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THE LIBRARY OF PHILOSOPHY.

Tane LIBRARY OF PHILOSOPHY is in the first in-
stance a contribution to the History of Thought.  While
much has been done in England in tracing the course of evo-
lution in nature, history, religion, and morality, comparatively
little has been done in tracing the development of Thought
upon these and kindred subjects, and yet “the evolution of
opinion is part of the whole evolution.”

This Library will deal mainly with Modern Philosophy,
partly because Ancient Philosophy has already had a fair share
of attention in this country through the labours of Grote,
Ferrier, and others, and more recently through translations
from Zeller ; partly because the Library does not profess to
give a complete history of thought.

By the co-operation of different writers in carrying out this
plan, it is hoped thata completeness and thoroughness of treat-
ment otherwise unattainable will be secured. It is believed,
also, that from writers mainly English and American fuller
consideration of English Philosophy than it has hitherto re-
ceived from the great German Histories of Philosophy may
be looked for. In the departments of Ethics, Economics, and
Politics, for instance, the contributions of English writers to
the common stock of theoretic discussion have been especially
valuable, and these subjects will accordingly have spe~ial pro-
minence in this undertaking.

Another feature in the plan of the Library is its arrange-
ment -according to subjects rather than authors and dates,
enabling the writers to follow out and exhibit in a way
hitherto unattempted the results of the logical development of
particular lines of thought.

The historical portion of the Library is divided into two
sections, of which the first contains works upon the develop-
ment of particular schools of Philosophy, while the second ex-
hibits the history of theory in particular departments. The
third series contains original contributions to Philosophy, and
the fourth translations of valuable foreign works.

To these have been added, (1) by way of Introduction to
the whole Library, an English translation of Erdmann’s “ His-
tory of Philosophy,” long since recognised in Germany as the
best; (2) translations of standard foreign worksupon Philosophy.

J. H. MUIRHEAD,

General Editor.
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ERDMANNS HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY.

NOTICES OF THE PRESS.

“A SPLENDID monument of patient labour, critical acumen, and admirable
methodical treatment, . . . Itis not too much to predict that, for the library
of the sawant, for the academical student, whose business it is to be primed in
the wisdom of the ages, and for the literary dilettante, who is nothing if not well
up in ‘things that everybody ought to know,’ these volumes will at once become a
necessity for purposes, at least, of reference, if not of actual study. . . . We
possess nothing that can bear any comparison with it in point of completeness.”—
Pall Mall Gazelte, ‘

“It is not necessary to speak of the great merits of Erdmann’s History of
Plilosophy. Its remarkable clearness and comprehensiveness are well known.
. . . The translation is a good, faithful rendering, and jn some parts even
reaches a high literary level.”—Professor JOHN WATSON, in 77%e¢ Week, of Canada.

“It is matter of real congratulation, in the dearth still of original English or
American work over the whole field of historical philosophy, that by the side of the
one important German compend of this generation, the other, so well fitted to serve
as its complement, is now made accessible to the English-speaking student.”—
Mind. :

‘It has been long known, highly esteemed, and in its successive editions has
sought to make itself more worthy of the success it has justly achieved. Erd-
mann’s work is excellent. His history of mediaval philosophy especially deserves
attention and praise for its comparative fulness and its admirable scholarship.
. . . It must prove a valuable and much-needed addition to our philosophical
works.”—Scolsman,

“ The combination of qualities necessary to produce a work of the scope and
grade of Erdmann’s is rare. Industry, accuracy, and a fair degree of philosophic
understanding may give us a work like Ueberweg’s ; but Erdmann’s history, while
in no way superseding Ueberweg’s as a hand book for general use, yet occupies a
different position. Erdmann wrote his book, not as a reference book, to give in
brief compass a digest of the writings of various authors, but as a genuine history
of philosophy, tracing in a genetic way the development of thought in its treat-
ment of philosophic problems. Its purpose is to develop philosophic intelligence
rather than to furnish information, When we add that, to the successful execution
of this intention, Erdmann unites 2 minute and exhaustive knowledge of philo-
sophic sources at first hand, equalled over the entire field of philosophy probably
by no other one man, we are in a condition to form some idea of the value of the
book. To the student who wishes, not simply a general idea of the course of
philosophy, nor a summary of what this and that man has said, but a somewhat
detailed knowledge of the evolution of thought, and of what this and .the other
writer have contributed to it, Erdmann is indispensable ; there is no substitute.”-—
Professor JOHN DEWEY, in Tihe Andover Review. i

It is a work that is at once compact enough for the ordinary student, and full
enough for the reader of literature. . . . Atonce systematic and interesting.”—
Journal of Education. '

“ The translation into English of Erdmann’s History of Philosophy is an
important event in itself, and in the fact that it is the first instalment of an under-
taking of great significance for the study of philosophy in this country. Apart,
however, from its relation to the Library to which it is to serve as an introduction,
the translation of Erdmann’s History of Philosophy is something for which. the:
English student ought to be thankful. . . . A History of past endeavours,
achievements, and failures cannot but be of great use to the student. Such a His-
tory, able, competent, trustworthy, we have now in our hands, adequaté¢ly -and
worthily rendered into our mother-tongue.”—Spectator. '
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EDITOR’S PREFACE.

THE present translation of Erdmann's Grundyiss der Ge-
schichte der Philosophie has been made from the third and
last edition (Berlin, 1878), and executed by different hands,
as follows : The Ancient Philosophy (vol. i, pp. 1-222), by
Mr. Canning Schiller, B.A., late Exhibitioner of Balliol Coi-
lege, Oxford ; The Patristic and Scholastic periods of Medi-
®val Philosophy (vol. i., pp. 225-542), by the Rev. Arthur
C. McGiffert, Ph.D., of Lane Theological Seminary, Cincin-
nati; The Period of Transition of Mediaval Philosophy
(vol. i, pp. 543-723), by the Rev. Andrew Rutherford, M.A.,
of Dundee; Modern Philosophy down to Kant (vol. ii.,.
Pp- 1-358), by Mr. George Macdonald, M.A., Master. in Kel-.
vinside Academy, Glasgow ; Modern Philosophy from Kant.
to Hegel's death (vol. ii,, pp. 359-707), by Mr. B. C. Burt,
M.A,, formerly Fellow of Johns Hopkins ~University, Balti--
more; German Philosophy since Hegel's death (vol. iii.,
PP. 1-330), by the Rev. E. B. Spiers, M.A., of Glendevon,,
Dollar, 4

The Editor has revised and is responsible for the entire
translation. But the rendering given to technical terms and
phrases, and the literary form of the whole, are more par-
ticularly his work, while the general phraseology is, in the
main, the unaltered work of the several translators. For the
translation of the Author's prefaces, the tables of contents and
the indexes, the Editor is alone responsible,
. The attention of the reader is directed to what the Author
says in his prefaces—which have been reprinted largely on
this account—in explanation of two characteristics of his work
—the relatively full treatment of the Middle Ages, and the
principle on which the bibliography has been given. Con-
cerning the latter, no attempt has been made to supplement
the Author's citations, in order to furnish something approach-
Ing a systematic and complete bibliography. In some re-
spects, such a plan undoubtedly would have been desirable ;
but on the whole it seemed better to preserve the Author's

vil



viil EDITOR'S PREFACE.

principle intact. As it stands, the literature given has a
special significance in reference to the exposition ; and it is
believed that all scholars will appreciate the fact that ex-
traneous additions have not been made. The Editor has
sought, however, to add information about all works cited as
in progress at the time of publication.

For obvious reasons of convenience, it has been thought
-advisable to publish the very lengthy “ Appendix” to vol. ii.
as a third volume. But in consideration of the fact that the
Author does not regard this part of his work as strictly con-
‘tinuous with the rest (as is explained in vol ii, § 330, 2),
the designation of “ Appendix” has been retained, although
it now forms a separate volume. Dr. Erdmann’s statements
.about the history of the *“ Appendix” are of course to be
found in his prefaces to vol. ii. As this account of the
‘German philosophy of this century is the only one of note
extant, it is believed that it will be very welcome, notwith-
standing the Author’s conviction that he has here supplied,
not a history, but only a contribution of material towards a
history. The Editor has undertaken to bring the necrology of
this part down to date, and to add the important works of
Lotze and Eduard von Hartmann that have appeared since
its publication. He has also supplied vol. iii. with a General
Index to the entire work.

In conclusion, the Editor desires to acknowledge his in-
debtedness to Professor ]J. H. Muirhead, M.A., of London,
for reading the sheets on Plato and Aristotle, and for correct-
ing the second proof of the entire third volume after page 96 ;
to Miss Arlisle M. Young, B.A., for assistance with portions
of the proof; and to many others whom he cannot mention
by name for information and assistance of the most varied
kinds. As manifestly more appropriate to the English version
in three volumes, it has been decided to omit the designation
of “Outlines” from the title-page, although the work is re-
ferred to by that name in the Author's prefaces and in the
text, particularly of the third volume.

It should perhaps be added that Professor Erdmann gave
his ready assent to the translation of his work, and has kindly

communicated with the Editor on any points of unusual
difficulty. :

W. S. H.



PREFACE TO VOLUME -FIRST.

A rEw words respecting the origin of these Outlines may
perhaps prevent them from receiving unwarranted criticisms
in addition to the numerous ones which will doubtless be
deserved. :

As it seems to me that Schleiermacher's remark, *“ A pro-
fessor who dictates sentences for his students to take down, in
reality claims for himself the privilege of ignoring the dis-
covery of printing,” although likely to be forgotten by many,
is in danger of being discredited by no one, I have, where
it appeared desirable that my students should carry home
notes approved, not only by them but by me, had Outlines
printed for my lectures. But I thought such outlines unneces-
sary for the History of Philosophy. For a long time, in
answer to the oft-recurring question, what compend I pre-
ferred, I was able to recommend only Reinhold’s, much as his
book leaves to be desired, since Tennemann's Manual was
out of print, Marbuch’s seemed never likely to be completed,
and, finally, Ueberweg’s learned work was not yet expected.
As I saw, however, that (what would have horrified the author
himself) Schwegler's Outline, and at length even pitiable imi-
tations of this cursory work, were the only sources from which
students,—especially those preparing for examinations,—
gained their knowledge, I attempted to sketch an Outline
which should give my students in concise form what I had
" said in my lectures, and which at the same time should indi-
cate throughout where the materials for a more thorough study
were to be found. For Ancient Philosophy, inasmuch as we
possess the excellent works by Brandis and Zeller, and the
valued collection of citations by Ritter and Preller, this method

could be followed, as indeed it likewise could for the Gnostics
- ‘ ix



X PREFACE TO VOLUME FIRST.

and Church Fathers; and hence the first fifteen sheets of
these Outlines contain only in very few parts more extended
expositions than I was accustomed to give in my lectures.
Had I been able to follow this plan to the end of the work,
the further designation ““For Lectures” would have been
added to the title of ““Outlines,” and it would have appeared
in one volume instead of in two.  That, however, this would
not be possible, was clear to me as soon as I came to the
treatment of the Schoolmen. However great my respect for
the labours of Tiedemann on the earlier Schoolmen, and of H.
Ritter and Hauréau on the later ; however much, further, I am
indebted to monographs upon individual Schoolmen; with
whatever appreciation and wonder, finally, I regard the gigantic
labour which Prantl undertook in behalf of the Medizeval Logic,
I nevertheless found so much in the philosophers since the
ninth century, of which the existing expositions of their doc-
trines said nothing, and I saw myself so often obliged to
deviate from the traditional order and arrangement, that, espe-
cially as I desired in this book to keep myself free from all
controversy, I regarded greater fulness essential to the
establishment of my views. The introduction of citations
into the text of this part was furthermore obligatory, since we
do not possess a chrestomathy of Medizeval Philosophy, such
as Ritter and Preller have prepared for the Ancient. The
limitation ““ For Lectures” had to be omitted ; for I am able
to compress only a very condensed summary of what the last
twenty-four sheets of this volume contain into the few weeks
which I can devote to the Middle Ages in my lectures. On ac-
count of the difference of character which thus falls to the first
and to the two other thirds of this volume, it has come about
;(what may strike many readers as strange), that Mediaval
Philosophy here occupies more than twice the space devoted
to the Ancient. Whoever would make out of this a charge of
disproportion, and refer-me to many of the recent expositions
of the history of philosophy as models worthy of imitation,
should first consider that where Brandis, Zeller, and others, had



PREFACE TO VOLUME FIRST. X1

convinced me of the correctness of their views, I naturally
did not. need to introduce also the reasons for them. On the
contrary, every assertion of mine which conflicted with the
customary view had to be substantiated. In the second place,
however, I wish to say, that I am not moved to imitate the
example of those who begin by asserting that the Middle
Ages brought forth no healthy thoughts, and then proceed
to give themselves no further trouble about them, except
perhaps to relate some curiosity or other from Tennemann,
in order after all to say something. It may be a very
antiquated notion, but I hold it to be better,—not to speak
of the dogmatism of proceeding otherwise,—first to study
the doctrines of these men, and then to ask whether they,
~who among other things have given us our entire philo-
sophical terminology, are to be counted as nothing. I know
very well that what we have ourselves produced, and not
learned from another, is wont on that account to seem more
important to us than to others, perhaps indeed than it is ; and
so I will not dispute with my critic who would bring the charge,
perhaps, that because I myself was obliged to pore so long
over Raymond Lully, I now burden my reader with such a
lengthy description of his famous Art. But I shall be ready
to declare this exhaustiveness to be wholly useless only when
the critic tells me that he (more fortunate than I) has been
able easily to gather from the previous expositions of Lully’s
doctrines how it happened that Lully’s disciples at one time
nearly equalled in number the followers.of Thomas Aquinas,
that Giordano Bruno became enthusiastic over him, that
Leibnitz had such a high opinion of him and got so much
from him, etc: What I mean to say, is this : To the reproach
of disproportion, I answer by way of apology, that where 1
only said what was to be found elsewhere, I could be brief ;
but where I differed from others, I was obliged to be
explicit.
_ J. E. ERDMANN.
'HaLLE, 1865.



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

InasmucH as the Preface to the first edition fixes the point of
view from which I desire that this work should be judged-—
and it is on that account that I have had it reprinted—it only
remains here to speak of the points wherein this second
edition differs from the first. With the single exception that
the earliéer exposition of Weigel's doctrines was exchanged
for quite another (partly because I took into consideratior
Sebastian Franck, omitted before, but also for other reasons),
I have altered nothing, but only made additions. A some-
what larger size nevertheless made it possible to meet the
wish of the publishers not to increase the number of sheets.
I was brought to make most of these additions by various
reviews, of which my book has received a gratifying num-
ber, among them undeservedly laudatory ones. Most of my
critics will find that I have followed their suggestions. Where
that is not the case, let them not at once suppose that their
suggestions passed unheeded. When, however, the grounds
given in my book for separating Anaxagoras from the earlier
philosophers are only met with the question whether this is
really necessary,—when my separation of Neo-Platonism from
ancient philosophy, supported by reasons, is treated as an un-
heard-of innovation, although Marbuch in his Text-book, and
Brandis in his Lectures, as I know from his own lips, have
.made precisely the same division,—when, finally, my pointing _
out that the doctrines of Thomas Aquinas and those of Duns
Scotus form different phases of scholasticism, meets only_with
the peremptory assertion that both stand upon the same level
(to be sure, with the immediately added declaration that Duns
is related to Thomas as Kant is to Leibnitz),—I am only
able, inasmuch as once for all 1 will not enter into contro-
versy, to pass over .such unsubstantiated, or self-destroying
criticisms in silence. Other suggestions I should perhaps

xu



PREFACE TO TIE SECOND EDITION. Xili

have followed, had not those who gave them made .it them-
selves impossible. Thus, an anonymous critic in the 4/.
Augsb. Zeit., whom one cannot otherwise charge with not
being perfectly explicit, has omitted to indicate the passages
where my book seeks to force applause by “exits from the
stage,” and thus deprived me of the opportunity of proving to
him by expunging the same, that a ranting actor is at least
as offensive to me as to him. ‘

It was not through criticisms that the alteration was occa-
sioned by which the second edition contains a considerable
amount of bibliography wanting in the first. This has not
been added in order to make my work into a serviceable re-
ference book; even were I prepared to write such a work, I
should certainly have forborne doing so now that we possess
such a good one in Ueberweg’s Outl/ines. But what 1 had
declared in the Preface to the first edition as my purpose: at
every point to indicate where advice and instruction for a pro-
founder acquaintance with any philosopher was to be found,
was not adequately executed, so long as the titles of books
were unmentioned from which I myself had gathered infor-
mation, aind which I thus knew from experience to contain it.
The list of these has been completed, and in addition those
books are indicated which I have read with profit since the
appearance of the first edition. The limitation solely to such
books as have been of value to myself, rests upon a wholly
subjective principle, and must result in a great disproportion
in the literature given. But if 1 had abandoned this method,
my book would have lost its character, and therewith its chief,
perhaps only, worth.

My entire work, indeed, is based upon a principle which
on my behalf may be called a subjective one, and shows, just
1s the bibliography it contains, no proportion whatever in its
several parts. Had my exposition of the history of philosophy
sought to be like the great panoramas which one surveys by
following round a circular gallery, and hence by constantly
changing the point of view, but which, precisely on that ac-
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count, can be executed only by several artists working upon
them at the same time, I should have looked about me for
-coadjutors, and should have followed the example shown by
famous works of the day in pathology and therapeutics. This,
however, since I belong to the old school, I would not do, but
adopted as my model, not ‘the painter of a panorama, but the
landscape painter, who delineates a scene as it appears from
a single, unalterably fixed point of. view. Be it, now, that the
subject chosen was too large for me; be it that I did not set
about the work soon enough ; be it that I did not apply myself
to it assiduously enough; be it, finally, that all these causes
were combined together,—no one knows better than I, that
what I have exhibited before the world is no painting on
which the artist has put the finishing touches. Let it there-
fore be regarded as a sketch in which only certain parts have
been executed in detail, namely those in which light and
colour effects never to recur were involved ; while other por-
tions have remained in sketch-like touches, since here the work
could be completed at leisure in the studio, after earlier studies
or the paintings of others. To dsop the figure—I have sought
before everything so to represent such systems as have been
treated in a step-motherly fashion by others, that a complete
view of them might be obtained, and perhaps the desire
aroused to know them better. And this because, in particu-
lar, my chief aim has after all always been to show that, not
chance and planlessness, but strict coherence, rules the history
of philosophy. For this end, however, philosophers not of
the first rank (just as for Zoology, the Amphibians, and other
intermediate species) are often almost mqre important than
the greatest. More than all else, however, this my aim de-
mands an unswerving adherence to a single point of view.
Since this cannot be occupied by two at the same time, I
might treat in my exposition only of what I myself had, if
not discovered, then at any rate seen. The gratifying con-
sciousness that 1 have not deviated from this singleness of
view. will be felt, if T mistake not, by the attentive reader.
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This open, I might almost say innocent, character would have
lost its physiognomy, or only been able to assume it again
artificially, if 1 had copied from others without verification,
even were it only in the matter of the iron inventory of the
customary bibliography. ““If I mistake not,” I said. With-
~out this reservation I declare that now, but only now, I am
certain, that everything that I have made an author say, often
perhaps through a misinterpretation,—the possibility of which
I of course do not deny,—has nevertheless always been found
in him with my own eyes. In the case of many a remark, it
would now be very difficult for me to find among my excerpts
the passage where it stands ; in the case of others, it would be
impossible without indeed reading through the entire author,
as the exposition was made direct from the text without ex-
tracts. Now, however, I am in the fortunate position of one
who, when a promissory note is presented to him written in
his own hand, dated at his place of residence, without referring
to his diary to convince himself that he was not at home on
that day, refuses acceptance, because he never gives promissory
notes. It is unpleasant for any one when his critic exclaims :
“What thou assertest is said, is nowhere to be found,” and
so, where I feared that, I have given citations; and I.am
accustomed, when this fate nevertheless befalls me, to search
first among my extracts, then in the books themselves from
which the extracts were taken, to see whether I cannot find a
quotation. If I do not find it, I relinquish the pleasure of
having convinced my critics. For myself, the matter no
longer disquiets me, which, did I otherwise, might give me
a sleepless night. This my certainty, resting upon subjective
ground, I cannot of course communicate to others; and they
will, where they find assertions without citations, consult other
expositions. So much the better ; for, as I have no love for
the komines unius libri, 1 have not wished by my book to in-
crease their number. v
‘ J. E. ERDMANN.

- Havrrg, 1869.



PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION.

SINCE on the appearance of a new edition of a book it is
usually important for the reviewer, often also for the reader,
speedily to ascertain the deviations from the last edition, I give
the additions which have enriched or otherwise altered the
present work. I shall confine myself, of course, to the more
extended ones. For although the result of the reading of an
entire work has been frequently condensed into a few short sen-
tences, I nevertheless would not venture to call attention to these
cases, as I will not offer the reading public the history of my
“ QOutlines,” instead of my ‘‘ Outlines of History.” Accord-
ingly, I note first that in § 113, instead of the mere mention
of the name, Hermes Trismegistus has received a full exposi-
tion. As I am unfortunately unacquainted with Arabic, the
reference of his Holiness, the Bishop of Speyer, in a letter to
me of the 8th November, 1873, to the “ Youthful editor of
the Arabic Trismegistus,” remained unnoticed. I can only
concur in the wish of his Reverence, expressed in .the same
letter, that some one would edit, together with Hermes, the
Theologia Aristotelis and the Liber de causis.—The additions
in § 135 on the Latin Apologists, are at the same time an ex-
pression of indebtedness to Ebert for the information which
his excellent book on the Christian Latin Literature affords.
§ 147 is designed to bring Isidore of Seville, previously only
mentioned by name, to merited recognition ; likewise § 155,
at Prantl's suggestion, William of Hirschau. In § 182, the
previously unmentioned Z/eologia Aristotelis is noticed.
Averrdes occasioned me the greatest trouble in the entirely

xvi
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rewritten § 187, about whose doctrines I believe I have said
some things hitherto nowhere to be found. In the following
sections Joél's thorough investigations have occasioned addi-
tions, as likewise in § 237 has Fr. Schultze's Philosophie der
Renaissance. § 232, which treats of the German Reformation
and its influence on philosophy, is wanting in the earlier
editions,

In accordance with my previously-mentioned plan, I have
added the titles of books from which I have learnt anything
worthy of note. On the other hand, it seemed to me, inas-
much as I state exactly where all the citations are to be found
in Ritter and Preller, and in Mullach, a waste of space should
I particularly specify some of them besides. So I have struck
out the references of the earlier editions. What I have fur-
ther to say to the reader, he will find, be he so disposed, in the
prefaces to the earlier editions, which for that reason I have
had reprinted.

