr ¢povindraroy
elvar 1oy (Pwv dvlpwmroy. Cf. the
verse in Syncellus, Chron, 149 ¢, to
which the Anaxagoreans are there
said to appeal : xedy dAAvuévoy
Eper morDunTis "Abhvy.

3 Thig is also shown by the
observation of Plutarch, De For-
tund, c. 3, p. 98 : “in respect of our
bodies, we are far surpassed by the
beasts :” éumeiply 8¢ rkal pvhun ral
codle ral Téxvp rard 'Avaiaydpay
opdy Te abrdv xpdueda kol SAlrTo-

Mind is always
moves matter, Even if a

pev kol Guéhyopev kal ¢époper rab
dyouey cuAlauBdvovTes.

1 Plac.iv. 8, 2: oi & &x ’Avata-
vpov depoerdh Eneydy e kal chpa
{74y Yux#hv]. This theory is more
definitely aseribed to Anaxagoras
and Archelaus, ap. Stob, Eel. i
796 ; Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. v. 18,
p. 72; cf. Tert. De An. c. 12;
Simpl. De 4n. 7 b; ap. Philop. De
An. B. 16 (Anaxagoras described
the soul as a self-moving number);
Brandis, Gr.-Rom. Phil. 1. 264,
rightly substitutes Sevorpdrys. Cf.
ibid. e 5.

5 De 4An. 1, 2; sup. p. 347, 2;
ibid. 405 a, 13 : "Avataydpas § Zowce
uv Erepov Aéyew Yuxhy Te Kal vody,
Gamwep elmopev ral wpdTepoy, xphHTa
¥ dupoly bs wd Pioe, TAYY apxhy
e ete. vide p. 343, 1.

6 7. ¢ 404 a, 25: dpolws B¢ ral
*Avafarydpas Yuxhy elvar Aéyer THy
kivovoav, kal € Tis BAAos elpnrey ©s
Tb wav éxlynae vovs,
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being moves itself, it must be Mind which produces
this motion, not only mechanically, from without, but
from within ; in such a being, consequently, Mind itself
must dwell—it becomes in him a soul.

This animating influence of mind Anaxagoras re-
cognises even in plants, to which, like Empedocles and
Democritus, he aseribes life and sensibility.? The
origin of plants he explains in accordance with the
fundameuntal ideas of his system ; for he supposed their
germs to come from the air} which, like the other
elements, is a mixture of all possible seeds.* In the
same manner the animals originally arose;® the slimy
earth was fructified by the germs contained in the

ather.b

' Cf. p. 363.

? So Plut. Qu. N.c. 1, p. 911;
Ps.-Arist. De Plant.c. 1, 815a, 15;
D, 16 (sup. p. 159, 4; 263, 2): 6 pév
'Avakaydpas kal {Pa elvar [Td puTd]
wal Hdeofor kol Avweiobos elme, T Te
amopio Tév PIANwyY kal TH adifoe
TovTe érrauBdvey. According to
the same treatise, ¢. 2, he also
attributed breath to plants; on the
other hand, Arist. De Respir. 2, 440
b, 30, refers wdvra to (Ga only.

3 Theophr. H. Plant. iii. 1, 4:
‘Avataydpas udv TH dépa mdvrwy
odokwy Exew orépuoTa Kol TaiTa
auykarapepbueva ¢ UBari yewviv
7& ¢urd. Whether it is meant that
plants are still produced in this
manner is not clear. According to
Arist. De Plant. c. 2, 817 a, 25,
Anaxagoras called the sun the
father, and the earth the mother
of plants ; but this is unimportant.

4 Of. on this subject p. 382, 1.

5 Yet their higher nature seems
to be indicated in the derivation of

This was asserted contemporaneously by Em-

their seeds, not from the air and
moisture, but from the fiery ele-
ment, the sether,

6 Tren. Adv. Huer. ii. 14, 2:
Anaxagoras . . dogmatizavit,
Jacta animalia decidentibus e colo
in terram seminibus. Hence Euri-
pides, Chrysipp. Fr. 6 (7): souls
arise from smthereal seeds, and
return after death to the mther, as
the body returns to the earth from
which it sprang. This is not con-
tradicted but rather completed Ly
what we read in Hippol. Refus. i.
8, p. 22, and Diog. 1. 9: (fa 52
T bpxv év Sypd yevéoBai, uerd
Tabre 8¢ & &AMAwy, and, (Ja
yevéofar & dypol kol Gepuot kal
yeddovs * Uorepoy 8¢ é& aANAAwr.
According to Plut. Plac. ii, 8, this
happened befure the inclination of
the plane of the earth (sup. p. 360,
4); as Anaxagoras doubtless as-
sumed because the sun might then
work upon the earth without in-
terruption.
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pedocles, previously by Anaximander and Parmenides,
and subsequently by Democritus and Diogenes.! An-
axagoras also agrees with Empedocles and Parmenides
in his theories on generation and the origin of the
sexes.? Of his opinions about animals, excepting the
assertion that all animals breathe,? tradition has told us
nothing of any importance;* and the same may be
said (with the exception of what has already been
quoted) of our information concerning the corporeal
life of man.® The statement that he represented the
soul as perishing at its separation from the body is very

¥ Vide sup. p. 159 sq.; Vol. L
pp- 256, 601; Vol. II. 255, 1; Vol.
1. 295. Also the Anaxagoreans,
Archelans (vide infra), and Euri-
pides, ap. Diodor. i. 7.

2 Aceording to Aristotle, Gen.
Awim. iv. 1, 793 b, 30; Philop.
Gen. An. 81 b, 83 b; Diog. ii. 9;
Hippol. 4. ¢. {certain divergences,
ap. Censorin. Di. Nat. 5, 4.6, 6, 8;
Plut. Plac. v. 7, 4, need not be con-
sidered), he supposed that the male
alone furnished the seed, the female
only the place for it; the sex of
the child is determined by the
nature and origin of the seed ; boys
spring from the right side of the
uterus, and girls from the left.
Cf. sup. Vol. L. p. 601, 4; Vol. IL.
p.162,5. Censorinus further says
that he thought the brain of the
feotus was formed first, because all
the senses proceed from this; that
the body was formed from the
sthereal warmth contained in the
seed (which karmonises well with
what is quoted in 365, 6), and that
the child received nourishment
through the navel. According to
Cens. 5, 2, he op-osed the opinion
of his contemporary Hippo (Vol. L.

p- 282, 5) that the seed comes from
the marrow. .

# Arist. De Respir. 2,470 b, 80.
The Scholia ad k. . (after Simpl.
De An.Venet. 1527), p. 164 b, 167 a.
With Diogenes, this theory, which
he shared with Anaxagoras, stands
in connection with his view of the
nature of the soul. With Apnaxa-
goras this is not the case (vide p.
365, 6); but the thought must have
beenobvious to him, that all things,
in order to live, must inhale vital
warmth., Cf. p. 365, 6.

* We have only the observa-
tions in Aristotle, Gen. Anim. iii.,
that he thought certain animals
copulate through the mouth; and
ap. Athen. ii. 57 d, that he called
the white in the egg the milk of
birds.

5 According to Plut. Plac. v.
25, 8, he said that sleep merely
concerned the body and not the
soul ; in support of which he no
doubt appealed to the activity of
the soul in dreams. According tc
Arist. Part. dn. iv. 2. 677 a, 5, he
(or possibly his disciples only) de-
rived feverish diseases from the -
gall,
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uncertain ;! and it is a question whether he ever ex-
pressed any opinion on this point. From his own pre-
suppositions, however, we must necessarily conclude
that mind, as such, is indeed eternal, like matter; but
that mental individuality is, on the contrary, as perish-
able as corporeal.

Among mental activities Anaxagoras seems to have
kept that of the intellect primarily in view, as indeed
knowledge appeared to him personally (vide imfra)
to be the highest end of life. But though he de-
cidedly gave the preference to thought over sensible
perception, yet he seems to have treated more at length
of the latter than of the former. In contradiction to
the ordinary theory, he adopted the view of Heracleitus,
that the sense-pereeption is called forth, not by that
which is akin, but by that which is opposite to it.
That which is of like kind, he says, makes on its like
no impression, because it introduces no change in it;
only the unlike works upon another, and for this reason
every sense-perception is united with a certain distaste.?

! Plut. 4 ¢ under the title
rorépov eorly Umvos % Bdvaros,
Yuxiis % odparos; continues : elvar
5¢ kal Yuxis Odvaroy Tdv diaxwpr-
oubév., This statement is the more
untrustworthy, as the proposition
that death concerns the body only,
and not the soul, is referred to
Leucippus, and on the other hand,
Empedocles, in spite of his belief
in immortality, is credited with
the theory that it concerned both.
It is plain that no inference can be
drawn from the expression ap.
Diog. ii. 11; Cice. Zuse. i. 43, 104
(vide inf. 371, 6): and the utter-
ances, ap. Diog, ii. 13, Z&L V. H.

iii, 2, &e., if they are historical,
would rather seem to show that he
regarded death as a simple neces-
sity of nature, without thirking
of a future life after death; but
this inference would be likewise
uncertain.

? Theophr. De Sensu, 1: wepl
& aloOfgews af uév woAAal ral Kadd-
Aov 8dfar BYo elgiv. of pév yap v§
buole wowdow, of 8¢ T4 vavriy.
To the former belong Parmenides,
Empedocles, and Plato; to the
latter Anaxagoras and Heraecleitus.
§ 27: 'Avafarydpas && vylvesfar uév
Tols épavtiois® T yip Guoiov dmaldis
amd Tov duolov: kaf éxdoTmy O
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The chief confirmation of his theory lay however, he
believed, in the consideration of the several senses.
We see because of the reflection of objects in the
apple of the eye: this reflection is formed, according
to Anaxagoras, not in the part which resembles the
object in colour, but which is different; as the eye is
dark, we can see in the day if the objects are illumi-
nated ; but in certain instances the opposite is the case.!
Similarly with touch and taste; we receive the impres-
sion of heat and cold from such things only as are warmer
or colder than our body ; we perceive the sweet with the
bitter, the fresh with the salt element in ourselves.? So
we smell and hear the opposite with the opposite ; the
more precise explanation of smell is that it arises from
respiration ; of hearing, that the tones are transmitted
to the brain through the cavity of the skull® In
respect to all the senses, Anaxagoras believed that large
organs were more capable of perceiving the great and

wepdrar SapiBuety.  After this has  supra, p. 165, 3.

been shown in detail, he continues,
§ 29: &mogay ¥ oalobnow perd
Admyse (similarly in § 17) 8wep 2w
Sdteiev dudrovboy elvar TH Dwodéces.
wa yap T dwdpoior Grrdueror wovor
wapéxe, as we clearly see in thoss
sensible impressions, which are
especially strong and lasting. Cf.
p. 89, 2.

Y Theopkr. 1. c. § 27.

2 1. ¢. 28 (cf. 36 sqq.), where
it is thus expressed: the sensation
follows kard Thy EANewfwr THy ékd-
arov wdvTa yap Erumwdpxew év T,
Cf. with the last proposition the
quotations from Anaxagoras, p.
338 sq., from Parmenides, Vol. L
p. 165, 3, and from Empedocles,

# I ¢. Concerning hearing and
toues, other writers tell us a few
further particulars. According to
Plut. Plac. iv. 19, 6, Anaxagoras
believed that the voice was caused
by the current of air proceeding
from the speaker striking against
condensed air and returning to the
ears ; in this way also he explained
the echo. According to Plut. Q.
Conw. viii. 8, 3, 7 sq., Arist. Probl.
xi. 83, he thought that the air
was made to vibrate with a tremu-
lous motion by the heat of the sun,
as we see in solar motes ; and that
in consequence of the noise that
results from this, we hear less dis-
tinetly by day than by night.
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distant, and smaller organs the small and near.! As to
the share of volis in the sense~perception, he does not
seem to have expressed any definite opinion, but to
have presupposed, notwithstanding, that wvols is the
percipient subject, while the senses are merely organs
of perception.2

But if the sense-perception is conditional on the
nature of the bodily organs, we cannot expect that it
should reveal to us the true nature of things. Every
corporeal thing is an intermixture of the most various
ingredients; how then can any object be purely re-
flected in it? Spirit alone is pure and unmixed: it
alone can separate and distinguish things; it alone can
procure us true knowledge. The senses are too weak
to ascertain truth. This Anaxagoras proved from the
fact that we do not perceive the minute atoms which
are intermingled in a body, nor the gradual transitions
from oue state into the opposite.! That he therefore
denied all possibility of knowledge,* or declared all

presentations to be alike

L Theopkr. i. c. 29 sq.

2 This seems to be conveyed
by the words of Theophrastus, De
Sensw, 38. He says Clidemus
(vide imfra) supposed that the
ears do not themselves perceive
objects, but transfer the sensation
to wobs, ovx &omwep Avakarybpas
apxhy morel TdvTwY TOY YOIV,

2 Sext. Math. vil. 90: ’A. bs
&ofevels SiafBdAAwy Tas algbhoers,
“omd apavpdTnTos abTdy,” Pnow,
“ ob duvarol éauey xplvew TaAndés”
(Fr. 25). wibnor 3¢ wioTw adTdY
Ths &msrlas Ty woapd pukpdy TEY
xpwudtwy eEaAAayhy. e vop dio
AdBotper xpduaTa, péhay kai Acvkbdy,

VOL. II.

true,> we cannot suppose,

eita ékx Oarépov els bdrepor kard
ararydva wapeyxéouer, o Surfioeral
7 Bus Swukplvew T&s mwapd pikpdy
pneraBords, waiwep mpos THY Plow
dmoretuéras. The further reason,
that the senses eannot distinguish
the constituents of things,is alluded
to in the passages quoted, p. 272, 2,

. and in the statement (Plac. 1. 8, 9;

Simpl. De Celo, 268 b, 40 ; Schol.
518 a, 42) that the so-called
Suotopep?) are perceived, not by the
senses, but by the reason alone.

4 Cie. dead. i. 12, 44.

5 Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 b,
25: Avakaydpov 3¢ kal &mépbeyua
pnpovederar wpds T@y ETaipwy T,

BB
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since he himself states his opinions with full dogmatic
conviction ; as little can we infer, as Aristotle does,
from the doctrine of the mixture of all things, that he
denied the law of contradiction ;! for his opinion is
not that opposite qualities belong to one and the same
thing as such, but that different things are inextrica-
bly intermingled ; the inferences which a later writer,
rightly or wrongly, derives from his propositions ought
not to be ascribed to himself. He regards the senses,
indeed, as inadequate; he admits that they only in-
struct us imperfectly as to the nature of things; yet he
argues from phenomena to their hidden causes,? having
really attained to his own theory in this and no other
way; and as the world-creating Mind knows all things,
s0 the portion of Mind which is in man must be allowed
its share in this knowledge. When it is said that he
declared reason to be the criterion,? this is true in fact,
though not literally. He doubtless never attempted any
precise definitions of the nature and distinctive character
of thought.*

The moral life of man was, in all probability, not

811 T0100T adrols ZoTow T8 dvra oia

them, hardly require a refuta-
by dwondBwaotr, which, if the tradi-

tion.

tion is true, no doubt is only in-
tended to assert that things contain
Jor us another meaning when we
consider them from another stand-
point; the course of the world
will correspond to our wishes, or
contravene them, aceording as we
have a right or a wrong theory of
the world. Cf. also Ritter, Jon.
Phil. 295 sq. The alteration which
Gladisch, dnaz. u. d. Isr, 46, pro-
poses in the words of Anaxagoras,
and the explanation he gives of

U Metaph. iv. 4, 6, 17, 1007 b,
25, 1009 a, 22 sqq. 1012 a, 24, xi.
6, 1063 b, 24; Alex. in Metaph.
p. 295, 1 Bon. 684 a, 9 Br.

2 Supra, p. 272, 2.

3 Sext. Math. vil. 91: *Avaf.
Kow@s TOv Abyov Epm xpirhipioy eivar.

¢ This we must infer from the
silence of the fragments, and of all
testimony : even Philop. De 4n.
C 1, 7, does not ascribe the Aris-
totelian definitions: ¢ 6 kuples Aeyd-
uevos vols 6 ward THy ¢pbryoir,”



THE SENSES AND THOUGHT.

371

included by Anaxagoras in the sphere of his scientific
enquiry, There are, indeed, some isolated expressions
of his, in which he describes the contemplation of the
cosmos as the highest task of man,' and blames the
superficiality of the ordinary view of life;? and traits
are related of him which evince an earnest and yet
gentle disposition,® a magnanimous indifference to
external possessions,* and a quiet fortitude in distress ;

“4 pobs GmAals awTifoAals Tols
wpdyuaow GvriBdAAwy A Eyre %
ovk &yvw,” to the philosopher him-
self; he only makes use of them
in the discussion of his doctrines.

' Budem. Eth. i. 5, 1216 a, 10
(and others, p. 326, 2), says (prefix-
ing ¢acir): Anazagoras replied
to the question why life has any
value: Tob Oewplioar [&vexa] vdy
odpavdy ral THy wepl TO¥ Aoy kdopor
Tdtw. Diog.i1.7: mpds Tdy elmbyrar
“0bdéy gor uéher Tijs waTpidos;”
“ edphuet, Epm, éuol yap kal cpddpa
wérer mis waTpidos,” Setfas Tov obpa-
véy. He calls his country the
heavens either because his interest
and his thoughts are at home
there, or because of the theory
mentioned p. 365, 6, on the origin
of the soul; or in allusion to both
at once, he may mean that the
heavens from which our soul
springs are the worthiest object
of its interest.

2 Eudem. /. ¢. c. 4, 1215 b, 6:
Avef. . . . épwTnlels, Tis 6 eddarpo-
vésTares; * odfels, elmey, Gv o
voul(ets, GAN" #vowos &v Tis dot
paveln.”

3 (Cie. dead. i1. 23, 72, praises
his grave and dignified demeanour;
Plut. Per. c. 5, ascribes the well-
known seriousness of Pericles to
his intercourse with Anaxagoras;
and Alian, V. H. viil. 13, relates

that he was never seen to laugh;
on the other hand, the anecdote
told of him in Plut. Pracc. Ger.
Reip. 27, 9, p. 820; Diog. ii. 14,
that on his death-bed, he asked,
instead of any other honours, that
the children might have a holiday
from school on the aunniversary of
his death, shows a genial and
kindly disposition.

1 Of. what is said, p. 826, 2, on
the neglect of his property. All
the more incredible is the calumny
ap. Tert. dpologet. c¢. 46. The-
mistius, Orat. ii. 80 C, uses duwaid-
Tepos *Avataydpov proverbially.

5 According to Diog. ii. 10 sqq.
he replied to the news of his con-
demnation (this, however, is also
told by Diog. ii. 35, of Socrates)
that ‘the Athenians as well as
himself have been long ago con-
demned to death by nature:’ to
the observation, * éorepfhbns ’Afn-
valwy,” “od pdy ody, &AN Ekelvor
éuoti ;” to a condolence upon his
being forced to die in banishment,
‘it is the same distance everywhere
to Hades’ (this is alsoin Cie. Tuse.
i. 48, 104); to the news of the
death of his sons: #dew abrods
Bvqrods yerwfoas. The last is told
by Plut. Cons. ad. Apoll. 33, p.
118 ; Panaetius ap. Plut. Cok. Ira,
16, p. 463 E, and by many others,
but of Solon and Xenophon as well

BE 2
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but we know of no scientific rules belonging to this
department,! and even the statements mentioned above
are not taken from the treatise of our philosopher.

Nor did he enter much into the subject of religion.
The charge against him was made, indeed, on the score
of atheism, that is, denial of the gods of the state ;2 but
this censure was only based on his theories about the
sun and moon: as to the relation of these theories to
the popular faith he had doubtless hardly expressed an
opinion. The same is probably the case in regard to
his naturalistic explanation of phenomena, in which
his contemporaries were accustomed to see miracles
and portents® Lastly, he is said to have been the first
to interpret the Homeric myths in a moral sense;*
but it would appear that in this respect he is wrongly
credited with what really belongs to his disciples,’
and especially to Metrodorus;® for if the allegorical

as Anaxagoras, vide Schaubach,
p. 58.

! The statement of Clemens,
Strom. ii. 416 D (repeated by
Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. xi. 8, p. 152):
*Avataydpay . . . THy Bewplav pdvar
roi Blov Téhos elvar kal THY &md
Tavtns é\evbepiay, is no doubt de-
rived simply from the ethics of
Eudemus (supra, p. 371, 1)

2 Vide the writers cited p.
828, 8; Iren. ii. 14, 2, calls him
for this reason dnaxagoras, qui et
atheus cognominatus est.

3 Such as the much talked of
stone of Agospotamos, ap. Diog.
ii. 11, and the ram with one horn,
ap. Plut. Per. 6.

1 Diog. ii. 11 : Boxel 8¢ mpdvos,
Kabd ¢pnor SaBwpivos év mavrodary
ioropla, Ty "Oufipov wolnow dwodi-

vacfe: elvar wepl dpetdis Kol ducato-
obyyst éxl whéoy B¢ mpooTivar Tob
Adyov Muytpddwpor Tdv Aapfaxnvdy
yvépiuov Syra adTod, by xal mpiTov
omovddoar Tob womTod wepl THY
pvowhy wpayuereiav.  Heraclit.
Alleg. Homer. ¢. 22, p. 46, has no
connection with this.

5 Syncell. Chron. p. 149 O:
Epunpedovar B of *Avalaydpior Tobs
Hvbddeis feods, rvovy uiyv Tov Ala,
Thy 8¢ A@nvay Téxyyy, 80y kal T4
xepdv, ete.  Vide p. 364, 2.

8 Vide concerning Metrodorus
(who is also mentioned by Alex.
Meteorol. 91 b, and Simpl. Phys.
257 b, as a disciple ef Anaxagoras,
and in Plato’s Zon. 530 C, as a
solemn expounder of the Homeric
poems), Tatian. C. Graec. c. 21, p.
262 D: kol Mnyrpéduwpos 8¢ ¢ Aau-
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interpretation of the poets is altogether more in har-
mony with the taste of the Sophistic period, the moral
interpretation is least of all suited to Anaxagoras, who
paid so little attention to ethies. Of him we may ven-
ture to say that, in his enquiries, he confined himself
entirely to physies.

IV.—Anazagoras in relation to his predesessors. Character
and Ovigin of his Doctrine. The Anamagorean School :
Avrchelaus.

Wzt have already observed, in regard to Empedocles
and Democritus, Melissus and Diogenes, that in the
course of the fifth century the various schools of phi-
losophy and their doctrines were gradually beginning to
exert a livelier and more important influence over one
another. The example of Anaxagoras only confirms
our observation. This philosopher seems to have known
and made use of most of the ancient doctrines: from
Pythagoreanism alone he stands so entirely aloof that
we can diseern no influence, however indirect, from
that quarter upon his doctrines, nor even an invo-
luntary coincidence between the two systems. On
the other hand, the influence of the Ionian physieists
is unmistakable in his doctrine of primitive opposites,

Yarnrds & 7@ wept ‘Ouhpov Alay
etfflws Bielhenror wduTa els &AAR-
yoplav perdywy. obre yip “Hpav
obire "Anpvar obite Ala TobT elval
oo, dmep of Tobs weptBbAovs adTols
kal Ty Teuérn xcbidploavres voui-
(ovei, Pplgews B¢ OmooTdoes kal
orouxetwy Siakoouficers. Wemight
just as well, adds Tatian, explain
the fighting heroes as merely sym-

bolical persons; and according to
Hesychius (Ayauéw.), Metrodorus
actually interpreted Agamemnon
as the mther. DBut as a rule, as
may be seen from Tatian’s censure,
allegory was not employed by him
in respect to the human figures of
the Homeric poems.

1 P. 355, cf. Vol. I. p. 250,
272, 2,
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in his astronomical theories,! in his views about the
formation of the earth,® and the origin of living
creatures ;2 what he says of the mixture of all things
and the unlimitedness of matter reminds us of Anaxi-
mander and Anazimenes; and though in particular
details he has no such striking points of contact with
Heracleitus,* yet his whole system is directed to the
explanation of phenomena-—the reality of which Hera-
cleitus was more forward to acknowledge than any
other philosopher,—of change, to which all things are
subject, and of the multiplicity resulting from change.
Still more clearly can we trace in him the influence of
the Eleatic doctrine. The propositions of Parmenides
on the irpossibility of Becoming and Decay form the
starting-point of his whole system. He coincides with
the same philosophers in mistrust of the sensible per-
ception, in denial of empty space,” and in certain of
his physical theories;® the only doubt is whether these
doctrines came to him directly from Parmenides, or
through the medium of Empedocles and the Atomists.
To these his contemporaries (the Ionians and the
Eleatics), as has been already observed, Anaxagoras is
primarily allied. The three systems equally propose to
themselves the problem of explaining the formation of
the universe, the Becoming and individual generation of

1 P, 360, cf. Vol. I. p. 273 sq.  306) thinks that this may have
2 P. 856, cf. Vol. I. p. 255, arisen independently of Eleatic in-
254, 1. fluences, out of the polemic against
¥ P. 365 sq. Atomists or Pythagoreans; but,
4 His theories concerning the considering the unmistakeable in-
sense-perception, however (sup.p. terdependence of the Anaxagorean
367 sq.), seem to betray the influ- and Parmenidean doetrines on the
ence of Heracleitus. whole, it seems to me improbable.
> Sup. p:. 342, 1. Ritter (i 8 Of. p. 365, 6; 3686, 2; 368, 2.
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beings, and the changes and multiplicity of phenomena,
without, however, maintaining an absolute Becoming
and Decay, and a qualitative change of the primitive
matter, or giving up any part of the Parmenidean
theories concerning the impossibility of these processes.
To this end they all adopt the expedient of reducing
generation to the union, and decay to the separation of
substances, which, being underived and imperishable,
change in that process, not their quality, but only their
place and relation in space. But in their more precise
definitions the three systems differ. A plurality of
original substances they must all indeed assume, in
order to make intelligible the multiplicity of derived
things; but to these substances Empedocles ascribes
the elementary qualities; Leucippus and Demoecritus
merely the universal qualities, which belong to every
corporeal thing as suech; Anaxagoras, the qualities of
determinate bodies. In order to account for the innu-
merable differences in the nature and constitution of
derived things, Empedocles maintains that the four
elements are mingled in infinitely various proportions,
the Atomists hold that the homogeneous matter is
divided into an infinite number of primitive bodies of
various shapes, while Anaxagoras says that the innu-
merable substances are capable of the most various
intermixture. The primitive substances, therefore, are
conceived by Empedocles as limited in number and
differences of kind, but infinitely divisible; by the
Atomists, as unlimited in number and variety of form,
but indivisible; by Anaxagoras, as unlimited in number
and distinctions of kind, and infinitely divisible,
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Lastly, in order to explain motion—on which all gene-
ration of derived things is based—Empedocles adds to
the four elements two moving forces ; but as these are
wholly mythical forms, the question as to the natural
cause of motion remains unanswered. The Atomists
find a purely natural cause of motion in weight ; and
that this may operate and produce the infinite mul-
tiplicity of movements, they introduce empty space
between the atoms. Anaxagoras feels indeed the neces-
sity of adding to matter a moving force ; he does not,
however, seek this in a mythical image, external to
nature and reality, but recognises in spirit or mind the
ratural ruler and mover of matter.

In the further application of his principles to the
explanation of pature, Anaxagoras is also in many
respects agreed with Empedocles and Democritus. All
three begin with a chaotic mixture of primitive sub-
stances, out of which they say the world arose by means
of a whirling motion, self-engendered, in this mass.
In their conceptions of the universe there is hardly one
important difference between Anaxagoras and Demo-
eritus. As Democritus regarded the three lower ele-
ments as a medley of the most various kinds of atoms,
Anaxagoras saw in the elements generally a medley of
all seeds.! All three philosophers are in accord about
several theories, such as the obliquity of the ecliptic,?
the animate nature of plants,® the origin of living
beings from the terrestrial slime;* Empedocles and

L Cf p. 225, 1, with 332, 1; 2 Vide p. 157, 5; 251, 5; 360, 4.
Aristotle uses the same expression, 3 P. 178, 8; 263, 2; 364, 2.
wavowepuia, in both cases. 4+ P, 365, 6; 366, 1,
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Anaxagoras also in regard to the generation and de-
velopment of the feetus ;! and, at any rate, the first and
last-named of these theories are so remarkable that we
cannot regard the coincidence as fortuitous.

Although, however, it thus appears unquestionable
that the above-mentioned philosophers are not merely
allied as to their doctrines, but that they actually and
historically influenced one another, it is not so easy to
determine which of them first advanced the propositions
that are common to all three. Anaxagoras, Empedocles
and Leucippus are contemporaries, and tradition has not
told us which was the first to promulgate his system.
Aristotle indeed says of Anaxagoras, in a well-known
passage, that he was earlier as to his age, and later as
to his works, than Empedocles.? But whether this
means that his doctrines appeared later, or that they
were more matured, or on the other hand, more imper-
fect, than those of Empedocles, it is not easy to dis-
cover.,> If we try to decide the question according to

1 Pp. 162; 366, 2.

2 Metaph. 1. 3, 984 a, 11:
*Avakeybpas 8¢ . . . TH uEr dAwle
wpdrepos By TodTou, Tols & Euyous
Yorepos. .

3 The words allow of all three
interpretations. In regard to the
first, even if Breler (Phil. d. Anax.
85) is right in saying that &pya
cannot refer to the writings, the
Opera omnia ; nothing hinders our
translating the text thus: ‘his
achievements fall later) More-
over, as what is later is as a rule
riper and more advanced, forepos
may also be used in this sense;
and Aristotle, c. 8, 989 b, 5, 19,
actually says of Anaxagoras: if

we deduce the consequence of his
theories, fows &» Qaveln xawompe-
meaTépws Aéywy . . . BodAeras pévro-
TewaparAMoior Tols GoTepov AMdyoua;
and in still closer correspondence
with our text, De Calo, iv. 2, 308
b, 80: xalmep Byres dpyoudrepor THhs
viy HAlas kaverépws evbnoay mepl
iy voy Aexfévrer. On the other
hand, forepoy also designates that
which is inferior to something else
in value. Cf Arist. Melaph. v.
11, 1081 b, 22: 7 yap dwepéxor
T Oduvduer wpérepor, and Theo-
phrast. ap. Simpl. Phys. 6 b, who,
using the same expression con-
veesely, says of Plato: =odrois
érvyevduevos Thdroy, T wév détyp
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the internal relation of the doctrines, we shall probably
be drawn in two opposite directions. On the one hand,
it would seem that Anaxagoras’s derivation of motion
from spirit must be later than the mythical derivation
assigned to it by Empedoeles, or the purely material
explanation it receives from the Atomists; for in the
idea of Spirit 1ot only is a new and a higher principle
introduced into philosophys; but this principle is the
same with which the subsequent development is chiefly
connected ; whereas Empedocles, in his conception of the
moving forces, approximates to the mythic cosmogony,
and the Atomists do not advance beyond the pre-So-
eratic materialism. On the other hand, however, the
theories of Empedocles and the Atomists appear to be
more scientific in regard to the primitive substances
than those of Anaxagoras; for Anaxagoras places the
qualities of derived things immediately in the primitive
substances, while the other two systems seek to explain
those substances by reference to their elementary and
atomistic constituents: consequently, the procedure of

the

wal 7 Suwdue:r wplTepos, Tols Ot
xpévois forepos. This signification
1s given to the words of our text
by Alexander, p. 22, 13 Bon. 534
b, 17 Br. The words, thus under-
stood, eontain a rhetorical and not
a logical antithesis; for, in point
of fact, there would be mnothing
surprising in the older view being
the less perfect; but if Theophras-
tus could express himself as he
does (1. ¢.), Aristotle may have said
the same in the same sense. If,
on the contrary, we understand by
Horepos the riper, there arises the
difficulty (of which Alexander re-
minds us), that in the question of

substances with
which our text is concerned, Aris-
totle could not possibly have rated
the doctrine of Anaxagoras higher
than that of Empedocles, which he
himself followed. But it may be
that in the predicate Tois &pyos
Jorepos he had in view the whole
of Anaxagoras’s doctrine, in which
he certainly recognised an essen-
tial progress, as compared with
previous philosophers, and that
his observation was merely in-
tended to explain why he had
placed Anaxagoras, in spite of his
age, immediately after Empedocles.

primitive
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the Atomists is moere thorough, because they are not
content with attaining sensibly perceived substances, but
derive these, individually and collectively, from some-
thing still more primitive. This might ineline us to sup-
pose that the Atomists appeared later than Anaxagoras,
and Empedocles at any rate not earlier ; and that it was
precisely the inadequacy of Anaxagoras’s explanation of
nature which caused them to abandon Spirit as a sepa-~
rate principle side by side with matter, and to set up a
uniform and strictly materialistic theory.!

But the opposite view has nevertheless preponder-
ating reasons in its favour. In the first place, it has
already been shown ? that Empedocles was acquainted
with the poem of Parmenides, and that he took from
that source what he says on the impossibility of gene-
ration and decay. If we compare with this Anaxa-
goras’s utterances on the same subject,® we find that
the thoughts and expressions in them exactly harmonise
with those of Empedocles, whereas they have no similar
connection with the corresponding verses of Parmenides.
The passages in Empedocles therefore presuppose an’
acquaintance with Parmenides, and can be explained
on the basis of such an acquaintance, without any as-
sistance from Amnaxagoras; conversely, the statements
of Anaxagoras can perfectly be understood on the sup-
position that he was acquainted with Empedocles’s
poem : there is nothing in them that implies a direct
obligation to Parmenides. This relation of the three
systems makes it highly probable that Empedocles first

! Cf. p. 293 sq. v. 36 sqq., 40 sqq. 69 sqq., 89, 92
2 P. 195 sq.; 161 sq. (p. 122,1,2; 123,1,2; 124, 1).
3 Sup. 331, 1, 2, 3; cf. Emped.
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derived his statement that all generation is the union,
and all decay the separation, of substances, from the doc-
trine of Parmenides of the impossibility of Becoming ;
while, on the other hand, Anaxagoras first borrowed
the theory from Empedocles: and this conjecture is
confirmed when we observe that it harmonises better
with the other presuppositions of Empedocles than with
those of Anaxagoras. For to identify generation with-
mixture, and decay with division, must have been easy
to a philosopher who regarded the elementary substances
as the original principle out of which the particular
was formed, merely through combination; and who, in
connection with this, considered the uniting power as
the truly divine and beneficent, and the intermixture
of all matter as the most blessed and perfect state. It
is, on the contrary, much less easy if, with Anaxagoras,
we regard particular substances as the most primitive,
their original intermixture as an unordered chaos, and
the separation of the mixed substances as the special
work of the spiritual and divine essence. In that case
the generation of individual beings must be derived
primarily from the separation, and in the second place
only from the union, of the fundamental substances;
while their decay must be brought about by their return
to the elementary condition of intermixture.! Among

1 Steinbart (4llg. L. Z. 1845,
Novbr, p. 893 sq.), on the other
hand, thinks that the doctrine of
the generation of individuals from
mixture and separation does not
harmonise with the four primitive
substances of Empedocles ; it could
only have been an orgamic part of
a doctrine in which the physical

elements were not the simplest. But
what is mixture, if not the genera-
tlon of a composite something from
something more simple? If, there-
fore, all things arose out of inter-
mixture, the simplest substances
must be the most primitive; as
indeed all mechanical physicists,
except Anaxagoras, have assumed
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the other theories of Anaxagoras, especially in what he
says of the sense-perception, he seems sometimes to
contradict Empedocles, and sometimes to show traces
of his influence.) We may therefore suppose that the
philosophical opinions of Empedocles were published
before those of Anaxagoras, and that Anaxagoras made
use of them.

The same holds good of the founder of the Atom-
istic School. Democritus certainly seems to have
borrowed much from Anaxagoras, especially in his
astronomical conceptions, in which he is allied with
the older theory of Anaximander and Anaximenes.?
Anaxagoras, on the contrary, seems to be referring
to Leucippus when he refutes the doctrine of empty
space in its details by physical experiments. When he
expressly asserts the unity of the world, and protests
against the division of primitive substances, he can
scarcely bave in view any other adversary than the
Atomistic philosophy. The Pythagoreans, who alone
of all the other schools might be intended, give quite
another meaning to the conception of the Void; and
the older enemies of this conception, Parmenides and
Heracleitus—who were anterior to the Atomistic theory
—bestow on it no detailed refutation. The Atomistic
philosophy seems to have been the first to arouse
serious discussion as to the possibility of empty space.*
There is doubtless a reference to this philosophy, also,

for this very reason, and do as- 1; 248 sqq.

sume, even to the present day. 2 Vide supra, p. 342, 1; Fr. 11,
U Cf p. 367, 2; 368, 2; with supra, p. 338, 2.
p. 165, 3. : + Of. p. 306.

2 Vide supra, p. 360, 3, 4; 374,
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in the remark! that there can be no ¢smallest,’ since
Being cannot be annihilated by division ; for here the
theory of indivisible bodies is directly supported by the
assertion that things are annihilated by infinite divi-
_sion: which, indeed, had already been pointed out by
Zeno, though he gave a different application to the
theory. Anaxagoras’s denial of a blind Fate 2 has also -
been said, though less certainly, to have reference to
the Atomists: there is no other system to which it
would better apply. I should therefore suppose that
Leucippus must have preceded Anaxagoras in his doe-
trine, and that Anaxagoras had directed his attention

to it.

That this was quite possible chronologically we

have already seen ® in the course of our discussion.*
The special philosophic importance of Anaxagoras

1 Vide supra, p. 841, 8, cf. p.
'218; Vol. I, 614.

2 Videsup. p. 345, 8, cf. p. 288 sq.

3 P. 306.

4 Further confirmation of this
might be found in the treatise De
Melisso, ¢. 2, 976 a, 18. Accord-
ing to the most probable reading,
though this is partly founded on
conjecture, we are there told: xal
yap Buotoy olre Aéye 70 wav elva,
oixt &s EAN . . . 7wl (Mullach
completes this in agreement with
Beck, #AAo:r érépw T, 1 should
myself conjecture #AAg Buody Tive)
Gwep wal *Avatoydpas (Beck rightly
substitutes Anaxagoras for *Afnva-
yépas, which we find in Cod. Lips.)
enéyxet, 811 Buowov Td Hmepov: TO
3¢ Buowoy &répy Buowy, ore 8o 3
wAelw dvro odx by &v od8 Emepov
elvat. These words, it seems to
me, can only be understood. to
mean that Anaxagoras contradicted
the theory that the Unlimited is

8uorov.  Mullach’s interpretation
quod etiam Anazagoras ostendit
infindtum sui stmile esse (so far, ac-
cording to Fr. 8, supra, p. 543, 1,
a8 vods is infinite, and at the same
time wds 8uotos), introduces a
thought that is superfluous and
irrelevant to the context, and is
besides contradicted by éréyxew ;
for though this word is used not
merely for ¢refute, but also for
‘prove,’ yet it always designates
a proof by which an opposite
opinion is refuted. But as the
writer does not expressly say that
Anazagoras  contradicted  the
opinion of Melissus concerning the
homogeneous nature of the &weipor,
his language may also be under-
stood thus : *Even Anaxagoras con-
tradicts the opinion that the &we:-
pov must be homogeneous, so far
as he represents the infinite mass
of the primitive matter as cousist-
ing entirely of heterogeneous parts.’
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is based upon the doctrine of vods. With this doctrine
his theory of matter is, however, so intimately connected
that the one is conditioned by the other. Matter in
itself, as he represents it in the primitive state before
Spirit had begun to work upon it, can only be a chaotic,
motionless mass ; for all motion and separation must
come from Spirit. But matter must nevertheless con-
tain all the constituents of derived things as such
for Spirit creates nothing new: it only divides what
actually exists.. Conversely, Spirit is necessary, be-
cause matter, as such, is unordered and unmoved, and
the activity of matter is restricted to the separation of
substances, because they are already supposed to contain
within themselves all their determinate qualities. The
one doctrine is so directly given in the other that we
cannot even enquire which was the earlier and which
the later; for this conception of matter could ounly
result if an incorporeal moving eause, distinet from it
and working in this particular manner, were main-
tained: and such a moving cause could only be
maintained if the nature of matter were conceived in
this particular way and no other. Both definitions
are so far equally original-—they merely indicate
the two sides of the opposition of Spirit and matter,
as conceived by Anaxagoras, If we ask how this
opposition itself arose in the mind of our philosopher,
an answer has already been given in the course of
the present discussion.! Ancient physics recognised
only corporeal nature. With this corporeal nature
Anaxagoras cannot satisfy himself, because he knows

1 P. 345,
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not how to explain from such a cause the movement of
nature, the beauty and design of the universe, especially
as he has learned from Parmenides, Empedocles and
Leucippus, that the corporeal substance is something
underived and unchangeable, not moved dynamically
from within, but mechanically from without. Accord-
ingly, he discriminates Spirit, as moving and ordering
force, from matter ; and as he finds all order conditional
on a division of the unordered, all knowledge condi-
tional on discrimination, he thus defines the opposition
of Spirit and matter : Spirit, he says, is the dividing and
diseriminating force, and consequently is itself simple
and unmixed ; matter is that which is absolutely mixed
and composite : a definition which was closely connected
with the traditional ideas of chaos, and more recently
with the doctrines of Empedocles and the Atomists
concerning the primitive state of the universe. If,
however, matter really consists originally in a mixture
of all things, and the operation of moving force ina
separation of them, things as these definite substances
must already be contained in the original matter, and
in place of the elements and atoms the so-called Ho-
moeomeries are introduced.

The fundamental coneceptions, therefore, of the An-
axagorean system are without difficulty to be explained
as resulting partly from the theories of earlier and con-
temporary philosophers, and partly from such considera-
tions as might easily and naturally ocer to its author.
Such being the case, we can the more readily dispense
with the other sources of this doctrine, which some even
among the ancients sought to derive from Hermotimus,
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the mythical magician,! or from the wisdom of the East ; ?
but these views have so little to recommend them that
there ean searcely be a doubt of their groundlessness.
Asto any dependence of Anaxagoras on Orientaldoctrines,
there exists no tradition on which the smallest reliance
can be placed, nor does the nature of his system render
it in any way probable.? Hermotimus is manifestly nota

t Avist. Metaph. 1. 3, 984 b,
18, after mention of vols: Pavepds
uev odv *Avatarydpar Toper afduevoy
ToUTwy Ty Adywy, airfoy & Exe
wpbrepor ‘Epudrimes 6 Kialouérios
eimelv. The same is repeated by
Alexander, &e., ad k. 1. (Schol. in
Ar. 536 b) ; Philop. ad 4. 1. p. 2;
ap. Simpl. Phys. 321 a; Sext.
Maoth. ix. 7 Blias, Cret. in Greg.
Naz. Orat. 87, p. 831 (in Carus,
Nachg. W. iv. 341), with no other
authority for the statement except
this text of Aristotle.

2 To these belong the state-
ment already mentioned, p. 326,
2, that Anaxagoras visited ‘the
East and especially Egypt; also
the hypotheses of Gladisch (Die
Rel. und die Philosophie Anazag.
und die Israeliten), and some of
the ancients (on whom ef. dnarag.
wnd d. Ler. p. 4), who would con-
nect him with Judaism.

3 How inadequate are the au-
thorities for Anaxagoras’s visit to
Egypt, we have already seen in
the notice of them, p. 326, 2. Not
one is less recent than the last
decade of the Fourth Century after
Christ; even Valerius Maximus
does not speak of a journey to
Egypt, but only of a diutina pere-
grinatio, while the property of An-
axagoras was laid waste, and it is
very possible that he was thinking
of Anaxagoras’sresidenceinAthens,

VOL. 1I.

or of nothing definite. But even if
he had named Egypt as the destina~
tion of this journey, his evidence
could easily be contradicted, and
the saying concerning the grave
of Mausolus, which Diog. (i1. 10)
puts into the mouth of our philo-
sopher (who died 19 Olympiads,
.. 76 years, before it was built),
would scarcely lend it any confirma-
tion. Ifitbe urged that the Greeks
from the time of Anaxagoras were
so inclined to place their scientific
greatness in connection with Egypt;
that it is improbable an Egyptian
journey, known to have been under-
taken by this philosopher, should
have received no mention, we can
only infer from the complete
silence of all authorities on the
subject, that nothing whatever was
known of such a journey. Con-
cerning the hypothesis of Gladisch,
I have already given my opinion
on the general presuppositions and
collective result of this, Vol. I. p.
36. The interpretation of facts
to suit the interest of arbitrary
combinations, with which he is
there censured, is not wanting in
the present case. For example,
from the dogmas of the Old Testa-
ment, not only does he deduce, p.
19, the doectrine of pre-existent
matter (for which the Alexandrian
Book of Wisdom is cited among
other evidence as perfectly valid

¢ C
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historical contemporary of Anaxagoras, but a mythical
figure in the past, who has only been associated with
Anaxagoras by the idle ingenuity of later writers.!

testimony) ; but also the Anaxago-
rean Homoeomeries (p. 48); and
conversely, from Aunaxagoras (as
has been shown, p. 3562, 1) he de-
rives, by the most inadequate
reasoning, the Jewish notions of
the government of the universe.
The doctrine of the Old Testament
of the creation of the world by the
direct Divine behest js represented
as in all essential respects * entirely
the same’ (p. 43) as that of Anax-
agoras, of the first movement of
matter by voils, from which move-
ment all things arise in a purely
mechanical manner. A parallelism
that is instituted in such a way
can be of no assistance from an
historical point of view.

1 The statements of the ancients
in regard to Hermotimus (the most
complete collection has been made
by Carus, ¢ Ueber die Sagen von
Hermotimus, Nachg., Werke, iv.
330 sqq., and previously in Fiille-
borw’s Beitrdge) are of three kinds.
The first has just been quoted
from Aristotle, &c. Secondly, it
is asserted that Hermotimus had
this wonderful facuity—that his
soul often quitted his body for a
long time, and after its return to
the body would give news of things
at a distanee; but once his enemies
took advantage of this state to
burn his body as if he had been
dead., Thus Pliny, H. N. vii. 53;
Plut. Gen. Socr. e. 22, p. 592;
Apollon. Dyse. Hist. Commentit. c.
3. All three, however, are evi-
dently dependent on the same
source (probably Zheopompus; cf.
Rohde, Rhein. Mus. xxvi. 558);
Lucian, Muse. Enc. c. 7; Orig. e

Cels. iii. 8; Tert. De An. c. 2, 44,
who adds that the inhabitants of
Clazomenz erected a shrine to Her-
motimus after his death. Thirdly,
Hermotimus is mentioned by Hera-
cleides ap. Diog. viii. 4 sq. among
those in whom the soul of Pytha-
goras had dwelt in its previous
wanderings ; and this is repeated
by Porph. V. Pyth.; Hippol. Refut.
i 2, p. 12; Tert. De An. 28, 31,
That the statement refers to the
Hermotimus we are discussing
there can scarcely be a doubt,
though Hippolytus erroncously
calls him a Samian. But since in
these narrations Hermotimus ap-
pears as a fabulous personage of
the distant past, it is obvious that
the statement which Aristotle men-
tions must be devoid of all his-
torical foundation; not to mention
the modern writers who would
even make Hermotimus the teacher
of Anaxagoras (vide Carus, 334,
362'sq.). This statement no doubt
originated in the myth, in an
attempt to find in the separation
of the soul from the body, which
is related of the old soothsayer, an
analogue of Anaxagoras’s distine-
tion of mind and matter. It is
possible that Democritus may have
been the author of this interpre-
tation, ¢f. Ding. ix. 84, Similar
legends are found in -India, as
Rohde shows, I ¢.; and it may
well be that the story, like other
myths and some of our fables
about animals, may have had its
rise there: whether we suppose it
to have been brought by the an-
cestors of the Hellenes in very
ancient times from their Asiatic
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We may therefore discard all these conjectures, and
consider the doctrine of Anaxagoras as the natural pro-
duct of the previous philosophic development. And it
is also the natural end of that development. For if in
Spirit a higher principle has been found throngh which
nature itself is conditioned, and without which neither
the movement of nature nor its order and design can
be explained, there arises henceforward the demand
that this higher cause of nature shall also be recognised,
the one-sided philosophy of nature comes to an end,
and along with nature, and even before it, spirit be-

comes an object of investigation.
The school of Anaxagoras did not itself take this

course.

We are indeed reminded of the Sophists in

Metrodorus’s allegorical interpretations;! but on the

other hand Archelaus,? the

home, or to have come by way of
further Asia to the Jonians on the
coasts.

1 P. 372, 6.

2 Archelaus, son of Apollo-
dorus, or, according to others, of
Myson, is described by most writers
as an Athenian, but by some as a
Milesian (Diog. ii. 16; Sext. Math,
vii. 14, ix. 360 ; Hippol. Refut.i. 9;
Clemens, Cohort. 43 D ; Plut. Plac.
i, 8, 12; Justin, Cokort. c. 8; and
Simpl. Phys. 6). That he was a
scholar of Anaxagoras we are fre-
quently told (ef., besides the writers
just cited, Cic. Zuse. v. 4, 10;
Strabo, xiv. 3, 36, p. 645 ; Eus.
Pr. Ev. x. 14, 8 sq.; August. Civ.
D. viii. 2). According to Euse-
bius, I ¢., he first presided in Lamp-
sacus over the school of Anaxagoras,
whose successor he is called, ap.
Clem. Strom. i. 301 A; Diog.

only disciple of Anaxagoras

Procem. 15 ; Eus. xiv. 15, 9; Aug.
{. c., and from thence emigrated to
Athens. The same presupposition,
or a negligent use of the source
employed by Clemens, seems tohave
given rise to the astounding asser-
tion (Diog. ii. 16; cf. Schaubach,
Anazx. 22 sq.) that he first trans-
planted Physics from Ionia into
Athens. Most, probably, however,
both the first and second of these
statements are merely inferences
from the supposed connection of
the 8uadoxh. Cf. p. 329, 1. The
same judgment must be passed on
the statement (Cic., Sext., Diog.,
Simpl. L. e.: lo, Aristoxenns und
Diokles ap. Diog. ii. 19, 28, x. 21;
Bus., Pr. Bv. x. 14, 9, xiv. 15, 9,
xv. 62, 8; Hippol. i. 10; Galen,
H. Phil. 2, &e.) that Socrates was
his disciple. This is not historical
tradition, but a pragmatical eon-

cce?2
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of whom we know any particulars,! remained faithful to

Jjecture, shown to be improbable
not merely by the silence of Xeno-
phon, Plato, and Aristotle, but also
by the mutual relation of the doe-
trines of the two men, and by the
philosophie character of Socrates.
(Cf. Part 1. a, 47 sq., 3rd ed.)
The accounts concerning the doe-
trine of Archelaus would lead us to
conjecture that it was expounded
in writings. A book of Theophras-
tus about him, which is mentioned
by Biog. v. 42, was perhaps only a
section of 'a larger work. Simpl.
1. 6, seems to refer to Theophrastus’s
Bhysies and not to this exposi-
tion.

! The Anaxagorean school CAva-
Lorydpetos, Plato, Crat. 409 B ;
Syncell. Chron. 149 C; of én’
’Ayakorydpov, Plut. -Plac. iv. 8, 2—of
wepl ’Av. in the texts which Schau-
bach, p. 82, quotes is merely a
paraphrase)is sometimes mentioned
without any further aceount of it.
A trace of 1ts ipfluence has already
come before us (p. 70 sq.) in the
treatise of the psendo-Hippecrates,
. dabrys. A scholiast on Plato’s
Gorgias (p. 345, Bekk.) calls the
sophist Polus an Anaxagorean; but
this is evidently an.inference un-
justifiably drawn frem 465°D. In
regard to Clidemus, also, it seems to
me doubtful whether Philippson is
right in assigning him to the s¢hool
of Anaxagoras ("TAn érp. 197),
though I eannot agree-with Tdeler
(Arist. Meteorol. 1. 617 sq.), who
makes him an adherent of Empedo-
cles. It would rather appear:that
this naturalist, who is mentioned
by Theophrastus (H. Plant. iii.
1, 4) after Anaxagoras and Dio-
genes, and again (De Sensu, 38)
between them, and whom we may
probably regard as a contemporary
of Diogenes and Democritus, had

no fixed theory of philosophy, but
occupied himself merely with par-
ticular investigations. Arist. Me-
teor.ii 9,370 a, 10,says he supposed
lightning to be.only a phenomenon
of light, like the glittering of water
in motion. Theophrastus, H. Ph.
l. c., says that, according to him,
plants consist of the same sub-
stances as animals, only that they
are less pure and warm; and
(Caus. Plant. i. 10, 8) that the
colder plants flower in winter, the
warmer in summer. The same
author (I c. 1il. 23, 1, sq.) mentions
his opinion on the best time for
sowing ; and (V. 9, 10) his view
concerning a disease of the vine;
lastly he tells us(De Sensu, 38) that
Clidemus expressed some opinions
on-the perceptions of the senses :
alofdveafar ydp pnot Tols dpOaiuols
#itv (so Wimmer readsinstead of ud-
voy) 81t Siagpavels' Tals 8 dwoals dre
éumintwy & 8Yp Kivel Tals 8¢ pioly
eperroudvous TOv &épa, TobTov Yip
dvaulyrvefor 14 8¢ yAdaop Tobs
xupobs kal 7d Bepudy kal b Yuxpdy,
Jid 10 coudpyy elvar 75 §F BAAg
oduart waph puéy 1adT 006y, adrdv
8¢ Tobrwy kai TO fepudy kat Td Typd
ral & evavrior ubpov 8& Tas drods
abras ptv obdty kplvew, els B&¢ Tdv
-vody Swaméumew obx Gomep 'Avala-
yépas dpxhy woiel wdvror (of all-
sense<perceptions) 7ov vovv. This
alone shows that Clidemus did not
share the philosophic opinions of
Anaxagoras; and, indeed, nothing
is anywhere said of him in a philo-
sophie point-of view. That he isa
different person from Clidemus, or
Clitodemus the historian (Miiller,
Hist. Gr. 1. 359 sqq.), with whom
he is identified by Meyer, Gesch. d.
Botanik, i. 23 sqq. and others, is
proved by XKirchner, Jukrb. f.
Philol. Suppl. N. F, vii., 501 sq.
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the physical tendency of his master, and while he
sought o soften down his dualism, approximated some-
what to the ancient materialistic physics. But even
in his case our imformation is very scanty. We are
told that in respect to ultimate causes he agreed with
Anaxagoras; that, like him, he assumed an infinite
number of small bodies of equal parts, from whieh all
things arise by means of mechanical combination and
separation, and conceived these substances as originally
mingled together ; but that he distinguished Spirit from
the corporeal as the power which rules over it.! The
original mixture of all substances he (approximating
herein to Anaximenes and the ancient Ionie school) sup-
posed to be like air,® which, indeed, Anaxagoras had re-

! Simpl. Phys. 7 a (after Theo-
phrastus): év péy Tf yevéoe tob
wbopov kal Tois #AAois wepdral Ti
Pépew Wiov, Tas bpxds O& Tas adTis
3dwoy Gomwep Avatarydpasc obror
uty ody Gmelpovs 76 wAffer kal
avopoyeyeis Tas Gpxas Aéyoval Tas
duotopepelas Tibévres &pxas. (The
latter also in D¢ Cwlo, 269 b, 1;
Schol. in Ar. 513 a.) Clem. Cokort.
43 D: of utv abrdv 7d mepov
kaBbpmoar, Gy . . . Avafaydpas . .
wal . . "Apxéhaos: TolTw uév ye
dupw TOy vody émeornodTyr TR
aweipla. Hippol. Refut. i. 9: obros
Epm Ty pikw Ths UAns dpolws 'Ava-
taybpe Tds Te Gpxas GoalTws.
Aug. Civ. D. viil. 2: etiam ipse de
particulis inter se  dissimilibus,
quibus singula quaeque fierent, ita
omnia constare putavit, ut inesse
etiam meniem dicerel, quae corpora
dissimilia, 1. e. illas particulas,
conjungendo et dissipando ageret
omnia. Alex. Aphr. De Mixt. 141
b: Anaxagoras and Archelaus were

of opinion that duowuep . . . T
#repn elvar ocdpara, éE dv B Téw
alafnTdy yéveos coudTwy, yvouévn
kot avykpiaw kol ovveow, where-
fore they are both eounted among
those who regard all mixture as a
mass of substantially separate mat-
ters. Philop. De 4n. B 16: Arche-
laus helongs to those dooc elpfixace
70 way Twd 100 rod kexwijolar,

? Through this theory, which
is confirmed by what immediately
follows, the statement that Arche-
laus held air to be the primitive
matter may easily be combined, as
it appears to me, with the other

accounts. Cf. Sext. Math. ix. 860
"Apx . . . Gépa [éNele mdvrwy elvou

dpxhy wal arorxeiov]. Plut. Plac.
1. 3, 12 (word for word the same:
Justin, Cokort. ¢. 8 end): ’Apx.

