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objective ; measured by the pre-sophistic standard, it empha-
sizes the rights of the subject.

Cf. Siebeck : Ueber Sokrates Verhiliniss zur Sophisttk. Halle, 1873. (In
his Untersuchungen sur Philosophie dev Griechen.)

2. These two determinations, that all truth is contained in
the subject, but only in so far as it is universal, are expressed
in the method of Socrates in this way, that on the one hand
all learning "is regarded as mere recollection, all teaching as
the delivering of the learner, or as eliciting knowledge from
him, while, on the other, it is maintained that it is only in
thinking in common, Ze. in conversing, in which the merely
individual views neutralize one another, that truth is found.

Hence the ignorance of Socrates, which continually induces
him to put questions, is not a jest (repeated, too, for fifty
years !), but perfectly serious. The dialogue is as necessarily
the form of his philosophizing, as the monologue was that of-
the Sophists, who idolized opinion and denied the possibility
of mutual explanations. The ¢AoXoyos or ¢ihérarpos, who,
himself unfruitful, cannot produce but only deliver others, seeks
for what is brought out of other men, by which he gives up
his isolation; 7 he seeks knowledge, and not opinions.
Hence Aristotle rightly states as the peculiarity of the Socratic
dialogue, that its method is inductive, and its aim is the defini-
tion of a conception. He sets out from the particular instance,
which, it is shown, cannot be maintained, and thus, especially
by his famous ““irony,” produces a feeling of perplexity, in
consequence of which one-sided determinations are given up,
and in the most favourable case the universal and generic
conception is found. This, together with the specific differ-
ences found in the course of the inquiry, gives the concrete
conceptions and definite definitions which Socrates wishes to
put in the place of the views from which the argument started.
Where, as is often the case, there is no positive result, but
only the negative one of perplexity, it may come about that
the partner in the dialogue feels as though he had been
mocked, and thinks that Socrates wished merely to confuse
him, while knowing better himself. He is mistaken, as the
_Sceptics are mistaken in accounting Socrates one of their
number, For the knowledge which they deny is the guiding
-star of his inquiries.

3. If from the method of his investigations we proceed to
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their content, we find that with Socrates, as with Anaxagoras
and the Sophists, the wherefore is the chief question. Itis
no contradiction of this assertion, that, according to the best
authorities, he always inquired +{ é&aorov €ly; for it is just the
purpose of a thing that tells us what it really is, and also what
is its reason. Hence Socrates everywhere requires that the
purpose should be considered : he blames Anaxagoras for
giving only the reasons of natural phenomena ; and when he
himself considers nature, as in the conversation with Aristo-
demus reported by Xenophon (which, however, may be of
a later date), he does so quite teleologically. Connected with
his contemplation of nature, are his utterances as to the
universal reason which governs and orders all things, and
the connection of which with the vois of Anaxagoras is obvious.
On the whole, however, he is little interested in nature ; trees
~and fields teach him nothing, whereas men do; and hence his
chief problem is, What is the purpose of man’s existence and
action? Here again, just as he had opposed knowledge to
the opinion of the Sophists, he opposes to that which is an end
only for particular individuals, ze. the useful, that which is an
end in and for itself, v7z., the Good. Philosophy, which until
then had been successively physics and logic, either in the
form of mathematics or of metaphysics, and lastly both, thereby
becomes ethics; and the heir of Socrates can enunciate what
since then has remained an indisputable axiom, that logic,
physics, and ethics are the essential divisions of philosophy.
The Good is regarded by Socrates as being the object of
knowledge as well as the content of action. For just as he
considers it inexplicable to know what is good and not to do
it, so he declares it impossible to do what is good without
insight. Thus knowledge is one with the essence of virtue
to such an extent, that he expressly says that no one cah
knowingly be bad, and that it is preferable to go wrong
knowingly than unknowingly. © Hence he is continually
repeating that virtue is émomiun, and can be taught in so far
as anything at all can be taught. His xaoxéyafoy, which
coincides with happiness, is the Good willed and recognised
as such. He no more regards a happy natural disposition
as virtue, than he is satisfied with the discipline and
morality which is based upon custom. On the contrary, he
requires a morality which is conscious of the grounds of its
action and can impart them to others; nor has any foreign
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authority, or anything but a man’s own insight, the right to
determine what is good. The virtuous man has, as it were,
made a contract with the laws of the'State, and does not
break it. And though the emphasis thus laid on the insight
of the individual has induced many to speak of the subjec-
tivism of the Socratic ethics, and even of their sophistic
character, it must yet net be overlooked that he always
' maintains with the same energy, as against the Sophists, who
placed inclinat{on above everything, that the Good consists in
obedience to law, and in agreement not only with the written
enactments but also with custom and usage. And he showed
how seriously he interpreted his own precepts by dying in
obedience to his country’s laws. Thé&se two determinations
are so completely united in his mind, that it is possible to
say without any real contradiction, that Socrates, like the
Sophists, only followed his own inclination ; and again, that, in
opposition to them, he made his country’s laws his standard
of conduct. For he never inclines to anything else than what
they enjoin.  Their voice is heard in the most subjective of
all sensations, as a tingling in his ears.

4. If this subjective feeling filled with an objective content
be called conscience, Socrates was the first to assert the
principle of conscience. For conscience is that god or
**deemon ” which every man hears within him, and which is
the true measure of all things. But in Socrates it took such a.
form, that it connected itself with a warning presentiment,
which kept him back by a peculiar “sign” from injurious but
morally indifferent actions. The secure abandon which makes
him so attractive, consists in his giving himself up wholly to his
natural and moral genius : when Socrates consults Socrates, he
obtains the best advice. It is true that, because his virtue is
natural genius, he displays it more perfectly than he can
describe it. 'When he does so, he always extols mastery of
one’s self (called sometimes éyxpareta, sometimes cwdpoaivy),
whether he defines it quite formally as the being by and with
eneself, or calls it divine to have no wants, with a refer-
ence to the natural instincts, and requires of the sage that he
should be the master and not the slave of pleasure. But
because all these are only various manifestations of cwpposivy,
he emphasizes the fact that there is only one Good and one
Virtue, and a single opposite of these, viz., ignorance, under
which he includes both unconsciousness and uncertainty.
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§ 6s.
SocraTES FATE.

F. W. Forchhammer: Die Athener und Sokrates. Derl., 1837.

That a man’s own conscience is to decide what is right and
what is wrong, is an innovation from the point of view of
ancient morality. And so long as this stands unshaken its’
representatives will not with nervous dread regard every new
movement as dangerous. And again, so long as it is only
stray foreigners who preach egotism, it does not much mat-
ter. But the case is different when discipline and morals are
everywhere shaken, and at this very time the noblest son of
one’s own city announces a new wisdom. This elicits a
reaction on the part of those who long for the good old times.
Aristophanes shares these feelings to the extent of Philistin-
ism; and hence, though he seems to have esteemed Socrates
personally, he attacks his principle in the most violent way,
and represents him to the people as the worst of the Sophists,
teaching the worship of new gods (the clouds), and generally
destroying the proper respect for parents, and more particu-
larly as having made Alcibiades an ungrateful son of Athens.
Upon this accusation, which was very seriously intended in
spite of its comic form, there followed the legal accusation,—
and very characteristically it took place during the brief
period of reaction under Thrasybulus,—which brought forward
precisely the same charges. It is difficult to decide whether
all the three accusers,—Meletus the poetaster, Lycon the
rhetorician, and Anytus the leather-worker,—were merely
prompted by feelings of personal vindictiveness, or whether
the last was impelled by his zeal for the old times, which is
known also from other sources. But we may be sure that the
fact that his political opponents sat in judgment on him con-
tributed to his condemnation. But it may also be explained
on other grounds. For his defence on the charge of religious
innovation, by putting his “ deemonic” sign on the same level
with the oracles recognised by the State, really proves the
correctness of the accusation ; to say nothing of the fact, that
many of his judges may have thought of what might not be
mentioned, viz., that Socrates had disdained to be initiated
in the Eleusinian mysteries, and thus not displayed the rever-
ence for them cherished by every good Athenian; and that
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it might perhaps be something more than an accident, that
persons so closely connected with him as Euripides and
Alcibiades, should respectively have indiscreetly profaned and
even desecrated the mysteries. The second charge also is really
admitted, when Socrates confesses, that where “he recognised
the proper vocation of the children better than their parents,
he has instructed them accordingly. And lastly, however
great and sublime Socrates may appear in claiming to be sup-
ported at the Prytaneum as the punishment he had deserved,
it is sublimity in the modern sense, and explains the exasper-
ation of the judges and the people. That this continued after
his death, is proved by the fact that five years afterwards
Xenophon found it necessary to oppose it by the defence con-
tained in his Memorabilia. The behaviour of Socrates after
his condemnation, the constancy with which he refused the
flight which his friends had made secure, and lastly his death,—
the most sublime that any mere man has ever died,—all this
has been preserved for all time in the wondrously beautiful
description of Plato. Socrates drank the hemlock in April
399 v.c., Ol gs. 1. His is a tragic figure because he perishes
in the conflict between a new and higher principle with one
that is obsolete, but supported by the right of long exiatence.
His is a prophetic nature because his principle is that des-
tined to sway the future.

Ritter and Preller, § 194200,

§ 66.

Socrates put Knowledge and the Idea in the place of the
subjective Opinion and the finite End idolized by the
Sophists ; his philosophy, being subjectivism as well as objec-
tivism, is precisely, Idealism. But the Idea appears with him
in its immediacy, as life, and idealism as Socrates himself, its
incarnation. For this reason, the question of what is good,
reduces itself to questioning his genius, knowledge of truth to
the knowledge of self ; and his opponents, like himself, identi-
fied him with his opinions. It was only possible to refute his
philosophy by killing him. But it is only in his person that
the two factors, the combination of which constitutes the
Idea, interpenetrate each other: as soon as they leave the
individuality of this genius in virtue, they fall apart. This
happens also when he attempts to express his own interna
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life. Then he sometimes speaks exactly like a Sophist, and
says, e.¢., that in some circumstances stealing, etc., is good for
us, and therefore not to be censured ; and at another time, just
like an honest citizen of the good old times, who regards the
laws and customs of his forefathers as sufficient to decide
what is right and wrong. But the contradiction exists only
- outside himself, when he expresses himself, not within him;
for since only that is advantageous for him which is de-
manded by law and custom, he can without danger seek his
own advantage. And just as the elements combined within
him are liberated when he utters them, so too they are liber-
ated when he bequeaths the doctrines to his disciples and
dies. When his individuality is taken away, the bord is gone
which united the opposite sides, and the Socratic teaching
falls apart into one-sided Socratic tendencies.

FOURTH DIVISION.,
The Socratic Schools.
§ 67.
THE lesser Socratic schools attempt to conceive consciously
what Socrates had édeern, and to answer the questions as to
what the Good is, and what knowledge is, not merely as he
did by a, “ Come and see! Philosophize with me, and you shall
find out!” They wish to formulate an answer in which the
guiding principle is always, as the most important of this class
of philosophers continually confesses—to learn from Socrates.
This was necessary,and therefore it was an advance,all the more
because Socrates himself had demanded that knowledge based
upon reasons was everywhere to take the place of the immedi-
ate voice of genius (the sacred madness of the artist); and
hence inspired Socratism also had to give way to the clearly
conscious form it received after the process of reflection. It
is true, indeed, that none of the schools succeed in grasping
more than a single side of the Socratic character. But even
this one-sidedness is the indispensable condition, and pro-
motes the progress, of philosophy. For it brings to light a
thing which also belongs to the self-knowledge of Socratism,
viz,, the extent to which it surpasses the content of previous
points of view. Its author, the innovator, only knows that he
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agrees with none of these, and that none satisfy him. But
that his own point of view is not only different from, but higher
than theirs, is shown by the demonstration that it attains to
all they achieved, and still more. Thus the lesser Socratic
schools show how much of the pre-Sophistic metaphysics and
physics, and how many of the Sophistic doctrines, may be
derived from the theoretic side of Socratism, and further
illustrate how the Good of Socrates may be interpreted logi-
cally and physically, just as well as ethically. Their labours
enabled the fully self-conscious Socratism to boast that it com-
bined everything hitherto taught as to the reasons of existence,
and to set up a system of ethics which can find room for logical,
physical, and ethical virtues. Or, to put it more concretely ;
without the Megarians, Cyrenaics, and Cynics, no Plato was
possible, and without Plato no Aristotle.

A—THE MEGARIANS,

G. L. Spalding: Vindicie philosophorum Megaricorum tentantur, 1792.
' Deycks: De Megaricorum doctrina. Bonn, 1827. H. Ritter : Bemer-
kungen tiber die Megarische Schule. Rhein. Mus. ii.,, No. 3.

§ 68.

. The founder of this school, Euclides, of Megara, or ac-
cordmcr to others, of Gela, had been initiated into the Eleatic
doctrines before he attached himself devotedly to Socrates.
When he began to teach at Megara, still in the life-time of
Socrates, he not only zealously practlsed the dialectic of Zeno,
but combined the Parmenidean doctrine of the One in a pecu-
liar way with the ethics of Socrates. He was a friend of Plato,
~and is said to have written dialogues, some of which bore the
same titles as those of Plato. They have not, however, come
down tous. His successors seem to have used their dialectic
in a very one-sided fashion, in order to confuse the ordinary
conceptions, and were hence called dialecticians and eristics.
-Eubulides and Alexinus are mentioned as the inventors of new
fallacies, Diodorus Cronus as having disputed the possibility
of motion with novel arguments. Stilpo, however, seems to
have devoted more attention to ethical questions. The doc-
trine of Phaedo the Elean, whose school was called the Eretrian
from the time of Menedemus, and died out about the same
time as the Megarian, seems to have been closely akin to it.
- 2. The fact that Euclides made the Good his proper subject
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of inquiry, and regards Virtue, insight, god, vols, etc., as being
merely different names for it, shows that he was a decided
disciple of Socrates. When, however, he calls the Good the
One, because its essence consists in its unity with itself, or inits
unchangeableness, or also Being, because its opposite does not
exist at all ; when he himself probably, his followers certainly,
try to prove its reality by polemics against the possibility of
Becoming and of motion, we cannot blame Cicero for calling
the Eleatics the original authors of the Megarian doctrine.
Moreover, such a fusion of Socratism with the doctrine of
the One is rendered possible by Socrates’ assertion that Virtue
is One and excludes all plurality, and by the fact that he
often described it as consisting in agreement with one’s self,
especially if we consider that motion and plurality were re-
garded as equivalent conceptions. This does justice indeed
only to the formal side of the Socratic conception of virtue,
and more and more overlooks the fact that, even if virtue is
knowledge, it does not follow that all knowledge is virtue.
The inquiries into the nature of knowledge, the opposition
between rational cognition and opinion, because the former
is concerned with the One and the universal, all this is quite
in the spirit of Socrates. On the other hand, the Megarians
display all the Eleatic fear of particularity, when they fail to
penetrate to the conception containing its specific difference,
but are contented with the abstract universal, excluding all
particularity. This is the reason why reality is not attributed
to the cabbage that is washed, but only to its generic concep-
tion ; and why validity is only ascribed to the identical propo-
sition : this is the ground, further, of Plato’s rejection of the
transcendent ideas of the Megarians in the Parmenides, as
there was no third thing to mediate between them and reality.
As to the further report respecting the Megarians, that they
denied the antithesis of possibility and reality, this has been
a favourite dictum of nearly all Pantheism. They also put it
in the following way ; that there could be no such thing as
possibility—this middle term between Being and Non-being.
This doctrine, afterwards, became important in their views as
to the nature of the hypothetical judgment.

Diog. Laert. ii. 1o and 11. Ritter and Preller, /.. § 228-243.

§ 69.
The reproach which Aristotle subsequently made to the
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Pythagoreans, that in their conception of virtue they took no
account of the material basis of all virtue, viz. the natural in-
stincts, is perfectly applicable to the ethics of the Megarians.
Their moral philosophy is formalistic, like that of Wolff and
Kant in later times, because it has no consideration for in-
dividual divergences and natural capacities. It seems as if
the undoubtedly important discovery of the Sophists, that the
individual being is the standard of everything, had never been
made at all.  Similarly, when the Megarians cling to the
Eleatic One, they quite forget that Heraclitus vindicated the
claims of Becoming, and the Atomists the reality of plurality,
and that because perception is concerned with both of these,
it must nevertheless not be simply rejected as illusion and
deceptive opinion. This one-sided interpretation of Socra-
tism, which draws it down from its superiority to these earlier
points of view because it is opposed to them, must be met by
a supplementary interpretation which lays special stress on
the very things the Megarians had excluded from Socratism.
Hence the antithesis to the Megarians is formed by the
Cyrenaic School.

B —THE CYRENAICS.

F. Mentzius: Vita Aristippi. Halle, 1719. A, Wendt: De philosoplia
Cyrenaica. Leips., 1835.

§ 70.

1. Aristippus, brought up in the luxurious city of Cyrene as
the son of a rich merchant, came to Athens as a highly culti-
vated man of the world. He had been attracted by the fame of
Socrates, and was so captivated by him that he did not again
leave him. Even when, after the death of Socrates, he came
forward as a teacher, he always wished to pass for a Socratic,
although most of the others who called themselves followers
of Socrates classed him among the Sophists, and not only
Yecause he received payment for his lectures. Nor was he
altogether wrong, for it is really an aspect of the Socratic
character which he makes his principle; and though it is a
travesty, there is a Socratic element even in the &w ovk éxopa
of Aristippus.  Of the many writings attributed to him, a con-
siderable portion perhaps really belonged to his successors.
None of them have been preserved.

.- 2. Like all philosophers since the time of Anaxagoras, Aris-
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tippus also inquires into the purpose of everything. And since
he, like Socrates, is interested only in man, all his inquiries are
directed towards the highest end for man, ze., the Good.
Whatever excludes the conception of an end, he neglects,
as eg., mathematics. Logic and physics also are without
interest in themselves, but acquire it by becoming sub-
sidiary to ethics. For since, according to Socrates, virtue
was knowledge, inquiries into knowledge as such (wepi
micrews) must form the logical part of philosophy, all the
more that mistakes of reasoning may cause us to miss the
highest end. The result of this is, that since all knowledge
is perception, and since perception perceives only how it is
affected, we only know about our own states of consciousness.
These and their causes (w467 and airia:) form the subject of the
physical portion of his doctrine. All states of consciousness
are reduced to violence, moderation, and lack of motion, and
of these the first and third are opposed to the second, as pain
(wévos) and apathy to pleasure (7dov). Which of these states
of consciousness is to be sought and which to be avoided, is
treated of in the properly ethical division of his system (mepi
aiperiv, wepi Peverav). The decision is in favour of plea-
sure, which is declared to be the only good. In the
reason given, viz.,, that a// men seek pleasure, one is
inclined to see a divergence from Protagoras’ “every man,”
and an approximation to the “man” of Socrates. By plea-
sure, Aristippus means only momentary (uovdxpovos) well-being,
especially on its physical side, and hence the exercise of
bodily functions is the means to virtue. The wise man never
chooses pain, not even to purchase pleasure thereby. His
maxim is to seize the enjoyment of the mement, not in order
to be mastered by it, but in order to master it,as the rider
does the horse. This levity, which does not think of the
future in its enjoyment, distinguishes the hedonism of Aris-
tippus from the deliberating and calculating eudzmonism of
Epicurus and his followers (2. § 96, 4). Even here, however,
we must recognise a Socratic element in the fact,that Aristippus
is as little fond as Socrates of solitary enjoyment, and extols
the art of living with men as the highest. It is true, how-
ever, that the addition of “like a stranger,” again emphasizes
the hedonistic aspect of social intercourse; and no one wil
wish to identify Aristippus’ pleasure in society with the Eros
of Socrates, which depended on the common pursuit of phile-
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sophy. Butit can be identified just as little with the isolating
egoism of the Sophists. Even where Aristippus’ utterances
completely agree with those of the Sophists, he neutralizes
them by others which show the impression made upon him
by Socrates. Thus, when he regards nothing as being right
by nature, but everything by enactment, this opinion is
rendered harmless by his saying, that the sage would live just
the same if there were no laws, as if there were. Many, in
short, of the characteristic traits of Aristippus handed down to
us display him as a man who might have served as a model
of virtue to many a Cynic and Stoic.