J. E. ERDMANN.

HALLE, 1876.

EDITOR’S PREFACE TO THIRD ENGLISH
EDITION.

In preparing the Third Edition of this translation for publi-
cation, the Editor has been specially indebted to Professor
Henry C. King, of Oberlin College, for a number of important
corrections and suggestions, as well as for the “Qutline ” which
is printed at the end of the third volume. His obligations
are due also to Mr. Theodore G. Soares, B.A., for a careful
revision of the Indexes, which, it is hoped, will now be found
wholly free from error.  Other alterations have been confined
to such few verbal improvements as the limits of a stereotyped
work would permit. '
The Editor may take this opportunity of expressing his
appreciation of the uniformly generous treatment he has
received at the hands of his critics.
W. S. HOUGH.
* MINNEAPOLIS.



CONTENTS OF VOLUME FIRST.

PAGR
INTRODUCTION, §§ 1~14 . . . . . . . .- 1
Part F fRST.

ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY,

INTRODUCTION, § 15 . . . . . . . . . . 13

SOURCES AND AUTHORITIES, § 16 . . . . . . . 14
FirsT PERIOD. IMMATURITY . . . . . . . . 17 .

1. The Pure Physiologers, §§ 21-27 . . . . . . 18

A. Thales, § 22 . . . . . . . . . 19

B. Anaximander, § 24 . . . . . . . 20

C. Anaximenes, § 26 . . . . .. . 23

D. Diogenes of Apollonia, 3 28 . . . . . . 24

II. The Pure Metaphysicians, §§ 30-4r1 . . . . . 27

A. The Pythagoreans, §§ 31-33 . ; . . . . 28

B. The Eleatics, §§ 34-41. . . . . . . 38

a. Xenophanes, §34 . . . . . e 38

5. Parmenides, § 36 . . . . . . . 40

¢. Melissus, § 38 . . . . . N 43

d. Zeno,§ 40 . . . . . - . 44

111. The Metaphysical Physiologers, §§ 42—48 . . . . 47

A. Heraclitus, § 43 . . . . . . . 48

B. Empedoc}es, §45 . . . . . . . . 54

C. The Atomists, § 47 . . . . . . . 58

SEcoND PErIOD. THE ATic PHILOSOPRY . . . . 63

1. Anaxagoras, § 52 . . . . . . . . . 65

IT. The Sophists, §§ 54-62 . . . . . . . . 69

ITI. Socrates, §§ 63-66 . . . . N . . 78

1V. The Socratic Schools, §§ 67-73 . . . . . . 86

V. Plato, §§ 74-82 . . . . - . . 95

VI. Aristotle, §§ 83-91 . . . . . . . . 130

xviii



CONTENTS. Xix

PAGE
THIRD PERIOD. DECAY . . . . . . . . « 179

I. The Dogmatists, §§ 95-98 . . . . . . . 181
I1. The Sceptics, §§ 99-104 . . . . . . . 193
III. The Syncretists, §§ 105-114 . . . . . . « 200

CoNcLusION. § 115 . . . . . . . . . 221

lPART SECOND.
MEDIAVAL PHILOSOPHY.
INTRODUCTION, §§ 116—126 . . . . . . . . 225

First PERIOD. PATRISTICS . . . . . . . 229

I. The Gnostics, §§ 122-125 ' . . .. . . . 230
II. The Neo-Platonists, §§ 126-130 . . . . . . 235
III. The Church Fathers . . . . . . . 253

SEcoND PERIOD. SCHOLASTICISM . . . . . . . v 287

1. The Rise of Scholasticism, §§ 152-177 . . 290
A. Scholasticism as a Fusion of Religion and Reason, ’
§§ 154-162 . . . . 292
B. Scholasticism as Mere Rational Sc1ence, §§ 163—164 . 327
C. Scholasticism as Mere Religious Science, §§ 165-173 . 331
II. Scholasticism at its Height, §§ 178-209 . . . . 356
A, Mohammedans and Jews, 181~190 . . . . 359
B. Christian Aristotelians, §§ 191208 . . . . 381
a. Alexander, § 195 . .. . . . . . 386
5. Bonaventura, § 197 . . . . . . 393
¢ Albert, § 199-202 . . . . . . . 400
4. Thomas and the Thomists, §§ zo3, 204 . . . 423
¢. Lully, § 206 . . . . . . . . 447
/- Dante, § 208 . . . . . . . 468
III. The Decay of Scholasticism, §§ 210-225 . . . . 475
a. Roger Bacon, § 212 . . . . .« 476
b. Duns Scotus, § 214 . . . . . . 485
¢. Occam, § 216 . . . . . . . 5oz
d. Pierre d’Ailly, § 219 . . . . . . 518
¢. Gerson, §z20 . . . . . . 521
/- Raymond of Sabunde, § 222, . . . . 5§26
&

Nicolaus of Cusa, § 224 . . . . . 532



XX CONTENTS.

PAGE

Tuirp PERIOD. TRANSITION . . . . . . . 543
1. Philosophy as Divine Wlsdom, §§ 229-234 . . . . 547
A. Speculative Myst1c1sm, § 230. . . " . . 548

B. Practical Mysticism, § 231 . . . . . . 556

C. Theosophical Mysticism, § 234 . . . . . 578

11. Philosophy as Secular Wisdom, §§ 235-256 . . . . 595
A. The Renaissance, §§ 236-239 . . . . . 595

B. The Natural Philosophers, §§ 241-250 . . . . G612

a. Paracelsus, § 241 . . . . . . . 612

b, Cardanus, § 242 . . . . . . 624

¢. Telesius, § 243 . . . . . . . 630

d. Patritius, § 244 . . . . . . . 634

e. Campanella, § 246. . . . . . . 639

f Bruno, § 247. . . . . . . . 632

¢. Bacon, § 249. . . . . . 668

C. The Political Philosophers, 251 256 . . . . 084
a. Ecclesiastical Political Philosophers, § 252 . . 685
5. Anti-ecclesiastical Political Philosophy, § 253 . . 68¢
¢. Non-ecclesiastical Political Philosophy, § 255 . . 694
. Naturalistic Political Philosophy, Hobbes, § 256 ., 706

ConcLusioN.  § 257. . . . . . . . e o 21



HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY.

INTRODUCTION.

§ 1.

Ir the History of Philosophy admitted of no other mode
© of treatment than either the simply learned, which regards all
systems as equally true, as being alike mere opinions; or the
sceptical, which sees equal error in all; or lastly, the eclectic,
which discovers fragments of the truth in all, we should have
to agree that those are right who, in the interests of philo-
sophy, warn all, or at least beginners, against studying its
history. But whether a better method exists, and which is
- the right one, can only be decided by a consideration of the
conception of a history of philosophy.

§ 2.

Philosophy arises when, not content with the facts of exist-
ence (that is, of the world), men proceed to the inquiry into
their reasons, and ultimately into their unconditioned reason,
t.e. their necessity or rationality. It is not, however, on this
account, merely the work of an individual thinker; rather,
there are laid down in it the practical and theoretical convic-
tions of mankind, just as the wisdom and the experience of
individuals is laid "down in their maxims and principles, and
that of nations in their proverbs and laws. Just as a people
or a country utters its wisdom and its will through the mouth
of its sages and lawgivers, so the world-spirit (z.e. collective
humanity) utters its (or the world its) wisdom and its will
through the philosophers. If, therefore, we substitute ** world-
wisdom” for philosophy, “the world ” here stands as at once
the subjective and objective genitive.

VOL. I. B
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§ 3

And just as the individual passes through the various stages
of life without detriment to his unity, so the world-spirit is in
succession the spirit of the various times and centuries. Man
in the eighteenth century is not the same as in the seven-
teenth. If by the same substitution by which we say ““ world "
instead of “world-spirit,” we say ‘“times” instead of “spirit
of the age,” and “ century ” instead of “spirit of the century,”
then every time has its own wisdom, every century its own
philosophy. And those who are the first to utter it, are the
philosophers of that particular time. They have the true
knowledge of their time, and the philosophy, in which the
time arrives at knowledge of itself, does nothing but formu-
late the unconscious life, the instinctive tendencies of that
time. It only utters its secret, utters what people feel to be
true and right.

§4 

This dependence upon a particular time, into which every
philosophy is driven by the fact that it is final truth only for
that time, impairs its absoluteness just as little as duty ceases
to be unconditional because duties are different at different
times of life. Nor does duty thereby become transitory ; for
the boy’s function of obedience is preserved in the man—who
learnt by obedience to command—in the form of /Zaving obeyed.
Moreover, since philosophy ever follows like the fruit upon the
flower of an age, it has often appeared to be as the cause of
a decay, which, however, it never calls forth, but only betrays.
In particular, it is not philosophy that destroys naive piety,
but rather this must have ceased before philosophic move-
ments can appear.

§ s

Just as the world-spirit passes through the different spirits
of the ages that make up the history of the world, so its con-
sciousness, the wisdom of the world, passes through the dif-
ferent consciousnesses of the times, and it is just in this that
the history of philosophy consists. In the one case, as in
the other, there is nothing lost ; but the results of one age and
one philosophy afford the material and the starting-point for
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their successors. Hence the distinctness and even the conflict
of philosophic systems is no disproof of the assertion that all
systems of philosophy are only the development of a single
philosophy, but rather speaks’in favour of this same assertion.

§ 6.

Every philosophic system is the outcome of that or those
put forward before it, and contains the germs of its successor.
The first part of this assertion is not overthrown by exceptions
_in the shape of philosophers apparently, and as a rule only
apparently, self-taught, nor by the fact that such intellectual
descent is generally protested against ; for the connection need
not be one of direct discipleship, and opposition also is a form
of dependence. Just as little is the second disposed of by the
fact that no philosopher wishes to be the father of the system
which goes beyond him. That this should be so is inevitable
by reason of the limitations, without which nothing great is
achieved, and without which, therefore, no system is con-
structed. This phenomenon therefore recurs everywhere ;
but it proves nothing, because the full and proper significance
of a system cannot be rightly appreciated by its founder, but
- only by posterity, which in this respect also stands on a higher
eminence than the former.

§ 7.

The history of philosophy can be represented rightly, z.e.
I its true nature, only with the help of philosophy, since it
alone enables us to trace in the sequence of systems, not
random change, but progress, z.e. necessity, and since also it is
impossible, without a consciousness of the course of the human
spirit, to show what has been the course of its wisdom, and
the recognition of such necessity and such consciousness is, as
we saw in § 2, philosophy. The objection that a philosophic
- representation of the history of philosophy must not be called
history, but rather philosophy of the history of philosophy,
is distinguished neither by its novelty nor by its insight; it
forgets that even an unphilosophic representation is not the
history itself, but only a representation of the history.

§ 8.

A philosophic treatment of the history of philosophy takes
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an interest, like the merely learned, in the finest differences of
systems, admits, with the sceptics, that they conflict with one
another, and concedes to the eclectics that there is truth in all.
Hence it neither loses sight of the thread of growing know-
ledge, like the first, nor regards the result as nil, like the
second, nor, like the third, recognises in every system only
pieces of developed truth, but the whole truth only in an un-
developed form. And thus it does not, like the first, beguile
us into regarding philosophic doctrines as mere fancies and
‘opinions, nor does it, like the second, shake the confidence in
reason necessary to philosophy, nor lastly does it, like the
eclectic method, make us indifferent towards dependence on
a principle, z.e. towards systematic form.

§ o

And this method not only avoids these dangers to philo-
sophy, but, by teaching us to philosophize about the history
of philosophy, it is so far from seducing us from philosophic
activity, that it is even a practical introduction to it. And
indeed, where the interest in philosophy has given way to that
in its history, and especially where a shrinking from strictly
philosophic, Z.e. metaphysical, inquiries manifests itself, a
philosophic representation of the history of philosophy is per-
haps the best means to induce those who merely wish to hear
the tale, to join in the philosophizing, and to show to those
who doubt the importance of metaphysical definitions, how
wholly different views of the world and of life often depended
only on the difference of a couple of categories. In some cir-
cumstances, the history of philosophy, though in the system of
science it forms the conclusion, may be the subject of which

the study is to be recommended most of all to beginners.

§ 0.

Since every attempt at philosophy must have a definite
character, and it is impossible to represent a development as
rational unless it leads up to some end, every philosophic re-
presentation of the history of philosophy must be coloured by
the philosophy which the author regards as the completion of
the previous development. To require the contrary of this
under the name of dispassionateness and impartiality is to
make a preposterous demand. It is true that fairness must be
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required of every historian, and it is the duty also of the philo-
sophic historian. And if, in the case of the former, fairness
consists in his narrating, not how he himself, but how history
has judged this or that phenomenon, it is the duty of the lattet
to display the rationality of this judgment, z.e. to justify it.
And in that alone does the criticism consist which he not only
may, but should apply.

§ 11

Philosophic criticism, then, must display the necessity, both
of the appearance of a philosophic system in history, and of
its supersession by another which went beyond it, and there
must therefore be distinguished in it a positive and a negative
element. Now this necessity is twofold : the appearing and
the superseding of a system is necessary to the history of the
world, in that the former was conditioned by the character of
the time of which the system was the right understanding, and
the latter, again, in that the time changed (7. §4). And again,
the necessity, in the history of philosophy, of each of these
processes is exhibited, when there is shown in a system the
conclusion to which previous systems formed the premises, and
on the other hand, that it was necessary to advance in order
not to stand still half-way. Hence we can note it as a defect
of a system only if it fails to go on to what follows imme-
diately from it, but we must not take as the standard, whereby
to judge it, a system separated from it by intermediate stages.
And just as history has corrected Cartesianism by Spinozism,
but not by the Kantian doctrine, so it is only by Spinoza and
not by Kant that the philosophic critic may estimate Descartes.
The observance of this rule secures a philosophic historian of
philosophy against committing himself to a single system in a
narrow-minded way, without requiring him to disavow his own.

§ 12

‘The epochs of the history of philosophy, ze. the points at
which a new principle is asserted, as well as the periods which
they dominate, the spaces of time required to set free the new
doctrine from its revolutionary and despotic character, run
~parallel to the epochs and periods of the world's history, but
“In such a way that they succeed them at a greater or less dis-

: tance, but never precede them. Epoch-making systems them-
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selves can have no appreciative understanding for the past,
which, however, will be shown all the more by those that
conclude a period. Hence the adherents of the former type
of philosophy will, in their treatment of its history, run greater
danger than those of the latter of disregarding historical
justice.

§ 13
LITERATURE,

-Until the end of the 18th century all expositions of the history
of phﬂosophy only sought to satisfy the interest of the learned,!
of sceptics,? or of eclectics.® After that there is notone that is
not coloured more or less by philosophy. And in most cases
we must complain not so much that each author regards his
own system as the conclusion of the previous development, as
that his views are continually making themselves heard before
the narrative has reached its end. This holds good already
of the first writer who regards the history of philosophy from
a philosophic point of view, viz. the Frenchman Degerando.*
And the Germans who followed his example can just as little
be acquitted of his fault. Kant, who himself had givenonly
hints as to how the history of philosophy was to be philosophi-
cally treated, left the development of his idea to his disciples.
But his system was too much of an epoch-making one to be
able to lead to a just estimation of the past. Hence, in the
historians of the Kantian school, the comparison, censured above
in § 11, of even the oldest systems, with doctrines that could
only be propounded in the 18th century—a procedure which so

U Stanley : History of Philosophy ; 1655, 2nd ed. 1687 : also as : Historia
phitlosophica auctore 1homa Stanleo. Lips., 1712. 2 vols. small fol.

* P. Bayle : Didionnaire historique e critigue. 1695-97, 2 vols. ; 1702, 2
vols. ; 1740, 4 vols. fol. The sceptical tendency less pronounced in Dietrich
Tiedemann : Geist der speculat. Philosophie. Marburg, 1791-97, 6 vols. 8vo.

8 1. J. Brucker : Historia critica philosophie a mundi tncunabulis. Lips.,
1766. 6 vols. 4to. J. G. Buhle’s: Lekrbuck der Geschichte der Philosophte
und kritische Lileratur derselben; Gottingen, 1796-1804, 8 Pts. 8vo, is also |
eclectic.

* J. M. Degerando : Histoire comparée de histoire de la Philosophie. Paris,
1804, 3 vols. 2nd ed. 1822, 4 vols. In German as: Vergleichende Geschichle
der Systeme der Philosophie mit Riicksicht auf die Grundsitze der menschlichen
Lrkenntniss, iiders. von W. G. Zennemann. Marburg, 1806. 2z vols. 8vo. (The
Anglo-French empiricism and sensnalism is taken as the standard of judgment.)
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disfigures the otherwise valuable works of Tennemann.!
Fichte's doctrine could neither rule long nor stimulate to
historical studies ; and thus it had at the most this result for
the treatment of history, that the canon was established even
more firmly than in Kant, that progress consisted in the com-
pensation of one-sided oppositions. Far more lasting was the
effect of Schelling’s philosophy ;? what could alone be re-
gretted was, that the individual differences of the subjec®-
matter were obliterated by the ready-made scheme applied to
it. The peculiar views on the history of philosophy, and. of
ancient philosophy in particular, which Schleiermacher de-
veloped in his lectures, had already long been made known to
the reading public through others,® when they were published
after his death.* To some extent this was also the case with
Hegel, with whose way of regarding isolated portions of the
history of philosophy and of its course, disciples® and readers
of his works® familiarized the world, long before his lectures
on the history of philosophy” were placed before it. The
greater part, however, of the historical works proceeding from
the Hegelian school treat only of isolated periods, although
some® also attempt to narrate the history of philosophy as a
whole. Connected with these are the surveys attempted from

1 W. G. Tennemann : Geschichte der FPhilosophie. Leipzig, 1794, 12 vols.
(unfinished). The same : Grundriss der Philosophie, 1812. s5th ed. by
Wendt, 1829. (Distinguished by its copious bibliography. Often translated.)

* Y. G. Steck: are Geschichte der Fhilosophie. Part 1. Riga, 1805. F.
Ast: Grundriss einer Geschichte der FPhilosophie. Landshut, 1807, znd ed.,
1825. T. A. Rixner: Handbuch der Geschichte der Philosophie. 3 vols.
- Sulzbach, 1822. A supplementary 4th vol. to the 2nd ed. in 1850, by V. P,
Gumposch.

8 £.g in H. Ritter's Geschichte der ionischen Philosophte. Betlin, 1821.

* ¥. Schleiermacher: Gesckichte der Flilosoplie, edited by H. Ritter.

Berlin, 1839. (Schleiermacher’s works, 3rd Div., 4th vol., 1st part.)
© 5 As Rotscher, in his : Aristophanes und sein Zeitalter, 1827, where Hegel’s
views about Socrates are developed.
_ ¢ Windischmann : Krétische Betrachtungen iiber die Schicksale der Philosophie
L der neueren Zeit, etc.  Frankfurt a. M., 1825, The same: Dre Philosophie
im Fortgange der Weltgeschichte. Bonn, 1827. Part 1. ; the principles of philo-
sophy in the East.’ Book I., China; Book II., India.

T G. W. Hegel's: Vorlesungen iiber Geschichte der Philosophie, edited by
Michelet (Works : vols. 13-15). Berlin, 1833.

- 8G. O. Marbach: Lekrbuch des Geschichte der Philosophie (Part 1. Anti-
quity, IT. Middle Ages, III. {wanting]). Leipsic, 1838—41. A. Schwegler:
Geschichie der Philosophie im Umriss.  Stuttgart, 1848. 14th ed., 1887.
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different but yet kindred points of view.! Speculative eclec-
ticism has greatly increased the interest in historical works
both in France,® and also in Germany; and we owe to it
accounts of the development both of philosophy as a whole?®
and of separate philosophic problems,* in which the effect of
the ideas of Schelling and Hegel is perceptible. From their
influence not even those have been able wholly to withdraw
themselves, who in their account take up a different position,
more akin to that of Kant, or quite peculiar to themselves,®
or protest against every philosophic treatment of history as
an a priorz construction.®

§ 14. ’
Just as the history of the world is divided into three main
periods by the entrance of Christianity and the Reformation,
so in the history of philosophy, on the one hand those systems

Y C. J]. Braniss: Uebersicht des Entwickelungsganges der Philosophie in der
alten und mittleren Zeit. Breslau, 1842.

2 V. Cousin: Cours de prilosophie (Introduction). Paris, 1828. The
same : Cours de [histoire de philosophie, 1 and 1. Paris, 1829, The same:
Histoire générale de la philosophie. Paris, 1863. 7thed., 1867.

3 H. C. W. Sigwart: Geschichte der Philosophie vom allgemeinen wissen-
schaftlichen und geschichllichen Standpunkt. Stuttgart and Tibingen, 1884.

vols.

3 4 A. Trendelenburg : Geschichie der Kategorienlehre. Berlin, 1846.

5 E. Reinhold : Handbuckh der aligemeinen Geschichte der Philosophie fiir alle
wissenschaftlich Gebildete. Gotha, 182830, 3 vols. The same: Lekrbuch der
Geschichte der Philosophie, 1837 (5th ed., 1858 in 3 vols). J. J. Fries: dse
Geschichte der Philosophie, dargestellt nach den Lortschritien threr Entwickelung.
Halle, 1837—40. 2 vols. Y. Michelis: Geschichte der Philosophie von Thales
bis auf unsere Zett, Braunsberg, 1865. C. Hermann: Geschickie der Philoso-
phie in pragmatischer Behandlung. Leipz.,, 1867. E. Diihring: Kritische
Geschichte der Philosophie von iliren Anfingen bis zur Gegenwart. Berlin, 1869,
2nd ed., 1872

6 H. Ritter: Geschichte der Philosophie. Hamburg, 1829, 12 vols. (I.-IV.,
Ancient Philosophy, V.-XII. Christian, V. and VII. Patristic, VII. and VIIL
Scholastic, IX.-XII. Modern, extending only as far as Kant, excl. ; a further
narrative did not form part of the author’s plan.) F. Ueberweg : Grundriss
der Geschichte der Philosophie von Thales bis auf die Gegenwart. Part L
(Antiquity). Berlin, 1863. sth ed., 1876, ' Part II., Div. 1 and z (Patristic
and Scholastic times), sth ed., 1876. Part III. (Modern Times), 1866. 4th
ed., 1874. [Parts I. and II of Ueberweg's History appeared in a 7th ed.
in 1886 ; Part IIL, 7th ed., has just appeared (1888). English Trans. from
the 4th ed,, 2 vols. New York and London.—Ep.] A. Stockl: Leirbuch
der Geschichte der Philosophie. Mainz, 1870, G. H. Lewes: History of
Philosophy from Thales to Comte, 4th ed.
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which arose as yet wholly uninfluenced by Christian ideas,
and on the other, those which developed under the influence
of the ideas called forth by the Reformation, stand apart from
the intermediate systems, because of them neither of these
assertions holds good. These three main periods we shall
denominate the Ancient, the Medizval, and the Modern.