. &épa dwetpor [dpxhy dmephvaro)]
wal Thy wepl abrdv mukvdrnTa Kal
udvaow' TobTwy 8¢ 1Y pév elvas wip
70 8¢ $dwp.
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garded as a mixture of primitive substances of various
kinds, but still only as a part of the original mass.!
Moreover, while Anaxagoras strongly insisted on the un-
mixed nature of Spirit, Archelaus, it is said, represented
Spirit as mixed with matter;? so that in air animated
by Spirit, he had a principle similar to that of Anaxi-
menes and Diogenes, but different from theirs by reason
of its dualistic composition.? He also agreed with these
philesophers in describing the first separation of the
primitive mixture as rarefaction and condensation.*
In this first separation the warm and the cold were
divided, as had been taught by Anaximander, and also
byAnaxagoras ; ® but, as the original mixture was already
declared to be air, Archelans (herein differing from
Anaxagoras) called these two principal masses of derived
things fire and water.® Following the example of his
master, he regarded fire as the active, and water as the
passive element; and since he tried to explain the
formation of the universe in a purely physical manner
from their joint operation, it might seem as if these
material bases were the ultimate cause of the universe,
and that Spirit had no concern with it. This cannot,

Oepudy kal fypby. Herm. Irris. c.

P. 355, 3.
"Apx. Gmopowwduevos TéY CAwy

Hippol. I. c.: ofiros 8¢ 76 vg 5:

1
2

rumdpxew T edbéws piyua.

3 Stob. Eel. 1. 56, may so far be
correct: ‘Apx. &épx kal voir Tdy
fedy, i.e., he may have characterised
air and Spirit as the eternal and
divine.

4 Plat. Plac. ; vide 389, 2.

8 Vide Vol. I. p. 250, and Vol.
II. p. 355.

$ Plut. Plac. 1. ¢, Diog. ii. 16:

Eneye 8¢ Vo aitlas elvar yevégews,

&pxds Bepudy wal Puxpdr. Hippol.
l.c.: elvar & dpxWy Tis Kwhoews
7d &moxpivesfar (so Duncker, after
Réper and Ritter) éx’ éANMjAwy 7b
Gepudy ral b Yuxpdy, ral 7o uév
Bepudy  gureicfar, 76 B¢ Yuxpdy
7peuciv. Cf. Plato, Soph. 242 D:
8U0 B¢ €repos eimaw, bypdv ral Enpdy
# OBepuov xal Yuxpdy, ouvewiler Te
abdro rai écdidwar. The reference to
Archelaus is not, however, certain,
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however, have been the meaning of Archelaus;! he no
doubt supposed, like Anaxagoras, that spirit produced
a vortex in the primitive infinite mass, and that from
that vortex arose the first division of heat and cold,
from which all other things spontaneously proceeded.
In the division of matter the water ran together in
the midst; through the influence of heat, part of this
evaporated and ascended as air, another part condensed
and became earth; from the earth came the stars,
which are detached portions of earth. The earth,
which is a very small part of the universe, is kept in
its place in the rotation by the air, and the air by fire.
The surface of the earth must, according to Archelaus,
be depressed towards the centre ; for if it were absolutely
level, the sun would rise and set everywhere at the
same time. The stars at first revolved laterally around
the earth, which, on account of its raised edge, lay in
perpetual shadow ; only when the inclination of the
heavens began, could the light and warmth of the sun
operate upon the earth and dry it up.? In all these con-

ceptions there is little to

! Vide previous note and Stob.
. c.: ob uévroL woouomody TOV Yo,

z The above results from Hip-
pol. loe. cit., where, however, the
text is very corrupt; and from
Diog. ii. 17, where the traditional
reading is equally inadmissible in
its meaning. According to this
the words run thus: Tnxduerdy
gna b B3wp dmd Tob Beppob, kabd
ey eis o wupddes curieTATOL TOLEW
yiv kafd 8¢ wepippel, Gépa yevvay.
For wvpddes Ritter, 1. 342, reads
Tup@des ; perhaps we should sub-
stitute for this myA@des, and for the

distinguish Archelaus from

obscure wepippel, mupl wepippeira,
as Diog. continues: 86er 5 uev dwd
7ol &épos, 6 8¢ Hwd THs Tob mupds
mwepipopas kpaterrar.  Byk, Vorso-
Erat. Phil. 1. 247 sq., proposes to
transpose the sentence thus: xafd
uey wepippel wotely yiiy, rabd 8¢ eis
70 mpides owicTarar &épa yevvav.
But what then would be the mean-
ing of wepipper? In the same
passage is the statement rhy 3¢
fdAaTray év Tois koiAois Bk Tis
¥is H0ovuévny guvestdvar, In this
way no doubt the taste of sea-
water was explained.
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Anaxagoras,’ whom he likewise resembles in his opinions
concerning living beings, so far as we are acquainted
with them. The cause of animation in all creatures.is
Spirit,? which Archelaus seems to have connected with
the air that they breathe.? They first arose from the
heat of the sun: this produeced from the terrestrial
slime various kinds of animals, which were nourished
by the slime and only lived a short time ; subsequently,
sexual propagation was introduced, and men raised
themselves above the other creatures by their arts and
manners.* Concerning his other theories about men
and animals, nothing has been told us; but it seems
reasonable to conjecture that in them also he followed
Anazagoras, and that, like him and other predecessors,
he bestowed special attention on the activities of the

senses.’

1 CE p. 355 sq., 360. Arche-
laus (vide supra, 362, 6) also agrees
with Anaxagoras in his explana-
tion of earthquakes, ap. Sen. Qu. N,
vi. 12.

2 Hippol. l.c.: wobr 8¢ Aéyer
waow dudptecbaur {fois bpolws. xph=
caafaiyap €carTor Kal TEY CoudTwy
8o O pév Ppadurépws Tb B¢ Taxv-
Tépws. Instead of xphicacba: we
should read no doubt xpfiofa:, and
instead of the obscure werds, Tév
cwpdrov Sow 7§ odpart duolws, as
Ritter suggests (Jon. Phil. 304).

3 This, I conjecture, partly
from his general theories on Spirit,
discussed above, and partly from
the testimonies quoted, p. 364, 4.
Also the fact that that opinion was
attributed to Anaxagoras is most
easily explained on this theory.

4 Hippol. L c.: wepl 8¢ (Qov
¢naiv. 8T Geppawouéyns Tiis yis To

The statement that he believed in the exist-

wpdToy & T kard pépos [rdrw
pépet), drov 7d Bepudy ral TS Yuxpdy
éuioyero, dvedalvero Td 1€ #AAQ (Ga
TOANG kal &vdpote wdvra THY abThy
Blarrays Exovra ek Tis iAbos Tpegpd-
peva, iy 8¢ dAryoxpdria- Yorepov ¢
atrols ral 7 & aAAfAwy vévesis
dvéory ral diexpibnoay dybpwmor &mwd
Ty ¥AAwy, Kkal fryeudvas xat réuovs
kal Téxvas ral wéAers ral TE HAAQ
cuvéornoav. The same is to be
found in part ap. Diog. 1i. 16; ef.
p- 365, 6. A misapprehension of
this tradition seems to have given
rise to the statement of Epipha-
niug, Exp. Fid. 1087 a, that Arche-
laus thought all things originated
from earth, which he regarded as
the dpx® v 8rwy.

5 There seems to be an allusion
to this in the short notice, ap.
Diog. il. 17: mpiros 8¢ elme Ppwvijs
yéveory Thy Tob dépos wATEw, where
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ence of an infinite number of worlds! is, no doubt,
founded on a misapprehension.

Some writers maintain that Archelaus occupied
himself with ethical enquiries as well as physics, and
that he was in this respect a precursor of Socrates.?
In particular, he is said to have sought the origin of
right and wrong, not in nature, but in custom.® These
statements, however, seem to have arisen from the im-
possibility of conceiving the supposed teacher of Socrates
to be without an ethical philosophy; and confirmation
of this presupposition was looked for in a passage which
originally had quite another meaning.! That Archelaus
accomplished anything important in the sphere of ethies
is improbable, from the silence of Aristotle, who never

once mentions him.

But although the school of Anaxagoras remained
faithful, as he himself did, to physical investigations, yet

however wpdTos is incorrect, vide
sup. p. 368, 3.

! Stob. Eel. 1. 496, vide supra,
Vol. 1. p. 262, 8.

2 Sext. Math. vil. 14: *Apx.

. 70 Puoudy kal Hfucdy [uerhp-
xero]. Diog. ii. 16: e 8¢ Kal
otros Gfaclar 7is HbwkFs. kal yap
Tepl vopuwy TePithocbpnKe Kal KOADY
wal Swalwy: map’ o SwrpdTys TE
adtfioar adTds edpely ImeAnPon.

3 Diog. l.c.: Breye 8 . . . T
(Ga amd Tis INdos yevwnbijvar kal
74 Bikator elvar kol T aloxpdy ob
¢hoer GANG viuy.

* At any rate in Diogenes the
remarkable combination of the two
propositions eoncerning the genesis
of animals, and the origin of right
and wrong, would lead us to sup-
pose that his utterances are ulti-
mately derived from the same

- R

passage in Archelans’s treatise as
that quoted on p. 392, 4, from Hip-
polytus. Archelans in that case
had merely said that men:were at
first without law or morals, and
only attained to them in eourse of
time ; and from this, later writers
deduced the sophistical statement
that right and wrong are not
founded on nature. Ritter's ex-
planation of this proposition
(Gesch.d. Phil.i. 344): * That good
and evil in the world arise from
the distribution (véuos) of the
primal seeds in the world,’ seems
to me impossible : this signification
of vduos is not proved by any of
the analogies which he adduces.
Diogenes, moreover, certainly took
the sentence which he quotes only
in its ordinary meaning.
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the new principle which he had introduced into physics
necessitated an altered direction of enquiry; and thus
he is immediately connected with the phenomenon
which marks the end of the previous philosophy, and
the transition to a new form of scientific thought—viz.,
the rise of Sophistic opinion.

§ IIIL-THE SOPHISTS.
1. Origin of the Sophistic doctrine.

Prrrosoprry, until about the middle of the fifth century,
was confined to the small cireles which the love of
science had assembled in particular cities around the
authors and representatives of physical theories. Sci-
entific enquiry ¢oncerned itself but little with practical
life. The necessity of theoretical instruction was only
felt by a few, and as yet the attempt had never been
made on an extended scale to make seience common
property, and to found moral and political activity on
scientific culture. Even Pythagoreanism can hardly be
regarded as such an attempts for in the first place it
was only the members of the Pythagorean Society on
whom its educating influence was exerted ; and secondly,

results,

' Jae. Geel, Historia critica
Sophistarum, qui Secratis eltate
Athenis floruerunt (Nova acta lite-
raria societ. Rheno-Traject. P. I1.),
Utr. 1823. Hermann, Plat. Phil.
Pp.179-223,296-321. Baumbhauer,
Disputatio literaria, quam vim So-
phiste habuerint Athenis ad @tatis
sue disciplinam mores ac studic
imamutanda (Ute. 1144), a labori-
ous work, but without important

Grote, Hist. of Greece,
viil. 474~544 ; to which discussions
T shall often have oceasion to refer,
on account of their very great im-
portance. Schanz, Beitr. 2, vorso-
krat. Phil. aus Plato, 1. H. Die
Sophisten. Gott. 1867 ; Siebeck,
Ueb. Sokrates Verh. z, Sophistik ;
Untersuch. z. Phil. d. Gr, 1873, p.
1 5qq.; Ueberweg, Grundr. 1. § 27.
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its science had no immediate reference to practical life:
Pythagorean morality is a kind of popular religion ;
Pythagorean science, conversely, is physics. The prin-
ciple that practical capability is conditioned by scien-
tific culture was, generally speaking, quite alien to
antiquity.

Meanwhile, in the course of the fifth century,
various causes combined to alter this state of things.
The mighty impulse which Greece had received since
the Persian wars, and Gelon’s vietory over the Carthagi-
nians, must, in its subsequent influence, have deeply
affected Greek science also, and the relation of science
to the nation at large. Through a magnanimous en-
thusiasm, a rare devotion on the part of all individuals,
these extraordinary successes had been attained: a
proud self-reliance, a youthful desire for action, a pas-
sionate strnggle for freedom, glory and power, were
their natural result. The traditional institutions and
national customs became tco narrow for a mnation that
was spreading itself on all sides: the old constitutional
forms could nowhere, except in Sparta, maintain their
ground against the spirit of the age—the old customs,
even in Sparta, were unable to do so. The men who had
staked their lives for the independence of their country
would not suffer their interest in the conduct of its affairs
to decline; and in the greater number, and the most
intellectually active of the cities,! a democracy arose to
power which in course of time was able without diffi-
culty, to set aside the few barriers of law yet remaining.

! Especially in Athens and among her allies in Swracuse and the
other Sicilian colonies.
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Athens, who by her gloricus deeds had become the
ruling centre of Greek national life, and since Pericles,
had also anited in herself more and more the scientifie
powers and efforts of the nation, was foremost to pursue
this course. The result was an ineredibly rapid pro-
. gress in all spheres, an active rivalry, a joyful straining
" of all the powers which, let loose by freedom, were
guided by the great genius of Pericles to the highest
ends; and so this eity was enabled within a single
generation to attain a height of prosperity and power,
of glory and culture, of which history affords no parallel.
With the increase of culture the claims on individuals
necessarily increased, and the customary means of edu-
cation were no longer sufficient. Education had, till
then, been limited to music and gymnastic, together
with some elementary arts; everything further was left
to the unmethodieal practice of life, and to the personal
influence of relatives and fellow-citizens.! Even politics
and the art of oratory, so indispensable to a statesman,
were learned in the same manner. This method had
indeed produced the most brilliant results. From the
school of practical experience the greatest heroes and
statesmen went forth, and in the words of the poets—
of Epicharmus and Pindar, of Simonides and Bacchy-
lides, of Alschylus and Sophocles—an abundant store of
practical wisdom and observation of mankind, of pure
moral principles and profound religious ideas, was de-
posited in the most perfect form, for the benefit of all.
But just because men had gone so far, they found it
necessary to go farther. If a higher cultivation of
~ taste and intellect, such as could be attained in the

! Vide Vol. L p. 77.
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accustomed way, was universally disseminated, the man
who wished to distinguish himself was forced to look
around him for something new. If all were habituated,
through political activity and multifarious intercourse,
to a keen apprehension of the relation of things, to
rapid judgment and resolute action, only a special train-
ing could give decided ascendeney to individuals ; if an
appreciative sense of the beauties of language and the
subtleties of expression were quickened in all, speech
required to be treated in a more artistic manner than
heretofore ; and the value of this artistic eloquence
became necessarily greater as more importance was
attached, in the all-powerful popular assemblies, to the
momentary charm and impression of the speeches. For
this reason there arose in Sicily, independently of the
Sophists, and almost contemporaneously with them, the
rhetorical school of Corax. But the necessities of the
time required not merely a methodieal introduction to
rhetoric, but scientific instruction concerning all things
of value in praetical, and more especially in civil, life;
and if Pericles himself did not disdain to feed his re-
fined and commanding spirit upon intercourse with
Anaxagoras and Protagoras, the diseiples of this scien-
tific culture might the more confidently expect to benefit
—as it became easier for a receptive intellect, by the
proper use of dialectic, to discover weaknesses and con-
tradictions in the ordinary notions about ethics, and
thereby to attain, even as against the most skilled
and experienced men of practice, the consciousness of
superiority.!

! Cf. the remarkable conversa- biades, Xen. Mem. i. 2, 40 sq.
tion between Pericles and Alei-
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Philosophy, in its earlier one-sided physical tendency,
could not satisfy this need ; but it had itself arrived at
a point where its form must of necessity undergo a
change. It had started from the contemplation of the
_ external world ; but already Heracleitus and Parmenides
had shown, and all subsequent systems had agreed with
them, that the senses cannot teach us the true essential
nature of things. These philosophers did not indeed
on that account cease to regard the explanation of
nature as their proper task : they hoped to establish by
reason that which is hidden from sense. But what right
had they to this assumption until the specific character
of intellectual thought and its object, as distinguished
from the sensible perception and sensible phenomenon,
had been more closely investigated ? If thought, like
perception, acts according to the nature of the body
and of external impressions,! it is not easy to under-
stand why the one should be more trustworthy than the
other ; and all that the early philosophers, from their
various standpoints, had said against the senses may be
said universally against the human faculty of cognition.
If there is nothing besides corporeal Being, the mis-
- trust of the Eleatics and the principles of Heracleitus
may be applied to all reality. They had contended
against the reality of the Many by showing the contra-
dictions that would result from its divisibility and ex-
tension in space : and the reality of the One might be
questioned on the same grounds. Heracleitus had
sald that nothing is fixed except reason and the law of
the universe ; and it might with equal right be asserted

t Vide Vol. I p. 602; Vol. IL pp. 79, 171,
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that the law of the universe must be as changeable as
the fire of which it consists—our knowledge as change-
able as the thing to which it relates, and the soul in
which it dwells,! The ancient physics, in a word, con-
tained in its materialism the germ of its destruction.
If there be only corporeal Being, all things are extended
in space and divisible, and all presentations arise from
the working of éxternal impressions upon the corporeal
soul—from sensation ; therefore, if the reality of di-
vided Being and the truth of the sensible phenomenon
be renounced from this standpoint, truth and reality
are altogether cancelled, all things are resolved into a
subjective appearance ; and, with the belief in the
cognisability of things, the endeavour after the know-
ledge of them must likewise be at an end.

As Physics thus indirectly paved the way for an
altered tendency of thought, so this tendency was di-
rectly forced upon Physics from without. Though we
ought not, perhaps, to lay much stress upon the fact
that the later physicists, as compared with the earlier,
bestow far more attention on the study of man, and that
Democritus, already a contemporary of the Sophists,
also occupied himself to a great extent with ethical
questions—yet we must in any case regard the Anaxa-
gorean doctrine of Spirit as the direct preparation for
the Sophistic doctrine, or, more accurately, as the
clearest indication of the change which was even then
taking place in the Greek theory of the world. The

! That such inferences were of this section. In regard to
really deduced from the doctrines Heracleitus it has already been
of the Kleatics and Heracleitus shown, p. 115, 1; and in regard to
will be shown in thefourth Chapter the Atomists, p. 314 sq.
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vobs of Anaxagoras is not, indeed, the human mind as
such; and when he said that vods rules all things he
did not mean that man has all things in his power by
means of thought. But he had nevertheless created
the conception of mind out of his own eonsciousness,
and though it may have been treated by him as a force
of nature, id its essence it was not distinet from the
mind of man. Consequently, when others transferred
what Anaxagoras had said of Mind to the human mind
—the only Mind given in our experience—they went
only one step farther upon the road which he had
opened—they reduced the wods of Anaxagoras to its
basis in actual fact, and set aside a presupposition which
must have seemed to others untenable: they allowed
that the world is the work of the thinking essence;
but as the world was to them a subjeetive phenomenon,
so the world-creating consciousness became human con-
sciousness, and man became the measure of all things.
Sophistic did not directly arise from this reflexion. The
first appearance of Protagoras, at any rate, can hardly
be assigned to a later date than the development of
Anaxagoras’s doctrine, and we know of no Sophist who
had any express connection with that doctrine. But
the doctrine shows us, speaking generally, an alteration
in the attitude of thought to the outer world; whereas
previously, the grandeur of nature had so absorbed man
that he was carried away, and became self-forgetful in his
admiration of it, man now discovered in himself a power
which, distinet from everything corporeal, orders and
rules the corporeal world ; spirit appears to him some-
thing higher as compared with nature ; he turns from the
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investigation of nature, in order that he may be
occupied with himself.!

That this would immediately take place in the right
way was hardly to be expected. With the culture and
brilliancy of the epoch of Pericles there went hand-in-
hand an increasing relaxation of the ancient discipline
and morality. The undisguised self-seeking of the
greater States, their tyrannical conduct to the lesser,
even their successes, undermined the public morals;
the ceaseless internal feuds opened a wide field for
hatred and revenge, for avarice, ambition, and all the
passions; men accustomed themselves to the violation,
first of public, then of private rights, and the curse
of all self-aggrandising policy was fulfilled in the most
powerful cities, such as Athens, Sparta and Syracuse:
the recklessness with which the State trampled upon
the rights of other States destroyed in its own
citizens respect for right and law.? And when indi-
viduals had sought their glory for a while in devotion
to the ends of the common selfishness, they began to
apply the same principle of egoism in an opposite
direction, and to sacrifice the welfare of the State to
their own interests.®* Moreover, as democracy in most
of the States increasingly threw aside all the restraints
of law, the most extravagant notions were formed con-

! A similar relation to that
between Anaxagoras and the So-
phists is to be found later between
Aristotle and the post-Aristotelian
philosophy, with its practical one-
sidedness, and its abstract subjec-
tivity. Cf. Part 1w a, 13, 2nd ed.

z Cf. in reference to this Part
iL. a, 23, 3rd ed,

YOL. II. D

$ No more forcible reason could
be given for the Sophistic theory
of egoism than that brought for-
ward by the Platonic Callicles
(Gorg. 483 D), and afterwards
repeated in Rome by Carneades
(vide Part rr a, 467, 2nd ed.),
that in politics men only proceed
on these principles.

D
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cerning popular government and civil equality; there
grew up a licentiousness which respected no customs or
proprieties,! and the perpetual alteration of the laws
seemed to justify the opinion that they arose without
internal necessity, merely from the whims, or the
interests, of those temporarily in power.? Finally, the
advancing culture must itself have more and meore re-
moved the limits which were formerly set by morality
and religious faith to selfishness. The unqualified
admiration of home institutions, the simple presupposi-
tion, so natural to a restricted stage of culture, that
everything must be as we have been accustomed to
see it at home, necessarily vanished before a wider
knowledge of the world and of history, and a keener
observation of mankind.? For the man who had once
accustomed himself to ask for reasons in everything,
traditional usage naturally lost its sanctity; and he
who felt himself superior to the mass of the people in
intelligence would not be inclined to venerate, in the
resolutions of the ignorant multitude, an inviolable
law. Nor could the ancient belief in the gods hold
its place before the growing enlightenment ; the reli-
gious services and the gods themselves belonged to the
things which some nations regard in one way, and some
in another; moreover, the old myths contained much
that was incompatible with the purer moral conceptions,
and newly attained insight. Even art contributed

! Here again Athens is an ex- 2 Cf. on this point the quota-
ample ; the fact itself requires no tions that will be cited later on
confirmation ; in place of all other in connection with the Sophistic
evidence we may refer to the mas- theories on right and law.
terly description in the Republic, 8 Cf., for example, Herod, iii.
viil, 657 B sqq., 562 C sqq. 38.
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to the undermining of faith. Plastic art, by its very
perfection, made men recoguise in the gods the work
of the human mind, which in art actually proved that
it was capable of creating from itself the divine ideal,
and was free to control it.! But still more dangerous
for the traditional customs and religion must have been
the development of poetry, and, above all, of the drama,
the most effective and popular kind of poetry, The
whole action of the drama, comic as well as tragic, is
based upon the collision of duties and rights, of views
and interests, upon the contradiction between traditional
usage aud natural laws, between faith and the specula-
tions of reasom, between the spirit of innovation and
the predilection for what is old, between versatile
cleverness and simple rectitnde—in a word, upon the
dialectic of moral relations and duties.? The more per-
fectly this dialectic unfolded itself, the lower poetry
descended from the sublime study of the moral whole
to the relations of private life, the more she sought her
glory (after the manner of Euripides) in the subtle
observation and accurate dissection of dispositions and
motives, the more the gods were subjected to human
standards, and the weaknesses of their anthropomorphic
nature exposed,—the more unavoidable was it that the
drama should serve to nourish moral doubt, to under-
mine the old faith, and along with pure and exalted
utterances, to bring into circulation some that were

! The most flourishing period prepared: we need only think of
of art, even of religious art, seems the artists of the fifteenth and six-
in general to occur when some form  teenth centuries.
of faith is beginning to waver, ? Part 11 a, 4, 3rd edition,
and its transformation is being .

D2
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frivolous and dangerous to morals.! Of what use was
it to recommend the virtue of the ancients, and to
complain, like Aristophanes, of the moderns, if every-
one was alike quitting the standpeint of past times,
and making merry in a wanton humour with all that
had then been holy ? The whole epoeh was penetrated
with a spirit of revolution and of progress, and none of
the existing powers was in a position to exoreise it.

Tt was impossible that philosophy should not be
infected by this spirit. Essential points of contact with
it were already to be found in the systems of the
Physicists,. When Parmenides and Heracleitus, Em-
pedocles, Anaxagoras and Demoeritus with one accord
distinguish between nature and traditional custom, be-
tween truth and human tradition, this distinction
needed only to be applied to the sphere of practice in
order to maintain the Sophistical view of the positive
element in merals and law. If several of these philo-
sophers had expressed themselves with bitter contempt
in regard to-the senselessness and folly of mankind, the
conclusion was not far to seek—that the opinions and
laws of this foolish multitude were not binding on
the wise. In respect to religion, this declaration had
long since been made. The bold and telling assaults
of Xenophanes had given a shock to the Greek popular
belief, from which it never again recovered. Hera~
cleitus agreed with him in a passionate polemic against
the theological poets and their myths. Even the
mystical school of the Pythagoreans, even the prophet

1 The character of Greek peetry more at length in the introduction
in the fifth century is discussed to the second part of this work:
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Empedecles, apprepriated this purer conception of God,
which, outside of philosophy—not unfrequently in the
verses of a Pindar, an Alschylus, a Sophocles, an Epi-
charmus—gleams out amidst the luxuriant growth of
mythical imagery. The stricter physicists, lastly—such
as Anaxagoras and Democritus—occupy towards the faith
of their country an attitude of complete independence :
the visible gods, the sun and moon, are in their opinion
lifeless masses; and whether the guidanee of the uni-
verse be entrusted to a blind natural necessity or to a
thinking mind, whether the gods of the popular ereed
are quite set aside, or are changed into the &l8wha of
Democritus, makes no great difference as far as any
eonnection with the existing religion is concerned.
More imaportant however for the purpose of our
enquiry, than all that we have been considering, is
the whole character of the earlier philosophy. All
the factors which promoted the development of a
sceptical mode of thought, were also of necessity
favourable to moral scepticism; if truth, speaking
generally, disappears from eonsciousness on account
of the deceptions of the semses and the flux of pheno-
mena, rooral truth must likewise disappear from it. If
man is the measure of all things, he is also the measure
of what is commanded and permitted ; and if we cannot
expeet that all men should conceive things in the same
manner, neither can we expeet that all men in their
actions should follow one and the same law. This scep-
tical result could only be escaped through a seientific
method, which should be able to reconcile contradic-
tions by the union of that which is apparently opposed,
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to distinguish the essential from the umessential, to
point out abiding laws in changing phenomena and in
the capricious actions of men; and, in this manner,
Socrates saved himself and philosophy from the errors
of the Sophists. But it was here, precisely, that all
the earlier philosophers failed. Starting from a limited
observation, they brought forward now one, and now
another quality in things, to the exclusion of all other
qualities, as their first principle. Even those among
them who sought to eombine the opposite principles of
Unity and Multiplicity, Being and Becoming—-viz.
Empedocles and the Atomists—did not get beyond a
one-sided physical and materialistic theory of the
world ; and though Anaxagoras completed the material
causes by the addition of Mind, he only apprehended
Mind as a foree of nature. The one-sidedness of their
procedure made the aneient philosephers not merely
incapable of opposing a dialectic which eombated these
partial notions by means of one another, and cancelled
them by each other, but in the progress of reflection
they must necessarily have been forced to adopt it. If
the Plurality of Being were maintained, the Fleatics
proved that All is One ; if its Unity were asserted, this
was met by the consideration which bad led the later
Physicists beyond the Eleatie doctrine—viz., that with
Plurality all concrete gualities of things must likewise
be given up. If something unchangeable were sought
as the object of thought, Heracleitus upheld the uni-
versal experience of the variability of phenomena. If
the fact of their variability were admitted, then the ob-
jections of the Eleatics against Becoming and Being
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had to be overcome. If natural enquiries were pursued,
the newly-awakened conscionsness of the higher im-
portance of spirit turned aside the enquirer. If moral
duties were attempted to be established, no point of
fixity could be found in the vortex of opinions and
usages, and natural law seemed to lie only in the justi-
fication of this caprice, in the dominion of subjective
pleasure and advantage. This uncertainty of all scien-
tific and moral convictions was first brought to an end
by Socrates, who showed how the various experiences
were to be weighed against each other dialectically, and
combined in general conceptions, which teach us to
know the unchangeable essence of things in the change
of their accidental characteristics. The earlier philo-
sophers, to whom this method was still strange, could
not withstand him—their one-sided theories mutually
destroyed each other. The revolution which was then
being accomplished in all the spheres of Greek life
took possession also of science, and philosophy became
Sophisticism.

2. The Emtemal.fﬂstory of the Sophists.

The first person who is mentioned! as having come
forward under the name and with the pretensions of a

1 The fullest account of Prota-
goras is given by TFrei in his
Quastinnes  Protagoree  (Bonn,
1845); this is merely confirmed and
supplemented as to details, by
0. Weber, Questiones Protagoree
(Marb. 1850), and Vitringa, De
Prot. Vita et Philos. (Gron. 1853).
Of the earlier writers, Geel, Hist.

Crit. Soph. p. 68-120, is unimpor-
tant; the monograph of Herbst in
Petersen’s Philol.-Histor. Studien
(1832), pp. 88-164, contains much
matter, but treats it rather super-
ficially ; Geist, De Protogore Vita,
Giessen, 1827, confines himself to
a short discussion of the biography
of Protagoras.
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The activity of

“this man extends over almost the whole of the second

half of the fifth century.

Born about 480 Bs.c., or

perhaps somewhat earlier,® from his thirtieth year up-

1 All writers, from Plato down-~
wards, deseribe him as a native of
Abdera, (Prot. 309 C; Rep. x. 600
C). Eupolis, accordmg to Diog.
ix. 50, &e., calls him instead a
Teian, but this is only a difference
of expression. The Abderites
were called Teians because their
city was a colony of Teos. In
Galen, H. Phil. c. 8, instead of
Protagoras the Elean, Diagoras the
Melian should be substituted. The
father of Protagoras is sometimes
called Artemon, sometimes Maan-
drius, also Meandrus or Menander;
vide Frei, 5 sq.; Vitr. 19 sq.

2 In Plato Prot. 316 B, sqq., he
says himself that the Sophls‘mc art
is of ancient date, but that those
who practised it formerly di sguised
themselves under other names: &y
oby TobTwy 'rnu évayriay dracay §80y
EANAVBa, Kal op.o?\o'yw Te ToPloTNS
elvar ral wadedey avbpemovs, &e.
In reference to this we read further
on, 349 A: ¢d 7 drapardov ceaurdy
SmwoknpuEduevos els mdbTas Tods "EA-
Anras copioTHy émovoudoas TeauTdr
amépmpas woudeboews kal Gperds
3i3dorkaroy mpiETos TobTou piofby
d&idoas Gprvobar. (The latter state-
ment is repeated in Diog. ix. 52;
Philostr. V. Sopk. 1. 10, 2; Plato,
Hipp. Maj. 282 C, &c.) When in
the Meno, 91 E, certain predecessors
of the Sophists are mentioned, this
does not refer to Sophists proper,
but tothe persons previously spoken
of in Prot. 316 sq.

3 The dates in the life of Prota-
goras are uncertain, as with most
of the ancient philosophers. Apol-

lodorus, ap. Diog. ix. 56, assigns
his most flourishing period to Ol
84 (444-440 B.c.). That he was
considerably older than Socrates
we learn from Plato, Pros. 317 C,
where it is said that there was
none of those present of whom he
might not have been the father
(though this remark may not be
intended literally); from Prof.
318 B. Thewt. 171 C and from the
circumstance that the Platonic So-
crates often speaks of him (Theet.
164 E gq., 168 C, D, 171 D. Meno,
91 E; of. 4pol. 19 E) as dead, and
in the Meno, l. ¢. he is said to have
nearly attained the age of seventy.
In regard to the time of his death,
the words in the Mexno: ¥r: eis
iy pépay TavTavl ebdoriuby 0dSty
wénavrac imply that he belonged to
the distant past; and if the state-
ment of Philochorus, ap. Dicg. ix.
55, is correct, that Euripides, who
died in 406 or 497 B.c., alluded to
him in Ixion, he cannot be supposed
to have lived beyond 408 B.c. That
this theory is not contradicted by
the verse of Timon, ap. Sext. Matk.
ix. 57, has ah‘eady Deen’ shown
by Hermann (Zeitschr. f. Alter-
thumsw. 1834, p. 864), Frei, p. 62,
&e.  The assertion {Diog. ix. 54)
that his accuser Pythodorus was
one of the Four Hundred, makes
it probable that his trial took place
in the time of the Four Hundred;
though it must be granted to the
writers named above that this does
not absolutely follow; andancther
testimony (énf. 409, 2) designates
Euathlus as his accuser. The other
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wards ! he passed from one Greek city to another, offer-
Ing his instructions in exchange for payment, to all
who sought to gain practical ability and higher mental
culture ;2 and so brilliant was his suecess, that the
youths of the educated classes everywhere flocked to

authorities in favour of his perse-
cution by the Four Hundred (cf.
Frei. 76; Weber, 19 sq.) are un-
certain, The statement that he
was ninety years old at his death
(&0, ap. Diog. ix. 56 ; Schol. ad
Plat. Rep. x. 600 C), which con-
tradicts the testtmony of Plato,
followed also by Apollodorus (ap.
Diog. ix. 56), deserves no attention.
Accordingto the foregoing evidence,
the conjecture (Geist, 8 sq.; Frei,
64 ; Vitringa, 27 sq.) that his birth
was in 48u B.c. and his death in
411 B.c. does not make hira at all
too old; his birth may probably be
assigned still more accurately to
481-2 (Diels, Rk. Mus. xxxi. 44);
on the other hand, Schang, L ¢. 23,
doubtless goes too far in assigning
his birth to 490-487, and his death
to 420-417 s.c. Cf. the detailed
discussion of Frei, p. 18 sqq., and
Weber, p. 12.

! According to Plato, Meno, 91
E; Apollod. ap. Diog. ix. 56, he
practised his profession as a Sophist
for forty years.

2 Vide p. 408, 3; 411, 1 ; Plato,
Theet. 161 D, 179 A. The fee
that he asked (for a whole course)
is said by Diog. ix. 50, 52;
Quintil. iii. 1, 10, &ec. (Frei. 165)
to have been 100 minz, and Gell.
v. 8, 7, speaks of a pecunia ingens
aniea. The sum s no doubt
greatly exaggerated, though it
appears from Prof. 310 D, that he
demanded considerable remunera-
tion. According to Plato, Prot.
328 B; Arist. Eth. N. ix. 1, 1164

a, 24, he asked, indecd, a fixed
sum, but lefs it to his pupil to
decide at the end of the instrue-
tions what he would give, if the
price seemed to him excessive.
All the more improbable is the
well-known story of his law-suit
with Kuathlus, ap. Gell. v. 10;
Apul. Floril. iv. 18, p. 86 Hild.;
Diog. ix. 56; Mareellin, Rhet. Gr.
Ed. Walz, iv. 179 sq. Especially
as Sext. Math. ii. 96; Prolegg. in
Hermogen. ; Rhet, Gr. Ed. Walg,
iv. 13 sq.; Sopater, in Hermog.
ébid. v. 6, 65, iv. 164 sq.; Max.
Pian, Prolegg. ibid. v. 215 ; Doxo-
pater, Prolegq. ibid. vi. 13 sq., say
the same of Corax and Tisias. The
case here supposed of an wnanswer-
able question seems to have been a
favourite theme for sophistic rhe-
torical exercises; if Pythagoras’s
iy dwep podod (Diog. 1x. HF) was
genuine, we might assume that this
theme had been discussed in it,
and that the anecdote arose from
thenee; if it was not genuine, the
opposite assumption, that the anee-
dote gave occasion to its fabrica-
tion, has more in its favour. Aec-
cording to Diog. ix. 54 ; cf. Cramer,
Amecd. Paris, i. 172 (Frei, 76),
BEuathlus was named by Aristotle
as the person who accused Prota-
goras of atheism; but this is
perhaps only the ignorant repeti-
tion of an expression relating to
the lawsuit about his payment.
According to Diog. ix. 50, Prota-
goras also collected money from
those present for single lectures,
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him and overwhelmed him with admiration and with

gifts.!

Besides his native city,? Sicily and Magna

Grezcia ® are mentioned as the scene of his labours, but
especially Athens,® where not only Callias, but also
Pericles and Euripides sought his society;® the exact

! The most vivid account of
the enthusiastic veneration ac-
corded to Protagoras, is given by
Plato, Prot. 310 D sqq., 314 E sq.,
&e. Cf. Rep.x.600 C (inf. 418,1);
Theet. 161 C; as to his gains we
read in the Meno, 91 E, that his art
yielded more than that of Pheidias
to himself and ten other sculptors ;
Athenseus, iti. 113 e, speaks pro-
verbially of the gains of Gorgias
and Protagoras. Dio Chrys. Or.
liv. 280 R, cannot be quoted as
evidence to the contrary, as is
shown by Frei, p. 167 sq.

2 According to Alan, V. H. iv.
20; cf. Suid. Mpwray. Schol. ad.
Plato. Rep. x, 600 C, his fellow
citizens called him Aéyos. Favo-
rinus, ap. Diog.ix. 50, says, through
a mistake for Diogenes (vide sup.
p. 213, n.): gogla.

3 His residence in Sicily is
mentioned in Plato’s Greater Hip-
pias, 282 D, which, however, itself
is not very trustworthy. There is
4 reference to Lower Italy in the
statement that he gave laws to the
Athenian colony in Thurii (Hera-
cleid. ap. Diog. ix. 50, and Frei, 65
sqq., Weber, 14 sq., Vitringa, 43
sq.), since he no doubt himself in
that case accompanied the colonists.
From Sicily bhe may have gone to
Cyrene, and there formed a friend-
ship with the mathematician Theo-
dorus, whom Plato mentions, Theet.
161 B, 162 A.

+ Protagoras was repeatedly in
Athens, for Plato (Prot. 310 E)

represents him as speaking of a
former visit which took place a
considerable time before the second,
to which the dialogue is assigned.
Plato makes this second visit begin
before the commencement of the
Peloponnesian War, for that is,
irrespective of trifling anachro-
nisms, the supposed date of the
dialogue, which was held on the
second day after the arrival of the
Sophist (vide Steinhart, Platon's
Werke, i. 425 sqq., and my treatise
on the Platon. Anachronismen, Abh.
d. Berl. dkad. 1878 ; Phil. Hist.
KI. p. 83 =q.). That Protagoras
was at that time in Athens, we
find also from the fragment, ap.
Plut. Coms. ad Apoll. 33, p. 118,
and Pericl. ¢. 36. Whether he re-
mained there until his exile, or
continued his wanderings in the
interim, we are not told, but the
latter supposition is far the most
probable.

5 In regard to Callias, the
famous patron of the sophists, who,
according to Plato, Apol. 20 A, had
expended more money upon them
than everyone else put together,
this is well known from Plato
(Pretag. 314 D, 315 D, Crat. 391

-B), Xenophon (Symp. i. 5), &ec.

In regard to Euripides, we gather it
from the quotatiens, p. 408, 3, and
also from the statement (Diog. ix.
54), that Protagoras read aloud
his treatise on the gods in Huri-
pides’ house. In regard to Pericles,
vide the quotations from Plutarch
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date and duration, however, of his residence in these
different places we cannot precisely ascertain. On ac-
count of his treatise concerning the Gods, he was perse-
cuted as an Atheist, and obliged to leave Athens; in
his voyage to Sicily he was drowned: his treatise was
burnt for political reasons.! Of his doctrine nothing
is known to us; he is said to have been a pupil of
Demoeritus,? but this, in spite of Hermann’s opinion
to the contrary,® I consider to be as fabulous* as the

in the previous note; for even if
the anecdote mentioned in the
second quotation be merely a piece
of gossip, such gossip would have
been impossible unless the inter-
course of Pericles with Protagoras
had been a recognised fact. Con-
cerning other disciples of Prota-
goras, vide Frei, 171 sqq.

1 The above is attested by
Plato, Thewt. 171 D; Cie. N. D.
i. 23, 63; Diog. ix. 51 f, 54 sq.;
Bus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 19, 10 ; Philostr.
V. Soph. i. 10; Joseph. e. 4p. ii.
37 ; Sext. Math. ix. 56, &e.; but
the evidence is not agreed as to
the particular eircumstances, and
egpecially as to whether Protagoras
left Athens as an exile or as a
fugitive. VideFrei, 75 sq.; Krische,
Forsch. 189 sq.; Vitringa, 52 sqq.
¢ Diagoras’ is substituted for Pro-
tagoras in Valer. Max. I,, i. ext.
7 ; but this is of no importance.

2 The oldest evidence for this
is an Epicurean letter, Diog. ix.
53: mpares THY kaovuéyny TOAYY,
é¢’ fis T gpopria BaoTdlovoiy, ebpey,
&bs pnow 'ApieToTéAys év TH wepl
wadelas popuoddpos vép Hv, ds xal
"Enlcovpds wod ¢nor, xal TobToy TOy
Tpémoy Hphn mwpds AnudikpiTor, EvAa
dedexds d¢pbels; 1d. x. 8, Timoerates,
a pupil of Epicurus, who afterwards

quarrelled with him, reproached
himwith despising all other philoso-
phers, and with having called Plato
a sycophant of Dionysius, and Aris-
totle a debauchee (&owros) ¢opuo-
¢dpor 7€ Mpwraydpay wxal vypapéa
AnpokpiTov kal &y kduars ypdupata
8:3dowrew. The same is asserted by
Suidas, Mpwraydpas xoTdAn, dopuo-
¢dpos, by the Scholiast in Plato’s
Rep. x. 600 C, and somewhat more
at length from the same Epicurean
letter, by Athen. viii. 554 c.
Lastly, Gellins v. 3 elaborates the
story still further, but without ad-
ding any different features. Pro-
tagoras is also called the pupil of
Democritas by Philostr. V. Sophk.
i. 10, 1; Clem. Strom. i. 301 D,
and Galen, H. Phil. c. 2; and the
statement in Diogenes is based
upon the same assumption,

3 De Philos, Ionic. Ftatt. 17, cf.
Zeitschr. fir Alterthumsw. 1834 ;
369 I, Gesch.d. Plat. 190. Vitringa
follows him, p, 39 sqq.; Brandis
also gives credit to the statement
of Epieurus, while Mullach, De-
mocr. Fragm. 28 sq., Frei, 9 sq.,
and others, contest it,

.4 My reasons are these. In
the first place there is no credible
testimony for the statement. In
regard to our authorities, Diogenes
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statement of Philostratus, according to which he was
instructed by the Magil—the same, who, according to

others, were the teachers of Democritus himself.?

Of

his writings, which were tolerably numerous,® only a
few fragments have been preserved.
Gorgias of Leontium was a contemporary of Preta-

and Athenszus name as their source
only the Epicurean letter; Suidas
and the Scholiast of Plato depend
only on Diogenes; the representa~
tion of Gellius is evidently a mere
amplification of that which Athe-
neus relates as from FEpicurus,
All these testimonies, therefore,
are wholly derived from the state-
ment of Epicurns. What value,
however, can we attach to this
when we see what slanders the
writer permits himself, in the
same letter, against Plato, Aris-
totle, and others? (As to the
conjecture of its spuriousness, We-
ber, p. 6, which is not justified by
Diog. x. 3, 8, I say nothing; nor
can I attribute any weight in the
discussion of the question to
the words of Protagoras in the
Scholinm in Cramer’s Anecd. Paris,
i. 171.) The statement of Epi-
curus is perfectly accounted for by
the contemptuousness of this phi-
losopher (whose self-satisfled vanity
depreciated all his predecessors),
even if 1t had no further founda-
tion than the above-mentioned no-
tice of Aristotle. The statements
of Phiiostratus, Clemens, and the
pseudo-Galen may ultimately have
had the same origin; in any case
they cannot claim more credit
than other statements of the same
authors concerning the Biadox7.
But the discipleship of Protagoras
to Democritus, besides being alto-

gether uncertain, contradicts the
most trustworthy theories as to the
chronological relation of the two
men (cf. p. 209, 321 sqq.), and since
we shall presently find that there
is not a trace of Demceritean influ-
ence in the doctrines of the Soph-
ists. we may venture to regard the
whole as most probably an unhis-
torical invention.

b V. Soph.i.10,1. His father,
Meeander, by his magnificent re-
ception of Xerxes, is said to have
obtained the instruction of the
Magi for his son. Dino in his
Persian History mentions Prota-
goras and his father, but it does
not follow from this, as Weber
supposes, p. 6, that he related the
above story of the Magi, though
the thing 1s possible. The story
is irrecomciiable with the state-
ment of Epieurus; for, according to
the latter, he was only a day-
labourer, while in the former he
appears as the son of a rich man,
who gained the favour of Xerxes
by his princely gifts and hospi-
tality.

Z Cf. p. 210 n.

3 The scanty statements of the
ancients coneerning these will be
found in Frei, 176 sqq.; Vitringa,
113 sq., 150 sq.; cf. Bernays,
KarafBdrrovres des Prot., Bh. Mus.
vii. (1850) 464 sqq.; those which
claim our attention will be men-
tioned later on.
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He also

came to Athens, where he made his first appearanee in
the year 427 B.c., at the head of an embassy to solicit

! Vide Foss, De Gorgia Leon-
tino (Halle, 1828), who treats of
him far more particularly and ex-
haustively than Geel (p. 13-67);
Frei, Beitrdge z. Gesch. der Grieck. ;
Bophistik, Rhein. Mus. vil. (1850)
527 sqq., viil. 268sqq. The native
city of Gorgias is unanimously
stated to have been ILeontini
(Leontium). On the other hand,
the statements as to his date differ
considerably. According to Pliny,
H. N. xxxiil. 4, 88, in Ol 70, he
had already erected a statue to
himself of masgsive gold in Delphi:
Tiere, however there nrust be a mis-
take in the caleulation of the Olym-
piads, whether arising from the
author, or the transcribers. Por-
phyry ap. Suid. sub voce, assigns
him to O/ 80: Suidas himself de-
clares him to be earlier. Eusebius
in his Chronicle places his acme in
Ol. 86. According to Philostr. V.
Soph. 1. 9, 2 (on which little stress
can be laid), he came to Athens
#8n ynpdokwy. Olympiodorus in
Gorg. p. T (Jah's Jahrbb, Sup-
plementd. xiv. 112), makes him
twenty-eight years younger than
Socrates ; but the statement on
which this is founded, that he
wrote in Ol. 84 (444-440 B.c.) mepl
¢toews implies the contrary. The
safest clue, though it may not be
altogether accurate, is to be found
in the two facts that in O7. 88, 2
(427 B.c.), he appeared in Athens
as the ambassador of his country
(the date is given in Diog. xii. 53,
of. Thueyd. 1ii. 86), and that his
long life (ef. Plato, Phedr. 261 B;
Plut. Def. Crae. c. 20, p. 420}, the
duration of which is sometimes

fixed at 108 years (Plin. H. M. vii.
48, 156; Lucian. Macrob. c. 23 ;
Cens. Di. Nat. 15, 3 ; Philostr. v.;
Sopk. 494 ; Schol. ad Plato. . ¢.;
cf. Valer. Max. vii. 13, ext. 2),
sometimes at 109 (Apollodor. ap.
Diog. viil. 58; Qumil. ii. 1, 9;
Olympiod. I. e. Suid.), sometimes
at 107 (Cie. Cato, 5, 13), some-
times at 105 (Pausan. vi. 17, p.
495), sometimes less precisely at
more than 100 (Demetr. Bye.
ap. Athen. xii. 548 d), came to
an end subsequently to the death
of Socrates. This is clear from
Quintilian’s evidence, I. ¢., accord-
ing to the pertinent remark of
Foss (p. 8 sq.), also from Xeno-
phon’s  statements  concerning
Proxenus. the pupil of Gorgias
(dnabas. ii. 6, 16 sq.), also from
Plato (4pol. 19 EJ, and from the
statement (Pausan. vi. 17, p. 495)
that Jason of Pherae highly es-
teemed him (vide Frei, Fh. M.
vil. 535); this agrees with another
statement, that Antiphon, who was
born about the time of the Persian
War (the second, mo doubt), is
called rather younger than Gorgiag
(Pseudoplut. Vit. X.: Orat. i. 9,
p. 832, with which ef. Frei, L e,
530 sq.). According to all these
indications, Gorgias can scarcely
have lived earlier than Foss, p. 11,
and Dryander, De Antiphonte
(Halle, 1838), 3 sqq. suppose, viz.
from Ol 71, 1 to 98, 1. But he
may perhaps have been later (as
Kriiger, ad Clinton Fasti Hell. p.
388 thinks), and Frei may be more
correct in assigning his birth proxi-
mately to Ol 74, 2 (483 B.C.), and
his death to O 101, 2 (375 B.c.).
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Already much esteemed

in his own country as an orator and teacher of rhetoric,?
he charmed the Athenians by his ornate and flowery
language,® and if it be true that Thucydides and other
important writers of this and the succeeding epoch
imitated his style,* he must be allowed to have exercised

1 Vide, concerning thisembassy,
the previous note and Plato, ipp.
Megy. 282 B; Paus. I c. Dionys.
Jud. Lys. ¢. 3, p. 458; Olympiod.
in Gorg. p. 8 (Likewise Plut. Gen.
Sec. e. 13, p. 583, in itself not
indeed historical evidence), and
Foss, p. 18 sq.

2 This appears probable from
the expressions of Aristotle ap.
Cie. Bruz. 13, 46, and especially
from his having been sent as am-
bassador to Athens. Hardly any-
thing besides is known of Gorgias’
previous life, for the names of his
father (ap. Paus. vi. 17, p. 494,
Karmantidas, ap. Suid., Charman-
tidas), of his brother (Herodieus,
Plato, Gorg. 448 B, 456°B), sand
of his brother-in-law (Deicrates,
Paus. {. ¢.) are immaterial to us;
and the statement that Empedocles
had been his teacher (vide on this
point Frei, Rk. Mus. viil. 268 sqq.)
1s not established by Satyrus ap.
Diog. viii. 58 ; Quintil. /. ¢., Suidas,
and the scholia on Plato’s Gorgias,
465 D ; and it cannot be deduced
from the language of Aristotle,
quoted p. 119, note. However
credible it may be, therefore,
that Gorgias may have received
impulses from Empedocles, as an
orator and rhetor, and may also
have appropriated something from
his physical theories (as we may
infor from Plato, Meno, 76 C;
Theophr. Fr. 3; De Igne, 7?;) ; it
is questionable whether this in-

volves actual discipleship, and
whether moreover the remark of
Satyras, which primarily refers to
the rhetoric of Gorgias, does not
rest upon mere conjecture, perhaps
even upon the passage in the
Meno. The same may be said of
the statement in the prolegomena
to Hermogenes, Riet. Gr. ed, Walz,
iv. 14, where Grorgias is represented
as having been taught by Tisias,
with whom, according to Pausan.
vi. 17, he contended in Athens.
To infer from Plut. De Adul. ¢. 23,
p. 64; Conj. Praec. 43, p. 144,
that Gorgias led an immoral life
is the less justifiable, as the anec-
dote in the second of these passages,
concerning his married life, con-
tradicts the express testimony of
Tsocrates w. arriddo. 1557, that he
was unmarried.

# Diodor. I ¢.; Plato, Hipp.
L. e.; Olymp. I c.; Prolegg. in
Hermog. Rhet. Gr. ed. Walz, iv.
15 ; Doxopater, #bid. vi. 15, &e.;
vide Welcker, Klein. Schr. ii. 413.

4 This is said of Thucydides in
Dionys. Ep. ii. ¢. 2, p. 792; Jud.
de Thuc. ¢. 24, p. 869 ; Antyllus
ap. Marcell. V. Thue. p. 8, xi.
Dind.; of Critias in Philostr. V.
Soph. 1. 9, 2; Ep. xiii. 919; cf.
Isocrates, who was a hearer of
Gorgias in Thessaly; Aristoteles
ap. Quintil. Insz. iii. 1, 18; Dionvs.
Jud. d. Isocr. c. 1, 535 ; De vi dic.
Demosth. c. 4, 963; Cie. Orator,
52, 176; Cato, 5, 13; cf. Plut, V.
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considerable influence over Attic prose and even poetry.
Sooner or later after his first visit,! Gorgias seems to
have betaken himself permanently to Greece Proper,
where he wandered through the cities as a Sophist,?

earning thereby much wealth.?