3. The successors of Aristippus seem soon to have diverged
from him, and to have approximated to the later position of
the Epicureans. And then many of them formed schools of
their own, which were called by their names. Besides the
younger Aristippus, the son of the sister of the founder of the
school, Theodorus is mentioned, together with Theoddriacis,
who preferred the more reflective joy to the pleasure of the
moment, and converted the myths into mere history. - In this,
his disciple Euhemerus went still further. Hegesias and his
followers, in opposition to Aristippus, extolled freedom
from pain as the highest good, and consistently preferred
death to life. Anniceris and his adherents seem to have
again approximated more closely to the original hedonism.
But even they are wholly classed among the Epicureans by
many authorities. '

Diog. Laert. ii. 8. Ritter and Preller, l.c., 210-219. Mullach. ii. 397-438.

§ 71.

The moral philosophy of Socrates is degraded from its
eminence both by its conversion into logic and into care for
physical health and well-being. Whoever therefore main-
tains its opposition to such one-sided views may so far be
called the true Socratic. But the attack upon each of them
must necessarily bring about an approximation to the other ;
and any thinker with a deeper insight should come to see
that both are not only wrong but also right, and hence con-
seiously combine the sum of their doctrine.  But where the
profundity of thought required for this is lacking, the negative
8ide only, viz., that both are wrong, will be upheld. But the
Secratism which is opposed to them thereby becomes one-
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sided in another way, and Socrates is conceived abstractly,
to the exclusion of the pre-sophistic and sophistic elements
within him. Hence the Socratism of the Cynics is abstract
and exaggerated, or, as Plato calls it, Socratism gone mad.

C—THE CYNICS.

Chappuis : Antisthéne. Paris, 1854. A, Miiller: De Antisthenis Cynid
vita ef scriptis, Marburg, 1860,

§ 72.

" 1. ANTISTHENES, the son of an Athenian of the same name and

of a Thracian mother, came to Socrates after having received
the training of a Sophist and Rhetorician under Gorgias. He
was attracted by nothing so much as his god-like freedom
from wants. This, however, so captivated him, that when, after
the death of Socrates, he came forward as a teacher of philo-
sophy in the gymnasium of the Cynosarges, from which the
name of the school is derived, he maintained that he was only
learning from Socrates, together with his hearers. But his rigid
pridein his virtue, which Socrates censured so delicately, only
enabled him to produce an exaggerated copy of the noblest
of mortals. Of the large number of writings attributed to
him, the authenticity of the greater part was denied already
in ancient times. His rhetorical training seems to have come
out strongly in those which really belonged to him. Besides
himself there are mentioned, as representatives of his views,
Diogenes of Sinope, whom the anecdotes told of him make
into a model of impudent rudeness, perhaps to a greater extent
than he deserved, and next to him Crates, who led the doc-
trine of the Cynics over into Stoicism.

2. Though his education as a Sophist might have inclined
Antisthenes, like Aristippus, to lay most stress upon subjective
satisfaction, he was preserved from one-sided individualism
by the circumstance that Gorgias had been trained in the
Eleatic doctrines. Hence, he regards as the highest end,
neither, like Protagoras, what every man, nor, like Aristippus,
what men in general, but what the universal principle in man,
viz. the reason, requires. This doctrine completely harmonizes
with Socrates, as does this, that virtue is one and consists io
insight, and its opposite in ignorance, and that it is teachable;
and it also agrees well with his continual appeal to the Socra-
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tic force as the first thing requisite. But as soon as he defines
more closely what the model thus held up really is, it be-
comes clear that Antisthenes only perceived in Socrates what
the Megarians and Cyrenaics had neglected, and also that
where he agrees with them he cannot combine the doctrines
they had severally emphasized. This is especially illustrated
by what we know of his Jogical inquiries. The Megarians by
-ascribing reality only to generic conceptions, and the Cyrenaics
by ascribing it only to objects of perception, divided what the
concrete conception of Socrates had contained as a whole,
This Antisthenes feels; but when he demands that universal
assertions should never be made concerning particular things,
but that identical propositions should be uttered on the one
hand, and the things be pointed out on the other, he never
succeeds in uniting what Socrates combined, both in his pro-
«cess of induction and in his definitions. But what was remarked
above, that Antisthenes was capable only of a limited compre-
hension of what Socrates was, is especially illustrated by his
- inquiries in efkics proper, to which he seems to have passed
on without paying much attention to physics.

3. The Socrates of whom Antisthenes wishes to be a dis-
ciple, is-only the man who defied all hardships, who stood in
front of silversmiths’ shops in order to rejoice that he did not
want so many things, who wore no shoes, etc. The Socrates,
on the other hand, who could give himself over to enjoyment
so safely, at the feast of Agathon, he has never seen, and
hence he thinks that Socrates always did things he found irk-
some. Hence he considers the struggle against the pleasures
of the senses, the 7dvos, as the true Good, in conscious oppo-
sition to Aristippus, and defines pleasure as an evil, which
the wise man should shun in order to be self-sufficient, and
to associate with himself. This anti-Aristippean formula
Antisthenes was certain to enunciate, since he regarded
social life as arising simply out of the fact that man is
not sufficient for himself. The same holds good also of moral
associations ; hence marriage, family, and country become
things indifferent to the sage; and there results a moral
‘egoism, ill compatible with his master’s passionate attach-
Ient to his city. And he is even put to shame by hedonism,
¥hen Aristippus connects with the proposition accepted by
both, viz. that all laws are valid only by enactment, the assur-
ance that the sage always acts in accordance with them, while
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Antisthenes opposed virtue to obedience to the laws of the
State. And reason he opposed not only to the natural instincts,
but also to the ordinary opinions of men. Hence Antisthenes
occupies a negative position with regard to all prophetic and
divine influences, often in conscious opposition to Socrates;
and this has induced him to regard the myths of popular reli-
gion as mere allegories,and probably, like many of the Sophists,
as allegories with a moral meaning. This refers especially to
his moralizing commentaries on the Odyssey and on Theognis.

Diog..Laert. vi. 1, 2. Ritter and Preller, Z¢. § 220-227. Mullach ii. 261~
395

§ 73

The universal objective reason which Anaxagoras had meant
(or at-least included) in his wols, has by the moral genius of
Socrates become subjective in him (the &fpwros of Protagoras);
so that when he consults his own genius, the deity answersin it,
when he follows his own pleasure, reason is followed. Thus
he stands above Anaxagoras and Protagoras as their higher
unity. But when his genius is withdrawn, the two factors fall
apart in. such a way that the Megarians emphasize the first
(vois, Beds, &), 7.e. the content of the will of Socrates, the Cyre-
naics the second, and therefore put pleasure above everything
(#dovi}, xapd), which, in the case of Socrates, always accompanied
his willing what was rational. Antisthenes could censure
their one-sidedness, and hold fast the rights of subjectivity in
opposition to the Megarians, and the objective content of the
Good in opposition to the Cyrenaics. But as he was unable
quite to comprehend the two as one, he also could not con-
sciously reproduce the whole, but only one aspect of Socrates.
But these attempts to comprehend more definitely single
aspects’of Socrates are only preludes to the achievement of
combining them all, and of thus representing the idealism, in
which Socrates had lived, as conscious and fully-comprehended
Socratism. And comprehended also in this respect, that its
connection with the past is recognised. The Megarians had
shown how much room there was for Eleatic metaphysics
in the Socratic doctrine ; Aristippus had indicated its points
of contact with Protagoras, and hence with the physics of
Heraclitus and the Atomists ; finally, Antisthenes had proved
the possibility of being an adherent of Socrates, and yet re-
maining a dialectician after the fashion of a Gorgias trained
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by Zeno and Empedocles. None of these facts were forgot-
ten, and at the same time the last of the pre-Sophistic views of
the world, that of the Pythagoreans, is consciously incorporated
with Socratism. The representative of this Socratism, thus
apprehended from every side, is Plato; and itis no accident
that he connects all his inquiries with the person’of Socrates,
in whom philosophy had become personal.

FIFTH DIVISION.
Plato.
§ 74.

Prato’'s LirFk.

Diog. Laert.: Lib. iii. Olympiodori et Anonymi : Vite Flatonis. (Also in
Didot's ed. of Diog. Laert. etc., Appendix, pp. 1~14.) K. Steinhart:
Flato's Leben, Leipzig, 1873.

I. AristocLEs, afterwards surnamed Prato, was the son of
Ariston and Perictione, and born at Athens'in Ol 87, 3 (429)
or 88, 1 (427 B.c.), and, as was asserted by his admirers in
later days, on the 21st of May, the day on which the Thar-
gelia were celebrated in honour of Apollo. With this they
connected all sorts of fables; and they used also to celebrate
the birthday of Socrates on the day before, which was the
feast of Artemis. Growing up in the midst of the artistic and
scientific glory to which the forty years of the activity of
Pericles had raised his native city, and a continual eye-witness
of the abuses following in the train of a degenerate democracy,
Plato would probably have become an aristocrat, even if he
had not been a descendant of the noblest families through
both his parents, and if his nearest relations had not belonged
to the oligarchical party. The men also who had the greatest
influence on his development, and above all Socrates, were
ot favourably disposed to the democracy. His Dorism is
Just as little a proof of lack of patriotism, as Niebuhr asserted,
‘as the Anglo-mania of Montesquieu and other Frenchmen in
e 18th century. That Plato, when he had attained military
age, took part, like the rest, in the campaigns that happened at
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the time, can hardly be doubted, although the direct assertion of
Aristoxenus and AZlian loses its value with regard to the third
campaign, because in regard to the first two it contains an im-
possibility, Whether Draco,his teacher in music,and especially
Epicharmus, who had been trained by the Pythagoreans, con-
tributed to the development of his philosophic ideas, or whether
they merely stimulated him to poetical efforts, is difficult to de-
cide. But it is certain that when, in his 20th year, he came
to Socrates, he burnt his poems and henceforth devoted him-
self to philosophy alone. He seems to hint in the Pkedo, that
he had even before this time become acquainted with the doc-
trines of the Tonian philosophers, and of Anaxagoras, and re-
cerved instruction from Cratylus, the Heraclitean. According
to Aristotle, he must also have known the doctrines of the Py-
thagoreans and Eleatics, at least superficially, before he gave
himself up to the man whom he has always celebrated as his
true teacher.

2. After the execution of Spcrates, which filled him with dis-
gust at all the pursuits of politics, he retired to Megara, and was
there induced to study the Eleatic doctrine more thoroughly
than hitherto. Thereupon he travelled ; at first probably to
Ionia, then to Cyrene and Egypt, where he studied mathe-
matics, but at the same time opposed the doctrine of Aristip-
pus, which was chiefly established in these countries.  But most
important of all, was his journey to Italy, where he came into
closer contact with Pythagoreans, to whose influence we may
also ascribe the fact that he moderated his repugnance to taking
part in political life. His relations with the elder Dionysius,
brought about by his friend Dion, could not of course prove
permanent. In consequence of a disagreement, Plato left’
Syracuse, and was thereupon robbed of his liberty at Agina,
in a way that is variously explained. He owed the recovery
of his liberty to the intervention of the Cyrenaic Anniceris.
After his return to Athens, he opened his school, at first in
the groves of the Academus, though it was afterwards trans-
ferred to the garden he had bought on the hill of Colonus.
Except for two interruptions, caused by two fruitless journeys
to Sicily, the first in order to win over the younger Dionysius
to the cause of virtue and science, the second in order te
reconcile him to Dion, Plato continued his activity as a teacher
of philosophy until his death in OL 108, 1 (348 B.C.).
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§ 75
Prato’'s WRITINGS.

1. All Plato’s writings are exoteric dialogues, intended for
the public of cultivated readers rather than for his school,
elaborated more or less carefully, and of mimetic and dramatic
beauty, each forming a whole in itself, and yet also a member
of a larger whole. It has always been the aim of the critics’
efforts to separate the spurious from the genuine ; but because
they formed either too ideal or too low a conception of Plato’s
point of view, they have not always avoided one-sided judg-
ments, so that in many cases doubts have been cast even on
writings which Aristotle quotes or indicates as Platonic.
Besides these writings, we have also some, although im-
perfect, information, especially from Aristotle, as to the
esoteric lectures, of which the form, though not the content,
was confined to the school; and these also must be taken
into account,

2. The attempts to arrange the Platonic dialogues in 3
systematic order date back to ancient times. The curious
idea of the Alexandrian grammarian Aristophanes, to com-
bine them in trilogies from a theatrical point of view, was not
entirely carried out, and only deserves mention, because some.
editions follow this order (eg., the Aldine, the Basel, and
Tauchnitz stereotype edition). In favour of the arrangement in.
tetralogies made in the time of Tiberius by the Thrasyllus who.
also affixed the alternative titles to the dialogues, it may be
urged that at least two such tetralogies were undoubtedly
intended by Plato himself. This order is adopted by some-
of the earlier manuscripts and editions, and more recently by
C.F. Hermann. Lastly, the arrangement of Serranus ac-
cording to syzygies must be mentioned, as it passed into the
edition of Henricus Stephanus, which was for a long time
the only one quoted, and thence into the Bipontine.

3. In more modern times, it has been felt that an arrange-
ment of the Platonic writings was valuable only if it was based
on investigations into the genesis and the connection of his
doctrines, and the honour of beginning these belongs to Ten-
nemann (System: der Platonischen Philosophie, 4 vols. Leipz.,
192-95), although his undertaking was bound to fail in con-
sequence of his attempting to base everything on the chrono-

VOL. 1. H
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logical data given by Plato himself. The translation of Plato
by Schleiermacher (Platon’s Werke. Berlin, 1804~28, 6 vols.)
marks an epoch in the history of the question of the order
of the Platonic writings, as well as in their appreciation : for
in the introductions that accompanied it, he justified the order
he gave them, as well as their arrangement in three groups,
the introductory, the dialectical, and the expository. (This
order is followed in J. Bekker's edition.) The work of
Ast (Platon's Leben und Schriften, 1816), and the much more
sober, but often hypercritical work of Socher (Ueber Plato's
Schriften. Munich, 1820), were composed with a reference to
Schleiermacher. Socher’s attempt to determine fixed points
which might serve to distinguish the dialogues of different
periods, was repeated far more successfully by C. F. Her-
mann (Geschichte der Platonischen Philosophie. The first and
only volume, Heidelberg, 1839), who fixed upon Plato’s
voyage to Megara, and the beginning of his activity as
a teacher, as such points. Hermann’s arrangement, although
it sets out from an entirely different principle than Schlei-
ermacher’s, since the latter tries to trace in the seauence of
the dialogues the course of Plato’s feacking, and the former
that of Plato’s learning, nevertheless displays many points
of contact with Schleiermacher. The most important differ-
ences concern the Parmenides and the Phedrus. The first of
these, Hermann puts in the same position that Zeller had pre-
viously assigned to it in his Platonische Studien, whereas the
second was, according to him, written as a programme at the
outset of Plato’s career as a teacher, as before him Socher,
Stallbaum, and others had already asserted. (Infact, Hermann
has in general many points of contact with the contents of the
introductions accompanying Stallbaum’s critical edition of all
the Platonic Dialogues [3rd ed., Erfurt and Leipzig, 1846
The order given by Hermann is in part approved and in part
rejected by the valuable introductions with which Steinhart
furnished H. Miiller’s translation of Plato, which, appearing
from 1850 onwards, is at length completed (8 vols. 1856-66)
All these different opinions are carefully considered and modi-
fied in some points in F. Susemihl’s : Genetische Entwicke-
lung der Platonischen Philosophie (2 vols. 1855-60). Munk,
starting from quite other points of view, arrives at partially
different conclusions (Die natiirliche Ordnung der Plo
tonischen Schriften. Berlin, 1857). The same remark holds
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good also of Ueberweg’s : Untersuchungen iiber die Aechthert
und Zetfolge Platonischer Schriften. Vienna, 1861. The
writings also of Michelis and Ribbing, mentioned at the
beginning of the next § discuss more fully the question of
the order of the Dialogues. The second volume, especially,
of Ribbing’s book is entirely devoted to it ; and by his often
very severe criticism of the works that follow Hermann, he
tries to do justice once more to Schleiermacher.

§ 76.
Prato’s DocTrINE.

Van Heusde : Juitia philosophie Platonice. Lugd. Bat., 1825 ; 2nd ed., 1842.
Zeller : Platonische Studien. Tibingen, 1839. F. Michelis: Die Philoso-
phie Plato's. 2 vols., Miinster, 1859~60. H. v. Stein : Sieben Biicher zur
Gesclichte des Platonismus. Gotting, 1862, 64, 75. S. Ribbing (Prof.
at Upsala) : Genetische Darstellung der Platonischen Ideenlehre. 2 vols.,
Leipzig, 1863~64. Ritter and Preller, §§ 244-280.

1. Before giving an account of the dialectics, physics, and
ethics, into which Plato’s inquiries are divided so naturally
that this division of his system must be called the Platonic
one (whether he expressly maintained it as the true one, or
whether he only indicated it), it is necessary to consider the
investigations scattered over the different dialogues, which
have merely the propezedeutic aim of raising the reader to the
level of the Platonic standpoint. Their negative task is, to
prove the untenableness of his readers’ point of view, which
thereby becomes as it were the starting-point which makes the
jump possible (Rep. 511 B). Plato, like every philosophical
writer, assumes in all his readers familiarity with the generally
prevalent conceptions, and in those trained in philosophy an
acquaintance also with the philosophy of the time. And
since, in the case of the majority, the doctrine of the So-
phists was esteemed such a philosophy, and that of Socrates
and the Socratics was current only in a small circle, with
which Plato was connected by bonds of reverence for his
master, and of grateful respect for many of his disciples, the
negative side of his propzdeutic inquiries consists in open
attacks on the ordinary conceptions and the doctrines of the
Sophists, combined with more concealed polemics against the
point of view of Socrates.

2. The inadequacy of the ordinary conceptions in their
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theoretical aspect, is made evident by shaking the faith in
sense-perception (the alobnous of the Thewtetus and the Par-
menides), and by showing that its object is continually chang-
ing, and that hence it cannot afford any firm certainty, but at
the most probability (the eiacia of the Republic). The case
is not much better when the memory of several perceptions
(Phedrus) produces that which Plato sometimes includes with
sense-perception under the common name of dé¢a, but again,
distinguishes as higher or true conception, from the latter,
and sometimes calls ddfa simply. Its certainty is indeed
greater than that of perception, but none the less it is
not certain, because it lacks the consciousness of the reason,
and hence can only admit a thing as a fact. We are the more
entitled to regard this wioris (Rep. 534 A), or higher form of
dé£a, as what we call experience, that Plato himself (Gorg. 465
A. of. Phedr. 62) opposes it as an éumepia kal Tpii to the Téxm
which knows the reasons, and denies, just as Aristotle- did
later, that the man who has merely 86€a is capable of teach-
ing others, and at the most admits that he can persuade them
(Z%m.). The aim of all these discussions is to produce a
feeling of perplexity with regard to one’s former conceptions,
the « wonder” of the Z/ewtetus, without which no one begins
to philosophize, and which coincides with the consciousness
of ignorance (AZ:b. 1.). Plato aims also at producing a pre-
cisely similar distrust of the practical content of the ordinary
conception.  The ordinary virtue, the ordinary judgments
that a thing is good or bad, are the result of custom, and
diametrically opposed to philosophic or self-conscious virtue
(Meno, Phedo). The instinctive attachment to ancestral cus-
tom, and the statecraft of a genius like Pericles, are, like the
sacred frenzy which overpowers the poet, the result of a happy
accident. There is no security that one guided by such rules
of thumb will remain virtuous or propagate his statecraft
(Protag., Meno). Such a training, further, is lacking in that
which alone constitutes the value of an action, viz., the insight
that it is good, and its execution because it is good. In com-
mon parlance, men are called brave even if they fight from
fear (Pheds). Genuine virtue, on the other hand, coincides
with the consciousness of its reasons to such an extent that
such knowledge, as Socrates had already taught, ennobles
even wickedness, while its absence spoils the highest virtue
(Hipp. min.). Hence, just as the theoretical opinions of the
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ordinary consciousness are devoid of truth, so its practical
principles are without value; and to the theoretic wonder there
corresponds the practical perplexity which contains the admis-
sion that it is not known what is good.