PART FIRST.
ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY.






ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY.

INTRODUCTION.

i § 15.

Tue task of apprehending its own nature in thought can
only tempt the human mind, and indeed it is only then equal
to it, when it is conscious of its intrinsic dignity. And as in
the East, except among the Jews, this point is not reached,
we must not be induced to talk of a pre-Hellenic philosophy.
or worse still, of pre-Hellenic systems, either by the rules of
propriety and external decorum enunciated by the Chinese
sages,! or by the pantheistic and atheistic doctrines which the
Indian spirit attains in the Mimansa, and in Kapila’s teaching
in the Sankhya, or by the intellectual exercises to which 1t
rises in the Nyaja,? or finally by the confused semi-religious
and semi-physical doctrines of the ancient Persians® and of
Egypt.t For, since it is the Greek ear that first catches the
i oeavror, philosophizing, z.e., the attempt to comprehend
the nature of the human mind, in Western or at least in Greek
parlance, is called #4inking ; and the history of philosophy

29

begins with the philosophy of the Greeks.

! Windischmann’s, Schmidt’s, and other idealizing panegyrics on Chinese
wisdom have been successfully opposed, especially by Stuhr.

# The reports of Colebrooke, Balentyne, Roer, and Max Miiller supply the
data of an estimate which avoids the extremes of the earlier adoration and
the subsequent contempt.

8 The fancies of Rohde and others have long been forgotten, and the later

origin of many of the doctrines of the Zendavesta has been proved.
- * Arjstotle, though he calls the Egyptian priests the first philosophers, is
yet unable to mention any philosophic doctrine of theirs. Réth, who more
recently has been foremost in insisting on the Egyptian origin of all philo-
sophy, nevertheless throughout calls their doctrine a faé¢%, and himself denies
the scientific importance of Pherecydes, whom he asserts to have deviated
least from it

13
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§ 16.
SOURCES AND AUTHORITIES.

As the whole or the greater part of the writings of the
older Greek philosophers have been lost, we are compelled
to draw upon the accounts of those to whom they were still
accessible.  And although historical works on individual
philosophers were composed even before the time of Socrates,
and since his time there has been no school that failed to
produce several such works, and hardly one from which there
have not issued treatises on the different tendencies of philo-
sophy, this avails us but little, as the majority of these works,
a list of the authors and titles of which has been compiled by
Jonsius ' and Fabricius * with unwearying industry, have also
been lost. For us the oldest authorities are Plato, Aristotle,
Cicero, Seneca, and Plutarch, all of whom only quote the
opinions of others by the way, in order to develop their own,
and from whom therefore we can hardly expect fidelity, and
much less require completeness. Were the treatise of Plutarch
on the doctrines of the philosophers?® really genuine, it would
certainly be the oldest account we possess of the different
systems. But it has now been shown that it is only an
excerpt from the genuine work of Plutarch, which Stobaus*
still had before him, and from which he made extracts. Thus
the nearly contemporaneous works of Sextus Empiricus® and
Diogenes Laertius® may perhaps be older than this work of

" Y Joannis Jonsii Holsati: De scriploribus historie philosophice. Libb. II.
Francof. 1659. .

2 J. A, Fabricii: Bibliotheca greca. Hamb., 1705.

8 HXovrdpxov mwepl 7év dpeokdvrov Tols puloodgors (De placitis philosophorumy).
Ed. Buddzus: Basil, 1531, 4 Ed. Corsinus: Florence, 1750, 4.

* "Todvvov Zrofaiov éxhoydy duoikdy Suadektikdy kal Hfav BiBria o (J.
Stob. : Eclogarum plysicarum el ethicarum libri duo). EQ. Heeren, 17921801,
3 vols.

5 Seérod Eumepicod mpds Mabyparicods BufShia &exa. Sex. Empirici adr.
Mathematic. Lidri X7, Ed. Fabricius: Lips., 1711, fol. Ed. emendatior: Lips,,
1842, 8vo. 2 vols. Sextus Empiricus, ex recensione Immanuelis Bekkeri :
Berlin, 1842, 8vo.

§ Acoyévovs Aaepriov wepi Budv kal yroudy kal drodfeypudrov 6v &v dlocodia
eddoxpnoavroy fBifSAia déxa, first appeared in Latin at Rome, 14735, fol,
afterwards in Greek at Bale, 1533, Froben, 4, and in 1570, pub. by H.
‘Stephanus. The latter commentaries, as well as those of Casaubon and
Menagius, were included by Pearson in his edition: Lond., 1664. This has
been reprinted, imperfectly by Meibom : Amst., 1692, 2 vols. 4to ; far better
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the Pseudo-Plutarch. These are our most important sources,
although both must, for contrary reasons, be used with caution.
The history of philosophy ascribed to a contemporary writer,
the physician Galen, is not genuine, but a compilation from
(the Pseudo-)Plutarch and Sextus. The later commentators
also on Aristotle,! as well as some of the Fathers? are im-
portant, because they possessed much that has since been lost.
The collections of the chief passages out of the above writings,
which have been made from time to time,® are the most
meritorious preliminaries to the treatises on Greek philosophy.
In this respect progress has been so rapid, especially in Ger-
many, that works which a few decades ago were justly praised,*
are to-day forgotten, because so much better ones have been
since published.’ ‘

by Hiibner: Leipz., 1828, 2 vols. text, 2 vols. commentary. Edited also by
Gabriel Cobet: Paris, 1850 (Didot). p

! Above all, Simplicins, who still possessed the lost history of Porphyry.
Afterwards, John Philoponus.

% Justin Martyr, especially in his : Cokortatio ad Grecos. Best edition, that
of Otto: Jena, 1842, 3 vols. 8vo. Clement of Alexandria, especially in the
2rpwpdras. Ed. Sylburg: Paris, 1641. Origen, especially in the treatise:
dAgainst Celsus. FEusebius, especially in the 15 Dbooks ebayyehicsjs mpo-
masagkevijs (Preparatio evangelica). Ed. Heinichen : Leipz., 1852, 2 vols. 8vo.
Hippolytus, especially in the first book of his Philosophumena, which after
their discovery by Gronovius used to be ascribed to Origen, until they were
rediscovered by Miller (Hippolyti refutationes omnium heeresium libd. X. rec. lat.
vertt. L. Duncker et F. G. Schnetdewin, 2 voll. Gott., 1856-59). Augustine :
especially in his Civitas Dei and Retractationes.

3 H. Stephanus : Poesis philosophica, 1573. V. Gedike: M. Tullii Ciceronis
historia philosophie antique, aliorunm auclorum locis illustr. Berlin, 1782. 2nd
ed, 1808. H. Ritter et L Préller: Historia philosophie greco-romane ex
Jontium locis contexta ; Hamburgi, 1838. Seventh ed. Gothe, 1886 (thé first
ed. quoted in this work).  Far more complete and accompanied by instructive
Introductions, F. W. A. Mullach : Fragmenta philosophorum grecorum. Paris
(Didot), 1860. Vol. 2, 1867. [Vol. 3 appeared in 1881.—ED.]

*W. T. Krug: Geschichte der Philosophie alfer Zeit, vornehmlich unter
Griechen und Romern. Leipz. 1815. 2nd ed., 1827.

> C. A. Brandis: Handbuch der Geschichte der griechisch-rimischen Philo-
sophse, Part 1. Berlin, 1835 (as far as the Sophists). Part 1L, Division 1, 1844
(Socrates and Plato). Div. 2, 1853 (the older Academy and Aristotle). Part
L, Div. 1 (Survey of the Aristotelian doctrine, and discussion  of those of
his successors), 1860. Div. 2 (Dogmatists, Sceptics, Syncretists, and Neo-
Pla?onists), 1866. The same : Geschichle der Entwickelungen dev griechischen
Philosophie und ihrer Nachwirkungen im rimischen Reiche.  The first and
greater half, Berlin, 1862. Second half, 1864. E. Zeller: Die Philosophie
der Griechen, eine Untersuchung iiber Charakter, Gang und Hauptmomente
threr Entwickelung. Part 1., Tibingen, 1844 (3rd ed., 1869)  Part IL
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§17.

It does not follow from the fact that the attempt to solve the
riddle of one's own existence and of existence generally is in
Greek called thinking, that the philosophic spirit at once thinks
in the characteristic Greek manner or grasps its own Hellenism
in its purity and superiority to all barbarism. Rather, justas
man rises above the level of the beast only by passing through
it in his pre-human (immature) state, so Greek philosophy
matures in the direction of its aim, to solve that fundamental
problem (§ 15) in the Hellenic spirit, in such a way that it at
first answers the question contained therein in a pre-Hellenic
sense. Hence those who belong to this period of immaturity
seem ‘‘ dreamers” to the later philosophers, for the same rea-
son that we are wont to call embryonic life a dream-life. That
which had been the principle of the religious and moral being,
and the life of mankind in its pre-Hellenic stages, is here
formulated as the principle of philosophy; and even if the
several Greek philosophers had not been influenced by the
several stages of popular culture, we should be able to assert
and to comprehend their parallelism.

Cf. A. Gladisch: Einleitung in das Verstindniss der Weltgeschichte. Part
I., the Pythagoreans and the ancient Chinese; Part IL, the Eleatics
and the ancient Indians. Posen, 1844. The same: Die Religion und
die Philosophie in ihrev weltgeschichtlichen Entwicklung wund Stellung
2u einander, Breslau, 1852. The same: Empedokies und die Aegyp-
ter, eine historische Untersuchung. Leipz., 1858. (Gives reasons an¢
fuller details for what had been hinted at in Das Mysterium der
Aegyptischen Pyramiden und Obelisken. Halle, 1846 : and in Empedck ¢
und die alten Aegypter, in Noack’s Jakrbuck fir specul. Philos). The
same: Herakleitos und Zoroaster, eine historische Untersuchung. Leipz.,
1859 (a development of what the author had shown in Bergk and
Ceesar’s Zeitschrift fiir Alterthumswissensch., 1846, No. 121, 122 ; and
1848, No. 28, 29, 30). The same: Anaxagoras und die alten Israeliten
(in Niedner's Zeitsch. fiir histor. Theol., 1849, Heft. iv. No.14). Re-
vised as: dnaxagoras und die Isracliten. Leipz., 1864.

(Socrates, Plato, Aristotle), 1846 (2nd ed., 1859). Part III. (Post-Ars-
totelian Philosophy), 1852. [Later editions have since appeared, as follows:
Part 1., 4th ed., 1876 ; Part 11, Div. 1, 3rd ed., 1874 (out of print); Pant
II., Div. 2, 3rd ed., 1879; Part IIL, Div. 1, 3rd ed., 1880; Part III,
Div. 2, 3rd ed,, 1881. English Trans. Longmans. London and New
York.—Eb.



FIRST
PERIOD OF ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY.

GREEK PHILOSOPHY IN ITS IMMATURITY.
INTRODUCTION.
§‘ 18.

IN Greece, as everywhere else, philosophy becomes promi-
nent when the heroic struggle to acquire the conditions of
existence has been followed by its enjoyment, the labour for
the necessaries of life by the luxury of artistic creation and of
thought, and the unconscious growth of custom by its formu-
lation into laws, necessitated by the attacks to which it has
been subjected ; in short, when the unquestioning acceptance
of life has yielded to reflection. And these reflections, the
maxims and proverbs, though their value is chiefly national,
form the transition to philosophy proper. The fact that
. their authors, the sages (Solomons) of Greece, were generally
active also as legislators, is to be explained in the same way
as is the fact that the one among them whose maxim contains
the whole problem of philosophy, is not only accounted one
of them, but is regarded as the pioneer of philosophy proper.
Differences have been introduced into the traditions as to
who were to be counted among these sages, through respect
for the number seven, combined with preponderating prefer-
ences for one or other of the claimants.
Cf. Bohren : De septem sapientibus. Bonn., 1867. Mullach : Fragm, phil,
grec. 1., 203-239.

§ 10,

In order that not only laws and moral maxims, but also
reflections on the totality of existence, and thus philosophy,
may arise, the freshness of existence must die out  still more,
and decay must begin. And in any case these conditions are
specially found in colonies, in cities or States originating from
prudent calculation and developing with rapid splendour ;
while in the case of the Greek colonies we must further take
Into consideration that just among them intercourse with non-

VOL. L 1 c
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Hellenic nations rendered possible the growth of philosophies
that (vzd. § 17) should answer the question of the riddle of
existence in the pre-Hellenic spirit. For many reasons, there-
fore, the Ionic colonies in Asia Minor and the Archipelago
became the cradle of philosophy ; from there went forth even
those who kindled in other quarters the spark that grew into
the flame of a philosophy very different from that of the three
Milesians who first taught men to philosophize.

§ 20.

In the presence of the splendour of the East, the Ionic spirit
can produce only a realistic philosophy of nature in its philo-
sophy, just as in its poetry it found its satisfaction in the
objective epic, and in religion in the mysteries connected with
the worship of nature. According to the content of their doc-
trine, we shall call the first Greek philosophers, p4ysiologers
pure and simple, and understand thereby, in agreement with
Aristotle, those who considered the riddle of existence solved
when the original material had been stated, out of the modifi-
cations of which all things consist. Thus the answer to the
questions, What the world is, and, What man is, is in this case,
that they are material substance ; an answer, it is true, spoken
rather in the spirit of a primitive race than adequately expres-
sive of the Hellenic mind. But it cannot be called material-
istic so long as the antitheses of Matter and Spirit and Matter
and Force are still unknown. Tt is naive Hylozoism.

FIRST DIVISION,
The Pure Physiologers.*
H. Ritter: Geschichte der ionjschen Philosophie. Berlin, 1821,

§ 21

When the inquiring mind identifies the reality it seeks with
the material substratum, modifications of which all things are

* It has been thought preferable to translate the Greek ¢voioAdyor by the
more accurate “ physiologers,” rather than by the more familiar * physio-
logists,” in order -to guard against the misleading associations of the modemn
sense of the latter word.—[Tr.]
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supposed to be, it has no unlimited choice of such primal
matter. The more definite is the configuration of such mat-
ter, and the more it withdraws itself from certain modifi-
“cations, the less suitable will it be for such a purpose ; the
more formless and modifiable is it, the more suitable. Hence
fluids are regarded as the primal substance. But of all fluids,
that which first presents itself as such, which moreover
appears the most powerful to a maritime population, and is
susceptible of the greatest variety of form in atmospheric
phenomena, which, in a word, seems most worthy of vener-
ation to minds just emancipating themselves from mythology,
is Water, and especially the sea. Hence it is quite intelligible
that Thales, the first philosopher, properly speaking, should
make Water his primal substance or element, of which all
things were to be regarded as modifications, although this doc-
ttine might perhaps appear to savour of impiety and foreign
wisdom to the Greeks, who felt that they were something
more and better than condensed water.

A—THALES.
T. Decker: De Thalete Milesio. Halle, 1865.

§ 22.

THALES was born at Miletus in the 35th Olympiad, and is.
said to have been still alive in Ol 58. His mathematical
and astronomic knowledge, which he seems to have embodied
in metrical writings, lost at an early period, as well as his
political sagacity, indicate a sensible turn of mind. Hence
he was accounted one of the Seven Sages. He is also a
philosopher in being the first to search for a permanent and
ultimate matter underlying all things as their substance,
out of which they are composed and to which they revert.
Water, which he regards as such a substratum, is also in his
-eyes the support in space on which the earth, the principal
part of the universe, floats. Whether it was the observation
that all seeds and all food were moist, or whether the myths
of the old theogony induced this supposition, was uncertain
even in Aristotle’s time. The later ancients asserted the first,
the moderns the second, as certain; and the former have also
founded an argument on the theory that the constellations are
nourished by the evaporating water. The assertion of Cicero,
which he ascribes to an.Epicurean and afterwards himself
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retracts, that Thales, in addition to his elemental matter,
assumed a world-soul, is certainly erroneous, as well as that
of others, that he regarded the universal world-reason as a
principle. It harmonizes with his naive hylozoism that he
regards all things as animated, all things full of deemons and
gods, and every physical motion as a sign of life. The saying,
also ascribed to him, that there is no difference between living
and dying, agrees well with this. Wherever, as in this case, a
definite quality is ascribed to the elemental matter, there is a
temptation to consider all differences as merely quantitative.
Hence the remark of Aristotle about certain physiologers, that
they regarded everything as arising out of the condensation
and rarefaction of an elemental matter, has probably been
rightly referred by later authors to Thales. By the side of
Thales, Hippo is frequently mentioned, who was probably a
Samian by birth, and whose “moisture” can hardly have been
different from the Water of Thales. The circumstance that a
man living in the age of Pericles could still satisfy himself
with the doctrine of Thales, would alone suffice to justify
Aristotle’s unfavourable judgment about him.

The authorities for this § are found fairly complete in Ritter and Preller,
L,c 1. § 14-18.

§ 23
For the reason, already correctly indicated by Aristotle, that
-a substance of so definite a nature as water, excludes many
physical qualities by reason of its opposition to them, so that
it is impossible to derive them from it, it is necessary to con-
ceive the first principle in a different form. What is left out
is not its material character, but only the definite exclusive
quality. And just as the doctrines of Thales have reminded
many of the Homeric tale of Oceanus, the father of things,
so the theory of the second Milesian philosopher, as to the
indefinite elemental substance, invites us to suppose a de-

‘pendence on the Chaos of Hesiod.

B —ANAXIMANDER.

Schleiermacher : Ueber Anaximandros von Mikt. An academical lecture of
Nov. 4th, and Dec. 24th, 1811, Works, 3rd division, 2nd vol., p. 171.

§ 24.
1. ANAXIMANDER, son of Praxiades, a Milesian, twenty-eight
years younger than Thales, can hardly be, as is asserted, a



§ 24,2, 3] ANAXIMANDER, 21

disciple of his, although he shared with him his fondness for
astronomic and mathematical studies, as his acquirements and
inventions prove. His book, which was composed in poetical
prose, probably had the title wepi Ppioeas.

2. Seeing,.as Aristotle remarks, that everything definite is
relative to something else, Anaximander took as his principle
what he called the dmepor, or according to others, the
adpisrov, and always opposed to the eidomemounuevor. It is the
unchangeable in all changes and therefore the immortal. It
must certainly be conceived as material, only we must not
yet admit the idea of dead matter. Because it, like Hesiod's
Chaos, is only the ground of all things qualitatively definite,
and contains them potentially (semznaliter), Aristotle and
Theophrastus are entitled to call it a mixture, with a reference
to Anaxagoras and Empedocles. That the passages in
Aristotle in which he speaks of those who take for their
principle a substance intermediate between air and water,
and which many commentators apply to Anaximander, really
refer to him, has been made very improbable by Schleier-
macher.

3. In the case of an original substance devoid of qualities,
it is impossible to derive all qualitative differences from
differences of quantity and degree. Hence the doctrine of
Anaximander is, that qualitative oppositions separate out from
the Indefinite (évavridTyras éxkpivesfar). The opposition of the
Cold and the Warm, which appears first, is followed only at a
later stage by that of the Dry and the Moist. Schleiermacher
ingeniously suggests, that before this last antithesis the un
differentiated Warmth (Fire—Air), which may be what Aris-
totle means when he speaks of a substance intermediate
between Air and Fire, is opposed to the undifferentiated Cold
(Earth—Water) which may be the mpéry Vypasia, of which
Anaximander is said to have called the sea the remnant (after
the earth had separated from it). And this theory is ren-
dered still more probable by the manner in which he con-
ceived the further development. For while the earth, shaped
like a (flat) cylinder, separates itself off from the rest of the
universe, there is formed opposite to it a warm sphere. And
the condensations of this fiery air are the constellations, which
are called the gods that have come into being, or the gods of
the heavens, as opposed to the eternal dmrepor. (According
to other accounts, the flat disc of the earth is said to be
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encompassed by the stream of Ocean, the further shore of
which is formed by the edge of the heavenly hemisphere.
This hemisphere consists of opaque layers, like the bark of a
tree, and through their apertures the light of the sun, the
moon, and the stars passes, when they do not, as in the
eclipses, obstruct one another.) The influence of this warm
environment produces bubbles in the earthy slime, out of
which the organic creatures are generated, and at last, in their
further development, men, who therefore have originally
lived in the form of fishes. As all things have issued from
the Indefinite, so they also pass back into it, “paying the
penalty after the order of time”; an assertion which it is
certainly very natural to explain with Schleiermacher as re-
ferring to a periodic compensation of the one-sided predomi-
nance of one of the contraries. Anaximander, however,
seems to have assumed many such periods of egression and
return, so that the plurality of worlds which he is said to have
taught was perhaps one of succession. Each of these worlds
was a transitory deity compared with the a¢fapror.

Ritter and Preller, § 51-57. Maullach, I., 237-240.

T § 2s.

The advantage offered by the doctrine of Anaximander,
that the Dry and the Warm do not stand in a more hostile
relation to his principle than the Moist and the Cold, is out-
weighed by the disadvantage that it is, properly speaking,
impossible to derive qualitative differences from that which has
no qualities. His is, therefore, the contrary one-sidedness to
that of Thales, whom he nevertheless transcends by making
the elemental moisture a secondary thing. By introducing the
convenient expression of ‘issuing” or separating,” he
really again let in by a back door the qualitative definite-
ness which he had just before excluded from his principle.
Hence, any one who does consciously what Anaximander
did unconsciously, and attributes a definite quality to the
dwepoy, will stand above him, because he understands him
better than he did himself, and at the same time return in
a way to the position of ‘Thales. This does not mean, of
course, that he will attribute to his principle the same quality
as Thales, which was an exclusive one. Rather, in posit-
ing the infinite Air as the original substance of all things,
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the younger companion of Thales and Anaximander has over-
‘come the one-sidedness of both, since his principle is not, as
might have been supposed, the sum, but the negative unity
of theirs, )

C.—ANAXIMENES.
§ 26.

I. ANaxIMENES, son of Eurystratus of Miletus, cannot,
indeed, have been born in Ol 63, and have died at the time
of the capture of Sardis, as Diogenes relates on the authority
of Apollodorus, The dating by an historical fact causes less
suspicion of false reading than that by a number, but it also is
indefinite, as it may refer either to the capture by Cyrus or to
that by the Greeks. Probably Anaximenes was a younger
contemporary of Thales and Anaximander. He is called the
pupil of the latter, and approximates to the former in his
doctrine : perhaps he had known and listened to both, which
would explain the origin of his intermediate position between
them. His work, composed in the Ionic dialect, was still
known to Theophrastus and discussed by him in a separate
essay. All later authorities seem to have derived their inform-
ation from him and from Aristotle.