Dec. Orat. Isocr. 2, 15, p. 836 sq. ;
Philostr. V. Soph.1.17, 4, &e. (Frei,
[. ¢, 541); of Agathon in Plato,
Symp. 198 C, and the Scholiast on
the beginning of this dialogue, cf.
Spengel, Svvay. Texr. 91 sq.; of
ZAschines in Diog. ii. 63 ; Philostr.
Ep. xiii. 919; ef. Foss, 60 sq.
That Pericles was not a ‘ hearer’
of Gorgias is self-evident, and is
shown by Spengel, p. 64 sqq.

! For the supposition (Prolegg.
in Hermog. Rhet. Gr.iv. 15) that
he remained there after his first
visit, is contradicted by Diodor.
l. ¢, and by the nature of the
errand on which he went.

2 In Plato he says, Gorg. 449
B, that he teaches od udvor évfdde
&AL kol #ANoOL; this is confirmed
by Socrates, 4dpol. 19 K, and hence
Theag. 128 A. In the Meno, 71 C,
Gorgias is absent, but a former
sojourn of his in Athens is spoken
of. Cf. Hermippus ap. Athen. xi.

505 d, where some unimportant

and very uncertain anecdotes on
Gorgias and Plato are to be found
(likewise ap. Philostr. V. Scph.
Progm. 6, cn Gorgias and Chaeri-
phon). There is mention of a
journey to Argos, where attend-
ance at his lecoures was forbidden,
in Olympiod. in Gorg. p. 40;
Proxenus, according to Xenoph,
Anab. ii. 6, 16 (after 410 B.C.),
seems to have had instruction from
him in Beeotia. Among the writ-
ings of Grorgias, an Olympic dis-
course is named, which, according
to Plut. Cony. Prec. c. 43, p. 144;

In the last period of

Paus. vi. 17; Philostr. V. Soph.
i. 9, 2; Ep. xiii. 919, he himself
delivered at Olympia ; alsoaceord-
ing to Philostr. V. 8.1.9; 2, 3, a
discourse on the fallen in Athens,
and the Pythian oration in Delphi.
Much reliance, however, could not
be placed on these statements as
such, if the facts they assert were
not in themselves probable. In
regard to Sivern’s mistaken con-
jecture that Peistheteerus in the
Birds of Aristophanes is intended
for Gorgias, vide Foss, 80 sqq.

3 Diod. xii. 53, and Suidas, re-
present him as asking a premium
of 100 minee, which is also said by
others of Protagoras and of Zeno
the Eleatic (vide p. 409, 2; Vol. L.
609,7.); in Plato’s Greater Hippias,
282 B, it is asserted that he gained
much money in Athens; similarly
in Athen. iid. 118e; cf.also Xenoph.
Symp. 1. &; Anab. ii. 6, 16, On
the other hand, Isocrates says wepl
avtidéo. 165, that he was indeed
the richest of all the Sophists with
whom he was acquainted, but that
at his death he left only 1,000
staters, which even if they were gold
staters would only amount to 15,000
marks (7600.). The magnificence
of his external appearance would
seem to have corresponded with
his snpposed wealth as, according
to Alan, V. H, xii. 82, he used to
appear in purple raiment; but the
golden statue in Delphi is especi-
ally famous; which, according to
Paus. L. ¢. and x, 18, p. 842; Her-
mipp. ap. Athen, xi. 505 d; Plin.
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his life, we find him in Larissa in Thessaly,! where,
after an extraordinarily long and hale old age? be
appears to have died. Among the treatises aseribed
to him 3 is one of a philosophic nature; two declama-
tions which bear his name* are probably spurious.’
Prodicus® is mentioned? among the disciples of

H. N. xxxiv. 4, 83, he himself
eroected, whereas according to Cie.
De Orat. iii. 82, 129 ; Valer. Max.
viii. 15, ext. 2, and apparently also
Philostr. 1. 9, 2, it was erected by
the Greeks. Pliny and Valerius
deseribe it as massive; Cicero.
Phitostratus and the so-called Dio
Chrys. Or. 37, p. 115 R, as golden,
Pausanias as gilded.

1 Plato, Meno, at the beginning.
Arist. Polit, iii. 2, 1275 b, 26;
Paus. vi. 17, 495 ; Isocr. 7. dvridéo.
155.

2 In regard to the length of his
life, vide supra; in regard to his
green and hale old age, and the
temperate life of which it was the
fruit, vide Quintil. xii. 11, 21;
Cic. Cafo, 5, 13 (repeatedly in
Valer. viil. 13, ext. 2); Athen. xii.
548 d (Geel, p. 30, rightly conjec-
tures yagTépos for érépor) ; Lucian,
Macrob. c. 23; Stob. Floril. 101,
21; cf. Foss, 87 sq.; Mullach, Fr.
Phil. ii. 144 sqgq. According to
Lucian, he starved himself to
death. One of his last sayings is
reported by Alian, V. A. ii. 35.

3 8ix discourses, probably also
a system of Rhetorie, and the
treatise w. ¢pdoews # Tov i Yrros.
Vide the detailed enquiry of
Spengel, Zwoy. Texr. 8l sqq.;
Toss, pp. 62-109. Fossand Schén-
born (p. 8 of his dissertation quoted
below) give the fragment of the
discourse on the Fallen, which
Planudes, in Hermog. Rhet. Gr.

ed. Walz, v. 548, repeats from
Dionysius of Halicarnassus.

¢ The Defence of Palamedes and
the Praise of Helen.

5 Opinions on this point are
divided. Geel, 31 sq., 48 sqq., con~
siders the Pulamedes to be genuine
and the Helen spurious. Schonborn,
De authentia declamationum Gorg.
(Bresl. 1826) defends both; Foss,
78 sqq., and Spengel, I. ¢. 71 sqq.,
reject both.  Steinhart (Plato's
Werke, ii. 509, 18) and Jahn, Pala-
medes (Hamb. 1836), agree with the
last writers. To me the Palamedes
appears, if only on account of its
langnage, decidedly spurious, and
the Helen very doubtful ; but I can-
not agree with Jahn's conjecture
that these writings may have been
composed by the later Gorgias,
Cicero’s contemporary. Spengel
may more probably be right in
assigning the Praise of Helen to
the rhetorician Polycrates, a con-
temporary of Isoerates.

¢ Welcker, Prodikos von Keos,
Vorginger des Sokrates.  Klein.
Schr. i1. 393-641, previously in
Rhein. Mus. 1838.

? Scholia ad Plat. Rep. x. 600
C (p. 421 Bekk.), of whom one calls
him the pupil of Gorgias, another
the pupil of Protagoras and Gor-
gias, and a contemporary of Demo-
critus,  Suid. Mpwray. and TIpds.
Vide, on the other hand, Frei,
Quest. Prot. 174.
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Protagoras and Gorgias; but this is doubtless only so
far true that, judging from his age, he might have been
so.l A citizen of Tulis,? a town in the little island of
Ceos, renowned for the purity of the manners of its
inhabitants ;3 a fellow-townsman of the poets Simon-
ides and Bacchylides, he seems to have first come for-
ward in his own country as an ethical teacher : whether
it be true or not that he frequently journeyed, on public
affairs,* to Athens, under whose dominion Ceos stood,’
it was there only that he could find an important

sphere of aetion.

That he visited other cities is not
altogether certain,® but it is possible.

Like all the

Sophists, he required payment for his instructions;?
the esteem, in which he was held, is attested not only

! This may be deduced from
Plato, for Prodicus already ap-
pears in the Protagoras (perhaps
indeed rather too soon) as a Sophist
of repute; and yet it is said, 317
C, that Protagoras might be his
father; also in dpol. 19 E, he is
brought forward among the still
living and active Sophists; he can
therefore neither be older, nor very
much younger, than Socrates, and
his birth may be approximately
assigned to 460-465 m.c. This
agrees in a general manner with
what is said of him by Eupolis and
Aristophanes, and in the Platonie
Dialogues, and also with the state-
ment that Isocrates was his pupil
(vide Welcker, 397 sq.); although
we cannot assert anything very
definite on the strength of it. The
description of his personality in the
Protagoras, 315 C sq. would imply
that the traits there mentioned,
the careful attention to the invalid
Sophist, and his deep voice, were

VOL. IL

known to Plato from his own ob-
servation, and were fresh in the
remembrance of his hearers.

2 This is asserted by Suidas,
and indirectly by Plato, Prot. 339
E, when he calls Simonides his
fellow-citizen. Prodicus is always
without exception called Kelos or
Kios (vide, concerning the ortho-
graphy, Welcker, 393).

3 Cf. on this point the passages
cited by Welcker, 441 sq. from
Plato, Prot. 341 E; Laws, 1. 638 ;
A. Athen. xiii. 610; D. Plut. Mudl.
Vire. Kiou, p. 249,

+ Plato, Hipp. Mejy. 282 O;
Philostr. V. Sopk. i. 12.

5 Welcker, 394,

¢ What Plato says, 4pol. 19 E,
does not appear decisive, and the
accounts of Philestr. V. &, i.12;
Proem. 5; Liban. Pro Socr. 328
Mor.; Lucian, Herod. ¢. 3, may easily
be founded on mere conjecture.

¥ Plato, 4dpol. 19 E; Hipp.
Mayj. 282 C; Xen. Symp. 1, 3, 4,

E E
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by the assertions of the ancients,! but by the celebrated
names that are found among his pupils and acquaint-

ances.” Even Socrates is
62; Diog. ix. 50; according to
Plato, Crat. 384 B; Arist. Rhet.
jii, 14, 1415 b, 15, his lecture on
the right use of words cost fifty
drachmas ; another doubtless of a
popular kind intended for a more
general audience (like the lecture
on Heracles perhaps), only a single
drachma. The pseudo-Platonic
Axiochus, p. 366 C, speaks of lec-
tures at half-a~drachma, at two,
and at four drachmas; but upon
this we cannot depend.

1 Plato, dpol. 19 E; Prot. 3156
D, and partieularly Rep. x. 600 C,
where it is said of Prodicus and
Protagoras that they could per-
suade their friends: @s oiire oixiar
otfre méAw Ty adrdy Swouely olol T’
Zoovraw Ey uh) opels adTdy émoTa-
Thowot Ths woudelas, kal émt TadTy
Ty copla ofre opddpa PirotvTai,
Sbore ubvoy odk éml Tals kepalois
wepipépovow adTods of éraipor. Also
it appears from Aristophanes (cf.
Welcker, p. 403 sq.) that Prodicus
was respected at Athens, and even
by this poet, the relentless foe of
all other Sophists. Though he
may have occasionally reckoned
him (Tageniste, Fr. 6) among the
¢ chatterers;’ yet in the Clouds, v.
860 sq., he praises his wisdom and
prudence in contrast with Socrates,
without irony: in the Tugeniste
(Fr. 6), he seems to have assigned
him a worthy role, and in the Birds,
v. 692, he introduces him at any rate
as a well-known teacher of wisdom.
The proverb {ap. Apostol. xiv. 76)
Tipodiov copdTepos (not Mpodlxov
Tov Klov, as Welcker supposes,
395) has doubtless nothing to do
with the Sophist, but means ‘ wiser

known to have made use

than an arbitrator:’ Apostol., who
takes wpdducos for a proper name,
without thinking of the Cean, has,
as Welcker observes, misunderstood
the word. Welcker, p. 405, tries
to show that this proverb occurs
at the beginning of the thirteenth
Socratic letter, where we certainly
find “ Ipodikw 7@ Kiw copdrepov,”
but the expression here does not
sound like a proverb: it relates
only to supposed utterances of
Simon concerning the Heracles of
Prodicus. Even the predicate
oopds (Xen. Mem. ii. 1; Symp. 4,
62 ; Axioch. 366 C; Eryz. 397 D)
proves nothing, for it 1s identical
with ‘Sophist’ (Plato, Prof. 312
C, 837 C, ef pass.), still less does
Plato’s ironical wdooodos ral Ocios.
Prot. 316 B (cf. Euthyd. 271 C;
Lys. 216 A).

2 ¢,g., Damon the musician
(Plato, Lack. 197 D), Theramenes,
himself a Cean by birth (Athen. v.
220 b; Schol. on Aristoph. Clouds,
360; Suid. Ompan.); Euripides
(Gell. xv. 20, 4; Vita Eurip. ed.
Elmsl. ef. Aristoph. Frogs, 1188);
Isocrates (Dionys. Jud. s.c. 1, p.
585; Plut. X. Orai. 4, 2, p. 836;
repeated by Phot. Cod. 260, p.
486 b, 15, vide Welcker, 458 sqq.).
That Critias also attended his in-
structions is in itself probable, but
is not proved by Plato, Charm. 163
D; nor can it be established by
Prot, 338 A, cf. Phedr. 267 B, that
Hippias the Sophist was influenced
by Prodicus; of Thucydides, it is
merely said, by Marcellinus V.
Thue. p. viii. Dind. and the Scholion
ap. Welcker 460 (Spengel, p. 53),
that in his mode of expression, he
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of,! and recommended, his instruction,® though neither
Socrates nor Plato assumed an attitude towards him
really different from that in which they stood to Prota-
goras and Gorgias® Beyond this we know nothing of

took for his model the accuracy of
Prodicus ; the truth of which ob-
servation Spengel, Zvy. Texr. 53
5qq., -proves by examples from
Thueydides. According to Xenoph.
Symp. 4, 62, cf. 1. 5, Prodicus was
introduced to Callias, in whose
house we find him in the Prota-
goras, by Antisthenes, who was also
one of his followers.

« ¥ Socrates often calls himself,
in Plato, the pupil of Prodicus.
Meno, 96 D: [wwdwwebe] oé Te
Topylas oby fkavids memardeviévar
xal éud TIpddiucas. Prof. 341 A:
you, Protagoras, do not seem to
understand the distinctions of
words: obyx domep dydo Eumerpos 81
70 pabnths elvar Tpodirov Tovrovi:
Prodicus always corrects him, he
says, when he applies a word
wrongly. Charm. 163D : Tlpodirov
pvpla Twd dxfron wepl dropdTwy
Swupodvros. On the other hand,
we read in Craf. 384 B, that he
knows nothing about the correct-
ness of names, as he has not heard
the fifty-drachma course of Prodi-
cus, but only the single drachma
course. In Hipp. Maj. 282 C,
Socrates ealls Prodicus his ératpos.
Dialogues like those of Awxiochus
(866 C sqq.) and Eryxias (397 O
5qq.) cannot be taken into conside-
ration in regard to this question.

2 In Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 21, he
appropriates to himself the story
of Heracles at the cross ways,
which he repeats in all its details,
from Prodicus; and in Plato,
Thewt. 151 B, he says that those
who are not in travail with any

B

mental birth, he assigns to other
teachers: &y mwoAlods uév 3 é&é-
dwia Tipodiky, woAAods 8¢ #AAois
copols Te kal Beowesios &vdpdot,
On the other hand, it is Antis-
thenes and not Socrates, through
whom Prodicus makes the acquaint-
ance of Callias.

3 Al the remarks of the Pla-
tonic Socrates concerning the in-
struction which he received from
Prodicus, even those in the Meno,
have an unmistakeably ironical
tone, and as to any historical con-
tent, nothing is to be derived from
them, beyond the fact that Scerates
was acquainted with Prodicus, and
had "heard lectures from him as
from other Sophists. Thathe sent
certain individuals of his acquaint-
ance to him does mnot prove any
special preference, for, according
to the passage in the Theetctus, he
sent others to other Sophists. We
have no right to make of these
others, one other, viz., Evenus, as
Welcker does, p. 401. In Xen.
Mem, iii. 1, Socrates even recom-
mends the tactician Dionysodorus
to a friend. He mot only takes
rebukes from Hipplas in the
Greater Hippias (301 C, 304 ©),
to which I cannot attach much
weight, but from Polus, in the
Gorgias, 461 C, without expressing
himself in the ironical manner
which he does (Prot. 841 A) to
Prodicus. He describes Hippias
likewise as a wise man (Prot. 337
0), and Protagoras (Prot. 338 C,
341 A), Gorgias and Polus (Gorg.
487 A); he calls the two last his

B 2
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His character is described, but

only by later and untrustworthy testimonies,? as licen-
tious and avaricious. Of his writings, tradition has only
handed down imperfect accounts and some imitations.?

friends, and in the Zheet. 161 D,
he expresses himself as grateful
to Protagoras with the same grace-
ful irony as elsewhere in speaking
.of Prodicus. Although, therefore,
iit may be true (Welcker, 407) that
‘Plato never brings his Socrates
into collision in argament with
Prodicus, nor introduces any pupil
of his who might bring discredit
on his teacher, as Callicles or Gor-
gias, yet this proves little, for
neither does he introduce any such
pupils of Protagoras and Hippias;
and Callicles himself is not speci-
- ally quoted as a pupil of Gorgias.
Whether the non-appearance of
Prodicus in the arguments shows
a high estimation of him or the
reverse would be matter of enquiry.
But if we recall the satirical man-
ner in which Plato, Prot. 815 C,
represents this Sophist as a suffer-
ing Tantalus; what insignificant
and absurd parts he assigns him,
ibid. 8337 A sqq., 339 E sqq.; the
fact that nothing special is recorded
of him .except his digtinctions of
words (vide.2nf.), which are treated
with persistent irony; and a rhe-
torieal rule of the simplest kipd in
Phedr. 267 B; and that he is al-
ways placed in the same category
with Protagoras and other Sophists
(4pol. 19 E; Rep. x. 600 C;
Buthyd. 217 B, and throughout
the Protagoras), we shall receive
the impression that Plato regarded
him indeed as one of the most
harmless of the Sophists, but of
far less importance than Protagoras
and Gozrgias; and that he recog-

nised no essential difference be-
tween his labours and theirs. Cf.
also Hermann, De Socr. Magistr.
49 sqq.

1 According to Suidas and the
scholiast on Plato, Rep. x. 600 C,
he was condemned at Athens as a
corrupter of youth to drink hem-
lock. The falsity of this statement
is undoubted, vide Welcker, 503
sq., 524. Nor is there any ground
for the theory that he chose this
death voluntarily for himself.

2 The scholium on Clouds, v.
360, which perhaps is only re-
peated erroneously from v. 354,.
and Philostr. 7. 8, i. 12, where he

_is represented as employing people

to act as recruiting officers for his
instructions (perhaps merely on
account of Xen. Symp. iv. 62).
Vide, on this subject, Welcker, 513
sqq. On the other hand, Plato,
Prot. 315 C, describes him, not
merely as weak in health, but as
effeminate.

-3 Of his works there are known
to us the discourse upon Heracles,
or, ag the proper title was, “Qpa
(Schol. on Clouds, 360; Suidas, dpac
Tipdd.), the contents of which are
given by Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 21 sqq.
(other details in Welcker, 406 sqg.),
and the lecture wepl bvoudrewy dpdd-
guros (Plate, Euthyd. 277 B; Crat.
384 B, &e.; Welcker, 452), which,
even judging from Plato’s carica-
tures of it, must have been pre-
served after the death of the au-
thor. A statement in Themist. Or,
xxx. 349 b, would seem to imply
the existence of a panegyric on
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Hippias of Elis' seems to have been almost of

the same age as* Prodieus.?

After the manner of the

Sophists, he also wandered through the Greek cities in
order to gain by his orations and lectures fame and
moeney; and he frequently came to Athens, where he
likewise assembled round him: a eirele of admirers.?

Agriculture ; the imitation in the
pseudo-Platonic Awxiochus, 366 B
sqq. (Welcker, 497 sqq.), a dis-
course on the mitigation of the
fear of death, and the story in the
Eryxias, 397 C sqq., a discussion
on the value and use of wealth.

! Mihly, Hippias wvon Elis,
Rhein. Mus. N. F. xv. 514-535;
xvi. 38-49.

2 In this respect he is men-
tioned in the Protagoras in the
same way as Prodicus (vide supra,
417, 1). So in the Hippias Maj.
282 E, he appears considerably
younger than Protagoras, but still
old enough to come into conflict
with that Sophist. Xenophon,
Mem. iv. 4, 5 sq., depicts him as
an old acquaintavee of Socrates,
who, at the time of the dialogue,
had revisited Athens after a long
absence, and Plato’s dpol. 19 E,
presupposes that in 399 B.c. he
was one of the foremost Sophists
of the time. Against this con-
current testimony of Plato and
Xenophon, the statement of the
pseudo-Plutarch (V. X. Orat. iv.
16, 41) that Isocrates in his old
age had married Plathane, the
widow of the rhetorician Hippias
(Suid. ’Avapeds, first says the
Sophist), cannot justify us in sup-
posing (Miiller, Fr. Hist. ii. 59;
Mshly, I e. =v. 520) that Hip-
plas was only a little older than
Isocrates; we do not even know
whether Hippias the Sophist is

intended,.and not some other per-
son of the same name ; nor what
relation the age of Plathane bore
to that of her two husbands. If
she was several decades younger
than the first, but the same age or
not much younger than the second,
by whom she had no child, the
birth of the Sophist (even if he
was really her first husband) must
be placed about 460 B.c. On.the
native city of Hippias all anthori-
ties are agreed. His supposed in-
structor Hegesidemus (Suid. ‘I=#.}.
is wholly unknown, and perhaps is
only mentioned through an error.-
Geel concludes from Athen. xi.
506 sq. that Hippias was a pupil-
of Lamprus the musician and of
the orator Antiphon; but there is
not the smallest foundation for the
story.

3 What tradition has told us
on the subject is this: Hippias,
like other Sophists, offered his
instruction in different places
for remuneration (Plat. Apol. 1%
E and other passages); in the
Greater Hippias, 282 D sq., he
boasts of having made more money
than any other twe Sophists to-
gether. The same dialogue, /. c.
and 281 A, names Sicily, but es-
pecially Sparta, as the scene of
his activity; whereas, on account
of the numerous political embassies
to which he was attached, he came
less frequently to Athens; on the
other hand, Xen. Mem. iv. 4, b,
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Preeminent for his vanity, even among the Sophists,!
he aspired above all things to the reputation of uni-

versal knowledge,

constantly bringing out of the

treasury of his manifold wisdom, according to the taste
of his hearers, something new for their instruction and

amusement.? The same
remarks only in a single passage,
that after long absence he came to
Athens and there met Socrates.
The Lesser Hippias, 363 C, asserts
that he usually at the Olympie
games delivered lectures in the
temple precincts, and answered
any questions that were put to
him. Both dialogues (286 B, 363
A) mention epideictic speeches in
Athens. (These statements are
repeated by Philostr. V. Soph. i.
11.) Lastly, in the Protagoras,
315 B, 317 D, we see Hippias with
other Sophists in the house of
Callizs (with whom he is also re-
presented as connected in Xenoph.
Symp. 4, 62), where, surrounded
Dby his followers, he gave informa-
tion to all questioners concerning
natural science and astronomy, and
afterwards took part in the pro-
ceedings by delivering a short
discourse. We cannot, however,
deduce with certainty from these
statements anything more than is
given in the text, since the repre-
septation in the Greater Hippias
isrendered suspicious by the doubt-
ful authenticity of that dialogue
(vide Zeitschr. f. Alterthumsw.
1851, 256 sqq.), and even the
details of the other dialogues are
scarcely free from satirical ex-
aggeration ; while Philostratus is
unmistakeably employing, not in-
dependent and historical sources,
but merely these Platonic dialogues.
Tertullian’s assertion, Apologet. 46,

superficial manysidedness

that Hippias was killed in a trea-
sonable undertaking, deserves no
more credence than the other ini-
quities which Tertullian ascribes to
many of the ancient philosophers.

' eg. in the matter of the
purple robe which Zlian, 7. A.
xii. 32, ascribes to him.

2 In the Greater Hippias, 285
B sqq., Socrates, in ironical ad-
miration of his learning, names, as
subjects of his knowledge, astro-
nomy, geometry, arithmetie, the
science of letters, syllables,rhythms,
and harmonies; he himself adds
to these the history of the heroes
and founders of ecities, and of
archeeology in general, boasting at,
the same time of his extraordinary
memory. The Lesser Hippias, in
the introduction, mentions a lecture
on Homer, and, at p. 368 B sqq.,
makes the Sophist boast, not
merely of many and multifarious
lectures in prose, but also of epics,
tragedies, and dithyrambs, of his
knowledge of rhythms and har-
monies, and of the 8p8érys ypau-
udrwy, of his art of memory, and
of every possible technical art and
skill, e.g. the fabrication of clothes,
shoes, and ornaments. These
statements are subsequently re-
peated by Philostratus I. ¢.; by
Cic. De Orat. iii. 82, 127; Apul.
Floril. No. 32; partially also by
Themist. Or. xxix. 345 C sqq., and
on them is founded the treatise of
pseudo-Lucian, ‘Trwlas ) Baraveiow,
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was no doubt characteristic also of his literary ac-

tivity.!

Of other celebrated Sophists who are known to us,
it remains to mention Thrasymachus,? of Chalcedon,? a

which, however (c. 3, sub init.),
itself claims to be a production of
the time of Hippias, Meantime
it is a question how much fact
underlies this story; for if, cn
the one side, it is impossible to
calculate to what point the vanity
of a Hippias might be carried; on
the other side it 1s very likely, and
the language in which it is clothed
favours the supposition, that in
Plato’s account, a boastful style
of expression, not so altogether
childish, or, generally speaking,
the self-complacent encyclopaedic
knowledge of the Sophists, may
have been parodied in an exag-
gerated manner. More reliance,
in any case, is to be placed on the
statement of the Protagoras, 815
B (vide previous note), 318 K,
that Hippias instructed his pupils
in the arts (réxvar), under which
may have been included, besides
the arts named (arithmetic, astro-
nomy, geometry, and music), en-
cyclopedic lectures on mechanical
and plastic art; and on the testi-
mony of the Memorahilia, iv. 4, 6,
that because of his universal know-
ledge he aimed at saying always
something new. Xen. Symp. 4, 62,

! The little that we know of
his writings, or that has been pre-
served from them, is to be found in
Geel, 190 sq.; Osann. Der Sophist
Hipp. als drcheolog, Rhein. Mus.
il (1843) 495 sq.; Miiller, Fragm.
Hist. Gr. i1, 59 sq.; Mahly, 4 e.
xv. 529 sq., xvi. 42 sq. Through
these works we learn something
about the archmological treatise

referred to in the Greater Hippias.
Hippias himself says in a Frag-
ment ap. Clem. Strom. ii. 624 A,
that he hopes in this treatise to
compose a work collected from
earlier poets and prose-writers, Hel-
lenes and barbarians, and agreeable
by reason of its novelty and variety.
The statement ap. Athen. xiii. 609
a, is taken from another treatise,
the title of which,suvaywy) perhaps,
had some more definite addition.
In the Greater Hippias, 286 A,
there is an allusion, doubtless
founded on fact, to a discourse
containing counsels of practical
wisdom for a young man. The
lecture on Homer seems to have
been distinet from this (Hipp. Min.
cf. Osann, 509). According to Plu-
tarch, Numa. ¢. 1, end, Hippias
made the first catalogue of the
victors at Olympus, and we have
no reason to doubt this statement,
as Osann does. From a treatise of .
Hippias, of which no exact title is
given, a notice is quoted, ap. Prokl.
in Ewel. 19 (65 Fr.), concerning
the Mathematician Ameristus, the
brother of Stesichorus. Pausan. v.
25, 1, refers to an elegy composed
by him. What is said by Philostr.
V. §.1. 11, of his style is perhaps
only an abstract from Plato.

2 Geel 201 sq.; C. F. Hermann,
De Trasymacho Chalcedonio. Ind.
Lect., Gotting. 1848-49; Spengel,
Texv. Zvv. 98 sq., where the various
statements as to the writings of
Thragymachus are also to be found.

3 The Chaleedonian is his eon-
stant appellation, but he seems to
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vounger contemporary of Socrates,! who occupies no in-
considerable position as a teacher of rhetoric,? but in
other respects is unfavourably portrayed by Plato,® on
account of his boastfulness, his avarice, and the undis-
guised selfishness of his principles; Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus, the two eristic pugilists, described by
Plato with exuberant humeour, who late in life came
forward as professors of disputation, and at the same
time as ethical teachers, whereas they had previounsly
only given lectures on the arts of war and forensic
oratory ;? Polus of Agrigentum, a pupil of Gor-

have spent a considerable portion
of his Life in Athens. From the
epitaph in Athen. x. 454 sq., it is
probable that lie died in his native
city.

1 This is to be conjectured from
the relation of the two men in
Plato’s Republic, but on the other
hand it seems probable from Theo-
phrast. ap. Dionys. De wi dic.
Demosth. c. 3, p. 958 ; Cie. Orat.
12, 8 sq., that he considerably
preceded Isocrates, who was born
in Ol 86, 1 (435 B.C.), and was
older than Lysias (Dionys. Jud. de
Lys. c. 6, p. 464, in opposition to
Theophrastus, regards him as
younger ; but the contrary results
from the Platonic representation).
As the date of the dialogue in the
Republic is supposed to be about
408 B.C. (cf. p. 86 sqq. of my trea-
tise, mentioned p. 410, 4), Thrasy-
machus must have at that time
arrived to manhood.

2 Vide infra.

3 Rep. i. ef. especially 336 B,
338 C, 341 C, 343 A sqq., 344 D,
350 C sqq. That this description
is not imaginary, we should natu-~
rally presuppose, and the opinion

is confirmed by Arist. Rhet. il. 23,
1400 b, 19; and in a lesser degree
by the OpasvuaxeornbicépuaTos of
Ephippus, ap. Athen. xi, 509 ec.
Thrasymachus, however, in the
course of the Republic becomes
more amenable; cf. 1. 854 A ; ii.
358 B; v. 450 A,

4 BEuthyd. 271 C sqq., 273 C
sq. where we are further told that
these two Sophists were brothers
(this we have no reason to think
an invention), that they had emi-
grated from their home in Chios
to Thurii (where they may have
formed a connection with Prota-
goras), that they left the city as
fugitives or exiles, and travelled
about, remaining mostly in Athens,
and that they were about as old,
perhaps rather older, than Socrates.
Dionysodorus alsv appears ap.
Xen. Mem. iii. 1, as a teacher of
strategy. The statements of Plato
and others concerning both the
brothers are collected by Winekel-
mann in his editior of Euthydemus,
p. xxiv. sqq. Grote doubts (Plato,
i. 536, 541) whether there were
two Sophists in Athens correspond-
ing to Plato’s description in the
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gias," who, like his master
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in his later years,? confined

his instructions to rhetoric; the orators Lycophron,?

Protarchus,? and Alcidamas,

Theatetus; and this is so far true
that this deseription is (as it never
attempts to conceal) a satirical
parody. In its main features,
however, it is confirmed by Aris-
totle and others, cf. p. 456 ; 467, 2).
Grote further believes (ébid. 559)
that in the epilogue of the Euthy=
demus (304 C sqq.), the Sophist of
that name is treated as the repre-
sentative of true dialectic and phi«
losophy; but he has entirely mis-
understood the design of this portion
of the dialogue. Cf. Part 1 a,
416, 3. Even Euthydemus 305 A
D, proves nothing.

1 He is desceribed as an inhabi-
tant of Agrigentum by the pseudo~
Plato, Theag. 128 A ; Philostr. V.
Soph. 1. 13, and Suidas, sub wvoce;
that he was considerably younger
than Socrates is plain from Plato,
Gorgias, 463 E.  Philostratus calls
him moderately wealthy, a Scho-
liast on Arist. Rhet. ii. 23 {in Geel,
178) wals Tob Topylou, but the
former is no doubt inferred from
the high price of Gorgias’ instruc-
tions, and the latter (according to
Geel's just observation) from &
migsunderstanding of Gorg. 461 C.
There is referenee to a historical
treatise of Polus in Plato, Phedr.
267 C; Gorg. 448 C, 462 B sq.;
Arist. Metaph.1. 1, 981 a, 8 (where,
however, we must not, with Geel,
167, consider what follows as an
extract from Polus); ef. Spengsl,
L c. p. 87; Schang, [. ¢. p. 134 sq.

2 Plato, Meno, 95 C.

¢ Lycophron is called a Sophist
by Arist. Polit. iii. 9, 1280 b, 10,
Alexander, in Sophk. el. Schol. 310
a, 12; in Metaph. p. 533, 18 ; Bon.

° also belonging to the school

and Ps. Plut. De Nobilét. 18, 3.
‘What Arist. Rkef. iil. 3; Alex.
Tap. 209, 222, relate of his mode
of expression, stamps him as a
pupil of Gorgias. Also the state-
ments to be discussed, infra, pp.
465,456, 477 ; 487, 1, coincide with
this, A few unimportant sayings
are also to be found ap. Arist. Poléz.
l. c. Metaph. viii. 6,1045 b, 9 ; cf.
Alex. ad h. 1. Concerning the man
himself, vide Vahlen, Rhein. Mus.
xvi. 143 sqq.

4 Plato unmistakeably de-
seribes Protarchus (to whom in
the Philebus the principal part after
Socrates is assigned), Phileb. 58 A,
as a pupil of Gorgias, and chiefly
indeed in rhetorie, for his recom-
mendation of oratory is here
quoted as something which Prota-
goras had often heard from him.
As Plato elsewhere neverintroduces
imaginary persons with names, we
must suppose that Gorgias really-
had a pupil of this name; and in
that case, the conjecture (vide
Hirzel, Hermes, x. 254 sq.) has
everything in its favour, that this
Protarchus is the same from whom
Aristotle, Phys. ii. 6, 197 b, 10,
quotes a text probably taken from
a publie oration.

5 Aleidamas of Elea in Zolia
was the pupil of Gorgias, who after
his death undertook the leadership
of his rhetorical school (Suid. Top-
ytas, 'Ared. Tzetz. Chil. xi. 746;
Athen. xiii. 592 ¢). He was a
rival of Isocrates, and bitterly
opposed him not only (as Vahlen
shows: D. Rhetor Alkid. Sitzungs-
berichte der Wiener Akad. Hist.-
Phil. Ki. 1863, p. 491 sqq., cf.
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of Grorgias; Xeniades, of Corinth, whose sayings remind
us most of Protagoras;! Antimcerus, the scholar of
Protagoras;? Evenus of Paros,® the rhetorician and
teacher of virtue, and Antiphon, a Sophist of the time
of Socrates,! not to be confounded with the famous

especially p. 504 sqq.) in his Meo-
onriakds, but also in the discourses
of his that have been preserved,
and are probably genuine, against
the writers of speeches or Sophists.
A second declamation bearing his
name, the denunciation of Pala-
medes by Ulysses, is spurious.
All the particulars known of his
writings are given by Vahlen ; the
fragments of them are to be found
in Orgt. dities, 1. 164 sqq. That
he survived the battle of Mantinea
(862 B.c.) is proved by his Messe-
nian oration composed subsequently
to that battle (Vahlen, 505 sq.).

! The only author who men-
tions him is Sextus, Math. vii. 48,
58, 883, 399, viil. 5; Pyrrh.ii. 18;
according to Mazk. vii. 53, Demo-
critus had already spoken of him,
no doubt in the same connection in
which he had opposed Protagoras
(vide supre, 275, 2). As to his
sceptical propositions, we shall
have to speak further on (956).
Grote, Plaro, iii. 509, refers the
statements of Sextus to the well-
known Corinthian Xeniades, the
master of the Cyniec Diogenes;
and Rose, Arist. Libr, Ord. 79, to
a treatise which must have been
forged with his name; but the
fact of his having been already
mentioned by Democritus is here
overlooked.

2 Of this man we know nothing
further than what is said in Prot.
315 A, that he came from Mende
in Macedonia, was regarded as

the most distinguished scholar of
Protagoras, and intended to make
himself a professional Sophist.
From the last remark we may
infer that he really appeared sub-
sequently as a teacher. The same
may perhaps hold good of Archa-
goras (Diog. ix. 54). Concerning
Euathlus, vide p. 409, 2.

3 Plato, Apol. 20 A ; Phedo, 60
D; Phadr. 267 A (cf. Spengel,
Svray. T. 92 sq.; Schanz, 138).
According to these passages, he
must have been younger than So-
crates, was at once poet, rhetorician,
and teacher of dperh dwlpwrivy e
kal woherue), and demanded a fee
of five mine. Further particulars
concerning him in Bergk, Lyrici
Gr. 476, and the writers there
quoted. Ibid. 474 sq., for the frag-
ments of his poems.

4 On the personality of this
man (concerning whom, according
to Athen. xv. 673 e, Adrantus and
Hepheestio wrote), cf. Sauppe. Orat.
Att. ii. 145 sqq.; Spengel, Svvay.
Texvév, 114 sq. ; Welcker, K. Schr.
ii. 422 ; Wolff, Porphyr. De Philos.
ex orac. haur. Rel. 59 sq. He is
described as cogueThs in Xen.
Memor. i. 6, and is there repre-
sented as seeking to allure to
himself the pupils of Socrates,
and consequently disputing with
him on three occasions ; this pas-
sage is referred to not only in Ps.
Plut. V. Dec. Orai. i. 2, p. 832
(where the Sophist of Rhamnus is
expressly said to be meant), but
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orator.
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Critias, also, the celebrated leader of the Athe-

nian oligarchs, and Callicles,! must be counted among
the representatives of the Sophistic eulture, although
they were far from being Sophists in the narrower sense,
i.¢., paid and professional teachers,” and the Platonic
Callicles, from the standpoint of the practical politician,

probably also in Aristotle’s state-
ment about Antiphon’s jealousy of
Socrates (ap. Diog. il. 46). Aris-
totle calls him 'Avr. 6 TepaTocdmos,
and this agrees with Hermog. De
Id. ii. 7 (Rhet. Gr. iil. 385 W, ii.
414 Sp.), who, quoting Didymus
the grammarian, distinguishes him
by the appellation & xal Teparo-
ordros kal dveiporpiTys Aeybuevos
from Antiphon the rhetorician of
Rhamnus. When Suidas mentions
one Antiphon as Teparosidmos xul
éwomowds wai copioTys, and a second
as évewporplrys, he has no doubt
erroneously referred to different
persons two statements derived
from separate sources, but relating
to the same person. ‘Tzetzes (in
a scholium quoted by Wolff, 1. ¢,
from Ruhnken) represents Anti-
phon 6 7eparooidmos as a contem-
porary of Alexander; but this
cannot welgh against the above
more authentic and unanimous
testimonies, and does not Jjustify
us in distinguishing, as Wolff does,
& Teporogrdmos from the Sophist of
the Memorabilia. His Adyor mepl
Tis aAnbetas are discussed in Her-
mog. l. c. p. 386, 387 W ; a small
fragment of the o' ‘AAnfelas is given
by Suidas, é&dégros; some other
writings, which are ascribed to him
in the traditional text of Her-
mogenes, belong to Antiphon of
Rhamnus, as is clear from the sub~
sequent context in IHermogenes,
and also from Philostr. V. Soph. i.

15 ; and are only attributed to him
through the carelessness of the
transeriber, ef. Spengel, T. 3. 115.
In the treatise w. 7. aAnfelas he
uno doubt brought forward the
mathematical and physical theories
to be mentioned later on; no frag-
ments of any system of physics of
his (as Wolif' supposes) have been
handed down to us. The interpre-
tations of dreams, mentioned by
Cicero, Divin. i. 20, 89, ii. 70, 144 ;
Seneca, Controv. 9, p. 148 Bip.;
Artemidor. Oneircerit. ii. 14, p.
109, Herch., seem to have been
taken from a separate book.

! The principal interlocutor in
the third part of the Gorgias, from
481 B onwards, of whom we know
so little that his very existence
has been doubted. In favour of
it, however, we have Plato’s usual
style, as seen in other instances,
and the definite statement, 487 C,
which seems to be quite of an indi-
vidual character, whether it be
historical or not. Cf. concerning
Gorgias, Steinhart, Pl Werke, il.
362 sq.

2 Some writers would there-
fore distinguish Critias the Sophist
from the statesman of that name
(Alex. ap. Philop. De 4n. C, 8;
Simpl. De 4n. 8 a). Vide, on the
other hand, Spengel, 1. ¢. 120 sq.-
Dionys. Jud. de Thue. ¢. 51, and.
Phrynichus ap. Phot. Cod. 158, p.
101 b, reckon Critias among the
model writers of the Attic style.
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speaks contemptuously of the uselessness! of the theo-
rists. On the other hand, in the political rules ? of the
famous Milesian architect, Hippodamus,? the peculiarity
of the Sophistic view of law and of the state is not
discernible, although the multifarious literary activity
of the man* is suggestive of the character of the Soph-
ists.” The communistic theory of Phaleas the Chalce-
donian ® may perhaps with more probability be brought
into connection with the Sophistic doctrine; it is at
any rate quite in the spirit of Sophistic innovation, and
may easily be deduced from the proposition that exist-
ing rights are contrary to nature; but we know too
little about him, to be able to determine his personal
relation to the Sophists. In regard to Diagoras, it has
already been shown? that we have no right to assume
his atheism to have been based on his philosophy; and

! Gorg. 484 C sqq., 487 C;
cf. 516 A and 519 C, where Cal-
licles, as politician, is clearly
distinguished from Callicles as
Sophist.

2 Arist. Polit. ii. 8.

3 Concerning the date and per-
sonal eircumstances of this man,
who is mentioned by Arist. I. c.
and Polit. vii, 11, 1330 b, 21, as the
first person who attempted to lay
out cities artistically, Hermann,
De Hippodamo Milesio(Marb.1841),
comes to the following eonclusions :
he may have been twenty-five years
old in Ol 82 or 83, when he made
the plan for the Pirseus, that he
planned the city of Thurii in OL
84; and in OL 93, 1, when he
built Rhodus, was considerably
past sixty. Whether Hippodamus,
the so-called Pythagorean, of whose
treatises, w. worurelas and 7. eddai-

povies, some fragments are given
by Stobeeus, Flord. 43, 92-94, 98,
71-103, 28, is the same person (as
Hermann believes, p. 33 sqq.),
and whether Hippodamus the
Sophist really had any connection
with the Pythagoreans (ibid. 42
sq.), cannot be ascertained.

¢ Arist. Polit, ii. 8: ryevduevos
real wepl Tov Aoy Blov wepiTToTEpOS
810 @uroTiplor . . . Adyios 8¢ kal
wepl Thy Sany $vow (in physics, cf
Metapkh. 1. 6, 987 b, 1) elvou BovAd-
Lievos, TpdTos TEY Y ToATevopévwy
evexelpnoé v mwepl monrelas elmely
Tis &ploTys.

5 Among whom Hermann, p.
18 sqq., includes him.

6 Arist. Polit. ii. 7, where he
is mentioned as the first who de-
manded an equality of goods.

7 Vide p. 320, 2.
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the same holds good of the rhetoricians contemporary
with the Sophists, so far as their art is not connected
with the Sophistic doctrine by any definite theory of
ethics or cognition.

From the beginning of the fourth century, the im-
portance of the Sophists grows less and less, though
their name is still in use for teachers of eloquence,
and generally for all those who imparted scientific in-
struction for payment. Plato in his earlier dialogues is
constantly at war with the Sophists; in the later, they
are only mentioned when occasion specially calls for
it.!  Aristotle alludes to certain Sophistic propositions
in the same way that he speaks of the theories of the
physicists, as something belonging to the past; that
which he treats as permanent is the Eristic disputation
which was indeed first introduced by the Sophists, but
was not confined to them. We hear of no noteworthy
representatives of Sophistic opinion after the time of
Polus and Thrasymachus.

3. The Teaching of the Sophists considered in its General
Character.

Praro himself complains that it is difficult rightly to
define the nature of the Sophist.? This difficulty lies
for us chiefly in the fact that the teaching of the Sophists
does not consist in fixed theorems equally acknowledged
by all its adherents, but in a scientific mode of thought

! ¢g. in the introduction to sophistic doctrines to be resumed.
the Republic, where the connection 2 Soph. 218 C, sq., 226 A,

with fundamental ethical enqui- 231 B, 236 C, sq.
ries causes the polemic against
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and procedure which, in spite of the unmistakeable
family likeness between its different branches, is com-
patible with a multiplicity of starting-points and results.
Contemporaries designate by the name of Sophist,
generally speaking, a wise man;' but more particu-
larly, one who makes wisdom his calling and profession?
—who, not satisfied with informal and unmethodical
influence on fellow-citizens and acquaintances, regards
the instruction of others as his profession, and in his
wanderings from city to city offers it for payment, to

“everyone desirous of culture.?

! Plato, Prot. 312 C: 7i 5yel
elvar 7O ocopieThy ; "Eve uév, § 8
s, bomep Tolivoua Aéyer, Tobrov elvan
7oy TGy ooy émwoThuova, where
the validity of the evidence as to
the use of language is not affected
by the derivation of the last
syllables from émiorfuwy, in the
manner of Platonic etymologies.
Diog.i. 12: 0f 8¢ cool kal copioTal
éearovvro. In this sense Hero-

* dotus, 1. 29, iv. 95, calls Solon and
Pythagoras, and in ii. 49 the
founders of the cult of Dionysus,
Sophists. The name is also ap-
plied by Cratinus, ap. Diog. i. 12,
to Homer and Hesiod, by Sopho-
cles in the fragment ap. Sckol.
Pind. Isthm. v. 36, &ec. (Wagner,
Frag. Gr. Fragm. i. 499, No. 992)
to a citharist; by Eupolis (ac-
cording to the Sckol. Ven. Zu. II.
0, 410; Eustath. in &. I p. 1023,
13) to a rhapsodist ; according to
Hesych. ooguwrr., the designation
was in use for all musical artists.
Androtion ap. Aristid. Quatuorv.
7. ii. 407 Dind., Aristarchuz ap.
Plut. Frat. Am. i. p. 478 and
Isokr. w. &rmiddo. 235 apply it to
the seven sages; the first of these

As to its extent, this

authors applies it to Socrates also
(while on the other hand Alschin.
Adw. Tim. § 173 describes Socrates
as a Sophist in the later sense);
Diog. Apoll. ap. Simpl. Phys. 82
b; Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 11; Ps.-
Hippokr. =. &px. laTp. c. 20 ; Isokr.
1. c. 268, apply it to the ancient
physicists ; Aschines the Soecratic
and Diodorus to Anaxagoras (vide
supra, p. 325); Plato, Meno, 85 B,
to the teachers of mathematics;
conversely, the Sophists are called
oogol, vide supra 418, 3, end ; 419,
4; cf. Plato, dpoll. 20 D. The
explanation of the word as  teach-
ers of wisdom’ is disputed by
Hermanwv, Plat. Phil. 1. 308 sq., as
it appears to me, rightly; while
Steinhart, Plat. Leben, 288, 92,
defends it.

2 Plato, Prot. 315 A (which ex-
plains 312 B): éwi 7éxvy pavbdver,
s dopioTys égduevos; 816 D:
&yd 8¢ Ty copreTikyy Téxwny Pmpl
uév elvar maladv, ete. Epitaph on
Thrasymachus in Athen. x. 454 sq.
# 8¢ Téxrn [se. abrod] copiy.

3 Xenoph. Mem. 1. 6, 13: kal
T codlay GoadTws Tods uiv dpyv-
plov T3 BovAopévy TwAcdyrras codi-
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instruction might embrace everything included by the
Greeks in the comprehensive idea of wisdom,! and its
task might therefore be variously apprehended: while
some Sophists, like Protagoras and Prodicus, Euthyde-
mus and Evenus, boasted of imparting to their pupils
intellectual and moral culture, civil and domestic virtue,?
Gorgias laughs at such a promise, and confines his in-
structions to rhetoric ;® while Hippias prides himself on
his proficiency in arts of all kinds, on his archaological
and physical knowledge,* Protagoras, as teacher of poli-
tics, feels himself far above this learning of the study.
Yet even in the art of politics many different branches
were included ; for example, the brothers Euthydemus

ords dmoxanodow: boTis 8¢ v Gy
yv@ dpua Byra diddorwr & T by Exp
Gyofby piroy woreiTal, TobToy voui-
foper & 76 keAd Kdyabd woniry
wpoafixer TodTa woety; cf. p. 409,
2; 417, 7; Protagoras ap. Plato,
Prot. 316 C: Eévov vyop &vdpa kal
Wrra els wéAers peydAas kal v
TabTas  welfovra TEY véwy Tods
Berriorous, dwohelmorTas Tos TEY
#AAwy cvvovslas . . . €auTd ouvel-
var &s BeiTious éoouévovs did THY
éavrod cvvovsiay, ete. (cf 318 A);
Apol. 19 E: madebery avfpdmovs
&owep Topylas, ete. TodTwy vap
Eagros . . . ibw eis éxdoTyy TV
woAewy Tods wéous, ofs EeoTi TEY
éavry moAT@Y Tpoika Evvelvar § v
BolAwrras, Tobrovs wetfovar Tas
ekelvowv fuvovoias dmolmdvras opiot
Euvelvar xphpare diddvras kal xdpw
wpocedévar. Similarly Meno, 91 B.

1 Avist. Bth. N. vi. 7.

2 Inf. note & ; sup. 408, 2; 424,
4, 426, 3. I do not think that
the words of Prodicus, ap. Plat.

Buthyd. 305 C (obs & Tipdd,

uebépio. prhoadpov Te dwdpds ral wo-
Mrwod), are intended to describe
the position aseribed to himself by
that Sophist.

3 Plato, Meno, 95 C; cf. Philed,
58 A.  Polus, Lycophron, Thrasy-
machus, ete., p. 423 sqq.

* Supra, p. 422, 2.

® In Prot. 318 D, the Sophist
says that it shall not be with his
scholars as with those of other
Sophists (Hippias), who ds réxvas
adrods wepevybras dkovras TdAwy ad
&ryovres EuBdANovoty els Téxwas, Ao
yiopols T€ kal doTpovoulay kol yew-
perplav kol upoveuchy 8iddorovres :
by him they shall only be taught
what suits their purpose: 7o 8&
pdbnud éorw edBourla wepl Te TdY
oikelwr, dnws dv dpwwra THy adrod
ollay Biowcol, kal wepl 78y THs
morews, Snws T4 THS WoAews Suva-
rdraTos by ey kal wpdrrew Kal
Aéyew, in a word, therefore, the
wolerueh) Téxyn, the introduction to
civic virtue.
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and Dionysodorus combined with ethics, lectures on
strategy and military tactics,' and even Protagoras? is
said to have entered into details of wrestling and other
arts, applying them in such a manner as to contradict
professional men. When therefore Isocrates, in his
speech against the Sophists, includes under that name
the Eristic teachers of ethics and the teachers of elo-
quence, while an opponent ® applies it to Isocrates him-
self, on account of his studied and written speeches,
this is entirely consonant with the language of the
time. Every paid teacher of the arts included under
higher culture is called a Sophist. = The name relates
primarily to the objeet and external conditions of in-
struction. In itself it implies no judgment concerning
the worth or scientific character of this instruetion; it
rather admits the possibility that the Sophistic teacher
may impart genuine science and morality as well as the
reverse. Plato and Aristotle were the first to restrict
the idea of the Sophistic doctrine within narrower limits
in discriminating it as dialectic Eristic from rhetorie,
and as a false appearance of knowledge, arising out of a
perversion of the moral sense, from philosophy. The
Sophist, according to Plato, is a hunter who, giving
himself out as a teacher of virtue, seeks to cateh rich
young men. He is a merchant, a host, a pedlar, who

P, 424, 4.

2 Plato, Sopk. 232 D; Diog. ix.
53; cf. Frei, 191. According to
Diogenes, Protagoras wrote a
treatise, mepl wdAns; Frei con-
jectures that this may be a portion
of a more comprehensive work on
the arts; but perhaps some later

writer may have composed a sepa-
rate treatise out of the discussions
mentioned by Plato, and these dis-
cussions may have been really in
the Eristic disputations or the con-
tradietions.

8 Alcidamas, vide p. 425, 5.
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traffics in art, a tradesman who makes money by dispu-
tation:! a person who may no doubt be mistaken for a
philosopher, but to whom it would be doing too much
honour to ascribe the higher vocation of purifying men
by means of the elenchic art, and of freeing them from
conceit.? The Sophistic teaching is an art of decep-

. tion : it consists in this—that men without real know-

ledge of the good and right, and econscious of such a
deficiency, can give themselves the appearance of that
knowledge, and in conversation with others can involve
them in contradictions.? It is therefore no art at all,
but a flattering shadow of an art—a caricature of the
true art of politics, which is related to it only as the
art of dress is to gymnastic, and is distinguished from
false rhetoric only as the setting up of principles is dis-
tinguished from the application of them.* Similarly,
Aristotle deseribes the Sophistic doctrine as a science
confined to the unessential ; as appearance-knowledge,
or, more exactly, as the art of gaining money by mere

appearance-knowledge.®

V Soph. 221 C, 226 A ; cf. Rep.
vi. 493 A : &aoros @y piofaproiy-
Twy DiwTdy, obs 8 olrTor CopLrTEs
ialoto, ete.

2 Soph. 226 B-231 C.

8 Jhid. 232 A-236 E, 264 C
sqq. ; cf. Meno, 96 A.

1 Gorg. 463 A-465 C; Rep,
1. ¢.; cf. Part 11. a, 509 sq., 3rd ed.

5 Metaph. vi. 2,1026 b, 14 ; xi.
3,8,p. 1061 b, 7; 1064 b, 26.

6 Metaph. iv. 2, 1004 b, 17;
Soph. El. e. 1,165 a, 21 : &ori yap
# copwTuch Ppavouérn godia odoa
3 ob, kal & copiorTHS XpNMaTIOTYS
ard  pawouérns coplas GAN odr

VOL. II. F

These descriptions are evi-

otions. Ihid. e. 11, 171 b, 27; cf.
33,183 b, 36: of wepl Tods épioTi-
robs Adyovs uobaprovvres,  Still
stronger langnage is used by the
pseudo-Xenophon, De Venat. c.
13: oi sodioTal ¥ oml 7§ Sfamardy
Adyovot kal ypdpovow éml T4 Eavray
wépder, kol o0déya 0ddtv dpelovow -
008E yap copds abTdY éyévero 0Ddels
008 EoTw . . . of utv yap copioTal
wAovolovs kal véous Onpavral, of
3¢ ¢iMdoopor mhaL kowol wal piror:
Téyas (happy ecircumstances) 8&
brdp@v obTe TwERdGw olre &Tiua-
Covot.