3. Up to this point of perplexity with regard to the tradi-
tions hitherto considered valid on theoretical and practical
matters, Plato’s course differs so little from that of the Sophists,
that he not only frequently makes use of their weapons,
but expressly ascribes (Sopk.) a purifying force to sophistry.
But beyond this point he opposes it, because it inferred
from this negative result that complete subjectivism was
the only tenable opinion. It is not, as Protagoras maintains,
the natural and individual element (the pig) in man, but
the universal (the god) within him, the reason, that is the
measure of all things. And he upholds this objectivism, as
against the Sophists, in the theoretical as well as in the
practical sphere. For in the first place, he always emphasizes
the antithesis of opinion and knowledge, and the reality of
the latter. He shows that, according to Protagoras, there
is no truth, and no knowledge; and that by this assertion
the latter involves himself in a conflict with reason, because
contrary assertions can be made concerning one and the same
thing, and with himself, because he now asserted the impossi-
bility of getting hold of things, whereas before he had under-
taken to lead on to the mastery of things (7/eet.). Similarly,
in the.second place, he attacks the practical errors of the
Sophists, especially in the persons of Gorgias and Hippias.
He urges the difference between desire and rational will,
and shows that wherever pleasure is made the sole principle
of action, there results the self-contradiction, that it is really
pain that is chosen : the true art of life, therefore, must ain
at something else (Gorg.). In the same way, if the State is
based, not on justice but on violence and injustice, the prin-
ciple of separation is made into a principle of union (&ep.).
This twofold aspect of Plato’s attitude towards the Sophists,
due to the fact that, like them, he perplexes his hearers, but
with a different purpose, induces him repeatedly to designate
sophistry as the caricature of true science (Gorg., Soph.).

4. Up to this point Socrates and his adherents would have
had to agree with Plato, and this entitles him to put the
doctrines he has so far developed into the mouth of Socrates.
Nevertheless the fact that in some of the Dialogues Socrates
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does not guide the discussion, and that these do not treat of '
ethical questions, must be esteemed as a gentle censure of his
master for having confined himself so completely to ethics.
And if in this case he was prevented by a disciple’s reverence
from criticizing more openly, such consideration was not at all,
or only in a less degree, shown towards the other disciples
of Socrates. The ZVewtetus, which was perhaps written in
Cyrene, is a polemical attack upon Aristippus as well as upon
Protagoras. It is proved against him that he falls short of
his master, who after all assumed a knowledge superior to
d8%a, which was accompanied by a concept and an explanatior,
and hence could give reasons for and an account of itself
(Cf. Symp). But on this same occasion a hint is given that
there exists a knowledge still higher than that of Socrates.
This is evidently intended for the knowledge by Ideas which
is “dreamt of” in the contemporaneous Crafylus. And just
as the Theztetus criticizes the Cyrenaic point of view, so the
Parmenides contains fairly intelligible indications, that the
Megarians, by regarding abstract universal concepts as alone
containing truth, and to an equal degree also the Cynics,
approximated too closely to the pre-Socratic point of view. .
So the practical doctrines also of the Socratic schools are at-
tacked as inadequate and one-sided. This is done especially
in the Philebus, in which Plato represents Socrates in conflict
with Cynics and Cyrenaics. The existence of an inner contra-
diction is exhibited both in pleasure without insight and in
insight without pleasure. The Good, which is the object of
true philosophy, lies above both these one-sided views ina
higher sphere.

5. The nggative result of Plato’s inquiries, so far, is that
neither the generally current conceptions, nor the Sophists,
nor even Socrates in theoretical matters, nor his disciples
either in the theoretical or the practical sphere, have grasped
the truth. It is completed by posetive instructions as to how
it is possible to rise to the true point of view. The subjective
condition required is the philosophic impulse, the desire to
enjoy knawledge oneself and to produce it in others, which is
therefore called Eros. This neither an omniscient (cogds) nor
an entirely ignorant being (duafis) feels, but only the phdsodos,
who is midway between having and not having knowledge.
Hence Eros, the conception of which it is attempted to deter-
mine in the Phedrus, while the Symposium is chiefly devoted



76, 6.] PLATO'S DOCTRINE. 103

to its glorification, is the son of Poverty and Wealth. Its
lowest stage may already be recognised in the pleasure taken
in beauty of bodily form, a higher form in the desire of the true
erotic to generate in fair souls the thirst for truth, and finally
its highest form in the desire which aims at attaining for one-
self immortality, the image of divine changelessness, by grasp-
ing the Beautiful-in-itself in its eternal self-generation. And
because this impulse is a knowledge that knows not, it is also
thought of as forgetfulness ; and it is difficult to decide how
far the splendid myth of the Phedrus is Plato’s only way of
attaining to clearness in his own mind, and how far a conscious
allegory. Thus justice is done to the dictum caricatured by
the Sophists (¢.e. Euthydemus), that one can learn only what
one already knows. The philosophic impulse is the innate germ
from which there issue art, morality, and science. But it can
and must be nourished. And since all learning nourishes the
mind, the philosopher must needs be desirous of learning, not
however desirous of seeing and hearing ; for sense-perception
was not found to instruct, but only to persuade. Hence his
desire of learning is directed towards the beautiful. And
every concern about the beautiful nourishes the impulse, and
hence also music, which is the preparation for the true music,
z.e., philosophy (Rep., Phedo). Mathematics also must be
added, because it teaches us to abstract from the sensible,
although its subject-matter is still only intermediate between
the sensible and the Ideas. Thus, though it is already
knowledge, it is not yet the highest knowledge, but rather
reflective thought based upon hypotheses of which ddvota
is the faculty (Re¢p.). But above all, the perfection of the
inborn impulse towards knowledge is formed by the art of
Dialectic, the nature of which, together with its antithesis
to the methods of other philosophers and to other sciences,
is described at length, especially in the seventh book of the
Republic.

6. Dialectic, as the art of conducting a conversation, is
opposed to the rhetoric of the Sophists, which only teaches
how to represent persuasively the individual opinion of the
speaker.  In the dialogue, on the other hand, which consists
in thinking in common and in mutual conviction, universally
valid conceptions are attained. And as dialectic has to bring
out the universal conception, the dialectician must be able to
combine the particulars and thus show his synoptic powers
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(Rep., Phedr.). And the procedure by antinomies is the
means alike of forming and of correcting concepts, in that it
tests the concept when determined by the consequences which -
result from its hypothetical acceptance, or of that of its
opposite. Hence not only is the more subjective irony of
Socrates put forward as an example worthy of imitation, but
also, in the Parmenides and the Sopkist, the procedure of
Zeno the Eleaticc. At the same time, continual attacks are
made on the Sophists and Eristics, who regarded this method
not as a means but as an end, and who moreover do not dis-
cover the contradictions in the concepts themselves, but apply
them, and indeed only to phenomenal things, by adscititious
points of view. But the ascent to the right determination of
the concept, as embodied in the definition, is not yet the final
stage. Rather it is necessary, when the definition has been
found, to divide the sphere which has been constituted by the
concept, up into the species which exhaust it, according to
reasons contained in the concept itself. Division, therefore,
according to the concept, and by preference by dichotomy, is
just as much the function of the dialectician, as the discovery
of the universal conception. But while the eristic jumps from
one thing to another, the dialectician descends gradually,
through all the intermediate stages from the One to the Many.
Finally, as regards the relation of Dialectic to mathematics,
it is the aim of the former to do away with all assumptions in
order to attain its principle, whereas the latter never gets rid
of unproved assumptions.

. It is only when it has been trained in dialectic that the
philosophic instinct becomes true philosophy; and hence
to philosophize dialectically is also to philosophize truly and
rightly (Sop/.). It is not therefore the Eros alone that produces
the result. 1f, then, we remember, that in the Symposium
Socrates is extolled as the very incarnation of the Eros, this
must be considered a proof that Plato regarded the continua-
tion and justification of Socratism by means of Dialectic as
the essential advance he had to make. This also explains
how Plato could come to regard the dialectical method as
equivalent to true knowledge, to use dialectic and philosophy
sometimes as synonymous terms, and again employ the word
Dialectic to designate that portion of his doctrine which con-
tained the logical basis of the rest. The last is the sense we
shall henceforth give to the word.
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§ 77
Praro’s DiaLecTIC.

1. Plato must have been impelled towards the acceptance of
the identity of Knowledge and Being which Parmenides had
asserted so energetically (2. § 36, 2),and of the consequent neces-
sity of ontological inquiries, by the study of the Megarian and
Eleatic doctrines, to which he devoted himself more seriously
after the death of Socrates. And he must have been all the
more induced to do so by the example of the Cyrenaics, which
showed that with every approximation to the Heraclitean
denial of Being even Socratics ran the risk of converting
all knowledge into opinion, and of falling a prey to sophistry
generally. We can therefore understand that Plato, in the
Thewtetus, the programme of his dialectical researches, opposed
the Eleatic view to that of the Sophists and Cyrenaics, and de-
rived their sensualism from the Heraclitean “flux of all things.”
Not, however, as though the Eleatics possessed the whole
truth. Even in the fact that these opponents of the “ Flux”
philosophers are likewise characterized with a nickname, that of
the “All-consolidators,” later adopted by Aristotle (2. Sext. ady.
math. x. 46), we have an intimation of what he afterwards
expressly asserts, in agreement with the Cratylus (written at
the same time or soon after), viz. that unmoved Being does
not exist, but that everything partakes of change and spatial
motion, and, therefore, of plurality. Hence, just as every
sentence is a combination of an évopa and a prua, and contains
a movable and an immovable element, so also true knowledge
must neglect neither of these factors. Itis true, however,
that both in the ZVewtetus and in the Cratylus this higher
point of view is only hinted at; he says, he “dreams ” of it.

2. In order to find it, it was necessary to subject the point
of view of the Eleatics and Megarians to as severe a criticism
as that so far passed on the Heracliteans and Cyrenaics, and
further to compare them with each other more precisely.
This is done by discussing the thought-determinations on
which their antithesis rests, by the method of antinomies
peculiar to Zeno; and in so doing it is natural that not
Socrates but Eleatics should appear as guiding the conversa-
tion; and for this same reason the Socratic manner of further-
ing the matter in hand by a real conversation disappears, and
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makes way for lecturing on the one hand, and mere assent on
the other.” These inquiries are, moreover, distinguished from
those in the Zemtetus by the fact that the ontological aspect is
more prominent in them than the epistemological and psycho-
logical. In the Parmenides (against the genuineness of which
many arguments have, it is true, been brought, and most
recently by Ueberweg, amongst others), Plato tries to show
that if Zeno's method of disproving assumptions by the con-
tradictions to which they lead be admitted, Eleaticism (and
therefore the Megarian doctrines also) may be defeated by its
own weapons. For its assumption that the One which ex-
cludes all plurality is real, leads to just as many contradictions
as the contrary assumption of the various Physiologers, that
not such a One, but only its contrary, exists. Nor isthe fact
that the introduction and the first part of the dialogue pro-
mises to seek for the Ideas, really forgotten in the discussion
of these antinomies ; for the question of the relation of the
One to the Many, 7e. of the highest Idea to the many subor-
dinated to it, and of every Idea to the concrete individual, is
really the cardinal problem of the theory of Ideas. Besides,
the first part gives reasons to explain why the Ideas must not
be regarded as universal conceptions entirely separated from
the individual beings; while the second hints, it is true only
very superficially, that the point of union of the One and the
Many, which coincides with that of rest and motion, is to be
conceived as timeless or “momentary.” The Sophist treats
of the same subject as the Parmenides. The fact that the
course of the dialogue is guided by an unknown Eleatic, z.
no real personage, but a Platonically-idealized type, seems to
indicate that this dialogue makes an advauce upon the Par,
menides, and to tell in favour rather of the order of Steinhart
than of that of Zeller. The expressions are slightly modified.
Besides those employed in the Parmenides, there occur also
Rest and Motion, and especially the Same and the Other, in-
dicating correlation rather than contradictory opposition. And
the result also confirms that their relation is such, that neither
must be sought without the other, and that therefore the
One must be sought in the Many, and the Same and the
Permanent in that of which it is the nature ‘to be always
« Other,” 7.¢. in the Changeable and Moving. With this re-
sult of the method of antinomies there is connected an at-
tempt, not, it is true, altogether in earnest, at division into kinds
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by dichotomy, which, as we saw (2. § 76, 6), supplemented the
former in the complete dialectic.

3. Thus the Megarian and Eleatic doctrines, though they
had not satisfied him, had impelled Plato to look for a point
of union of the One and the Many; but he was enabled to
find it only by a more thorough acquaintance with the
Pythagoreans. It is only after his return from Italy that his
doctrine appears fully established and rounded off into a com-
plete system. This is the case already in the Phedrus,
where he gives us to understand that literary activity no
longer satisfied him, thus making one think of the purely
oral tradition of the Pythagoreans, but also declares that only
he should come forward to teach who had explored the whole
of nature. And wherever we can trace distinct indications of
Pythagoreanism in Plato, we find him in possession not only
of a system of physics, but also of his theory of Ideas. That
is to say, in the Symposium, and especially in the Phedo, in
addition to the Phedrus. But none of his dialogues displays
the grounds of his doctrine and its connection with his earlier
inquiries more clearly than the Philebus. In the discussion
whether the Good consists in pleasure or insight, Socrates,
who here conducts the conversation because the question is
an ethical one, at first sides with those who declare in favour
of insight ; afterwards, however, he proceeds to show that the
doctrine of the Cynics, making insight the opposite of pleasure,
is just as one-sided as that of their opponents, when they over-
look the fact that pleasure is impossible without consciousness,
and hence without insight. Thus the ethical antithesis of
pleasure and insight is reduced to the same logical antitheses
which had been discussed in the Parmenides and in the
Sophist—that of the One and the Many, of Becoming (yéveats)
and Being (ovo/a). But Plato does not rest content with this
Eleatic formula, but reduces it to the Pythagorean one of
the unlimited and the limit. For as both are combined in
the definite number, so Plato asserts that in spite of the pre-
ference he shows for the limit, the truth lies only in their com-
bination, the wuror or wty ovela. This in its turn has for its
principle (a¥riov) the vois, the fourth and highest form of exist-
ence. Thus not only is the result of these propositions, as
bearing on the ethical and main question, that the vofs is the
highest in the series of good things, and that the insight
which is more akin to it receives a higher place than pleasure,
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but, apart from this, its importance for the subject of Dialectic
is, that in a fairly explicit form it contains the sum-total of the
Platonic doctrine of Ideas.

4. For it is this One in and above the Many, the Being in
and above Becoming, the identical in and above the changing,
that which is one as being definite, and which, just because
definite, cannot be thought without an “ other,” a “ many,” or a
“ not-being "—it is this that Plato designates by the most
various names ; at one time by the éyrws ¢, at another by the
Adyos and olala, or as the at7o xaf aird, or the avTo 7o .
completed by the Idea in question, or again by the ai0" éaaror,
or the & i éorwv or & éorwv &aarov, or lastly as the vyévos of
ldos, or €ldos voyrdy or idéa. The last of these names, though
it occurs most rarely in the plural (Rep. vi. 507 B, etc.), is the
one which in later times came in vogue most of all. But
where we speak of Ideas, Plato generally speaks of €/dz.  His
saying, that there were as many ldeas as universal names,
already gives a clue to his meaning. ~ If we combine with
this the fact that he calls an Idea that which is arrived at by
abstracting from individual differences, we may say that the
Platonic Ideas are, as the name already indicates, species or
genera, in short, universals. Considering further that the
name is applied to that which makes the table a table and a
man a man, we can appreciate also Herbart's expression, that
the Platonic Ideas were pure qualities. And pure (eiAupwés)
they may be called all the more justly that each describes a
single quality only, whereas in the concrete things it appears
mixed and polluted with others. But this essence, which is
common to all things bearing a common name, must not
be conceived as merely produced by the understanding in
the formation of abstractions, and as being therefore a mere
conception, but it subsists and possesses reality, nay, the
individual being, e.g., the animals, pass away, while the uni
versal, the amimal, persists. Thus, though the Idea is not
“here or there, or to be perceived by the senses, but vonrov, and
beyond the world of change, é 7émp Smepovparip (cf. § 32, 4),
it is nevertheless the truly (8»rws) real, the only substantial
existence, by participation in which alone individual things
exist. But the description of the Idea as the universal in a
class of individuals does not yet exhaust its nature. It must
at the same time include the teleology of Anaxagoras and
Socrates, since the Idea not only states as what, but also for
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what, a thing exists. Hence Plato calls the Ideas wapa-
deiyuara, and makes the vois, the power that posits ends,
their principle ; they determine things both as their essence
and their end. When therefore Herbart sets up his mathe-
matical formula for Platonism, as being the Eleatic doctrine
divided by the Heraclitean, he forgot to multiply by the
chief factor, viz., the Socratic,

5. But if every Idea is not only the common essence and
true being of the individual existences comprised under it, but
also their end, the different expressions Plato uses in order to
unify the whole complex of ideas, the 7émos von7ds as he cails it,
are cleared up. Thus in the Phedo a warning is given, with an
express reference to Anaxagoras, against regarding the con-
ditions of a thing’s existence as its cause (aiTtov), on the ground
that this was found only in its purpose. The purposes of the
individual things are there described as the better and the best,
z.e. as the relatively good ; the ultimate purpose, on the other
hand, which concentrates all the rest, is called the aya8dy, not
the comparatively, but the absolutely good. It follows from
what has been said, that this is the af7i0», the ground and prin-
ciple of all ends. And bearing in mind that the Ideas are ends,
they are all subordinated to the. highest end as their prin-
ciple, ze., to the Good. Accordingly, the Good, or the Idea of
the Good, is everywhere represented by Plato as the Idea
of Ideas, and the absolute Idea. (Especially in the Republic.)
And it is the first principle of the univefse because it is its
final purpose. It moves all things because all strive after i,
the unmoved. In the Phélebus it is not mentioned ; but vois
and also cogpia and Zevs are found instead. For, like Socrates
and the Megarians, Plato also treats vobs and ayafdv as perfectly
equivalent terms. Or if stress is laid on the fact that in the
Philebus, the vois is called the ruler (Baoiels) of heaven and
earth, it should be remembered that in the Republic also Plato
says of the Idea of the Good, that it rules in the heavenly
region (Bacieler). 1f then the Ideas were the dvrws 8vra, the
Good or the Idea of the Good must be the dvrws dv; if they
were ovoiat, it must be éwéxewva Tis ovaias as standing above them.
And that Plato called this supreme Idea also the &, we need
not doubt, when we consider the example of the Megarians.
For, just as the individual beings subordinated to an Idea par-
take of true Being by this participation, so the Ideas do so
by partaking in the Idea of the Good, so that it can be called
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the sun, whereby all things are endowed with growth and
Being. ,

6. Plato’s Dialectic, by regarding the one Idea (the final
purpose) as manifesting itself in a plurality of ldeas (ends),
combined all the achievements of previous metaphysics, and
thereby also transcended them. For like the Pythagoreans
and Eleatics he seeks the One and true Being, and succeeds
in finding it. At the same time, he identified this conception
with the vois of Anaxagoras and the Good of Socrates. So
far he would not have achieved more than the Megarians, and
would have arrived at an absolute end in the shape of a Being
completely at one with itself. DBut as a matter of fact the
investigations of the Parmenides, the Sophist, and the Philebus
justified the claims also of plurality ; thus by including this
Heraclitean and Atomistic factor, the Monad is transformed
into movades, the mere & into évades, a name Plato actually uses
in speaking of the Ideas,and this of course without losing
their ethical (End-) character. Al these Ideas (unities) form,
by their subordination to the highest Ideaincluding them all, a
system, a {@ov or organism ; and for this reason it is possible
to distinguish as the aspects of this whole truth, beauty and
symmetry (Philed.). By the Good, therefore, we must under-
stand the principle of the order of the universe, both in nature
and in morality. And this single purpose of the world is as
the ov dvrws the object of Dialectic, which enables us to rise
from the Ideas, these essences and ends of things, to the
Good, the essence of all essences, and essence and end of
the All

7. But according to Plato’s own declaration, the dialectician
is required not only to ascend from the particular to the
universal, but also conversely to derive the particular from the
universal. Hence an answer must be given to the question
of how the single vorrdy, the Good, becomes the whole rowos
vontds or kéouos, as he called it in later times, the whole com-
plex of relative ends. And if even to us, when in such deriva-
tions we speak of first and second order, number seems to
be an indispensable factor, this must have been so to a far
greater extent in Plato’s case, seeing that he had arrived at
his doctrine of Ideas with the help of the Pythagoreans, and
in the Philebus had actually mentioned definite number as in-
termediate in this way between the indefinite and the limit.
It appears from the accounts in Aristotle, which have been
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carefully collected by Trendelenburg, Zeller, Brandis, and
Susemihl, that Plato, especially in his later days, was fond of
designating the Ideas by numbers. We can understand too,
that these numbers were distinguished from the ordinary ones
as Ideal Numbers, that he asserted that they could not be
added together, that they stood in order of rank and in the
relation of different powers, etc. The further accounts show
great agreement with the Pythagoreans ; for when we remem-
ber the infinitely small and the infinitely great, we can hardly
call it a difference that the dwepor of the Pythagoreans is in
Plato called the mpov rai uéya. The geometrical significance
of the first four numbers is also quite Pythagorean, and his
conception of the point, at the most, can be considered
peculiar to himself. The same applies to the connection of the
four first numbers with the degrees of knowledge (cf. § 32,
4, 5). But Plato, like the more sober Pythagoreans, probably
did not go beyond the number ten in his deductions. It is,
however, evident that a modification of view corresponds to
the change of terminology. His greater desire to fill up the
chasm between unity and plurality, and, in connection with
this, that between the Ideas and sensible things, is in itself
a proof that the latter have risen in his estimation, and proves
therefore a greater estrangement from Eleaticism. That
indeed this should be effected by a continuously increasing
Pythagorizing, bears a resemblance, at least, to retrogression.
But however this may be, we shall hardly be entitled to assert
that everything that Aristotle reports concerning the Platonic
doctrine of number, agrees wholly with what is found in his
Dialogues.