2. Anaximenes also seeks some principle underlying all
definite existence, which must therefore be universal and
infinite, but he wishes it to be at the same time definite in
quality. When therefore he said, not Water, as Thales had
said, but Air was the first principle and the Infinite Substance
out of which everything issued, he was perhaps impelled by the
consideration that water could not accept many qualities, and
certainly by this, that the breath of life, which he identifies with
the soul, and the heavens encompassing all things were air.
Just as the water in the case of Thales, so in his the air bears
up the earth, which floats on it like a leaf. With regard to the
derivation of individual things, it is certain that he let every-
thing be represented as generated by condensation and rarefac-
tion, and was probably the first to go into the details of this
derivation. But when at the same time he introduces the
antithesis of Cold and Warmth, he appears here again to
mediate between Thales' method of derivation and that of
Anaximander, a task all the easier to  him as blowing hot or
“told ‘depended. upon the rarefaction or condensation- of the
breath.  The more probable assertion, that he regarded the air
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as generating clouds, the latter water, and this, by its precipi-
tates, the earth, is contradicted by another, according to which
the earth was the first product. Perhaps the latter refers to the
whole earth containing all the elements, and the former only
to earth as an element. The earth forms the centre of the
universe, and in it have originated the constellations, which
consist of earth and fire, and move round it. We have ex-
press testimony to confirm what was probable in itself, viz.,
that everything was to be resolved again into air.
Ritter and Preller, § 19-24. Mullach, I, 241-2.

§ 27.

Anaximenes completes the circle of a group of views, since
the thesis ““qualitative,” the antithesis, “ without quality,” and
the synthesis, “yet qualitative,” neither requires nor permits
any further development. And accordingly, as far as its
matter went, there was no further progress in the direction of
the pure physiologers. On the other hand, there arises a man,
who attempts to prove the silent assumptions from which the
Milesians had set out, because they were being contested
from another point of view, and thus, asis always the case with
defenders of an opinion, promotes the doctrines of the physi-
ologers in the point of form. But since the point of view
from which the assumptions of the Milesian philosophers of
the unity and materiality of the first principle are combated,
is a higher one than theirs, Diogenes of Apollonia may be
denominated a reactionary. Like all champions of a lost
cause, he displays in his performances a high degree of sub- -
Jective ability, without greatly furthering his cause objectively.
This is the explanation of the fact that Schleiermacher shows
such a preference for him, while he is not even mentioned by
Hegel. '

£D.—DIOGENES APOLLONIATES.
Schleiermacher : Diogenes von Apollonia. Academic lectures, 1811. Works,
iil. 2, p. 149. W. Schorn : Anaxagore Clazomenii et Diogenis Apolloniale

Jragmenta.  Bonn, 1829. F. Panzerbieter: Diogenes Apolloniates, et.
Leipz. 1830.

§ 28.

1. DiocENES was born at Apollonia in Crete, and therefore
belonged to the Dorian stock, but, like all the writers meo!
;ong e . LIS TEp
$uaews, made use of the Ionic dialect. His synchronism with
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Anaxagoras, which can hardly be denied, can only be recon-
cled with the statement that he heard Anaximenes by
means of very forced suppositions. Probably he learnt the
latter's doctrine by tradition, and also in the same manner that
of Anaximander. The work, of which fragments have come
down to us, was perhaps his only one, and the others that are
mentioned only subdivisions of it.

2. As his historical position requires, Diogenes demands a
greater formal perfection of the doctrine by the setting up of a
fixed principle and a simple and dignified mode of statement.
Hence he attempts to prove, in the first place, what hitherto
has been a tacit assumption, that the original substance was
one, and everything a modification of it. If this were not the
case there would be no mixture and no relation of different
things, there would be no development and no transition,
since all these are only thinkable if a single (permanent) One
is transformed. But'if there is only one unique ultimate
substance, it immediately follows that there is no generation,
properly speaking, but only change. Secondly, Diogenes
denies consciously what his predecessors had denied un-
consciously, viz., the existence of the immaterial. Not only
does he expressly call his original substance of which all
things are modifications, a ¢aua, but he already knows that a
distinction is made between matter and spirit, and it is evi-
dently in opposition to such a dualism that he maintains that
reason, which to him is identical with vitality and feeling,
is immanent in the air and unthinkable without it. Hence
everything, even inorganic existences, and especially man,
receive life and knowledge by breathing.  Physiological
examples, e.g., the foam-like nature of seeds, are intended
to prove the life-giving nature of the air. This attempt to
maintain the earlier Monism against Dualism makes the
naive hylozoism into a materialistic doctrine.

3. Like Anaximander, Diogenes derives the individual
by means of the antithesis of Cold and Warmth, like
- Anaximenes, he identifies it with that of the Dense and the
Rare, but then proceeds to make both equivalent to that of
the Heavy and the Light. As he is said to have adopted
Anaximander’s view that the sea was a ‘‘ remnant,” we must
probably modify the statement that his principle was some-
thing intermediate between Air and Fire, in the sense that
this intermediate substance was already secondary, just as in
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the case of Anaximander. The earth arises out of the sepa-
ration of the Light and the Heavy, and likewise the constel-
lations, the circular motions of which are considered a
consequence of warmth. Since they are nourished by the
exhalations of the earth, the latter is continually becoming
drier and on the way to complete exsiccation. His doctrine
as to the nature of the stars, viz., that they resembled pumice-
stone, was probably borrowed from Empedocles or Anaxa-
goras, and may have contributed to bring upon him the
reproach of atheism. All individual things partake of Air,
but each in a different way, depending on the different
degree of their warmth, dryness, etc. The Air itself seems to
have not only different degrees of warmth, but also of density.
The individual human souls also differ only in their different
participation in the principle of life and knowledge. Alto-
gether Diogenes made living beings, and above all man, the
special subject of his inquiries, a fact also indicated by his
investigations into the nature of veins.

Ritter and Preller, § 25-34. Mullach, 1., pp, 251-256.

§ 20.

If Philosophy is the self-comprehension of the spirit, the
proof that a philosophic system does not understand itself, is
also a proof that it is not a complete philosophy, and there-
fore must be transcended. Now such is the condition of
the pure Physiologers. . If they understood themselves, they
would admit that they were not concerned about Water or
Air, but about what was permanent, substantial, and essen-
tial in all things; and that they are not driven beyond animal
and vegetable nature in virtue of its animal and vegetable
character, but in virtue of its being variable and merely
apparent. Strictly speaking, therefore, the question is not at
all about substances that can be perceived by the senses, but
the interest lies in permanency and change, ze., in thought-
determinations or categories, The mind is prevented from
perceiving this by the paradisiacal splendour of the East, in
which the external world so occupies men that even one who
begins to reflect, like Diogenes, always returns to the opinion
that he is interested in- warm air. In the twilight of the
Western world, on the other hand, the mind is induced to re-
flect upon its own nature, and thereby makes the discovery
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that it is not what shows itself most modifiable to the senses
that can solve the riddle of existence, but only what is dis-
covered by thought. Hence there arise the Pure Meta-
Physicians, in those colonies of Magna Gracia which, even
where their origin was not Dorian, were yet inspired by the
Dorian spirit. They form the diametrical opposite of the
physiologers pure and simple; and whereas the aim of the
latter is to derive everything from material substance, theirs is
to deduce all things from thought-determinations. The rupture
between them and the views of the physiologers is marked
by the fact that the first metaphysicians are Ionians, and yet
emigrate from the land of the philosophy of nature,

SECOND DIVISION.
The Pure detaphysicians,

§ 30

The previous development of philosophy prescribed in what
form thought-determinations were to be regarded essential
and decisive of everything. When all variety has been ex-
plained by condensation and rarefaction, the mind, in reflecting
upon itself, must arrive at the conclusion that differences of
essence have become differences of greater simplicity or greater
complexity, of more or less, that is to say, differences of num-
ber. If then differences of essence are only differences of
number, it is an easy transition to the conclusion that Essence
and Number are one and the same thing. And if the far more
advanced thought of Plato is still fond of designating the re-
lation of Substance and Accident as that of the One and the
Many, it is intelligible that when metaphysical thought is only
* Just beginning its flight, these quantitative categories seem to
be quite sufficient. For do they not, as has been rightly
remarked by philosophers of ancient and modern times, form
as it were a connecting link between the physical and the
logical > And thus they supply the readiest means of facili-
tating the great step’ from the one to the other by dividing it.
Hence the mathematical school of Pythagoras displays the
first beginnings of metaphysic.
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A—THE PYTHAGOREANS.

§ 31.
HistorIcAL.

E. Roth: Geschichte unserer abendlindischen Plilosophie, etc. Mannheim,
1846-1858, vol. 2, p. 261 seg.

The untrustworthy character of the three biographies of
Pythagoras that have come down to us from antiquity, and the
objections that have been raised against them by more sober
authorities, have made critical investigations necessary. These,
however, led to contradictory results, according as the critic
was an enthusiast for the originality of everything Greek, or
an Indo- or Egypto-maniac. The last few decades have been
marked by a one-sided predominance of the former tendency,
and hence the latter, represented, e.g. by Rith, seems in these
days an innovation in a way it would not have done formerly.
It is generally agreed that PvTHAGORAS Was born in Samos, as
the son of the engraver Mnesarchus, and was a descendant of
Tyrrhenian Pelasgians, which may explain his preference for
mystic rites. On the other hand, the more recent authori-
ties, for the most part, after putting his birth in Ol 49, ze.
584580 B.C., or in some cases twenty-four years earlier, regard
him as leaving his native city in his fortieth year, and after tra-
velling for twelve years in Ionia, Phenicia, and Egypt, as settling
in Croton, in Magna Graecia, in his fifty-second year, and found-
ing his school.  R&th, on the contrary, chiefly on the authority
of Jamblichus, gives 569 B.c. as the date of his birth, and main-
tains that he left Samos as early as his eighteenth year, then
received for two years the instruction of Pherecydes, and spent
two years more in travelling in Phenicia, then twenty-two years
in- Egypt, and, finally, twelve in Babylon, whither Cambyses
had brought him with other Egyptian prisoners. It was only
after this, z.e. in his fiftieth year, that he returned to Samos, and
came in his sixtieth year to Magna Grecia, where he lived
twenty years in Croton, and, being driven out thence, nineteen
years more in Tarentum and Metapontum, and died in his
ninety-ninth year. Nor are the divergences of opinion as to the
true sources of the Pythagorean doctrine less than as to
chronology. For whereas most modern authorities only lightly
touch upon the tradition of antiquity, that Pythagoras was a



§31]° : THE PYTHAGOREANS. 29

disciple of Anaximander and Pherecydes, and call the first
part of this improbable, because of the different character of
his doctrine, and the second futile, because we know nothing
about the doctrines of Pherecydes, Roth attributes great im-
portance to both. According to him, the doctrine of Phere-
cydes was that of the Egyptians quite unchanged, in which
the deity was conceived as Four in One, viz. Spirit, Original
Matter, Time, and Space, from which proceeded by way of
emanation the World-egg. Familiarized with this doctrine by
Pherecydes, who taught it quite unscientifically, Pythagoras
afterwards became acquainted with other Ionians, ¢.¢. Anaxim-
ander, whose doctrine was also of Egyptian origin, and then
acquired so thorough a knowledge of the wisdom of that coun-
try in Egypt itself, that he must be considered the chief
channel by which it was transmitted to Greece. Theology
and geometry are the subjects which Pythagoras is said to have
learnt in Egypt; into arithmetic on the other hand, in which he
excelled perhaps even more than in geometry, he was initiated
by the Chaldeans whom he met in Babylon. The reports of
antiquity as to a league, involved in peculiar secrecy, to which
the more advanced disciples of Pythagoras belonged, are too
unanimous to make it possible to doubt its existence. But
while most modern authorities ascribe to this league religious
and perhaps also political, but by no means scientific import-
ance, Roth differs from them in this point also. Those who
not only used to attend the public lectures of Pythagoras on the
rules of morality, immortality, etc. (the Acusmatics), but really
belonged to his school, were received after a previous moral
and intellectual examination, and first severely trained, especi-
ally in music and mathematics (hence called mathematicians).
Those among the disciples who approved themselves—for
many were formally excluded—were declared fully competent
by means of religious initiations, and instructed in the most
truly profound doctrines, which were the same as the
Egyptian theology and cosmology, only modified to this
extent, that Dionysus was substituted for Osiris, etc. Since,
however, some of the disciples never became acquainted with
this dogmatic teaching, while they had yet penetrated far
eenough into the doctrine of Pythagoras to recognise that every-
thing they knew was only the prelude to science proper, it
was possible that these should look round for another meta-
physic, which they could combine with the doctrine of number
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they had learnt in the lower classes. Hence it came about
that from the mathematically trained disciples of Pythagoras
there issued in the first place true pupils of his (whom Réth
calls Pythagorics), whose reverence for the doctrines imparted to
them, prevented them from publishing what they had written
down in or after the lectures, so that for this very reason it re-
mained concealed down to the times of the Neo-Platonists. But
in the second place, especially through the expelled pupil Hip-
pasus, who combined with the Pythagorean doctrine of Num-
ber the dualistic metaphysic of Zoroaster, of which Democedes,
the former court-physician of the Persian king, and the Cro-
toniate medical school generally were adherents, there arose
the metaphysic of the spurious disciples of Pythagoras, whom
Roth calls Pythagoreans. These were the first to make cur-
rent the doctrine of opposites, and, finally, even the absurd
doctrine that numbers were the essence of things. To them
there belonged above all Philolaus. Since, however, recent
criticism had declared spurious all the fragments of Timaeus,
Ocellus Lucanus, Eurytus, and Archytas transmitted to us, and
did not admit the genuineness of anything except the frag-
ments of Philolaus collected by Bockh, and the unimportant
xpvea émrn, and since, moreover, Plato was wholly indebted to
Philolaus for his doctrine of Numbers and of Ideas, one could
understand how in modern times we regarded as the teaching
of Pythagoras and the Pythagorics, that which the Pytha-
goreans and Platonists had made out of it. If the testimony
of antiquity had not been treated with contempt, when it re-
presented Pythagoras as deriving his wisdom from Egypt, and
if the Egyptian doctrines had been better known, it would have
been more readily obvious that there was no reason to com-
plain of lack of authorities, seeing that the so-called O7plica
contained writings by Pythagoras himself, especially the fepés
Aoyos for the more deeply initiated disciples. Even if, as can
hardly be maintained, Roth were right in all that he says, the
result of his inquiries would yet involve not even a change in
the name of Pythagoreans, but only in that of the first author
of the doctrine of Philolaus and Plato. He would have to be
called Hippasus henceforth, instead of Pythagoras. For he
himself admits that the doctrine of the Pythagorics had no
influence on the subsequent development, while that of the
Pythagoreans was immense. And this change would be
doubly unimportant, as all later authorities, following the
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example of Aristotle, have taken great care to avoid dis-
tinguishing the doctrines of Pythagoras himself from the
additions of his successors.

§ 32.
Tre DoCTRINE OF THE PYTIIAGOREANS.

Bockh : Philolaus des Pythagoreers Lehven nebst Bruchstiicken seines Werkes.
Berlin, 1819. H. Ritter: Geschichte der pythagoreischen Philosophie.
Berlin, 1827. (On the other side, E. Reinhold : Beitrag zur Eriiute-
rung der pythag. Metaphysik. Jena, 1827.) Brandis: Ueber Zaklenlehre
der Pythagoreer und Platoniker. Rhein. Museum, 2nd year. C. Schaar-
schmidt: Die angebliche Schriftstellerei des Philolaus. Bonn, 1864.
Rothenbiicher: Das System der Pythagoreer nach den Angaben des
Aristoteles. Berlin, 1867. .

1. Aristotle mentions as the first reason why the Pytha-
goreans did not assume a sensible original substance, but
found the elements of all things in those of numbers, that
numbers are the principle of all mathematics; secondly, that
all harmony depends on the relation of numbers ; thirdly, that
certain numbers continually recur in so many natural phe-
nomena. There was added to these objective reasons the
subjective one, that Number is the means to true knowledge,
and that the Pythagoreans also never denied the fundamental
maxim of this whole period, that like is known by like. As
to how they conceived the relation of things to the numbers,
our accounts are contradictory. Inaddition to the two ancient
views, that they regarded the numbers as the things them-
selves, ze., their immanent essence; and secondly, as the
archetypes of things, according to which the latter were
fashioned ; Roth has in modern times advanced the asser-
tion, that the numbers were only made use of as the symbolic
or tropical designation, in such a way that because the Pytha-
gorean (z.e., Egyptian) doctrine regarded matter as a combin-
ation of two substances, it was called ‘“the Two,” in the same °
way as we talk of “the Twelve” and mean the Apostles, and
of the “evil Seven;” and mean the deadly sins. If Philolaus
tan be regarded as the representative of the strictly scientific
Pythagoreans, their doctrine is, that the Numbers are the
Things, strictly speaking, so that the development of the
tumbers, really and not only by the substitution of the part
for the whole, coincides with the development of things, and
the system of numbers with that of the world.
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2. That out of which all numbers come, their ground or
principle, which is henceforth called their origin (yowi) or the
father that generates them, is the One (&) or Unity (wovs),
which because it contains all numbers within itself, is often
called Number as such. From the One as their common
origin there emanate the numbers, in virtue of the opposition,
so important for the whole system, between the Indefinite
(&'retpou or do’pza’rou) and the Limiting ('r& repat’uow‘a, or, as
Plato more significantly calls it, 7o wépas). Hence, though it is
permissible to call the introduction of the évarria with a view
to the derivation of things an approximation to Anaximander,
‘this great difference, that a logical opposition has here taken
the place of physical ones like cold and warmth, etc., must
not be overlooked. And indeed, that the Pythagoreans were
conscious of going beyond the Milesian physiologers is shown
by the fact that the same word which Anaximander had used
to designate his principle, describes only a single, and, as will
appear presently, a subordinate aspect of theirs. The Limit-
ing is continually described as the higher and more powerful
factor, but the Unity stands above both and contains both
bound together ; hence it is called a harmony, and it comes to
the same thing whether the Number or the Harmony is men-
tioned. This Unity devoid of oppositions is the highest idea
of the system, and therefore its god, and it matters little
whether the name of god or deity is expressly applied to it at
an earlier or only at a later period. The emanation of the
numbers out of the One, of things out of God, takes place in
virtue of this opposition. But since it is itself conceived in the
most different ways, and ten different conceptions of it, in parti-
cular, were soon established, we can easily reconcile the reports
that according to some the Pythagoreans derived everything
from Number, according to others, from the ten contraries.
The latter are secondary principles, but not the primitive ele-
* ment, for this the One alone is. The opposition of the Even
and the Odd, which is also one of the ten, was probably the one
that first struck the Pythagoreans in their speculations about
number,and perhaps it was only by retrogressive abstraction that -
they were induced to assume the germ of this opposition among
numbers already in the common root of all. The Odd as corre-
sponding to the Limit is considered the higher principle, and
the preference for odd numbers grounded on the power they
display of changing the character of any number they are com-
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bined with, further on the fact that they alone have a begin-

ning, end, and middle, and finally, on the fact that they are all
differences of squares, and hence, when conceived spatially,

are enclosing and comprehending gnomons. When the One,

which as it is superior to all oppositions is superior also to this,

is called the apriomépirrov, this word must not be taken in the

usual mathematical sense. The fact that the odd numbers are

put above the even has been emphasized by Gladisch in his

comp-rison of the Pythagorean with the Chinese doctrine,

and the fact, moreover, that among the oppositions, we find

those of Light and Darkness, Good and Evil, has induced

many in ancient and modern times to suppose that they were

borrowed - from Zoroastrianism. If among the various ex-

pressions of the opposition is found also that of & xai wAijfos,

this brings out clearly the preference for the one side, but also

involves the possibility of misconceptions as to whether the

& refers to the first principle itself, or only to one of its factors.

The distinction later authors made between movds and & has re-

mained unfruitful, because the one called the uovds precisely

what the other called the & ; and that between the first and the-
second One, which is also found, is certainly clearer. The.
Plurality which is opposed to the (second) One is sometimes

also called dvds, and later dvds Gdpiaros, in order to distinguish

it from the number two. Geometrically this opposition is con-
ceived as that between the Rectangle and the Square, logically

asthat between the Moving and the Quiescent, physiologically

asthat between the Female and the Male, and Left and Right,

in such a way that the first member of each pair represents

the 57retpov, the second the TepalvorTa.

3- When the oppositions, quiescent in the absolute One,
meet outside it, there arises the system of numbers or things..
And since arithmetical conceptions are not yet as strictly dis--
tinguished from geometrical ones as was the case in later times,
not only the numbers, but also their factors, are thought as
spatially extended ; and hence the conception of the Indefinite
comncides with that of the Void, as being undefined spatiality,
which then is easily regarded as that which is like breath, z.e.,
<capable of definition. =~ Opposed to it is the Limiting as the
spatially extended substance which fills the void, which is often
. Ctomprehended under the word Hecaven (Ze. the universe),

- Hence the expression which seems at first surprising, that the
heaven by drawing or breathing in the void thereby produces

VOL. I. D
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Siagripara, and thus plurality. This expression we could repro-
duce in the abstract modern speech without changing the idea,
by saying that opposition enters into the Unity and thereby
produces plurality, all plurality, and therefore also that of
moments following one another, and hence Time. The more
prominent this spatial way of regarding things becomes, the
nearer does this metaphysic approach toa physical theory, and
thus it may come about, that Aristotle can make it a reproach
to the Pythagoreans that their numbers were not wmovadwoi,
z.e., not out of space, and that one of the younger Pythagoreans,
Ecphantus, conceived them so materially that he came very
near to the atomistic’ doctrine of the Void and the Plenum.
If, moreover, numbers are things and at the same time
form a system, it is intelligible that the Pythagoreans were
the first to think and to call the universe an order (xoopos).
And if the inexplicit number or the One was identical with
the Deity, it ceases to be strange that the world is said to be
ruled by one akin to it, or that it should be called an unfolding
(évépyera) of God. But Ritter's conclusion from this expression,
and the dictum of a Pythagorean, that not the first was the
most perfect, but the later, that the world was the evolution
of the Deity, seems too bold ; all the more so that this dictum
perhaps only referred to the relation of larger and smaller
numbers. The system is consistent in regarding the world
as correlated to the Deity, and therefore as eternal and in-
destructible.