¥
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dently in part too narrow, in part too broad, to afford
us trustworthy information concerning the peculiar
character of the phenomenon we are considering-—too
narrow, because from the outset the idea of the wrong
and untrue is included as an essential characteristic
in the conception of the Sophistic doctrine; too broad,
because they do not represent that doctrine in its defi-
nite historical aspect, as it actually appeared at a certain
period, but as a universal category. This is the case,
in a still higher degree, with the language of the more
ancient accounts. The conception of a public instruc«
tion in wisdom tells us nothing as to the content and
spirit of this instruction, and whether it was imparted
for payment or not, is in itself quite unimportant. If,
however, we consider the circumstances under which the
Sophists made their appearance, and the earlier customs
and culture of their nation, these traits will serve in
some degree to explain their peculiar character and
significance.

The previous method of education and instruction
among the Greeks provided indeed distinet teachers for
particular arts and accomplichments, such as writing,
arithmetic, music, gymnastic, but left everyone to re-
ceive his general training and education simply through
intercourse with his family and acquaintance. It some-
times happened, no doubt, that individual youths allied
themselves with some man of special reputation, in
order to be introduced by him to public affairs;* or

' Thus Plutarch in his life of Mnesiphilus, who, as Plutarch ob-
Themistocles representsthat states- serves, belonged neither to the
man, in the beginning of his public orators, nor to the ¢uomol ¢iAd-
career, as seeking intercourse with oogos, but aimed at distinguishing
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that -teachers of music or other arts attained, under
certain conditions, to a more extended sphere of per~
sonal and political influence.! In neither case, how-
ever, is there question of any formal instruction, any
directions, based on eertain rules, for practical activity,
but only of such influence as, without any express
educational purpose, must naturally result from free
personal intercourse.? Not one of the ancient Physicists
can be supposed to have opened a school of his own,
or given instruction in the way that was afterwards
customary : the communication of their philosophical

himself by what was then called
sopla, the Bdewdrns wolrruch) ral
BpasThplos olvess, on the ground
of an old family tradition of Solon;
$v of perd TavTe, adds Plutarch,
Sucavicals pifavres Téxpals xal peta-
yaybvres &md 1@y  wpdiewr THY
Gonow émi Tobs Adyous copirral
wpooTyyopetdnoay,

! e.9. Damon, cf. Plut. Per. 4;
Plato, Lach. 180 D; Alcib. i. 118
C, and Pythoelides, ef. Plut. . ¢.;
Plato, Prot. 316 E; 4lcib. 1. 118 C.

2 Plutarch has drawn this dis-
tinction quite correctly (Them. 2)
when he says that those persons
were called Sophists who trans-
ferred political training from prac~
tical activity to speeches; Sophists
in the sense alluded to p. 439, 3,
can only be said to exist where the
arts and skill, which hitherto had
been attained by practice in the
treatment of actual cases,are hence-
forth founded on theoretical in-
struction (Adyor) and the universal
rules of art which are thus im-
parted. Plutarch also says, less
accarately (Per. 4), that Damon
being an &rpos oopirrys (which in

this case, as in Plato, Symp. 203 D,
seems to designate both the Sophist
and the crafty man) concealed his
avocation as teacher of Pericles
in politics, under the mask of a
musician.  Similarly, Protagoras,
ap. Plat. Symp. 203 D, maintaing
that the art of the Sophists is
very ancient, but from fear of the
dislike attaching to them, they
had all before him concealed it;
some having ecalled themselves
poets, as Homer, Orpheus, Simo-
nides, &c.; others gymnasts; others
again musicians, as Agathocles and
Pythoclides. Here it is in fact
conceded what Prot., 817 B, ex-
pressly declares, and what was of
course self-evident in most of the
above-mentioned cases, viz.. that
the distinguishing mark of those
who were called Sophists in the
special sense—the duoroyelr go-
dwris elvar kal Tadedew dvlpomors
—was absent in the predecessors
of Protagoras; they are cogol,
like the seven wise men, but not
cgopuoral, according to the mean-
ing of the word in the time of
Socrates.

FF 2
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doctrines seems to have been entirely confined to the
narrower circle of their acquaintance, and to have been
conditioned by the relation of personal friendship. If
a Protagoras and his successors departed from this
custom, it argues a two-fold change in the popular
estimation of science and scientific teaching. On the
one band, such teaching was now declared to be indis-
pensable for everyone who desired to distinguish him-
self in active life: the previous capability for speech
and action attained merely by practice was condemned
as unsatisfactory : theoretical study, and the knowledge of
universal rules, were announced as necessary.! But on
the other hand science, so far as the Sophists troubled
themselves about it at all, was essentially restricted to
this practical problem. It is not in knowledge as such,
but simply in its use as a means of action, that its
worth and importance are sought.? The Sophistic doc-
trine, therefore, stands on the ‘boundary line between
Philosophy and Polities ;*® practice is to be supported
by theory, and enlightened in regard to its ends and
means ; but theory is to be merely a help to practice.
This science is, in its general aim and purpose, a phi-
losophy of enlightenment and nothing more.

From this point of view alone can we rightly
criticise the disputed question concerning the pay-

! This fundamental distinetion
between the instruction of the
Sophists, and the purely practical
instruction of the previous teachers,
is overlooked by Grote, viii. 485
8q., when he maintains that the
appearance of the Sophists was
nothing new, and that they only

differed from Damon and others
in the superior amount of know-
ledge and ability which they
brought to the exercise of their
profession.

2 Cf. also p. 430, 3.

$ Vide supra, p. 431, 2.
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ment accepted by the Sophists. As long as the im-
parting of philosophic opinions and knowledge was
on the same line with all other educational intercourse
between friends, there eould, of course, be no question
of payment for philosophic instruction: the study of
philesophy was, like instruction in it, even with those
who wholly devoted themselves to philosophy, an affair
of free choice. This is the light in which both were
regarded by Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, and conse-
quently the idea of remuneration for instruction in
philosophy was energetically opposed by these men as
a gross indignity. Wisdom, in the opinion of the
Socrates of Xenophon, like love, should be bestowed as
a free gift, and not sold.! He who teaches any other art,
says Plato,? may take wages in return, for he does not
profess to make his pupil just and virtuous ; but he who
promises to make others better must be able to trust to
their gratitude, and should therefore require ne money.
Aristotle expresses himself in a similar strain.® The re-
lation between teacher and pupil is with him no business
connexion, but a moral and friendly relation, founded
on esteem ; the merit of the teacher is not compensated
by money—it can only be rewarded by gratitude of the
same kind that we feel towards parents and towards the
gods. From this point of view we can well understand
the harsh judgments that were passed on the earnings of
the Sophists by Plato and Aristotle, as we have seen,
p. 432 3q. That the same judgments, however, should

Y Mem. 1. 6. 13; vide supra, 223 D sqq. The same in Isocr.
p. 430, 3. Adv. Soph. 5 sq.
2 Gorg. 420 O sqq.; cf. Sopk. 2 Eth. N. ix. 1, 1164 a, 32 sqq.
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now be repeated, that in an age in which all instrue-
tion is usually given by salaried and paid teachers, and
by such as on this very account would have been con-
sidered Sophists in Greece, the teachers of the fifth cen-
tury before Christ should, merely because they demanded
payment for their instructions, be treated as mean-
spirited, self-seeking, avaricious men—is a flagrant
injustice, as Grote justly maintains.! Where the ne-
cessity for seientific instruction is more extensively felt,
and in consequence a separate class of professional
teachers is formed, there the necessity also arises that
these teachers should be able to support themselves
by the labour to which they devote their time and
strength. Even in Greece this natural demand could
not be ignored. A Socrates, in his magnanimous con-
tempt for the necessaries of life, a Plato and an Aris-
totle, with their ideal theory of the relation between
master and teacher—an ideal fostered by their own
easy personal circumstances, and by the Hellenic preju-
dice against all industrial activity—may have disdained
all remuneration for their teaching; and the mass of
the people may have been the more ready to blame
the Sophists for their gains, which were represented,
‘no doubt, as much greater than they actually were;
for in {his case the universal ill-will of the unculti-
vated man towards mental work the labour and trouble
of which are unknown to him, was combined with
the jealousy of natives towards foreigners, of demo-
crats towards the teachers of the upper classes, of the
friends of the old against innovators. In point of

¥ L. e. 493 sq,
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fact, however, as has been well observed,! there was no
reason why the Sophists, especially in foreign cities,
should have given their instruetions gratuitously, or
should have themselves defrayed the cost of their
maintenance and of their journeys. Even Greek cus-
tom in no way forbade payment for intellectual posses-
sions—painters, musicians and poets, physicians and
rhetors, gymnasiarchs and teachers of all kinds were
paid; and the Olympic victors received from their
native cities rewards of money as well as prizes, or
even themselves collected contributions in their con-
querors’ wreaths. Nor can the theory of payment for
philosophic teaching be condemned without further
argument, even from the ideal standpoint of Plato and
Aristotle ; it does not necessarily follow that the scientific
activity of the teacher or his moral relation to his
pupil should thereby be corrupted; for, in analogous
cases, the love of the wife for her husband is not affected
by the judicial obligation of the husband to maintain
her, the gratitude of the restored patient to the physi-
cian is not deteriorated by his fee, nor that of children
to their parents by the circumstance that the parentsare
bound by law to support and educate them., That the
Sophists should have asked payment from their pupils
and hearers could only be turned to their disadvantage if
they had made exorbitant demands, and had shown them-
selves generally in the pursunit of their calling to be cove-
tous and dishonourable. But it is only in regard to some
of them that this can be proved. TEven in antiquity, no
doubt very exaggerated notions were rife concerning

! Welcker, KI. Schr. ii. 420 sqq.



440 THE SOPHISTS.

the payments they claimed, and the riches which they
amassed ;' but Isocrates assures us that not one of
them had made any considerable fortune, and that their
gains did not exceed a moderate amount.? And though
it is quite possible that many, especially among the
younger Sophists, may have deserved the reproach of
selfishness and covetousness,® it i3 a question whether
we ought to apply to a Protagoras and a Gorgias the
descriptions of sophistic teaching which men, to whom
all payment for philosophic instruction appeared at the
outset as something vulgar and shameful, had copied
from the Sophists of their own time. Protagoras, at any
rate, showed great consideration for his pupils* when
he left the amount of his fee to be decided by them-
selves in doubtful cases ;® and that there was a difference
in this respect between the founders of Sophistic
teaching and their successors, is indicated by Aristotle.’

! Vide the statements on this

subject, p. 409, 2; 410, 1; 415, 3;
418, 1; 421, 3.

ties (dAdv. Sopk. 3), because.the
whole of virtue was to be had from
them for the absurd price of 3 or 4

2 11 &wriddo. 155 8Aws pév odv
ob8els edpefoeTar THV rwakovuévwy
coPLorTdY WOANS XphuaTa cuAlekd-
peves, GAN of uly & dAbyois, of
8 év wawvv uerplors Tov Bloy daya-
ydévres. Vide the statement as to
Gorgias (quoted p. 415, 3), who
amassed more wealth than any of
the Sophists, and had neither
public nor family expenses. We
must not suppose that the Sophists
earned as much as the actors. In
later times, the fee for a course of
instruction seems to have been 8-5
mine. KEvenus in Plato, Apol:
20 B, asks 5; Isocrates who, like
other rhetoricians, took 10 minze
(Welcker, 428), ridicules the Eris-

minze ; while in Hel. 6, he blames
them for only caring for the money.

3 Cf. p. 424, 8; 433 sq.

+ As Grote (Hist. of Gr. viil.
494) rightly observes.

5 Cf. p. 409, 2.

6 In the passage quoted by
Welcker, £th. N, ix. 1, 1164 a, 22
8q., where this custom of Protagoras
as to payment is mentioned, and
Aristotle then goes on to say that
it was different with the Sophists,
i.e. with those of his own time:
these no doubt were obliged to
demand payment in advance, for
no one after getting to know their
science would have given them any-
thing for it. Xenoph: De Venat.
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If we consider impartially the circumstances under
which these men arose, and the acecounts which have
been preserved of them, we are not justified in charging
the Sophists as a body, and especially those of the earlier
generation, with niggardliness and avarice.

But although we must protest, on behalf of the So-
phists, or at any rate of many of the most important of
them, against a prejudice which for more than two
thousand years has done more than all besides to injure
their good name, two things must yet be borne in mind.
In the first place, the introduction of payment for
scientific instruction in that period, whatever we may
think of its moral justification, is at any rate a proof of
the change already adverted to in the general estimation
of the worth and importance of scientific knowledge—a
sign that now,instead of honest enquiry, satisfied with the
knowledge of the actual, that knowledge only is sought,
and regarded as worthy and attainable, which may be
employed as a means to other ends, and consists less in
general mental culture than in certain practical capa-
bilities. The Sophists claimed to teach the special
tricks of eloquence, of worldly prudenece, of the manage-
ment of men; and it is the prespect of the resulting
advantage, the possession of political and oratorical
trade-secrets, which they, as indispensable guides, hold
out before everything else to the youth of the period.!

13, is less conclusive: we know referring to other philosophers and

no one w7y’ of viv copioTal
&yabdv éwoinaay ; for it is doubtful
whether the author intends by the
older Sophists with whom he com-
pares the Sophists of his time,
Protagoras, &c., or whether he is

teachers of virtue, in which case
the »Bv cogioral would coineide
with the copioral karoluevor pre-
viously mentioned.

1 Proof of this will be given in
the description of the Sophistic
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Secondly, experience shows that it was a most dangerous
thing, under the circumstances of that time, to place
the higher education and preparation for public life exs
clusively in the hands of teachers who were dependent
for their maintenance on the payments of their pupils.
As human nature is constituted, scientific activity would
inevitably by such an arrangement become dependent
on the wishes and necesgities of those who sought in-
struction, and were in a position to pay for it. These
pupils would chiefly estimate its value by the advantage
which they might hope from it, for their personal ends;
very few would look beyond, and recognise the use of
studies, the practical application of which did not lie
ready to hand. A nation would require to be penetrated
in an unusual degree, and far more than was the case in
Greece at that time, with the value of pure and inde-
pendent enquiry, if science as a whole did not sink,
under these conditions, into mere technical skill, and

instruetion. Cf.alsop. 431, 5,and
Plato, Symp. 217 A sqq., where
Alcibiades treats Socrates as a
Sophist when he wounld give him
all he possesses in order wdsr
dkoboar 8oamep obTos #oe, while
Socrates, by his purely moral con-
ception of their relation, makes
him feel the difference of his in-
struction from that cf the Sophists.
The Sophists, it is true, are nct
vamed here, but the way in which
Alcibiades at first treated his rela-
tion with Soerates shows what
pupils of his class were accustomed
to seek and to expect from their
instructors. The same holds good
of the remark of Xenophon, Mem.
i. 2, 14 sq., that Critias and Alci-

biades did mnot seek intercourse
with Socrates in order to become
like him in character, but voui-
oarte, €l SpAnoalTny kelvy, yevé-
oar by lkoverdrew Adyew Te kal
wmpdrrewv. The fact that the So-
phists announced themselves as
teachers of virtue and improvers
of men does not alter the case, for
it may well be asked wherein
virtue (or more properly, ability,
fitness, éperd) is to be found : the
&perd, for instance, which Euthy-
demus and Dionysodorus promise
to give to their scholars more
quickly than all other teachers
(Plato, Buthydem. 273 D), is en-
tively different from what we call
virtue.
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become restricted more and more under a long con-
tinuaunce of them to supplying the mass of men with
the crafts and knowledge which they considered advan-
tageous, as quickly and easily and pleasantly as possible,
In the circumstances under which the Sophistic in-
struction was given there lay a great danger for the
thoroughness of enquiry and the earnestness of the
philosophic mind; and this danger was further in-
creased by the fact that most of the Sophists, without
any settled abode, and without any interest in the
State, were thus without the restraint which citizenship
affords to men in respect to their moral life and the
moral side of their professional activity.,) That circum-
stances themselves led to this result cannot, however,
alter the matter. It is undeniably true that, for
talented and cultivated citizens of small States, travels,
and public lectures, were in those times the only means
of obtaining recognition for their attainments and a
comprehensive sphere of action, and the discourses of a
Gorgias and a Hippias at Olympia are not in them-
selves more blameworthy than those of an Herodotus;
it is also true that it was only possible by means of
payment for instruction, to open the profession of
teacher to all who were capable of it, and to collect in
one place the most multifarious powers; the effects,
however, of such an institution are not on that account
cancelled. If the Sophistic teaching involved from the

I Cf. Plato, Tim. 19 E: 70 8¢ ¢ Idlas odBaus Siwrnrds, doroyor
T&Y coPioTRY yéves ol ToOAAGY udv  Gua praocdpwy &vdpdy § kal woALTI-
Abywy kai #oAGy #ANwy udh’ Eume-  kdp (it is incapable of rightly un-
pov frynuar, poBolpmus 3¢, phwws, & derstanding the old Athenians),
Te TAUNTOY DY KaTd ToAELs olifoels
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outset the limitation of the scientific interest to the
useful and practically advantageous, this one~sidedness
was greatly increased by the dependence of the Sophistic
teachers upon the wishes and taste of their hearers,
and the more deficient in scientific and very soon after
in ethical content the Sophistic instruction became, the
more inevitable it was that it should speedily be
degraded into a mere instrument for the acquirement
of money and fame.

Though this disregard of purely seientific enquiry in
and for itself presupposes a seeptical temper, yet the
most important of the Sophists never expressly declared,
and the rest only implied by their general procedure,
that they had broken with the previous philesophy
because they thought a scientifie knowledge of things
impossible. When man despairs of knowledge, there
remains to him only the satisfaction of activity or en-
joyment; for his intellect, which has lost its object,
there arises the task of producing an object from it-
self; its self-confidence now becomes absorption in
gelf, duty ; knowledge becomes will.! So the Sophistic
philosophy of life is entirely based upon doubt of the
truth of knowledge. But this makes a fixed scientific
and moral attitude impossible to it; it must either
follow the old opinions, or, if it criticises them more
closely, it must come to the conclusion that a moral law
of universal validity is as impossible as a universally

! Examples may easily be found Cicero, &c., the ‘Illumination’ of
in the history of philosophy: itis the last century, the connection
sufficient for our present purpose between Kant's ¢ Critique of the
to recall the practical tendency of Reasom, and his Morality, and
Socrates, and the later eclectics, similar instances.
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recognised truth. It cannot therefore elaim to instruct
men as to the end and aim of their activity,and to
furnish moral precepts : its instruction must be limited
to the means through which the ends of individuals, of
whatever kind those ends may be, can be attained.
But for the Greeks all means are comprehended in the
art of speech. Rhetoric, as the universal practical
art, forms the positive side to the Sophists’ negative
morality and theory of knowledge. It therefore quits
the sphere with which the history of philosophy is
concerned. We will now examine more particulaxrly
the different aspects of the phenomenon which we are
considering:

4. The Sophistic Theory of Knowledge omd Erisﬁc
Disputotion.

Evex among the most ancient philosophers we find
many complaints of the limitations of human know-
ledge, and from the time of Heracleitus and Parme-
nides downwards, the uncertainty of the sensible percep-
tion was acknowledged from the most opposite points
of view. But it was not until the appearance of the
Sophists that these germs were developed into a uni-
versal scepticism. For the scientific establishment of
this scepticism, they took as their starting-point, partly
the doctrine of Heracleitus, partly that of the Eleatics;
that the same result should have been attained from
such opposite presuppositions may be regarded, on the
one hand, as a true dialectical induction through which
those one-sided presuppositions cancel one another;
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but it is at the same time suggestive of the Sophistie
doctrine, which was concerned, not with any definite
view of the nature of things or of knowledge, but
only with the setting aside of objective philosophical
enquiries.

Protagoras based his scepticism on the physics of
Heracleitus. He is not. indeed, an actual adherent of
that philosophy in its full extent and original import;
what Heracleitus had taught concerning the primitive
fire, and its changes and gradations—generally speaking,
of the objective constitution of all things—could not be
appropriated by a Sceptie as he was. But he at least
adopted from the Heracleitean philosophy, in order to use
them for his own purposes, the general propositions of
the change of all things, and the opposing streams of mo-
tion. According to Protagoras, all things are in constant,
motion ;! but this motion is not merely of one kind:

1 Plato, Thewt. 152 D, 157 A sq.
(vide sup.18,2),b.156 A, expresses
this in the following manner: ds Td
wir wlvnews Jv wal EAAo mapd TolTo
o0d¢v, that he is not thinking, how-
ever, of motion without something
moved-—a ‘ pure motion —but only
of a motion the subject of which
is constantly changing, is clear
from 180 D, 181 C, D, where he
uses these words, Tdvra kivetrar, 78
wdvta kwelcfu, way Guporépws
wwelofal, Pepbuevby e kal dANowd-
wevor, and also from 156 C sqq.:
TabTa WArTG MEY  KIVETOL. . .
déperar yip xal &v Popd abrdv 7
klymos wépvxer, &e. (and the same
texts prove that #» does not imply,
as Vitringa asserts, p. 83, that
originally only motion was, but
that all is, according to its essem-
tial nmature, motion; cf. Schanz,

p. 70).  The preeterite is used here
as in the Aristotelian expression,
7l fv elvar. We can, therefore,
neither attribute this pure mo-
tion to Prot. (Frei, 79), nor ac-
cuse Plato of an invention (Weber,
238 sqq.), justified by Sextus, who
declares of Protagoras in Stoieal
language (Pyrrk. i. 217): ¢noly
ody 6 dwhp Thy UAmy peveriy elvar,
peodays 8¢ abrils cuvexds Tposhéoes
dvrl 1@y dmopopfigewy ylyvesfar.
In Thewtetus, 181 B sqq., it is
further shown that the motion of
all things, assumed by Protagoras,
must, be defined not merely as ¢opa,
but as dArofwots; but it is clear,
from the same passage, that Pro-
tagoras himself had not explained
himself more particularly on the
subject.



THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE. 447

there are innumerable motious, which, however, may all
be reduced to two classes, since they consist either of
doing or suffering.! Ounly through their action, or their
i being acted upon, do things receive their particular
qualities; and as doing and suffering can belong to a
thing only in relation to other things with which it is
brought into contact by motion, we ought not to
attribute any quality or definiteness to anything as
such: it is only because things move towards each
other, mingle, and work upon one another, that they
become determinate : we can never say, therefore, that

they are something, or, in
only that they become

1 Tkewt. 156 A, continues: 1"775
8¢ mvnaews 3o €ldy, wAfbe ,u.ex/
&mﬂpou éndrepor, Bwa/.uu S Td ,u.ey
woiety Exoy 14 3¢ wdoxew, This is
furtherexplained at 157 A : neither
action nor suffering belongs to a
thing absolutely in and for itself;
but things act or are acted upon by
meeting with others to which they
are related in an active or passive
manper; the same can therefore
be active in relation to one thing,
and passive in relation to another.

- The language in this exposition is
for the most part Platonic, but we
are not justified in denying alto-
gether to Protagoras the distinetion
between active and passive motion.

2 Theet. 152 D, 156 B (sujo.
18, 2) 157 B: 75 & ob 55; ds
6 Tév a‘oquu Ao'yos, ofite Tl gu'y-
XWPELV OU’TG ’T'OU OU'T EMOU OUTE
(8¢ o éxelvo ofiTe ¥AAo oldiyv
dvoua § 71 by loTh, GANG KaTd Phow
GOéyyeabar yryvdueva ral wololueva
kal GmoAAlmera kal GAAowodueva,
(The form of the exposition seems
to belong to Plato.) We find the

general, that they are, but
something, and become.?

same—no doubt originally taken
from these passages—in Philop.
Gen, et Corr. 4 b, and Ammon.
Categ. 81 b, Schol. in Arist. 60 a,
15, Where the proposMon obx elvar
¢law bpopéey oddevds is ascribed
to Protagoras (Frei, p. 92, con-
jectures, probab]y elroneously that
these are his very words). It is
also expressed in the language of
later telmmology by Sextus, loe.
thus: 7o¥s Adyovs wdvrer Tav
pouvoudywr Smoneiofar &y ™ UAp,
words which do not seem to me
rightly explained either by Peter-
sen (Phil. Hist. Stud. 117), Brandis
(i. 528), Hermann (Plat. Phil. 297,
142), Frei (p. 92 £q.), or Weber (p.
36 sqq.). These words do not assert
that the causes of all phenomena
lie only in the maierial, but rather
the converse, that in matter, in
things as such, irrespectively of
the manner in which we apprehend
them, the germ of all things, the
equal possibility of the most
various phenomena is given, that
everything, as Plut. Ad'v. Col. 4,2,
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Through the meeting of these two kinds of motion our

presentations of things arise.!

Where an objeet comes

in contact with our organ of sense in such a roanner
that the object acts upon the organ, and the organ is
acted upon, there arises in the organ a definite sensa-
tion, and the object appears endowed with determinate

qualities.?

says in explaining this theory of
Protagoras, is p# pdAloy Toiov )
7otor; and as Sextus himself goes
on to explain, 8dvacfor Ty VA,
Soov &’ éavr]], wdvra elvaw foa wiot
palveral,

! Tt is not quite clear whether
he simply identified active motion
with that of the aiofnrov and pas-
sive with that of the alofnouis (as
Schangz, p. 72, believes), or whether
he regarded the motion of the
aigdntov and the olodynois only as
definite kinds of active and passive
motion. The latter opinion seems
to me the more probable, partly
for the reason that if Protagoras
aseribed to things an objective
existence, independently of our
presentative consciousness, as he
undoubtedly did, he must also
have assumed a reciprocal action
of things upon one another, and
not merely an action upon our-
selves ; partly because the remark
(157 A, vide sup. p. 446, 2) tells
the same way, viz., that the iden-
tical thing that in relation to one
thing is active, in relation to
another thing may be passive: for
in respect of our afofnois the alsdn-
Tov is always active ; it can only be
passive in respect of other things.

2 Theet. 1566 A, after what is
quoted, p. 446, 2: éx 8¢ THis TodTwy
Spuntas Te kal TpiYews wpds EAANAQ
yiyveror Eyova wAffer piv Awerpa,

But these two results oceur only in and

Sldvua 8¢, 10 u&v aleOnrdv, TH 8
alofnos, bel cvvekTimTovra KAl YEv-
vwuévy petd Tob aicbyred. The
alobfigeas are called Ofes, droal,
dopphoes, Yvéeas, kadoes, Hdoval,
Avmar, émbuuiar, péBou, etc. ; to the
aicyTdv belong colours, tones, &e.
This is then further explained :
éreday ody bupa kal EAAo TL TEV
Todre fvpuérpev (an object which
is so formed as to act upon the
eye) mAnoudoay yevvhon THy Aevkd-
Trd Te Kol aloOnow adrh Ebupuror,
& obk ¥y wore dyévero Exarépov
enelvwy wpds ¥AMo éABSyros, TéTe
oY, merakd gpepouévwr Tis piv HYews
wpbs Tav éPaAudy, ThHs 8¢ Aevwd-
Tnros wpds Tob cuvamorikTovros Td
Xpoua, 6 uty dpbaruds Hpa dpews
Eumhews éyévero kol 6p§ B TdTe Kal
éyéveto obTi ffis GANL OpOaAubs
bpdy, T B¢ Lvyyeviigar 70 Xpduw
AevrdTyTos mepiemAhodn ral éyéveto
ob AevrdTns ad GANG Aeuxdy . . .
kal 7GAAa BN ofiTw, axAnpdy kal
Oepudy kal wdvra, Ty adTdV TpdWOV
bmwoAnmTéoy abrd ptv kald abrd undéy
elvar, etc. The various relations
in which thingsstand to the senses
seemn to have been derived by
Protagoras from the greater or
lesser swiftness of their motion,
for it is said (156 C) that some
move slowly, and consequently
only attain to what is near, others
more quickly, and attain to what-
is farther. The former would
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during this contact; as the eye does not see when it is
not affected by some colour, so the object is not
coloured, when it is not seen by any eye. Nothing
therefore is or becomes, what it is and becomes, in and for
itself, but only for the percipient subject ;! the object,
however, will naturally present itself differently to the
percipient subject, according to the constitution of the
latter: things are for each man, that which they
appear to him ; and they appear to him, as they must
necessarily appear, according to his own state and
condition : 2 Man is the measure of all things, of Being

that it is;

answer for example to the percep-
tions of touch, and the latter to
those of sight.

1 Vide prewous note and l c.
157 A : &ore eg ardyTwr TebTwY
Gmwep & dpxiis enéyoucy, oddéy elvar
& altd kad abrd, GANG Twl del
~ipeaar, ete.  (Vide supra, 18, 2;
447 1), 160 B: Aelwerar 89, oluat,
Auly GANAAos, €l éoudy, elva, elTe
yryvéuedo, yiyveofar, émelwep Huidv 7
awdryrn 1hy obolay gurdel pév, curdel
8¢ oddevl TRV #AAwy, 008 af Huiv
adrols. aAMfAols 8% Aetwerar ocurde-
déobar, ore eire Tis elval Ti droud(er,
Twt elvar B Twbs N wpbs T pyréoy
adr@, elre yiyveabou, ete, ; cf. Phedo,
90 C. Similarly Arist. Metaph. ix.
3, 1047 a, 5: aicnrov oddev Eorar
wip alocfovduevor: Gore Tov Mpwra-
’yépm/ Adyov ovpBhcerar Aéyew
abrois. Alex. ad A. [ and p. 1010
b, 80; p. 278, 28 Bon.; Hermlas
Zrms c. 4; Sext. Pj/m‘k 1. 219: 7o
8¢ underl ‘rwu bvfpdrwy pawdpeva
ob3¢ Zorw. On the other hand, the
word ¢uoiwAdyor, in Arist. De An.
ili. 2, 426 a, 20, alludes, not to
Protagoras (as Philop. ad 4. 1. O

VOL. II.

of non-Being that it is not;?® there is no

15, and Vitringa, p. 106 believe),
but to Democritus.

2 Plato proves this, 1567 E sqq.,
by the example of dreamers, sick
persons and lunatics, and observes
that sinee they are differently con-
stituted from those who are awake
and in good health, different per-
ceptions must necessarily result
from the contact of things with
them. At 158 E, however, he
does not seem to refer this answer
explicitly to Protagoras, but gives
it rather as the necessary comple-
tion of his theory. This makes it
the more probable that the similar
statements and arguments ap. Sext.
Pyrrh. i. 217 sq.; Ammon. and
Philop. in the passages quoted, sup.
p. 447, 1; David, Sckol. in Arist.
60 b, 16, were not taken from the
treatise of Protagoras, but, like
those of the Thewtetus, ave merely
the comments and additions of the
several writers.

3 Thewt. 152 A : 4)710’2 'yap Tou
[HuwT 1 7raw'rwu xpn/.uz'rwv ,u,s'rpau
éwepwworl swaz 'rwu ,usu SvTwy bs

o7, TRV 8¢ ph Bvrwr, s odk EoTiw.

G G
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The same sentence, sometimes with
this addition and sometimes with-
out, is often quoted: by Plato,
Theet. 160 C; Crat. 385 E; Arist.
Metaph. x. 1, 1053 a, 35; xi. 6;
Sext. Matk. vii. 60; Pyrrh.i.216;
Diog. ix. 51, &e. (vide Frei, 94).
According to Theet. 161 C, Prota-
goras said this, dpxduevos Tiis dan-
Ocfas. As there is also mention of
the dA#0eic of Protagoras, 162 A,
170 E; cf. 155 E, 166 B; Crat.
386 C, 391 C, it seems probable
that the treatise in which the
sentence occurred had the title
*AMfee (as the Sehol. ad Theet.
161 C maintains). It does not,
however, appear impossible that
Plato himself first ealled it so,
because Protagoras had therein
often and emphatically declared
that he would make known the
true state of things in opposition
to ordinary opinion. According to
Rext., Math. vii. 60, the words stood
at the beginning of the Karafdr~
Aovres, and Porph. ap. Bus. Pr. Ev.
x. 3, 25, says that Protagoras in
the Adyos wepl Tod Bvros opposed
the Eleatics, which no doubt was
the case in the work from which
the words in the Theetetus are
taken. But perhaps Porphyry
designates this work according to
its contents, and the proper title
was KaraBdAAovres (sc. Adyor), or
'Anfifeie ) KaraB.; possibly the
two books of ’Aptidoyias ap. Diog.
ix, 55, may be only another ex-
pression for KaraBairovres, Cf.
Frei, 176 sqq.; Weber, 43 sq.;
Bernays, Rh. Mus. vil. 464 sqq.;
Vitringa, 115; Schanz, Beitr. z.
Vorsokr. Phil. 1 H, 29 sqq. ; Bethe,
Vers. einer Wiird. d. Sophist. Re-
dekunst, 29 sqq. The meaning of
Protagoras’s maxim is usually
given thus: ofa &w Boxfl éxdoTe
Towdra kel elvar (Plato, Crat. 386

‘érboTy TOUTO
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C. Similarly Theet. 152 A; cf.
Cic. Acad. i1, 46, 142), T doxodv
kal elvar worylws
(Arist. Metaph. xi. 6; cf. iv. 4,
1007 b, 22; iv. 8; Alex. ad A L.
and elsewhere ; David, Sckol. in
Arist. 23 a, 4, where, however,
what is said in the Euthydemus,
287 E, is transferred to Prota-
goras) macas s pavracias xal Tas
36tas dAnbels Swdpyew kal TdV wpds
71 elvar Thy dAhfeiay (Sext. Math.
vii. 60; ef. Schol. in Arist. 60 b,
16). But here also, if the account
is true, the meaning can only be,
that what appears to anyone in a
certain manner, is for kém as it
appears to him. Plato, Theet.
152 A, expressly says this, and is
unjustly censured by Grote (Plato,
ii. 347, 358, 369), for having left
it unnoticed. The expressions
made use of by the authors men-
tioned above are, as is often self-
evident, not the expressions of
Protagoras. The same may be
said of Plato’s observation that
knowledge according to Protagoras
consists in sensation and nothing
besides (cf. next note) ; and of the
inference of Aristotle (7. ¢. Metaph.
iv.), and his commentator (Alex. p.
194, 16, 228, 10, 247, 10, 258, 12
Bon. 637 a, 16. 653 a, 1. 662 a, 4.
667 a, 34 Br.). that according to
Protagoras self-contradictory as-
sertions could at the same time be
true. The statement of Diog. ix.
51 . Ereyé Te undtv elvar Yuyiy wapd
Tas aloOfoets, for which he refers
to the Theetetus, seers either to
have been deduced from the pro-
position that things exist only in
the act of perception, or (as appears
to me more probable) to be a mis-
take for the other proposition that
émoThun is nothing else than
alodneis. What Themistius says,
Analyt, Post. p. 25 Sp.; Schol. in
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objective truth, but only subjective appearance of truth,
no universally valid knowledge, but only opinion,!
The same result is attained by Gorgias from the

Arist. 207 b, 26, on Protagoras’s
view of knowledge, is no doubt
deduced from the passage in Aris-
totle, which does not refer to
Protagoras at all.

! Grote (Plato, il. 322 sqq.)
indeed doubts whether Protagoras
himself founded his proposition,
‘ Man is the measure of all things,
in the manner supposed in the
text, npon Heracleitus’'s theory:
Schuster goes still further (Herakl.
29 8qq.); he not only maintains in
connection with his observations
on Heracleitus (discussed supra, p.
93 sq.), that neither Protigoras
nor Heracleitus arrived at a theory
of knowledge through metaphysical
prineiples, but he also believes that
Protagoras assumed the existence
of knowledge, and that it coin~
cided with afo0nots and the opinion
based upon algfnsis. This last
statement is destitute of all foun-
dation, and is besides irrecon-
cileable with every tradition con-
cerning Protagoras that we possess.
In the first place the proposition
(Theet. 151 E, 160 D): odx #AXo
7l &oTw émornun A olobyos, is
not (as even Schuster observes) di-
rectly attributed to Protagoras by
Plato. Plato expressly says (152
A ef. 159 D), that Protagoras
epunciated this in another form:
(rpémwoy Twwe #ANoy), in so far as
results from his words: wdvrey
xpaudrwy pérpoy  Hvbpwwos, that
there can be no knowledge tran-
scending appearance, and conse-
quently (since ¢aivesfar = alofd-
veafat, 152 B)transcending alonots.
-But in that case, it is clear that

this proposition, in the eonnection
in which it stands with Plato, can-
not mean that there is a knowledge
and this knowledge consists of
afobnots, but rather the converse:
there is no objective knowledge,
for there is no knowledge that is
anything but alobnos, and alobno:s
is mere appearance and nothing
else: this is evident from Z%eet.
152 A sq., 161 D, 166 A sqq., &e.
But all our witnesses without ex-
ception say the same: they all
declare that, according to Prota-
goras, that is true for every man
which appears to him true, which
is directly contrary to the propo-
sition ‘that there is an émicThun.
We must, if we adopt this, under-
stand by émoTHun a presentation
that is only subjectively true, a
mere fancy (pavracia, Theet. 152
C). It would be more reasonable
to doubt whether Protagoras had
really established his proposition
in the manner that Plato supposes.
Plato, as I have repeatedly ob-
served, does not seem to have kept
strictly to the form of Protagoras's
exposition; but we have no reason
to deny to Protagoras the essential
content of the theory which Plato
puts into his mouth, or to doubt
its connection with the physies of
Heracleitus, even supposing that
Sextus, Pyrrk. i. 216 sq., Math. vii.
60 sqq., is not to be considered an
original source, which he certainly
is in respect to part of his state-
ments. It is difficult to see how
Plato arrived at his exposition, if
Protagoras himself had not fur-
nished an occasion for it.

¢a 2
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opposite point of departure. In his treatise on Nature,
or the non-existent,! he sought to prove three proposi-
tions—(1) Nothing exists; (2) If anything be assumed
to exist, it is unknowable ; (3) If even it is knowable,
it cannot be imparted in speech. The proof of the first
proposition is entirely based on the theories of the
Eleatics. ©If anything existed, said Gorgias, ¢ it must
be either existent or nen-existent, or both at once.” But
(A) it cannet be non-existent, because nothing can at
the same time exist and not exist ; and non-Being would
then, on the one hand, as non-Being, not exist; but, on
the ether hand, so far as it ¢s non-Being it would exist ;
further, as Being and nen-Being are opposed to each
other, we cannot attribute existence to non-Being with-
out denying it to Being ; but existence eannot be denied
to Belng? Just as little, however, (B) can what exists
be existent, for the existent must either be derived or
underived—it must be either One or Many. (a) It
cannot be wnderived; for what is not derived, says
Grorgias, in agreement with Melissus, has no beginning,
and what has no beginning is infinite. But the infinite
is nowhere—it cannot be in some other, for in that case

1 A detailed extract from this
treatise, but in his own words,
is given by Sext. Math. vii. 65-87,
a shorter one by the pseudo-Arist.
De Melisso, c. 5, 6. For its title,
mepl Tov ph Bvros ) w. dloews, weo
are indebted to Sextus. Rese’s
doubt of its authenticity (drist.
Libr. Ord. 77 sq.) seems to me
not adequately justified either by
the silence of Aristotle concerning
the scepticism of Gorgias, nor by
the fact that Gorgias n hisl ater

life confined himself to rhetoric.
The statement that pothing exists
is ascribed by Isocrates, Hel. 3,
. Gr7idéo., 268, to his master
Gorgias, in the former of these
passages, with express reference
to the writings of the ancient
Sophists. .

* Sext. 66 sq. and (though
somewhat differently, which per-
haps is the fault of the text) the
treatise on Melissus, ¢. 5, 979 a,
21 sgqq.
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it would not be infinite ; nor in itself, for what compre-
hends must be some other than that which is compre-
hended. But that which is nowhere exists not at all.
If, therefore, Being is underived, it is non-existent.! If,
on the other hand, we suppose it to be derived, it must
have arisen either from Being or non-Being. But
from Being nothing can be derived; for if Being be-
came another, it would be no longer Being: and as
little can it have arisen from non-Being: for if non-
Being does not exist, the proposition would apply that
out of nothing nothing comes; and, if it exists, the
same reasons hold good which make a derivation from
Being impossible.? (b) Being can neither be One nor
Many. Not One; for what is really One can have no
corporeal magnitude: and what has no magnitude is
nothing.? Not Many; for every plurality is a number
of unities: if there is no unity, there is also no plu-
rality.* (¢) If we add to this that Being cannot be
moved sinee all motion is change, and, as such, would
be the Becoming of non-Being ; since, furthermore, all

I Cf Vol. 1. p. 638, 1: 618, 2.

2 Sext. 68-71, De Mel. 979 b,
20 sqq. The latter expressly refers
to Melissus and Zeno, vide supra,
Vol. 1. 618, 2; 627 =q. Sextus
gives the conelusion of the argu-
ment more simply : he merely says
that from non-Being nothing can
come, for that which produces
another, must first exist itself ; and
he adds that Being cannot at the
same time be derived and unde-
rived, since these terms exclude one
another. Perhaps, however, this
may be his own addition. Sextus,
after refuting the two alternatives
of a dilemma, is fond of showing

also that they could not both simul-
taneously be true.

3 De Mel. 979 b, 36 (according
to Mullach’s supplement: xai &
pev obic by ddvao Bar elvar, 871 dodua-
Tov by €ln 7O & TO Y&p doduaTiy,
ooy, 0ddey, Exwy yrduny Tapawin-
glav 78 7ol Zhvwvos Adye (vide
supra, Vol. I. 615, 1). Gorg. ap.
Sextus, 73, proves at greater length
that the Ons can be neither a wooow,
nor a cwrexes, nor a uéyebos, nor a
OB,

+ Sext. 74; De Mecl. 959 b, 37
(according to Foss and Mull); of.
Zeno, 1. ¢.; and Melissus, supra,
Vol. L. p. 638, 2.
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motion presupposes a division, and every division is a
cancelling of Being,! it is evident that Being is as un-
thinkable as non-Being. (C) But if Being is neither
existent nor non-existent, it plainly cannot be both at
once ;% and thus, as Gorgias believes, his first proposi-
tion, ¢ that nothing exists,” is proved.

The proofs of the two other propositions sound
simpler. If even something existed it would be un-
knowable ; for the existent is nothing that is thought,
and what is theught is nothing that exists, otherwise
what everyone imagines for himself must necessarily
have an actual existence, and a false presentation would
be impossible. But if Being is nothing that is thought,
it is neither theught nor known—it is unknowable.? TIf,
however, it were even knowable, it could wot be im-
parted in words. For how can intuitions of things be
produced by mere tones, when, in fact, words arise con-
versely, from intuitions? Moreover, how is it possible
that the hearer in hearing the words should think the
same as the speaker, since one and the same cannot be
in different places and different persons?* Or if even
the same were in several individuals, would it not neces-

1 So in the treatise on Melissus,
980 a, 1; cf. supra, Vol. L. p. 634.
In Sextus this proof is absent, but
it is not likely that Gorgias made no
use whatever of the arguments of
Zeno and Melissus against motion.
From his procedure in other cases,
we may conjecture that he set up
a dilemma, and showed that Being
can neither be moved nor unmoved.
There seems, therefore, to be a
lacuna in this place in our text.

2 Sext. 75 sq.; cf. the remark

supra, 453, 2.

3 De Mel. 980 a, 8, where,
however, the commencement is
mutilated and not satisfactorily
amended by Mullach; while Sex-
tus, 7782, introduces much matter
of Lis own.

4 Sext. 83-86, who here again
no doubt intermingles his own
comments ; more completely, but
with a text that is not altogether
certain, De Melisse, 980 a, 19 sqq.
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sarily appear to them differently, since they are different
persons and in different places? These arguments are
in part purely sophistical ; but, at the same time, real
difficulties are touched by them, especially in respect to
the third proposition : and the whole might well have
been regarded at that period as a formidable attempt
to establish doubt as to the possibility of know-
ledge.!

No other Sophist seems to have taken such pains
about the complete justification of scepticism, at least,
there is no tradition of any attempt of the kind. All
the more general, however, was the agreement in the
result which was common to the Heracleitean and Ele-
atic scepticism, the denial of any objective truth, and
though this denial was in very few instances based upon
a developed theory of knowledge, yet the sceptical
arguments of a Protagoras or a Gorgias, a Heracleitus
or a Zeno, were, notwithstanding, eagerly utilised. The
observation which was perhaps first made by Gorgias
after the precedent of Zeno, that the One cannot be
at the same time Many, and that therefore the union

1 On the other hand, Grote
(Hist. of Gr.vill. 503 sq.) is carried
too far by his predilection for the
Sophists, when he says that the
demonstration of Gorgias relates
only to the Thing-in-itself of the
Eleatics. The Eleaties only re-
ccgnised as reality the essence
lying beyond the phenomenon; as
against them, Gorgias (he says)
shows with good reason that such
a ¢ Thing-in-itself’ (* uitra-pheno-
menal Something or Noumenon’) does
not exist, and can neither be re-

cognised nor deseribed. Of such a
limitation our authorities contain
not the slightest hint; Gorglas
argues quite generally and uncon-
ditionally that nothing can exist
or be known or be expressed. The
Eleatios themselves, however, did
not distinguish between the phe-
nomenon and that which lies
behind it; but only between the
true theory of things and the false.
A double Being, phenomenal and
absolute, was first held by Plato,
and in a certain sense by Aristotle,
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of a predicate with a subject is inadmissible—seems

to have found special favour.!

With the propositions

of Protagoras concerning the relativity of our presenta-
tions, may be connected the statement of Xeniades that
all opinions of mankind are false; and if Xeniades,? in
contradiction to a presupposition of the physicists, at
first latent, but since the time of Parmenides explicitly
recognised, regarded generation as a Becoming out of
nothing, and decay as pure annihilation, he may have

1 Cf. Plato, Soph. 251 B: 80ei
e, oluar, Tois Te véois Kal yepbrTwy
T0%s dYipabéor Golvny mapeokevdka~
pev: ebBvs yop avriraBéobor wavtl
wpbxepov, ds adlraToy Td Te TOAXL
&y kol Tb & woAA& elvar, kal 3% mwov
xelpovaw odi édvres dryaboy Aéyew
tfpwmov, BANG TO uév dryabdy drya-
0dv, Tdv B¢ Hvbpwmov &Evbpwmov.
Plato here certainly has Antis-
thenes and his school primarily in
view; but that his remark is not
confined to them, is clear from
Philebus, 14 C, 156 D, where he
describes it as a common and uni-
versal phenomenon that young per-
sons, in their dialectical disputa-
tions, used sometimes to convert the
One into the Many, and sometimes
the Many into the One; and to dis-
pute the possibility of the Many in
the One. Aristotle, Phys.i. 2, 185
b, 25, is still more explicit: éfopu-
Bovwro 8¢ kal of boTepor TEY dpxaiwy
(Heracleitus was previously named),
omws pY dua yévnTar abTols TO adTd
&v kal ToAAd. dtd of wéyv TO EoTw
bpethor, omep Avidppwy, of B¢ Thy
AéEw pereppibuilor, Bri 6 &vfpwmos
od Aeuvkds o, GAAL AeAelkwTal,
ete. If Lycophron alluded to this
statement, it probably was not first
circulated by Antisthenes, but was
borrowed by him from Gorgias,

who was the teacher both of
Antisthenes and Lycophron; ef.
p. 425, 8. Damase, De Princ. c.
126, p. 262, says that the statement
was indirectly made by Protagoras,
but explicitly by Lycophron; this,
however, is nodoubt founded merely
on an inaceurate reminiscence of the
passage in Aristotle.

2 Cf. p. 426, 1. This is to be
found ap. Sext. M.-vil. 53: Eevud-
3ns 8¢ 6 Koplvbuos, of ral Anubrpiros
péuvnrar, wvT  elmdy Pevdi kol
waoay ‘pavracior kol 3dfav Yedde-
oo, kal éx Tob ud Ivros wav 7O
ywduevor vylvesfar, kol els TO uY
ov way 1O ¢lepbucvoy Pbeipeatar,
duvduer Ts adriis Exerar 74 Hevo-
¢dver ordoews. The latter, how-
ever, relates only to the supposed
scepticism of Xenophanes: we
cannot deduce from it that Xeni-
ades’ point of departure was the
Eleatic doctrine. The statement
as to generation and decay is only
compatible with that doctrine, if
Xeniades used it to prove that
generation and decay are altogether
1mpossible. The proposition that
all opinions are false, is also men-
tioned by Sextus, vil. 388, 389 ;
viii. 5: he reckons Xeniades among
those who admitted no ecriterion,
M. vii. 48; P.ii. 18.
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been moved to it by Heracleitus’s doctrine of the flux
of all things. Perhaps, however, he asserted this only
hypothetically, to show that generation and decay ave
as unthinkable as a Becoming out of nothing and into
nothing. Others, like Euthydemus, no doubt inter-
mingled the theories of Heracleitus and the Eleatics.
This Sophist maintained on the one hand, in the spirit
of Protagoras, that all qualities belong to all things at
all times equally and simultaneously ;! on the other, he
deduced, from the propositions of Parmenides,? the con-
clusion that no one can err or say what is false, and that
it is econsequently impossible te contradict oneself, for
the non-existent can be neither imagined nor uttered.®
This statement, however, we meet with elsewhere, partly
in combination with the Heracleito-Protagorean Secep-

1 Plato, Crat. 386 D, after the
citation of Protagoras’s proposition,
¢ Man is the measure of all things:’
AAAL phy 008& kaT EIOUOnudy e,
olpar, ool doxel wigL wdvta buolws
elvar ical Gel. obde yop b olTws elev
of usv xpmorel, of 8¢ wovmpol, el
Spolws Gmavt kal &el aperd) kol Kaklo
efn. Sextus, Math. vii. 64, couples
Protagoras with Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus: Tév ~ap wpds Ti kal
obToL 76 Te DY Kai O dAnfEs dmone-
Acimact, whereas Proelus, in Craf.
§ 41, repeating the assertions in
Plato,” remarks that Protagoras
and Euthydemus agree indeed as
to their result, but not in their
points of departure. This, how-
ever, i3 scareely true; cf. what is
quoted, p. 447, 2, on Protagoras,
with the proposition of Euthy-
demus.

2 Parm. v. 39 sq., 64 sq., vide
sup. Vol. I, 584, 1; 585, 8.

8 In Plato’s Euthyd. 283 E sqq.,

Euthydemus argmes that it is not
possible to tell a lie, for he who
says something, always says what
is, and he who says what is, says
the truth; what is not, cannot be
said, for nothing can be done with
that which is not. The same
thesis is shortly summed up, 286
C, thus : Yevdi] Aéyew o Eore . . .
obdE Sofd(ew ; after Dionysodorus
has previously demonstrated that
as one cannot say what is not, it is
likewise impossible that different
persons should say different things
of the same object ; for if one says
something different from the other,
they cannot be speaking of the
same object. This statement also
appears in Isocr. Hel. 1, where,
however, it seems to relate to Ani-
tisthenes (concerning -whom, ef.
Part 1. a, 256, 1, 3rd ed.), for the
elder sophists are expressly con-
trasted with the upholders of this
opinion,
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ticism ;! and thus we may with probability assume that
observations of different kinds and starting from dif-
ferent standpoints may have been employed without
any strict logical connection, in order to justify the
general distaste for scientific enquiries and the sceptical
temper of the time.

The practical application of this scepticism is Eristic
disputation. If no opinion is true in itself and for all
men, but each is true for those only to whom it appears
to be true, then every statement may with equal right
be opposed by another ; there is no proposition the con-
trary of which would not be equally true. Protagoras
himself deduced this fundamental principle from his
theory of kuowledge,? and though we are not told that
others stated it so broadly, yet the nature of their pro-
cedure throughout presupposed it. Serious physical or
metaphysical enquiries are not aseribed by tradition to
any of the Sophists. Hippias, indeed, loved to make a
display of his physical, mathematical and astronomical
acquirements,® but a thorough enquiry into the subject-

! Thus Cratylus (vide sup. p.
113 8q.) says in the Platonic dia-
logue bearing his name, 429 D,
that we can say nothing false:
was yap &y . . . Aéywy yé Tis TobTO,
9 Aéyer, uhy 0 dv Aéyor; A od TobTd
éoTL 7b Yeudn Aéyew, 70 uh 1a brra
Aéyew; and in Buthyd. 286 C, we
read, in reference to the previously
quoted statement of Dionysodorus :
ral yap of dupl Mpwraydpar cPpédpa
éxpévro abTg Kal of &Ti Tahaid-
Tepor (cf. also Diog. ix. 53). Cf.
Ammon. in Categ. Schol. in Ar. 60
a, 17. In Soph. 241 A, 260 D, the
statement that there is no untruth
is aseribed to the Sophists gene-

rally: 70 y&p uh bv ofire Bravoeiobal
Twe ofire Aéyew: obalas yap oddey
odBauf T u dr peréyewy.

z Diog. ix. 51 : wp@Tos Epn 8o
Adyous elvar wepl mavrds wpdyuaros
&vrireiuévovs GANIAOLS” ofS Kal ovvn-
péra (he used them in dialectical
questions) wpd7Tos TobTo mpdfas.
Clem. Strom. vi. 647 A: “EAAnwés
Pagt ﬂpw’ra’yo’pou rpoKaTd:pEavTos,
wavrl Abve Abyov Gyriceiuevoy wa-
peorevdobar.  Sen. Ep. 88, 43:
Protagoras ait, de omni re in utram-
que partem disputari posse ex @quo
et de hac ipsa, an ommis res in
utramque partem disputabilis sit.

3 Vide sup. p. 421 sq.
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matter of these sciences could not be expected of him,
and though Antiphon, in his two books upon Truth,!
- alluded also to physical subjects, his attempt to square
the circle ? shows that he had no special knowledge of
these subjects. What is related of him in this connec-
tion is either borrowed from others, or else falls short of
the general level of natural science at that time.® Pro-
tagoras not only himself' refrained from giving instruc-
tion in physies, but Plato describes him as ridiculing
that of Hippias;* and Aristotle tells us that, true to

! On whieh, cf. p. 426, 4.

2 This attempt is mentioned by
Aristotle, Phys. i. 1, 186 a, 17;
Soph. El. e. 11, 172 a, 2 sqq., but
is expressly deseribed as that of a
dilettante.  According to Simpl.
Phys. 12 a, which Eudemus here
seems to follow (Alexander in . I
confuses the solution of Antiphon
with another; in the text in the
Physics he seems to have appre-
hended it rightly), it simply con-
sisted in drawing a polygon 1n the
circle and measuring vhe superticial
content of the polygon; for hs
thought that if only sides enough
were given to the polygon, it would
coincide with the circle.