8. In view of the identity of existence and knowledge
mentioned above (§ 77, 1), the certainty of knowledge also
must be rendered possible by the Ideas, as being the dvrws
_ ovra, For the objects of perception did not provide certainty ;
for, being themselves intermediate between Being and Non-
- Being, they could produce only appearances, and at the most
belief in the latter (cf. § 76 2).” Hence the knowledge of the
I(_ieas and of their concentrated form, the Good, can alone
give full certainty. And since they were the vorrd, such
knowledge is called vods or vénous.  Its object, therefore, is only
that which has part in the Good, and in so far as it so
partakes, and hence too the Idea of the Good is called the
‘Sun’'which makes things visible, 7., knowable. It follows as
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a matter of course, that philosophical contemplation must be
teleological. - Between this knowledge and the two degrees
of d8dfa, lies what is sometimes coupled with the higher vois
under the common name of émamiun, and then distinguished
from it as dwavora, and sometimes called émomiun in opposition
to the wabs, viz., discursive thought, as it shows itself especi-
ally in mathematical knowledge, but also in cases where a
theory makes it possible to give a reason for phenomena. In
the Gorgias, Plato, like Aristotle later on, calls it 7éyvy. Its
object, the permanent, stands midway between the eternal and
the changeable, with which the »dyors and the défa are re-
spectively concerned. In the famous allegory in the 7th book
of the Republic, which however may contain other references
besides, this gradation is illustrated by the seeing of the sha-
dows of the statues cast by the sun, of the statues tllumined
by the sun, of the illumined originals of the statues, and
finally by the view of the all-illumining sun itself.

9. But the Good is to be regarded not only as the highest
and all-inclusive Being and object of knowledge, but also as
that by the participation in which the thinking human mind
can alone perceive it and all else. The sun is said to pro-
duce, not only the growth and visibility of things, but also
the eye’s power of sight, which being called the highest é,
the highest voyrdr, and lastly also the voyrixov, and in the
Plilebus the vois comes very near to the well-known Aristo-
telian definition. That the same name (vois) should de-
signate the object of our knowledge and our knowledge
itself, is intelligible, because Plato regards our knowledge
as partaking in the object of all knowledge, precisely as our
soul is part of the world-soul and our body of the world-body
(Philet.). And as the One is the crown and essence of the

Ideas, it goes without saying that our recognition of the Ideas |

is derived from ourselves. Hence it is not necessary to ex-
plain this fact, as the Phedrus does, by the pre-existence of
the soul and its contemplation of the Ideas previously to its
earth-life, of which it is again reminded by every sight of
beauty. But for this very reason, and because pre-existence
is very often brought into causal connection with the post-
existence which Plato regarded as indubitable, and finally
because, in a passage which does not at all deal with the
doctrine of reminiscence, he asserts decidedly that the number
of souls existing neither incrcases nor decreases, it is hardly
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possible to assert that the whole content of that splendid
myth of the Phedrus is merely ornamental setting. A great
deal of it may be proved to be Pythagorean. What Egyptian,
Pheenician, and perhaps even Indian elements have been in-
termingled with it, it would be difficult to decide. The sub-
stance of the Platonic Dialectic may thus be briefly stated by
saying, that the Ideas give a support to the changing pheno-
mena, and certainty to knowledge. They are arrived at by
the balancing of fundamental antitheses.  They culminate
and are also rooted in the highest Idea, the Good, which is
the true principle of all being and all knowledge, from which
they can be systematically derived only by means of numbers.
They live in the spirit of man; and his true attainment of
knowledge consists in his becoming conscious of them.

§ 78.
Prato’s Puysics.

Bockh : De Platonica corporis mundani fabrica. Heidelb., 1809. The same:
Ueber die Bildung der Weltseele, in Daub and Creuzer's Studien iii., 1 ff
H. Martin : Etudes sur le Timée de Platon. Paris, 1841, 2 vols.

1. When Dialectic has shown that the Good is the only
object of knowledge, the only task left to Pkysics must be to
consider the Good in its sensible manifestations. But since
phenomena are known by perception, we cannot expect as
strict a deduction as in the case of Dialectic. Hence the
express declaration that we must often content ourselves with
probabilities, and admit myths instead of proofs. The first
question then is, What must be added to the Good, or the
body of Ideas, in order that it may become Nature, z.e., the
Good manifested to sense? Of course it must acquire predi-
cates which are opposed to those of the Good, and therefore
it is described as the mere means, as the many which never
75, as devoid of order and restlessly moving, as utterly empty of
~Ideas, and capable only of being imagined, not of being known:
and as standing towards the Idea, as the &, in the relation of
the wmwkpov xai méya, and opposed to the always Identical as
that which is always “other.” This principle has been quite
generally called, since Aristotle’s time, ?\s, or matter ; and to
judge by the use Plato himself makes of this word in the

VOL. I I
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Philebus, it may be conjectured that this was also the name
given to it by Plato in his lectures. It is called the cuvairior
of the world, but must not be understood as a definite sub-
stance, as is proved by the negative predicates, of the void
of quality, and form, and visibility which are ascribed to it.
What then was it? According to Aristotle’s assertion, which
agrees with Platd’s own explanation in the Zumeus, it was
Space. Or perhaps it may be still more accurately described
as the form of outwardness; so that it would denote not only
the form of co-existence but also of sequence, but not by any
means time or measured sequence. Thus, if one bears in mind
that the co-existence and sequence must not be conceived as
ordered, one can understand how the Ideas which are pure
unities can be transformed by the ¥\ into a thing, ze. into a
chaotic congeries of many ideas. But the chief point is, that
we must not by any means understand by this écuayeior, which
takes real shape when the Idea enters into it, in any way a
definite substance, but only a mere form awaiting a content.
Hence it is nothing taken in itself, and onlya forcible abstraction
from reality (v60¢ Aoyious amrdv). Although, therefore,the dual-
ism of Plato is not as crude as that of Anaxagoras, he is never-
theless unable to transcend dualism for lack of the conception
of concrete creation. He remains a dualist because he cannot
show w/y the Ideas enter into the world of sensible appear-
ance. That, however, he assumes a connection between the
reason which divides the one Idea (of the Good) into a
plurality of Ideas, and that which causes each Idea to mani-
fest itself in its turn in a plurality of things, is clearly shown
by the fact that in both cases he uses the expressions é&metpo,
rucpov kai péya, wAifos, uébelis, uipnas, etc., and is also quite
intelligible. ~ For if there were not many Ideas, sensible
things participating in many Ideas would be impossible. But
it cannot be admitted without question, that together with
the plurality of Ideas the plurality also of the copies of each
Idea has been deduced, and that hence the sensible world
has already been constructed in the Parinenides, Sophist, and
Philebus, although important authorities assert this with
reference to the two former, and almost all with regard to
the Philebus. The more correct view perhaps would be to
regard the dwepov of the Philedus as the ideal basis merely of
the & ¢ of the 7imeus, t.e., as extension as suck, into which
there must enter a more precise determination (wépas), if it is
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intended to state in what extension a quality is intensified, a
concept enlarged, or a space increased.

Cf Siebeck, op. cit. § 64, 1. Pt. 2, Plato’s doctrine of matter.

2. It is the point we have just brought out that displays
the defect of the Platonic doctrine, which in the Pledrus
removed the Ideas into a supra-cosmic place (¢repovpdrios, cf.
§ 77, 4). For because of this transcendence they cannot of
themselves interfere in our world; they are devoid of energy,
mere objects of contemplation that do not realize themselves.
And what they cannot in themselves do can only be effected,
if at all, by an extraneous power, z.¢. the Deity, who is thus the
artificer of things. The assertion, therefore, that in Plato the
Idea of the Good coincides with the Deity, is only in so far
correct, that in his Dialectic he really does not require a
deity beside that Idea. The ultimate end of the universe is.
a sufficient reason for the existence of the Ideas, even though
it was not shown why there should be any particular number
of Ideas, since the end was found to be a reason. And for
the same reason the afTiov also of the Plhilebus is not distin-
guished from the Idea of the Good, and its description by
the term woic is adopted from Socrates and the Megarians.
But an entirely different face is put upon the matter when
Plato passes over into physics. The more glaring the
antithesis between the Good as the v ovrws, and matter as
the &repov and therefore wn 8, the more requisite, the less
pronounced the antithesis, the less requisite, is a third factor,
in order to explain the infusion of the Idea into matter.
Hence Aristotle (v. § 87, 9), and also the Neo-Platonic
doctrine of emanation, no longer requires a Deus ex machina,
whereas Plato’s physics does. The difference, moreover,
between saying that the Deity in Plato is a being different
from the Good, and that he is only another aspect of the Idea of
the Good, is important only to those who approach Plato with
questions like that e.g.of the personality of God, the under-
standing and still more the answering of which required the
lapse of centuries. God contemplates the Ideas, the eternal
archetypes of things, but contemplates them as a poet does his
ideals, z.¢. generating them himself (#¢p.), and then implants
them into matter. Thus we can understand the appellation
bf God as the §0ev ¢lerar, and of matter as the év & yiyverar 7o
syvopevoy, and that the part of the father is ascribed to the
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former, that of the mother or the maternal nurse to the latter,
and that God is the reason, matter the ewalriov or condition of
the world.  For, according to Plato, the beginning of the world,
both in time and in thought, takes place when the mediation
of the Deity, itself good and free from envy, and desirous of
making all things as like as possible to itself, implants or
generates the Good in matter, and thus produces the world.
Hence the world is the vios povoyévys of the Deity and elkav Toi .
Oeoi, because, like the former, it is good : before its genesis it
may be called the future, after its genesis the visible and
created second God; but in any case a blessed deity. And
just as the whole system of Ideas had been called a {wov aidiov
or voyrov, an eternal or ““intelligible” organism, so now that
rational adaptation (vovs) has been implanted into matter, which
is as such void of order and hence d\oyov, dominated only
by external necessity, and as it were incorporated in it, the
world, as the image of the former organism, must be called a
(@ov éwow. Everywhere therefore in this organism we must
distinguish two factors: the divine element of adaptation on
the one hand, and the merely necessary on the other, which
serves the former as an indispensable condition.

3. To explain the first entering in of purposive connection
into the disorder, Plato required a deity who should establish
that order. But even the maintenance of this connection seems
to him to require, not indeed the continuous intervention of the
Deity, for this he denies, but an intermediate link. And in
addition to the fact that the similarity of the two problems,
indicated in the identity of the terminology, suggested the
thought of appealing to the aid of number, in order to explain
how each of the many Ideas in its turn existed in plurality,
just as in the former case it had served to deduce the plurality
of the Ideas themselves, and moreover that numbers had been
repeatedly declared intermediate between the vorrdv and the
-alaOnrév, Plato was probably determined also by the fact that,
like all men, he took pleasure in mathematical regularity, which
-is closely akin to that produeed by purposive order. In short,
he made harmony, swayed by number, the mediating bond
-which connects the vous, or purposive order, with the odua, or
-external world. We can understand too how the name given
‘to that which holds this intermediate position is the same as’
‘that which combines body and reason in the human individual,
viz. “soul,” and can hardly understand anything else by the

[ 3
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“world-soul,” than the mathematical order that sways the All,
or the harmonic relations prevailing in it. Thus it becomes
quite intelligible why Plato describes the world-soul as com-
bined out of a twofold nature, and represents it as a numerical
series, formed when the powers of the first even (2) and un-
even (3) numbers are put together into a series, to which the
root of all numbers (1) is prefixed. This series, as explained
by Bockh, presents a diatonic scale of a little more than four
octaves, when the intercalations supplied by Plato himself
have been effected.

4. The further account also, that the world-soul thus created
received the form of two circles with a common centre, b.
not in the same plane, of which the inner one, divided into
seven circles, moves in the opposite direction to the outer and
undivided one, is also quite intelligible, if one refers it to the
heaven of the fixed stars, the seven circles of the planets, and
the earth fastened to the axis of the world. (Gruppe’s attempt.
to vindicate Plato’s far more developed astronomical concep-
tions, has been successfully combated by Bockh.) By means.
of this mathematical order it is possible that the sensible world:
is a manifestation of the absolute conformity to end, Z.e. of the
Good, and thereby similar to the Deity; and hence, in virtue of
this similarity to God, that it partakes of the divine attributes,
as far as its nature permits. Thus, though the world cannot
partake of true eternity, it yet acquires the moving copy of
eternity, ze. time, in which the motionless “is,” of eternity is
drawn out into “was” and “shall be.” But in order that
time may exist, the heavenly bodies are attached to the circles
of the planets, especially the sun and the moon, which for this.
reason are called the organs of time par excellence. But the
world has other attributes also in virtue of its kinship to the
divine. Its unity and the perfection of its form and motiom
are such. For the spherical form is the highest of all. Thus
‘the all-embracing universe feeds upon itself by the circular
motion of all things, and breathing in nothing foreign from
without, maintains itself in a beautiful self-sufficiency. Lastly,
the circular motion returning upon itself is the most perfect,
because an image of thought in its identity with itself.

5. And just as these last assertions display Plato’s accord
-with the Eleatics, so, when he treats no longer of the whole
Wprld but only one side thereof, the saua, his treatment shows
his dependence not only on the Pythagoreans, but also on the
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Physiologers. In fact, there is hardly any important point
of doctrine in the earlier philosophies that Plato does not
include in his own system. But what distinguishes him from
them, and at the same time keeps him in harmony with his
own attacks on the fundamental conceptions of the earlier phi-
losophers of nature (e.g. in the Parmenides), is the thoroughly
teleological foundation of his whole physics. And of that
teleology man is the aim, as being the bearer of the moral
order. Thus, though in form the Zzmeus is a continuation of
the Republic, the real relation is, as Plato himself explains, that
the Z7meeus shows how man is called into existence, and the
Republic, how he is fully developed. The Zimeus tries to
show how the world, or the unconscious manifestation of the
Good, finally arrives at man who consciously accomplishes it.
At the very outset the derivation of the elements is teleo-
logical. Fire and Earth are necessary as means to visibility
and tangibility ; but two require a third to mediate between
them, indeed two more, since Three forms only a plane, and it
is Four alone that has complete corporeality (cf. § 32, 4). The
best and most harmonious relation of the elements possible, is
a continuous proportion, such that in the all-embracing world
Fire is to Air as Air is to Water, and as Water is to Earth.
And since Plato’s primitive matter is nothing more than the
form of spatiality, he must derive the differences of the
elements from the configurations of spaces. Like the Pytha-
goreans, he ascribes to each of the elements its own atomic form;
but he differs from them in regarding ether as being merely a
finer kind of air, and hence has the dodecahedron remaining
over, which is sometimes stated to be the form of the stars,
but above all, by introducing his three-dimensional construc-
tion of the elements by one in two dimensions upon which it
is founded. For since the side surfaces of the regular solids
either are triangles or may be divided into them, he re-
gards space as being primarily divisible into nothing but
triangles.  This two-dimensional atomism reduces the atoms
of the Pythagoreans to molecules of secondary rank, and
makes it possible not only to assume the transition of one
element into another, in opposition to Empedocles, but even
to make it clear to perception. On the other hand, he agrees
with Empedocles in his denial of the void; and he so often
uses its impossibility in order to explain certain phenomena,
that he may be called the author of the theory of the Lorror
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zacui. It reminds us too of Empedocles, that friendship is
said to combine the smallest particles, while it seems a
reminiscence of Anaxagoras and the Atomists that the parts so
united are of the same nature. This attraction of like to like
serves at the same time for deducing the properties of weight
and lightness, which he identifies with density and rareness ;
for since the heavens envelop the earth, they are just as much
below as above it, so that this distinction of the earlier
Physiologers becomes to him unmeaning. The" various
substances arise out of the combination of the four elements,
and are considered especially with reference to the effects
they produce on the organs of sense.

6. What has just been said is in itself a proof that Plato
takes less interest in the inorganic than in the living. And
just as the world, in order to be as like as possible to that
which lives by its own power, had itself to be alive, so it
must also include all kinds of living beings. And first of all,
immortal beings, such as the constellations, the created dei-
ties which the people worship as gods, then the fixed stars,
perfectly satisfied with themselves, and hence motionless,
next the restlessly circling planets, and lastly the earth,
the most venerable of the divinities generated within the
heavens, of which the children are the Olympian gods, and
further the demons. All these gods, as having come into
being, are not indeed eternal or in themselves immortal, but
they will never cease to be. To their activity is committed
the production of the mortal beings that inhabit the air, the
- water, and the earth, with this single exception : that in man
the germ of immortality is derived from the primary Maker,
who created a definite number of souls, and then, setting
himself at rest, abandoned them to the younger gods, in order
that they might clothe them in a coarser soul and a body.
This body then, with regard to its component particles, is as
it were an extract of what the whole world is, with regard to
its form, at least in its noblest organ a copy of the universe;
and since the same holds true of his reason and his soul, man
is thus the world in miniature. To serve him is the destiny
of all else, that of the plants to supply his food, that of the
-animals to serve as the habitation of unworthy human souls
after death. In this, man is treated as teleologically as every-
thing else. The purely physical explanations are not re-
jected but declared insufficient; they inform us only of the
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conditions under which an organ acts, but -not of the true
reason why it does so. Thus Plato lays far greater stress on
the fact that sight opens the way to knowledge, the highest
of goods, than upon the way in which it is produced.