4. As regards the details of the derivation, there is gener-
ated by the first meeting of the & and the wA7fos, z.e., by the
first multiplying of unity, the number two, dvas (different from
dvas adpioros), which at the same time is the line or the first
Dimension, just as the point coincides with unity, from which
it is only distinguished by its 6éas, 7.e. spatiality. The one and
the two together produce the Tpuas, the first complete number,
which is at the same time the number of the plane, as being
the dix7 dwagratdr. The most perfect number, however, is the
number four (rerpaxTis), not only because it is the number of
perfect spatiality (rpixi SiasTaTdy), but also because the series
I:2:3:4 gives the essential harmonic relations, the apuovia
or dia wacav, da wévre or & ofevv, dia Tegrapwy or evAhafa.
But if the number four is space with all its relations of har-
mony, the veneration thereof, z.e., of the harmoniously ordered
universe, is very intelligible. Moreover, since 1+2+3+4=
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10, the dékas is only a further development of the Tetraktys,
and, like it, not only a symbol but the most exact expression
of the world. The world itself is represented, at least in the
later development of the Pythagorean doctrine, as ten divine
spheres, of which the outermost is the sphere of fire or of the
fixed stars, within which move the seven spheres of the planets
(including the sun and the moon), the circle of the earth’s orbit,
and lastly that of the counter-earth, which conceals from us
the direct sight of the Central Fire, the hearth of Zeus, which
we see only in the reflected light of the sun and the moon.
At an earlier period, when the earth was regarded as the
stationary centre of the universe, the idea that the seven
moving and therefore vibrating planets formed a heptachord,
was quite natural, but it cannot be reconciled with the moving
“spheres, and hence Philolaus knows nothing about the music of
the spheres, which we were said not to notice only because we
always heard it. Asa heavenly body the Earth, like the whole
Cosmos, is subject to the Jaw of Necessity, but on the other
hand it is the centre of the sublunary world, the olpards, the
world of change, in which chance also shows its power. The
totally different character of the Pythagorean and Ionian
physics is at once evident in their account of the earth’s sphere
in their doctrine of the elements. The antithesis of Earth and
Fire is not derived from the physical antithesis of Cold and
Warmth, but from the arithmetical one of the Straight and
Curved, and water as containing both is called the first curved
~ and straight substance (in the mathematical sense). Others
. give geometrical reasons for assigning to each element one of
the five regular solids as its primary form (ze., of its particles)
so that the tetrahedron is ascribed to Fire, the cube to Earth,
the icosahedron to Water, octahedron to Air, and the dode-
cahedron to the all-embracing Ether. They also wish to trace
the number four in physiological functions, and Eurytus; a
pupil of Philolaus, is said to have gone into such detail that
he even attempted to refer every thing to the number that
expressed its essence.

5. Connected with the Pythagorean physics is their doctrine
of the soul, ze., -of the principle of life. They begin by
ascribing a soul even to the world, which from the centre of
the universe is said to penetrate all things as the harmony
that rules them. Hence it, and sometimes even the centre
of gravity of the universe, is called One instead of the
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principle of union. Whether it is to be conceived of as the
substance of the individual souls, or as their archetype, or as
the whole out of which they are developed as its parts, it would
be possible to decide only if we possessed more of the third
book of the work of Philolaus. The conception of the human
soul as the harmony of the body, and that moreover it was,
like the world itself, the number ten, and hence capable of
knowing the world, evidently contains the germs of the later
doctrine of the macrocosm and the microcosm, and agrees
with the other doctrines of the Pythagoreans; but the asser-
tion that the body is the prison of the soul, and that of
metempsychosis connected with it, has a more foreign appear-
ance. Both of these assertions, as well as the doctrine of the
deemons and spirits of the air, seem to be unconnected with
the theory of Numbers. All the clearer, however, is its
connection with the fragments of their theory of knowledge
and their ethics that have come down to us.  The psycholo-
gical foundation of both is the distinction of a rational and an
irrational part, in addition to which fuuds was probably already
assumed in order to mediate between. them. And as the
different functions of the soul are attributed to different bodily
organs, this doctrine has also a physiological basis. It goes
without saying that knowledge is ascribed to the rational part
of the soul. It is brought about by Number, which is imper-
vious to deception ; hence what is not susceptible of definition
by mathematics is unknowable, because it lies beneath know-
ledge. The distinction of the four degrees of knowledge, and
their comparison with the first four numbers, is probably a
later one : the vois is related singly to its object, while know-
ledge is represented by two, opinion by three, and perception
by four. The moral spirit which the whole character and also
the doctrine of Pythagoras breathes, has induced some to assert
that his philosophy was chiefly ethics.  This, however, is
erroneous, for only slender efforts are made, not to recommend
moral action merely, but also to grasp its nature. That the
Pythagoreans proposed a mathematical formula for justice,
which is censured by Aristotle, is rather to be praised for its
consistency ; even that it is designated as .Gpifuos ioaks Toos,
is intelligible when one considers that they regard it as con-
sisting only in retribution. The report, too, that they defined
virtue as the health of the soul, in which the dmepov (ze.,
the sensuous) was subjected to measure, is not incredible in
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spite of its approximation to Platonic and Aristotelian formulas.
This becomes still more prominent in their discussing justice
with special reference to the life of the State, and in their
comparison of the legislative and judicial function with that
of hygiene (gymnastic) and medicine, which is in verbal
agreement with the Platonic Gorgzas. With an aristocratic
temper, they despised the wA760s, the masses, and called anarchy
the greatest evil. Even their dislike to beans has been re-
garded, perhaps not wrongly, as a political demonstration
against the democratic method of filling magistracies by lot.
The fact that all practice was confined to the sphere of the
changeable, was probably one of their reasons for placing it so
far beneath theory, and considered the latter, and especially the
study of the scientific properties of number, the true happiness.
6. Besides Philolaus and his pupils Simmias and Kebes,
through whom Pythagoreanism passed into the neighbourhood
of Athens and into the possession of the disciples of Socrates,
Ocellus the Lucanian, Timeaus of Locri, Archytas of Taren-
tum, Hippasus of Metapontum, Lysis, Eurytus-and Ecphantus,
a famous mathematician, may be mentioned. [ The fragments
of their supposed writings have all been attacked by modern
critics, and those who consider the most recent atta n the
genuineness of the fragments of Philolaus also well founded,
will have to content themselves with the conclusion that all the
accounts of this school are third- and fourth-hand evidence.

Jamblichus : Vita Pyth.: the same: Thelog. arithm. Ritter and Preller,
2-128. Mullach, i. pp. 193~200; ii. pp. 1~128.
9 PP 193

§ 33

The necessity of going beyond also the Pythagorean point
of view is proved, as soon as it is shown that it really aims
at something quite different from that which it achieves; for
thus it would fail to be the full understanding of itself, which
philosophy should be. The tendency of the Pythagoreans
is evidently to exalt the One above the Many, at the expense
of the Many, and to make it the only Absolute. Yet it is con-
tinually becoming again the other side diametrically opposed
to the Many, but just for this reason co-ordinated with it, its
mere correlative, and thereby ceases to be, properly speaking,
the first principle. They are driven into this contradiction
between what they intend and are able to effect, by the
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mathematical form of their doctrine, however necessary that had
been. If the difference between a principle and that which is
derived from it, is conceived as a numerical one, it is inevitable
that since both are numbers, they should be put into the same
rank ; and, since the higher number contains the lower and
therefore contains more than it, it may even come about that
the relation of the principle and that which is derived from it, is
inverted, at least in appearance. Moreover, the Pythagoreans,
when they call the Many also the Other or the Moved, and
thus give to its opposite the meaning of the Same and the
Persistent, themselves begin to use qualitative instead” of
quantitative categories. And if, instead of those they used.
the more abstract categories underlying them, such as the
unchangeable Being and the Changing or Becoming, are
applied, the human spirit will not only understand itself better
than where it contented itself, as among the Ionians, with an
original matter common to all things, but will also succeed in
what it failed to accomplish Wheﬁé,\ as among the Pytha-
goreans, the manifold things were —multiplications of the
principle. Hence just as the Pythagareans represent the
transition from physiology to metaphysics, so the Eleatics
;epresant pure metaphysics in its extreme apti-physiological
orm. <

B.—THE ELEATICS.

Brandis : Commentationes Fleatice, Altona. 1813. Karsten: Philosophiz
grace velerds religuie. Brussels,"1830.

§ 34
XENOPHANES.
Victor Cousin : Nouveaux fragmens philosophigues. Paris, 1828, pp. 9-95.

1. XenoruaNES, son of Orthomenes or of Dexinus, was
born in the Ionic colony of Colophon. As regards his date, it
is impossible to reconcile the direct statements of Timaus
and Apollodorus, found in Clement of Alexandria. It is neces-
sary, therefore, to make a supposition which will agree with the
established facts, that he mentions Thales and Pythagoras as
famous sages, that he is known to Heraclitus, and that he
celebrated in song the foundation of Elea (or Velia), where he
settled, apparently after long wanderings over many cities of
Sicily and Magna Grecia, and lastly, that he lived to the age
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of ninety-two, at least. These facts may be reconciled with
the ancient tradition that he flourished in Ol 60, although this
also has been disputed, eg., by Brandis. He composed
didactic poems, besides some of an epic character, and sang
them as a rhapsodist : they are called ¢/AXot, probably because
they often displayed a satirical vein. The fragments of these
poems, collected first by H. Stephanus, then by Fiilleborn,
Brandis and Karsten, imply great knowledge on his part.

2. According to Plato, the Eleatics, whose doctrine was
perhaps older than Xenophanes, called that which we call the
universe, the One. But since all their proofs of unity consist
in polemics against Becoming, it is evident that the One is
their name for unchanging Being, which also agrees with the
assertion of Theophrastus, that they conceived Being as one.
This name justifies the inference as to Pythagorean influences,
even if the tradition that Xenophanes was instructed by the
Pythagorean Telauges, should be false. It is a polemical
contradiction of the Pythagorean doctrine, when Xenophanes
asserts that the One does not breathe (cf. supra, § 32, 3).
The above Platonic testimony is completed by that of Aristotle,
who says that Xenophanes, contemplating the whole universe,
had said this One was God. Since Time contains multiplicity,
the alone existent One, or the Deity, is eternal. ogether
with plurality, the indefiniteness (the daweipor) of they(%r}v\s is
denied, and Aristotle’s censure that it remained a moot point
whether Xenophanes conceived his principle as werepacme’uj:/
is undeserved. The spherical figure which Xenophanes i
said to have ascribed to the Deity, is intelligible in one to
whom the universe displays the Deity, and a consequence of
the denial of every multiplicity of functions, and hence also of
organs. “A whole it sees, a whole it hears.” Where all
plurality is excluded there can be no question of Polytheism,
nor, where no Becoming is assumed, of .a Theogony: hence
his scorn of the popular religion, his hatred of Homer, etc.

3. With regard to the physics of Xenophanes, our accounts
are conflicting. The derivation out of four elements is too
strongly attested as due to Empedocles to be already assumed
here. That everything was derived from the earth, can only
be reconciled with the assertions of Aristotle, if the earth is
vnderstood not as element but as heavenly body, in which
case it might be combined with the other. report, that he
regerded all things as being generated from earth and water
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(the primeval slime). We can hardly, however, believe that
Xenophanes already displayed the logical consistency of Par-
menides, and regarded all sensible things as illusive appear-
ances ; and it is far more probable that, as other authorities
say, he himself was in doubt. This would also explain why
he was so soon considered a sceptic, in spite of the fact that
there is hardly any doctrine as dogmatic as that of the Eleatics.
Ritter and Preller, § 129-140.—Collected fragments, H. Stephanus : Poés.
phil. pp. 35-38.—Brandis, Z¢. sect. L.—Karsten, Ze I, 1.—Mullach,

I. g9-108.

§ 35

The One devoid of all Multiplicity, the Being devoid of all
Becoming, is, it is true, an abstraction to be grasped only by
thought, but there is nevertheless another underlying it, which,
together with a more precise determination, composes it, and
which is therefore its element. Such is Being (das Sein), the
purest of thought-determinations,in which the Existent(Sezende)
itself describes itself as participating. Hence if philosophy
proceeds to the ultimate or absolute ground (§-2), it cannot be
satisflied with that which is based upon, or participates in,
something else, but must proceed to this ulterior principle.
Hence it is something more than an unimportant change
in the terminology, when the successor of Xenoptapes omits
altogether the Pythagorean determination by number, and
substitutes for the Absolute described by a partigiple (év),
one which he thinks he cannot better describe than with the
infinitive, Being (elva). Parmenides brings to perfection the
abstract metaphysics which are opposed to physiology, and
the supporters of which Aristotle rightly calls agioico (deniers
of nature).

§ 36.

PARMENIDES.

1. ParMENIDES, the son of Pyrrhes of Elea, is called by
some a disciple of Xenophanes, by others of the Pythagoreans,
being perhaps attracted by their mode of life rather than by
their doctrine. According to Plato he must have been born
in Ol 64, or 65. The respect in which he was universally
held because of his moral worth and civic virtue, was extended
by Plato and even by Aristotle, who does not betray any pre-
ference for the Eleatic doctrines, also to his scientific impor-
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tance. His metrical work, entitled wepi ¢ioews, begins with
an allegory, which Sextus Empiricus, through whom it has
come down to us, on the whole interprets rightly. It was
Jdivided, like the doctrine of Parmenides, into two parts, of
which the first treated of truth and knowledge, the second of
appearance and opinion.

2. Truth is attained, not by the presentations of sense,
but by purely rational cognition. The principal doctrine here
implied is that Being alone has truth, and N on-Being none, and
for this reason also the existence of the Void is denied. The
reason given, that otherwise knowledge would be impossible,
displays the confidence of Reason in itself, as yet unshaken
by scepticism. Being is one and excludes all plurality and
multiplicity, whether they consist in temporal or in spatial dif-
ferences, and also all Becoming, because this contains an element
of Non-Being. Free from all determination from without, it
-reposes on its own internal necessity, and for both these reasons
is thought to have the form of a sphere. It is not unlimited,
else it were defective, but yet not limited by anything outside
it. ' There is not even opposed to it a thinking Reason to
which it would stand in the relation of object ; for that which
thinks and that which is thought are one, Being is Reason,

- and thought has Being for its attribute. There is no room for
any other deity by the side of this the only true Being, and
hence Parmenides leaves the existence of (the popular gods
~an open question transcending the province of reason. When,
therefore, upon occasion he calls Eros the father ‘of the gods,
he probably means thereby the necessity which is the bond of
the universe, which he has often called the Dzemon, and appa-

' rently also Aphrodite. N

3. A position like this does not admit of any derivation of
the manifold. The evidence of the senses alone compels its
recognition. But since the senses do not perceive Being and
are deceptive, multiplicity also is a mere appearance and
physics is the doctrine of opinions. Why man is subjected to

ese opinions, is a point Parmenides cannot understand, but
only deplore.  Nevertheless, although Non-Being is only
appearance, the world is not so denuded of truth that it
would be hopeless to seek to penetrate into it by means of
knowledge. The two principles from which he derives all
multiplicity, and which he calls sometimes Flame and Night,
sometimes Warmth and Cold, sometimes Fire and Earth,

y
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repeat the fundamental opposition of Being and Non-Being,
and hence the one is called the self-identical, the other the
apparent, the unknowable, etc. These two contraries are
mingled and combined by the power which also impels the
male towards the female, the love of the universe mentioned
above, or the friendship that rules all things. Like every in-
dividual thing, man also is a mixture of these elements:
generated out of the primeval slime, he is the more perfect
the warmer he is, and just as his igneous nature enables him
to recognise Being, so his earthy structure subjects him to
Opinion, 7.¢., he perceives Non-Being. And because neither of
these elements occurs without the other, it is possible to say
that the higher and the lower knowledge are the same (ze.,
probably, differ only in “ degree”). Parmenides’ conceptions of
the system of the heavens have either been wrongly handed
down to us, or are unintelligible, owing to the strangeness of
his phraseology. Yet they did not prevent him from having
considerable astronomical learning for his time.

Ritter and Preller, Zc. § 143-153. Fragments collected by H. Stephanus in
Poés. philos. § 41—46. Brandis, Ze. comment. II.  Karsten, Ze P. 1L
Mullach, i. 10g-130. .

§ 37

Just as Anaximenes represents the highest perfection of
the physiological, so Parmenides represents that of the meta-
physical tendency. Asin the former case, it is no more possible
to make further progress in the doctrine itgelf, but it can be
defended against opponents. Such defence, ‘which in the origi-
nal philosophy could be directed only against more advanced
thinkers, and hence had to be reactionary (cf. § 2%), may indeed
be this also in this case ; but it may also be directad against
the obsolete and lower position of the Physiologeys. This
latter task Melissus takes upon himself. It is less difficult and
requires less strength to accomplish it, just like swimming with
the stream. Moreover, since every conflict with another point
of view makes it necessary to enter upon that of one's oppo-
nent and thus to approximate to it, the reactionary contest
with the higher position will lead beyond one’s own, at least
in matters of form, while that with the lower will cause a
decline below one’s own. Hence it is inevitable that Melissus
should be—what Aristotle censures in him—a less subtle
thinker than the other Eleatics, and that he should have
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conceived in too sensuous a manner things having the nature
of thought, ze. have regarded their metaphysical determin-
ations too physically. ‘

38.
MELISSUS.

(Pseudo-) Aristotle : De Xenophane (i.e. Melisso) Zenone et Gorgia. Ch.
1 and 2.

1. MEeLissus, the son of Ithagenes, a Samian, and distin-
guished as a general, is called the disciple of Parmenides, to
whose doctrine he had perhaps been converted by writings
alone. He flourished about Ol. 84, and wrote a book in prose,
in the Ionian dialect, called according to some authorities
Tepl Pioews, according to others wepl dvros, of which some frag-
ments have been preserved. He seeks to refute the doctrine
of his kinsmen the Physiologers, in the interest of the Eleatics.
The negative result of some of his arguments, though con-
sonant with this object, has brought upon him the undeserved
reproach of scepticism. On the other hand, the way in which
he entered upon the point of view of his opponents has, not
always undeservedly, subjected him to the accusation that he
sullied the purity of the Eleatic abstractions, and understood
Parmenides somewhat crudely.

2. Melissus, like Parmenides, puts aside the religious con-
ceptions as lying outside the possibility of knowledge. His
subject is the év, which he puts in place of the Parmenidean
etvar, and thereby again approximates to Xenophanes. What
he meant, if he really distinguished simple Being from Being, is
obscure. After showing shy Being could neither originate nor
pass away, he at once concludes from this infinity in time, that
of space, and thus, to Aristotlels disgust, gives up the definiteness
attributed to the Absolute By Xenophanes and Parmenides.
Unity, indivisibility, immateriality, and the impossibility of all
movement, are the further prediates of Being. His polemics
against condensation and rarefdction, mixture and separation,
are combined with the assertion that the Void, and therefore
movement into it, are impossible. Thus there is hardly one
of the Physiologers who is not referred to.

3. With" an inconsistency similar to that of Parmenides,
Melissus asserts, indeed, that multiplicity is only a product
of the illusion of the senses, which everywhere illude us with
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a show of trausition, where there is in reality, only immov-
able Being, but yet sets up a scientific knowledge of this
illusion in the form of physics. That he assumed Fire and
Earth as the original substances is probable in view of his
relation to Parmenides. The transition from Parmenides to
Empedocles is so easy that it is hardly contradicted by the
cther tradition, that Melissus altogether followed the latter.

His fragments, Brandis, Z ¢ Sect. iii. Karsten, Z . Ritter & Preller,
§ 160-167. Mullach, i. 261-263.

§ 30.

By the side of Melissus, as the champion of Eleaticism as
opposed to the doctrines beneath it, stands Zeno, who protects
it as a reactionary combating innovations. His task is a despe-
rate one, and therefore requires great force. Hence the great
subjective importance of the man. It is not a question here
of discovering profound novelties, but of exercising all imagin-
able acuteness in order to secure what has been found. Hence
the perfection of the formal side of his philosophizing, which
makes Zeno into the Diogenes of Apollonia of his school. |
And since the position against which Zeno defends his master
combines his fundamental idea with its contrary, it is intelli-
gible that Zeno’s defence aims at proving contradictions in the
doctrines of his opponents. Hence he is the inventor of
dialectic as the art of discovering contradictions ; but althcugh
his dialectic only leads to negative results, and was afterwerds
made use of in the interest of the Sceptics, it neverthefess
here stands wholly in the service of -the thoroughly dogmatic
Eleaticism.

§ 40.
ZENO.
(Pseudo-) Aristotle: De Melisso Zenone et Gorgia, Ch. 3 and 4,

. ZeNo of Elea, son of Teleutagoras, according to some
the adopted son of Parmenides, his senior by twenty-five years,
was alike distinguished for his political insight and for his
heroism and character. Amongst other prose works, he com-
posed when still young a defence of Parmenides, which has
become especially famous. The form of this, which if it was
not a dialogue at least came very near it, and the frequent
employment of the dilemma, to say nothing of its contents, -
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was one of the reasons why Zeno was called the inventor of
dialectic. This dialectic is negative, because his only object
was to bring home to'the opponents of the Eleatic doctrine, the
reproach of self-contradiction they had made against it.

2. While Parmenides had only attributed truth to the Unity
excluding all Plurality, the Being negating all Becoming, the
Persistent devoid of all Motion, Zeno’s aim is rather to show
that all who assume Plurality, Becoming and Motion involve
themselves in contradictions. The proof consists in show-
ing that on the supposition of the reality of plurality one
and the same thing would be definite and yet indefinite, and
rests upon the fact that all plurality is a definite thing, z.e.
number, and yet contains an infinity Ze. of fractions. His
argument is based on infinite divisibility, only he regards
the dixoropla as one in space, by at once substituting for
the idea of being distinct, that of being separated (by some-
thing). The Many, too, would be infinitely great as con-
taining an infinite number of things, and at the same time
infinitely small, as consisting of nothing but infinitely minute
particles. And Becoming is combated by him in “just the
same way as plurality. ~Whether it is supposed to start
with what is like or what is unlike that which becomes, it con-
tains a contradiction. Lastly, the possibility of Motion is dis-
puted. Of the four proofs of this which Aristotle mentions
as due to Zeno, the first two again rest upon the infinity
produced by the infinite divisibility, in the one case of the
space to be passed through, and in the other of the start which
Hector (or the tortoise) has as regards Achilles (or the hound).
The third proof first takes for granted that the flying arrow
at every moment is at a point (ze. at rest), and then draws
from this the inevitable conclusions. Lastly, the fourth seems
to regard motion as being merely a change of distance, and ta
conclude from th¢ fact that a moving object approaches an
observer who is i@% more slowly than one who goes to meet
it, that in the first place the results may be different in spite
of the equality of the velosjties and the times, and secondly
all sorts of other absurdities. In view of the important bear-
ing which space has upon the question of motion, and according
to Zeno also upon that of plurality, it is natural that he should
seek a contradiction in this conception also. Thisis said to lie
in the fact that space cannot be thought except as in space, and

thus pre-supposes itself,
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3. To Zeno, as to the other Eleatics, the deliverances of
the senses are deceptive. Perhaps in order to prove this he
invented the confutation (Vd¢os) which shows that the senses
will not admit the validity of things which have been ration-
ally admitted. If this and others like it were later applied
by sophists and sceptics, it is nevertheless no proof that Zeno
belonged to the latter, and the report that he denied the
existence of the' One, is also probably due to a misunder-
standing—perhaps of a passage which has been preserved
in which, speaking once more of infinite divisibility, he seems
to indicate the impossibility of ultimate particles (atoms). With
an inconsistency like that of his predecessors, he also supplies
a system of physics. -Our accounts say he took the four con-
traries of Anaximander for his elements, friendship and strife
for his formative principles, and necessity for his regulating
law, and conceived the soul as a mixture of these four elements.
The premises of all these positions were already given, but
their approximation to the doctrine of Empedocles is so close,
that the report that in later life Zeno wrote comments on the
didactic poem of Empedocles, becomes explicable. But if he
even then still taught the possibility of the transition of one
element into another, the difference between him and Empe-
docles would be one of principle. Probably, however, he
remained nearer to the position of Anaximander on this point
also. One is also reminded of Anaximander by his doctrine
of a (probably successive) plurality of worlds. It seems as if
this doctrine was directed polemically against Heraclitus and
the Atomists.