8 The Placita, ii. 28, 2 (Stob.
Fcl. 1. 556 ; Galen, H. Ph. c. 15, p.
281; Joh. Lyd. De Meno, iii. 8,
p. 39), ascribe to him the opinion
(which was also held by Anax-
agoras, vide sup. p. 361) that the
moon shines with her own light,
and that when we do not see this,
or see it imperfectly, it is because
the light of the sun overpowers
that of the moon. According to
Stob. Ecl. i. 524, he thought the
sun was a fire, nourished (as Anaxi-
mander and Diogenes also held,

vide sup. Vol. I. 253, 295 sqq.) by
the vapours of the atmosphere;
and its diurnal course is the resuls
of its constantly seeking fresh
nourishment instead of that which
has been consumed. According to
the same authority, 1. 568, he ex-
plained lunar eclipses (in agree-
ment with Heracleitus, vide sup.
p. 58, 2) as the inversion of the
boat in which the fire of the moon
is kept. According to the Placita,
iii. 16, 4 (Galen, H. Ph. c. 22, p.
299, he said the sea was frrmed
by the exudation of the earth

caused by heat (according to the

opinion of Anaxagoras, vide sup.
p. 357, 1). Galen, in Hippocr.
Epidem. T. xvii. a, 681, quotes a
passage from the treatise named
above, in which a meteorological
phencmenon (it is not quite clear
what phenomenon it is) is ex-
plained.

+ Vide supra, p. 431, 5. 'When
therefore Tertullian (De dn. 15,
towards the end) ascribes to Pro-
tagoras the opinion that the seat
of the soul is in the breast, this
must refer to some incidental re-
mark, and not to an anthropological
theory.
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his sceptical standpoint, he found fault with astronomy
because the actual positions and courses of the stars do
not coincide with the figures of the astronomers;* if,
therefore, he wrote upon mathematics,? he must have
taken the line of denying its sciemtific certainty and
confining its practical application within narrow limits.?
Gorgias may have employed certain physical theories
occasionally for his own purposes,® but his scepticism
likewise must have deterred him from independent en-
qﬁiry in this sphere, and such enquiry is never ascribed
to him, Nor do we hear anything of natural science
in connection with Prodicus, Thrasymachus, or other

famous Sophists.® Instead of an objective interest in

U Metaph. iil. a, 2, which is
repeated by Alexander, ad %. I,
and amplified probably on his own
authority by Asclepius (Schol. in
Ar. 619 b, 3). This statement is
referred to by Syrian, Metaph. 21,
{. c., Bagol.

2 TIept pabnudrwy, Diog. ix. 55;
cf. Frei, 189 sq.

3 He may easily have admitted
such an application, and even have
given positive instruction in regard
to it. According to Diog. I. ¢. and
Plato, Sopk. 282 D (infra, 461, 1),
he also wrote about the art of
wrestling; according to Aristotle
(vide supra, 411, 2) he invented a
pad for porters.

+ Sopater, Awalp, {n7. Rhet. Gr.
viil. 28: Topy. uddpov elvar Aéywy
Tov fdwov (where there is perhaps,
however, a confusion with Anaxa-
goras). Plato, Meno, 76 C: BodAes
obv cou kard Topylay &mwokplvewuar;

. . Olrody Aéyete &moppods Tivas
T@v dvTwy kot 'Eumedoxiéa . . .
kal wépovs, ete. The definition of
eolours, on the other hand, which

is combined with this, is given by
Socrates in his own name.

# A treatise of Prodicus is
named indeed by Galen, De Elem.
1. 9; T.1. 417 K; De Virt. Phys.
il. 9; T. 1. 130, under the title:
mwepl ¢ploews or w. Ppioews Gvbpd-
wov; and Cicero says, De Orat. iii.
32, 128: Quid de Prodico Chiol
quid de Thrasymacho Chalcedonio,
de  Protagore  Abderita  loquar?
quorwm unusquisque plurimum tem-
poribus iliis eliam de natura rerum
et disseruit et soripsit. But that
this treatise of Prodicus really
contained physical enquiries is not
proved by the title. Cicero in the
passage quoted only wants to show
veteres doctores auctoresque dicendi
nullum  genus disputationis a se
alienwm pulasse semperque esse in
ommnt orationis ratione versatos, and
for this purpose he instances, be-
sides those just mentioned, not
only the example of the universal
artist, Hippias, but the offer of
Gorgias to give lectures on anmy
given theme, Here, therefore, we
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the kunowledge of things, there is only the subjective
interest in the exercise of a formal art of thought and
speech, and this must find its sole task in the confuting
of others, when once any positive conviction of its own
is renounced. Eristic disputation, therefore, was directly
involved in the Sophistic teaching; Zeno having pre-
pared the way, we find in Gorgias a demonstration which
is thoroughly eristic; at the same time, Protagoras
distinetly brings forward Eristic as a separate art, for
whieh he himself wrote an intreduction ;! and it finally
becomes so inseparable from the Sophistic doctrine, that
the Sophists are shortly designated by their contempo-
raries as Eristics; and their dectrine is defined as the
art of making everything doubtful, and of contradicting

every statement.?

have to do, not with natural philo-
sophy, but with orations; it is,
morzover, a question how far
Cicero’s own knowledge of the sub-
Jject extended, and whether he may
not have inferred too much from
titles such as wepl ploews, Tepl Tob
¥vros, or still more probably from
the ambiguous remark of a pre-
decessor on the difference between
forensic and epideictic oratory. (Of.
Welcker, 522 sq.) Moreover the
fact that Critias (according to
Avrist. De An.i. 2, 405 b, 5, which
statement the commentators merely
repeat) supposed the soul to be
blood, inasmuch as sensation hag
its seat there, does net justify usin
the conclusion that he occupied
himself systematically with natural
philosophy.

! Diog. ix. 52 : al 7w didvotay
dpels wpds Totvouo Bienéxln xal T
vy émmond(ov yévos 1@y épioTinGy

In this, however, the Sophistic

eyévrmaer (these words seem to
have been taken from some tolerably
ancient authority), for which reason
Timon says of him, épléuevar b
eldds. In § 55 Diogenes mentions
a 7éxvn épioTikdy, the nature of
which we may see from the passage
quoted from Aristotle (infra, p.
462, 1); and Plato says (Soph.
232 D) that from the writings of
Sophists we may learn 7& wepl racay
Te ral kaTd play ékdoTny Téxvny,
& et wpds EkagToy adTdv TdY Bn
piovpydy Gyremely . . . 14 Ipwra-
ydpeia wepl Te wdAns kal T&Y EAAwy
TEXVEY.

? Plato, Sopk. 225 C: 1d 8¢ ve
&yrexvoy (sc. oD &rTiAoyikod pépos)
wal wepl dixolov adTdy xal &Sikwy
Kkal wepi Ty ¥AAwr BAws dudioBr-
Toly Gp' odi épioTicdy af Aéyew
¢ifiopefa. The Sophistic doctrine
then consists in applying this art
of disputation in such a manner ag
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teachers proceeded very unmethodically. The different
artifices which they employed were collected from all
sides, just as they presented themselves; and the attempt
was never made to combine these various tactics into a
theory, and to arrange them according to fixed points
of view. The Sophists cared nothing for any scientific
consciousness about their method, but only for its direct
application to particular cases, and they therefore made
their disciples learn quite mechanically the questions
and fallacies which most commonly came before
them.!

We get a vivid picture of the Sophistic art of dis-
putation, as it was constituted in later times, in Plato’s
dialogue of Euthydemus, and in Aristotle’s Treatise on

to earn money. Similarly it is
maintained further on (232 Bsqq.)
to be the general characteristic of
the Sophist that he is évriloyikds
wepl wdyTwy wpds GuPwBiTRoWw,
and consequently it is said, 230 D
sqq., that the art of the Sophists
resembles the Elenchic art of So-
crates, if only as the wolf resembles
the dog. Cf. 216 B, where the
expressions febs éheyiTirds and Tdv
wepl Tas Epidas éomoudaxdTer are
intended for the Sophists perhaps
in conjunction with Megarian and
Cynic Eristics, Similarly Isocrates
designates them as 7dv wepl Tds
¥pidas darpiBlyrav, TEV W T. ¥p.
raAwdovuévawr (c. Soph. 1, 20, cf.
Hel. 1), and Aristotle (vide fol-
lowing note) as oi mepl Tods épiaTi-
wods Adyous piodaprovyres (cf. Plato,
supra, p. 433, 1). Even Demo-
critus complaius of the disputatious
people and their fallacies, supra,
p. 275, 3.

} Arigt. Sopk. Ei. 33, 183 D,

15.  As to other enquiries, he says,
he has only had to complete what
others had begun; rhetorie, for
example, had from small beginnings
gradually developed to a consider-
able extent, through the instru-
mentality of a Tisias, a Thrasyma-
chus, a Theodorus : Tadrys 8¢ 77s
wporypaTelas o 70 piv Hv 10 & odr
v mpoekepyaopuévoy, GAN  oddey
wavTeAds dwipyey. Kal yop TOY Tepl
Tobs éptaTirods Adyous uiabaprodyTwy
duoia Tis Ay §) waidevors T Copylov
mparyuoTelq. Adyovs yop of uév prTo-
puods of 8¢ épwryTikods édidocav
eepavfdvew, eis obs wAewrdris
eumimrely @h9noay Exdrepor Tods
GANAAwY Adyovs: Sibmep Taxeln péy
#rexvos & Ay % didackarie Tols
pav@dyovar wap® abTdy, ol yip Téxymy
GANG T& &wd Ths Téxwyns ddbvTes
moudebeay SwenduBavoy, as if a shoe-
maker (says Aristotle) were to give
his pupil 2 number of ready-made
shoes instead of instruction in his
trade.
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Fallacies;! and though we must not forget that the
one is a satire written with all poetic freedom, and
the other a universal theory which there is no reason
to restrict to the Sophists in the narrower sense, or to
anything historical, yet the harmony of these descrip-
tions one with the other, and with other accounts, shows
that we are justified in applying them in all their es-
sential features to the Sophistic teaching, What they
tell us is certainly not much to its advantage. The
Eristics were not concerned about any scientific result
their object was to involve their adversary or interlo-
cutor in confusion and difficulties from which he could
find no way of escape, so that every answer that he
gave seemed incorrect ;2 and whether this object was
attained by legitimate inferences, or surreptitiously by
means of fallacies, whether the interlocutor was really
or only apparently vanquished, whether he felt himself
vanquished, or only seemed to the auditors to be so,
whether he was merely silenced or made ridiculous, it
did not matter in the least.? If a discussion is uncom-

fortable to the Sophist, he

1 Properly the ninth book of
the Topica, vide Waitz, Aristol.
Org. ii. 528. As to particular
fallacies quoted by Aristotle, cf.
Alexander in the Scholic; Waitz,
in his Commentary ; Prantl, Gesch.
d. Log. 1. 20 sqq.

2 The &¢urra épwrhpara, of
which the Sophist boasts, Euthy-
demn. 275 E, 276 E,

2 Cf. the whole of the Euthy-
demus, and Arist. Soph. El. e. 1
(cf. c. 8, 169 b, 20), where the
Sophistic demonstration is shortly

evades it ; * if an answer is

defined as ovAAoyiouds ral EAeyxos
pawduevos uty odi by 8¢, '

4 In Soph. El. ¢. 15, 174 b, 28,
Aristotle gives the rule from the
standpoint of the Sophists: et 3¢
Kkal dpLoTauévovs Tob Adyov T Aotmd
TV émixepnudToy émiTéuvey . .
&mixetpnréoy & dvioTe Kkal mpds ¥AA0
70D elpnuévov, éxevo éxAaBivras,
&w uy wpds TO keluevov EFxp Tis
émixetpety dmep 6 Avkbppwr émolnae,
wpoBAndévros Abpav  Eyxwpmdle.
Examples are given in Huthydem.
287 B sqq., 297 B, 299 A, ete,
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desired of him, he insists on asking questions ;! if any-
one tries to escape from ambiguous questions by closer
definition, he demands yes or no;? if he thinks his
adversary knows of an answer, he begins by deprecating
all that can possibly be said on that side;? if he is accused
of contradicting himself, he protests against bringing
forward things that are done with long ago:*if he has no
other resource, he stupifies his adversaries with speeches,
the absurdity of which precludes any reply.’ He tries
to hoodwink the diffident man by a swaggering mode of
address,® to surprise the thoughtful man by hasty infer-

v Buthyd. 287 B sq.,295 B sqq.

2 Soph. EI. C. 17,175 b, 8: 8
7 emi(nTobat viy kv frrov wpdTepor
8¢ uarror of épioTirol, TO %) val @
od amoxplvesbor. Cf. Euthyd. 295
E sq., 297 D sqq.

8 Thus Thrasymachus in Plat.
Rep. 1. 336 C, challenges Socrates
to say what is justice: ral 8mws
pou pir épels, 81 ad déov ol pnd
8ri Td dpénpoy umd 8L TO AvaiTe-
Aoty um¥ i 7O nepda Aoy und Gre
70 Euupépor, GANL capds por kal
arptBds Aéye & L by Néypst s édyo
odx Garodéfopar, Sy BBAovs ToodToUS
Aéyps, with which ef. the answer of
Socrates, 337 A.

4 This is done with the most
delightful naiveté in Euthydem.
287 B: v, &, & Zdkpares,
Atovuoddwpos  Smonafdv, olTws el
Kpdvos, &oTe & 1O mplTor elmouer,
vy drampvhiciet, kol € TL wépuow
elmov, viy Gvapryedicer, Tois & év
T4 wapbyri Aeyopévors obx Ekeis & 71
xpfi ; Similarly Hippias ap. Xen.
Mem. iv. 4, 6, says jronlcally to
Socrates : &ri yap ob ékelva 76 alTd
Aéyeus, 8 éyd wdAar moTé gov fkovoa;
4o which Socrates replies: 9 3¢ e
Tobrou dewbrepov, & ‘Inwia, ob udvoy

del T8 abrd Aéyw, EAAG kal wepl 7y
abTior. ob & lows 816 7O woAvuadhs
elvar wepl THY adTdy oddéwore 7T
abré Aéyers.  Plato, Gorg. 490,
puts the same jnto the mouth of
Socrates and Callicles ; so perhaps
it may actually have been said by
the historic Socrates.

® For example in the Buthy-
demus, where the Sophists at last
admit that they know and under-
stand all things, and even as little
children understood how to count
the stars, mend shoes, &ec. (293 D);
that puppies and sucking pigs are
their brothers (298 D); and the -
finale, when the adversary lays
down his arms and all break forth
in wild excitement, Ctesippus ex-
claims, mvrwaf, & ‘HpdeAes! and
Dionysodorus answers: wdrepoy
ody 6 ‘HparAfs wvmwdf éorwv 3 6
murmaf ‘HparxAis.

6 In Rep. 336 C, Thrasymachus
introduces himself into the con-
versation with the words : 7is duas
wdAat PAvapla Exet, & Idkpares, kal
7t ebnbifecte wpds GAAHAoUS Froka-
TakAwdperor Suilv adrols; in the
Futhydemus, 283 B, Dionysodorus
begins thus: & Zdrparés Te Kal
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ences,! to betray the inexperienced man into surprising
statements? and clumsy expressions® Assertions that
were only intended to have a relative meaning and a
limited application, are taken absolutely; that which
holds good of the subject is transferred to the predicate ;
from superficial analogies are deduced the most extrava-
gant conclusions. It is maintained, for instance, that
it is impossible to learn anything, for a man cannot
learn what he already knows; and he cannot seek for
that of which he knows nothing: the wise man can
learn nothing, because he already knows, and the foolish
man nothing, because he does not understand ; * more-
over, he who knows anything knows all things, for the
man who knows cannot be also ignorant ;® he who is the
father or the brother of anyone, must be the father
and brother of everyone; for a father cannot be not

Suets of #Anor . . . whrepoy wallere
radre Aéyovres, N . . . omovdd(ere
(similarly Callicles, Gorg. 481 B);
and when Socrates has said that
he is in earnest, Dionysodorus still
warns him: oxbwer uiy, & Ea’mpares,
dmws uh Eapros e B viv Aéyets.

1 Sojok El c. 15, 174 b, 8:
cr(péﬁpa 3% wal moANdKis worel Boreiy
eAAéyxlar T pdAigTa TOPLETIKOY
svkopdrrnua Ty EpwTdvTav, TO
;mB‘Ev o’u}\Ao'yttrapLs'vous uy e’pa’wn)ua
woiely T 're}\evTouoz/, GAAG o‘vp.1re-
puw'rucws enrew, &s rrv)\)\e}\o'ym‘,u.e-
vous, ¢ odi pa 76 Kal 4.7

2 Vide Soph. El. c. 12, where
various artifices are suggested by
which the interlocutor might be
entrapped into false or paradoxical
assertions.

2 Among the Sophistic devices
which Aristotle mentions is the
Solecism (this was to mislead the

VOL. IIL H

adversary into wrong expressions,
or if he expressed himself rightly,
into the opinion that he was com-
mitting faults), Sopk. El. e. 14, 32,
and the wofjear &doheayety, ibid. c.
18, 31. The latter consisted in
obliging the enemy to repeat the
idea of the subject in the predicate:
e.g. ™ oydy Kobrys pivds éaTiv,
Eori B¢ pls oyl Eomv Hpa Pls Pls
kolAm.

¢ This seems to have been a
favourite fallacy of the Sophists,
and many different applications of
it are quoted: by Plato, Meno, 80
E; Euthyd. 276 D sq., 276 D sq.;
by Aristotle, Sopk. El. c. 4, 165 b,
30 ; cf. Metaph. ix. 8, 1049 b, 33;
and Prantl, Gesch. d. Log. i. 23.

5 Futhyd. 293 B sqq., where
the most absurd consequences are
deduced from this.

H
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a father, or a brother not a brother.! If A is not B
and B is a human being, A is not a human being.? If
the negro is black, he cannot be white, even as to his
teeth. If I sat yesterday in a certain place, but to-
day sit there no longer, it is at the same time true and
not true, that I sit there.* If a bottle of medicine does
a sick man good, a cart-load of the remedy will make
him still better.” Questions were raised such as that
of the veiled person,® and diffieult cases imagined, such
as the oath to swear falsely,” and the like. The most
fruitful mine, however, for Sophistic art was afforded
by the ambiguity of language;® and the less the
Sophists were concerned with real knowledge, and
the smaller the advance in that period towards the
grammatical definition of words and propositions, and
towards the logical distinetion of the various categories,
the more unrestrainedly could the intellect run riot in
so wide a sphere, especially among a people so expert
in speech, and so accustomed to linguistic catches and

riddles, as the Greeks.®

Y Buthyd. 297 D sqq., with the
same argumentative exaggeration,
2 Soph. El. e. 5,166 b, 32.

3 Ibid. 167 a, 7; cf. Plato,
Phileb. 14 D.

4 Soph. Eil. c. 22,178 b, 24;
C. 4, 165 b, 30 sq.

5 Buthyd. 299 A sq., where
there are others of the same kind.

6 A veiled person is shown,
and one of his acquaintances is
asked whether he knows him; if
he says yes, he says what is untrue,
for he cannot know who is hidden
behind the veil; if he says no, he
equally says an untruth, for he
does know the veiled person. These

Equivocal expressions were

and similar catches are mentioned
by Aristotle, Sopk. Ei. c. 24.

7 Some one has sworn to commit
a perjury ; if he actually commitsit,
is this edoprely or émwopreiv 2 Soph.
Bl c. 25, 180 a, 34 sqq.

8 Arist. Soph. El c. 1, 165 a,
4: ¢fs Témos ebpuéaTards éoTi Kal
dnpocidraTes 6 O Tdy dvoudrwv,
because words, being universal de-
signations, are necessarily ambigu-
ous, cf. Plato, Rep. 454 A, where
Dialectic is characterised as the
Satpety kat’ €18y, and Eristic as the
custom kar’ adrd Td dvoua Sidkew
700 Aexfévros Thy évavriwaiy,

¢ Examples are numerous, not
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taken in one sense in the first proposition, and in
another in the second ;! that which gave a right mean-
ing only in combination was separated;? that which

ought to be separated was

only in the comie poets, but also
in the common proverbial expres-
sions. Aristotle speaking of the
Sophistical play on words alludes
to those Adyer yehoior, which are
quite according to Greek popular
taste, eg.: morépa Tav PBodv ¥u-
wpogley Téfetar; obderépa, GAN
imober Budw. Similarly Arist.
Rhet. 1. 24, 1401 a, 12 quotes:
omwovdaloy elvar uiy, for from it come
the uvorhpia.

! For example : 7& kaxd &yabd:
T8 yap Béovra dyabh, T4 3¢ kard
Béovra (Soph. Hl. 4, 165 b, 34).—
Gpa ® 6p8 Tis, TobTO bpd; Opg &
Tov klova, boTe 6pg 6 riwyv.—apa d
ob ¢ps elvar, TovTo 6V ¢P7s elvar;
@1)s 8¢ AMbov elvar, od Hpa Ppris Alos
elvar.—ap’ LoTi orydvTa Aéyew, ete.
—(Ibid. 166 b, 9, and c. 22, 178 b,
29 5qq.). Of the same calibre, and
partly identical with these, are the
fallacies in the Euthydemus, 287 A,
D, 3004,D, 301 Csqq.).—é&pa Taira
fyet oo elvar, &y by Hplys wal éH
gor abreis xphiobar § 7t v BolAp;
émedh oby Spohoyels elvar Tor Ala
kol Tovs #AAovs Oeols, Gpa Efeori
oot abrods &woddobas, etc. (Huth.
301 E sq.; Soph. El. c. 17,176 b,
1: 6 dvlpwnds EoTi TéY (Fwr ; val.
kriipe dpa 6 &vbpomos TEv (Pwv).
¢What someone has had, and has
no longer, he has lost; therefore
if of five stones he lose one, he has
lost ten, for he has ten no longer.
<If a man who has several dice,
gives me one of them, he has given
me what he had not, for he has not
only one’ (Sopk. El c. 22, 178 b,
29 5qq.). Tov kaxod gmovdaior T

united ;# the inconsistency

pdfnpor omovdaior Hpa udbnpa TH
kardy. Euthydem. ap. Arist. Soph,
El. e. 20,177b, 46 : the ambiguity
lies here in pd8nua, which may
either mean knowledge in the sub-
jective sense, or the object of
knowledge.

2 So in the Buthyd. 295 A sqq.
¢ Thou knowest all things always
with it (the soul), therefore thou
knowest all things always.” Soph.
El c.4,5,166a,168 a: ‘Twoand
three are five, therefore two is five,
and three is five;” ‘A and B is a
person, whoever, therefore, strikes
A and B has struck one person and
not several,” and the like. Zbid. c.
24, 180 a, 8: Td elvar &y rardwv
T8 dyafdyve f yip Ppbunols EoTiw
émieriiuy Tév kaxdy, but if it be
(so the conclusion mrust have run)
émgThun TAy kakdy, it is also 71
TRV Kak@y.

3 Eg. Euthyd. 298 D sq. (cf.
Soph. El. c. 24, 179 a, 84): *You
have a dog, and the dog has
puppies’: obkoby warhp v ods
éotw, &ore cds warThp ylyveros
Soph. El. c. 4, 166 a, 23 sq.:
Suvardy xaffpevor Padilay kal uh
ypagpovra ypdpew, and the like.
1bid. e. 20, 177 b, 12 sqq., where
the following are given as falla-
cies of Euthydemus: ép’ oias o
viv ofocas év Mepauel Tpifipes év
SiceAie &v; (‘ Do you know, Leing
in Sicily, that there are ships in
the Pireeus;’ or: ‘Do you know in
Sicily, the ships that are in the
Pirsens?’ - This last interpretation
results from Arist. Rhet. ii. 24,
1401 2, 26. Alexander’s explana-

2 H2
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of language in the use of words was employed for
small witticisms and railleries,! &e. In all these things
the Sophists knew neither measure nor bounds. On
the contrary, the more glaring the extravagance, the
more laughable the statement, the more exquisite the
absurdity in which the interlecutor was involved, the
greater was the amusement, the higher the renown of
the dialectic pugilist, and the louder the applause of
the listeners. Of the great Sophists of the first genera-
tion, indeed, we may with certainty assume, even
judging from Plato’s descriptions, that they never
descended to this level of charlatanism and buffoonery

tion of the passage does not seem
to me correct): dp Eorw, dyabdy
Bvra okvrén moxOnpdy elvar ;—ap’
dAnOEs elmely viv 11 oY yéyovas;—
od kiapiwy Exers dhrauw Tob Kifa-
piCew mbaploais b tipa ob kibaptlwr.
Aristotle, in all these cases, aseribes
the fallacy to the civfeats, the false
combination of words, and this is
quite right ; the ambiguity is based
apon the fact that the words:
marhe &v cds éorw, may either
mean ‘he is, being a father, yours,’
or ‘it is he who is your father;’
that keffuevor PBadilew divasbar
means ‘ to be as a person sitting in a
position to go,” and also ‘to be in a
position to go sitting ;° that dyafdr
bvra orkuréa moxOnpdy elvar means
‘to be a good eobbler and a bad
(man)’ and ‘to be a good eobbler
and a bad cobbler;’ that elwely iy
811 ob yéyovas means ‘to say now
that you came into the world” and
also ‘to say that you now came
into the world,” &e.
Y Soph.El c. 4,166, 10c. 22;
Aristotle calls this waph 70 ¢xHua
“ahs Aéfews, and quotes as an ex-

ample, dp érdéxerar T adrd Sua
wotely Te kai wewomkéval; o¥, dGAAY
phy bpdy yé Ti Gua kal éwparévar Td
adTd kol katd TadTd évdéxerau, for
the fallacy here arises from the
analogy of moiely Tt being applied,
on account of the similarity of the
grammatical form, to épgv .. To
the same class belong the state-
ments of Protagoras, caricatured
by Aristophanes (Clouds, 601 sqq.),
on the gender of words, that ac-
cording to the analogy we must
say 6 uips and 6 whang (Soph. El.
14,1738 b, 19). Concerning another
kind of grammatical paralogism,
the play upon words which are
distinguished only by their pro-
nunciation and accents, as od and
of, didouey and 8dduer (Soph. El.
c. 4, 166 b, o. c. 21), Aristotle
himself says that examples of it
never came across him either in
the writings of the Sophists, or in
oral tradition, because these fal-
lacies are always detected in speech,
to which the arts of the Sophists
always had reference.
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and childish delight in foelish witticisms; but their
immediate successors, from all that we know, appear to
have done so; and they themselves at any rate prepared
the way for this degeneracy. For they were incontes-
tibly the founders of Eristie disputation.! If, however,
we once enter on the downward path of a dialectic which
cares not for truth of fact, but only for the display of
personal prowess, it is no longer possible to halt at will
pugnacity and vanity have full sway, and allow them-
selves all the advantage whieh this standpoint affords ;
and such a dialectic will elaim the right to exercise
this principle until it is refuted by a higher principle.
The Eristic off-shoots of the Sophistic teaching are,
therefore, as little accidental as the insipid formalities
of Scholasticism ia later times, and if we are bound to
discriminate between the quibbling of a Dionysodorus
and the argumentation of a Protagoras, we ought not to
forget that the one is the lineal descendant of the other.

5. The opinions of the Sophists concerning Virtue and Justice
Lolitics and Beligion. The Sophistic Ehetoric.

¥

Tue remarks at the conclusion of the last chapter may
also be applied to the Ethics of the Sophist. The
founders of the Sophistic doctrine did not proclaim the
theory of life corresponding with their scientific stand-
point so unreservedly as their successors—in some cases
they did not proclaim it at all; but they scattered the
seeds from which by a historical necessity it could not
fail to be developed. Although, therefore, we must

1 Cf. p. 461 sq.
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always distinguish between the beginnings of Sophistie
Ethies and the later and more completed form, yet we
must not on that aceount overlook their mutual inter-
dependence and their common presuppositions.

The Sophists professed to be teachers of virtue, and
they regarded this as their peculiar task, because they
did not believe in the scientific knowledge of things
and had no taste for it. The coneeption of duty seems
to have been accepted by the elder Sophists in the same
sense, and with the same indeterminateness, as by their
compatriots generally at that time. They included
under this name all that aceording to Greek ideas con-
stituted the eapable man ; on the one side all praetical
and useful arts, ineluding bodily activity, but especially
all that is of value in domestic and eivil life;! on the
other side, ability and uprightness of character. That
the latter was not excluded, and that the Sophistic
teachers of the first generation were far from opposing
on principle the prevailing moral theories, is clear from
all that we know of their Ethics. Protagoras, in
Plato’s dialogue, promises his pupil that every day that
he passes in his company he shall become better, he
will make him a good father of a family and a brave
citizen ; ? he calls duty the most beautiful of all things ;

1 Cf. p. 431 sq. Now, there-
fore, we meet with attempts at
political theories, e.g. the treatise
of Protagoras, wepl worvrelas (Diog.
ix. §5) and the works mentioned,
supra, p. 428, of Hippodamus and
Phaleas, of whom the former, ac-
cording to Aristotle, opens the
series of theoretical politicians in
Greece. To these also the famous
exposition of Herodotus (iii. 80--82)

belongs which, though somewhat
more detailed, might well form part
of an independent theoretical dis-
cussion such as the Sophists loved,
in historical language, concerning
the value of the three forms of go-
vernment (cf. p. 473, 1; 473, 6);
possibly it may have been actually
taken from a discussion of this kind.

2 Prot. 318 A, E, sq. (sup. p.
430, 3; 431 5).
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he does not regard every pleasure as a good, but only
pleasure in the beautiful ; nor is all pain an evil.! In
the mythus? which Plato has chiefly taken from a
treatise of Protagoras® we read: ¢ The beasts have their
natural means of defence; to men, the gods have given
for their protection the sense of justice and the ab-
horrence of wrong (8ikn and ailws); these qualities
are implanted in every man by nature, and if they
should he wanting in anyone, that person could not be
tolerated in any commonwealth: in political guestions,
therefore, all have a voice, and all take part, by means
of instruction and admonition, in the moral education
of youth.” Justice appears here as a law of nature, the
subsequent distinction of natural and positive right is
still alien to the orator. The natural disposition re-
quires to be cultivated, Protagoras says, by instruction,
but on the other hand instruction can only attain its
end when nature and habit come to its aid.* Gorgias
declined, indeed, both the name and the responsibility

! Prot. 349 E, 351 Bsqq. In
what is sald 349 B, on the parts
of virtue, there can scarcely be
anything really derived from Pro-
tagoras.

2 1. ¢ 320 O sqq.

3 Stemhart Pl. Werke, i. 422
doubts this, because the mythus is
Guite worthy of Plato, but why
should it be too good for Prota-
goras? The language has a pecu-
liar eolouring, and the thoughts
and their investiture are quite in
the style of the Sophists. From
what work it is taken it is impos-
sible to discover; Frei, 182 sqq.,
thinks, and others agree with him,
that it is from the treatise, mepl
THs &v &pxfi kaTacTdoews ; Bernays,

on the other hand, RBAh. Mus. vii.
466, believes that this is the title
of a rhetorical work. I am in-
clined to refer it to the Politeiw.

4 Vide the words from the uéyas
Adyos of Protagoras, in Cramer,
Anecd. Paris. 1. 171 (Mullaeh Fr.
Philos. i1. 134, 9): ¢boews kal
Gokfioews 8LBaa’rcacMa deitar kol Gwd
vedrnTos B¢ aptauévovs Bl pavdd-
vew, Here the question is already
suggested, which Plato asks at the
beginning of the Meno, and with
whieh philosophy has so greatly
occupied itself ever since the time
of Socrates, viz. how instruetion is
related on the one hand to natural
disposition, and on the other to
moral practice?
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of a teacher of virtue; at any rate, in his later life;!
but this does not hinder him from speaking about
virtue. He did not, however, attempt any general.

_definition of its nature, but deseribed in detail wherein

consisted the virtue of the man and of the woman, of
the old man and of the boy, of the freeman and of the
slave, without departing from the prevailing opinion.? -
Plato does not accuse him of immoral prineciples; Gor-
gias rather hesitates about proceeding to the inferences

of a Callicles.?
1 Plato, Meno, 95 B: =i 3al 87 ;

of cogioral oot obror, olmep udvor
éraryyéNhovrar, Boxotot iddawatot
elvar dpetijs j—xal Topylov pdhiora,
& Sdupates, Tadbra dyauat, dri obk
%y wore adTod ToUTO &roloaus Dwi-
oxvovudvov, &ANG Kkal TEYy EAAwY
karayeAd, 8tov &xodepn Omiexvov-
pévwy GANE Aéyew oleTar ety molely
dewols. Cf. Gorg. 449 A ; Phileb.
58 A.

2 Arist. Polit. i. 13, 1260 a,
27: The moral problem is not the
same for different persons; we
ought mnot, therefore, to define
virtue universally as Socrates does:
woAd yap Buewov Aéyovow ol éfa-
pibuoiyres Tas &perds, Somep Top-
vlas. After this evidence we may
the more readily ascribe to Gorgias
himself what Plato in the Meno,
71 D sq., puts into the mouth of
the disciple of Gorgias, with express
reference to his master: Ti ¢ys
dperhy elvar; . . .JAAN od xahewdy,
@ Sdupares, elmelv, TpdTov ptv, el
BobAer, avdpds &periy, pddior, dri
afiry oTly dvdpds dpeth, inavdy elvas
T8 Ths moAews wpdTTey kal wpdT-
Tovra ToUs uév Qiovs U moiely
Tobs & éxOpoYs kakds, xal abTdy
edAaBeiofar undtv TowovTOY Walbeiy.
(Cf, in regard to this principle,

Nor did Hippias, in that discourse in

Welcker, Ki. Schriften, ii. 522 sq.)
el 8¢ Bodher ~yuvaucds dperhy, ov
xoAemdy BieAbely, 11 3T adriw vy
oixlay €b oixetv odlovedy Te To
&doy kal kaTiikoor odoay Tov &vdpds,
wal EAAY Eord woudds dperd kal Onhelas
ol Bppevos kol wpeaBuTépov &vdpds,
el uév Bobrer énevdépou, el 3¢ BovAe:
dobaov. xai AN wdpumorAar dpeTal
elgiv, &oTe obk dmopla elmely dpetjs
wép 8 71 o7’ kal ExdoTny yip TdY
wpdiewy kal TEY AAudy wpos Era~
arov ¥pyov éxdorw Hudy ) Gperd
éorw, doabrws 88, oluat, & Sdkpa-
Tes, kal § kaxfe. The more general
definitions which are extorted from
Meno (73 C, 77 B) cannot with
certainty be ascribed to Gorgias,
though some isolated expressions
of his may perhaps be employed in
them. Plutarch, Mul. Virt. p. 242,
quotes a few words from him on
female virtue. Foss, p. 47, rightly
applies to virtue the apophthegm
ap. Procl. ad Hesiod. Opp. 340,
Gaistford, on Being and appear-
ance.

3 Gorg. 459 E sq., of. 482 C,
456 C sqq. Likewise what Plu-
tarch quotes from him, De ddulat.
el Am. 23, p. 64: * We must not,
indeed, require from our friends
wrong-doing, but we must be ready
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which he imparted rules of life to Neoptolemus through
Nestor,' set himself in opposition to the customs and
opinions of his countrymen.? As to Prodicus, it is well
known that his doctrine of virtue was approved, even
by those who, in other respects, had no leaning to the
Sophists. His Heracles,? which gained for him so
much praise, portrayed the worth and the happiness of
virtue, and the pitifulness of an effeminate life, given
over to the pleasures of the senses. In a discourse on
wealth he seems to have taught that riches in them-
selves are not a good, but that all depends upon their
employment ; for the licentious and intemperate it is a
misfortune to possess the means of satisfying their
passions.* Lastly, a discourse upon death is mentioned,
in which he described the ills of life, praised death as
the deliverer from these ills, and silenced the fear of
death with the reflection that death can affect neither
the living nor the dead; not the living, for they are
still alive, and not the dead, for they exist no more.?
Tn all this, there is little to be found in the way of new
thoughts and scientific definitions,® but as little on the

to do wrong for them, hardly
contradicts the prevailing moral
notions, while it presupposes in a
general manner the jdea of right.

! The substance of these is
givenin the Greater Hippias, 286 A,
no doubt correctly: Neoptolemus
asks Nestor : wold éo'mi kaAd émiry-
debpara, & &y Tis emirndedoas véos
v ebBoriudTaros yévoiTo' neTh TadTE
&% Aéywy éoTly 6 NéoTwp kal dwore-
Géuevos adTd wdumoAla véuua ral
wdykala.

2 He there boasts of the success
of his lectures in Sparta.

3 Ayp. Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 21 sqq.

* Eryrias, 396 K, 396 E, 397 D.

5 Axiochus, 366 C, 369 C. That
what follows, especially the argu-
ments for the belief in immortality,
870 C sqq., is likewise borrowed
from Prodieus seems to me impro-
bable ; and the author does not in
any way assert it. This very cir-
cumstance, however, speaks for the
credibility of the previous re-
ferences to that Sophist.

¢ Heracles at the cress-ways is
only a new investiture of thoughts
which Hesiod had already brought
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other hand of Sophistic cavilling at moral prineiples.!
Prodicus appears here rather as a panegyrist of the old
customs and theory of life,? as an adherent of the school
of the practical sages and gnomic poets, of Hesiod and
Solon, Simonides and Theognis. If, therefore, the So-
phistic morality were to be judged of from the relation
in which the first Sophists placed themselves to the
thought of their nation, there would be no ground for
any distinction between them and the ancient sages.
This, however, is not the true state of the case.
Although the founders of the Sophistic teaching may
have been uneonscious of raising an opposition to the
prevailing principles, their whole point of view must
have tended in that direction. Sophistic opinion is in
itself a transeending of the previous moral tradition:
by its very existence it proclaims this tradition to be
inadequate, If we had simply to follow common habits
and customs, special teachers of virtue would be un-
necessary, every man would learn by intercourse with
his family and acquaintance what he had to do. If, on
the contrary, virtue is made the object of special in-

forward in the well-known passage
on the path of virtue and of vice.
’E. . ‘Hn. 285 sqq. With the pas-
sage of the Eryxias Welcker, p. 493,
Jjustly compares sayings of Solon
(vide sup. Vol. I. p. 116, 2), and
Theognis (vide v. 145 sqq., 230
8qq., 315 sqq., 719 sqqg., 1155).
The same author shows (p. 502
$qq.) that the euthanasia of Axio-
chus is specially grounded upon
Cean customs and theories of life;
and at p. 434 he makes this general
remark : ¢ The wisdom of Prodicus
(in Plato) might be said to be

older than Simonides, if it did not
transcend the simple notions of the
poets, and were deficient in philoso-
phic definiteness and importance.’
VI agree with Welcker (p.
532) that the semi-endzemonistic
basis of the moral admonitions in
the discourse on IHeracles are not
far removed from the standpoint
of ordinary Greek morality (which
Plato frequently censures for this
reason, e.g. in the Phedo, 68 D sqq.).
2 His Praise of Agriculture is
rightly brought into econnection
with this, by Welcker, p. 496 sq.
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struction, it can neither be asked nor expected that this
instruction should be limited to the mere tradition of
ancient usage, or to the imparting of rules of life which
do not affect moral conduct: the teachers of virtue
must do as the Sophists did from the first—they must
enquire wherein virtue consists, why it deserves to be
preferred to vice, &e. To this question, however, on
the presupposition of the Sophistic standpoint, only
one logical answer was possible. If there is no truth
of universal validity, there can be no universally valid
law; if man in his opinions is the measure of all
things, he is so also in his aetions: if for each man
that is true which appears to him true, that which
seems to each right and good, must be right and geod.
In other words, everyone has the natural right te
follow his caprice and inclinations, and if he is hindered
from doing so by law and custom, it is an infringement
of this natural right, a constraint with which no one is
bound to eomply, if he has the power to break through
or evade it. |

These inferences were very soon, indeed, actually
drawn. Though we may not consider as an adequate
proof of this the words which Plato puts into the
mouth of Protagoras on the subject,! since they pro-
bably exaggerate that Sophist’s own declarations,? yet
the promise to make the weaker case the stronger?
has a suspicious sound ; for, if the orator can venture
to boast that he is in a position to help wrong to gain

v Theet. 167 C: ofd Y v 2 Vide sup. p. 470.
éxdoTy oAl ikaue kal xaAd Soxf ® On the meaning of this

TavTe kal eivar adTH €ws v abrd promise, vide inf. 488, 1.
voul(y.
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the victory, faith in the inviolability of right must
necessarily be shaken. It was still more endangered
by the discerimination and opposition of natural and
positive right, that favourite theorem of the later
Sophistic ethics which we hear first clearly and defi-
nitely enunciated by Hippias. Xenophon represents
this Sophist as disputing the moral obligation of laws,
because they so often change,* while he acknowledges
as divine or natural law only that which is everywhere
equally observed ;* but how little of such law exists, his
archeeological enquiries might have been sufficient to
show him. In Plato® he says that law, like a tyrant,
compels men to do much that is contrary to nature.
These principles soon appear as the Sophists’ general
counfession of faith. In Xenophon,* the young Alcibiades,
the friend of the Sophistic doctrine, already expresses
himself in the same manner as Hippias, and Aristotle ®

! Mem. iv. 4, 14, after Socrates
has reduced the conception of jus-
tice to that of lawfulness: vduous
&, &pn, & Sdrpares, wids &y Tis
Hyhoarro omwovdator wplypa elver
70 welfeaBar adrols, ols ye moAAdKLs
adrol of Oduevor &modorwudoarTes
perarifevrar;

2 1. e. 19 sqq., Hippias allows
that there are slso unwritten laws,
which proceed from the gods ; but
among these he will only reckon
those which are everywhere recog-
nised, such as veneration of the

. gods and of parents; while on the
other hand, for example, the pro-
hibition of incest, being against
the custom of many nations, is not
included in the number,

& Prot. 237 C. — y¥1C

¢ Mem. i. 2, 40 sqq.

5 Soph. El ¢ 12, 173 a, T°
wAeloTos 3¢ Téwos ot Tob woiely
wapddofa Aéyew &omep kal & KaAAs-
kAfis év 76 Dopyla yéypamrar Néyor,
kal of &pxator 8¢ wdvres govro
cvuBalvey, mapd 1O katd Gbowy xal
watd TOv vépov, évavria yop elvau
plow kal véuor, Kal Ty Sucatogivny
koTd véuor ptv elvar keAdy KaTd
¢low & ob xaAdv, Similarly,
Plato, Theet. 172 B: é& 7tols &:-
kafors kal &tiots kal Solows kal avo-
otois 0énovew loyupifeabal, bs odx
&1 phoer adrdy odder odolay éavrod
Exor, &AAG T kowj ddtav TovTo
ylyverar &GAnbis Brav BdEy kel Boor
by Boxfy xpdvov: xal Boor ye 8%
wh wayrdmwact Tov Hpwraydpov Ad~
you Aéyovaw H3¢ mws Ty codiay
Hryovor,



NATURAL AND POSITIVE RIGHT. 477

describes as one of the most popular Sophistic common-
places the assertion of the Platonic Callicles! that
nature and custom stand in most cases in contradiction.
Now it would not wunconditionally follow from this
that universal moral principles are founded only on
aneient eustom,and not on nature; for the contradiction
may in itself arise from the positive law being behind
the strict requirements of the law of nature. And
examples are not wanting where the independence of
ancient, custom, claimed by the Sophists, moved them to
attacks upon institutions which we can only regard as
prejudices or imperfections of the laws of that time.
Lycophron declares nobility to be an imaginary ad-
vantage s> Alcidamas points out that the contrast of
slave and freeman is unknown to nature, and others go
so far as to impugn slavery as an institution contrary to

nature.?

: 1 Gorg. 482 E sqq. The fact
i that Callicles was not a Sophist in
the narrower sense, but a politician,
who sometimes spoke with con-
siderable eontempt of this fruitless
argumentation (vide sup. p. 427),
is unimportant. Plato certainly
intends us to regard him as a re-
presentative of the Sophistic cul-
ture, who does not hesitate to push
it to its extreme consequences. It
is evidently of the Sophists and
their disciples of whom Plato is
chiefly thinking, when, in the Laws,
x. 889 D, he tells us of people
who maintain Thv vouofesiav wacay
ol Pploe, Téxvy 8& Ts odi dAnbels
elvar Tds Oéoers . . . T& KAAG PUoEs
uév ¥AAa elvar, véug 3¢ Erepa, Td
8¢ dlroua 008 elvaw Tomapdway Pploe,
3AN dudioByTobrras iaTehely GANY-
Aots kol perarifepévovs &el Tavro:

But we can easily see that their attacks upon

& & b perdwvrar kol drav, Tére
ripia Exaora elval, yeyvdueva Téxry
xal Tots wduots, AN ob 3 Tun
¢ioe (exactly the same argument
which, according to 476, 1, Hippias
had employed).

2 Ps.-Plut. De Nobilit. 18, 2.
Is the edyéveia Tov Tepiwy kal owov-
dalwy, ) kabdmep Aukdgpwr § copiohs
Eypaye wauwdy [rKevdy, cf. Meineke,
ad Stob. Floril. 86, 247 Tt ndumav ;
ielvos ydp GvrimapaBdaiwy érépois
&yalols abThy, ebyevelas uév ody,
pnoly, dpaves TO rdAhos, év Adyw
3¢ b geuvdy,

3 Arist. says, Pol. 1. 8, 1250 b,
20 : Tols 8& wapd ¢plow [Sokel elvai]
7d Beomberv. véuo yap Tdv uiv
dotAor €lvar TOv § énelBepor, ploe:
8 0008y diagpépew. Sibmep 003E dixason
Blatov ydp. Alcidamas expressed
himself in a similar manner, as
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positive laws would not be confined to such cases.
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Law

and ancient usage had been hitherto the only moral
authority ; if this authority were no longer binding,
all moral obligation was open to question, belief in its
inviolability was declared to be a prejudice, and so long
as no new basis of moral life was indicated, there
remained only the negative result that every moral and
judicial law is an unjust and unnatural restriction of

Vahlen proves (p. 504 sq. of the
treatise quoted supra, p. 425, 5),
from Arist. Rket. i. 18, 1373 b, 18,
where Aristotle appeals in support
of the theory of a universal natural
law to his Meoonqrakds; and the
Scholion (Orat. Attici, ii. 154)
quotes from that work these words,
which originally appear to have
stood in the Aristotelean text:
eneufpous agiine wdvras Oebds, 0d8éra
dodAor 7 ¢los wemolnker. Yet
Aristotle does not seem to be
thinking specially of him in the
passage quoted above from the
Politics. For the Megonuiaxds (as
Vahlen has coneclusively shown, p.
504 sqq.) had a definite practical
purpose—that of effecting the re-
cognition of the restored Mes-
senians after the battle of Man-
tinea; and as in this it ran
counter to the feelings of the
Spartans, who strongly disliked
having their Helots (intermingled
with the Messenians) for indepen-
dent neighbours (as Isocrates says,
Archid. 28, cf. 8, 87, 96)—it was
quite fitting to remind them that
the opposition of slaves and free-
men was not absolute, that all men
are by nature free-born. On the
other hand, an attack on the prin-
ciples and the whole institution of
slavery, such as is presupposed in

the Politics, the declaration that this
social arrangement, which through-
out Hellas constituted a lawful
right, was a wrong—such an attack
could only damage the effect of
the discourse. Aristotle, however,
speaks in Polit. i. 6, 1255 a, 7, of
woAAel T&v & Tols vduois, who
accuse slavery of injustice ; and in
c. 3, either he or the adversary
whom he has primarily in view,
sums up these accusations (as the
trimeter : vdug yap ds uév SodAcs
8s & nebbepos shows, which also
betrays itself, e¢. 6, 1255 b, 5) in
the words of a tragic poet, possibly
Euripides (from whom Oncken,
Staatsl. d. Arist. i1, 88 sq., has col-
lected similar statements), or Aga~
thon, the pupil of Gorgias. But
even if the passage in the Politics
has no special reference to Alei-
damag, it is probably concerned
with a theory which, by the appli-
cation of the Sophistic distinction
between véuos and ¢ios, laid bare
the most vulnerable part of ancient
society. Among the adherents of
this theory may have been the
Cynics, who were connected with
Gorgias through their founder,
and who made great use of this
distinction, if they were not (as I
conjectured, Part 1. a, 276, 3rd ed.)
its first assertors,
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human freedom. Hippias, in the application which he
makes of his proposition, approximates closely to this
principle; others do not hesitate to avow it openly.!
Natural right is, as Callicles says (l.c.), only and solely
the right of the stronger; and if the prevailing opinions
and laws do not recognise this, the reason is to be found
in the weakness of the majority of men: the mass of
the weak found it more advantageous to protect them-
selves against the strong by an equality of rights; but
stronger mnatures will not therefore be hindered from
following the true law of nature—the law of private
interest. All positive laws therefore appear from this
point of view as arbitrary enactments, set up by those
who have the power of making them for their own
advantage ; the rulers, as Thrasymachus says,®> make
that a law which is useful to themselves; right is
nothing else than the advantage of the ruler. Only
fools and weaklings consequently will believe that they
are bound by those laws ; the enlightened man knows
how little such is the case. The Sophistic ideal is
unlimited authority, even though attained by the most
unscrupulous means, and in Plato, Polus?® considers none

1 Cf. the quotations, p. 476, 2,
5; 277, 1, from Hippias, Plato, and
Aristotle, and remark especially, in
the last mentioned, the expression
of &pxator wdvres, which, though not

to be taken literally, bears witness’

to the wide diffusion of this mode
of thought ; and which we may sup-
pose to be founded, not on Plato’s
statements, but on Aristotle’s own
independent knowledge. since he
had an intimate acquaintance with
the Sophistic rhetoricians.

2 According to Plato, Rep. i,

338 C sqq., who no doubt has good
reason for putting these principles
into the mouth of the Chaleedonian
rhetorician : also what is quoted
inf. p. 481, 2, agrees herewith.
Thrasymachus there admits that
Justice would be a great good, but
he denies that it is to be found
among men, because all Iaws are
made by those in power for their
own advantage.

¢ Gorg. 470 C sqq. Similarly
Thrasymachus, Fep. i. 344 A; cf.
Laws1i.661 B; Isocr. Panath. 243 sq.
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happier than the King of Persia, or Archelaus the
Macedonian, who rose to the throne through innumer-
able treacheries and deeds of blood. The final result
is thus the same as in the theoretic view of the world,
unlimited subjectivity ; the moral world like the natural
world is recognised as the work of man, who, by his
imagination, produces phenomena, and by his will, laws
and customs, but who is in neither case bound by nature

and the necessity of things.!

' The above result does not
seem to me to be contravened, even
by Grote’s animated defence of the
Sophistic ethics (Hist. of Greece,
viii. 604 sqq., vil. 51 sq.; simi-
larly Lewes’ Hist. of Phil.i. 108
8qq.), full as it is of weighty and
pertinent suggestions in justifiea-
tion of the errors and extrava-
gancies which had previously pre-
vented any unprejudiced historieal
representation of Sophistic. It
would eertainly be very precipitate
to charge the Sophists in general,
and without distinction of indivi-
duals, with principles dangerous
to morals, or with immorality of
life. But, it is no less precipitate
to maintain, with Grote (viil. 527
5q., 582 sq.) and Lewes, I ¢,
that such principles as Plato puts
into the mouth of his Callicles
and Thrasymachus could never
have been brought forward by any
Sophist in Athens, because the
hearers on whose applause the So-
phists depended, would thereby
have been roused to the most vio-
lent opposition against them. On
this ground it might also be proved
that Protagoras did not express
those doubts in the existence of
the gods which occasioned his eon-
demnation; and that many other

Sophists could not have said va-
rious things which gave offence to
people. But how do we know that

. a Thrasymachus and his like would

have aroused among those who
chiefly sought Sophistic instruction
—the ambitious young politicians,
thearistocratic youths, whose proto-
types were Aleibiades and Critias—
the same opposition by the views
Plato ascribes to them, which they
certainly aroused in the democratic
community which adhered to the
ancient forms of religion, politics,
and morality? Grote, moreover
(viii. 495 sqq.), defends Protagoras
for his offer to make the weaker
argument appear the stronger (cf.
inf. 488), by observing that So-
crates, Isocrates, and others, were
also accused of the same principle;
but this is to misstate the ques-
tion. Protagoras was not falsely
aceused of the principle, but him-
self set it up. Grote goes on to
say that no one would blame
an advocate for lending his elo-
quence to the side of wrong as
well as of right ; but this again is
only half true : the advocate must
certainly urge on behalf of the cri-
minal whatever he can say for him
with a good conscience, but if he
were to make a trade of his art of
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Among human prejudices and arbitrary rules, the
Sophists necessarily assigned a prominent place to the
religicus faith of their nation. If no knowledge be
possible, a knowledge about the hidden causes of things
must be doubly impossible; and if all positive institu-
tions and laws are the products of human ecaprice and
calculation, the worship of the gods, which in Greece
helonged entirely to public jurisdietion, must come
under the same category. This was expressed in plain
terms by some of the leading Sophists. ¢ Of the gods,’
says Protagoras, ¢I can know nothing, neither that they
are, nor that they are not.”! Thrasymachus is mentioned
as entertaining doubts of Divine Providence;? Critias
maintains® that in the beginning men lived without

helping the wrong to conquer,
everybody would call him a per-
verter of justice. This is what is
offensive in the promise of Pro-
tagoras : he is not blameworthy,
nor did his contemporaries blame
him, for teaching an art which
might be abused, but for recom-
mending this art precisely from that
point of view. The disquisitions of
Hippias on véuos and ¢lots are en~
tirely passed over by Grote and
Lewes.