7. And just as in the universe rational adaptation was
combined with rigid necessity, so in man the reason attached
to the head is connected with the desire which aims at the
satisfaction of necessary wants, and has its organ in the
abdomen, to which, however, the grace of God has given in the
liver also an organ of knowledge, although of knowledge of
the lowest kind, in the shape of prophetic presentiment akin
to madness. And just as the chest is situated between these
two organs, so the rational and t' ¢ desiring parts of the soul are
connected by the 6uude, the vigorous and manly part of the
mortal soul prepared by the secondary deities, the destiny of
which it is to be the instrument of the immortal part of man,
the reason derived from the Supreme Maker, and at its
command to bridle the desires, although indeed it often
becomes subject to them, That this threefold division of the
soul,—which from the nature of its problem the 7Z¥meus only
considers from its practical side,—corresponds perfectly to
the theoretical triad of perception, conception, and knowledge,
has been expressly stated by Plato, very frequently with re-
gard to the first and third, more rarely and indirectly with
regard to the second. Further, since the soul is the true prin-
ciple of life, it is a logical contradiction that it should not
livee. Hence Plato most emphatically asserts the continual
existence of the soul, as post-existence as well as pre-existence.
The chief reasons for this are collected in the Pheds and the
Republic, from the law of the universe that all things issue
from their opposites, and hence life from death, and the im-
possibility that a simple substance should be dissolved, down
to the argument that the possession of eternal truth is a pledge
of the eternity of that which possesses it.

§ 79.
Prato's Ermics.
Krohn : Der platonische Staat. Halle, 1876

1. Like the whole of philosophy, £¢4ics also must of course
treat solely of the Good. But in ethics it is considered, as it
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forms the content of human volition, and that gives what is
generally called the highest good. In determining this also,
Plato rises above the one-sided conceptions of his predecessors.
In the Zewtetus indeed he attacks the Hedonists so severely
that he comes very near recommending the avoidance of plea-
sure. But this exaggeration he opposes in the Pkilebus, where
he maintains, as against both extremes, that only that which
is beautiful and moderated can be good. As regards this,
therefore, he considers everything immoderate and exagger-
ated as a disease of the soul, the health of which he finds in
pleasure limited by insight, in a happiness which coincides
with virtue because virtue is sought for its own sake. This
normal condition, the true virtue, is neither a gift of nature,
for “no one is good by nature,” nor the product of arbitrary
willing, for then all would be virtuous, since no one is volun-
tarily evil; rather, as has been shown in respect of philosophy
~ generally, so in the case of true, z.e. philosophic virtue, culti-
vation must come to the aid of moral instincts. Virtue must
be taught; and education is one of the most important points
in Plato’s ethics.

2. Socrates had exhibited this virtue, regulated by the
pérpov épiaTov, without harshness and exaggerations in his life,
but at the same time laid stress on the fact that virtue being
insight was only one. But Plato attempts to eliminate the
abstract character from the definition also of the conception of
virtue, and hence interprets this unity as concrete, z.e. as the
conception of a sum-total and system of virtues. These are
the famous cardinal virtues. “The Protagoras still enumerates
five principal virtues, and it is possible that these were really
first brought forward by Protagoras, so that he led the way
for Plato. The Euthyphro, however, reduces one of these
virtues, 6oid7ys, to justice, and this explains how the Symposiume
is able to speak of four only. These four are then, in the
Republic, connected with the Platonic psychology, so that
sogia arises from the rational regulation of the Aoyiorikdy, as
opposed to uwpia, avdpla from that of the Buuoedés, as opposed
to deikia, and lastly cwgposivy from that of the émbuuyricdy, as
opposed to dxohasla. The fourth virtue, dicatosivs, consists in
the right relation between these constituents, and may there-
fore be called the formal and also the all-inclusive virtue.
Hence, in the Republic, Justice is called the health of the soul,
and ethics are described as the inquiry into justice. And in
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view of the identification of Justice and Holiness, it is no con-
_tradiction that elsewhere, e.g. in the 7/e@tetus, and the Phedrus
and even in the Republic itself, in the discussion of education,
and most of all in the ZLaws, the greatest stress is laid on
holiness and the likeness to God which coincides with it. And
as, according to Plato, virtue consists in putting into activity
man’s own nature, or the functions which a man is alone or best
fitted to exercise, it is the activity of that which constitutes
humanity, viz. the Noytoricdy, which produces virtue. Hence
virtue is ¢pdvnors.  In its full development it is Justice, in its
highest stage it is Wisdom, which manifests itself in philosophy,
Ze. in the rationality of the entire man.

3. Plato, however, does not remain satisfied with this result,
of representing the system of virtues in isolated individuals,
but considers them also in the State, where they may be seen
on a larger scale. The State he regards as an enlargement of
man, and the parallelism between his account of man and his
natural history of the State appears everywhere. Thus, the
legislative and judicial activity in the State is exactly the same
as hygiene and therapeutics in the treatment of the individual;
for in both cases the protection of health (justice) is aimed at.
If, moreover, man is the world on a small scale, the parallels
between political and cosmic laws follow at once. Ethical
and political problems are so connected that, on the one hand,
the good is rendered possible only by the virtues of the indi-
vidual, and on the other hand, only the good State has room
for and makes possible complete virtue. The moral life in a
good State is the highest morality conceivable. Plato begins
his inquiries with the question why (not how) the State comes
into being at all, even in the form of the necessary State. The
reason of this he discovers in the various wants which lead to
the division of labour, and thus, though to a minimum extent,
to an arrangement whereby every one has a position to fill and
a function to perform, which is just that in which justice con-
sists. But this justice is realized to a far higher degree than
in the necessary State, in the organic or rational State, which
appears as a single just man, since there correspond to the
three faculties of the soul the three classes of xpnuarioral,
emicovpor (sometimes called also ¢vAaxes), and dpxorres, the
labourers, defenders, and leaders or teachers: and their justice
is shown in that they especially represent, the first temperance,
the second courage, and the third wisdom. Or, as he points
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out in passing, these three orders may be detected in the
national characteristics of the Phenicians, Scythians, and
Hellenes respectively. Plato was impelled towards an anti-
democratic view of politics, not only by his personal circum-
stances and experiences, but no less by his metaphysics, the
substance of which was, that the individual was without value.
Accordingly he decides in favour of aristocracy as the only
reasonable constitution of the State; but regards it as an un-
essential difference whether or no it culminates in a monarch.

4. The more Plato perceived -that Athens was perishing
through the egotism of particular interests, the more necessary
it appeared to him to cut this off at its source, and to devise
institutions that should accustom men to forget themselves in
the thought of the whole of which they were members ; and it
seemed to him an excellent means for effecting the latter part
of his purpose, that the citizens should grow up in fixed orders,
a proposal not perhaps uninfluenced by the caste systems of
non-Hellenic peoples, although in Plato the position of the
child is not so much determined by its birth as by the govern-
ment, which takes talent also into account. The former object,
on the other hand, seemed to be attained most surely by
abolishing all distinctions of meeum and fuwum, i.e., private
property and private households, exclusive property in wives
and children, etc., in the case of the active citizens, the de-
fenders and guardians of the State. These are the leading
points of view in his proposals, which were already in his
day derided by many, but which nevertheless were in no case
quite baseless imaginings. On the contrary, he found approxi-
mations to them in the constitution which, without ignoring
its defects, he always esteemed as the highest, viz., that of
Sparta. At Sparta there were Helots and Periceci, like his
labouring classes, mess-companionships, and lax marriage-cus-
toms; at Sparta the children became the property of the
State at an early age, and the possession of money had
originally been forbidden, etc. All these principles are now
carried out with a consistency that borders on exaggera-
tion; and in opposition to the encroachments of egotism, the
demand is made that man should be a citizen pure and simple.
And as this will take place only where the rulers at the
head of the State are penetrated by the love of truth and of
-the Good, the education of these, z.e., of the guardians, is one
~of .the principal topics of Plato’s political philosophy. This
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education commences with music, is followed afterwards by
gymnastic, then by mathematics in all its branches. Finally,
in his thirtieth year, the citizen is initiated into Dialectic.
Thus trained, he takes part in the government of the State in
his 5o0th year, not because he desires it, but because it is re-
quired by the welfare of the State.  Everything that in any
way excites the desires and passions must be kept at a dis-
tance in education, including dramatic representations and
the repetition of the fables about the gods, which form the sub-
ject matter of thedrama. So surprising a phenomenon as this
at first sight is, that one who is the poet among philosophers
should prefer mere useful handicraft to art (the réxvn xpnoopém
and wovjcovsa to the mwunoouéry), is to be explained by the wild
demoralization Plato noticed among the frequenters of the
theatre. He had shown in the Republic how a State in which
the philosophers rule, flourishes in times of peace, and com-
bines justice and happiness; the fragmentary Cyitias was
intended to show how it approved itself also in war, by an
example taken from the history of Athens in an imaginary
antiquity, when it conquered the far larger State of Atlantis,
dominated by Oriental magnificence and sensuousness.

5. Plato very well perceives that aristocracy is possible only
when the extent of the State is small. Hence he requires
that the guardians, by their superintendence of the conclu-
sions of marriage, should regulate not only the excellence of
the births, but their numbers also, by prohibitions of marriage
and in other ways. And apart from mathematical reasons
indicated by the Platonic numbers, the difficulties of which
have become proverbial (cf. Fries in his earlier treatise:
Platow’s Zakl., Heidelb., 1823, and his Geschichte der Philo-
sophie, i. 375 ff.), he regards (in the Laws) 5040 as the best
number of households. Thirty-five of these would form a
¢parpia, and twelve ¢parplac a ¢uhi; and the whole State
would consist of twelve ¢/Aa:, or tribes. The neglect of
necessary precautions with regard to the normal growth of
the State, etc., causes the degeneracy even of the best States;
and hence Plato adds a brief pathology of the State to his
explicit physiology. The corruptions of the State accurately
correspond to immoral conditions of the individual. Thus,
Oligarchy, in which the rich rule, corresponds to the passion-
ately ambitious character; democracy, with its equality and
mere semblance of liberty, to the man distracted by conflicting
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desires. Finally, justas in the axohasros a single desire at last
overpowers the man, so democracy everywhere ends in the
tyranny, which is the worst form of State, just as the aristo-
cratic monarchy is the best.

6. And yet this despotism, the worst of the corruptions ot
the State, contained features which were not displeasing to
Plato. For although he does not admit that his State is
absolutely impracticable, he yet perceived that the existing
State of Athens did not afford the conditions of its realization.
A new generation, educated apart from that then living,
would alone be capable to submit itself voluntarily to a con-
stitution such as Plato has in mind.  But since the exist-
ing generation would already have to be reasonable in order
to assent to such an education of their children, the only
escape out of this circle would seem to be, that a despot who
was also a lover of wisdom should introduce all these insti-
tutions by force. Perhaps, too, Plato had in his mind the
attitude of Pisistratus towards the Solonian constitution, when
he made an attempt to win over the younger Dionysius to
philosophy. The failure of this attempt did not lead him to
despair of the feasibility of his proposals. And that they
might be adapted to the given conditions without the tyrant
as the deus ex mackina, was probably what the works which
were either written or sketched after the Republic attempted
toshow. Thus the Hermocrates, which is connected with the
Critias, was perhaps intended to show that, at least in the
States of Doric organization, like the Sicilian cities combined by
Hermocrates,this aim might be realized by wise reforms. And,
just as though the older he became, the more he wished to see
the germs of better things, which he could no longer hope to
plant in Sicily, spring up nearer home, he finally makes an
attempt to show, in the ZLaws, that, even in his own corrupt
times, if in founding a Doric colony, regard is shown also
for Attic culture, a State might come into being which would
not indeed be the rational State described in the Republic, but
the second best—a State based upon laws, in which good laws
would take the place of the philosophic rulers that could dis-
pense with laws. This attitude of concession to the evil of
reality, displayed in the description of the State in the Laws,
involving as its necessary consequence popular reflections in
astyle condescending to the level of the ordinary conscious-
ness, must not be regarded as due merely to Plato’s ex-
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periences in the field of politics and hence as confined to this
sphere.  Rather it goes hand in hand with an increasing
perception of the impossibility of attaining to the individual
Ideas in a purely dialectical way, and of descending from them
to things. The desire of filling up the gulf between the ideal
and the real which had induced him (§ 77, 2) to obtain assist-
ance from a science, mathematics, rooted only in dudvoia, causes
him here also to lower his demands. The chief character-
istic of the Laws, as compared with the Kepudlzc, is a gloomy
view of the world that often borders upon bitterness, and
finally goes astray even to the extent of supposing, although
in brief hints, the existence of an evil World-soul, a prin-
ciple of disorder by the side of the order that sways the
world, confusing all things. This tone is generated by the
distrust of the possibility of realizing the ideal which the
Athenian lawgiver (Plato) produces in the Cretan and the
Lacedemonian. And yet many things had already been
given up which had still been required in the Republic. The
community of property and wives is absent in the Laws, as is
the caste-like separation of the orders, for which there is sub-
stituted a division into four classes based upon property.
Other matters which, on a higher estimate of mankind, he
might have expected as a matter of course, such as the
participation of the higher classes in the elections, he finds it
necessary to secure to his supposed State by the threat of
punishments. In fact, so large a number of laws is enacted,
that it is evident how little he thinks may be left to the native
genius of the rulers. When one compares the Laws with the
Republic, one can hardly be surprised that denials of the
Platonic origin of the latter continue to be heard.

7. But even in moods like that in which the interpolated
passage in the gth book of the Republic, in which he resigns
himself to the impracticability of his ideal, or like that in which
the Laws were written, Plato does not attain to the same
pitch of despairing renunciation with which Glaucus, in the
second book of the Republic, lays down the principle that in-
justice leads to welfare, and that the wholly just man must be
prepared to suffer ill-treatment of all sorts, and finally death
on the cross. On the contrary, the disharmony between what
is and what ought to be, is, to Plato, resolved by retribution
after death.  The possibility of this was established by his
belief in immortality. And conversely Plato, like Cicero, and
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later, Kant, regards the necessity of retribution hereafter as a
fresh proof in favour of immortality. In the Repuélic this doc-
trine is chiefly established by the argument, that if even its own
illness and corruption, viz., evil, does not destroy the soul, the
illness and corruption of something else, ze. the body, can do
so still less. Hence, in addition to the reward which lies in
virtue itself, and makes it impossible that the virtuous should
aver be entirely miserable, it also involves the consequence
“hat when the circle of life begins afresh, the truly virtuous
man will choose such a lot as will really promote his progress.
And the fact that it is not the fault of the gods but of the man
himself, which dooms him to this or that lot, serves both as a
consolation for and as an explanation of many a disproportion.
Man's present lot is the result of his own choice, made in
accordance with the nature he had acquired in a previous
existence. The second half of the 10th book of the Republic
may be called the first attempt at a theodicy, in which the
Deity is secured against all appearance either of injustice or
of an arbitrary interference with the sphere of human liberty,
by means of the assertion of the pre-existence and future
existence of the soul. The parallelism between the natural
and the moral, which often comes into prominence in Plato,
here rises to a real harmony.

§ 8o.
PLaT0’s ScHOOL.

Plato’s school, called the Acadeny after the locality in which
it was first established, and the o/der Academy in opposition
to later modifications of Platonism, was by his own wish
handed over to the guidance of Speusippus, his sister’s son.
After seven years it passed to Xenocrates, who presided over
it for fifteen years. The prominence of the doctrine of number
and of a certain learned tendency common to both of these
men, would perhaps appear less of a deviation from Plato,
if more were known about his verbal lectures, especially in his
later days, than it does while one thinks only of his dialogues.
The greater stress laid upon the mathematical element compels
the retirement of the teleological element into the background.
Hence the reproach made against Speusippus at an early time,
that he was a mere physicist. The division of philosophy
into Dialectic, Physics, and Fthics, ascribed to Xenocrates, is
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so clearly implied in the Platonic system, that it is hard to
believe that it should not have been expressly stated by
Plato. Even if it was not, we shall hardly be able to regard
it as a great discovery. His assumption of a neutral inter-
mediary between good and evil indicates a cautious man not
to be satisfied by hap-hazard classification, as might have been
expected from the disciple “ who required the spur.” Besides
these there may be mentioned as personal disciples of Plato,
Heraclides from Pontus, Philippus of Opus, the editor of the
Platonic Laws and the author of the ZEpinomis, Hestizeus of
Perinthus, and Eudoxus of Knidus : Polemo, the successor of
Xenocrates, Crates and Crantor already belong to the follow-
ing generation, which had been educated by Xenocrates. The
disciple of Crantor was Arcesilaus, who founded the new
Academy (v. § 101).

Diog. Laert. IV. c. 1~5. Ritter and Preller, § 281-292.

§ 81

The legacy of Greece to mankind for all time, the sense for
- beauty and for knowledge, is nowhere felt in a more concen-
trated form than in Plato. Platonism appears as the most
Greek of all philosophies, since it does not, like the Ionian
and Eleatic doctrines that preceded it, reflect merely a single
peculiarity of a single stock, but has included within itself all
previous philosophy, and reflects the Greek spirit as a whole.
For this same reason it cannot arise until not only in the colo-
nies of Ionia and Magna Greacia, but in Greece generally,
the freshness of life is fading and dying away. And no re-
gretful longing for the glories of the past,of which the plaintive
elegy reaches our ears in the writings of Plato, can arrest the
wheel of fate. The era of Greece has come to an end. To
wrest from her hands the sceptre of the world, and thus to
play the intermediary in its transition to Rome, was the des-
tiny of the ephemeral supremacy of a people which was
Greek and yet so unlike the Greeks, and which as in a dream
anticipated the approaching universal empire of Rome. Philip,
who deprived the Greeks of their reputation for invincibility,
and his still greater son, who, by delivering the treasures of
Greek culture to the East, robbed the Greeks of their true
palladium, the consciousness of being the intellectual &7t of
mankind, both of these dealt a mortal blow to Hellenism.
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But a time in which this new principle obtains acceptance can
no longer content itself with the world-formula of a philo-
sopher who dreams of a State great by its smaliness. A
thinker is required capable of educating a king who subjects
three continents, and who, just as his pupil does not hold the
East in too great contempt to reside in it, himself does not
consider anything too bad to be investigated, nor regards the
conquest and amassing of all the treasures of knowledge as a
robbery committed on the genius of philosophy. The poeti-
cal creativeness of Plato must be superseded by the collecting
industry of Aristotle.

§ 82

But here also it must be shown, that in addition to the
necessity of a new philosophic system in the history of the
world, Platonism itself required to be transcended, and that
in the direction of an advance towards Aristotelianism. The
first requirement is satisfied as soon as it is shown that his
system cannot fulfil the demands Plato himself makes upon
the true system: the second, if it should appear that Aristotle
fulfils them to a greater extent. In the programme of his dialec-
tical investigations Plato had promised to go beyond all one-
sided oppositions,especially that of physiologers and metaphysi-
cians, whom he calls the adherents of the Many and of the One.
Accordingly, when he attempts to mediate, not between the.
Eleatics as the representatives of the one extreme, and those of
the other, such as Anaximenes, but between them and Heracli-
tus, to whom, in agreement with Plato’s own example (2. § 41,
supra), there had been assigned the position of a metaphysica

- physiologer, it is evident that even if this undertaking bad
proved successful, the metaphysical element would have been
favoured, and the physiological neglected. Besides this, how-
ever, it cannot be denied that in combining the doctrines ot
the Eleatics and Heracliteans by far the greater stress is laid
upon the Eleatic element, so that matter is the non-existent,
just as with the Eleatics; and thus physics also, thoughnot called
a doctrine of false appearances outright, remains only a pro-
bable myth. Hence it is not surprising that Aristotle, who
dislikes the Eleatics, whose favourite science is physics, and
who in it makes so much use of Anaximander and Heraclitus
that Schleiermacher might have extended the reproach he

VOL. L K
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brings against Aristotle, of plagiarism from Heraclitus, also
to Anaximander, should look down upon the Platonic doctrine
of transcendent Ideas as a one-sided exaggeration, and should
condemn it with the same words Plato had uttered concerning
the ultra-Eleatic Megarians.