Ritter and Preller, § 154-159.—Mullach, i. 266-270.

§ 41

The antithesis of matter and category, ¥An and Aoryos, as
Aristotle calls it, has been reduced by the Pythagoreans to
that of the Many and the One, and, finally, by the Eleatics,
to that of Non<Bein d Being, to formulas which even
Plato makes use of asg/liaéi‘g quite adequate. In attempting,
however, to carry out a tendency to which the Pythagoreans
had only inclined, viz., to lay stress on Being to the exclusion
of Non-Being, the Eleatics become pure and anti-physical
metaphysicians, and form, as Plato and Aristotle rightly re-
mark, the opposite extreme to the Physiologers. But just this
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extreme position which they have taken up, continually com-
pels them against their will to set up again what they had
tried to deny just before. And this is natural ; for if Being
is to be thought, to the exclusion of all Non-Being, and the
One in opposition to all plurality, the thought of the second
reappears by the side of the first, just as along with the
thought of the concavity of a surface, there appears that of the
convexity of the otherside. The Eleatics, as Aristotle rightly
says, have been compelled to set up, by the side of their science
of Being, a theory of that which they nevertheless declared
illusive appearance. And if progress, as was remarked above
(§ 25), consist in doing wittingly and deliberately what was done
unconsciously and under compulsion from an earlier point of
view, progress will require a philosophy which combines Being
and Non-Being, the One and the Many, and hence also meta-
physics and physics. Hence the Metaphysical Physiologers,
or physiological metaphysicians, occupy a higher position, as
compared with the groups considered hitherto. And in the
case of at least two of them, the ¢ Ionian and Sicilian Muses,”
this position has been fixed by Plato with an ~ccuracy that
admits of no improvement.  If, on the other hand, Aristotle
reckons them among the physiologers, he overlooks the fact
that his own definition of the conception no longer fits them,
since they do not derive everything from the material aloze.

THIRD DIVISION.
The Metapbysical Physiologers.

§ 42.

The first step taken in this direction is to show yat that
which Parmenides has denied, but has- always been compelled
to re-affirm, viz., Non-Being, is the predicate of everything
just as much as Being. If this is the case, their combination,
Becoming, is really the only true category, in spite of the con-
tradiction it contains. This purely metaphysical advance is
followed by the second one, that this category is also at the
same time regarded physically. In order to appear physically
Becoming cannot require a natural substance, but only a
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natural process. Heraclitus, who makes this twofold advance
beyond the Eleatics, recognises Becoming in the process of

volatilization and especially in that of combustion. Since, more-
over, there is as yet no question of a distinction of the mate- '

rial and the spiritual, of the physical and the ethical, the
different degrees of the fire are at the same time the different
stages of life and of knowledge, All that withdraws or ex-
cludes itself from the influence of the universal fire, separates
itself from the life and the reason of the universe, and falls a
prey to death, idiocy and egotism.

A4 —HERACLITUS.

Schleiermacher: Herarleitos der Dunkle, in Wolf and Buttmann’s Museun
der Alterthumswissensch. vol. 1., 1808, Afterwards in Schl : Simmtliche
Werke, ii. 2, pp. 1-146. Bernays: Herac/itea. Bonn, 1848. The
Same : Herakiitische Studien and Newe Bruchstiicke des Heraklit, in the
Rhein. Mus. Yerd. Lassalle : Die Philosophic Herakleitos des Dunklen
von Eplesos.  Berlin, 1858, 2 vols.  P. Schuster : Heraklit von Ephesus
(Act. Soc. philol. Lips. ed. Ritschelius. Tom iil.). [E. Pfleiderer : Die
Philosophie des Herakleitos von Ephesus im Lichte der Mysterienidee.
Berlin, 1886. 1. Bywater : Heracliti reliquias recens. Oxon. 1877,—11.]

§ 43.

1. Heracritus, the son of Blyson, born according to most:

authorities at Ephesus, is said to have flourished about Ol 69,
and to have lived more than sixty years. - The descendant of
a noble family in which the honorary office of Basikels, which
he resigned to his brother, was hereditary, he retained to the
end his contempt for the masses. The polemical way in which
he mentions Thales, Xenophanes and Pythagoras, and insists
that he taught himself, shows that his predecessors benefited him
chiefly by provoking him to contradict them. The way in which
he adhered to his own convictions has become proverbial. His
book mwept ¢pigews, called the “muses” by the later ancients
because of an expression of Plato's, contained perhaps still
more ethical and political advice than we can gather from the
fragments that have been preserved. Perhaps the later ones
among the many interpreters of his work, separated these
teachings from the rest, and thus brought about the existence
of several divisions of it, and finally the legend that he wrote
more than one. The gloomy.conciseness of his character is
reflected in his writings, which even Socrates called hard of
comprehension, and which at an early period earned him the
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sobriquet of * the dark.” Perhaps, in addition to their profun-
dity and their adoption of foreign doctrines, reasons of style
also contributed to this.

2. In opposition to the Eleatics, who attributed truth only
to Being and denied Non-Being, Heraclitus maintains that
everything, and even one and the same thing, both is and is
not. Thus he substitutes for the Eleatic Being its combina-
tion with Non-Being, ze. Becoming ; and the idea that every-
thing is in process and nothing at rest, and the idea that
everything is undergoing continual change, objects as well as
the subject that contemplates them, for of this also the Being is
explicitly denied, is expressed by him in the most various ways.
While to Xenophanes Being and the One void of difference
were identical, and Parmenides exalted Eros or Friendship
above all, Heraclitus finds pleasure in conceiving everything
as contradicting itself; he extols conflict, and blames Homer
for his love of peace, since rest and stationariness (crdors)
exist only among the dead. Connected with this continual
flux of things is the uncertainty of the senses. For the flux
escapes their notice, though it is perceived by rational cogni-
tion; and it is because what we see is stark and dead, that the
eyes and ears are untrustworthy witnesses. (Compare by wey
of contrast the doctrine of Melissus, § 38, 3.) Perhaps the pre-
ference which he displays for the sense of smell is based upon
the fact that it perceives volatilization, and thus is most of all
dependent upon the change of form. Schuster acutely shows
that the passages which seem to imply Heraclitus' contempt
for the senses may also be differently utilized, especially so as
to make him appear as the champion of the inductive method,
In opposition to one-sided deduction.

3- However this may be, a doctrine like that of the uni-
versal flux, separates Heraclitus from the Ionian Hylicists;
and since this principle is the result of thought, it makes him
a metaphysician, like the Eleatics considered above. On the
other hand, he is opposed to them, through the fact that his
principle is contemplated also physicall. Now Becoming,
interpreted physically, is noticeable, first, in Time,—and
accordingly he is actually said by Sextus Empiricus to have
made time his first principle, whereas both Xenophanes and
Parmenides deni~d this,—secondly, and more concretely, in the
elementary process of- combustion. = Heraclitus did not seek
the ground of the universe in any creative deity, but considered

VOL. 1. E
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it eternally burning fire. It would, however, be a misunder-
standing to regard this fire as a substance, the condensation
and rarefaction of which explained the manifold.  Rather
Heraclitus sees different degrees of the process of combustion
or volatilization in the different forces of nature, which as wvpos
Tpowal stand in such relations with one another that each lives
in the death of the other, and the process of combustion is the
measure of true being in all, as gold is the measure of the value
of all things. This, the sum and substance of reality, is also
conceived as the spatial envelope of the universe, and is called
the wepiéxor, the meprodicor wip, etc. And just as Becoming
corresponds to the process of the fire, so its two forms, coming
into being and passing out of it, correspond to the rise and fall
of the fire, the famous 6do¢ dvew xarw, in which the direction in
space is not more essential than the increasing or waning. In
this, the stiffening and cooling are the descent.

4. The inseparable connection between the forms of Be-
coming has been illustrated by Heraclitus in the most various
ways. Sometimes he calls the two paths one and the same;
sometimes he speaks of an alternation of desire and satiety,
and of a play in which the world is produced ; sometimes he
says that necessity regulates the two contrary currents. (It is
characteristic of Heraclitus’ attitude towards the pure physio-
logers and metaphysicians, that where Anaximander and
Pythagoras had alike spoken of évavria, contrary propositions,
we find in his case évarria gor, contrary current.) The names
given to this power are Eiuapuévn, Aaluw, Dviun, Alkn, Adyos,
etc. The fact that the handmaids of this force, which he calls
the seed of all that happens and the measure of all order, are
entitled the “tongues,” has probably been rightly ascribed
to the influence of the Persian Magi. On the other hand, he
connects himself with his country’s mythology, not indeed with-
out a change of exegesis, when he places Apollo and Dionysus
beside Zeus, z.e. the ultimate Fire, as the two aspects of his
nature. In this twofold tendency or scale, the rigid earth
forms the lower, and the mobile fire the upper extreme, since
the latter as an element (Hephzestus) is distinguished from the
ultimate fire or Zeus. This last is the permanent factor in the
circulation of the elements, and therefore never appears as
such. Fire, as the extreme contrary of rigid corpureality, is i
conceived as the moving and animating principle. Midway
between it and the earth is situated the sea, consisting half of
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earth and half of fiery air, and hence precipitating the former
and exhaling the latter, and often called the seed of the world.
Hence the transition to rigid corporeality is called a quench-
Ing or moistening, while the increase of the fiery nature is also
an increase of life. Hence, even if the expression émdpwots,
found in the writings of the Stoics, were due to Heraclitus, it
would be wrong to understand by it a destruction of the world,
rather than the eternal circular motion of all things, the expira-
tion of which may have been the “great year” of Heraclitus,
the one turning-point, to which would be opposed as its dia-
metrical opposite the transition into earthy slime.

5. Heraclitus found his views confirmed by the phenomena
of the air, amongst which he includes the constellations. They
are in his opinion collections of shining vapours in the boat-
shaped hollows of the heavens, or, conglomerations of fire, but
in any case generated and nourished by the evaporations of
the earth and the sea. Especially is this the case with the sun,
which radiates forth and loses its light daily, and daily renews
itself by this nourishment. And since the evaporation is of
two kinds, one dark and damp, another dry and bright, it
serves to explain day and night, eclipses and meteoric appear-
ances of light, although at the same time stress is laid on their
strict subjection to laws.. The two contrary tendencies con-
flict still more in organic beings, than in the forces of nature
which compose them. Perhaps because it is more difficult to
recognise it in them, Heraclitus says that the hidden har-
mony is better than the visible. Isolated utterances indicate that
he assumed a gradation of beings. Thus, because nothing in
the world is entirely devoid of the principle of life, he regards
all things as full of gods and demons, and says a god is only
an immortal man, and man a mortal god. But man also is
a worthless being on the purely bodily side, and is hence called
the naturally reasonless. Life and soul, and, since the latter is
still regarded as identical with consciousness and cognition,
these also, man acquires only by participation in the all-anima-
ting fire, and in its purest appearance, the enveloping. It
is this which is alone rational, and the soul partakes of it
the more fully, the warmer and drier it is, and hence more
easily in warm and dry countries. As consistency requires,
the soul's entrance into the body is to man a moistening, and
hence an extinguishing and dying. The death of the body, on
the other hand, is the true return to life of the soul.
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6. As the enveloping fire is the truly rational existence,
reason is that which is common to all (xowvér), and the indi-
vidual partakes of it only when he allows himself to be pene-
trated by it through all the channels, especially of the senses,
and is permeated by its glow, like a coal which remains close
to the fire. Thus sleep is the half-way house to death, because
in it the gates of the senses are closed, and man has part in
the enveloping reason only by breathing, and lives in other
respects in an isolated world of his own.  And no less does
he shut himself off by his merely subjective opinion, which
Heraclitus calls a disease from which no one is quite free, since
every one pursues the childish play of opinion, and cherishes
the illusion that the reason within him is his own. Laying
the stress he did on the common element, as against isolating
subjective contemplation, it is intelligible that he should regard
language as the proper means of cognition, and should be the
first to subject it to philosophical examination. His ethical
doctrines also quite agree with the rest: the transition to
fieriness becomes identical with the good, that to rigidity and
death with evil. And just as those two processes belong:
together, so good and evil form a harmony, even as in the
form of the bow or the lyre contrary tensions are harmoniously
united. (The fact that in another passage the arrow is men-
tioned instead of the bow, leads Lassalle to the supposition
that here also we have an allusion to the double activity of
Apollo.) Hence in ethics also, conflict and not rest is the ideal.
The position held by opinion in theoretical matters, is here
taken by insolent self-will. Nevertheless it must be suppressed,
hard as that may be, for the law stands highest, just as above the
xowvos Aoyos did,  The citizen should fight more strenuously for
the laws than for the walls of his city. Hence what Heraclitus
demands of man is submission to necessity, as the result of |
the recognition of the fact that the alternating predominance
of good and evil is far better than what is desired by the self-
ish wishes of man. And because this submission rests upon
such insight into the nature of things, it is free, and its re-
quirement does not conflict with his polemical attacks upon
.astrology and other fatalistic notions.

Fragments collected by H. Stephanus, Z¢. pp. 129-155. Schleiermacher, Z&
Bernays, /c. Lassalle, Zc.  Ritter and Preller, Z¢. § 35-50. Mullach,

le. 315-329.
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§ 44.

Heraclitus’ polemics against the Eleatics lower the superi-
ority of his point of view and render it one-sided in its turn,
though in a contrary way.  This is still more markedly the case
with his disciples. When Cratylus outdid his master, and
declared it impossible to enter the same river not only twice
but even once, he thereby made Heraclitus a denier of all
‘Being. Thus it could come about that the sceptics, who only
assume Non-Being, counted him among their number, and that
Aristotle classed him, the opponent of the anti-physical doc-
trines, among the mere physiologers. In this an injustice is
indeed done to Heraclitus, but there was some ground for it.
Hence the problem of philosophy is to retain the Eleatic
Being by the side of the Becoming exalted by Heraclitus,
without, in so doing, relapsing into abstract metaphysics.
Hence it is necessary to assume, in agreement with the Eleatics
but in opposition to Heraclitus, an unchangeable Being. But
it must be conceived, in opposition to the Eleatics, as a physi-
cal substance, and, in the spirit of Heraclitus, as a plurality, ze.
a plurality of unchangeable substances or elements. Further,
it will be necessary to assume, in agreement with Heraclitus,
and in opposition to the assertions of the Eleatics, a real pro-
cess. But this process will not be, like that of Heraclitus,
a burning without a substratum, but one which the substrata
undergo. It will differ from that of the pure physiologers,
in that it will consciously rest upon metaphysical principles.
Empedocles is the man who was enabled by his nationality
and the course of his development to make this advance, and
to combine in his doctrine, not eclectically, but in an organic
whole, what previous philosophers had taught. Thus there is
not a single school among which he has not been counted with
an appearance of justification. For he recognises the chaotic
primeval mixture of Anaximander, the spherical form of
Xenophanes, the water of Thales, the air of Anaximenes, the
earth and the fire of Parmenides and Heraclitus, the love of
the Eleatics, the strife of Heraclitus, the condensation and
rarefaction of Thales and Anaximenes, the mixture and sepa-
ration of Anaximander, and finally even the domination of
numerical relations in the mixtures, like the Pythagoreans.
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B.—EMPEDOCLES,

F. W. Sturz : Empedocles Agrigentinus. Lips. 1805. Karsten, /e Vol ii
Amst. 1838. Lommatsch: Die Weisheit des Empedokles. Berl. 1830.
Panzerbieter: Beitrdge sur Kritik und Evklirung des Empedokies. Mein-
ingen, 1854. Steinhart: Zmpedokles, in Ersch and Gruber’s Encyclo-

pedia.
§ 45.

1. EmpEDOCLES, the son of Meton, born at Akragas (Agri-
entum) in-Sicily as the descendant of a noble family, lived
probably from Ol. 72-Ol 87. Famous for his patriotism,
eloquence and medical skill, he was indebted to the last,
together with many peculiarities in his mode -of life, for his
reputation as a magician. His death was adorned with fabulous
details at an early period, in the interest of different views.
There is considerable authority for his familiarity with Pytha-
gorean doctrines ; and even if chronology does not admit of
his being a disciple of Pythagoras personally, he has been
called a Pythagorean even by modern writers. Others, in
reliance on the reports which make him a' disciple of Par-
menides, call him an Eleatic.  Finally, the majority follow
the example of Aristotle (who had really no right to do so,
according to his own statements ; zz2. sué. 2.), and account him
one of the physiologers. But it is Plato’s mention of him
together with Heraclitus, which is justified also by the influence
of the Ephesian upon him, that assigns to him his proper
position.  Of the writings of Empedocles, the titles of which
are stated variously, there have been preserved fragments of
two, the mep! pioews and the xabapuol. Some modern writers
regard the latter, and also the latpicd, as subdivisions of the
former.

2. Empedocles agrees with the Eleatics in retaining un-
changeable Being, in opposition to the coming into existence,
which he declares impossible. ~ But by admitting the factor of
plurality and materiality, which the Eleatics had. denied, his
Being becomes a plurality of unchangeable elements, of which
he was the first to assert that they were four in number, while
he denied that they passed into one another. In this doctrine,
one is reminded of the Pythagoreans by the occurrence of the
number four, and of Heraclitus by his calling them demons
and giving them the names of the popular deities, and by the
preference for Zeus or Fire. In addition to these unchange-
able substrata (f{éuara, thkal dpxal), he regarded as principles
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two forces or formative principles, Friendship and Strife, the
attraction and repulsion of different substances, conceived as
yetonly physically. This avoids the rigid Rest of the Eleatics,
and substitutes for the Heraclitean process without a substra-
tum, a process of the substrata, Z.e. change with its two Anaxi-
mandrean forms of mixture and separation. These two
active principles are inseparably united, and their combina-
tion is called sometimes necessity, sometimes chance. But to
infer from isolated expressions of Empedocles that he con-
sidered friendship identical with fire, strife with the re-
maining elements, would disturb the clearness of his doctrine.
This would reduce him to a mere physiologer, and it is more
correct to recognise with Aristotle, that he regarded these
active principles as efficient causes by the side of the material
substrata. 4

3. The primitive condition of matter is described asa piyna,
which is often designated the One, in Pythagorean fashion,
or, Eleatically, Being, and also the universe or the eternal
world, but generally the oaipos in virtue of its figure. Natu-
rally it does not admit of any definite quality, and hence as being
drowov, corresponds to the indefinite Chaos of Anaximander.
And as such a state of inteérmixture, which is so intimate as to
admit of no void, suggests the idea of very small particles,
Empedocles has been by some identified with the Atomists,
and has had attributed to him by others the views of Anax-
agoras, and even the very expressions which are generally
ascribed to the latter. But Empedocles cannot assume any
existence beside the o¢aipos or the whole, and all conceptions
of a transcendent deity are either falsely ascribed to his doc-
trine, or inconsistencies in it.  Just as little may we conclude,
as many ancient and modern authorities have done, from the
fact that not the separate senses (which are set apart for the
perception of the separate elements), but the vois perceives
the oaipos, that Empedocles taught the existence of a xéopos
vorrés in the sense of Plato. In the original state of mixture
Friendship is of course alone active, or at least Strife is reduced
to a minimum. This so easily suggests the confusion of the
unity with the cause of union, that we must not be surprised
to find the One and Love used as synonymous. In virtue of
the action of Strife upon this mixture, the heterogeneous
substances are separated ; and it has been unreasonably called
an inconsistency, that he makes Hatred a cause of union, z.e.
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of the homogeneous. At this point similar particles unite, and
there ensues the separation of the elements. As to the order
of this separation our authorities differ. And since it is a
separation of the heterogeneous, the heavens have become void
of Love and the elements of the world are ruled by Hatred.
But it is only part of the whole that enters into this severance,
and only in it, the kéopos, does Strife bear sway, but not in the
vest of the universe. The unseparated chaotic part of the
s¢aipos is only rarely considered dead matter in the spirit of
Heraclitus ; generally Empedocles, like the Eleatics, regards it
as the higher existence, and therefore regards all things as
ultimately reverting into this negation of all particularity.

4. Of course it is only the simple elements that owe their
existence to Strife ; other substances and especially organic
beings are very composite and the result of Love, which
keeps together the individual limbs that originally grew
separately out of the ground, and the increasing power of
which is displayed in the succession of beings of increasing
complexity. The perfection of organisms is conditioned not
only by the number of its components, but also by the pro- .
portions of the mixture, which are even expressed, in Pytha- -
gorean fashion, by figures. But even man, most perfect of all,
and therefore of most recent origin, is not eternal as a separate
being ; and metempsychosis here takes the place of immortality.
The fact that he is himself composed of them, enables man to
perceive all the six principles. ~ The fire within him perceives
the fire without him, etc. In his consideration of sense-
perception, Empedocles seems to have gone into great detail,
and to have explained many things by the assumption of
pores. The mixture of the elements is nowhere more,
thorough than in the blood. Hence he regards it as the seat -
of the vonua, z.e. of the sum of all perceptions. Cognition by -
the senses is deceptive because it depends on a single object,
and one element, and can only grasp the elements in their
separation, and not the o¢aipos. This is not the case with the
vonua, which, itself the combination of all perceptions, has
cognition also of that which is united by Love. Justasin
these passages the principles of life and of cognition are still
quite identical, so also the conceptions of physical and moral
evil. These exist only in the xdouos, subjected to segregation;
beyond it, in the unseparated o¢aipos, all things are good
The ascetic rules which Empedocles gives are based upos
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reverence for all the manifestations of Love. The religious
doctrines, contained chiefly in the xabappol, refer especially to
the future life, alike of the blessed in the seat of the gods,
and of those who are guilt-laden and hunted through the world
in restless flight. They breathe a priestly spirit, and show many
points of contact with Pythagorean doctrines ; but they do not
always agree with those of Empedocles himself. The same
applies to his treatment of the popular deities, where he does
not, as above, mean the elements. Zeller has given a full
account and a just estimate of these doctrines. (Vol. i, p.
547 £, 2nd ed.)