! The famous opening words of
this treatise for which he was com-
pelled to leave Athens, according
to Diog. ix. 51, &e. (also Plato,
Theet. 162 D) ran thus: wepl udv
Ociv obk Exw eidévar obf ds eloly
0B &s odr elglv. woANd wyip Ta
kwAbovro eldévar, §| Te adnAbrys kal
Bpaxvs &v & Blos 7ot dvbpdmov.
Others give the first proposition,
less correctly, thus: wepl fedv ofite
el eloly obd bwolof Tevés elot Sbvapar
Adyewr. Vide Frei, 96 sq., and es-

VOL. 1L

pecially Krische, Forsck. 132 sqq.
# Hermias, in the Phedrus, p.
192 Ast.: (®@pacip.) Eypayer év
Ay éovTod TowovTéy Ti, 71 0f Beol
obx Opdoi T& dvfpemve * od yap Td
uéyioroy T@v &y avbpdwois dyalbdy
wapeldoy, THY ducatooduny * bpduer yip
Tobs avbpdwovs Tadry uh ypwuévous,
3 In the verses given by Sext.
Math. ix. 54, and on account of
which Sextus, Pyrrh. iii. 218, and
Plutarch, De Superstit. 13, p. 17,
reckon Critias as an atheist with
Diagoras. The same verses, how-
ever, ave ascribed in the Placiia,
1. 7, 2 parail,; of. ibid. 6, 7 to
Euripides, who is there said to
have placed them in the mouth of
Sisyphus in the drama bearing hig
name. That such a drama com-
posed by Euripides existed, cannot
be doubted after the positive state-
ments of Alian, V. HA. ii. 8; bus
Critias may likewise have written
a Sisyphus, and it may have been
uncertain at a later period whether

II
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law and order, like the animals, that penal laws were
given for protection against tyranny; but as these could
only prevent open crimes, it occurred to some eclever
and imaginative man to provide a protection against
secret wrong-doing, by relating that there are gods who
are mighty and immortal, and see all hidden things;
and, to increase the fear of them, he placed their abode
in heaven. In proof of this theory, the Sophists no
doubt appealed to the variety of religions: if the belief
in gods were based upon nature, they said, men would
all adore the same god; the variety of gods shows most
clearly that the worship of them merely originates from
human invention and consent.! That which holds good
of positive institutions in general, must also hold good
of positive religions; because religions are different
in different nations, they can only be regarded as arbi-
trary inventions. Prodicus explained the rise of reli-
gious belief in a more naturalistic manner. The men
of old time, he says,® held the sun and moon, floods
and streams, and all things that are of use to us, to be
gods, just as the Egyptians do the Nile; and therefore
bread is revered as Demeter, wine as Dionysus, water
as Poseidon, fire as Hephastus.>? The popular gods,

the verses belonged to him or to
Euripides ; moreover, 2 drama is

of religion.
1 Plato, Laws, x. 889 E: feods,

mentioned by Athen. xi. 496 b,
the authorship of which lay in
doubt between Critias and Euri-
pides ; cf. Fabricius ad Sevt. Math.
I. ¢.; Bayle, Dict. Critias, Eem.
H. Whoever may have written
the verses, and in the mouth of
whomsoever they may have been
placed, they are at any rate a
monument of the Sophistic view

@ paxdpie, elvar wp@TdY Pacw odrou
[the cogol] Téxwm, ob Pdoes, aANd
Tt vbpois, kal TovTous ¥AAous
BAAY, 87y Ecaoror favroio: cuvwuo-
Adynoar vouoberobueror. Cf. pp.
476, 2, 5; 477, 1.

? Sext. Math. ix. 18, 51 sq.;
Cie. N. D. i. 42, 118; cf. Epiph.
Exp. Fid. 1088 C.

3 We may bring into connection
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however, as such, are upon this theory likewise denied ;*
for though Prodicus mentions them in the usual manner
in his discourse upon - Heracles,? this proves no more
than the corresponding appropriation of their names in
the myth of Protagoras ;® and that he distinguished the
one natural or true God from the many popular gods,*
there is no evidence to certify. The statements also of
Hippias, who referred the unwritten laws in Xenophon,?
agreeably to the prevailing opinion, to the gods, are
unimportant, and merely show that this Sophist was
too inconsistent to make the obvious application of his
theory concerning the laws to religion. The Sophistic
teaching as a whole could only logically assume towards
the popular religion the position of a Protagoras and a
Critias. If even the things that we see are for us
merely what we make them, this must still more be the
case with those we do not see: the object is only the
counterpart of the subject, man is not the creature, but
the creator of his gods.

The rhetoric of the Sophists stands to their ethical
theory of life in the same relation that their Eristic
disputation stands to their theory of knowledge. To

with this the importance which
Prodicus, according to Themist.
Or. xxx. 849 b, ascribes to agri-
culture in the origin of religion:
.spavp'yww TACOY cw@pwwwu :ml pva-
'rnpza ral ’raﬂ'r)’yupﬂs Kal TeAerds
o 'yswp'ytas KoAGy éEdwrer, vo-
iy kai 0cty ebvoay [Evr.] vTedfer
& avbpdmwous éNOely kal wacay
eboéBeiar éyyvdpevos. The autumn
and harvest festivals might espe-
cially seem to have given rise to
the worship of the gods, since they
were particularly concerned with

the products of the field; a view
which was certainly countenanced
by the cult of Demeter and
Dionysus.

! Consequently Cicero and Sex-
tus reckon Prodicus among the
atheists, in the ancient acceptation
of the word.

2 Xen. Mem. i1. 1, 28.

# Plato, Prot. 320 C, 322 A.

4 As Welcker, /. ¢. 521, is dis-
posed to assume.

5 Mem. iv. 4, 19 sqq. vide sup.
476, 2.

112
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the man who denies an objective wisdom, there remains
only the appearance of wisdom in the sight of others;
and similarly, to the man who denies an objective right,
there remain only the appearance of right in the sight
of others, and the art of producing such an appearance.
But this art is the art of oratory.!
net only the best means, under the conditions of that
period, of attaining power and influenee in the State;
but it is, speaking generally, the instrument by which
the superiority of the cultivated maintains itself over
the uncultivated. Where therefore a high value is set
upon mental culture, as it was by the Sophists and their
whole epoch, there the art of oratory will be fostered;
and where this culture is deficient in any deeper, scien-
tifie, and moral basis, not only will the importance of
elogquence ‘be over-estimated,? but it will itself become
negligent of its content, and concern itself in a one-
sided manner merely with its immediate success and
external form. The same will inevitably happen as in

For oratory was

! The task of rhetoric is thus
defined by the Platonic Gorgias,
Gorg. 454 B (cf. 452 E): Rhetorie
is the art Tadrns Ths weabods, s
&y 7ols SucacTnplots kal Tois #ANois
dxrois wal wepl TovTwy & EoTi Sikoud
¢ wal #dwxa, and therefore Socra-
tes, 455 A, with the consent of the
Sophist, defines it as webods 3n-
plovyds mioTevTikAls, GAN @b O
dacraiixis, wepl 1O Bwcaidy Te Kal
#ducov. That the essence of So-
phistic rhetoric is rightly de-
seribed in these words will be
clear from the rest of our chapter.
‘When, however, Doxopater, In
Aphthon. Rhet. Gr. ed. Walz, il
104, attributes this definition to

Gorgias himself, he is certainly
quoting only from the passage in
Flato, and the same passage is
doubtless also the source of that
cther definition quoted in the
anonymous introduction to the
ordoes of Hermogenes ap. Walz.
Rhet. Gr. vii. 33; Spengel, Suw. T.
35, from Plutarch, the Neo-pla-
tonist’s Commentary on the Gor-
gias, as Bpos pyropues kard Topylay.

2 Cf. Plato, Phileb. 58 A, where
Protarchus says he has often heard
of Gorgias, s % Tob welfeww woAd
Biapépor waody Texydy: whvTa Yip
3¢’ adTi SobAa B énbvrwy kal ob
816 Blas moiwlro, ete.; similarly
Gory. 4562 E, 456 A -sqq.
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the exclusive application of dialectic forms to Eristic
argumentation., The form which has no corresponding
content becomes an external, false and empty formalism,
and the greater the skill with which this formalism is
managed, the more quickly must follow the ruin of a
culture which is limited to it.

These observations may serve to explain the meaning
and specific eharacter of Sophistic rhetorie. In regard
to most of the Sophists we know, and of the rest there
is scarcely a doubt, that they practised and taught this
art, sometimes setting up general rules and theories,
sometimes models for imitation, or furnishing ready-
made speeches for immediate use ;' while not a few even

! We are acquainted with theo--

retical works onrhetorical subjeets
by Protageras (vide infra and Frei,
187 sq.), by Prodicus (vide supra,
p- 420, 3), by Hippias (vide infra,
Spengel, p. 60), by Thrasymachus
(vide on his *EAeot, Arist. Soph. El.

¢. 83,183 b, 22; Rhet. iii. 1, 1404

a, 13 ; Plato, Phedr. 267 C. Ac-
cording to Suidas, sub wvoee, and
the Scholia on Aristophanes, Birds,
v. 881, he also wrote a Téxym of
which the “EAeor perhaps formed a
part ; vide Spengel, 96 sqq. ; Her-
mann, De Thras. 12; Schanz, p.
131 sq.); by Polus (vide supra, p.
425, 1), and by Evenus (Flato,
Phedr. 267 A, vide supra, p. 426,
3). That Gorgias at his death left
a Téxwm, is asserted by Diog. viii.
58, and by the author of Prole-
gomena to Hermogenes quoted by
Spengel, Suvway. Texr. 82. Quin-
tilian includes him among the
Artiwm Seriptores (Quintil. 1ii. 1,
8). Dionysius observes in the frag-
ment given by a scholion on Her-
mogenes (ap. Spengel, 2. T. 78):

Snuryoprots 8¢ SAiyors  (Topylou
wepéruyov Abyous) kal Tiow xal Téx-
vous. The same author mentions
(De Compos. Verb. c. 12, p. 68 R)
a discussion of Gorgias mwepl xaipod,
with the remark that he was the
first who ever wrote on the subject,
Spengel, . ¢. 81 sqq., however,
thinks that on account of the
passages from Aristotle, quoted p..
462, 1, and Cic. Brut. 12, 46, we
are justified in denying the exist-
ence of any work on the rhetorical
art by Gorgias. But as Schanz (p.
131) pertinently observes, neither
of these passages isdecisive: Cicero,
following Aristotle, names Corax
and Tistas as the first authors of
rhetorical technology; Protagoras
and Gorgias as the first who made
speeches concerning commonplaces ;
this, however, would not prevent
their having also written about
the rulesof art: from the langnage
of the treatise against the Sophists,
it would certainly seem that Aris-
totle did not place Gorgias on a
par with Tisias and Thrasymachus
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made rhetoric the chief object of their instructions.!
Their own lectures were rhetorical displays;? besides
. the speeches which they had prepared,® they plumed
themselves on never being at a loss, even at a moment’s
notiee, for specious answers to all possible questions:*

as a cultivator of rhetoric; it does
not imply that he was unacquainted
with any rhetorical work of Gorgias.
On the other hand, Plato, Phedr.
261 B, 267 A, expressly alludes
to technical treatises on rhetoric
by this Sophist; these, however,
probably consisted not of one com-
plete theory of the rhetorical art,
but of dissertations on particular
questions : at least the expression
7éxwvar Tivés in the work of Diony-
sius (cited supre) indicates this
(vide also Welcker, KI. Schr. ii.
456, 176). Still more important
than their writings, however, were
the example and practical teach-
ing of the Sophistic rhetoricians
(Protagoras ap. Stob. Floril. 29,
80, equally repudiates uerérn
dvev Téxvns and Téxwn Bvev pe-
Aérps), and especially those dis-
courses on general themes aseribed
to Protagoras, Gorgias, Thrasy-
machus, and Prodicus (6éses or
loct communes, as distinguished
from the particular cases on which
the periodical and political dis-
courses turned ; these were Smofé-
ges or cause; cof. Cie. Top. 21, 79;
Quintil. iii. 5, 5 sq., and others
cited in Frei, Quest. Prot. 150
sqq.; the only point in which I
disagree with Frei isin his distine-
tion of theses from loci communes).
Vide on this subject, Aristotle ap.
Cie. Brut. 12, 46; Diog. ix. 53
(Protagoras mpétos karédefe Tis
wpds  Tas  Géoas  mixeapfices) ;
Quintil. iit. 1, 12, and on Thrasy-

machus individually, Suidas, sud
woce, who attributes to the Chalce-
donian Sophist, épopuel pnropiral,
according to Welcker's ennjecture
(KI. Schr ii. 457), identical with
the SmwepBdAdovres cited by Plu-
tarch, Sympos. i. 2, 3 ; and Athen,
x. 416 a, who quotes something
from his proeemia. Quintilian
merely ascribes to Prodicus the
cultivation of loci communes, which
looks as if he had not, like the
three others, developed them for
the purposes of instruction; but
speeches in the larger sense like
those cited from him (sup. p. 473),
and also the lectures of Hippias
(I. ¢.), might possibly have been
reckoned as loci communes. The
employment of such eommonplaces
was even with Gorgias very me-
chanieal, vide supra, p. 462, 1.

1 Cf. besides what follows, p.
425, 472, 1,

2 Entdeilis, émdeluvvebar are, as
is well known, the standing expres-
sions for these. Cf. e.g. Plato, Gorg.
sub tnit. Protag. 320 C., 347 A.

3 Such as the Heraeles of Pro-
dicus, the displays of Hippias, Prot.
347 A, and supra, p. 423,1; and the
speeches of Gorgias (vide supra,
415, 2; 4186, 3), especially the cele-
brated speech at Olympia.

4 Gorgizs is mentioned as the
first who displayed his art in these
impromptu speeches. Plato, Gorg.
447, C: kai vyap adrg & TovT dr
Tiis éwideifews” énéheve yolv viv 8%
éowrdy § 71 Tis BovAotro TR Evlov
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besides the rhetorical exuberance which allowed them
all possible expansion of their subject, they boasted of
having the art of compressing their meaning into the
tersest language ;! besides independent discussion, they
considered the explanation of the posts as part of their
task ;2 along with the great and noble, they thought it

Svrwy kal wpbds Amavre EPn dmrorpivel-
ohar.  Cic. De Orat. i. 22, 103 ;
quod primum ferunt Leontinum fe-
cisse Gorgiam : qui permagnum
quiddam suscipere ac profiters vide-
batur, cum se ad omnia, de quibus
quisque oudire vellet, esse paratum
denuntiaret.  Ibid. iii, 32, 129
(hence Valer, viii, 15, ext. 2).
Fin, ii. 1, 1; Quintil. Inst. ii. 21,
21 ; Philostr. V. Soph. 482,10 doubt
only through a misunderstanding,
represents him as coming forward
in this manner in the Athenian
theatre. Cf. Foss 45, similarly on
Hippias, sup. p. 421, 3.

! ¢.9. Protagores, ap. Plat. Prot.
329 B, 834 E sqq., where we read
of him: 871 ¥ oids 7° €l xal adrds
wal GANoy Biddfar wepl TGV adTRY Kal
naxpd Aéyew 2w Boday, oltws, HoTe
Ty Abyoy unmdémore émilimelv, ral
ad Bpaxée ofirws, thore undéva gov
év Bpaxvmépois elmelv. The same
oceurs in the Phedrus, 267 B,
where it is said of Gorgias and
Tisias: cvvroplor Te Adywr kel meipa
whiey  wepl wdvrwr Gvedpor, and
Grorgias himself says, Gorg. 449 C;
Kkal ydp all kal ToUTo €v EoTiv Sw pyul,
undév’ tw év Bpaxutépots duot T adTd
eimelv, on which Socrates reguests
him, as he requests Protagoras in
Prot. 335 A, &c., to use shortness
of speech in the discourse. But
that he was addicted to diffusive-
ness of language we also see from
Arist, Rhet. iii. 17, 1418 a, 34, for

he went into every possible detail
connected with his theme. The
same was the case with his scholar
Lycophron, ap. Arist. Soph. El. 15,
174 b, 32; and Alex. ad A. I. Schol.
in Arist. 310 a, 12. Hippias in
the Protagoras, 337 B sq., makes
a conciliatory proposition to So-
crates and Protagoras, that the
former shall not insist severely on
the conciseness of the dialogue, and
that the latter shall bridle his
eloguence, so that his speeches shall
not exceed due measure; and Pro-
dicus is ridiculed in the Phedrus,
267 B, because he, like Hippias,
prided himself on this: udvos adrds
edpnicévar by §el Adywr Téxvayr Setv
3¢ obire parpdy obfre Bpaxéwy, GANL
ueTplwy.

2 Plato, Prot. 338 K: fyobua,
Epn [Hpwr.], & Zdrpares, dyd ardpl
wadelas péyioror pépos elvar wept
éniv Sewdy elvar EoTL 8¢ TovTO T bId
T&Y momT@Y Aeybueva oidy T elvar ou-
vidvar & Te dpbds kal & ud), kol dwloTa~
oo SieAelv Te wal EpuwTduevor Adyor
Sotvar, on which follows the well-
known discussion of the poem of
Simonides, Hippias similarly, at
the commencement, of the Lesser
Hippias, treats of Homer and other
poets; and Isocrates (Panath. 18,
338) makes an attack on the So-
phists, who, having no original
thoughts of their own, chatter about
Homer and Hesiod.
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showed intelligence to praise for a change the insignifi-
cant, the commonplace, and the unpleasant.! Protagoras
had already announced the highest triumph of rhetorie
to be this: that it could comvert the weaker into the
stronger, and represent the improbable as the probable ;2

! Thus Plato, Symp. 177 B,
and Isocr. Hel. 12, mention eu-
logies on salt and silkworms; Al-
cidamas, aceording to Menander,
w, émideuwer. Rhet. Gr. ix. 163.
Tzetz. Chil. ix. 746 sq. wrote in
praise of death and of poverty:
and Polyerates, whose art of rhe-
toric is closely allied to that of
the Sophists, composed eulogies cn
Busiris and Clytemnestra, and an
accusation of Socrates (Isocr. Bus.
4 Quintil. ii. 17, 4), a speech in
praise of mice (Arist. Rhet. ii. 24,
1401 b, 15), of pots and of pebbles.
(Alex. w. apopu. pnr. Rhet. Gr. ix.
334 toiil. 3 8p.) To the same class
helong the Busiris of Isocrates, and
Antiphon’s discourse (Welcker, K1.
Sehr, ii. 427, conjectures him to
have been the Sophist mentioned
p- 426, 4, not Antiphon of Rham-
nus, to whom it is aseribed by
Athen. ix. 397, 8 c.; and others)
upon peacocks. -

2 That Protagoras promised his
pupils to teach them how the frray
Adyos could be made the wpélrTewr,
is attested by Avistotle, Rhet. ii.
24, end. After he has been speak
ing of the tricks by which the
improbable can be made probable,
he adds, kal 70 7dr fTTR 8¢ Adyoy
kpelTTw worely TovT’ eoTiv. kal épTed-
Oev dinalws Qvoxépavor of dvbpwmor
T4 Tpwraybpov émdyyerpa. Pevdds
Te ydp éori, Kal obx GAnBEs BAAL
Qaivbuevor eikds, Kkal v oddeug
Téxvy AN’ &y pnTopkfi kal dpioTikd.
It is obvious that Aristotle here

describes that promise as actually
given by Protagoras, and that he
is not (as Grote, Hist. of Grecce,
viii. 495, represents the case)
merely expressing his own judg-
ment on rhetoric; consequently
Gellius, N. 4. v. 3, 7, entirely
agrees with him when he says,
pollicebatur se id docere, gquanam
verborum industritc. cause infirmior
Jieret fortior, quam rem graecce ite
dicebat: Tdv firrw Adyoy kpeltTw
wotely.  (Similarly Steph. of By-
zantium YA8%npa appealing to Eu-
doxus, and the Scholion on the
Clouds, v. 113 ; ef. Frei, Qu. Prot.
142 sq.) At the same time we
see from these passages the mean-
ing of this promise; the Hrrwy
Abyos is the cause which in reason,
and consequently in law, is the
weaker ; and this by the art
of the orator is to be made the
stronger. It is therefore not alto-
gether untrue when Xenophon,
Qu. 11, 25, says in explanation
of Protagoras’s expression, 79 yet-
dos aAnbés wowelv, also Isocr. .
dwridba. 15, 30 ; devdduevor TéANSH
Adyoyros émutparely, and: wapk 7o
dircawoy v Tols bydot mwAeoverTely;
nor even when Aristophanes with
malicious explicitness makes out
of Hrrwv Abyos an #dikos Adyus.
Protagoras certainly did not pro-
fess in actual words that he would
teach the art of helping the unjust
cause to triumph ; but he undoubt-
edly promised that people should
learn from him how to help any



SOPHISTIC BHETORIC. 489

and in a similar sense Plato says of Gorgias! that he
made the discovery that appearance is of more value
than truth, and understood in his speeches how to make
the great appear small, and the small great. But the
more indifferent the orator thus became to the contents
of his orations, the higher grew the value of the tech-
nical instruments of langnage and expression: on these
consequently the rhetorical instructions of the Sophists
almost exclusively turned ; as was the case at this time,
quite independently of philosophy, in the rhetorical
schools of Corax and Tisias in Sicily.? Protagoras and
Prodicus occupied themselves with the grammatieal
and lexigraphical aspects of language, and thus became
the foundevs of scientific linguistic enquiry among

the Greeks.?®

Protagoras* doubtless was the. first to

distinguish the three genders of nouns,” the tenses of

possible cause to eonquer, even
when in itself it did not deserve
to conquer: The same thing was
afterwards repeated by many
others. Aristophanes accuses So-
crates not only of meteorosophy,
hut also of the art of making the
frrwr Adyos the xpelrrwr. In
Plato, Socrates, while defending
himself against this charge (4pol.
18 B, 19 B), describes it as a com-
mon accusation against all philo-
sophers (. c. 28 D, 7& rard wdvrwy
TOY prrocodolvTwr mpdyepa TavTa
Aéyovow, BT . . . 1Y Hrrw Adyor
kpelrrew wowclv), and Isocrates has
also 1. ¢. to ward off the same cen-
sure. Only we cannot infer from
its being wrongly imputed to some
that it was also wrongly imputed
to Protagoras. Grote himself does
not coneluce from Apol. 26 D,
that Anaxagoras did not teach

what is there falsely ascribed to
Socrates.

Y Phaedr. 267 A; cf. Gorg. 456
A sqq.; 456 A (vide supra 483).
There is a similar statement of an
anonymous writer concerning Pro-
dicus and Hippias in Spengel, Svray.
Texv. 218 (Rhet. Gr. v. Walz. vil.
9), but Welcker, . ¢. 450, justly
attaches no importance to it.

2 Spengel, L. ¢. 22-39.

3 Cf. for the following remarks,
Lersch, Die Sprachphilosophie der
Alten, 1. 15 sgq.; Alberti, Die
Sprachphilosophie von Platon (Phi-
lologus =xi. 1856, p. 681 sqq.),
699 sq.

4 Vide, concerning Protagoras,
Frei, 120 sqq.; Spengel, 40 sqq.;
Schanz, 141 sq.

5 Arist. Rhet. 1il. 5, 1407 b, 6.
He remarks on this subject that
language treats as masculine many
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verbs,! the different kinds of propositions;? he also gave
instruction concerning the right use of language.®
Prodicus is famous for his distinctions between words of
similar meaning, which he tanght for large fees in one
of his lectures ;* the satire whiech Plato pours forth upon
this discovery ® seems to show that his distinctions and

things that should really be femi-
nine (ld. Soph. El. c. 14, and re-
peated by Alex. ad 4. L. Schol. 308
a, 32; vide supra, 467, 3); Aris-
tophanes, who, in his = Clouds,
transfers this and much besides
from Protagoras to Socrates, makes
it the occasion of many pleasant-
ries, v. 651 sqq.

! wépn xpdrov, Diog. ix. 52.

2 edxwAy), épdTnots, Gmwdkpots,
éyrorh, Diog. ix. 53. As Quintil.
Inst. 1il. 4, 10, mentions this clas-
sification in his chapter on the
different kinds of speeches (politi-
cal, forensie, and so forth), Spengel
conjectures (p. 44) that it has re-
ference, not to the grammatical
form of sentences, but to the rhe-
torical character of the disconrses
and their parts; that it primarily,
however, refers to grammar is clear
fromthestatement(Arist. Poét. c.19,
1456 b, 15) that Protagoras blamed
Homer because he did not com-
mence the [liad with a command
to the muse instead of a prayer in
the words ufjviy &eide.

3 Plato, Phedr. 267 C: Hpwra-
ybpera 8¢, & Sdupates, obk v péiror
TotavT #TT0e ;— Opboémed yé Tis, &
wal, kol AAG TOAAY kel keAd, Cf.
Crat. 391 C: &:ddia: oe Thy dpbd-
TR wepl Tév TowlTwy (évduata,
generally speaking, language) %Hv
Zuale maps Tpwraydpov. Krom
these passages (to which Prot. 339
a, Plut. Per. c. 36, might be added),
and from Aristotle, {. ¢., it has

been reasonably inferred that Pro-
tagoras, in his diseussions, was ac-
customed to make use of the ex-
pressions bpBds, dpBdrns. On the
other hand, ap Themist. Or. xxiii.
289 D, épfoéwera and dpboppmuosivy
are not (as Lersch supposes, p. 18)
ascribed to Protagoras, but to Pro-
dicus.

* The fifty-drachma course,
wepl dvoudTwy o6pbdtyros, which has
already been mentioned, p. 418, 1.
I feel myself obliged, on account
of the passage in Plato’s Euthy-
demus, 277 E, to agree with
Welcker (p. 453) and most writers
that the subject of this course was
not the question whether speech is
¢voe or roue, but concerning the
right use of words and the dif-
ferences between apparently equi-
valent expressions. The Suupeiy
wepl ovoudTwy, Charmid. 163 D, at
any rate, can only relate to these
verbal distinetions ; and if Prodicus
founded his rules upon the same
statement that Plato, Crat. 383 A,
ascribes to Cratylus: évduatos 6p6d-
TnTe elvar EkdoTe TEY SrTwy ¢loe
wegurviay, we should have to seek
the chief countent of this course
(which evidently embraced the
quintessence of Prodicus’s whole
Linguistic sclenee) in the diwaipests
SvoudTwy.

5 Cf. in regard to this know-
ledge of words, without which he
(Welcker, 454) ‘never speaks, and
is hardly ever mentioned in the
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definitions were set forth with a goed deal of seff-eom-
placeney, and no doubt very often in an ill-timed
manner., Mippias too gave rules for the treatment of
speeeh,! but they were probably limited to metre and
enphony. The discowrses of Protageras, judging from
Plato’s representations, besides their general clearness
and simplicity of expression, appear to have been charac-
terised by a suave dignity, an ease and copiousness of
langnage, and a delicate poetical colouring, altheugh
they were not unfrequently too long.? Prodicus, if we
may trust the narrative of Xenophon,® made use of
choicer language, in which the subtle distinetions of
words were carefully attended to; but whieh from ali
accounts was not very foreible, nor free from the errors
for which Plato censures it. Hippias does mot seem
to have disdained pompous display in his expositionss
Plato at any rate,in the short example which he gives,*

represents him as full of

Platonic dinlogmes,” Prof. 337 A,
339 I ; Meno, 76 B; Orai.384 B;
Futhyd. 217 B; of. Charm. 163 A,
D; Lach. 197 D. The first of these
passages, especially, carieatures
the manner of the Sophists with
the most humourous exaggeration.
Cf. Arist. lop. ii. 6, 112 b, 23
Prantl, Gesch. &. Log. i. 16.

U omept pufpdv rol Gpuovidy kal
ypapudrwy phéryTos, Plato, Hipp.
Min. 368 D: w. ypauudrer duvd-
uews kal ovAkafay kal puludy kal
&ppoviéy, Hipp. Maj. 2835 €. From
Xen. Mem. iv. 4, 7, nothing can be
inferred. What Mahly, £ e xvi.
39, Alberti, L ¢. 701, and others
find in the passage is much too far-
fetched. The question is simply
this—* Of how many letters, and

extravagant bombast and

of what kind of letters, does the
word Socrates consist ?’

2 The cepwdrys of his exposi-
tiom is noticed by Philostr. V. Sepk.
i. 10, end, ne doubt, however, only
after Plato; and its xuvpiorekia by
Hermias in Phedr. 192,  Accord-
ing to the fragment in Plat. Consol.
ad Apoll. 33, he used his native
dialect, like Democritus, Hercdotus
and Hippocrates.

3 That we are justified iz doing
so, though the represemtation of
Xenophon is not literally true
(Mem. 1. 1, 34), is shown by Spen-
gel, 57 sq.

4 Prot. 337 € sqq.; ef. Hipp.
May. 286 A. With this exception,
neisher of the dialogues called Hip-
plas contains any of this mimicry.
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vedundant metaphors. That he should seek to impart
a special charm to his discourses, through the multi-
fariousness of their subject-matter and contents, might
be expected from a man of such varied learning, and
so vain of the many-sidedness of his knowledge; and
80 much the more value must he have set upon his
art of memory, especially as a help in his rhetorical
orations.! Gorgias, however, of all the Sophists at-
tained the greatest rencwn,? and exercised the most
important influence on Greek style. He was both
witty and intellectual, and managed to transplant with
brilliant success the rich ornamental imagery, the play
upon words and thoughts, of the Sicilian oratory into
Greece proper. At the same time it is in him and
his school that the weuk side of this rhetoric is most
clearly apparent. The adroitness with which Gorgias
¢ould adapt his lectures to particular objects and cir-
cumstances, and pass from jest to earnest, and viee versd,
as occasion required it, could impart a new charm to
what was already admitted, and soften down what was
startling, in unfamiliar statements?—the adornments
and brilliancy which he gave to langunage through un-

P As to this art, as well as the
varied learning of Hippias, cf. p.
4922, 2; on the art of memory in
particular, ef. Méhly, xvi. 40 sq.

2 Vide p. 4138 sq. The charac-
ter of the eloguence of Grorgias is
examined by Geel, 62 sqq., and
more thoroughly by Schonborn,
De Auth. Declamat. Gorg. 15 sqq. ;
Spengel, 63 sqq., and Foss, 50 sqq.

3 Plato says in the Phedrus
(sugm 490, 8) of him and Tisias:
74 Te ab u‘;ulcpa weyéra ral To
pEYIrG Tpikpd poivesfas wotoloe 31k

fduny Adyev, rawd Te Gpyxakws Td
7 &ortia kouvrds; Arist., Rhet. iii.
18, 1419 b, 3, quotes from him
this rule: 8elv 7y pdv owovdiy
Siapbelpery T@y évaytiav yérwre,
Tbv 8¢ yéhwra owoudy; and accord-
ing to Dionysius (vide supra, 483,
1) he was the first who wrote upon
the necessity of the orator's be-
stowing attention on the cireum-
stances of the case (wepl xapod),
though in the opipion of his critie,
he did not handle the matter satls-
factorily.
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expected and emphatic applications, through elevated
and almost poetical expression, through elegant figures
of speech, rhythmical construction,' and symmetrieally
connected propositions,—all this is acknowledged even

1 Arist. Rbet. i, 1, 1464 a, 25
7ram'ruc7) 1rpw'r71 éyévero N Aéfs,
olov 7 I‘op'ywv. Dionvs Bp. od
Pomp. 764 : b byxov Ths mouTiKAS
wapaseviis. De Vi dic. Dem. 963
Govkvdidov ral Topylov Thy ,u,e'ya)\o-
wpéretay kol oceprdryTa Kol sxah-
Adoylar. Cf. ibid. 968; Ep. ad
Pomp 762 ; Diodor. xii. 53, when
Gorglas came to Athens: 7 I;’ew-
Covri Ths Aéfews e.§e7r7\77§= TOVS
*Abyvalovs (similarly Dion, Jud. de
Lys. 488) ... mp@ros vap éxpi-
garo  THS Aegews o‘xn,u.a'rm‘pms
TEPLTTOTEPOLS Kal Th q>17\0'1'sxuzac
ﬁzaq)spouo'w, avriférors kol ilgownd-
7\015 Kal rapzo'mg real o/wmq'e)\evq-ats
kol Tigw érépois Towobrals, & TéTe
pev B 1O Eévov Tiis rarackevis
amoBoxiis DtodTo, viv 8¢ weprepylay
Exew dorel kol ¢alverar xaTayéloa-
1oy mwheovdrts Kkal karTaxbpws TiBé-
pevov. Philostr. V. Soph. i. 9,1
(cf. Bp. 78 {13], 8): Spuils e 7dp
T0Ts sOPLoTAlS ﬁpEe Kal wapaSogo-
Noylas xal wyedparos wal Tob T
peydro peydiws Epunvebe, &wo-
srdoedy Te (the emphatic interrup-
tion by the commencement of a
new proposition. Vide Frei, Rk.
Mus. 534 sqq.) kel wpoaBordr (no
doubt, of a limited kind, vide Foss,
52) 09’ &y 6 Adyos dlev éavrod
Yéverar kal coBapdTepos, on which
aecount Philostratus compares him,
in an exaggerated manner, with
ZEschylus. As figures of speech
which Gorgias invented, é.e., which
he was the first to use consclously
and designedly, there are especially
mentioned wdpige or wapiodoers
(paria paribus adjuncta, the repe-

tition of the same expressions, the
equality of syntactic construetion
and of the members in two sen-
tences) ; mapbusia or wapomoiwrers
(a play upon words of similar
sound, Spotorérevra and SGuotord-
Tapira), and antitheses, ef. (Cic.
Orat. 12, 38 sq., 52, 175, 49, 165;
Dionys. Ep. ii. ad dmm. p. 792,
808; Jud. de Thuc. 869; De Vi
die. Dem. 963, 1014, 1033 ; Arist.
Rhet. iil. 9, 1410 a, 22 sqq. The
figures mentioned by Diodorus are
included in these; amoordoes and
wpogBoral, ramed by Philostratus,
were perhaps employed by Gorgias
without giving any express ruleﬂ
concerning them: In no case ecan
we argue from Arist. J. c. that he
was unacquainted with them; for
Aristotle is then speaking only of
figures which arise out of the re~
lation of the parts of the sentence.
In the sharply pointed antitheses
and propositions of equal members,
rhytbm was directly involved, as
Cicero observes, loc. cit. Similar
arts are ascribed to Polus by
Plato, Phedr. 267 C: 74 3¢ TLdrov
wds Pppdoouer ab uoveeln Adywy,
ds durhagiohoyloy ral yvwuoroyloy
ot eicovoreytay, dvopdrwy Te Aucuu-
velor & éelvy &wphoaro wpds
molnow ebemelas (on the passage
itself, the text of which appears to
be somewhat mutilated, and ILi-
cymnius, the rhetorician, mentioned
in it, vide Spengel, 84 sqq. and
Schanz, p. 134 sq.). To this be-
longs what is said in the Phedr.
267 A of Evenus.
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by these who, in other respects, are not teo favourable in
their judgment of him. But at the same time later
critics wnanimously agree that he and his pupils, in
applying these expedients, far exeeeded the limits of
good taste. Their expositions were overladen with
unusual expressions, with tropes and metaphors,! with
pompous epithets and synonyms, with cunningly turned
antitheses, with plays upon words and sounds; their
style moved with fatiguing symmetry in short propo-
sitions consisting of two members; the theughts bore
no proportion to the expenditure of rhetorical devices,
and the whole system could enly produce, upen the
purer taste of a subsequent period, the impression of

frigidity and affectation.?

Thrasymachus introduced

a better method. Theophrastus praiseshim? for having

! Tor this reasen Aristetle says
of Alcidamas (Rket. iii. 3, 1406 a,
18), that epithets with him were
not a seasoning of speech, HIurua,
but the principal fare (¥ecpa).

2 Abundant authority for what

is said above is to be found, not’

only in the fragment frem the
funeral oration of Gorgias, but
in the unmequalled imitation of
Gorgias’s rhetorie, Symp. 194 E
5qq.; ¢f. 198 B sqq., and in the
ordinary judgments of the ancients
Dased en examples ; see the quota-
tions on p. 498, 1; also in Plato,
Phedr. 267 A, C; Gorg. 467 B,
448 C (cf. the Scholia in Spengel,
p: 87); Xenoph. Comv. 2, 26;
Arist. Rket. iii, 8 (the whole chap-
ter); Id. Rhet. ii. 19, 24,1392 b,
8, 1402 a, 10; Eth. N.vi. £, 1140
a, 19, coneerning Agathon (the
fragments of whose writings ap.
Athen. v. 185 a, 211 ¢, x1ii. 584 a);
Dionys, Jud. de Lys. 4568 ; Jud. de

Iswo, 625; De Vi Dic. in Dem. 963,
1033; Longin. =. #§. c. 8, 2;
Hermog. =. 3. il. 9; Rhet. Gr. iil.
362 (ii. 398 Speng.); Planud. in
Hermog. ibid. v. 444, 446, 499,
514 sq.; Demetr. De Interpret. c.
12, 15, 29 ; dbid. ix. 8, 10, 18 (iii.
263, 264, 268 Sp.); Doxzopater, @
Aphth. <bid. ii. 32, 240; Joseph.
Rhacendyt. Bynops. ¢ 15 ; bid. iii.
562, 521; Jo. Sicel. in Hermoyg. ;
¢bid. vi. 197 ; Suid. Topy.; Synes.
Ep. 82,133 7i Yuxpdy kal Topyraiov,
Quintil. ix. 3, 74; cf also the
apophthegms in Plut. dud. Po. c.
i p. 16 (Glor. Ath. c. 5); Cimon,
e 10; Mul. Virt. i. p. 242 B;
Qu. Conv. viil. 7, 2, 4, and what
Alex. Top. 209 (S8chol. 287, 6,
16) quotes from Lycophron; and
Philostr. Ep. 73, 8, from Zlschi-
nes.

? Ap. Dionys. Jud. Lys. 464;
De Vi Die. Lys. 958. Dion even
regards Lysias as the first who
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been the first to adopt the middle kind of speech; for
having enlivened the barrenness of ordinary language by
more copious adornments, without therefore falling into
the exaggerations of the school of Gorgias. Dionysius
also! allows that his exposition had this merit; and
we see from other accounts that he enriched the art of
rhetoric with well-considered rules for working on the
minds and emotions of the audience,® and with dis-
cussions on the formation of sentences,® rhythm,* and
external action ® and delivery. Nevertheless we cannot
say that Plato ¢ and Aristotle” are in the wrong when
they accuse him even here of a want of solidity and
thoroughness. With him, as with the other Sophists, it
is only the technical education of the orator that is re-
garded ; there is no attempt to construet his art on a
deeper basis, by means of psychology and logic, in the
manner that these philosophers justly require. The
Sophistic doectrine here also remains true to its cha-
racter; having destroyed faith in an objective truth,

jntroduced the middle kind of 3 Suid. sub voc. wp&Eros weplodor

oratory; but Spengel, 94 sq. and
Hermann, De Thrasym. 10, rightly
follow Theophrastus.

v Loe.cit.,and Jud. de Iseo, 627.
Dionysius, however, observes that
the exposition of Thrasym. only
partially answered to his design,
and Cicero, Orat. 12, 39, censures
his small verse-like sentences. A
considerable fragment of Thrasy-
machus is given by Dionysius, De
Demosth. loc. cit., and a smaller
fragment by Clemens, Strom. vi.
624 C.

2 Plato, Phedr. 267 C. Con-
cerning his “EAco, vide supra, p.
485, 1.

Kol kdAov kaTédeife.

4 Arist. Rhet. iil. 1, 1409 a, 1;
Cie. Orator, 52, 175; Quintil, ix,
4, 87.

5 Avist. Rhet.iil. 1, 1404 a, 183.

s Phedr. 267 C, 269 A, D,
271 A.

7 Arist. Rhet. iii. 1, 1854 a, 11
sGq., where Thrasymachus is not
indeed named, but is ecertainly in-
cluded in Aristotle’s general re-
marks on his predecessors; the
more 80, as he speaks expressly of
those arts in which the peculiar
strength of Thrasymachus lay—e.g.
iaBond), dpyY, Exeos, &e., as Spengel
Jjustly observes.
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and renounced science which is concerned with this
truth, the only end that remains for its instruction is a
formal versatility to which it can give neither scientific
foundation, nor a higher moral significance.

6. The value and historical tmportance of the Sophistic
Doctrine. The various tendencies included in .

In attempting to form a general opinion as to the
character and histerical position of the Sophistic doe-
trine, the first consideration. that arrests us is this:
that originally not merely teachers of different arts, but
men of various habits of thoughts, were called Sophists.
How are we justified in selecting certain individuals
from the number, and describing them exclusively as
Sophists, in contradistinction from all the rest, or in
speaking of their teaching as a definite doctrine or
tendency of mind, while in point of fact there were no
definite tenets or methods which all who were called
Sophists recognised as their own? This difficulty has
been much insisted on in modern times, as is well
known, by Grote.! The Sophists, he says, were not
a school, but a class, in whose members the most
various opinions and characters were represented; and
if an Athenian at the time of the Peloponnesian War
had been asked coneerning the most famous Sophists
of his native city, he would unquestionably have men-
tioned Socrates in the foremost rank. From this
the immediate inference is merely that the name of
Sophist bas acquired in our language a narrower

v Hist. of G viil. 505 sqq., 483.
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signification than at first belonged to it. But that
signification can only be regarded as inadmissible, if
no common peculiarity can be pointed out which eorre-
sponds to the name as at present understood. Such,
however, is not the case, Although the men whom we
are accustomed to reckon as Sophists are not united by
any common doctrines recognised by them all, there
is a certain similarity of character among them which
is unmistakable, and this peculiarity shows itself not
merely in their coming forward as teachers, but in their
whole attitude towards the science of their epoch, in
their repudiation of physical, and generally speaking,
of all merely theoretical enquiry, in the restrietion of
their sphere to arts of practical utility, in the Scepticism
explicitly avowed by the majority, and the most im-
portant, of the Sophists ; in the art of disputation, which
most of them are said to have taught and practised, in
the formal, technical treatment of rhetoric, in the free
criticism and naturalistic explanation of the belief in
gods, in the opinions concerning right and custom, the
seeds of which were sown by the scepticism of Prota-
goras and Gorgias, though these opinions themselves
only appear in a definite form at a subsequent period.
Though all these traits may not be discoverable in all
the Sophists, yet some of them are to be found in each
case ; and they all lie so much in one direction, that
while we cannot overlook the individual differences
among these men, we are nevertheless justified in re-
garding them collectively as the representatives of the
same form of culture.

What judgment then are we to pronounce respect-

VOL. IL K K
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ing the value, character, and historical importance of
this phenomenon ?

If we take into account all the strange and per-
verted notions attaching to Sophistic culture and teach-
ing, we might be inclined to adopt the view which was
formerly quite universal, and which even in modern
times! has had many advocates, viz., that it was abso-
lutely nothing but confusion and corruption, a perversion
of philosophy into an empty appearance of wisdom, and
a mercenary art of disputation—a systematised immo-
rality and frivolity—devoid of all scientific earnestness
and all sense of truth, and springing from the lowest and
meanest motives. It shows an unmistakable advance in
historieal intelligence that in modern times historians
bave begun to abandon this view, and not merely to
exonerate the Sophists from unjust aceusations, but also
to recognise, even in what is really one-sided and wrong
in them, a basis originally justifiable, and a natural
product of historical development.”> The unbounded

! ¢.g. Schleiermacher, Gesch. fora deeper comprehension of their

d. Phil. 70 sqq.; Brandis, 1. 516;
but especially Ritter, i. 576 sqq.,
628 (preface to the 2nd edition,
xiv, sqq.); and Baumhauer, in
the treatise mentioned p. 394, 1.
Similarly Waddington, Séances et
Travawr de UAcad. des Sciences
Morales,C V. (1876) 105. Brandis,
Gesch. d. Entw. 1. 217 sq., is less
severe in his judgment of the
Sophists. ]

2 Meiners, Gesch. d. Wissenseh.
ii. 175 sqq., had already recognised
the services of the Sophists in the
spread of culture and knowledge;
but Hegel (Gesch d. Phil. ii. 8
sqqa.) was the first to pave the way

doctrine and its historical position ;
these discussions were completed
by Hermann {vide supra, p. 394, 1)
with sound and learned arguments,
in which the importance of the
Sophists in regard to culture, and
their close relation with their epoch,
are especially emphasised ; cf. also
Wendt, Zu Tennemonn, i. 459 sq.;
Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. 1. 152,
157; Braniss, Gesch. d. Phil. s.
Kant, i. 144 sq.; Schwegler, Gesck.
d. Phil. 21 sq. (and for a somewhat
more unfavourable view, Gwiech.
Phil. 84 sq.) ; Haym, 4llg. Encycl.
Sect. iii. B, xxiv. 39 sq.; Ueberweg,
Grundr. 1. § 27. The side of the
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influence of these men, and the high reputation in
which many of them are asserted, even by their enemies,
to have been held, should of itself be sufficient to
prevent us from stigmatising them as empty babblers
and vain pseudo-philosophers in the manner once
usual. For whatever may be said of the evil of a
degenerate period which found its truest expression
in the Sophists, just because of its own shallowness
and want of fixed opinions; whoever in any period of
history, even the most corrupt, utters the watchword
of the time, and takes the lead in its spiritual move-
ment, we may perhaps consider as wicked, but in no
case as unimportant. But the period which admired .
the Sophists was not merely a period of degeneracy
and decline, it was also a period of a higher culture,
unique in its kind—the period of Pericles and Thuey-
dides, of Sophocles and Pheidias, of Euripides and
Aristophanes ; and those who sought out the Sophistic
leaders and made use of them for their own purposes
were not the worst and most insignificant of that gen-
eration, but the great and noble of the first rank. If
these Sophists had had nothing to communicate but a
deceptive show of wisdom, and an empty rhetoric, they
would never have exerted this influence upon their
epoch, nor have brought about this great revolution in
the Greek mind and mode of thought; the grave and
highly cultured intellect of a Pericles would hardly

Sophists is taken still more de- Versuch ciner sittlichen Wiirdigung
cidedly, but with somewhat of the d. Sophist. Redekunst (Stade, 1873},
partiality of apologists, by Grote agrees with Grote, but throws no
and Lewes in the works to which new light on the matter,

we have so often referred. Bethe,

XK 2
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have taken pleasure in their society, a Euripides would
not have valued it, a Thucydides would not have sought
instruction from them, a Socrates would not have sent
them pupils: even over the degenerate but gifted con-
temporaries of these great men their power of attraction
could scarcely have been permanent. Whatever it may
have been on which the charm of the Sophistic instruc-
tion and lectures depended, we may justly infer from
these considerations that it was something new and
important, at least for that period.

In what it more particularly econsisted we shall see
from our present discussions. The Sophists are the
¢ [lluminators’ of their time, the Encyelopsdists of
Greeee, and they share in the advantages as well as
the defects of that position. It is true that the lofty
speculation, the moral earnestness, the sober scientific
temperament entirely absorbed in its object, which we
have such frequent occasion to admire both in ancient
and modern philosophers, all this is wanting in the
Sopbists. Their whole bearing seems pretentious and
assuming, their unsettled, wandering life, their money-
making, their greediness for scholars and applause,
their petty jealousies among themselves, their vain-
gloriousness, often carried to the most ridiculous lengths,
form a striking contrast to the seientifie devotion of an
Anaxagoras or a Democritus, to the unassuming great-
ness of a Socrates, or the noble pride of a Plato; their
scepticism destroys all seientific emdeavour at the very
root, their Eristie disputation has as its final result only
the bewilderment of the interlocutor ; their rhetoric is
calculated for display, and is employed in the cause of
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wrong as well as truth ; its views of science are low, its
moral principles dangerous. Even the best and greatest
representatives of the Sophists cannot be altogether ac-
quitted of these faults ; if Protagoras and Gorgias did
not assume a position of hostility towards the prevailing
customs, they both prepared the ground for scientific
scepticism, for sophistic argumentation and rhetoric,
and consequently, in an indirect manner, for the denial
of universally valid moral laws; if Prodicus praised
virtue in eloquent words, his whole appearance is too
clesely allied with that of a Protagoras, a Gorgias and
a Hippias, to allow of our separating him from the ranks
of the Sophists, or calling him a precursor of Socrates,
in any essentially different sense from that in which the

rest were £0.!

* Such was the opinion I ex-
pressed concerning Prodicus in the
first edition of this work, p. 268,
and even after Welcker’s counter
observations, Klein. Schr. i. 528
8qq., I cannot depart from it. I
am far from erediting Prodicus
with all that ordinary opinion has
indiscriminately ascribed to the
Sophists, or with what is really
reprehensible in many of them,
nor do I deny his affinity and re-
lation to Socrates. But neither do
we find in Protageras, Gorgias,
and Hippias all the faults and
one-gidedness of Sophistieism ; they
too eongeived virtne, the teachers
of which they proclaimed them-
selves to be, primarily aceording
to the usual acceptation, and
the later theory of self-interest was
not attributed to either of them;
though Protagoras and Gorgias
prepared the way for it by their

In others, like Thrasymachus, Euthy-

scepticism, Protagoras by his treat-
ment of rhetoric, and Hippias by
his distinetion between positive and
natural law. These men may all
in a certain sense be regarded as
the precursors of Socrates, and the
importance of Protagoras and Gor-
gias is, in this respect, far greater
than that of Prodicus. For they
anticipated him in the attempt to
found a class of teachers who
should work, by instruction, upon
the moral improvement of man
(Welcker, 535) ; the content of their
moral theory, as has been already
remarked, was in essential agree-
ment with that of Prodicus, and
with the prevailing opinions, and
was not further removed from the
new and peculiar theory of the
Socratic ethics than were the
popular moral maxims of Prodicus.
But in the treatment of this subject-
_matter, Gorgias, by his discussions
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demus, Dionysodorus, in the whole crowd of attendant

concerning the duties of particular
classes of men, comes much nearer
to a scientific definition than Pro-
dicus with hisuniversaland popular
glorification of virtue; and the
mythus which Plato puts into the
mouth of Protagoras, and the re-
marks conneeted with it, on the
teachableness of virtue, stand, in
respect to the thoughts contained
in them, far above the. apologue
of Prodiems. In regard to other
achievements, the verbal distine-
tions introduced, by the sage of
Ceos, may certainly have had an
influence on the Socratic method
of determining the concept: they
may also have contributed not
a little to the enquiries concern-
ing the various meanings of words,
which subsequently beeame so im-
portant in the Aristotelian meta-
physics; but in the first place,
Protagoras preceded Prodicus in
this respect; and secondly, these
verbal distinetions, whieh Plato
held cheaply enough, cannot be
compared for their influence wpon
the later and especially upon the
Socratic science, with the dialectical
discussions, and the discussions on
the theory of knowledge, of Prota-
goras and Gorgias, which precisely
through their sceptical results led
up to the discrimination of essence
from the sensible phenomenon, and
to the introduction of a philosophy
of conceptions. At the same time,
however, the limitation of the dis-
cussions of Prodicus to verbal ex-
pression, and the exaggerated im-
portance ascribed to this subject,
show that we are here concerned
with something that lay exclusively
in the formal and one-sided rhe-
torical direction. Further, in re-
spect to the moral theory of Pro-

dicus, we must concede to Welcker
that its Eudeemonistie basis is no
proof of its Sophistic character ;
but on the other hand, we must
remember that of the distinctive
peculiarities of the Socratic ethies,
of the great principle of self-
knowledge, of the reduction of
virtue to knowledge, of the de-
rivation of moral preseripts from
universal coneeptions, we find in
Prodicus not a trace. Lastly,
what we know of his views about
the gods is quite in the spirit of
the Sophistic culture. Althcugh
therefore Prodicus may be called
¢ the most innocent of the Sophists’
(Spengel, 59), inasmuch as we are
acquainted with no principles of his
dangerous to morality and seience,
it is not merely an external simi-
larity, but also the internal affinity
of his seientifle character and pro-
cedure with those of the Sophists,
which makes me hold to the prece-
dent of the ancient writers, who
unanimously counted him in the
Sophistic ranks. (Vide supra, p.
419, 3.) The disputing of moral
principles does not necessarily be-
long to the conception of the So-
phist, and even theoretical sceptic-
ism is not inseparable from it,
though both were included no
doubt in the consequences of the
Sophistic peint of view: a Sophist
is one who comes forward with the
claim to be a teacher of wisdom,
whereas he is notconcerned with the
scientific investigation of the ob-
Jeet, but ounly with the formal and
practical culture of the subjeet;
and these characteristics are ap-
plicable even to Prodicus, Cf.
with the foregoing remarks, Schanz,
foc. cit. p. 41 sqqg.
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scholars and imitators, we see the one-sided narrow-
nesses and exaggerations of the Sophistic stand-point
exhibited in all their nakedness, We must not, how-
ever, forget that these defects are only in the main
the reverse side, the degradation of a movement
that was both important and justifiable; and that we
equally fail to recognise the true character of the
Sophists, or to do justice to their real services, whether
we regard them merely as destroyers of the ancient
Greek theory of life, or with Grote, as its representatives.
The previous period had confined itself in its practical
conduct to the moral and religious tradition, and in its
science to the contemplation of nature; such at any
rate was its predominant character, though isolated
phenomena, as is always the case, announced and pre-
pared the way for the later form of culture. Now people
awoke to the consciousmess that this is not sufficient,
that nothing can be of real worth or value for a man that
is not approved by his personal conviction, or that has
not attained a personal interest for him. In a word,
the validity of the principle of subjectivity is asserted.
Man Joses his reverence for the actual as such, he will
accept nothing as true which he has not proved, he will
occupy himself with nothing, the advantage of which for
himself he does not sse: he will act upon his own know-
ledge, use all that offers for himself, be everywhere at
home, discuss and decide everything. The demand for
universal culture is aroused, and philosophy makes itself
subservient to that demand. But, because this road is
opened for the first time, it is not so easy to find the way
upon it; man has not yet discovered in himself the
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point at which he must place himself, in order to see
the world in the right light, and not to lose his balance
in his actions. The previous science no longer satisfies
his mental needs; he finds its scope too limited, its funda-
mental conceptions uncertain and contradictory. The
considerations by which the Sophists made men conscious
of this ought not to be undervalued, nor especially the
importance of the Protagorean scepticism in regard to
questions about the theory of knowledge ; but instead
of completing physics by a system of ethics, physies are
now entirely set aside ; instead of seeking a new scientific
method, the possibility of wisdom is denied. The same
is the case with the sphere of morals; the Sophists are
right in acknowledging that the truth of a principle,
~the binding nature of a law, is not demonstrated by its-
validity as a matler of fact; that ancient usage as such
is no proof of the necessity of a thing ; but instead of
proceeding to seek for the internal grounds of obliga-
tion in the nature of moral activities and relations, they
are satisfied with the negative result, with the invalidity
of existing laws, with the abandonment of traditional
customs and opinions; and, as the positive side of this
negation, there remains only the fortuitous action of
the individual regulated by no law and no general prin-
ciple—only caprice and personal advantage. Nor is it
otherwise with the attitude adopted by the Sophists
towards religion. That they doubted the gods of their
nation and saw in them creations of the human mind
will never be a reproach to them, nor should the histor-
ical significance of this scepticism be lightly esteemed.
They erred in not supplementing their denial with any
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positive affirmation, in losing, with the belief in gods,
religion altogether. The Sophistic ¢ Illumination ’ is cer-
tainly therefore superficial and one-sided in its nature,
and unscientific and dangerous in its results. But all
that is trivial in our eyes was not trivial to the contem-
poraries of the first Sophists, and everything that
experience has since shown to be pernicious was not
therefore a thing to be avoided from its commencement.
The Sophistic movement is the fruit and the organ of
the most complete revolution that had hitherto taken
place in the thought and intellectual life of the Greeks.
This nation stood on the threshold of a new period;
there opened before it a view into a previously un-
known world of freedom and culture: can we wonder
if it became giddy on the height so quickly climbed, if
its self-confidence transcended the due limits; if man
thought himself no longer bound by laws when he had
once recognised their source in human will ; and re-
garded all things as subjective phenomena, because we
see all things in the mirror of our own conscious-
ness? The way of the old science had been lost, a
new science had not yet been discovered; the moral
powers that existed could not prove their claim to
authority, the higher law within a man was not as
yet acknowledged ; there was a straining to get beyond
natural philosophy, natural religion, and a morality
which was the natural growth of custom, but there was
nothing to set in their place but Empirical subjectivity,
dependent upon external impressions and sensuous im-
pulses. - Thus, in the desire to render himself inde-
pendent of the actual, man again directly sank back
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into a state of dependence upon it; and an attempt,
which was justifiable in its general tendency, on account
of its one-sidedness bore dangerous fruits for science
and for life.! But this one-sidedness was not to be
avoided, and in the history of philosophy, it is not even
to be deplored. The fermentation of the time to which
the Sophists belong brought many turbid and impure
substances to the surface, but it was necessary that the
Greek mind should pass through this fermentation
before it attained the clarified stage of the Soecratic
wisdom ; and as the Germans would scarcely have had a
Kant without the ¢ dufklirungsperiode, so the Greeks
would scarcely have had a Socrates and a Socratic phi-
losophy without the Sophists,

The relation of the Sophists to the previous philo-
sophy was, on the one side, as we have already seen, hos-
tile, inasmuch as they opposed themselves, not merely
to its results, but to its whole tendency, and denied the
possibility of any scientific knowledge whatever; at the

same time, however, they

! That the Sophists were not
indeed the only, or the chief
cause, of the moral disorganisation
which prevailed during the Pelo-
ponnesian war; that the aberrations
of their Ethics were rather an evi-
dence than a reason of this dis-
organisation, is evident and has
already been shown, p. 401 sq.
Grote (vii. 51 sq.; viil. 644 sq.)
appeals, with justice, to Plato’s
assertion (Rep. vi. 492 A sq.) : we
ought not to think that it is the
Sophists who corrupt youth, the
public itself is the greatest of all
Sophists, tolerating nothing that

made use of the points of

differs from its own opinions and
inclinations; the Sophists are
merely persons who kuow how to
manage the public adroitly, to
flatter its prejudices and wishes,
and to teach others the same art.
But there is no occasion therefore
to deny, as Grote does (vill. 508
$qq.), in opposition to the most
express statements of Thueydides
(ii1. 82 sq.; iii. 52), and the un-
equivocal testimony of history, that
in this period generally a disor-
ganisation of moral ideas, and a
decline of political virtue and of
the regard for law, took place.
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contact afforded them by the older philosophy ;! and
founded their scepticism partly upon the physics of
Heracleitus, and partly upon the dialectical arguments
of the Eleatics. But we are scarcely justified in recog-
nising on this account Eleatic, as distinet from Prota-
gorean, Sophists;? for Protagoras and Gorgias attain
essentially the same result, the impossibility of know-
ledge ; and as regards the practical side of Sophistie
teaching —Eristic disputation, Ethies, and Rhetoric—
it makes little difference whether this result be deduced
from Heracleitean or Eleatic presuppositions. Most of
the Sophists, moreover, take no further account of this
diversity of scientific starting-points, and trouble them-
selves little about the origin of the sceptical arguments
which they employ according as the need of them arises.
It would be difficult to say in the case of several very
important Sophists, e.g., Prodicus, Hippias, Thrasyma-
chus, to which of the two classes they belong. If to these
classes be added the Atomistic doctrine, as a degenerate
form of the Empedoclean and Anaxagorean physics,® it
has been already shown (p. 294 sqq.) that the Atomists
do not belong to the Sophistic Schools ; and we should be
unjust, moreover, to the Sophists, and ignore what is new
and characteristic in the movement, if we were to treat
it merely as the deterioration of the previous philo-

1 Cf. p. 398 sq., 404 sqq.

2 Schleiermacher, Gesck. d.
Pril. 71 sq., defines this difference
in the following hair-splitting, and
we might almost say, Sophistic
formula: In Magna Greecia, he says,
Sophistic teaching was dofecodia,
in Jonia, wuniversal knowledge,
knowledge about appearance, sogo-

dotle (both words, however, mean
exactly the same); Ritter, i. 589
sq., Brandis and Hermann, vide
infra, Ast. Gesch. d. Pkil. 96 sq.,
had already drawn a distinction
between the Tonian and Italian
Sophists.