SIXTH DIVISION.

Eristotle.
Diog. Lacert., v. 4. Ritter and Preller : § 293-355.

§ 83.
LiFE OF ARISTOTLE.

"Apwororéhovs Blos wkar ‘Apubviov (Ammonii vita Aristolelis) *Apiororélovs
Bios kai auyypdpara adrod (Anonymi vita Aristotelis). (Both in Didot’s
ed. of Diogenes Laert.). Franc. Patritius: Discussionum peripatetica
rumomi IV, Basil. 1581,fol. A. Stahr: Aristotelia. 2 vols. Halle,

1830-32.
ArisToTLE, the son of Nicomachus, was born in Ol g9, 1
(385 B.C.), at Stagirus, afterwards called Stagira, a city of
Thrace, and later of Macedonia. His father, and also his
grandfather, Machaon, were physicians; and this profession,
as is made probable by the legend of his descent from Ascle-
pius, may long have been hereditary in the family. And just
as this explains his early inclination to natural science, so the
fact that Nicomachus had been physician to Philip’s father
explains his later connection with the royal house of Mace-
don. Having early lost his father, Aristotle, at the age of
seventeen, became the pupil of Plato, his senior by forty-five
years, whose lectures at that time were probably strongly
Pythagorean in tone. Aristotle’s later attacks on the Platonic
doctrine were a continuation of a tendency he displayed at an
early age, of going beyond his master (who hence thought he
required the “rein”), and gave occasion to the accusation of
ingratitude frequently made against him. They refer, how
ever, chiefly to the Platonic doctrine as it was developed in
these lectures,and not as it exists in his writings. In Plato’s life-
time Aristotle was a teacher only of rhetoric, in opposition to
Isocrates.  After Plato’s death he went, together with Xeno-
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crates, to Hermeias the tyrant of Atarneus, and afterwards
married the daughter of the latter’'s brother. At Mytilene,
whither he had retired after the death of Hermeias, he re-
ceived Philip’s request that he should undertake the education
of Alexander, then thirteen years old. For four years Aris-
totle was something more than the tutor to a prince ordinarily
is, and then remained in Macedonia for four years longer, as he
was on very good terms with his pupil, although his Natural
History does not exactly confirm the story that the latter sent
him rare beasts from the East. This harmony seems to have
been interrupted only when Callisthenes, the nephew of Aris-
totle, had fallen ‘a victim to the king's distrust in Bactra, as
an adherent of the old Greek party ; but by this time Aristotle
had exchanged his residence in Macedonia for Athens. There
he presided over the Lyceum, or Peripatetic school, which re-
ceived the former name from the temple of Apollo Lyceus, in
front of which,—the latter from the colonnades in which,—he
is said to have delivered his lectures; although it was formerly
venerally supposed that the name of the Peripatetics arose
from Aristotle’s habit of teaching while walking up and down.
This, however, did not last for more than thirteen years. For
when Eurymedon, to the delight of the enemies of Macedon,
came forward with an accusation against Aristotle, the latter
deprived Athens of the opportunity of “ sinning for the second
time against philosophy,” by withdrawing from the city. He
died at Chalcis not long after, in Ol. 114, 2 (322 B.C.).

§ 84.
Tae WRITINGS OF ARISTOTLE.

Brandis : De perditis Avrislotelis de idess libris. Bonnee, 1823. The same :
Ucber das Schicksal der Arist. Schriften, in the Rhein. Mus., 1827, 1., pp.
236 ff. E. Heitz : Die verlorenen Schrifien des Aristoteles.  Leipz. 1365.

The antithesis between Plato and Aristotle, which an-
nounced itself in their external appearance, is visible no less in
their mode of feeling and thinking, and also in their style and
their treatment of scientific problems. And.it is shown also
in the fact that while all Plato’s writings are exoteric, z.e. works
of art intended for a more extended public, Aristotle’s are all
esoteric, z.¢., intended for the school. Aristotle indeed wrote
other works also, to which he frequently refers as * exoteric
discussions " ; but in spite-of the laudatory testimony of Cicero
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to the dialogues of Aristotle, and their masterly defence by
Bernays (Dze Dialoge des Aristoteles, Berlin, 1853), it was mot
perhaps an injustice of fortune that just these should have been
lost. A great deal of what has been preserved was probably
written down in brief during the lectures, and afterwards used
to guide a new course, which would explain the cross re-
ferences. Nevertheless, although the condition in which the
Aristotelian writings have come down to us, is in some cases
bad enough, it is better than might be expected, if the story told
by Strabo of the fortunes of the manuscripts of Aristotle were
true of the original from which our editions are copted. Even
the Metaphysics, in the case of which Glaser is ready to admit
the truth of the story, would, if it were so, probably present a
still more melancholy spectacle than now. Brandis has shown
by reference to ancient lists, and by other indications, how
great a part of Aristotle’s writings has been lost. Those that
have been preserved cannot be arranged chronologically,
but only with reference to their place in the system. The
incorrect place assigned to the Metaphysics in all editions is
past remedy, as it has given its name to the book. Of
editions there may be mentioned the Aldine, the ediZi0 princeps
(Venet. 1495-89, 5 vols. fol.),the Basel of 1531, the Paris Greek
and Latin of 1629 (2 vols. fol.), that of Buhle (Zweibriicken,
8vo), which however came to a stand-still, and above all the
one undertaken by J. Bekker and Brandis * at the request of

* As the first two volumes of the Berlin edition, which contain the Greek
text (the third contains a Latin version, the fourth extracts from the older
commentators) are paged continuously, the quotation of references may be
abbreviated by following the example of Waitz and others, and giving only
the page. Hence, by supplying first the following list of all the writings of
Aristotle, it becomes easy to see at once from the number of the page, from
what writing a quotation is made.

(1) The so-called Organon of later times contains (p. 1-184) : xaryyopias a’
(Categoria), p- 1-15; wepl éppnvelas d (de inlerpretatione), p. 17-24; "Avalvrikd &
(Analytica priora e posteriora); wpérepa B, p. 24~70 ; vorepa B, p. 71-100,
Tomixa 0 ( Topica VIIL), p. 100-164 ; wepl coPrarikay Enéyxwv o (de Sophisticis
elenchis), p. 164-184. The physical writings come next (z), and contain:
dvowy akpdacs O (Physica auscullatio, ox Physica VII1.), p. 184-267 ; mepi
obpaved & (de celo IV.), p. 268-313 ; wepl yevévews kal pbopis B (de gener. et
corrupt. 1), p. 314-338; Merewporoyxd & (Meteorologica 1V), p. 338-3990,
wepl koopod (de mundo), p. 391-401 ; wepl Yuxis y' (de anima 111),p. 402
435 ; mept aloBioews ral alobyrav, wept pyipns Kot dvapvioews, Tepl vmvov kal
éypyydprews, wepi drumvivy, mepi paxpofidTyTos kai BpaxvBidtyros, epi vedryros kai
yipws, mepl {wijs kol Bavdrov,mepl dvamvoijs ( Parva naturalia),p. 436~486 ; wepi7d
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the Berlin Academy (1831-35, 4 vols. 4to). The value of
the last has been doubled by the excellent Judex Aristotelicus
of Bonitz (Berl. 1870).

ARIsTOTLE'S DOCTRINES.

F. Biese : Die Philosophie des Aristoteles. Derlin, 1835-43. 2 vols. H. Donitz .
Aristotelische Studien, i.—v. Wien., 1862-66.

§ 8s.
INTRODUCTORY. - THE ARTICULATION OF THE SYSTEM.

1. ALtHoucH those who reduce the difference between the
doctrines of Plato and Aristotle -to a merely formal one, and
thus regard the latter as a mere re-modelling of the former,
go much too far, this one-sided view must not be neglected
in opposition to the contrary extreme, which sets them over
against each other as the representatives of Idealism and
Realism, of Rationalism and Empiricism. And it does not
impair the respect due to Aristotle, while it facilitates the
understanding of his doctrines, if it is shown in a greater
number of points than is commonly done, that the philoso-
pher, not the least of whose glory consists in having learnt
much, should have learnt much from none other than Plato.
Hence it will be necessary at the outset to refer to Plato’s
delimitation  of philosophy (§ 76, 1), in order to -appreciate

s

{ga ioopiar  (Historia animalium X.), p. 486-638 ; wepl Edwv poplwv & (de
partibus animalium IV.), p. 639-697 ; wepl {dwv kmjoews (de motu anima-
lium), p. 698-704 ; wepi mwopeias {wwv (de incessu animalium ) P 704—714 ; wepi
Loy yevéoeos € (de generatione animalium V. ), - 715-789. In the second
volume there follow first some smaller physical treatises (mepi xpopdrov,
Tepl drovoThy, Puoloyropukd, mepl purdyv 3 wepl  Bavpacior drovopdrov,
ppxovikd), p. 791-858 ; mpoBhipara Ny ([LFroblemata 38), p. 869-967 ; wepi
drdpwy ypopudv (de insecabilibus lineis), p. 968-972 ; "Avépwy Oéoes kal wpocs-
yoplaw (ventorum situs et appellationes), p. 973. Then after wepl Eevoddvovs,
Ziwwvos kai Topyiov (de Xenophane Zenone et Gorgia), p. 974-980, there come
3) Té pers 7 puowd v (Metaphysica X1V.), p. 98o-10g3. Then follow (4)
his ethical writings, p. 1094-1353, Z.e., Hbwd Nuwopdyxea & (Ethica ad
Nicomachum X.), p. 1094-1181 ; HOwd peydda B (Magna moralia /1), p.
1181-1213 ; 'Héwka Evdipa o' (Ethica ad Eudemum VIL), p. 1214-1249 (the
4th, sth, and 6th books are wanting) ; mept dperdv «al kaxidy (de virtutibus et
2itits), p. 1249-1251 ; ohirkd O (Politica VIIL), p. 1252-1342 ; Olxovopxd
B (Economica I1.), p. 1343-1353. Finally (5) the writings on rhetoric and
poetics ; Téxvy pyropucyy ¥ (Rhetorica I11.), p. 1354-1420; ‘Pyyropiky) wpos
"ANétavSpov ( Rhetorica ad Alexandrum), p. 1420-1447 ; mepl wovqrucijs (Loetica),
P. T447-1402.
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properly the procedure of Aristotle in. this mattér. In con-
nection with the fact that the instinct to know is naturally
inherent in man, Aristotle shows (p. 980 f.) that perception
(aloOnows) is the first grade of knowledge, and that it is con-
cerned with the particular(xad’ &agrov,the Tovro or Tdde of Plato).
In consequence of repeated perceptions, and the re-cognition .
based on memory, this becomes experience (éuwepia, a term
already found in Plato). Experience is already concerned
- with the universal (xafdhov, p. 100), although the object of ex-

perience may in its turn be called particular, in comparison
with the higher universal of knowledge proper. The defect
of experience, which it shares with perception, is, that it deals
only with the actual fact (é7¢), not with its reasons (& 7).
Hence both are surpassed by theoretical understanding (+éxvn),
which includes a knowledge of the reason, and hence already
the possibility of instruction. (In dealing with this third
degree of knowledge, Plato had always thought of the mathe-
matician, whereas Aristotle thinks rather of the theoretically
trained physician; in other respects his wéxyy corresponds
pretty well to Plato’s davara.) If, however, one does not rest
content with the first reasons reached, but seeks and finds the
principles (&pxai) underlying them, there arises knowledge
proper, or philosophy. For Aristotle does not, like Plato, dis-
tinguish between eogie and (jx?\?a—o(p[a. Since, then, the prin-
ciple is above all the universal! by which he means not only
that which is common to all (kara wavrds), but also the thing as
such, or the conception that creates it}\ (the ka8’ aiTd), and since
knowing a thing by its reasons, is equivalent to knowing that it
cannot be otherwise, universality and necessity are the proper
marks of philosophic cognition (p. 88). And, as in Plato,
wonder, the feeling of not knowing and not understanding is
to Aristotle also the beginning of philosophy, and philosophy
that which puts an end to this feeling. And whereas wonder
is an attitudé of dependence, philosophic knowledge is free
and independent, in which that which knows, knows only itself.
Thus in a way cognition is identical with its object, and the
vovs itself with the vorre (pp. 429-431). Philosophy is, however,
independent also in this sense, that it serves nothing, and”
therefore no practical purpose. And it arises, as Plato had
remarked of the writing of history, only when men attain to
leisure.  Philosophy inquires for the sake of knowing alone,
and hence, though there may be arts more useful, there is none
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more excellent. Indeed, it may even be called divine, in the
two senses that it is practised by the Deity, and that it is con-
cerned about God.

2. And Aristotle, like Plato, not only defines philosophy
as against the unphilosophic point of view, but also defines
true philosophy as against other philosophic views. But in
so doing he pays little attention to the sophistic position,
as having been long ago refuted by Plato. He treats it con-
temptuously, regards the Sophists as mere money-makers,
. their fallacies as mere deceptions, etc. Similarly, the smaller
Socratic schools are already sufficiently remote to be referred
to but rarely. - But the real opponent to be combated is the Pla-
tonic dialectician. He regards dialectic, not indeed as a false,
but as a subordinate art, since it only attempts what sophis-
try pretends to be able to do, and what philosophy possesses
and knows (p. 1004). Almost with the same words with*'which
Plato had opposed the extravagant claims of mathematics,
Aristotle reproaches dialectic with dependence -on assump-
tions. Philosophy, on the other hand, made no assumptions ;
and thus dialectic could only make things probable, and
persuade, whereas philosophy proved and convinced. Hence
philosophy deals with knowledge and truth, dialectic with
opinion and probability (p. 104). It is, however, indispensable
in preliminary investigations, in which alone it finds a proper
_place. Thus, while in Plato to philosophize dialectically had
been equivalent to philosophizing rightly, Aristotle used -
diakexricads and kevads as synonyms. Thus Aristotle, adopt-
ing towards dialectic almost the same attitude that Plato had
adopted towards the Sophists, or at least towards the Socra-
tists, regards philosophy as the science of first principles, ze.
of universals, proceeding, not by the way of hypotheses, but
by thag of proof. ,

3. With.respect to the articulation of his system, both the
tradition that he divided his doctrines into theoretical and
practical, and also the one that he divided them into logic,
physics, and ethics, can claim the support of dicta of his own.
The two, however, are reconciled by extending the first, so
as to include a third science, that of production (woinots) (pp.
145, 1025), and by supposing that in the case of the theoretic
science, which perhaps was alone called philosophy, and
which was to include Oeohoyws} (in later times called Aoyuwif) as
the 7rpa'>‘rn, and (j)vqucrj as the SGUTE,[)Q‘ (j)t?\oa’o(})t’a, and maBnuarua)
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as the third (p. 1026), Aristotle left the last practically
untouched, and that the same holds good of the third main
division of the system which was to consider the wowiv. In
this way his actual doctrines would all be reduced either to
logic, or to physics, or to ethics (cf. p. 105). His “analytical”
. investigations, however, do not fit into any of these three
divisions. They do not, however, lose the great importance
Aristotle attached to them, if one follows a hint given by
himself, and the example of his successors, and regards them
as the indispensable instrument (dpyavor) of the scientific in-
vestigations proper. And they are connected in the following
manner with the above-mentioned distinction of sophistic,
dialectic, and apodeictic thought, v7z. that the treatise on the
Fallacies, shows how the Sophists are to be dealt with, the
Topics how argumentation and discussion are to be managed,
and finally the Hermeneutic and the two Analytics, what is
the shape taken by scientific proof. The treatise on the
Categories thereupon prepares the transition to the Funda-
mental Science, ze., to the sciences which Aristotle already in-
cludes in philosophy proper, and which for this same reason
he no longer calls ‘“analytical,” but designates by other
names, among which that of logical also occurs.

§ 86.

Tue ANALYTICAL INVESTIGATIONS OF ARISTOTLE.

Trendelenburg : Elementa logices Aristotelew.  Berol. 1836 (5th ed. 1862).
Erlduterungen to this, Berl. 1842, T. Waitz : Aristotelis Organon, 2 vols.
Leipz. 1844-46. C. Prantl: Geschihte der Logik im Abendiande. 1st
vol. Leipz. 1855 (2nd 1861, 3rd 1867) [Vol. IV., 1870.—Eb.].

1. As Aristotle does not distinguish thought and speech
in the way now done, but includes both thought and language
under Adyos, and moreover regards thoughts, and consequently
also words, as éuotwuara Tdv TPAYRATWY (as Plato had -called them
the dnAduara), we can understand that the rules discovered by
the analysis of the sentence at once acquire a logical in ad-
dition to their grammatical meaning, vzz., that of being the
forms of correct thought, and finally, more or less consistently,
that of being r garded as the laws of real existence. This
last aspect does not indeed altogether disappear, but is very
much obscured, in the treatise wepl épunvelas, which would
have been better rendered by de enunciatione, rather than by
de tnterpretatione (pp. 16-24). In it, after defining a word as
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a Qwwy oypavricy kara ouicgy, and thus distinguishing it from
sounds merely expressive of feeling, Aristotle defines the sen-
tence (Adyos), in verbal agreement with Plato, as a combina-
tion of words (svumhoxy puvav). He proceeds however at once
to distinguish sentences .which contain no assertion, such as
requests, from those that do, and in which, consequently, the
question of truth and falseness can arise. The latter he calls
judgments (Aéyot dmopavricol, or dropdvses, or in the Analytics
Tporases, sudicia) and proves of them, as Plato had done be-
fore him, that they necessarily consist of a name (évoua) and a
verb (piua), of which the former expresses the Umoxeluevoy
(substans, subjectum) the latter the rarryopoiuevor (predica-
tum). It is shown at the same time, that a real connection
between them only takes place when the verb has a wréous, z.e.
is inflected ; but that which is indicated by the inflexion may
be effected also by a separate word (elvar), which in that case
indicates merely that the subject and predicate belong to-
gether (svyxeioBa, hence afterwards swder & and ultimately
copula), and hence belongs equally to the dvora and to the
pima (hence, afterwards, verbum substantivum). 1f, then, the
Judgment consists of three words by the separation of the
copula, the predicate may either include the subject as a part
of itself, and is then asserted of the subject as something it
embraces (xaf’ Jwoxetuévov), or conversely it may state some:
thing which is found in the subject, and inheres in it as its
substratum  (év vrocetnévp). It is clear that in the former
class of subsuming judgments, Aristotle is thinking of cases
where the predicate is a substantive, in the latter, indicating
inherence, of cases where it isan adjective. And according as
in a judgment the predicate is asserted or denied of the subject,
and a lca'rnyépmu.a xaTa Or amd Twos takes place, itis a Ica'rofq)acrts‘
or arépacis. The former is also called mpdrasts karnyopui
{(judicium positivum), the latter oreprruni (7. negativum). The
fact that Aristotle noticed that the place of the subject might
be taken also by an évoua édpioror, such as duk-dvBpwmos, and the
place of the predicate by a piua dopiorov, as ov-rpéxew, and, that
the first translators rendered adpioror by infinitum instead of
indefinitum, brought about the assertion of a third case (and
why not a fourth ?), in addition to the only two possible,
which was called the judicium infinitum. Besides the dis-
tinction between affirmative and negative judgments, Aristotle
also considers that between those that assert something uni-
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versally (& kaBohov amopases kat Ka'ra(pda'etg) and those that do
so only in part (called év péper in'the Analytics, ka8’ &aorov in
the de interp.). By combining what is said about the quality
and the quantity of judgments, the rules as to the opposition of
two judgments are obtained. An affirmative and a negative
judgment are arriceineva (gpposita) : this however they may be,
cither dvriparicds (contradictorie), when one merely destroys the
other, or évavriws (contrarie), when it further substitutes another
assertion, . This latter opposition is also called é diauérpov, and
takes place between the universal affirmative and the univer-
sal negative. At this point, too, Aristotle introduces the laws
of Contradiction and Excluded Middle, which he generally justi-
fies by the argument (always used by Plato), that otherwise the
meaning of a word would not be fixed. Connected with the
investigation of the opposition of judgments, and combined
with it, is that of their modality. Stress is justly laid on the
fact that modal judgments are really compound (suumhexduevar),
and the question is thoroughly discussed, how the possible
can have opposed to it, not only the impossible but also the
necessary, etc. The fact that the word évdexduevor is here used
in opposition to dévarov and ‘waykaior, while it is used in the
Analytics to designate the possible, has induced some to
assume that Aristotle made a distinction between logical and
real possibility. Others, however, dispute this.