His collected fragments in H. Stephanus, Ze. pp. 17-31.  Sturz, Z¢. with
supplements by Peyron (1810), and Bergk (1835-39). Karsten, /..
Ritter and Preller, § 168-181. Mullach, 1. pp. 1-14.

§ 46.

The reproach which could be brought against Heraclitus
with a show of reason, against his successors with an abund-
ance of reason—that they really affirmed Non-Being only, will
be brought against Empedocles by no one. Rather the con-
trary reproach : for he expressly denies the void, which is
Non-Being regarded physically. Not only does this in a way
justify his being counted altogether among the Eleatics, but it
also involves him in contradictions, which, perhaps, induced
Plato to place him so far below Heraclitus. That all multi-
plicity is generated only by dwominara, ze. interpositions of
the void, had been shown by the Pythagoreans ; that motion is
only possible by reason of the void, was known already to the
Eleatics. But since it is through these that the world comes
into existence, Empedocles affirms its reality, while denying
its conditions. It is a similar contradiction when the segre-
gated part of the universe receives the honourable title of
xoomos, and then the unseparated portion of the s¢aipos is pre-
ferred, z.e. chaotic disorder to order, to say nothing of the sub-
ordinate contradiction involved, when one who denies the void
explains so many things by the assumption of pores, etc. Hence
the advance required by such contradictions will consist in
this, that in opposition to the Eleatics and Heraclitus, the
fetaphysical principle be maintained, that Being and Non-Being
be alike justified; that the time of mere metaphysics being
past, this principle be carried out in a system of physics, in
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which Non-Being is opposed to the many unchangeable sub-
strata which represent Being ; and that the two entering into
each other produce Becoming, viewed physically, z.e., motion
and change. This advance is made by the Azomzsm of the
Abderite philosophy. Hence, even if its champions had not
been acquainted with their predecessors in philosophy, as may
be proved to have been the case with its chief representative,
we should have to say that their pointof view surpassed all
previous ones, because it combined them.

C—THE ATOMISTS.

F. Papencordt : De Atomicorum doctrina. Berl, 1832. F. G. A. Mullach:
LDemocriti Abderite Operum fragmenta. Berl., 1843.

§ 47

1.- As hardly anything is known of LEucippus, and the
accounts of his date vary, while none of his writings have
come down to us, and since, moreover, it is perhaps nothing
more than a misunderstanding that Theophrastus is said to
have ascribed to him one of the writings of Democritus, we
must regard as the true representative of Atomism his country-
man and disciple, or younger companion, DEMocriTUS, the
son of Hegesistratus, especially as he would probably have
included in his work the whole teaching of his predecessor.
Democritus, born about Ol. 80, spent his large fortune in
travels undertaken with the object of accumulating treasures
of knowledge in all lands then known, laden with which he
returned to his native city, and died at a very great age. Of his
numerous writings, which Thrasyllus arranged in tetralogies,
many are, perhaps, subdivisions of larger works. The most
important, probably, were the wéyas and the wmipos didkoouos,
which, together, contained bhis doctrine of atoms and of the
construction of the world. Probably many of the fragments
preserved belonged to them. In spite of occasional solecisms,
the style of Democritus was famous in antiquity.

2. The agreement of the atomist doctrine with that of the
Eleatics, which ancient authorities explain by historical con-
nections, is seen in the fact that both deny the reality of
Becoming, both of the Many out of One, or of the One into
Many; also in their conception of extended matter, as 7o
v, and the unchangeable reality attributed to it ; and, finally,
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in their designation of the void as the wy év».  Similarly
the Atomists agree with Heraclitus, the opponent of the
Eleatics, probably cnce more not without historical connec-
tions, and his rightness or wrongness is, like theirs, acknow-
ledged in the sentence which contains the substance of atomist

" metaphysics, viz., that Being is no more than Non-Being.
But it is a further step that these thought-determinations
are at the same time conceived physically; Being is the
full (m\npes), extended (orepedr), corporeal (sdua), Non-Being
the void (kevdv), or according to others also the rarefied (navov).
Their curious formula for this antithesis, dév and psdév, may be
represented by “a-thing,” and “nothing.” ~ The idea that the
void, by entering into the existent, produces plurality in the
latter, is familiar already to the Pythagoreans. Hence the
existent consists of an infinite number of very small and there-
fore invisible oxjuara or 0éa:, which, because they have no
interstices within them. are waumAjpn, and because they can
have none, are 4diaperd, &rope. The void, on the other hand,
by forming’ the intervals between the ultimate particles, sup-

. plies the duaoriuara or mdpor; by enveloping them all, it is
the void properly speaking, or the dwepor, the name given to
it already by the Pythagoreans. In this infinite void there
exist an innumerable number of worlds, perhaps separated
from one another by membranous partitions, but all consisting
of similar atoms, as different books consist of the same letters.
These atoms do not display any qualitative differences at all,
they are droa, and differ only in size and shape. For this
reason, the assertion that different weights were attributed to
the atoms is more credible than that this was not done.

3. The Atomists think that multiplicity and change can be
.explained only on the assumption of a real Void, Withqut
which things would form a continuous mass. Change, again,
is reduced to motion, which either implies an enveloping void
or, if it consists in condensation or rarefaction, void spaces or
pores within bodies. The Atomists, just like Empedocles,
therefore, teach the existence of Becoming, only with an un
 changeable Being for its substratum, and their agreement be-
comes a verbal one, when they deny the possibility of coming
into being, and substitute for this, mixture and separation.
- They agree further with Empedocles, that necessity (&uéyxn,
dicn, eiuapuér) regulates these minglings and separations.
. This, too, may have been the fiery world-soul which, accord-
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ing to an old account, Democritus is said to have declared to
be the Deity. Butsince this power which regulates the atoms
is not immanent, and, according to Aristotle, acts not naturally
but by force, it has not unjustly been called chance; for
Democritus’ protest against this word merely amounts to say-
ing, that nothing falls outside of the bond of cause and effect,
and everything has a reason. But those who attribute to him
a teleological point of view as well, forget that in opposition
to the vovs of Anaxagoras (vid. § 52, 3) he expressly maintains
a ¢lais aloyos.

4. The atoms, though themselves devoid of qualities, give
rise to qualitative differences, in that a greater or less number
of them produces a greater or less density, and therefore
weight, which is also supposed to account for differences of
heat. Moreover, they also have different shapes and sizes,
and can combine in different positions and in different order.
Thus the elements consist of atoms of different sizes, fire, eg.
of the smallest and roundest. Similar to it, and consisting of .
atoms like the motes in a sunbeam, Democritus imagines the
soul to be, which permeates the whole body, and renews itself
in breathing by continually taking up similar atoms. And
because of the general diffusion of such atoms, no body can be
declared quite inanimate and devoid of soul. The outward
manifestations of the soul depend on the different organs:
thus it manifests itself as thought in the head, as eagerness in
the heart, and as desire in the liver. And as animation and
the principle of cognition are not distinguished from each
other, his theory of knowledge is purely physical ; the images
propelled from the objects immediately or mediately strike the -
organ of sense, and thereby arouse sensation. ~But since
many of these sensations, especially those of sight, indicate.
not so much what is the nature of the object in itself (ére),
but rather how they affect us or are for us (voup), it becomes
necessary to distinguish between deceptive (aworiy), and true
(7ywnoin) cognition. The latter, rational cognition or Sidvoua, is
related to the underlying (é& Bify) truth, ze. the atoms: but,
like the first, it depends on material action, and is concerned
with phenomena (gpawouera).

5. Ethical determinations are hardly to be expected from
such a point of view. Nevertheless, a large number of
maxims and ethical precepts have been preserved, of which
Democritus is said to be the author. Their number has beet
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still further increased, since also those formerly attributed to
Democrates, have begun to be ascribed to him ; so that the
critics are already beginning to sift the material once more.
And since some of these dicta did not seem to fit in well with
the materialism of his philosophy, some have maintained the
opinion that they were composed at an early period, and the
Dzacosmus in his old age. But in the case of many of these
wise sayings, it would be more difficult to deny that they re-
present the experience of an old man, than in that of the
atomic theory, which may even have been handed down to
Democritus in his youth. Besides, he would not be the only
example of a man upon whom life forced maxims differing
from those of the theory he had sketched. As to the content
of his ethical advice, his praise of equanimity (eesrd) fits in
quite well with his system of necessitarianism : a considerable
number are rather trivial, others bear witness to his experience
and to a loving heart; and others, again, can only have been
invented by an old bachelor. Those which connect morality
with thought about the gods, might be the most difficult to
reconcile with his other doctrines ; for it is known that he
derived the belief in the gods merely from the fear of thunder-
storms and similar phenomena.

Ritter and Preller, § 75~91r. Mullach, i. 330-382.

§ 48.

The Atomists close the period of the men whose philosophy
appeared to Aristotle to have been one of ‘“dreamers,” because
they show the truly Greek wisdom only in an embryonic state.
Aristotle’s judgment about them, that as yet no distinction
was made between that which knows and that which is known,
may also be expressed in the form, that the peculiar dignity
of the human spirit is not recognised. In this form, it gives
the reason why their doctrines were certain to appear to the
G}'eek people as exotic growths, even if they did not in their
wide travels really bring them from foreign countries. Thus
the doctrine of the pure Physiologers, that everything, includ-
Ing man, is a modification of a material substance, reflects
the spirit, not of the Greeks, but of primitive peoples. The
absolute supremacy of number and of mathematical laws,
~announced by the Pythagoreans, is something which the
Chinaman experiences in the prescribed precision of his daily



62 FIRST PERIOD OF ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY. [§ 48.

life, far rather than the cheerful Greek. The absorption of all
separate existences in a single substance, as it is taught by the
Eleatics, seems rather an echo of Indian pantheism than a
principle of the Hellenic spirit. The kinship of the doctrines
of Heraclitus with those of the Persian Fire-worshippers, has
both in ancient and in modern times led to the assertion
of historical connections between them ; and even those who
will not let themselves be convinced by the evidence adduced
in order to represent Empedocles as a disciple of the wisdom
of the Egyptian priests, will be unable to deny the relation-
ship of his doctrines with theirs. The Azomusts finally, the
inheritors of all the previous systems, may be described as
those who formulate not merely the nature of a single stage
preparatory to the spirit of Hellenism, but of Pre-Hellenism
as a whole, on the point of advancing to Hellenism.



SECOND
PERIOD OF ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY.

GREEK PHILOSOPHY AT ITS HEIGHT, OR THE ATTIC PHILOSOPHY.

INTRODUCTION,

§ 40.

IN the heart of Greece, at Athens, there had been no philo-
sophy hitherto, because other tasks, like the liberation of
Greece, etc., had been more urgent. It is only after these
achievements that Athens enjoys the leisure which Aristotle
says is required for philosophy. = But at this time the previous
state of things, when a single spirit permeated the whole city
to such an extent that the superior ancient families were not
hated as nobles, nor the inferior despised as the mob, had
already come to an end. Their reputation and the wealth
which flowed into Athens, called forth insolence and selfish-
ness in individuals ; and the vulgar temper of the masses,
devoid of all patriotic feeling, developed to such an extent, that
the noblest Athenian, who has given his name to this age, was
compelled to make use of it, and thus to nourish it, in order
to realize his own aims and those of the State. He, as well
as all others on a level with the age, would have smiled if any
one had asserted, like Diogenes of Apollonia, that reason
dwelt in the masses, or, like Heraclitus, that all things were
full of the divine. But when Anaxagoras came forward in
Athens with this general formula of the world: that it was
reason which determined the mass in accordance with its
ends, Pericles himself, and all those who lived in harmony with
tae more modern ideas, were bound to recognise him as the
man they wanted, who truly understood the times. As always,
the adherents of the old times hated and persecuted as the
author of this decay, the man who only proclaimed its
existence,

63



64 SECOND PERIOD OF ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY. [§§ 50,5t

§ s50.

Besides this necessity in the history of the world (cf. § 11),
possessed by the dualism of Anaxagoras, he is also called
forth by the fact that the previous development of philosophy
requires him as a necessary consequence. For since, according
to the Atomists, the individual material particles have no
qualitative character, in virtue of which they can seek or avoid
one another, as in Empedocles, it is necessary to assert that
the material contains no reason why they should combine
in one way and not in another. But since they again ex-
pressly maintained that this combination did not take place
without reason, but é Adyov, they had asserted two positions
which could only serve as the premisses to this single con-
clusion, that the reason of this combination, z.e. of motion, lay
in the immaterial. And since, moreover, the reasons of motion
which lie in the immaterial are called motives, these two
principles of the Atomists so nearly lead up to the assertion
of an immaterial existence besides the material, which moves
the material according to motives, z.e. of a Reason (vois) that
acts according to design, that the most important Atomist
himself considered it necessary to attack this doctrine.

§ 51

Anaxagoras is the father of the Attic philosophy, not only
because he transplanted philosophy to Athens, but because he
laid before it the subject which it had to develop there. His
assertion that the rols was the highest existence, and the
demand contained in it that everywhere search must be made
for the final cause, has been repudiated by none of his suc-
cessors. In spite of the difference between the Sophists, who
regarded the vois as mere sharpness, and Aristotle, who
regarded it as the universal reason thinking itself ; in spite of
the antithesis that the final cause meant to the former the use,
to the latter the justification of a thing, both move within the
limits of the task first propounded by Anaxagoras. And
so do all those who intervene between the Sophists and
Aristotle.  In Anaxagoras, Greek philosophy issued out of its
embryonic condition, in which its doctrine was pre-Hellenic.
The first principle of its own and all existence is now no
longer found by the human mind in a single element, or in a



§52,1] ANAXAGORAS. 65

mathematical rule, or in the collisions of atoms, but in that in
which it transcends the natural. This is the first solution of
the problem of philosophy in a Greek spirit, and hence the
philosophy -of Anaxagoras does not reflect any stage of pre-
Hellenism, but the life of the Greek, and especially of the
Athenian. Hence it is intelligible that Socrates, the incar-
nation of anti-barbarism, and Aristotle, the concluding repre-
sentative of Attic philosophy, should regard Anaxagoras as
the first who was “awake,” that is, who had spoken sensibly,
in contrast with the dreamers before him.

FIRST DIVISION.
Hnaxagoras.

J. T. Hemsen : Anaxagoras Clazomenius. Gotting., 1821. E. Schaubach :
Anaxagore Clazomenii Fragmenta. Lips., 1827. W. Schorn, vid. § 28.
Breier: Die Philosoplie des Anaxagoras nackh Awistoteles. Berlin, 1840.

§ 52.

I. ANaxAGORAS, the son of Hegesibulus, was born at
Clazomenz, probably about Ol 70, and therefore cannot have
been, as is reported, a personal disciple of Anaximenes.
After he had sacrificed his fortune in the interests of science
by leaving Ionia, he selected Athens as his place of residence,
‘according to some at once, according to others only after long
travels. More important probably for his scientific develop-
ment than his travels, and the intercourse with his country-
man, Hermotimus, must have been his acquaintance with the
doctrines of the earlier Physiologers, of Empedocles, who,
although a little younger, began to write before him, and of
Leucippus. The reproach of plagiarism from his predecessors,
made against him by Democritus, refers perhaps to Leucip-
pus, the common teacher of Anaxagoras and himself. At
Athens, Anaxagoras was active as a teacher of philosophy for
thirty years, and not only won the friendship of Pericles, but
surrounded himself with a circle of men, to which Archelaus,
Euripides and Thucydides, and perhaps also Socrates belonged.
They were all regarded with suspicion by those who kept to
the old-fashioned ideas, and in part perhaps decried as atheists.

VOL. I. v
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Thus Anaxagoras’ knowledge of physics, with his zeal to
explain what the masses regarded as miracles (e.g. the shower
of stones, whence the legend that he had predicted it), his
allegorical method of explaining the Homeric myths, all these
things contributed to arouse the suspicion of atheism against
him, which finally, perhaps in consequence of the book he
ublished in his old age, issued in his accusation. This was
followed by his imprisonment, and exile or flight from Athens.
He betook himself to Lampsacus, where he died soon after-
wards, in Ol 88, 1. Besides a mathematical work elaborated
in prison, he was the author of a book wepi ¢pioews, perhaps his
only other work, of which fragments have been preserved.

2. Like Empedocles and the Atomists, Anaxagoras denies
the Becoming of the material substance, and only admits in it
a change due to mixture and segregation, in the course of
which the substratum is neither increased nor decreased. Like
Anaximander and Empedocles, he imagines the original con-
dition of things to have been chaotic, in which the most
different things were mingled, and therefore nothing individual
was perceptible (évdmov).  But he agrees with the Atomists in
thinking that there were not only four kinds of these particles,
but an infinite number, and infinitely various shapes. Lastly,
he again asserts, in agreement with Empedocles and in
opposition to the Atomists, the qualitative variety of these
particles, so that not only were the larger combined with the
smaller, but that gold, and flesh, and wood, etc., in their finely
divided condition, were united into a mass without gaps or
pores. Hence there is here really no question of a mixture
of elements, but things (xpinara, z.¢. mpaymara) are mixed ; and
their finest molecules, which even in their infinite division
retain their qualities, are called omépuara, -or in atomistis
phraseology also idéa. ~ The beginning of his book, viz,
om0l wavra xpimara #v, became the classical expression, to
describe this condition, which Anaxagoras himself called
aiumfes or wlyua, and this formula is also used in an abbrevi-
ated form and substantively. On the other hand, the report
that Anaxagoras called the ultimate particles éuotopeps or even
(contrary to all analogy) duotopéperar, arose at an early period,
owing to a misunderstanding of passages in Aristotle in which
Anaxagoras is blamed for regarding as ultimate—seistances,
complicated substances, which Aristotle calls ouotoueps. At the
most it might be admitted that Anaxagoras uses ouo:opépeta to
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designate the condition of mixture, but even this is improbable.
The combination of the individual particles is so close, that,
as their divisibility is infinite, it is impossible to arrive at an
ultimate wholly unmixed particle. Hence it is necessary to
say that everything is contained in each thing, an assertion
which was combated by his opponents, and involves him in
great difficulties himself, unless by everything and each thing
material substances are meant.

3. This mass void of form and of motion, in which we may
recognise the dmepov of Anaximander, the o¢aipos of Empe-
docles, and the union’of smallest particles of the Atomists, is
now approached, not indeed by a separating and combining
necessity, which is just what Anaxagoras denies, but by the
voils, a conscious power, the introduction of which at once pro-
vokes the teleological mode of regarding things. In direct
opposition to the principle of the previous period as formulated
by Aristotle (2. § 48), Anaxagoras ascribes to the knowing
vous predicates contrary to those belonging to the known
object (the mass). The wols is éueyifs; it 1s the One and
therefore knows the mass, which had been defined as the
Many and the dretpor.  And whereas of material things every-
thing is contained in everything else, the vois is not, because
it is not passive, and just for this reason does it sway the
material.  Thus in Anaxagoras separation and combination
become a purposive forming and ordering, and to the Becom-
ing of the didkoomos of the Atomists there corresponds an
active diakoouelv on the part of the vois. It is true that
Anaxagoras contents himself with enunciating his principle.
In discussing particular instances, he does not state the pur-
pose, but only the nature, or at the utmost the reason of the
" change, so that it here becomes almost indifferent whether it
is referred to a conscious or to a blind power. This is justly
" censured by Plato as a relapse to a lower point of view.

4. The process of segregation initiated by the rols unites
the qualitatively similar particles, and according to the prepon-
derance of one substance or another their names are given
them, though, as has been remarked, they are never wholly
pure. As in Empedocles, not all things take part in this
segregation, and the unseparated residuum is probably the
“envelope of the many” (things) which he mentions. The
segregation is conceived as a successive one, starting from
‘acentre and extending in ever-growing circles and with an
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ever-growing impetus. In consequence of this there arises
the ether, which composes also the red-hot bodies like pumice-
stones, which are called stars, as the warm, light, and bright
substance, opposed to the cold, damp, and heavy earth which

prevails at the centre. And like the elements, organic beings
also are composed of the ultimate particles, They arise out
of the primeval slime, as in Anaximander, and attain to self-
propagation only at a later period. The more perfectly a
body is organized the more powerful is the vois within it, and
the mare powerfully does it promote knowledge and animation.
Hence even the plants are not devoid of soul; but the ex-
perience and reason of the soul of man is greater, because he
is endowed with hands. Compared with the reason, the senses
do not supply any sure knowledge; and hence the appearances
with which they illude us, as ¢.g. the white colour of snow, are
often refuted by the reason, which teaches that snow is water,
and therefore not white.  Apparently Anaxagoras already
connected with this uncertainty of the senses extremely sub-
jective opinions as to the nature of knowledge. Ethical
dicta, which one would have been far more inclined to expect
from Anaxagoras point of view than from his predecessors,

have not been handed down to us. .

Ritier and Preller, § 58—70  Mullach, i. 243-251.

§ 53.

The philosophy of Anaxagoras must give way to another,
not only because the times of which it was the expression
pass away, and the rule of demagogues like Kleon and others
tar worse follows upon the guidance of Athens by Pericles, -
but this is also required by an internal defect. That reason-
takes the first place, and that everything should be con-
sidered teleologically, is to say very little, so long as the
question is not decided whether by reason we are to under-:
stand that displayed in the cunning of the subject, or in the
order of the world, and so long as the real meaning of con-
formity to end is not more closely determined. And since
Anaxagoras refuses to decide the first of these questions when
he expressly says that all reason is alike, the greater, or uni-
versal, as well as the smaller or particular, he cannot possibly
decide whether the world exists for our use, or in order
to fulfil its purpose. Not having decided this, he must put.
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aside all questions as to the wherefore of things and re-
nounce every teleological point of view. And yet the de-
cision was not far to seek. For if the mass in itself is devoid
of spirit and of reason, the purposes which the reason brings
into it must be external to it, and it must be forcibly adapted
to them. If now we call such purposes or ends,—since they
have their limit in the material opposed to them, as it has
its limit in them,—fnite, then the first determination given
to the.wherefore, which Anaxagoras had failed to define,
will be, that it means a finite conformity to end, and not
one immanent in things. But as soon as the nature of the
end has been more closely determined, the indefiniteness
as to what was called reason also ceases. For reason
having finite ends for its content is reasonableness or clever-
ness, as it exists in reasonable subjects that seek their own
advantage. However much, therefore, it may appear as
a retrogression that the dictum of Anaxagoras, that reason
rules the world, should receive the sense of “cleverness rules,”
or “the clever are masters of everything,” it was yet a meri-
torious achievement to have determined more closely what
had been undefined. And that the definition thus given by
the Sophists was the one required by the position of affairs,
is shown by the way in which not only Archelaus but Anaxa-
goras himself approximates to the sophistic point of view.
For Archelaus’ dictum, that right and wrong depend only upon
arbitrary enactment, only completes the assertion ascribed to
Anaxagoras, that nothing is true in itself, but everything
only for us.