3 Schleiermacher and Ritter,
loc. cit.
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sophy, or even as the deterioration of particular branches
of that philosophy. The same may be said of Ritter’s
observation, that the later Pythagoreanism was likewise
a kind of Sophistic doctrine. Finally, when Hermann!
distinguishes an FEleatic, Heracleitean and Abderite
Sophisticism, and says the first is represented by Gorgias,
the second by Euthydemus, the third by Protagoras, we
may urge in reply that no clear result is obtained from
the division of the leading Sophists into these three
classes, and that the division itself is not in agreement
with historical fact. For Protagoras bases his theory of
knowledge, not on Atomistic, but exclusively on Hera-
cleitean conceptions, and Euthydemus is distinguished
from him, not by his adopting the theories of Heraclei~
tus in greater purity, but on the contrary, by his sup-
plementing them with certain propositions borrowed
from the Eleatics.? Democritus and Protagoras certainly

L Zeitschr. f. Alterthumsw. 1834,
369 sq. cf. 295 sq.; Plat. Phil.
190, 299, 151 ; De Philos. Jon.
Atatt. 17; cf. Petersen, Philol.-
Histor. Stud. 36, who derives
Protagoras from Heracleitus and
Democritus conjointly.

2 Hermann urges in support of
his theory that Democritus, like
Protagoras, declared the phenome-
nal to be the true : ‘we have already
seen, however, p. 272 sq., that this
is only an inference drawn by Aris-
totle from his sensualistie teaching,
but which Democritus himself was
far from entertaining., Hermann
further says that as Democritus
held that like was only known by
like, so Protagoras maintained that
the knowing subject must be moved,
as much as the thing known;

whereas, according to Heracleitus,
unlike is known by unlike. Her-
mann, however, has here confounded
two very different things. Theo-
phrastus (vide supra, p. 89, 2) says
of Heracleitus, that, like Anaxa-
goras subsequently, he supposed
in regard to the sense-perception
(for to this only the proposition
relates, and to this only it is re-
ferred by Theophrastus : the reason
external to us, the primitive fire,
we know, according to Heracleitus,
by means of the rational and fiery
element within us) that contraries
are known by contraries, warm by
cold, &e. DProtagoras is so far
from contradicting this statement
that he rather derives, with Hera-
clettus, the sense-perception from
the encounter of opposite motions,
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agree in the assertion, that the sensible qualities of
things merely describe the manner in which things
affect us; but this agreement is rather to be explained
by the influence of Protagoras on Democritus, than by

that of Democritus or Protagoras.!

an active and a passive motion
(vide sup. 445 sqq., cf. 88 sq.). On
the other hand, that the knowing
subject and the thing known must
equally be moved, was not only
admitted by Heracleitus, but he
was the first among the ancient
physicists to assert it, and Prota-
goras borrowed the statement, as
we have shown, l. ¢, according to
Plato and others, from him alone.
Lastly it is said that Cratylus the
Heracleitean, maintains, in Plato,
the direct contrary of Protagoras’s
theorem ; this I cannot find; it
rather seems to me that the state-
ments that language is the work of
the maker of names, that all names
are equally true and that one can-
not utter anything false (Crat. 429
B, D), are entirely in harmony with
the standpoint of Protagoras, and
when Proclus (in Craf. 41) opposes
to Euthydemus’s theorem that ‘all
is at the same time true to all,’ the
famous Protagorean proposition, I
can seo no great difference between
them. Cf. the proofs given, p. 456
sq. Moreover, as all our authori-
ties, and Plato himself, derive the
Protagorean theory of knowledge
primarily from the physies of
Heracleitus, and as no trace of an
Atomistic doctrineis diseernible in
Protagoras, and even the possibility
of such a doctrine is excluded by
his theory, history must abide by
the usual opinion concerning the
relation of Protagoras to Heraclei-
tus, This judgment is endorsed
by Frei, Quest. Prot. 105 sqq.;

Neither of these

Rhein. Mus. viil. 278, &e. When
Vitringa, De Prot. 188 sqq. urges
in favour of Protagoras’s connection
with Democritus, that Democritus
(like Protagoras, vide supra, p. 445
sq.) maintained a motion without
beginning, a doing and a suffering,
he relies on points of comparison
that are much too indefinite: the
question is, whether we are to
derive a theory which starts from
the presupposition that there is no
unchangeable Being, from a system
which is based upon this very
theorem ; or from another system
which denies all change of original
Being : from Democritus in faet,
rather than Heracleitus. What
Vitringa further adduces has little
weight.

! Tange, Gesch. d. Mater. i.
131 sq., is indeed of opinion that
the subjectivé tendency of Pro-
tagoras in his theory of knowledge,
the cancelling of sensible qualities
in subjective impressions, cannot be
explained from Heracleitus alone;
and that the »due yauwcl, &e. of
Democritus forms the natural tran-
sition from Physics to Sophisticism.
In case, therefore, Protagoras was
really twenty years older than De-
mocritus, we must suppose that,
having been originally merely an
orator and a teacher of politics, he
subsequently formed his system
under the influence of Democritus.
But it is not easy to see why the
assertion of the philosophers (so
often repeated from Heracleitus
and Parmenides onwards) that the
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classifications, therefore, appears either true or satis-

factory.

Nor do the internal differences between individual
Sophists seem important enough to constitute a basis
for the theory of separate schools. When, for instance,

senses are untrustworthy-——was not
sufficient to lead Protagoras to the
conclusion that sinee it ¢s through
the senses alone we have any know-
ledge of things, if {key are untrust~
worthy, we can know absolutely
nothing, and why Heracleitus’s
statement that everything per-
ceptible to sense is only a passing
phenomenon, and what the senses
tell us is merely delusive appear-
ance (vide p. 88), might not have
cansed him (Protagoras) to adopt
the theory which Plato and Sextus
ascribe to him (ef. p. 445 s¢.). It
was only necessary that, on the one
hand, Heracleitus's propositions of
the flux of all things, and of the
opposite course of motions, should
have been expressly applied to the
question concerning the origin of
perceptions, in order to explain the
untrustworthiness of perceptions
already maintained by Heracleitus ;
and that on the other hand, rational
perception, in which Heracleitus
found truth, should have been over-
looked (cf. pp. 118, 114). But this
Jatter must have occurred (as Lange
himself remarks) even with the doc-
trine of Democritus, if a scepticism
like that of Protagoras was to re-
sult from it; and in the former
case, Heracleitus alone could have
furnishé the presuppositions with
which Protagoras is actuaily con-
nected : whereas, as has been al-
ready shown, it is impossible to
deduce his theory, as represented
to us in history, from the Ato-
mistic philosophy.  The philo-

sopher who sees in bodies com-
binations of unchangeable sub-
stances, may complain of the
senses because they do not show
us these fundamental constituents
of bodies, and consequently make
the Becoming and Decay of the
composite appear as an absolute
Becoming and Decay; but he can-
not complain of them, as Protago-
ras did, because nothing permanent,
speaking generally, corresponds
with the phenomena which they
show us, and because the objects
perceived only exist in the moment
of perception. The only thing in
which Protagoras reminds us of
Democritus is the proposition (p.
448, 1), that things are white,
warm, hard, &c., only in so far and
for so long as our senses are af-
fected by them. This has, no
doubt, a similarity with the state-
ment attributed by Theophrastus
(sup. p. 231, 3) to Democritus (in
the véue yAved, &e., p. 219, 3, it is
not as yet to be found); vdv &Arwy
aiocOyrar (besides weight, hard-
ness, &c.) otdevds elvar Pphoiw, GANG
wdvra wdbn T alodhoews GANoiov-
wévns. But if Democritus really
said this, and it was not merely a
comment of Theophrastus on some
utterance of his, and if his coin-
cidence with Protagoras is not
merely fortnitous, it is still a
question which of these men first
asserted the proposition. In favour
of Protagoras, there is the fact
that he was not only much older
than Democritus, but that Demo-~
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Wendt! divides the Sophists into those who came for-
ward chiefly as orators, and those who were more espe-
cially known as teachers of wisdom and virtue, we can
see by the use of the word ¢more’ how uncertain such a
division must be ; and if we try to apportion the known
historical names to the two classes, we immediately fall
into confusion.? Instruction in rhetoric was not usually,
with the Sophists, separated from their teaching of
virtue ; eloquence was regarded by them as the most
important instrument of political power, and the theo-
retical side of their teaching, which, in reference to phi-
losophy, is precisely of most consequence, is passed over
in this classification. The classification of Petersen® is
10 better: he makes a distinetion between the subject-
ive scepticism of Protagoras, the objective scepticism of
Gorgias, the moral scepticism of Thrasymachus, and the

religious scepticism of Critias.

critus (according to p. 275) op-
posed his scepticism ; for in spite
of Lange, the relation of age be-
tween the two is beyond a doubt.
It is also very improbable that
Protagoras only arrived at his
sceptical theory, and his doctrine,
Man is the measure of all things,’
several years after his first ap-
pearance as a teacher; for this
doetrine was of radical importance
for him, and was essentially con-
nected with his art of disputation,
his repudiation of physies, and his
restriction to the practical sphere.
1 Wendt, Zu Tennemann,i. 467.
Similarly Tennemann himself, /. ¢.,
discriminates those Sophists who
were also orators, and those who
separated sophistic teaching from
rhetorie. But in the second class

‘What is here described

he places only Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus; and these do mnot
belong to it, strictly speaking ; for
they likewise taught judicial ora-
tory, which they never, even sub-
sequently, quite abandoned : Plato,
Euthyd. 271 D sq., 273 O sq.

? Wendt reckons in the first
class, besides Tisias—who was cnly
a rhetorician and not a sophist—
Gorgias, Meno, Polus, Thrasyma-
chus; in the second, Protagoras,
Cratylus, Prodieis, Hippias, Eu-
thydemus. But Gorgias is also of
importance as a teacher of virtue,
especially because of his seeptieal
enquiries, and Protagoras, Prodicus,
Euthydemus occupied themselves
much in their instructions and
their writings with rhetoric.

8 Philos. Histor. Studien. 85 sqq.
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as peculiar to Thrasymachus and Critias is common to
them and to the majority of the Sophists, at any rate, of
the later Sophists; Protagoras and Gorgias also are
closely allied to each other in their conclusions and gene-
ral tendency ; lastly, Hippias and Prodicus find in these
categories no special place. Against the exposition of
Brandis,! likewise, much may be urged. Brandis ob-
serves that the Heracleitean Sophisticism of Protagoras
and the Eleatic Sophisticism of Gorgias very soon be-~
came united in an extensive school, which branched off
in different directions. Arnong these branches two classes
are primarily distingnished : the dialectical sceptics and
those who attacked morality and religion. Among the
former, Brandis reckons Euthydemus, Dionysodorus and
Lyeophron ; with the latter, Critias, Polus, Callicles,
Thrasymachus, Diagoras. In addition to these, he
mentions Hippias and Prodicus; of whom Hippias en-
riched his rhetorie with multifarious knowledge, and
Prodicus, by his linguistic discussions and his didactic
discourses, sowed the seeds of more serious thought.
But though this theory is right in asserting that the
Sophisticism of Protagoras and that of Gorgias were
very soon united, yet the discrimination of dialectic
and ethical scepticism affords no good dividing line ; for
this reason, that they are in their nature mutually de-
pendent, and the one is merely the direct application of
the other; if, therefore, in particular details they do
not always coincide, this is not the result of any essen-
tial difference of scientific tendency. We know, how-
ever, too little of most of the Sophists to be able to

v Gr.-Bom. Phil. i. 523, 541, 543.
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judge with certainty how they stood in respect to this
matter ; even Brandis does not place Prodicus and
Hippias in either of the two categories. Vitringa!
names them with Protagoras and Gorgias as the heads
of the four Sophistic schools which he assumes; he
designates the school of Protagoras as sensualistic, that
of Prodicus as ethical, that of Hippias as physieal, that
of Gorgias as politico-rhetorical ; but in this way we
do not obtain a true representation of the individual
character and mutual relation of these men;? nor
does history give us any warrant for dividing all the
Sophists with whom we are acquainted, even if it
were possible to do so, into the four schools just men-

tioned.?

v De Sophistarum scholis que
Socratis etate Athewis floruerunt,
Mnemosyne, il. (1853) 223-237.

2 Vitringa calls the doctrine of
Protagoras  absolute sensualism ;’
but his theory of knowledge is
rather a scepticism, starting mno
doubt from sensualistic presuppo-
sitions; and his ethico-political
views, on the other hand, are
brought into connection by Vi-
tringa (Il ¢. 226) with this sen-
sualism 1n a very arbitrary manner;,
moreover his rhetorie, which con-
stituted a chief part of his activity,
is in harmony with his scepticism,
but pot at all with sensualism,
Prodicus, likewise, is not merely a
moralist, but also a rhetorician :
in Plato his discussions on lan-
guage are placed decidedly in the
foreground. Still less can Hippias
be described as a physicist merely :
he is a man of universal know-
ledge ; indeed, it would seem that
the greater part of his speeches and

VOL. II,

writings were of an historical and
moral nature. Lastly, if Gorgias,
at a later period, professed to teach
rhetoric only, we cannot, in esti-
mating bis seientific character, pass
over either his sceptical demon-
strations or his doctrine of virtue.

# In the school of Protagoras
Vitringa includes Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus, in that of Gorgias,
Thrasymachus ; but the two former
were not exclusively allied with
Protagoras, as has been already
shown pp. 456, 457 ; and that Thra-
symachus belonged to the Gorgian
school there is no evidence to
prove. The character of his rhe-
torie (vide supra, p. 494) is against
the supposition. On the other
band, Agathon, who was not, how-
ever, a Sophist, must have been
designated as a disciple of Gorgias
and not of Prodicus (cf. p. 494, 2).
He is represented in Plato, Prot.
3156 D, as a hearer of Gorgias, but
that proves nothing.

L L
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If we possessed more of the writings of the Sophists,
and had tradition informed us more perfectly as to their
opinions, it might, however, have been possible to follow
up the characteristics of the different schools somewhat
further. But our accounts are very scanty, and indeed
any fixed boundaries between the schools seem to be
excluded by the very nature of Sophisticism; for its
purpose was not to guarantee objective knowledge, but
only subjective readiness of thought and practical
versatility. This form of culture is tied to no scientific
system and principle, its distinctive character appears
far more in the ease with which it takes from the most
various theories whatever may be useful for its tempo-
rary purpose; and for this reason it propagates itself
not in separate and exclusive schools, but in a freer
manner, by mental infection of different kinds.! Al-
though therefore it may be true that one Sophist ar-
rived at his results through the Eleatic presuppositions,
and another through those of Heracleitus; that one
gave the preference to Eristic dlsputatlon, and another
to rhetoric, that one confined himself to the practical
arts of the Sophists, and another adopted their theories
also; that one paid greater attention to ethical and
another to dialectical enquiries; that one desired to
be called a rhetorician, and another a teacher of virtue
or a Sophist; and that the first Sophists transmitted in
these respects their own characteristics to their scholars ;
yet all these distinctions are fluctuating; they cannot
be regarded as essentially different conceptions of the
Sophistic principle, but only as separate marifestations

! As Brandis well observes.
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of that principle according to individual tendency and
temperament.

There is more to be said for the division of the
earlier Sophists from the later. Exhibitions like those
which Plato describes in so masterly a manner in the
Buthydemus, are as far removed from the important
personalities of a Protagorasand a Grorgias as the virtue
of a-Diogenes from that of a Socrates; and the later
Sophists, as a rule, bear unmistakable marks of de-
generacy and decline. The moral principles especially,
which in the sequel justly gave so much offence, are
alien to the Sophistic teachers of the first period. But
we must not overlook the fact that even the later form
of Sophisticism was not accidental, but an inevitable
counsequence of the Sophistic standpoint, and that there-
fore its premonitory symptoms begin even with its most
celebrated representatives. Where belief in a truth of
universal validity is abandoned, and all science is dissi-
pated in Eristic argumentation and rhetoric, as is the
case here, everything will in the end be dependent on
the caprice and advantage of the individual ; and even
scientific activity will be degraded from a striving after
truth, concerned solely with its object, into an instru-
ment for the satisfaction of self-interest and vanify.
The first authors of such a mode of thought generally
hesitate to draw these inferences simply and logieally,
because their own culture still partly belongs to an
earlier time ; those on the other hand who have grown
up in the new culture, and are bound by no antagonistic
reminiscences, cannot avoid such inferences, and having
once set out upon the new road, must declare them-

LL2



516 THE SOPHISTS.

selves more decidedly with each fresh step. But a
simple return to the old faith and morality, such as
Aristophanes demands, could not have taken place, nor
would it have satisfied men who more deeply understood
their own times. The true way of transcending the
Sophistic teaching was shown by Socrates alone, who
sought to gain in thought itself, the power of which had
been proved by the destruction of the previous con-
vietions, 2 deeper basis for science and morality.
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ABA

ABAR[S, Hyperborean priest of
Apollo, Pythagorean legends
of, 1. 327, 1; 339, n.

Acusilaus, cosmology of, i. 97;
reckoned among the seven wise
men, i. 119, 1

Adrastea, in Orphic cosmogonies,
i. 100 sq.

Asop, his date and writings, i. 115

Aiker, a divinity, according to
Hesiod, i. 86; and Epimenides,

3. 97; derivation of the word,
ii. 355, 3; how regarded by
Heracleitus, 24,25 ; Empedocles,
154, 1; Anaxagoras, 355, 365,
possibly the fifth clement of
the Pythagoreans, 436, 4; 437,1

Agathon, ii. 415, n.

Air, how regarded by Anaximan-
der, i. 232, 241, 251 sq., 256,
258 ; by Anaximenes, 1. 267 sqq.;
by Bippo and Ideeus, 284; by
Diogenes, 288 3q.; by the Pytha-
goreans, 436, 467; by Xeno-
phanes, 565 sq., 578 ; by Parme-
nides, 599; by Heracleitus, ii.
51, 3; by Empedocles, 125, 130,
155; by Democritus, 234, 247
sq., 287, 289; by Metredorus,
315, 2; by Anaxagoras, 355, 365

Aleeus, a lyric poet m 7th century
B, 1. 114; 118,1

Aleidamas the Sophist, i, 425, 477

Alcimus cited by Diogenes Laer-

ANA

tius in regard to the philosophy
of Epicharmus, i. 529 ; probably
the same Sicilian whose SiceAtke
are mentioned in Athen. xii.
518 b, cf. vii. 322; x. 441 a.
See General Index to the Ger-
man text of the present work

Alemeon, a physicianinfluenced by
Pythagorean philosophy, i. 323,
449, n., 521, 525

Anacharsis, sometimes reckoned
among the seven wise men, i.
119, 1

Anacreon, a lyrie poet, 1. 114; on
the future life, 1. 126

Anazagoras of Clazomenz, some-
times reckoned among the seven
wise men, 1. 119, 1 ; his supposed
affinity with Judaism, 1. 35, 87;
with Oriental philosophy,ii. 385;
his relation to predecessors and
contemporaries, i. 200 sqq.; ii.
330 sqq., 373 sqq.; his life and
writings, ii. 321 sqq. ; his philo-
sophy, ii. 329 ; impossibility of
Generation and Decay, 331;
primitive substances, 332; origi-
nal mixture of matter, 338 ; vous,
342 sqq.; question of its person-
ality, 346 sq. ; efficient activity of
vobs, 360 &q.; origin and system
ofthe Universe, 354 sq. ; Meteo~,
rology, 362 ; living ereatures. 363
sq.; plants and animals, 365 ;



518

ANA

man, 367; the senses, 368;
reason, 370 ; ethies,871; hisat-
titude to religion, 872; general
character of his philosophy, 883
sq.; school of, 387

Anaxarchus of Abdera, an Ato-
mist ; his heroism under torture,
ii. 817, 5

Anazimander of Miletus, his life
and date, i, 227, 2; author of
first Greek work on philosophy,
228 ; his &wetpor, 228 sqq., 241 ;
this was not a mechanical mix-
ture, 233 sqq. ; nor a determinate
substance, 247 ; its eternity and
animate nature, 248, 249; cos-
molegy of Anaximander, 250
sqq.; alternate construction and
destruection of the world, 256 ;
origin of animals, 255 ; descent
of man, 256; infinite worlds,
257; the soul, 266; meteoro-
logy, 256 ; his connection with
Thales, 266 ; historical position,
265

Anazximenes of Miletus, 1. 266 ; his
date, 266, 2; primitive matter,
air, 267 sq.; rarefaction and
condensation, 271 ; formation of
the universe, 271 sqq. ; meteor-
ology, 271, 278 ; the sonl, 278;
historieal position, 278

Animals, origin of, according to
Anaximander, 1. 255; Hippo,
282; Diogenes of Apollonia, 296 ;
the Pythagoreans, 480 ; nutri-
tion of, by smell, 481, n.; opi-
nions respecting, of Pythago-
reans, 447, n.; 484, 2; of
Alemeon, 622, 2; of Epichar-
mus, 530 ; of Xenophanes, 577 ;
of Parmenides, 601; of Empe~
docles, ii. 160 sqq., 174, 175; of
Democritus, 253,254 ; of Anaxa-
goras, 363, 366; of Archelans,
392

Anthropology,ancient Greek,1.128;
of the various philosophers ; see

INDEX.

ART

the summaries of their doctrines
under their names

Antimerus, a Sophist, disciple of
Protagoras, ii. 426

Antiphon, a Sophist, ii. 361, 6;
426

Apollonius, a poet of Alexandria;
his allusions to Orphic cosmo-
gony, 1. 99

Archenetus, 1. 393

Archelaus,a disciple of Anaxagoras,
ii. 387 ; his doctrines, 389 sqq.

Archilochus, 1. 122

Archytas, his life and writings, i.
319-322, 366 5q., 390; his sup-
posed doctrine of Ideas, 820

Aristodemus, sometimes included
among the seven wise men, 1.
118,1; 119,1

Aristotle, standpoint and character
of his philesophy, i. 155, 162,
172, 175, 182 ; second period of
Greck philosophy closes with,
184, 179: on the Socratic and
pre-Socratic philosophy, 185,
189; omn Thales, 217, 218;
Anaxzimander, 228 sqq.; Anaxi-
menes, 271, 1; 275; Diogenes,
288,289,299 ; the Pythagoreans,
306 sq.; 351, 2; 418, 419 sq.,
476, 481, 509; Eleatics, 533,
640; Xenophanes, 562, 565;
Parmenides, 583,%., 593 ; 606,1 ;
Zeno, 613, 622; 624, 1; 625;
Melissus, 534, 635, 630 sq.;
Heracleitus, ii. 6, n., 12, 36, 59,
65 ; Empedocles, 119, 2., 181, 7.,
189, 144, 149, 158 ; the Atom-
ists, 208, #., 210 sq., 287-245,
300, 313 ; Anaxagoras, 333 sg.,
340, 354, 357, 364

Aristoxenus of Tarentum,a disciple
of Aristotle, on the Pythago-
reans, i. 329; 351, 2; 358, n.;
361, 364 sqq., 493

Arithmetic, supposed diseovery of,
by Pheenicians, i, 215, 1; in-
cluded in Greek education, 78
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prominence in Pythagorean phi-

losophy, 407, 419

Art, not included in philosophy, i.
8; influence of, on philosophy,
54 ; religion ministered to, 64 ;
connection of, with political pros-
perity, 81; Greek, as distin-
guished from modern, i. 142~
144 ; some arts borrowed from
animals, ii. 277; of happiness,
280 ; derivation of, according to
Heracleitus, 308, 1

&px4, first application of the word
to a first principle by Anaxi-
mander, i, 248

Astronomy ; see Stars

arapetia of the Sceptics, 1. 159

Athens in the 5th century B.c., i,
395, 401

Atomistic School, ii. 207 ; Atom-
istic (Democritean) philosophy;
principle and a standpoint, 210
5qq.; Beeomingand Deeay, 215 ;
Being and Non-Being, 217;
Atoms and the Void, 219 ; quali-
tiesoftheatoms, 219 ; differences
among them, 223, 245 ; the Void,
228 ; changes, reciprocal rela-
tion, and gualities of things, 239
8q, ; primary and secondary qua-
lities, 232; the clements, 234 ;
movement of the atoms, 235;
denial of Chance, 239 ; vortex,
247 ; formation of the universe,
244 sq.; innumerable -worlds,
245; inorganic nature, 252;
meteorology, 258, 1 ; plants and
animals, 2568 sg., 268; man:
his body, 253 ; suul, 258; rela-
tion of soul and body, 261;
untversal diffusion of soul, 263 ;
eognition and sensation, 266,
271 ; sight and hearing, 268 sq, ;
thought, 271, 275 ; rational and
sensible perception, 271, 272;
supposed scepticism of Demo-
eritus, 275; opinion as to the
beginnings of human culture,
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BOD
277; ethies, 278 sqq.; happi-
ness, 279 ; friendship, 283; the
state, 284 ; marriage, 285; re-
ligion, 287; eldwAa, 289 sq.;
prognostices and magic, 290,291 ;
position and character of Ato-
mistic philosophy, 292 sq.; not
a form of Sophistic doctrine,
294 sq. ; relation to Eleatic phi-
losophy, 305 sq. ; to Heracleitus,
309; to Empedocles, 310; to
Pythagoreans, 312; to ancient
Tonians, 812; to Anaxagoras,
813; later representatives, Me-
trodorus, 313 ; Anaxarchus, 317

EANS, prohibition of, by Py-

thagoras, 1. 331, 1; 344; 351,
1; by Numa, 519, n.; by Empe-
doeles, ii. 175, 8

Becoming, denial of, by the Eleatics,
i. 208 ; how regarded by Hera-
cleitus, Empedocles, the Ato-
mists, and Anaxagoras, 208.
See the acconnt of the doctrines
of the several philosophers un~
der their names

Being, how apprehended by the
earlier and later Physicists, i,
187 sq., 198, 206-208; by Par~
menides, 580 sqq. ; by Melissus,
629 sqq. : by the Eleatics gene-
rally, 640; by Heracleitus, ii.
11 sq., 36 &q., 107 sq.; by Em-
pedoeles, 195 sqq.; by the Ato-
mists, 217 sq., 305 8qq. ; by Anax-~
agoras, 380, 382; Protagoras,
449 sq.; Gorgias, 451 sq.

Bias, one of the seven wise men,
i, 119; said to have asserted
the reality of motion. 120, 2;
his name used proverbially for
a wise judge, 120, 3

Bitys, book of, i. 41, 1

Body, souls fettered in the, i. 70;
the corporeal not distinguished
from the spiritnal by pre-Socra~
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tics, 149, 200 sq., 208 ; origin of
the, see doctrines of philosophers
referred to under their names

Bookol, sect of the, 1. 4

DBrontinus, a Pythagorean, 1. 323,
392

Busiris, panegyrie on, by Isocrates,
i. 332, 1

Butherus, 1. 892

CALLIOLES, a Sophist in the
wider sense, ii. 427, 477
Cuuses of things, how first sought,
i. 85; questlon of natural, the
starting point of philosophy,
127, 128 ; natural phenomena
explained by natural c., by pre-
Socratics, 182 ; wots in relation
to natural, 220 ; ii. 354, 383

Central fire, of the Pythagoreans,
1. 442 sqq., 465 sqq.

Cereops, 1. 311, 2; 340, 2

Chain, prophecy of, i. 46, 3

Chance, denied by Democritus and
Anaxagoras, ii. ‘)39 345, 3

Chaos, in Hesiod, 88 Acusi-
laus, 97; in Orphlc cosmogomes
99, 104

Charondas, 1. 342, 1

Chilon, sometimes reckoned among
the seven wise men,i. 119, 1

Christianity, called ¢ihocopla, i.
4,1; breach between spirit and
nature in, 139 ; character of
Greek philosophy as compared
with, 131, 134 sqq., 140 sq.

Chronos in cosmogony of Phere-
cydes, i. 90 sq. ; of the Orphics,
100, 101, 104

Chrysippus, the Stoie, his defini-
tion of philosophy, i. 3

Chthon, the earth, 1. 90

Cleobulus, sometimes reckoned
among the seven wise men, i.
119, 1

Olidemus, a naturalist, contempo-
tary with Democritus, ii. 388, 1

INDEX.
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Clinigs of Tarentum, a later Py-
thagorean, 1. 366, 392

Cognition, faculty of, not enquired
into by early Greek philoso-
phers i. 162; Sophists denied
man’s cdpamty for, 152, 182,
202 ; difference between mo-
dern enquiries into, and those
of Plato and Aristotle, 153—
155; of conceptions declared
by Socrates the only true know-
ledge, 182 ; with the pre-Socra-
tics the diserimination of sciens
tifie, from sensible presentation
was the consequence, not the basis
of their enquiries into nature, i.
198 ; Parmenides opposes cog-
nition of reason to that of sense,
but only in respect of their con-
tent, 591, 603; Eleatics deve-
loped no theory of, 641; nor
did BHeracleitus, ii. 92; nor
Empedocles, 170 ; opinions on,
and perception, of Heracleitus,
88-95; Empedocles, 169, 195
sq.; Democritus, 265 sq., 270
274sq.; Metrodorus, 316 ; Anax~
agoras, 367, 370; of the So-
phists, 445 sqq.

Colonies, Greek, their number and
extent, i. 81

Comets, how regarded by Diogenes
of Apollonia, i. 295, 2; Pytha-
goreans, 454; Democritus, ii.
252 ; Anaxagoras, 362

Corax, a Sicilian rhetorician, ii.
397

Cosmology before Thales, 1. 83;
of Heslod, 84; of Pherecydes,
89 sq.; of Epimenides, 96; of
Acusilaus, 97; of the Orphic
poems, 98-108; of Thales, 222,
226 ; of Anaximander, 251 sqq.;
of Anaximenes, 273 sqq.; of
Hippo, 283; of Diogenes of
Avpollonia, 298sq. ; ofthe Pytha-
goreans, 438 sqq.; of Hera-
cleitus, i. 47 sqq.; of Empe-
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docles, 145 sqq.; of the Ato-
mists, 2356 sqq., 314; of Anax-
agoras, 354 sqq.; of Archelaus,
389 sq.
Counter-Earth, Pythagorean the-
ory of the, i. 444, 450, 452 sq.
Cratylus the Heracléitean, Plato
instructed by him, ii. 113 ; play
on words, 114

Critias, ii. 427; his
opinions, 481, 482

Critical method, Greek science
deficient in, i. 149

Creesus, remark of, about philo-
sophy, i. 1, 2

Cronos, in cosmogony of Hesiod,
i. 87 .

Crotona, salubrity of, i, 387 ; set-
tlement of Pythagoras in, 340;
attack on Pythagoreans in, 357

religious

8q.

Qz,lb%le, rites of, i. 61

Cylon, author of the attack on the
Pythagoreans at Crotona, 1. 358,
n., 362, n.

Cynic philosophy, character of, i.
178

Culture of Homeric period, 1. 49;
pecuiiarity of Greek, 138 sq.

A MONS, belief in, first met
with in Hesiod,i. 125; saying
of Theognisabout, 123; opinions
respecting, of the Pythagoreans,
484, 6; 487 sq.; character of
man is his dsemon, 531; ii.
98; the soul is the abode of
the deemon, i1, 278 ; opinions of
Empedocles respecting, 172 sq. ;
176,2;179; of Democritus, 290;
were long-lived but not immor-
tal, 290, 2
Damon and Phintias, i. 843, 3 ; the
musician, il. 418, 2; 435, 1
Death, early theories about, 1. 68,
5; 123 sq.; of Anaximander,
256; Anaximenes, 270. 271; Dio-
genes of Apollonia, 297 ; of the
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Pythagoreans, 482, 484 sq.;
Alemzon, 524; Epicharmus,

531; Parmenides, 602; 604, 1;
Heracleitus, ii. 79-87; Empe-
docles, 164, 172 sq.; Democri-
tus, 259, 261, 263,309 ; Anaxa-
goras, 366; 367, 1; praise of
death by the Thracians, i. 73,1 ;
Theognis, 118; Prodicus, ii.
473

Decad, the, in the Pythagorean
philosophy, 1. 426 sqq.

Deity ; see God, Gods

Demeter, supposed Egyptian origin
of the story of, i. 40, 4 ; hymn
to, 67 ; mythus and cult of, 63;
69,1; 75; ii. 482; 3

Democritus, his journeys, i. 27,
1; 33; position in pre-Soeratic
philosophy, 207; comparison
of, with Anaximander, 263 ; life
of, ii. 208; doctrines of, vide
Atomistic school

Destruction, periodical, and econ-
struction of the world; see
World

Diagoras of Melos, the Atheist, ii.
320, 428

Diglectic, development of, by Ele-
atics, 1. 184 ; Zeno, the dis-
coverer of, 618 ; unknown to the
Pythagoreans, 505 ; of the So-
phists, i1, 484

Awadiicar, date of the, 1. 63

Diocles the Pythagorean, i. 864, 5

Diodorus of Aspendus, inventor of
the Cynie dress among the Py-
thagoreans, i. 366

Diogenes of Apollonia, i. 285 ; his
doctrines : air as primitive mat-
ter, 286 sq.; rarefaction and
condensation, 290 sq.; different
kinds of air, 292; formation
and destruction of the universe,
298 ; the soul, 288, 292, 296 ;
earth and stars, 294 sg.; ani-
mals and plants, 287, 296;
metals, 298 ; character and his-
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torical position of his philoso-
phy, 300 sq.; contradictions in
his doctrine, 300; relation to
Anaxagoras, 301

Diogenes the Democritean, ii. 317

Dionysodorus the Sophist, il. 424 ;
157, 3; 464, 1

Dionysus, worship of, introduced
into Greece, 1. 27, 30, 42, 60;
rites of (mysteries), 64, 72, n.,
333, n., 347, n., 365, 487, 497;
Dionysus Helios, i. 107 ; 1i. 100,
6 ; story of Dionysus Zagreus, i.
105 ; opinion of Heracleitus on
rites of, ii. 103

Dorians and Toniaus, supposed to
represent Realists and Idealists
in Greek philosophy, i. 191 sq.

Doubt, modern philosophy begins
with, i. 146 -

Dreams, Heracleitus on, ii. 82,83 ;
connected with prophecy by
Demoecritus, 1i. 291

Drunkenness, how explained by
Diogenes, i. 297; Heracleitus,
ii. 81

-Dualism of Greek philosophy, i.
162

Duality, Unity and, with Pytha-

" goreans, 1. 386 sqq.

Dynamists and Mechanists, Rit-
ter's division of the Ionian
philosophers into, i. 240, 4

EARTH, opinions concerning
the, in Hesiod, 88 ; in Phere-
cydes’ cosmogony, i. 90 sq.;
in Orphie poems, 99 sqq.; of
Thales, 225, 226; Anaximan-
der, 255; Anuaximenes, 273;
Diogenes of Apollonia, 202-294;
Pythagoreans, 439, 454 sqq.;
Xenophanes, 5§67 sq.; Parme-
nides, 593, 2 ; 599 ; Heracleitus,

ii. 48 sq., 55-68 sqq.; Empedo- |

eles, 1564-156 ; Democritus, 247,
248; Anaxagoras, 354-360

INDEX.

EID

Earthquakes, how explained by
Thales, i. 226; Anpaximenes,
278; Diogenes of Apollonia,
295; Pythagoras, 485, 3; De-
moeritus, . 258, 1; Anaxago-
ras, ii. 362, 6

East, the, supposed derivation of
Greek philosophy from, i 28
8qq. ; points of eontact between
Greek philosophy and that of,
42 sq.; supposed journeys in,
of Pythagoras, 328; of Empe-
docles, ii. 189 ; of Democritus,
212, n.

Echecrates, disciple of Philolaus,
i. 864, 5

Eelecticism, period of, i. 393

Eclipses, prediction of, ascribed to
Thales, i. 214, n.; explanation
of, by Anaximander, 252; An-
aximenes, 275; Pythagoreans,
455, 3; 456, 2 ; Alemmon, 523,
1; Xenophanes, 572; Empe-
docles, ii. 157 ; Atomists, 2562 ;
Anaxagoras, 360, 361; Anti-
phon, 459, 3

Ecliptic, inclination of the, said
to have been discovered by
Anaximander, i. 254; by Py-
thagoras, 465, 2; theorles of
Empedoeles, Democritus, Anax-
agoras, il. 376

Eephantus, a later Pythagorean,
1. 823; explanation of Mounads,
415 ; his doctrines, 527, 528

Education, Greek, 1. 78, 79; ii.
394-896, 434; Homer, the
Greek handbook of, i. 111

Egg of the Universe, in ancient
cogmogonies, 1, 97, 100

Fyypt, supposed debts of Greek
philosophy to, i. 26, 27, 32;
travels‘in, of Thales, 215, 1; of
Pythagoras, 881-384; of Demo-
critus, ii. 211, 212; of Anaxa-
goras, 327, .

fdwia of Democritus, ii,
268, 302, 304, 405 -

266,
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Eleatic philosophy, i. 633-642;
character and historieal position,
188 sq., 202-204, 206, 638 sq.;
supposed conneetion with Indian
philosophy, 85 sq. ; doctrines of,
authorities for, 533 sq.; cf.
Xenophanes, Parmenides, Zeno,
Melissus
FElements, five puxol of Pherecydes
supposed to be the, i. 92, 1;
theories respecting the, of Phi-
lolaus, 1. 436 sq. ; of Heracleitus,
ii. 51 sqq. ; four, of Empedocles,
i. 438,569 ; ii. 125 sqq. ; gradual
development of the doctrine of,
128 ; term first introduced into
scientific language by Plato,
126, 1; qualities and place of
the several elements first defined
by Plato and Aristotle, 131
Flothales of Cos, i. 195, 196
Emaotions, origin of, according to
Empedocles, ii. 171
Empedocles, life and ‘writings, ii.
117 ; teachers, 118, ., 187 sqq. ;
his philosophy: generation and
decay = combination and separa-
tion of substances, 122 sqq.;
elements, 135; mixture of mat-
ter, 132; poresand emanations,
125 ; Love and Hate, 137 sq.;
alternation of cosmic periods,
145 sq.; laws of nature and
chance, 144; the Sphairos,
149 ; formation of the universe,
150 sq.; heavenly bodies, 154
sqq. ; meteorology, 158 ; plants
and animals, 159 sq.; respira-
tion, 164; sense-perception,
165 sq.; thought, 167 ; percep-
tion and thought, 169 ; desires
and emotions, 171; transmi-
gration and pre-existence, 172
sq.; prohibition of animal food

and killing of animals, 174, -

175: Golden Age, 177; gods
and dseemons, 179 ; character and
historical position of Empedo-
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clean philosophy, 184 sq. ; rela-
tion to Pythagoreanism, 191
sq.; to the Eleaties, 194 sqq.;
to Heracleitus, 202 sq.; Empe-
docles not a mere Eeclectie, 205;
general summary, 205-207

Epicharmus, the comic poet, 1.
116, 1; his doctrines, 195, 196 ;
how far a Pythagorean, 529 sq.

Epicureanism, general character
of, 1. 158, 178

Epicurus, his theory of the deflec-
tion of the atoms compared with
the doctrine of Democritus, ii.
240

Epimenides, contemporary with
Solon,i. 96, 5; his cosmogony,
96 sq., 353

Ericapeus, derivation of the name,
i. 104, 2; see Phanes

Erinna, on the transitoriness of
fawme, i, 127

Eros, how represented by Hesiod,
i. 88; Pherecydes, 92; Epime-
nides, 97; Parmenides, 596, 1;
Plato’s doctrine of, i. 156; as
Plastic force, 193, 2; in the
system of Empedocles, ii. 196

Essence of things, how sought by
Tonians, Pythagoreans, Eleatics,
i. 202, 207

Ethics, early Greek, i. 76, 77; of
Homerie poems, 110 ; of Hesiod,
112; of the Gnomic poets,
115 sq.; of the seven wise
men, 120 ; development of, 121~
123; ancient and modern, 150
8q. ; aesthetic treatment of, by
the Greeks, 151; Plato’s, 155;
Avristotle’s, 156 ; Socrates foun-
der of, 172; of Neo-Platonists,
180; of Pythagoreans, 184, 481
sqq. ; of Heracleitus, ii. 97 sqq.;
of Democritus, 277-287; of
Anaxagoras, 371; of the So-
phists, 469 sqq.

Fudemus the Peripatetic, Orphic
casmogony used by him, i, 98
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Eudorus on Pythagorean doctrine
of Unity and Duality, 1. 388, 1
Eurytus, disciple of Philolaus, i.
364, 5

Lluzitheus, on suicide, 1. 483

Evenus of Paros, rheterician and
Sophist, ii. 426

Even—odd, category of numbers
with the Pythagoreans, i. 377,
405 .

'AITH ; see Religion
Follacies, Sophistic, ii. 462
sq.; Aristotle’s treatise on, 465

Faie, in Greek religion, i. 52, 101 ;
in Orphic cosmology, 100; in
Theognis, 117 sq. ; Archilochus,
122; Pythagoreans, 439, 2;
465, 2; Parmenides, 595, 2;
relation to nature and Divine
Providence, Heracleitus, ii. 39
sqq.; Empedocles, 144 ; Demo-
critus, 239, 301; Anaxagoras,
345, 350-354, 382

Figures, relation of, to numbers
in the Pythagorean philosophy,
i. 434 ; to corporeal things, 436 ;
to the elements, 437, 438

Fire; see Elements, Cosmology; of
the Periphery, 1. 444 sq., 450,
465; central, 448, 527 ; primi-
tive, of Hippasus, 526 ; of He-
racleitus, 11. 21 sqq.

Flux of all things, doctrine of
Heracleitus, ii. 11 sqq.

Food, animal, forbidden by Empe-
docles and the Orphics, 1. 42 ;
Pythagoras, 344, 3; 447, n.;
by Empedocles, ii. 174, 175;
fish forbidden as, by Anaxi-
mander, 1. 256

Force, how related to matter by
the pre-Socratic philosophers, 1.
200, 220, 221 ; by Empedocles,
ji. 138, 179 ; vovs of Anaxagoras
conceived as a natural; ii. 345~
349, 376, 3584

INDEX.

GOD

Form, Greek sense of, its effect on
Philosophy, i. §; on Art, 142—
144; elementary nature of
bodies is dependent on their,
asserted by Pythagoreans, 436
sq.; and matter how regarded
by Archytas, 390

Freewill, necessity and, i. 14-20

Priendship, rites of ; a number,
188 ; how regarded by the Py-
thagoreans, 345, 353 ; (xowd Ta
Ty Qpidwy, 345, 2; 495, 2); by
Democritus, ii. 283 ; by Gorgias,
472, 8

GENERATZ ON and Deeay,
opinions respecting, of Par-
menides, 1. 585, 587, 591 ; of
Heracleitus, ii. 17, 20, 37 ; Em-
pedocles, 122-125; the Atomists,
214-217, 229; 296, 1; Anaza-
goras, 331

Geometry discovered by the Egyp-
tians, i. 47, 7., 215, n.; figures
of, how regarded by Archytas,
890; by Pythagoreans, 407
413, 416, 434; proficiency in,
of Pythagoras, 331,%. ; of Demo-
critus, ii. 212, n., 296 ; of Hip-
pias, 423, .

Gete, a people of Thrace: their
belief in immortality, i. 73, 1;
330, 2; 337

Gnomic poets, i. 115-118, 516

God, Greek notion of, i. 54, 64;
development of the conception
of, 121 sq. ; Stoic conception of,
220, 4 ; opinions respecting, of
Thales, 220-223; of Anaxi-
mander, 249; of Anaximenes,
270; of Diogenes, 287, 5; of
the Pythagoreans, 386 sqq.,
397-407, 489 sqq., 515 ; of Hip-
pasus, 526; in the treatise on
Melissus, Xenophanes, and Gor-
gias, 538, 539, 540, 547-560 ;
of Xenophanes, 555, 559-566,
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578; of Parmenides, 588; of
Melissus, 638; of Heracleitus,
it. 39, 42-47; of Empedocles,
179-184; of Anaxagoras, 349,
2; 352; of the Suphists, 504

Gods, how far derived by Greece
from Egypt, 1. 40 ; in Homsrie
and Hesiodic poems, 50, 112 ;
489 ; 561, 1; in Greek religion,
51, 52, 563; their worship re-
quired by the State, 57 ; mys-
teries connected with particular,
60, 61 sqq., 490 ; of theancient
cosmology, 84, 89 sq., 95 sqq. ;
ideas about the, of Archilochus,
Terpander, Simonides, Solon,
Theognis, 122,123 ; attitude of
the Greek to his, 140; recog-
nition of the, by Thales, 221~
223 ; innumerable created, of
Anaximander and Anaximenes,
258, 270; recognition of the,
by Pythagoreans, 490, 496;
Evicharmus, 530; polemic of
Xenophanes against the, 5568—
561, 578; of Parmenides, 589,
1; 596, 601 ; attitude towards
the, of Heracleitus, ii, 100-103 ;
of Empedocles, 179-184; of
Democritus, 286-290, 301-303,
405; of Anaxagoras, 324, 328,
372; of the Sophists, 480-483,
504 ; neo-Platonists, i. 160,
161 ; reason given by Diagoras
for ceasing to believe in, i1. 320

Golden Age, myths of the, 1. 29;
how employed by Empedocles,
i, 177, 178

Golden Poem, authorship of the,
i. 812, ., 322; 438,1; ongods,
daemons, and heroes, 487, 3;
moral precepts of, 494

Good, the beautiful is also the, i.
114 ; the, according to Epichar-
mus, 530 ; the highest, according
to Solon, 116; and evil among
the ten fundamental opposites,
i. 381; to Epicurus, Democritus,

HAD
Heracleitus, ii. 98, 2; see Hap-
piness

Goods, Plato’s theory of, i. 155;
community of, among the Py-
thagoreans, 343, 354; riches
are not necessarily, asserted
by Sappho, 114; Solon, 116;
equality of, first advocated by
Phaleas, ii. 428, 6 ; Democritus,
ii. 278, 281 ; Prodicus, 473;
Divine and human, according to
Demoeritus, 278 ; happiness to
be sought in goods of the soul,
308 ; all pleasures not, 471

Gorgias of Leontini (Leontium),
the Sophist, i1. 412 ; his writings
and lectures, 415, 2; 451, 489,
492; end of his teaching, 431,
471; scepticism, 451 sq.; phy-
sical theories, 460; doctrine of
virtue, 471 ; rhetoric, 485, 1;
491, 492 sq.

Grammatical discussions uf Prota-
goras, i1. 489

Gravitation, ii. 239 ; cause of the
movement of the atoms in Ato-
mistie system, 239 sqq., 299

Greeks, in Homerie period, 1. 49—
51; their religion, 53 sq.; dis-
tinetive peculiarities of their
genius, 138 sqq.; art, 142 sq.;
moral and political life, 74, 75
sq., 140-142; ethical reflection
until the 6th century =m.c., 109
s5qq. ; circumstances of the Greek
nation in the 7th and 6th cen-
turies B.C., 80 sq.; in the 5th
century, ii. 395. 401 ; philosophy
of the ; see Philosophy

Gymnastic, prominence of, in Greek
edueation, 1. 78; and with the
Pythagoreauns, 849, 353

H’ADES, opinions of the poets
on, 1. 124-127; descent of
Pythagoras into, 340; punish-
ments in, 466 ; Heracleitus on,
ii. 86, 87 ; Empedocles on, 174;
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identity of Dionysus
100, 6

Happiness, greatest, according to
Sappho, 1. 114; the Gnomic
poets, 115; Phocylides, 117;
Theognis, 118 ; the Stoics, 1568 ;
Epicureans, 158,178 ; Cyrenaics,
178 ; Pythagoreans, 494;495,2;
Heracleitus, ii. 98 ; Democritus,
277 sqq.; the highest end of
human effort, Anarchus, 318

Harmony, invented by Pythagoras,
i. 348, 1; by Pythagoreans,
348, 384 sq.; the soul a, 384,
1; developed, of the spheres,
460 sqq.; the harmony of the
body, 486; virtue is, 492 ; har-
monical system of Philolaus,
481-483; how regarded by
Heracleitus, ii. 38-42, 56 ; Em-~
pedoeles, 143

Heavens ; see Universe ; Anaximan-
der’'s innumerable gods called,
i. 258

Hegesidemus, said to have been the
nstructor of Hippias the So-
phist, il 421, 2

Hellanicus of Lesbos, i. 102

Heracleitus, his permanent ele-
ment, 1. 190; gave new direction
to philosophy, 204 ; relation to
Eleaties, 206 ; second division of
pre-Socratic philosophy begins
with, 208 ; life and treatise, ii.
1 sqq. ; opinjons on the ignor-
ance of man, 9; flux of all
things, 11 sq.; fire as primitive
matter, 20 sq. ; transformations
of primitive fire, 27 sq. (cf. i
223, 4); strife, 32 sqq.; har-
mony, 38 sq.; unity of oppo-
sites, 88 sq.; law of the uni-
verse, the Deity, 42 sq.; ele-
mentary forms of fire, 48 sqq.;

~ wayupward and downward, 50;

astronomy and meteorology, 87
sqq. ; the universe, 61 sq.; its
eternity, 62; conflagration and

with,

INDEX.
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renewal of the world, 62 sq.;
evidence for this, 64 sq.; ap-
parently contradictory state-
ments, nepl Sialrys, ete., 69;
Plato, 73; result, 76; cosmic
year, 77 ; man: soul and body, 79
8qq.; pre-existence and immor-
tality, 83 sq. ; reason and sense-
knowledge, 88 sq.; theory not
sensualistic, 93; ethics and
politics, 97 sq.; relation of, to
popular religion, 100; and to
Zoroaster, 115 ; historical posi-
tion, 104 sq. ; school, 113

Heracles, an immigrant god from
the FKast, 30, 42; Chronos-
Heracles of the Orphie cos-
mogony, i. 100; story of, in
Olympus and his shadow in
Hades, 124, n.; story of, at
the cross-ways, ii. 419, 2; dis-
course of Prodicus on, 478, 483

Hermes  Trismegistus, author of
sacred Egyptian books, i. 40,
41; 45,1

Hermodorus of Epbesus, ii. 99, 3

Hermotimus, said to have in-
structed Anaxagoras, 1. 220; ii.
384-386

Heroes, worshipped by the Pytha-
goreans, 1. 487, 3; 488 ; future
state of, il. 86

Hesiod, ‘Theogony’ of, 84-89;
moral precepts in ¢ Works and
Days,’ 112; precursor of gnomic
poets, 113

Hierarchy, absence of, in Greece,
i. 55-87; influence of this on
philosophy, 58

Hippasus, a later Pythagorean, i.
195 ; supposed fragments of his
writings, 313, 323 ; doctrine of
numbers, 373, #. ; combined the
doctrines of Heracleitus with
those of Pythagoras, 526, 527 ;
ii. 188, 1

Hippias the Sophist, his character,
teaching, and popularity, ii. 421,
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-432; his varied acquirements
and love of rhetorical display,
431, 458, 459 ; his reference of
the ‘unwritten laws’ to the
gods, 483; explanation of the
poets, 487; rules concerning
rhythm and euphony, 491; not
opposed to ordinary customs and
opinions, 472; first enunciated
the Sophisticdistinction between
natural and positive law, 475

Hippo, a physicist of the time of
Pericles, who resembled Thales
in his doctrines, i. 281, 282;
accused of atheism, 283

Hippodamus, the famous Milesian
architect, ii. 428 ; included by
Hermann among the Sophists,
428, 5; first to plan cities ar-
tistically, 428 ; first theoretical
politician in Greece, 470, 1

History, sphere of, 1. 11 ; laws and
unity of, 14 sq. ; periods of, 164 ;
of philosophy, how it should be
written, 21-25

Homer, Greck life and character in
poems of, i. 49, 56; place in
Greek education, 78, 111 ; ethies
of, 110 sq.; on future retribu-
tion, 125 ; seen by Pythagoras
in Hades, 489 ; his statements
about the gods disapproved by
Xenophanes, 560, 561; and by

HMeracleitus, ii. 10, 3; 102, 2;
allegorical interpretation of, by
Metrodorus, 872, 6 ; 387 ; called
an astrologer by Heracleitus,
102,2

Suotopepd of Anaxagoras, 1. 233,
304; ii. 832 sqq.