2. With regard to the doctrine of the Syllogism, or in-
ference, Aristotle  was induced to lay such great stress upon
it, not only by the fact that he was the first to work it out
(p. 184), but also because his theory of demonstration is based
upon it, and demonstration, as we saw, is the chief object of
analytical inquiries. Hence the work in which he treats of
the syllogism is called par excellence va avanvrida. We shall
consider, to begin with, only the "Ava\vrika wpdrepa (p. 24-
70). They are the most elaborated part of the whole Organon.
The syllogism (suAXeyiouds) having been first defined as a
proposition in which a new result follows necessarily from
certain presuppositions, inquiries are undertaken to determine
what judgments may be converted, and how. Thereupon the
essential elements of the syllogism are considered. The two
wpordoes ( pramisse) contain the -dxpa (extrema) and the
pos péros (terminus medius). 'The former, the Gpos mpiros or
axpev perlov (terminus major), and the Spos éryaTos or axpov éNar-
Tov (ferminus minor), form the predicate and subject, respect-
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ively, in the a'v,u.7re{paa'p.a (conc/usz'o) ; the middle term, on the
other hand, which contains the ground of their combination,
disappears. It is the middle term, however, the soul of the
syllogism, that determines the true nature of the process.
According as it occupies the middle, the highest, and the
lowest place in respect of comprehension and is Oéser uéoos,
Tpwros or éoxaros (z.c., posttione medius, supremus, or infil v mus),
there result the three different oxiuara ( froure), of the syllo-
gism, the only three possible. The first of these has the
greatest scientific value, because it can produce universal
affirmative conclusions, while the second can give only nega-
tive, and the third only particular conclusions, inasmuch as
science is concerned with the universal, and the positive and
direct proof has greater force than the negative and in-
direct. Hence Aristotle already strives to reduce the infer-
ences of the other figures to the first. Reduction is effected by
him in the case of all the four moods of the second and the six
of the third figure by dvricrpéper (conversio) and dmraywyy eis
adivarov (reductio ad impossibile); thus the fourteen possible
moods of the later logicians and the reductions of the ten
later ones to one of the first four, are already found in
Aristotle. A very thorough inquiry into the way the matter
is affected by the varying modality of the premisses, shows
how little he shrank from dry inquiries, if they went to the
bottom of the matter. Connected with these are hints as to
how to discover the right middle terms, and as to the way
of discovering flaws in syllogisms, by resolving them, etc.
They continue to the end of the first book, and in the second
follow inquiries which belong no longer to elementary, but to
applied logic. He there investigates whether a true con-
clusion can be derived from false premisses, why from a false
conclusion the falsity of one at least of the premisses may be
inferred, what are the cases in which, and the limits within
which a conclusion may, in a circular proof, be made into a
-premiss, in order to prove a premiss, or its contrary be made
mto- a premiss in order to disprove it. The error of the
ev-apxn aireioOa ( petitio principiz, it should be called conclusionis
orw principio) s also considered, and a transition is then made
to the inferences which, without being strict demonstrations,
‘nevertheless produce belief. The chief of these is éraywys
(iz‘mductzb), which he compares with the third figure, as it infers
the ‘universal by means of the particular. Still less cogency
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is conceded to the example (wapaderyua), which he does not
distinguish stringently from the procedure by analogy, and
which in his view belongs especially to the domain of rhetoric,
where it takes the place of induction, in a manner precisely
similar to the substitution of the é/8iunua, or probable inference,
for the strict syllogism. ‘

Cf. Heyder: Kritische Darstellung und Vergleichung der Aristotelischen und
Hegelschen Dialektik. Erlangen, 184s.

5. The 'Avadvrica Jo7epa (pp. 71-100) display a degree
of finish far inferior to that of the investigations so far men-
tioned, and were probably collected after Aristotle’s death
from his literary remains. They contain what has been aptly
called his contributions to the methodology of science.
Thus, since all scientific knowledge is demonstrative, ze.,
as we have seen, proved by syllogism, it must be pre-
ceded by one which is of acknowledged certainty, and on
which it is based. In order to arrive at such knowledge, two
methods are possible ; one, when the starting-point is a datum
of perception, from which an universal is inferred, which is the
essence of inductive procedure, the other when the universal
is the starting-point, from which a descent is made to the par-
ticular, which is what Aristotle designates as the syllogistic
procedure. The two are opposed, in that the one starts from
the wpos duas wparov, that which is the first and most
certain thing for the subject, and passes on to that which is
the first in itself (¢pioec or Aéyw or damhés wpérepoy), whereas in
the other, the reverse order is adopted. (Where wpdrepor and
darepov are found without qualification, the mpos #uas, not the
¢voer, should be understood. Besides, Aristotle also formulates
the antithesis of the first for us,’ and the ‘first assuch,” so that
what comes last in the analysis, comes first in its genesis [p.
1112]) But although the inductive procedure is more per-
suasive, the deductive is more scientific. It can moreover aim
either at determining #4af a thing is, and then it produces a
demonstration, or at determining w/at it is, when it leads on to
its opiopds (definitio). He considers first the demonstration, and
shows thatit is an inference from true and necessary premisses,
and for this same reason is applicable only to things universal
and eternal, and in every science rests upon certain principles
and axioms which that science cannot demonstrate; and fur-
ther that the universal and affirmative, and the direct, demon-
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strations deserve preference, and also the reason why this
should be the case, etc. Then he passes to definition, and
justifies its inclusion in the syllogistic method by showing that
true definition contains the ground of the thing defined, ze. a
middle term. Thus the definition of an eclipse of the moon,
“darkness due to the interposition of the carth,” may easily be
brought into the form of a syllogism. To this requircment
of definition is added the formal requirement which Aristotle
does not seem to have attempted to connect with the former,
viz. that the definition must contain the specific difference
in addition to the genus. This presupposes division, which,
though very important, cannot be substituted for deduction, as
in Plato. There follow positive and negative rules respecting
definition. '

Cf. Kihn: D: wotionis definitione qualem Aristoteles constituerit, Halle.
1844. Rassow: Aristotelis de notionis definitione doclrina. Berol. 1845.

4. But there are limits to the process of demonstrating and
defining, for no knowledge would be possible, cither if it moved
in a circle, or also if it continued ad 2nfinztum, without end, pur-
nose, or aim. These limits are twofold, since there exists that
which stands above all demonstration and definition, and also
that which lies beneath it. Thus, the object of sense-perception
lies beneath both, for it cannot be demonstrated as being
contingent, nor defined as containing innumerable character-
istics (p. 1039). On the other hand, the most universal genera
and principles, the simplicity of which does not admit of defi-
nition, and the indubitable axioms, possessing immediate certi-
tude, transcend both definition and demonstration. And every
science contains such immediate judgments, superior to demon-
stration ; and this is the case also in the science of the ulti-
mate grounds, which transcends all the rest and demonstrates
the principles that could not be proved within the limits of
the subordinate sciences. And just as perception was the -
organ for the particular and contingent, so it is the vols that at-
tains to these-tmmediately certain judgmenfS, and thereby trans-
cends émomiun, or mediate cognition. It grasps its object by
an intuition which is not sensible, but rather comparable with
that by which the mathematician masters his fundamental
conceptions (p. 1142). And just as each sense is limited to the
sensations peculiar to it ; so the reason is limited to the dm\d,
which are incapable of further derivation. Moreover, there is
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not in this sphere, in which the known is grasped immediately,
a distinction between knowing truly and knowing falsely, as
in the case of mediate cognition, but only a question of know-
ing or not knowing.  Similarly, too, the distinction between
the #4af and the w/at, the existence of a thing and its nature,
here disappears, for in the moment that this highest knowledge
is grasped its reality also is immediately certain (p. 1051, p. 203).

5. Although then the demand for proof of these first
principles of all proof is irrational, they are nevertheless not
altogether in the air, like innate conceptions and axioms; for
these immediate judgments lie potentially in the knowing
mind and are developed by means of sense-perception, out of
which the mind selects the universal element, so that the
inductive method cannot indeed prove, but can bring out
clearly the principles of all demonstrative knowledge. Similarly
to Plato, whom he commends for this reason (p. r1o93),
Aristotle also, maintains that science ascends to the universal,
just as much as it descends from it to the particular. Induc-
tion, which starts from what is perceptible by the senses,
as being the more certain for us, and passes on to the more
certain in itself, would have to be complete, in order to have
complete cogency. If indeed it were this, if we were
acquainted with every particular thing, we should not require
any demonstrative knowledge ; and induction, which, as it is,
resembles an inference in the third figure, would then be like
one in the first. But as the case stands, probability only, and
not certitude,—that which is common rather than that whichis
truly universal,—can be attained by the inductive method.
And Aristotle shows in his practice, how it is possible to
proceed from the former to the latter, in all cases where he
brings what has been found by induction nearer to the level
of scientific knowledge, by means of general argumentation.
The Torics (pp. 100-164) give the theoretic instructions for
this process, and contain rules for the guidance of the dialectical
procedure and, in close connection with these, hints as to how
sophistic plays upon words may be met (pp. 164—284). Accord-
ingly, the proper sphere of dialectical, ze. of argumentative
reasoning, is the cowvdv and the &dofor.  And just as it starts
from this, so it aims also at finding ever more general and
more probable truth. But it thereby approximates to philoso-
phic knowledge, for that which is probable to all, is certain
(p-1172).  The rules of dialectical procedure will therefore
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have to bear this chiefly in mind, that an universal agree-
ment has to be reached, and that accordingly they are rules for
persuasion (rhetorical rules), and for balancing different views
(rules for discussion). Hence it is intelligible that Aristotle
calls rhetoric the complement of dialectic (p. 1354). Both aim
at showing, in the service of science, how agreement may be
attained as to the first principles of science.  This however
presupposes a desire to arrive at such agreement. Since, how-
ever, this would be impossible if the means of arriving at an
agreement, viz., words, did not maintain their meaning, the
principle of identity is the supreme canon in discussion, and the
proof of its infraction a proof that the opponent must abandon
his position (cf. p. 996). Conversely, it will be possible to show
that in most of the cases in which the Sophists think they can
prove contradictions, they failed to notice the different mean-
ings of words. Hence he repeatedly insists on logical accuracy,
ze. such as respects the expressions of the language. Argu-
mentation should start with something considered certain on
the ground of authority. Hence Aristotle’s industrious inqui-
ries into the conclusions embodied in the writings of earlier
philosophers, still more into what the spirit of the nation has
embodied in proverbs and above all in language. His
inquiries into the meaning of words,—which regard their ety-
mological origin much more rarely than their present meaning
from the point of view of a lexicographer,—are intended to
determine how and what people think. The next point, how
ever, is, that not only do the authorities contradict one another,
but that reasoning which treats the®subject from all -points
of view, discovers contradictions in that which appears quite
certain. Hence there reappears in Aristotle that procedure
by antinomies, representing the eristic procedure of the
Sophists, the irony of Socrates, and the negative side of the
Platonic Dialectic (cf. § 76. 6), which aims merely at producing
aropia, because without it there is no adequate solution
possible (cf. p. 9953).

ow, in order to appreciate properly the perplexity thus
generated, and in order to escape from it, it is necessary that
the questions should be rightly put; this however requires
above all that there should be no delusion as to which class of
categories the subject-matter of the sciences, and of the supreme
architectonic science, belongs to. The different classes. of
categories are treated -partly in the Topics, partly in the
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writing on the Karyyoplai(pp. 1-15), the Aristotelian origin
of which is however denied, wholly or in part, by weighty au-
thorities. We can easily understand, in view of his opinion
of the relation of language to thought, that Aristotle should
discover these classes by analyzing thought, as expressed in
the sentence, into its component parts. From this there results
in the first place, that everything thought is thought either as
a subject or as a predicate. The thorough investigations of
Trendelenburg further render it very probable that reflection
upon the attributive qualifications which the subject of a sen-
tence admits of, and upon the various main grammatical forms of
the verb, which, as we saw, occupied the place of the predicate,
and lastly the possibility of determining it more closely by
adverbs, was the reason why Aristotle assumed the ten yevy s
ica'nryopt'a?, or Kaﬂryopt'at, which hedid. Thus oveia or the 7iéort
would correspond to the substantive, wodr to the adjective
attribute, mosdv to a word of quantity, mpds 7 to the words
that require a supplementary case, further woeiv, wdoxew,
xeicBar and éer to the active, passive, middle, and preterit,
while finally 7oi and wdre would represent adverbs. (It is
true, however, that authorities like Ritter, Prantl, Zeller, and
Bonitz have declared against this interpretation.) This is
easy to reconcile with the fact, that after it had appeared
that the other categories only denoted conditions or activities
occurring in the ovsla, other conditions than those at first
enumerated are sometimes called categories. For we must
always remember, that since things are reflected in the thought
of all men in the same®way, and since language also reveals
the thought common to all, the main classes, though primarily
grammatical, and perhaps different from what they would have
become if Aristotle had found a fully-developed theory of the
parts of speech, and which moreover he also sometimes reduces
(2. p. 83), at once acquire logical and also real import. Hence,
because we must think everything either as oveia or as one of
its wafy, all reality must be subject to the distinction of the
substantial and accidental ; or rather, conversely, we think so
because it is the case. The oloia, or substance, therefore has
primarily a grammatical meaning, and denotes the possible
subject of a sentence.  For this same reason, that which can
only be subject and never a predicate, the individual thing,
¢.2. something denoted by a proper name, is substance in the
first place and gar excellence. The genera denoted by general
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names can occupy the place of predicate, as well as that of
subject, e.g. in subsuming judgments: hence they are called,
substances indeed, but second substances. Whatever, on the
other hand, occupies the place of predicate in a judgment assert-
ing inherence, is only a quality of a substratum, and hence not
a substance at all, but'a mere 4ow. All science however is con-
cerned with substance, or the w4af of a thing, and the different
sciences have different substances for their object : geometry,
e.g., that of space, the olsia Oery (p. 87). And since substance
and true existence are identical, the problem of each science
may be defined as the consideration of a single kind of the
existent, with a view to discovering what it includes. For this
same reason also each science has its own axioms and theorems,
which are of no importance for the rest. But there will stand
above them all the science which treats not of any particular
kind of substance, but of substance as such, nor of a being
determined in any way, but of the Existent as such, the é, 7 8,
and will enunciate the laws which hold good concerning it, as
universally binding upon all kinds of the existent, and there-
fore upon all sciences (p. 1003).  This science is therefore
called the wpdry ¢phosola, the scierice of First Principles;
and while this name corresponds best to its relation to the
other sciences, its content is best described by the term
Ontology. And in consequence of the importance which
Aristotle attributes to this part of philosophy, he often calls it
simply philosophy, which is just as intelligible as that Plato
should often have applied the term to the dialectical part of
his system. :

Trendelenburg : - Geschichte der Kategorienlchre. Berlin, 1846.  Bonitz:
Die Kategorien des Aristoteles in the Wiener Akad. Schr. 1853.

§ 87.
ARISTOTLE'S FUNDAMENTAL SCIENCE.

A. Schwegler : Die Metaphysik des Avistoteles. 4 vols. Tiibingen, 1847-48.
(T.xt, translation, and commentary.) H. Bonitz : Aristotelis metaphy-
sica. Bonn, 1838—49.

- 1. The writing of Aristotle, which received the name of
a (BiBAia) peTa Ta Puoicd (p. 980-1093), because it was put
after his physical treatises in the first edition of his works,
and thus brought it about that the science of first principles
it discussed was afterwards called metaphysics, contains in the

VOL. I. | L
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first book (A. pp. 980-993) a critical historical introduction. The
second book (A éarrov) is apparently interpolated ; the third
(B. pp. 995-1003) proceeds to enumerate the perplexities in
which thought finds itself involved in thinking on this subject.
Among them is the question, whether it can be the task of
one and the same science to state the more formal principles
of demonstration, of which every science must admit the
validity, and, more materially, to determine what holds good of
everything existent. This question is answered in the affirm-
ative in the fourth book (I'. pp. 1004-1012), and there is
established as the supreme principle of all demonstration, and
hence as the formal principle of all science, the axiom that
contrary things must not be predicated of the same thing,
because this would destroy all definite substance.  For this
axiom holds good only of such substance, ze. of everything
that is really existent, as does similarly, that of excluded
middle.  This does not however involve a denial of the fact
that the determinations of being and non-being are combined
in the possible : it was by applying to actuality what is true of
possibility that Heraclitus was led to assert the continual flux
of all reality. The fi/¢4 book (A. pp. 1012-1025) contains a
discussion of synonyms which interrupts the course of the
inquiry, and may be put aside for the present if one wishes to
get a view of Aristotle’s metaphysic, together with the eleventk
(K. pp. 1059-1069), which seems to belong to a different ver-
sion of the whole metaphysics, as may the two last books (M.
pp- 1076-1087,and N. pp. 1087-1093),which contain a criticism
of the Platonic doctrine of Ideas.  With the sixtk book the
inquiry reaches ontology proper, inasmuch as it attempts to
solve the question as to what the really existent is, quite in the
same manner in which Plato had considered this problem in
his Dialectic. ‘ ~

F. N. Titze: De Aristotelis operum serie et distinctione. Leipz, 1820.
Brandis : Ueber des Avistoteles Metaplhysik. Akad. Abh., 1834
Michelet: Zxamen critigue de Pouvrage & Aristote intitule Métaply-
sigue. Paris, 1836. XKrische: Die theologischen Lehren der griechischen
Denker. Gott., 1840, pp. 246 ff. J. C. Glaser: Die Metaphysik des
Aristoteles nach Composition, Inhalt und Methode. Berlin, 1847.

2. If ontology is to be & scientific inquiry, it must derive
the existent as such from principles (cf. supra, § 85, 1). Accord-
ingly the first, and one may say, initiatory, question is, as to
what is meant by a principle.  The answer which the usage
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ot. language gives in the fourfold significance of the word
airia and apxi (causa), Aristotle finds confirmed in history.
For the Physiologers attempted to explain Being by means of
matter, the Pythagoreans by form, Empedocles by the efficient
cause, and Anaxagoras by the end or final cause (pp. 984, 985).
Aristotle understands by \y (materia) or matter every ¢£ of, or
that owt of wheck a thing becomes, while in Plato it had only
been that zz whick it becomes. - Hence not only is the bronze
the matter of the statue, but the seed of the tree, the pre-
mises of the conclusion, the natural impulses of virtue, the
tones of the octave, the lyre, even, of the tones it produces,
the letters which compose and the sounds which generate it
of the word. For the same reason matter in Aristotle coin-
cides with the intermediate (ameipov,. adpiorov) capable oiy
being determined, and hence in definition the genus, which,
has to be defined more closely, is the dAy. Similarly, matter-
1s identical with that out of which purposive order is still to .
come, but which does not yet display it. It follows that mere .
matter cannot be an object of knowledge, that it does not lie
above but beneath the knowable, so that it can be understood
only by means of analogy (p. 207). And just as the last of
these assertions reminds us of Plato’s vd0os Aoyiouds (p. 78, 1),
so we are reminded of other Platonic utterances when
Aristotle calls matter the ground of all plurality, the concomit-
ant cause, and the feminine principle. And also when, exactly
like Plato, he distinguishes between the ground or reason and:
the indispensable condition, he uses the same expression td .
denote the latter : aimiaoBa @s 8¢ gy (p. 200).  On the other
-hand, it is peculiar to Aristotle and contrary to the Platonic con-
ception, that he always assumes matter as the dvvauss ( potentia),
re. as the possibility and capacity of becoming formed,
and points out the difference between it "and mere oréonous, .
the Platonic w78y, inasmuch as it is that which only relatively. -
is not (p.192), ze. that which is zof yef, which is incomplete:
ence there is conceded to it far more reality than in Plato,
and unlike Plato’s treatment it has assigned to it a place among
the principles of true being, in the science of first principles.