SECOND DIVISION.
The Sopbhists.

Geel : Historia critica Sophistarum, Ultraj. 1823. Baumhauer: Quam vim
Sophiste habuerint, etc. Ultraj. 1844. M. Schauz: Betrdge zur Vorso-
kratischen Philosophie aus Plato. Heft. 1. The Sophists. Gottingen,
1867.

§ 54.
The Sophists, by placing the reasoning subject above every-
thing, and showing how everything exists only to be mastered
by man theoretically and practically, hold the same position in
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Greece that the cosmopolitan sages of the 18th century do in
modern times, viz., that of the fathers of culture. The likeness
begins with the names they respectively apphed to themselves ;

for enlightening ” and “ making clever” are the same thing.
It extends to the objectof education they lay down; for the
dewos of the Sophists precisely corresponds to the « strong
mind freed from prejudice” of the others, and the virtue
which the former undertake to teach, to the reasonableness
and light which it is the latter's boast to disseminate. The
means, finally, which they use are identical. For the
avrihoywn éxn, which, according to the testimony of their
opponents and the admission of the Sophists themselves, was
their real weapon, is only the art of representing things
differently from different points of view, ze., the art of argu-
mentation, which produces versatility, the enemy and opposite
of narrow-minded simplicity. And because no simplicity can
withstand argumentation, simple piety and simple manners
also yield to it. “Hence the arguer is not only formidable in
his own estimation, but appears dangerous to others and
especially to the simple. Enlightenment carries its dangers
with it%» the Sophists make the people too clever, and the
words “ Enlightener” and “ Sophist ” became terms of abuse
instead of titles of honour.

§ 55.

There is, however, this difference between sophistry and
the enlightenment of the 18th century, that the former has
greater consideration than the latter also for the practical
domination of man over things. Hence the Sophists strive
to deliver man, not only from the narrowness of his views,
but also from the narrowness of his means, and to free him, not
only from prejudice, but also from poverty. The possession
of these means is not only called, but really is, to have money.
Hence the Sophist, just like the merchant, regards his money-
making power as the measure of his skill, and makes it a sub-
ject of his instruction. This end also is attained most surely
by argumentation. For since in those days it was impossible
to make money without lawsuits, and lawsuits could not be won
without persuading the Judcres ze. by finding as many good
pomts as possxble in one’s cause, the aVTt7\0'}/ucr7 Texm was
*he surest introduction to the art of pettifogging successfully,
Tov 70 Ndyov kpeitTw moweiv, as the sophistic formula ran.
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Evil as this art is, it yet brought in its train the development
of grammar, style, and rhetoric, all of which owe, in part their
existence, in part their advancement, to the Sophists. And
however much they might diverge in other respects, they were
all united in their labours on behalf of the art of eloquence, or at
ieast of the exercises preparatory toit; and even their enemies
-have not denied their merits in this respect. '

Cf. L. Spengel : Swvaywyi texvdv.  Stuttg., 1828,

§ s6.

A strictly scientific proof, and a view of the world based
upon a single principle, are incompatible with the historical
position of the Sophists, and with the task they had put before
themselves. The one appears to them pedantic, the other as
one-sided, and both as uncultured. In order to obtain as
many points of view as possible, it is necessary to make use of
the most various doctrines, and to borrow from every possible
system. A sceptically-tinged eclecticism is always the atti-
tude of the “enlightened,” and so it was in Greece.  Never-
theless the Sophists had a great influence, not only on general
culture, as has been shown so far, but also on the growth of
systematic philosophy. Not only, as was shown above (§ 53),
did their position result from the previous development of
philosophy, but it made possible that which followed. It is
only the facility with which, in arguing, the mind regards
things from every possible point of view, that enables it to
adopt so entire a novelty as Socratism; and it is only by the
practice of finding the contradictions between the various
aspects of a thing, that it becomes acute enough to discover
with the Platonic Dialectic the contradictions that lie within
itself. And again, it was necessary that the wisdom produced
by the Dorian and the lonian spirit should be intermingled,
in order that the lightning spark of Socrates’ genius should
produce in it the Attic wisdom which combines them both,
not in the form of a mixture, but in a higher unity.

§ 57.

. Itis only in the sense that different elements predominate
i each, that Gorgias, as the Sophist trained by the Eleatics,
- ¢an be opposed to Protagoras, as the adherent of Heraclitus.
The opposition between them, which often rises to actual con-
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flict, does indeed draw some of its nourishment from this fact,
but depends still more on their tendencies. For while Prota-
goras defines as his proper aim, the art of making men clever
in practical matters, Gorgias wishes merely to be, and to train,
an arguing rhetorician. They both recognise the importance
of the study of language, and divide their labours in such a
way that Protagoras concerns himself especially with words and
their forms, and Gorgias with the formation of sentences. In
Ly high repute as these two, stood Prodicus, apparently morally
the strictest of the Sophists, and Hippias, the most learned.
These, however, did not attach themselves to any master by
preference ; the first, because he regarded practice as the
most important; the second, because he esteemed above all
things theoretical and practical versatility. ~ But they also
paid attention to language, Prodicus especially with regard to
correctness of expression, and Hippias in respect of its rhythm
and the measure of syllables. Besides this, he subjects the
laws of the State to his arguments. Around these chief
figures are grouped the less important Sophists. Thus Anti-
meerus, Antiphon, and Critias may be connected with Prota-
goras: the two eristic polemics, Euthydemus and Dionysodorus
with Gorgias, because of their rhetorical artifices : and lastly
Polus, in spite of the encouragement which he may have re-
ceived from Gorgias, with Hippias, by reason of the principles
which he maintains with regard to the laws of the State.

§ s8.
Pror1acoras.

[. Frei: Quastiones Protagoree. Bonn, 1845. O. Weber: Queastiones
Protagoree. Marb., 1850. Vitringa: De Protagore vila et philosophia.
Groning., 1853.

1. ProTacoras, the son of Artemon, or, according to others,
of Meandrius, has been regarded as the disciple of Demo-
eritus, probably only because he was born at Abdera. The
latter was, however, twenty years younger than Protagoras.
Already at an early period stress was rightly laid on the close
connection of the doctrines of Protagoras with those of
Heraclitus ; but this does not exclude the possibility that at
an early age he became acquainted with the sources by which
Democritus and Anaxagoras had profited, viz., earlier ato-
mistic doctrines. He acquired fame and, since he was the



§58,2] : PROTAGORAS. 7

(3]

first to teach for money, also wealth, by his instructions, at
first in Sicily, and from his 3oth year at Athens. The excel-
lence (dpemi) and strength (Jewdrns) which he promised to
instil by means of his instructions, and on account of
which he called himself a Sophist, in the sense of a teacher
of cleverness, consisted in the adroit management of one's
property and of civic affairs. And since this could not be
thought of upless a man was a match for every law-suit, his
instruction aimed at giving directions for speaking correctly,
beautifully, and, above all, persuasively. Hence the subjects
of his instruction were grammar, orthoépy, and especially the
art of making the most of every case, by representing it from
various points of view. He was also the panegyrist of decorum
and morals, without which no cne could be esteemed in the
State; and altogether he was extremely conservative in his
politics. He also committed his doctrines to writing ; and the
titles of many of his works have been preserved. A work of
his concerning the gods was publicly burnt, and caused his
exile from Athens, in the course of which he died.

2, The Heraclitean doctrine of the flux of all things, which
Protagoras interprets in the sense of the Heracliteans, induces
him to go even beyond Democritus, and to regard all sen-
sations without exception as mere subjective affections. Per-
haps he combined with it the dictum, uttered already by
Leucippus, as to the equal importance of Being and Non-
Being.  In short, Protagoras maintains that every assertion
may be opposed by its direct opposite with an equal amount
of truth, since one thing is true for one man, another thing
for another, and existence as such is not found anywhere
at all. This subjectivism is adequately formulated in the
dictum, that every individual man is the measure of all things.
This means, on the theoretical side, that what is true to me, is
true; on the practical, that what is good for me, is good.
Thus probability takes the place of truth, and utility that of
goodness. It is consistent with this, that he extols prudence
as the highest virtue. But it is clear that such subjectivism
destroys “the meaning of all objective determinations of
universal validity. Hence ‘the Athenian people did not let
itself be pacified by the modest sound of his sceptical utter-
ances with regard to the existence of the gods; nor did Plato
allow himself to be dazzled by his declamations as to the beauty
of god-given virtue. . Nevertheless Protagoras deserved the
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high esteem in which he was held, on account of his moral
worth which also explains the fact that a doctrine which idol-
ized what Heraclitus had called a disease, viz., individual
opinion, was less dangerous to its author.

Ritter and Preller, § 184~183. Mullach, II., 130-134.

§ s50.
Probicus.

F. G. Welcker: Prodikos von Keos Vorginger des Sokrates. (Kleine Schriften,
il pp., 393 foll.; originally in Rhein, Museum. 1833. 1.)

Propicus, born at Iulis, in the island of Ceos, seems to have
come to Athens about Ol 86, where he taught for some forty
years, apparently without interruption. His lectures con-
sisted partly of longer courses, partly also of separate essays
on some subject or other, and were paid for at a higher or a
lower rate, according as they seemed to promise a smaller or
a larger audience. He, too, regarded it as the proper aim of
his instruction to prepare men for the management of their
household and their State, partly by means of speeches which
were midway between scientific lectures and exhortations,
and partly by instructing others how to compose such
speeches. The means by which he produces his effect are
not a various stock of knowledge, as in the case of Hippias, but
rathet a right use of language, as also its force and expressive
vplcturesqueness, together with the quotation of favourite
passages from the poets. The speech about the virtue of
Heracles, reproduced in the Profagoras of Plato, the depreci-
ation of life and the exaltation of death, preserved to us in the
pseudo-Platonic 4xiockus, his panegyric -on rural life, and his-
preference of virtue to riches,—all these things explain why
even the opponents of the Sophists speak of Prodicus with
greater respect. His interpretation, to the effect that the gods
were the forces of nature, does not prove that he devoted
himself more to physics than the rest. His chief merit, with
which the influence also which he exercised on later orators
was connected, was probably his accurate discussion of the
meanings of words, perhaps combined with hints for the con-
struction of effective plays upon words, etc. Hence the fame
and the high fee of his lecture at fifty drachmas,

Mullach, ii. pp. 135-142.
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§ 6o.
GORGIAS.

(Pseudo) Aristotle : De Melisso, Zinone et Gorgia, ch. 5 and 6. Foss: De
Gorgia Leontino. Halle, 1828.

1. Goraias, the son of Carmantidas or Charmantidas, by
birth a Leontine, probably lived from Ol. 72 to Ol g8, and is
often described ag the disciple of his contemporary Empedo-
cles, to whom he may have been considerably indebted in his
opinions upon physics. Probably, however, the influence of
Zeno upon him was still greater. As a distinguished orator,
trained by Tisias, he was sent by his countrymen to Athens
in Ol 88, 1. There he not only succeeded in obtaining the
help against Syracuse he asked for, but was requested soon to
return and to take up his residence at Athens. This he did,
and lived partly at Athens, partly in other cities, especially in
Thessaly, as a Sophist in the later sense of the term, ze., as
an arguing rhetorician and a brilliant type of the Sicilian
school. His orations were not forensic, and indeed not really
composed for any special occasion, but were delivered in a
house or a-theatre to the assembled audience. He also made
- improvised speeches and maintained debates upon any given
subject, which, in spite of the vanity and a kind of bombast
he displayed in them, were much admired. He did not wish
to be anything but an orator, and derided those who called
themselves teachers of virtue. Whether the two declamations
which have come down to us under his name are genuine,
is disputed, at least in the case of one. Other accounts
make mention of several orations as well as of a rhetoric,which
have been lost. The pseudo-Afistotelian writing and Sextus
Empiricus give us an account of his book wepi ¢pioews 4 Tob

1

mn 8vros.  According to them, its train of thought was as
follows :—

2. Nothing exists, for neither that which is nor that which
is not, nor lastly, that which both is and is not, can exist.
Nor, in the same way, can the one and the many, the gene-
rated and the ungenerated, exist. But supposing that some-
thing that was did exist, it would be unknowable; for it may
easily be shown that our presentation of an object is not -
identical with the object. And lastly, even if something
existed, and were knowable, it yet could not be communi-
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cated ; for the words, by which we communicate our thoughts,
are different from the latter, which are peculiar to the indi-
vidual, and cannot therefore be communicated. The whole
arrangement of this deductive reasoning betrays the orator,
with his love of climax; and its outcome is, of course, complete
subjectivism. Thus, in spite of the difference of their theo-
retical basis, Gorgias and Protagoras arrive at the same
result, that since all objective reality disappears, it is left open
to the subject to represent everything just as he pleases.
Hence he and Protagoras were equally the masters of the
eristic writers of speeches, who composed, or even had in
stock, pleas for every possible case, to be read out by the
contending parties.  Plato’s satire on Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus seems to be often intended for Gorgias.

Ritter and Preller, § 189-193. Mullach, I, § 143-146.

§ 61
Hippras.
Mihly, in the Rkein. Museum. New Series, XV., XVIIL.

Hreeias of Elis, a contemporary of Prodicus, acquired
fame and fortune, less at Athens perhaps than in Sicily, and
also in Sparta, by lectures and improvised answers to all
sorts of questions. The fulness of his knowledge, of which he
was fond of boasting, really seems to have been very great,
and probably disposed Aristotle more favourably towards
him.  Of his activity as an author we know little. Philostra--
tus asserts that the speech on the wisdom of life, mentioned :
by Plato, was a dialogue. Whether he actually wrote a book
of miscellanies, which evinced his learning, seems a moot-
point. While Protagoras and Gorgias dazzled by means of
their clever points of view and antitheses, he preferred to do
so by the continuous stream of thoughts which he poured forth.
Hence their jeers at him, and his proud contempt for their
ignorance. Language he took into consideration chiefly from
the musical point of view. He took an interest alike in the
phenomena of nature and the customs of men, of barbarians
no less than of Greeks. His frequent occupation with these
probably contributed to the sceptical result at which he’
arrived with regard to the laws of the State, viz., that they
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were altogether a product of arbitrary enactment, and that a
universal, natural right, valid in itself, did not exist. There
agree with this negative result of Hippias, Polus, who how-
ever is said to have been a pupil of Gorgias, and Thrasy-
machus, as to whom we are unable to decide whether he
attached himself more closely to the one or to the other.

§ 62.

The Sopliists neutralized the doctrines of the previous
philosophers by mixing them together, and at the same time
made their mode of treatment the common possession of all
educated men ; and hence it is not possible to revert to the
position of any one among them. And since, moreover, their
chief point of view is suitableness, utility, they also made it a
matter of course that the question of the wherefore had to be
raised first of all. This lesson remains unforgotten, even
when there issues from the soil of sophistry a philosophy
which devours and denies it for this very reason. The
necessity of this is found in the fact that the principle of the
Sophists leads further and beyond them. The Sophists posited
the Useful as the universal finite aim of all thought and action.
But there exists in the conception of the Useful these two op-
posite determinations, that in the first place it is that which is
conformed to an end, ze. an attained end, and secondly, that it
is useful for something, 7z.e a means to an end. And though
consciousness in making use of this category experiences in
every definite case, that that which it regarded as an end just
before, is really only a means, yet it does not in the one case
think of the other; or if this contradiction once strikes it, it
-clms itself by keeping the two apart by the sophistical, “ from
one point of view” and “from another,” so that that which is
an end from one point of view, is supposed to be a means
fom another.  But if the mind understood itself and the
ategory it made use of, it would be compelled to perceive
that these two determinations must be connected into a single
idea, which must take the place of the Useful. And conversely,
‘When the human spirit has made this new thought-determina-
‘ton its own, instead of the previous one, it is an indication
that it has risen to the next higher stage of self-knowledge,
‘be. of philosophy. And again, if in that which is called an
End-in-itself, or Idea, means and end are really one, Idealism
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is the proper consequence and truth of subjective finalism ;
and Socrates, who is the first to raise philosophy to the level
of ideal contemplation, here takes the next step in advance
beyond the Sophists, whom he rightly combats, although he
could neither have come forward himself, nor have found
adherents without them.

THIRD DIVISION.

Socrates.
§ 63.
His Lire,

Xenophon : Memorabilia. Plato’s Diakgues. Diog. Laert.ii. 5. E. Alberti:
Sokrates; ein Versuch iber ihn nach den Quellen. Gotting., 1869. S.
Ribbing : On the relation between the accounts of Xenophon and Plato as
lo the personality and doctrine of Socrates (in Upsala Universitets
Arsskrift, 1870. Philosophi Sprakwetenskap och Historiska Veten-
skaper iii. and iv.). A. Krohn: Sokrates und Xenophon. Halle, 187s.

Socrates, the son of the sculptor Sophroniscus, and the
m1dwxfe Pheenarete, was born at Athens in Ol 77, 3 (469
B.C.), and is said to have first carried on his father’s art, which,
however, he soon abandoned in order to devote himself wholly
to philosophy. However justly he attributes to himself com-
plete originality, one need not on that account deny that his
friend and music-master Damon, and the proximity of Thebes,
the residence of Philolaus, familiarized him with Pythagorean
doctrines ; that already in his youth he conversed with the
most important of the Eleatics; that by the advice of Euri-
pides he read and appreciated Heraclitus, and finally that he
was induced, either by his previous intercourse with its author
or by Archelaus, to throw himself enthusiastically into the
study of the book of Anaxagoras. In this indeed he was so
disappointed by the lack of teleological explanation that he-
discarded it. His frequent intercourse with the Sophists is
also well established ; and he even paid one of them, Prodicus,
for a lecture. It is true indeed that he did not receive his
proper philosophic instruction from any of these, but by
associating with all sorts of men, whereby he acquired what
he himself, and in his opinion also the oracle given to Chare-
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phon, regarded as his peculiar wisdom, viz., the knowledge of
his own ignorance.

2. Passionately fond of Athens, he left it only when the duty

- of defending his country required it; but once in the field, he
excited admiration by his endurance of hardships, his bravery,
coolness, and care for his comrades, together with his ungrudg-
ing recognition of their merits. With his contempt for the
masses, he could not be attracted by democracy in any form ;
with his truly patriotic feelings, not by the form of democracy he
fohnd at Athens. Hence his attacks on the favourite institu-
tion of democracy—the filling up of offices by lot; hence too,

- his abstention from a direct participation in State affairs. On
the two occasions on which he did take part in them he showed
his independence, not without danger to himself; in the one
Case by opposing the will of the people after the battle of
Arginuse, in the other by opposing the arbitrary will of the
Thirty Tyrants in the matter of Leon of Salamis. Nor did
he show any greater appreciation of domestic life than of
public affairs ; and Xanthippe’s outbursts of anger must be
excused, on the ground that, in the pursuit of his higher
mission, her husband left her to bear by herself the burden
of his disordered household.

3. This higher mission he fulfilled, by strolling about the
‘whole day and engaging in conversation with everybody, in
order to discuss philosophic questions with them. He pur-
sued by preference beautiful and clever youths, but in such
a way that the gallantry towards youths, prevalent at Athens,
and rightly regarded as so objectionable by us, was spiritual-
ized and rendered at least endurable. And not only were the
youths with whom he consorted enchanted with him, but the

»most different natures found him irresistible, and could not

dispense with his company. Thus one sees the proud, prac-
tical Critias by the side of the dissolute genius of Alcibiades :

‘Antisthenes, proud of his virtue, by the side of Aristippus, de-

voted to tasteful pleasure; the strictly logical Euclides and
tl}e master of dialectic, Plato, by the side of Hermogenes with
his childlike piety, and the worthy Xenophon with his lack
of all speculative talent; the enthusiastic youth Charephon

‘v\b}fthe side of the cool-headed though equally young Char-

#ides ; and Euripides, now growing old, with his sentiment-

alism based upon reflection,—together forming what one must
tall the circle rather than the school of Socrates. The attrac-
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tive force he exercised may be explained ; for the dispropor-
tion between external ugliness and internal beauty, which
appeared such a perversion, especially to the Greeks, and at
first only produces astonishment, soon excites to admiration.
Poor and without wants, in spite of the assertions of the later
Cynics, he was at the same time also the model of a cultivated
man, and the favourite of the graces gifted with Attic urbanity.
According to some, it was a happy disposition, according to
others, the force alone of his character, that made him the
noblest of men, and one who, when he had fought out in
secret the hard struggle against his evil inclinations, had
nothing more to overcome or to fear ; and for this very reason
need not reject pleasure, because he was certain never to be
lost in it. In this security he is able to put himself into
positions which would have been compromising for everybody
else, but not for him, who, truly adrevpyds, had wrought himself
“into the most perfect image of Greek virtue.

§ 64.
Tug DOCTRINE OF SOCRATES.

Schleiermacher : Der Werth des Sokrates als Philosophen (1815), Works ii.

' Siivern : Ueber Aristophanes Wolken, 1826. Rotscher : Aristophanes

und sein Zeitalter, 1827 (containing Hegel’s views). Brandis : Uder

die angebliche Subjectivitit des Sokrates, in the Rhein. Mus., 1828. E¥.
Lasaulx: Des Sokrates Leben, Lehre und Tod. Munich, 1857.

1. Socrates himself repeatedly places true wisdom in the
fulilment of the Delphic exhortation: “Know thyself”
This alone makes a man truly himself, for swdposivy combines
the conceptions of consciousness as a whole, of conscious know-
ledge, of theoretic self-cognition, and of practical mastery of
self: its contrary, the condition of the d¢pwr, necessarily im- .
plies also dxohacla in practice, and is not much better than
madness. Nevertheless, in spite of his making, like Prota-
goras, man the subject of science, rather than the heavens and
stars, Socrates is yet able to speak disparagingly about Pro--
tagoras, because he ranks the individual highest. Not LCh
dvBpwmros, as in Protagoras, but é dvbpwmos is regarded by
Socrates as the measure of all things; and he identifies the
former with # 8, and the latter with ¢ ©éos. Compared there-
fore with the point of view of the Sophists, that of Socrates i