BYCUS, represents Eros as
springing from Chaos, i.98,1;
says that Diomede became im-
mortal, 125, 8
Ideus of Himera, influenced in his
doetrine by Anaximenes, i, 284
Idealism, definition of, 1. 187;
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difference between modern sub-
Jective, and that of Plato, 158
Idealists and Realists. Division
of the pre-Socratics into, how
far admissible, 1, 187 sqq.
Ideas, doctrine of, the Platonie,
i. 154 sq., 397; not held by
the Pythagoreans, 821, 322
Ignorance of mankind deplored by
Xenophanes, 1. 575, 2 ; Heraclei-
tus, ii. 9; Empedocles, 170,
197 ; said by Democritus to be
the cause of all faults, 282, 283 ;
regarded as a natural necessity
by aneient scepticism, i. 159
Immortality, doctrine of, not ori-
ginally, but subsequently, con-
nected with Eleusinian mys-
teries, i. 67, 68; said to have
been first tanght by Pherecydes,
69; belief of Thracians and
Gauls in, 73, 1; first placed on
a philosophic ba-is by Plato,
74; Pindar the first poet who ex-
presses belief in, 127; Herodo-
tus says it first came from Egypt,
333, 1; asserted to have been
held by Thales, 225; opinions
of the Pythagoreans on, 477,
481 eqq.; Heracleitus, ii. 76,
83-87; Empedocles, 172-177
Infinite, the, of Anaximander, i.
229 sqq.; called divine, 249;
Anaximenes calls his primitive
air infinite, 268 ; of the Pytha-
goreans, 467, 468 ; Xenophanes
said to have called both the
Deity apnd the Universe infinite,
566, 566 ; see Unlimited
Initiated, the, of the Orphic and
Eleusinian mysteries, i. 61, 67 ;
final destiny of, 126; among
the Pythagoreans, 342, 343, 356
Inspiration, poetic, explanation of,
ii. 292; of the Sibyl, 100
Intellectual faculty, theory of Par-
menides and Empedocles, ii.
197 ; see Cognition, Noos
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Zonian and Dorian element in phi-
losophy, i. 184 sqq. ; see Dorian;
philosophers, 211 sqq.; after
Anaximenes, 280 sqq. ; distinc-
tion of a mechanical and dyna-
mical tendency, 232 sq.

Tsocrates, said to have copied the
style of Gorgias, ii. 414, 4;
mentions Pythagoras in Egypt,
i. 83; 381, 1; the Busiris of,
i, 488, 1

Italion and Tonian, division of
Greek philosophy by some an-
cient historians into, i. 191

EWS, Alexandrian, their deri-
vation of Greek philosophy,
i. 26, 28; 64, 2; supposed
teachers of Pythagoras, i. 330,
1; of Anaxagoras, 35, 37 sq.;
ii. 827, ».; 385,2,38
Justice, exhortations to, of Homer
and Hesiod, i. 111, 112 ; Solon,
116; Pythagoras, 494; Hera-
cleitus, 1. 98 ; Democritus, 282;
the ideal sum of all the virtues,
j. 117 ; identified with certain
numbers by the Pythagoreans,
411, 420, 491 ; desecribed as a
law of nature by Protagoras,
ii. 470, 471 ; asan unattainable
good by Thrasymachus, 479, 1;
Sophistic distinction of natural
and positive, ii. 471, 475-479;
divine retributive in poets, i
112, 118; 122, 2; 125; Pytha-
goreans, 483, 486, 489, 496

KNOWLEDGE ; see Cognition
rafapuol of Empedocles, ii.
172; 174, 6
kébpos of Heracleitus, ii. 78,1

ASUS of Hermione, a lyric
poet and writer on musie, i,
119, 1; 526, 6

INDEX,
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ZLaurel, use of the, prohibited by
Empedocles, ii. 175, 3

Leucippus, founder of the Ato-
mistic school, il. 207 sqq.; see
Atomistie school

Limited and Unlimited, identified
by the Pythagoreans with the
0dd and Even, 1. 378, 379,
383; how regarded by Philo-
laus, 871, 872 ; nature of these
principles, 409 sqq.

Linguistic enquiries and discus-
sions falsely ascribed to Pytha-
goras, i. 506; of Protagoras
and Prodicus, il. 489 ; practised
by Heracleitus, 97 ; and lis fol-
lowers, 114; ecatches popular
with the Greeks, ii. 466, 9

Linus, regarded as a philosopher,

i, 4; sometimes reckoned among
the seven wise men, 119, 1

Logic, Hegel’s definition of, 1. 12;
law of development in, different
from that in history. 13

Adyos of Heracleitus, ii. 43, 1;
44, 4; 46,1

Love and Hate, moving forces of
Empedocles, ii. 138 sqq.; see
Eros

Lycopkron, orator of the school of
Gorgias, ii. 425, 477

Lysis, the Tarentine, a Pytha-
gorean conjectured to be the
author of the Golden Poem, i.
322; escaped from Crotona
to Thebes, 857, 2; 339, =.;
361, n.; 363, 4; 364

AGI, supposed debts of Greek
philosophy to the, 1. 82, 35 ;
connection with the, of Pytha-
goras, 328, 2, 3; 513 sq.; of
Heracleitus, ii. 115, 116; of
Empedocles, 189, 5, 191; of
Demoecritus, 210, #., 211, =z,
326 n.
Magic and miracles aseribed tc



INDEX,

MAG

Pythagoras, 1. 338, 339; 349, 2;
3562 ; to Empedocles, ii. 119,
120; prophecy and, how re-
garded by Democritus, 289-292;
Democritus  called father of,
210, 2.

Magna Moralia, i. 492, 498

Magaet, a soul attributed to the,
by Thales, i. 222 ; attraction of
the, how explained by Diogenes
of Apollonia, 298; by Kmpe-
docles, ii. 134, 1; by Demo-
critus, 230, 1

Man, how regarded by Greek re-
ligion, 1. 53 ; see Anthropology,
Soul, Body ; ‘man is the mea-
sure of all things,’ asserted by
Protagoras, ii. 400, 405, 449

Marriage, supposed, of Pythagoras,
i. 841, 4; 347 ; precepts con-
cerning, of the Pythagoreans,
344, 847, 494, 495 ; identified
with number five by Pythago-
reans, i, 411, 420; opinions of
Democritus on, ii. 284, 285

Materialism of the pre-Socratie
philosophy, i. 152, 199 sq.; ii.
399, 400 sqq. ; of the Atomists,
299, 309; of Anaxagoras, 346,
381, 383, 384

Mathematics, not included in Greek
education, i. 78; how regarded
by Plato, 204; prominence of,
with the Pythagoreans, 347,
376, 446, 500 ; ii. 104, 106 ; pro-
ficieney in, of Thales, i. 213, 3;
Pythagoras, 328, #.; Archytas,
366, 7; of Democritus, ii. 212,
n., 214, n. ; of Anaxagoras, 326;
327, 1; of Hippias,
teachers of, called Sephists,
430, 1

Maiter, according to Aristotle, the
possibility of Being, i. 175 ; ac-
cording to Plato, is unreal, 175 ;
primitive, how regarded by
the earlier and later Physicists,
202-209 ; primitive, of Thales,
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226 ; of Anaximander, 227 sqq. ;
of Anaximenes, 266 sqq.; of
Diogenes, 286 ; of Hippo, 282 ;
Ideeus, 284; of the Pythago-
reans, 370, 874, 390, 393 sqq.;
how apprehended by the Eleu-
tics, 568, 639 sq. ; by Heraclei-
tus, ii. 20 sqq., 64, 105 sq., 112
sq.; by Empedocles, 126 sq., 129,
138 sq., 193, 2056 ; by the Ato-
wists, 218, 220, 222, 310 sq.;
by Anaxagoras, 830, 332 sqq.,
342, 383, 384 ; vovs the mover
of, 1. 220; ii. 364, 384; vois a
subtle kind of, 846

Mechanical explanation of nature,
founded by Empedocles and
Leucippus, fi. 205 ; logically
carried out by the Atomists,
311

Medicine, art of, practised by the
Pythagoreans, 1, 328, 2; 348,
353, 364

Melesagoras, supposed adherent of
Anaximenes, 1. 284, 3

Melissus, lifeand writings of, 1. 627,
1; doctrine of Being, 534, 535,
629 sqq. ; denial of motion and
change, 634 sq.; physical and
theological theories ascribed te
him, 637 sq.; connection with.
Leueippus, i1. 307 '

Melissus, treatise on, Xenophanes
and Gorgias, 1. 333 sq.; firs
section, 534 ; second section
concerns Xenophanes and nov
Zeno, 536 sq.; but does nov
“truly represent the doectrines of
Xenophanes, 541 ; this treatise
not authentie, 531; its origim,
554

Metals, a kind of respiration at
tributed to, i. 298

Meiempsyckosts, first introduetion
of, into Greece, 1. 42, 67, 69, 70 ;
taught in the mysteries, 74; by
Pherecydes, 69; 96, 4; 327, 3;
belief of the Gauls in, 78, 1,

MM
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eastern or Egyptian origin of,
72; development of, 126 ; men-
tion of, by Herodotus, 333,
1; personal transmigrations
of Pythagoras, 340, 1; 483, 6;
prominence of, in Pythagmean
philosophy, 355, 481 sqq. ; held

. :by Empedocles, ii, 177 ; i. 484,
3. 4

Meteorological theories of Anaxi-
mander, 1. 256; Anaximenes,
278; Diogenes of Apollonia,
295, 5; Xenophanes, §71, 572;
Heracleitus, i1. 48, 57, 62; Em-
pedocles, 168 ; Demoeritus, 252,
253 ; Anaxagoras, 362

Metrodorus of Chios, an Atomist,
ii. 318 ; seeptical view of know-
ledge, 319, 320

Metrodorus of Lampsacus, disciple
of Anaxagoras, ii. 814, 1; 372;
his allegorical interpretation of
the Homeric myths, 387

Milky Way, connected with the
central fire, i. 466

DMimnermus, ethlcal contents of

. his poems, i. 114

Mixture of matter, primitive,
wrongly ascribed to Anaximan-

© der, i. 282 sqq.. 241 ; with Em-
pedoeles, ii. 130 sqq.; with
Anaxagoras, 338 sq.

Mnesarchus, father of Pythago-
ras, 1. 324

Mochus or Moschus, a Phenician
Atomist, 1. 34, 41, 48; 328,1;
Democritug said to have de-
rived doctrine of atoms from,
1. 212, #.

Monad, alleged Pythagorean dis-
tinction of the, from the One,
i. 891; called Zavds wipyos,
446, 1

Monorkeism, not imported into
philosophy from the mysteries,
3. 63; indications of, in the
poets, 121, 122; of the Ko-
‘ran, how opposed to Greek
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religion, 136 ; of the Pythago-
reans, 404, 489, 490; of Xeno-
phanes, 559, 1; 561, 562 sqq.;
supposed, of Empedocles, ii.
181-184; not connected with
Anaxagoras’s doctrine of wobs,
349, 352. Cf. Vol. 1. 37

Moon, theories respecting the, of
Thales : receives her light from
the sun, i. 225; phases of the,
214, n., 252 ; of Anaximander:
shines by her own light, 253 ;
size and place of. 253, n.; 254,
2; how first formed, 274; ii,
361, 6; is an aperture in a flery
ring, 252, #.; of Anaximenes,
who is said to have first dis-
covered that she gets her light
from the sun, 274 ; of the Py-
thagoreans: place of, in the
universe, 444 ; said to be the
counter-earth, 452, 1; conceived
as a sphere, 454, 3; 455;
456, 1; noticed in eclipse at
her setting and after sunrise
by Pliny, 456, n.; light of, de-
rived from sun and central fire,
456, 2 ; plants and living crea-
tures in the, fajrer and larger
than on our earth, 457; length
of a day in the moon, 457, 1;
abode of departed souls and of
deemons, 457 ; place of the, in
the spheral harmony, 462, =.;
circles above and beneath the,
471; of Alemzon: plane sur-
face shaped like & boat, ascribed
to the, 523, 1; called divine,
523, 8; of Xenophanes: a
fiery cloud lighted and extin-
guizhed at rising and setting,
and moving in a straight lize,
572 ; inhabited, 573, 1; no in-
fluence on the earth, 573, 2; of
Parmenides: placed midway
between Milky Way and fixed
stars, 600, 1; produced from
the denser portion of the Milky
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Way, 600, 2; mixed nature of
the, 600, 2 ; face in the, 600, 2;
of Heracleitus: heat and light
of the, why less than the sun,
and greater than the stars, ii.
57, 2; ship of the, 58, . ; of
Empedocles : made of crystal-
line air, 156 ; a disc, 166; gets
light from the sun, 156; dis-
tance from the earth, 157;
space beneath the, theatre of evil,
157; of Democritus: consists
of smooth and round atoms,
249 ; terrestrial nature of,
mountains in, 249: origin of,
249, 250 ; placed between earth
and stars, 2560 ; motion and ve-
locity of, 261; placed next
highest to the sun, 816; of
Anaxagoras: origin of, 356;
referred to in an obscure pas-
sage as anocher universe, 359 ;
invisible bodies between, and
the earth, 860 ; shows her own
light in eclipses, 861 ; her or-
dinary light reflected from the
sun, has mountains, valleys, and
living inhabitants, 361; called
mother of plants, 565, 3; Ne-
mean lion eonjectured to have
come from, 861, 8; Antiphon’s
opinions on, 459, 3
Mbotion, explanation of, by Dioge-
nes, i. 290, 292; by Empedo-
cles,ii.180sq. ; by the Atomists,
i, 208; ii. 241 ; by Anaxagoras,
342346 ; denial of. by Parme-
nides, i, 117, 118; by Zeno, i.
619 sqq.; by Melissus, 634 sq.;
- all things in constant, asserted
by Heracleitus, . 11; 1. 207;
how regarded by Empedocles;
- 118 sqq., 130,187, 145 sq., 200,
201, 205, 206; by Leucippus
and Democritus, 214, 215 sq.,
239 sqq., 307, 308; Anaxago-
ras, 325, 330, 354, 364, 376
Multiplicity, Zeno's arguments

XAT

against, i. 614, 626; Gorgias
on, i1, 453-4556; according to
Heracleitus, 107; Empedocles,
202; Democritus, 300, 306 ;
Anaxagoras, 875 sq.

Music, place in Greek education,
i. 78; theory and practice of,
with the Pythagoreans, 348,
353, 384, 385, 431 sq.; of
the spheres, 460 sq. ; taught by
Hippias, ii. 422, 2

Myscn, one of the seven sages,
1, 119, 1; declared by Apollo to
be the most blameless of men,
120, 3 .

Mysteries, Greek, i. 59, 60 sq.;
Orphic, 64 sqq.; Pythagorean,
361, 352, 865 sq., 376, 490

Mytks, of Hesiod, 1. 84 ; of Phere«
cydes, 89; of Epimenides, 96;
of the Orphic poems, 98 sqq. ;
polemic of Xenophanes against,
i. 661, 574; of Heracleitus, .1i.
404; of Democritus, 287 sq.;
the Anaxagorean interpreta-
tions of, 872, 6; 387, Pro-
dicus on, 482; of the Golden
Age, 177 ; how regarded in the
Sophistic period, 402 ; myths.of
Protagoras quoted by Plato, 471

NAMES, opinion of Demoeri-
tus on, il. 275; distinetion

of, taught by Prodicus, 419, 1 ;
490, 491 ; ambiguity of, subject
of Sophistic quibbling, 466-468
Nature, unity of Spirit with;
characteristic of the Greeks,
188 sq., 149; in the systems
of Plato and Aristotle, 153 ;
Greek religion a worship of,
157 ; all pre-Socratic philoso-
phy a philosophy of, 152, 186,

. 197; how regarded by post-
Aristotelian schools, 1567 sqgq.;
natural truths, 157; physical
explanation of, when abandoned,

M M2
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209; how expluined by the
Atomists, ii. 238, 239; by

Anaxagoras, 350, 351 ; Sophistic
view of laws of, 476 sqq.

Nausicydes, a disciple of Demo-
critus, ii. 819, 5

Nausiphanes, a disciple of Demo-
eritus, ii. 319

Necessity and free-will in historieal
phenomena, i. 14-20; in Orphic
eosmogony, 100 sq.; inthe Py-
thagorean system, 465; 466, 2;
world-ruling goddess of Par-
menides, called é&vdyky, 595;
meaning of, with Empedocles,
ii. 183, 301; with Demoecritus,
237, 289, 301; denial of, by
Anaxagoras, 345. 382

Neo-Platonism, i. 35; compared
with philosophy of Middle Ages
and with ancient Greek philo-
soply, 160, 161 ; constitutes the
third period of post-Aristotelian
philosophy, 179 ; . its general
characteristics and tendency,
132, 180-183

Neo-Pythagoreans, statements re-

- specting origin of philosophy,
i. 28, 32; respecting Pythago-
rean philosophy, 392, 506 sqq.

Nessus, a disciple of Democritus,
il 313

Night, in ancient Cosmology, see
Cosmology ; cause of, according

to the Pythagoreans, 1.450 ; day

and, the same, asserted by
Heracleitus, ii. 15, 16
Nou-Being, denial of, by Parme-
nides, 1. 584 sq.; his account
of the ordinary view of, 592,
605 sq.; denial by Zeno, 626;
by Melissus, 635; Heracleitus
said to have asserted identity
of Being and, ii. 36, 37; Being
and Non-Being, two moments
of Becoming, 309; how con-
ceived by the Atomists—Being
_is in Do respect more real than,
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il. 217 sqq.; the Void, 217, 4
306 ; ‘man the measure of,
asserted by Protagoras, 449;
Grorgias on Being and, 452, 454

Nobs, division of the soul into vebs,
¢péves, Buuds, ascribed to Pytha-
goreans, 1. 479; of Anaxagoras,
1i. 342 (see Anaxagoras); of Ar-
chelaus, 889 sq.; how regarded
by Democritus, 299 ; by the So-
phists, 400

Numa, asserted by an ancient
tradition to have been a Pytha-
gorean, i. 518, 2

Numbers, Pythagorean doetrine of,
i. 187, 369 sq., 407 sqq. 419
8qq.; compared with Plato’s
Ideas and Aristotle’s Causes,
370 ; both form and substance
of things, 875 sqq.; symbolic
and lucky, 876 ; certain figures
and angles assigned toparticular
gods, 422; decuple system of, 427

OATHS, Pythagorean respect
for, i, 495 ; supposed prohi-

bition of, 494, 6; Xenophanes
disapproved of, 574; Sophistic
quibble about, 1. 466, 7; Pytha-
gorean oath, 420

Objectivity, characteristic of Greek
art, i. 144 ; and Greek philoso-
phy, 145

Oceanus, in the Cosmogonies of
Hesiod, Pherecydes and the
Orphics ; see Cosmology, myth
of, influence on Thales, 1. 219

Ocellus, of Lucania, his work on
the universe, i. 319

Octave, in Pythagorean system of
Harmnny, see Harmony, i. 385,
431, 460, 465

Odd and Even,in the Pythagorean
system, 1. 8377, 381 sq., 116 sq.,
429 ’

Odours, some animals live upon,
a Pythagorean opinion, i, 475,
4; 480, 2
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0ld, subordination of the young to
the, enjoined by the Pytha-
goreans, 1. 493, 495

SAvuros, kbouos, obpavds, division
of the universe into, i. 471, 472

One and Many in Pythagorean
table of opposites, i. 381 ; the,
and duality, 386 sqq.; the, and
Deity, 391-394, 401 sqq., 405 ;
the, and matter, 410, 412 ; the,
designated as the soul, and the
point, 413; the first number,
429 ; central fire called the, 442 ;
Xenophanes declares Deity to
be the, 555, 559 sq., 564 ; Being
of Parmenides, 583 ; (cf. Vol. II.
195, 199;) of Melissus, 634;
Eleatic doctrine of the, it, 112;
comes from all, and all from,
Heracleitus, 1. 85; 39; and
Many, Zeno, i. 613-615; Par-
menides, 589 sqq.; with Xeno-
phanes, 555, 579 ; with Hera-
cleitus as compared with
Eleaties, ii. 107; with Empe-
docles, 201 ; with the Atomists,
216 ; pre-Socratics generally,
398, 406; Gorgias asserts
Being to be neither, nor Many,
452, 453, 455; disputations of
Athenian youths about the, and
Many, 456, 1; Aristotle calls
the Sphairos of Empedocles the
One, 149

Onomacritus, collector of Orphice
and Homerie poems, i. 62, 1,
65, 353

Oplioneus, 1. 91, 2; 93 sq., 106

Opinion, number two assigned by
Pythagoreans to, i. 411, 420;

. the region of the earth, 421, 1;
knowledge and, view of Xeno-
phanes respecting, i. 575; of
Parmenides, 691, 603; (his ex-
planation of the world accord-
ing to ordinary, 592 sqq., 605
gq. ;) of Heracleitus, ii. 7-10,
88-96; of Empedocles, 167,

PAR

171; of Democritus, 270-274

© 8q., 298; of Metrodorus, 316,
317 ; of Anaxagoras, 369, 370 ;
knowledge is merely, assorted
by Protagoras, 449-451, 458 ;
Gorgias, 454 ; morality, justice,
and religion, matters of, 475 sqq.

Opposites, Pythagorean table of,
i. 881, 509 ; all things consist
of, maintained by Pythagoreans,
i. 383 ; and Heracleitus, i. 30
$qq., 106, 309 ; present universe
as compared with the Sphairos
called by Empedocles, world of,
175, 201, 202

Oracles, 1. 56

Oriental philosophy, i. 43 =q., 133
8q.; supposed derivation of
Greek from, 26 sq.

Orpheus, considered by Neo-Plato-
nists the first of philosophers,
i. 4; reckoned among the seven
wise men, i. 119, 1

Orphic poems, i. 62; theogonies,
1. 98 sqq.; fragments of Jewish
origin, 64, 2 ; kardfacts, 340, 2

PAMPHIL US, reckoned among
the seven wise men, 1. 119, 1
Pan, supposed derivation of the
name, i. 40, 3; appears as Zeus
in the Orphic theogony, i. 101
Pantheism of the Orphic poems, i,
64, 65; germ of, in Greek re-
ligion, 101; of Xenophanes,
562-564 ; of Heracleitus, ii. 106
Parmenides, life and doctrines, i,
580 sq.; relation to Xenophanes,
582 sq.; doctrine of Being, 584
sq.; corporeality of Being, 587
5q., 590 ; reason and sense, 591 ;
sphere of opinjon, physics, §92 ;
Being and non-Being, the light
and the dark, 594; cosmology,
597 sq.; anthropology, 601;
meaning of the Parmenidean
Physics, 605 sq.
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Perception ; see Sense, Senses

Periander, reckoned among the
seven wise men, i. 119, 1

Periods, division of, in history, i.
164 sq.

Persephone, 1. 40, 3, 4

Porsonality, human, validity and
importance of, first adequately
conceived in Christianity and
modern science, i. 150

Phaleas the Chaleedonian,ii. 428,6

Phanes Ericapeus, story of, 1. 65,
66, 101, 104, 106; another
name for Helios, 106

Phanton, i. 364, &

Phenomena, see Senses ; atmosphe-
rical, see Meteorological theories

Pherecydes of Syros ; taught trans-
migration, i. 69, 71, 193, 194 ;
his cosmogony, 89-96; connec-
tion of Pythagoras with, 327, 2,3

Philo of Byblus, i. 95; 96, 4

Philolaus, author of first Pythago-
rean writings, i. 313, 814 sq.;
his date and place of residence,
363-366; his disciples, 364 ;
account of Pythagorean doc-
trines: number, 871, 375, 376 ;
Limited and Unlimited, 379 sq. ;
harmony, 384, 885, 396; the
One and Deity, 401 sq.; mean-
ing of numbers and figures, 423

' sqq., 431 sqq.; the elements,
438 ; formation of the world,
439 sq.; central fire, 450 sq.;
the moon, 456, 2; forms and
qualities of things, 475 sq.; the
soul, 475 sqq.

Philosophy, name and conception
of, i. 1-9; extent and limits of
Greek, 9; history of, not a phi-
losophic construction, 10; but

an exposition of its course and -

interconnection, 14 ; philosophy
and the history of, 22 ; sophistic
view of the problem of, 152;
ii. 444, 445

Philosophy, Greek, origin of; i, 26—
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128 ; derivation of, from Oriental
speculation, 26 ; ancient opi-
nions concerning this, 26 sq.;
statement of the question, 30;
external testimonies, 81 sq.;
internal evidence : theories of
Gladisch and Réth, 35 ; positive
reasons against Oriental origin,
43 sq. Native sources of : (1) Re-
ligion, 49 sq. ; affinity of Greek
religion with, 51 ; freedom of
science in regard to religion in
Greece, 58 ; supposed connection
of, with the mysteries, 59; in
respect of monothesim, 63, and
metempsychosis, 67 ; (2) Moral
Life, Civil and Political Condi-
tioms, 75 ; general character of
Greek moral and politieal life,
75; forms of government, 80 ;
colonies, 81; (8) Cusmology,
83 (see Cosmology) (4) Ethical
Reflection ; Theology and An-
thropology in relation to Ethics,
109 (see Ethies, Religion,
Gods); character of, 129 sq.;
in relation to philosophy of the
East and of the Middle Ages,
133 sq.; and modern, 137;
distinetive peculiarity of Greek
spirit, 188 ; manifestation of
this in Greek philosophy as a
whole, 144 ; and in its particu-
lar forms of development, 151
sqq. ; general result, 161 sq.;
principal periods in, 164 sqq.;
meaning and value of periodic
division, 164 ; first period, 166
(against Ast, Rixner, Braniss,
166; against Hegel, 169) ; second
period, 174 ; third period, 179
Philosophy, pre-Socratic, character
and development of, i. 184-
210. Various representations
of, 184 ; distinction of tendencies
in, 184, 1; (dialectical, ethical,
184 ; realistic and idealistie,
185; Ionian and Dorian, 191;)
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division of, of Braniss, 193;
Petersen, 194 ; Steinhart, 196, 1;
a philosophy of nature, 197;
development of, 198-200 ; three
most ancient schools, 202 ; phy-
‘sicists of the fifth century, 204
sq.; the Sophists, 209

Phocylides, i. 115, 117

¢uaikel, puoiondyor, designation of
philosophers, especially of the
Tonian school, down to the time
of Socrates, i. 2, 4

Physics, how far theology the
precursor of, 1. 108; when
first separated from meta-
physies, 172; development of,
by Ionians; treatment of, by
the various philosophers, see
their names

Pindar, i. 68 ; his eschatology, 70,
45127

Pisistratus, i. 62, 1; 119, 1

Pittacus, 1. 119, 1

Planets ; see Stars

Plants, souls of, 1. 69, 1 ; opinions
eoncerning, of Hippo, 1. 284, 2. ;
of Diogenes, 298 ; of Philolaus,
480, 1; of Pythagoras, 495; of
Empedoeles, i. 484, 4; ii. 159,
160, 164, 174, 175; of Demo-
eritus, 263 ; of Anaxagoras,
365 ; of Clidemus, 388, 1

Plato, his travels in Egypt, i. 34 ;
relation to modern philosophy,
158-157; to Archytas, 319, 320 ;
to the Pythagoreans, 354, 370,
375, 395, 481-483, 486, 506 ; to
the Eleaties, 606 sq., 627, 639
sq. ; on Heracleitus, 11. 104, and
his school, 113-115; on Empe-
doeles, 185, 203 ; on Anaxagoras,
345 ; 351, 1; the Sophists, 429
sqq., 462, 490 sqq.

Pleasure and aversion, how re-
garded by Demoeritus, ii. 278,
303 ; origin of, with Empedo-
cles, 171

Plenum ; see Void

PYT

Poetry, relation of, to Philosophy,
1. 130

Polus of Agrigentum, pupil of
Gorgias, 1i. 424 ; ef. 388, 1

Polycrates, ii. 488, 1

Polytheism ; see Gods, Religion

Pre-existence of the soul, held by
the Pythagoreans, i. 483 ; Hera-
cleitus, i1.' 87; Empedoeles,
172 sq.

Priests; seo Hierarchy

Prodicus, ii. 416 sq.; aim of his
instructions, 431, 460 ; his doc-
trine of Virtue, Heracles, 473;
on death, 473 ; religicus belief,
483 ; rhetoric, 484, 486, 488;
distinctions of  synonymous
words, 489-491, 512; relation
to Socrates, 500, 501

Prophecy, practised by Pythagoras
and his school, i. 338, 339, . ;
349, 2; 488; Empedocles, ii.
182 ; Democritus on, in dreams,
293

Propositions, different kinds of,
according to Protagoras, ii. 490

Provus, a Pythagorean contem-
porary of Philolaus, i. 366, 6

Protagoras, ii. 407 sqq.; bis wri-
tings, 416, 480, 481; 485, 1;
aim of his instructions, 4381,
470 sq.; sceptical theory of
knowledge, 446 sq., 458 ; on the
Eristic art, 461; doctrine of
virtue, 470 sq.; on the gods,
481 sq.; rhetoric, 485, 1; 486~
491; grammatical enquiries, 489

Pythagoras, his date, 1. 325 ; life
and travels previous to his ar-
rival in Italy, 27,1; 33; 827
8qq. ; teachers, 326 sq., 334, 333,
517 ; residenee in- Samos, 336
emigration to and residence in
ltaly, 336 sqq., 852 sqq. ; death,
857,369 ; supposed writings, 310
£qg.; 313, 2; doctrive of trans-
migration, 355, 481 ; desires 1o
be called ¢:rdoogos instead of
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a rise man, 491, 2; called a
Sophist, 2, 3; said to have
calied himself a god, 483, 2;
how far he may be regarded as
the founder of the Pythagorean
philosophy, 508 sq.; reckoned
among the seven wise men, i.
119, 1

Pythagorean Philosophy, distine-
tion of Pythagoreanism aud, i.
568,369. 1. tundamental con-
ceptione of, 368 ; number the es-
sence of things, 369 ; apparent
diversity of views respecting
this, 8370 sq. ; result, 375, The
Odd and Even: Limited and Un-
limited, 877 sqq.; fundamental
opposites, 381; harmony, 383
sq. Examipation of different
theories : 1. Unity and Duality,
God and Matter, 386 sqq. (state-
ments of the ancients, 387 sq.;
criticism of these, 392 sq. ; de-
velopment of God in the world,
404 sq.) 2. Reduction of the
Pythagorean principles to space-
relations, 407. 3. The original
starting-point of the system,
414. 1II. Systematic develop-
ment of the number theory and
1ts application to physics, 419 ;
the number system, 425 sq.;
system of harmony, 431 ; figures,
433; the eolements, 436 sq.;

- genesis of the world, 4389 sqq.;
the wuniverse, 444 sqq. (ten
heavenly bodies, 444 ; central
fire and world-soul, 444, 448;
earth and counter earth, 450;
stars, 456 sq.; harmony of the
spheres, 460 sqq.; fire of the
periphery and the Unlimited,
465 sqq.; time, 468; upper
and under regions of the uni-
verse, 471); cosmic periods,
473 sqq.; graduated scale of

terrestrial nature, 475; man: -

the soul, 475 sqq.; Metempsy-
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chosis, 481 sqq., 510 ; d=mons,
487 ; the gods, prophecy, 488 ;
theology, 490 ; ethics, 490 ; ac-
cording to ancient authorities,
490 sq.; according to Aris-
toxenus and later writers, 493
sq. General summary, 496;
Pythagorean  Philosophy as
such sprang neither from ethies,
497; nor from dialectic, 502;
but from physies, 507. Gra-
dual formation of the system,
508 ; share of Pythagoras in
it, 509 sq.; its origin not
Oriental, 513 ; but Greek, 516.
Question of Italian influence,
518. Pythagorean Philosophy
in combination with other ele-
ments, 521; Alemzon, 521;
Hippasus, 526 ; Ecphantus, 527;
Epicharmus, 529. See their
names.

Pythagoreans, originally a political
. or religious party designation,
i. 868, 2; authorities for their
history, 306 sqq.; Pythagorean
society, 342 sqq.; its political
character, 349, 354 ; its perse-
cution, 357 sq.; dispersion, 361
sq., 365 ; later, 363; last of the,

365, 367 ; Pythagorean and
pseudo-Pythagorean  writings,
310 sqq. .

QUALITIE’S of things derived
from the form, magnitude,
and relations of atoms, Demo-
critus, ii. 229 sq. ; primary and
secondary, 232 sq.

DAIN; see Meteorological theo-
ries
Rainbow, 1, 278, 2; 481, n.
Meteorological theories
Rarefaction and coudensation of
primitive matter, held by the

See
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Yonians, i. 207; Thales, 218;
Anaximenes, 271, 280; Dio-
genes, 291, 299; Idxeus, 284;
Archelaus, il. 390

Realism and Idealism, i. 187 sqg.

Reason, placed by Philolaus in the
brain, i. 480; how regarded by
Parmenides, i. 188, 591; by
Diogenes and Anaxagoras, 301 ;
3. 342 sq., see vods ; . and sense,
see Sense and Sense Percep-
tion .

Religion, Greek, influenced by the
East, 1. 27, 1 ; relation of Greek,
to Greek philosophy, 51 ; cha-
racter of Greek, $2-55; free-
dom of Greek scienee in respect
to, 58 ; dependence of Eastern,
Mohammedan, and Christian
philosophy on, 59 ; attitude of
Neo-Platonism to, 180 ; relation
0, of Thales, 220, 221 ; the Py-
thagoreans, 489; Xenophanes,
558 sqq. ; Heracleitus, ii. 100
103; Empedocles, 172,179 sqg.,
184; Democritus, 287 sqg.;
Anaxagoras, 372 ; the Sophists,
481 ; resemblance of Roman, te
Pythagoreanism, i. 518, 2

Retribution, future, with the an-
cient poets, i. 125; Pytha-
goreans, 483 sq., 494 sq. Cf.
Death, Metempsyechosis

Rhetorie of the Sophists, ii. 4814

sq.
Right, natural and positive, ii.
476 sq.

SANUH UNIATHON, i. 48
Sappho, 1. 114

Scepticism, difference between an-
cient and modern, i. 159; sup-
posed, of Xenophanes, 575;
of the Sophists, ii. 475

Seiences, speciul, first recognition
of, 1. 5, 6

Sea, the, represented by Hesiod as

SLE

brought forth by the earth, i.
§6, 88; by Pheracydes as the
creation of Zeus, 93; in Orphic
eosmogonies, 98, 5; 99 ; Anaxi-
mander, gradual drying up of;
251, 1; 260; origin of, 255
Diogenes, origin of, reason of
its saltness, 294; gradual dry-
ing up of, 298; Heracleitus,
primitive fire first changed iuto,
i1.48; new formation of the earth
in, 63, 1; Empedocles, exuded
from the earth by solar heat,
158, 5; Democritus, origin of.
248 ; will in time dry up from
evaporation, 248, 3; Amaxa-
goras, why salt and bitten,
357, 1; formed by exudation
from the earth, 357, 1; Hippias,
the same opinion, 45%, §; called
by Pythagoreans the tears of
Cronos, 199, 2 .

Self examination, daily, enjoined
on Pythagoreans, i. 349, 496

Senses, the, and sense-perssption,
opinions ef philosophers on:
Parmenides, i. 591; ii. Heraclei~
tus, 88 sqq.; Empedecles, 167—
171; Democritus, 2653-267 :
Anaxagoras, 367 sq.; Chidemus,
388, 1; Protagoras, 448, 449

Separation of particular kinds of
matter from the Infinite; sce
Anaximander, Empedoeles, An-
aXagoras

Sevem, the number of reason, i.
475

Silenee, period of, in Pythagorean
noviciate, 1. 342; as to secret
doctrines, 851, 1

Simonides of Amorgos, zreligious
and ethical reflections in his
poems, i. 114, 122,

Ssx, the number of the soul, & 475
Slavery contrary to nature, as-
serted by Alerdamas, i1, 477
Sleep, explanation of, by Diogenes,

i. 297 ; Parmenides, 602, 1;
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Heracleitus, ii. 82 ; Empedocles,
164 ; Democritus, 260, 309 ;
Anazxagoras, 366, 5

Socrates, his place in Greek philo-
sophy, i. 162, 171 sqq.; ii. 406,
407, 515

Socratic schools, 1. 177

Solon, called a Sophist, 1. 2, 3;
remark of Creesus to, 1, 2; his
poems and ethics, 115 sq.; one
of the seven wise men, 119, 1;
fame as a law-giver, 120, 3

Soothsaying ; see prophecy

Sophist, meaning of the name, 1. 2;
1. 429; history of particular
Sophists, 407 sqq.

Sophistic opinion and teaching,
origin. ii. 394 ; previous relation
of philosophy to practical lite,
394 sq.; necessity of scientific
eulture, 895 ; cancelling of the
ancient philosophby. 398 ; revolu-
tion in Greek thought, the Greek
¢ Illumination,’ 401, 403 ; points
of contact in the previous
systems, 404 ; external history
of, 407 sq.; Protagoras, 408;
Gorgias, 412; Prodicus, 416;
Hippias. 421 ; Thrasymachus,
Euthydemus, ete, 423 ; how
regarded by the ancients, 429;
the Sophists as professional
teachers, 434 ; their payment
for instruction, 436 ; scientific
character of, 444 ; theory of
knowledge, 445 ; of Prota-
goras, 446 ; Gorgias, 451 ; Xeni-
ades, Euthydemus, 456, 457;
Eristic disputation involves neg-
lect of physics, 460 ; Sophistie
art of disputation, 462 ; ethics,
469 ; earlier Sophists, 470 ;
moral consequences of, 474 ;
opinions of the later Sophists
on right, 475; relation of, to
religion, 481; Sophistic rhetorie,
485; various tendencies of, 496 ;
historicalimportance and charac-

INDEX.
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ter of, 497; distinction of de-
finite Sophistic schools, 506 sq.
copla, original meaning of, 1. 1
Soul, the, ancient ideas about, 1.
73,2;123,124;281,2; doctrines
concerning, of Thales. 225, 7;
Anaximander,256; Anaximenes,
278 ; Diogenes of Apollonia,
286,292 296 ; the Pythagoreans,
188, 448, 475 sq., 482 sq.; Ale-
meeon, 524, 525 ; Hippasus, 526 ;
Heracleitus, ii. 79, 80 ; Empe-
docles 167, 2 ; Democritus, 256
sq., 262 ; Anaxagoras, 36+, 366
Space ; see the Void
Sphairos of Empedocles, ii. 149

8qq-
Spheres, the heavenly, of Anaxi-
mander, i. 254, 258 ; the Pytha-
goreans, 445, 1; Parmenides,
598. '
Stars, the, theories concerning : of
Thales, are fiery masses, i. 224,
6 ; Little Bear, Pleiades, Hyades,
214, n., 215, nm.; Anaximan-
der: formed of fire and air, 252,
258 ; spheres, 254; are innu-
merable, 257; created gods,
258 ; Anaximenes, are broad
and flat, and float upon the air,
274 ; origin, 274; from con-
densed vapours, motion, 275;
created gods, 276 ; Diogenes of
Apolionia, origin, 292, 294,
295; are porous bodies like
pumice-stone, the hollows of
which are filled with fire, 295 ;
the Pythagoreans, names for
particular constellations, 490,
2; spheres and revolution of,
444 sq.; are like the earth,
and surrounded by an atmo-
sphere, 456; revolve around
eentral fire, and determine cos-
mical year, 458; are divine,
458 ; morning and evening star
the same, 458, 1; Alcmeeon, are
divige, because their motion re-
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turns into itself and is eternal,
523, 524; Xenophanes, origi-
nate from vapours of earth and
water, 568; are fiery clouds,
and move in an endless straight
line above the earth, 572 ; circu-
lar motion is an optical delusion,
572; Parmenides, are fiery mas-
ses of vapour, 600, 2; heaven
of fixed, 599; Heracleitus,
his opinion of, ii. 49, 60 ; Empe-
docles, are fastened to the sky,
while planets move freely, 157 ;
Democritus, are masses of stone
heated by the revolution of the
heavens, 248, ., 249; their
motion, 251; Milky Way com-
posed of many, 252, 2; Metrodo-
rus,315,1; 316, 7.; Anaxagoras,
are masses of stone torn away
from the earth by the force of
the original rotation of matter,
356 ; become incandescent in the
®ther, 866 ; courses and motion,
ete., 360, 562

State, views concerning the, of the
Pythagoreans, i. 349, 493 sq.;
Heracleitus, ii. 98 sq.; Demo-
critus, 283 sq.; the Sophists,
475 =q.

Stoic philosophy, character and
results of, i. 158, 159

Suicide forbidden by the Pytha-
goreans, 1. 483, 1; 491

Sun, the, in the Orphic cos-
mogonies, 1. 64, 99, 106;
theories and discoveries re-
specting, of Thales, the sol-
stices, 214 ; foretold eclipse
of, 214, n. ; size of, 214 ; Anaxi-

- mander, is an aperture in a
ring formed of air and filled
with fire, 252, 253 ; size, 253;
influence on earth and sky and
origin of animals, 253, 255;
Anaximenes, is flat and broad,
and supported by the air, 273,
274 ; origin of, 274 ; disappears

THA

at night behind the northern
mountains, 275, 276 ; solstices,
277, n.; Diogenes of Apollonia,
is a porous body, arising from,
and sustained by terrestrial va~
pours, 295; Pythagoreans, is
a vitreous sphere, 455 sq.; re-
volves around the central fire,
444 ; aod reflects its light,
450452, 455, 466 ; sphere of,
452, 2; eclipses of, 455 ; place
of, in the spheral harmony, 462,
n.; motes of the, are souls, 476 ;
Alemaon,shape of,523, 1; Xeno-
phanes, is a fiery cloud kindled
aod extinguished at rising and
setting, 572 ; moves in a straight
line, 5672 ; Parmenides, is of a
fiery nature, and produced from
the Milky Way,600, 2; influence
of, on origin of man, 601; Hera-
cleitus, daily renewal of, ii.
57 sq.; FEmpedocles, agrees
with Pythagoreans respecting
nature and light of, 186 ; eourse
of, 157 ; Democritus, origin of,
249; 250, 2; motion and velo-
city, 251; fixed stars reflect
light of, 252, 2; Metrodorus,

_ is a precipitate from the air,
315, 2; daily renewal of, 316,
n.; Anaxagoras, is a red-hot
stony mass, 356, 3; father of
plants, 365, 3; motion and size
of, 860-362; eclipses of; see
Eclipses.

ouvédpia, the Pythagorean, i. 357

v

TELA UGES, son of Pythagoras,
ii. 188, 1

Terpander, i. 122

Tetractys, the, Pythagoras called
the revealer of, i. 428

Thales, supposed visit to Egypt,
i. 83; history of philosophy
begins with, 84, 1; 127, 166;
among the seven wise men, 119,
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1,213 ; and the wisest of them,
121 ; his life, 211-216; sup-
posed writings, 216, 2; philo-
sophy, 216 sqq.; water as pri-
mitive matter, 217 sq.; orga-
nising force, 220 ; origin of all
things from water, 223; other
theories ascribed to him, 224

sq.

Theano, wife or daughter of Py-
thagoras, i. 341, 4; 372, 4

Theognis, 1. 115, 117, 122, 123

Theogony of Hesiod, i. 84; not a
philosophy, 89

Thought, Democritus on, and
perception. ii. 270 sqq.; see
Cognition, Novs

Thrasymachus, the Sophist, ii. 423
460; 464, 6; 481

7 hzmdér, see Meteorologlcal The-
ories ; frightens sinners in

_Tartarus, according to Pytha-
goras, i. 483, 3

Timeus the Locrian, treatise on
the world-soul attributed to him,
i. 319 ; dateaccording to Plato,
364

Time, Chronos of Pherecydes, i.
91, 2; according to the Pytha-
goreans, 469

Tisias, his school of rhetoric in
Sieily, ii. 489

Tones, see Harmony, Pythago-
rean system of, i. 431-433.

Transmigraiion of souls; see Me-
tempsychosis

Tyrteus, Spartan elegiac poet, i.
114, 127

D’N]TY of History, see History ;
of spirit with nature, see
Nature; of primitive matter
with motive foree, 1. 200, 220,
249; and duality, with the
Pythagoreans, 387 sqq., 894
8q.; of all Being asserted by
Xenophanes, 561, 582; and

WOM

Parmenides, proved by Zeno,
611 sq.; Melissus, 632; of
Being and Thought, held by
Paimenides, 583, 590; of the
wortd, by Anaxagoras, ii. 338,
359

Universe, the, opinions concerning,
of the Pythagoreans, i. 443 sq.;
Parmenides, 598; Heracleitus,
ii. 62; Demoeritus, 247; An-
axagoras, 360

Unlimited, the, of Anaximander,
1. 227 sqq.; of the Pythagoreans,
466 sq.

Unlimitedness, of the atoms as
to number, and of the Void,
maintained by the Atomists, ii.
223, 228, 2456

I]EINS called the bonds of the
soul, 1. 482, 1

Virtue, a uumber, i. 188; a har-
mony, 491 ; Sophistic doctrine
of, il. 470 sqq. ; opinions of the
philosophers on; see Ethics

Void. the, maintained by the
Pythagoreans, i. 468; Ecphan
tus, 528 ; the Atomists, ii. 228 ;
denied by Parmemdes, i. £86;
Melissus, 634636 ; Empedocles
i, 135; Anaxdgoras 342

WA TER as primitive matter, i.
217, 226

Wind, connection of souls with the,
i. 485, 2 ; theories respecting;
see Meteorological Theories

Wise men, the seven, called So-
phists, 1. 2, 3; their names
variously given, 119, 2; their
ethics, 119 ; relation to philoso-
phy, 120, 121; judgment of
Heracleitus on, ii. 10

Women, education of, neglected by
the Greeks, i. 77; among the
disciples of Pythagoras, i. 341,
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4; Theano on the duty and
position of, 495, 2; low opinion
of Democritus of, ii. 285 ; have
warmer nature than men and
originally sprang from the
south, according to Parmenides,
i. 601, 3; this theory reversed
by Empedocles, ii. 162

Works and Days, ethics of He-
siod’s, 1. 112

World-soul, resemblance of Ad-
rastea in Orphic poems to
Plato’s, i. 101 ; not held by
Thales, 222; supposed Pytha-
gorean doctrine of the, 485, 1;
486

World, the, is to Plato the visible
God, i. 154; formation of, ac-
cording to Thales, 223, 224;
Anaximander, 248 sq.; Anaxi-
menes, 273 sq.; Hippo, 282;
Diogenes, 292; the Pythago-
reans, 439 sq.; Empedocles, ii.
150 sq.; Democritus, 244 sq.;
Anaxagoras, 345 sq.; Arche-
laus, 390; was without be-
ginning, according to Xeno-
phanes, i. 565 sq. ; Heracleitus,
1. 21, 76, 77; periodieal eon-
stroction and destruction of,
held by Anaximander, i. 256 ;
Anaximenes, 278; Diogenes,
298 ; Heracloitus, ii. 76, 77;
Empedocles, 145 sq., 1561, 152;
unity of, held by Heracleitus,
61, 74; animate nature of, ac-
cording to Thales, 1. 222 ; innu-
merable worlds, spoken of by
Anaximander,i. 257 8qq.; Anaxi-
menes, 277 ; Democritus, ii. 245,
aseribed to Xenophanes, i. 571 ;
relation of, to God, ¢f. God ; world
above and beneath the moon, i.
471

X ENIADES, the Sophist, i

426, 456

541

Z0Rr

Xenophanes, sources in regard to
his doetrine, i, 533; Life and
writings, 556 sq.; theology,
polemie against polytheism,
858 ; unity of all Being, 561;
more precise definition of this,
564, 565; no denial of Be-
coming, 566 ; physical theories,
567 sq.; ethies, 574; supposed
sceptieism, 574 sq.; character
of his philosophy, 577

Xenophilus, a musician, disciple of
Eurytus, the Pythagorean, said
to have lived to 105 in perfect
health, i. 364, 5, end

YE‘AR, cosmic, according to
the Pythagoreans, i. 458;
according to Heracleitus, ii 77

ZAGREUS, myth of, i. 64, 1;
105

Zaleucus, said to have been in-
structed by Pythagoras, 1. 342, 1

Zalmoxts, story of, and Pytha-
goras, i. 73, 1; 330, 8; 337

Zaratas, i. 328, 3

Zeno of Elea, life and writings, i.
609 sq.; relation to Parme-
nides, 611 sq. ; physical theories
ascribed to him, 611, 612; refu-
tation of ordinary presentation,
612; dialectic, 539 sq.; argu-
ment against multiplicity, 614
5q.; against motion, 619 sq.;
historical importance of these
demonstrations, 625

-Zeus, meaning of, with Phereeydes,

i. 91 8q.; in Hesiodie and Or-
phic myths, 64, 66, 100, 101,
104 sq., 107; sayings of the
poets concerning, 112, 122
Zoroaster, supposed connection
with Pythagoras, i 328, 3;
515 ; with Heracleitus, 1i. 115
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SOCRATES and the SOCRATIC SCHOOLS. Translated

by O. J. REICHEL, M. A, B.C.L. sometime Scholar of Queen’s College, Oxford. Second

Edition, enlarged from Materials supplied by the Author.

¢ This is a wholly new translation from
the third German edition, and the trans-
lator has done his work with such exceed-
ing carefulness, and yet with such success
in rendering the sometimes crabbed and
often involved German into jdiomatic
English, that his workmanship reads with

PLATO and the OLDER

Crown 8vo. 10s. 6d.

all the flowing ease of a well-written ori-
ginal composition. . . , Taken as a whele,
the beook is one of profound value and
interest. and while specially so to the phi-
losopbical student, may be commended to
all thoughtful readers.’

BRITISH QUARTERLY REVIEW,

ACADEMY. Translated by

Sarafi F. ALLEYNE, and ALWRED GOODWIN, B.A. Fellow and Lecturer, Balliol

College, Oxford. Crown 8vo. 18s.

¢ The compliment of translation is well
deserved by the patient erudition and
masterly arrangement of the original,
which is an indispensable aid to the readers
of PLATO and ARISTOTLE. Of this trans-
lation it can be said that in all essential
respects it may be relied on as an equivalent
of ZELLER'S book.” ACADEMY.

¢This is a translation of Dr. EDUARD
ZRLLER'S Plato und die dltere Akademie,
a work of great value to students of PraTo,
but hitherto only in part accessible to
English readers. The text has been admir-
ably translated by Miss ATLLEYNE. who has
proved herself fully competent to deal
with the philosophical terminology of the
German original, and to execute a transla-
tion which does not, like some translations,
proclaim itself as such by any un-English
structure of its phrases and sentences.
Copious notes and references have been
added by Mr, Goopwix, Fellow of Balliol
Coliege, who shares with Miss ALLEYNE
the responsibility of the work. The value

of Dr. ZELLER’S work has been amply -

acknowledged by Professor JOWETT in the
Preface to the second edibion of his PLATO ;
and this transiation of it will be a great
boon to many students of PLATO who (ag
its Authors suggest in their Preface) are
less familiar with German than the Greek.
GUARDIAN.

‘The work must become indispensable
to the student of PLATO. It convists of
sixteen chapters, in which Plato’s life, the
order of his writings, the character of his
Philosophy, his Physics, his Ethics, and his
Religion, are treated with great detail and
minuteness. It is, of course, impossible in
these pages to do more with so vast a
work—not vast, however, in bulk, being a
book of 600 pages—than to call attention
to it, and, if possible, to give some idea of
its style.’ EDUCATIONAL TIMES,

‘In all its departments Dr. ZELLER'S
book is both comprehensive and trust-
worthy. He seems to have said the last
word on Greek philosophy; and his volumes
are among those monuments of nineteenth
century German research which make one
wonder what will remain for the scholars
of the twenticth century to do. He brings
to his task the two essential qualities—
vast learning, and the power of moving at
pleasure in the rarified atmosphere of ab.
stractions. . . . It is evident that Mr.
GOODWIN, to whom this part of the under-
taking fell, had no sinecure in his work of
translation and verification, He has gone
bravely through with it, however, and
both his work and that of Miss ALLRYNE,
who trapslated the text, leave almost
nothing to be desired.”
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by 0. J. RErcreL, M.A. B.C.L. sometime Scholar of Queen’s College, Oxford. Second
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*,% The volume announced above will complete the English Translation of
Dr. ZrrierR's Work on the Philosophy of the Grecks.

London, LONGMANS & CO,