3. But if in his treatment of matter the divergence from
Plato is especially prominent, the same may be said of his
agreement with Plato, when Aristotle passes to the second
principle.  This agreement extends even to_the phraseology,
for instead of mopit ( forma, causa formalis), he as often uses
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Adyos and eldos (pp. 198, 335), and even wapadayua is found.
The Form is related to the Matter, the principle of passivity,
as that which determines it. The shape of the statue which
the metal receives, the ratio 1 : 2 into which the tones of an
octave are fitted, the dominating mean to which the impulses
_are subjected, the whole into which the parts are combined,
the law which regulates the arrangement, the specific differ-
ence which supplements the genus in definition, are all
instanced by Aristotle as examples of the principle of form.
Thus it bears towards the matter the relation of the wépas to
the drepor, of the eis 6 to the é€ of (p.1070). The fact, moreover,
that the form which is imposed upon the mctal, previcusly
existed in the sculptor, perhaps led to the expression To =i v
elvar, which Aristotle uses by preference to denote this prin-
ciple, and which was not perhaps invented by him. (It was
at first translated by essentia, afterwards always by guod quid
erat esse.)  And just as the conception of the indeterminate
and of matter coincided with that of dvams, that of the form
coincides with that of  éépyea (actus).  Hence we can
understand that, during the supremacy of Aristotelianism in
the Middle Ages, not only were the words formalis and
actualis equivalent in meaning, but that upon the Aristotelian
maxim that an &repov évepyela §v was a contradictio in adjeclo
(p. 207 et al.), was based the unquestioned axiom, that infini-
tune actu non delur, which frequently is actually called as
inviolable as principium identitatrs.

4. The phrase 76 80ev # rivyors, which Aristotle . uses in-
instead of the Platonic é&pyn xwirews, to designate the third
principle, is sometimes varied by 7o airior Tis uerafBoXis, as hiss”
attempts to distinguish strictly between ximos and ueraBoi
fail. It is also called more briefly apxi or airia rwoisa
(p- 1044), and «wolv, also apxn TS yevégews OF apxn KopTIT kai
yevwnruen (. 742) and apxn Tis woujoews (§192): worobv aiTiov also
occurs and explains the well-known translation of causa efficiens.
In the case where the figure of a Hermes is imparted to a
mass of metal, the sculptor is the cause of this transformation.

P ceived the impulse to do so from the form he had
- beheld in his niind’s eye, the latter is the true sy, and
' thus the causa efficiens coincides with the causa formals.

This is the case especially in living organisms ; for that which
impels the plant to grow is its Aéyos. We can moreover,
already at this point, under%and why Aristotle called the soul,

\
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the principle of motion in the hvmg, its form (p. 414), and why
he says of it that it is xara Tpdrovs Tpeis alria (p. 41 5§

5. For the fourth cause also, the o0 &exa or mélos, the
causa finalts, may be seen to coincide with the last two, when
one considers that the sculptor aims at nothing else than the
figure of the Hermes. For this reason, chopping may be’
defined as the 7/ 7y elvar of the axe, so that the form and the "
end or aim become one, just as we also still consider aim and”
motive as synonymous. Hence also the conceptions of the
indeterminate and the aimless coincide, and émetpor and arenes:
become synonyms; while similarly it becomes self-evident
that everything perfect is determinate and limited. Thus' -
the four original principles reduce themselves to two, divams’
and évépyea, the last of which is henceforth called évreréyera, on
the ground of the element of determination by an end which
has entered into it (p. 1115), and the antithesis of facult
and exercise of activity, of potentiality and actuality, of pre-\
supposition and perfection is the true result of the prelim-
inary inquiries into the principles.  But inasmuch as they
are correlative, these conceptions acquire a certain amount of-
fluidity : thus one and the same thing may be an actuality in
one respect, as e.g. the tree of the seed, and again a potentiality
in another, as ¢.g. of a statue. Hence the distinction of first
and second actualities is introduced, and the soul, e.g. is called-
the entelechy of the body, because it is the body in activity ;2
but also the first entelechy, because its own activity is thought-
Accordingly, first or pure matter would be something entirely
devoid of form, something not yet at all actualized ; and again,
ultimate matter would be something to such a degree identical
with form as no longer to afford the matter of a fresh actuali-
zation (pp. 1015, 1045). And just as the distinction is here
made between primary and secondary matter, there is else-
where found a parallel distinction between immediate and
ulterior possibility (p 735).

6. The foregoing explanations supply the data for an
answer to the question of ontology ; in the first place, in the
negative result that neither mere matter nor mere form is
substance or true being. This is maintained most decidedly
with regard to the Ay, and the position of the physiologers is
thus rejected.  Mere matter is intermediate between Being -
and Non- Being, is merely susceptible of actuality, merely its
germ. If it happens once that it is called substance (p. 192),
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a limiting éyyds is added. But the form also possesses no
substantial being, and a great part of Aristotle’s polemics
against Plato hinge on the point that the latter assumed the
reality of mere eldy, and placed them beyond and outside
of the many individual existences, separated from everything
material, whereby it became inconceivable how the gulf
“between them and matter could be bridged, inasmuch as
they were unable to acquire sensible existence for themselves
(pp- 990, ff. Met. M. and N.). In spite of these polemics
however, it happens far more frequently than in the case of
matter that he himself calls the mere form ovsia, a fact to be
explained partly by the higher position he also concedes to the
form ; partly by the circumstance that ovoic means essesnfia as
well as substantia, and that this, as was shown, really appeared
identical with the form (p. 1032). If, however, the conception
of ovola as real substance be strictly adhered to, it must be con-
ceived as the union of matter and form, and as it were com-
posed of them, as being materialized form or formed mateer.
Hence too the definition which is to express the whole essence
of a thing, is equally composed of two factors, the genus and
the differentia, corresponding to matter and form. But this
union (e0sferts) must not be conceived as tranquil being, but
rather as a transition, a word which may be the rather used to
translate «imows, that Aristotle himself calls it a Badi{ew, and
that our term * motion,” properly speaking corresponds only
to the single kind of imaws, which Aristotle calls ¢opa.  To
Aristotle, there is nothing real but that which is passing into
actuality, and in opposition alike to the flux of Heraclitus and
the unprogressive rest of the Eleatics, he regards development

alone as real; for this is the concepti hich in Aristotle
takes the place of an absolute Becoming. Thereis-no transi-
tion from nothingness into Being, but only from that"which

is not yet, the matter or potentiality. (Cf. our phrase,
« There's the making of a poet in him.”) Thus he substitutes
for the mere forms and genera of Plato the entelechies, .
7., forms which no longer exist unchangeably beyond the
sensible world, but active forces, universals which particu-
larize themselves. And in this exercise of its inherent
activities, which thus constitutes the essential nature of reality,
it is possible to distinguish the two factors of the moving and
the moved, the active and the passive. The latter is matter/
which moves towards its end like the iron towards the magnet;
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the former, the end or form, moves it by attraction. Hence
the real principle of all motion is always the end and the
form; it posits the motion which the matter undergoes (p.
202). - '
7. And what is true of every real substance, of course holds
also of the sum total of all things real, the universe. In this
also there is no cessation, there are xwovmera and kwoivra,
Ze. purposive activity. But inasmuch as everything moved
in its turn imparts its motion, there must be inferred a prin-
ciple which only moves without being itself moved, a wpwTov
«wobv, which, being itself daximror, naturally excludes all
matter or passivity, and hence is pure éépyea (purus actus),
dvev 9\ ; for otherwise it would be necessary to commit the ab-
surdity of assuming the reality of an endless regress (p. 256).
Hence in the last resort the reason of a transition into
actuality always resides in  something formed or actually
existent. The objection that something unmoved cannot
cause motion, overlooks the fact that this is refuted by every
case of an end aimed at, and that-the first Mover of the world
is just the final end of the world, the Best (pp. 1072, 292). This
does not however mean that Aristotle denies the causality of
the end, for it had turned out to be the real efficient cavse
(p- 198).  The dictum that the end is above all the Principle,
is one that occurs more than once in Aristotle. Thus.all reality
is intermediate between the first matter after which nothing,
and the first Mover after whom everything, strives. The
latter on his part is free from all striving and all movement,
and excludes all mere potentiality, and thus represents that
which cannot be otherwise, is devoid of plurality and imperish-
able, one and eternal (pp. 1072, 1074, 258). For, after all, itis -
only because it is all this, that it can become the object of
scientific cognition. But if this aim of all striving is eternal,
the activity of the endeavour must be the same : the motion
of the world is as eternal as the world itself.

8. But from the position hitherto developed, it further
follows, that if the principle of motion in everything real
was the Adyos, the one source of all motion must include all
the Adyo. and ends ; and the vois had been defined as such an
all-including End from the time of Anaxagoras, and also
Plato in the Philebus had adopted it, instead of what he else-
where calls the ayafdr. Aristotle uses both these expressions
(p. 1075) to denote the purpose of the universe and the object
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of knowledge, and especially the expression of Anaxagoras,
whom he accordingly praises very highly for having made the
vove the principle of motion, and having thereby shown himself
superior to the “dreamers” before him (pp. 256, 984); and he
hints further how much Plato was indebted to Anaxagoras. The
question next arises as to how the rols, the real Deity in Aris-
totle’s system, must be conceived if He is to be really im-
material and devoid of all passivity. If He were conceived as
engaged in moral action or artistic creation, He would be de-
termined by an end outside himself (p. 1177). There remains,
therefore, only the glorious leisure of theoretic activity in which
the bliss, the immortality, and the eternal life of the Deity con-
sists (p. 1072). But even this must be determined more closely.
If the vols were engaged upon anything else than itself, it
would be limited thereby ; hence, just as He cannot love, but
only be loved, so He cannot think anything else than Himself
without destroying the delight of being concerned with the
most perfect thing. Hence the thought of the Deity, nay, its
essential nature, consists in thinking upon thought ; its pure
and eternal pleasure consists in immutable self-contemplation
(p- 1074). For this reason too the moments of speculative
contemplation, in which our spirit re-discovers itself in the
object of its thought, are the ones in which we attain to a
feeble conception of the bliss which the Deity enjoys eternally.
And since his inquiries into the existent have led to the
result that the most real of things, the pure actuality and the
principle of everything real, is the single eternal and
absolutely necessary Deity, we can understand why Aristotle
called his science of first principles theology. Similarly these
latter determinations of the nature of the Deity are a econfir-
mation of what was said above (§ 85, 9), that the Deity is the
object and the subject of philosophic contemplation.

9. The determination of vois as thinking upon thought, to
~ which Plato had only approximated (cf. § 77, 9), is in Aristotle
~ brought out with full consciousness and emphasized. Con-
nected with this is the further advance, that the highest con-
ception which the science of first principles arrives at, suffices
for the understanding of the world that exists, and does not
require the aid of an active principle in order to introduce the
Good into the form of externality, nor an intermediate world-
soul in order to maintain the connection (2. § 78, 2 and 3).
Both these advances follow from the difference between
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Aristotle’s conception of dAn and Plato’s. By becoming that
which is not yet, instead of that which is not, and by thus hav-
ing attributed to it a tendency towards being, matter supplies a
metaphysical justification to plurality and sensible existence,
and the form, which exercises this attraction upon it, is
brought down from its supra-celestial sphere, and nearer to it
According to Aristotle, the eidos is not a & mwapa Ta moX\q, but a
& kaTa TV TOAGY, OF even év Tois mollois. Hence not only
the classes of individual beings, but these themselves possess
actual reality. Thus while Plato, with an exaggerated pre-
ference for'the Eleatic Monism, regards the sensible world as,
at least half, a delusion, and only takes to physics unwillingly,
and even then is glad to cling to mathematics, Aristotle
recognises the claims of plurality almost to the extent of atom-
Jsm, and his favourite study is natural science, as the science
of the qualitative, and thus emancipated from mathematics.
But though in all these points his advance upon Plato is indis-
putable, he nevertheless in one respect remains too close to
him to be able to free himself from inconsistencies. For
it was only in virtue of the material element he included in
the Platonic Ideas, that these became effective forces. And yet
this element is excluded from that which is intended to be the
most real of real things, viz., the Deity. This was unavoidable,
for the time had not yet come for the Deity to be conceived
as taking wdvos upon himself, without which God lives in
heartless enjoyment, troubled about nothing, and through
which alone He is love and the Creator. What Plato in the
Parmenides had beheld onlyin a passing flash (é€aipvns ; cf. § 77,
2), viz. the union of rest and motion, enjoyment and labour, is
a conception grasped only by the Christian spirit. In common
with the whole of antiquity, Aristotle also fails to transcend
dualism, because he excludes matter from the Deity, to which
it therefore remains opposed, even though reduced to a mere
potentiality.

§ 88.
_ ARISTOTLE'S Puysics.
G. H. Lewes: Aristotle, a Chapter from the History of Science.  Lond., 1864.

1. The metaphysical first principles of natural science, as
Aristotle’s inquiries in his ¢pvotky dxpdacis have been aptly
called, begin with an enumeration of difficulties, and attempts
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at their solution. Then he passes on to determine the ideas
of nature and the natural. This is effected by its antithesis
to that which is produced artificially or forcibly, and leads to
the result that only that is natural which takes place of itself,
or contains the principle of change in itself ; and similarly, the
principle of ordos or dpeueiv, as well as that of kivyots or xweichu
(p- 192 4, 1025 ).  Since, however, the end which coincides
with the form had been recognised in the Metaphysics as the
true principle of change, the true nature of a thing will lie less
in its matter than in its conception and aim, for which the
matter forms the material and the presupposition (pp. 194-200):
agreeably to the practice of naming things after their form
and aim. And like the nature of the individual beings, so .
nature as a whole is above all a system of ends, of which the
efficient causes serve as conditions. This at once excludes the
possibility that there can exist in nature anything without a
purpose, and hence whatever is aimless is also tnnatural
Nature acts not, indeed, with & consciousness of purpose, but
in accordance with purpose,—not like a god, but nevertheless
divinely, like the instinctive genius of an artist (p. 463)
And as the end in its operation has been found to be motion,
both the Eleatics, who deny motion, and the Pythagoreans,
who, as mathematicians, ignore the conception of an end, are
incapable of establishing a true science of nature. For the
true mode of contemplating nature is teleological, but does not
in any way exclude consideration of causal connections ; only
it does not regard them as the chief thing, but as contributory
causes and a conditio sine qui non. Although Aristotle’s
agreement with Plato in this extends even to the words he
uses, it is diminished by the facts that in Plato the purpose of
things is outside them, either in the transcendent archetypes, or
even in the advantage of man ; whereas Aristotle searches for
the purpose immanent in them, and tries to conceive them as
entelechies, and directly censures their reference to human
purposes. This internal justification of sensible things which
he concedes to them, is connected with the higher position he
concedes to the o\, and as the #\y coincides with the avayxaio,
and the e with the purpose, just as in Plato, it is self-evident
that Aristotle must pay much more regard to the efficient
causes, and approximate much moré to the Physiologers than
his predecessor. To the #\y accordingly, as the mere gvvairior,
“he refers all' the phenomena in which the natural purpose
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failed of attainment, such as monstrous births and miracles;
which are irrational phenomena displaying the power of chance.
When, therefore, he requires that the physicist should pass over
such things and hold fast to cases in which nature attains her
intentions, he anticipates the contempt which, two thousand
years later, Bacon expressed for the freaks of nature (cf.
§ 249, 7). Aristotle, however, so often joins the conceptions of
Txn and 7o avrdmaror, the contraries of purposive order, with
that of human will, that it is impossible not to suppose that
the resistance of material would have supplied him with the
basis of an answer, if the question of the origin of evil had been
put to him. As purpose and form were found to be identical,
nature of course avoids everything formless and indeter-
minate. Hence the more a thing is determinate, the better it
is (p. 259). The axiom already laid down in the ontology, that
infinity does not exist actually, is continually utilized in his
physics, and it is everywhere maintained, ¢.g., when infinite
divisibility causes difficulties, that infinity is only possible and
not actual (p. 204). And because of this impossibility of any-
thing devoid of aim and measure, nature nowhere exhibits
extremes without intermediaries : wherever anything tends to
become immoderate, it is opposed by its contrary (p. 652).
The inquiries which follow that into the infinite, are concerned
with Space, the Void, and Time. ¢ The impossibility of a void
is inferred from the most various reasons, while it is shown
witlt respect to space and time that they are utterly unthink-
- able without motion. For every space must be conceived as
“the unmoved enclosing limit of something moving ; and space
-itself, therefore, as the unmoved limit of all things in motion,
“z.e., of the universe. Time, on the other hand, is the number
‘and measure of motion, and thus mediately also of rest. He
. concludes from this that there would be no time without a
_mind to count it, and that the circular motions of the planets
supply the best unit for such counting of time, because of their
¢onstancy; and moreover, that everything unaffected by motion
and rest, the absolutely immovable, cannot be in time. This
forms the transition to the books on physics, which Aristotle
himself, and also his earlier commentators, used to oppose to
the four books on the principles of science, under the name of
the books on motion. If one ignores, as Aristotle himself
-often does, the distinction between change and transition
(seraBory and kivnors), there must be assumed four kinds of
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motion, Ze., (relative) generation and corruption, yévesis and’
¢Bopd, which affect the substance ; change, dAMoiwsis, which
affects the quality ; increase and decrease, at&nows and @bious,
which affect the quantity; and lastly motion proper, $opd,”
affecting the =oi. «The remaining categories are not regarded!
as applicable to change, nor the first category to «ivrows in

the more restricted sense, on the ground that there cannot

be any opposition of substances.  All the different forms of =
change presuppose motion in space (p. 260), which for this

reason must be considered the chief and primary kind in.-
physics.  This motion is eternal, and hence precedes all-
generation and passing away. But this eternal character can
be ascribed only to circular motion, which returns into itself,
for rectilineal motion is either endless, and hence imperfect, or
proceeds up and down, and would therefore be interrupted

by resting points. The transition is thereby made to the
distihction between phenomena which display the imperishable
constituents of the world, and those displaying its perishable
elements. The former are not included in the generak
physical discussions, but treated in :—

Cf. C. Prantl: Aristotcles acht Biicher Physik. Leipz., 1854.

2. The treatise on the heavens, mepi ovpavoi (pp. 268~
313), the first two books of which contain Aristotle’s cosmolo-
gical inquiries.  Aristotle understands by edpavss, not a part of
the world, like the Pythagoreans, but the whole, or sometimes,
it is true, only the outer circumference of the All, and sets before
himself the task of describing the system of all the spatial
movements of the universe. To begin with, he reduces them
to subjects of circular motion round a centre, and of rectilinear
motion to or from a centre. The former is proper to the
heavens, a divine body consisting not of fire, which has a
rectilinear upward motion, but of the eternally circling ether.
There are rcasons of all sorts in favour of the supposition that
the all is one, uncreated and imperishable, unchangeable in its
eternal youth. It is limited, moreover, and spherical in form.
Not, however, as though there existed anything outside it in
space ; on the contrary all that falls beyond the outermost
sphere partakes neither of Space nor of Time, and lives a life
free from all suffering : it is the immortal and divine principle,
which every point of the universe aims at.  Hence it is un-
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necessary to assume a special indwelling soul of the world to
set it in motion. The inner border ‘of the unmoved is space,
which is not therefore in the world so much as the world is in
it.  The world, which is the highest thing after the Deity, and
hence divine, has, like everything that naturally moves itself,
not only an upper and a lower part, but also a right and a left
side. And as we live on the lower half of the earth, and hence
in the lower half of the universe, seeing that the polar star
indicates the lower end of the world's axis, the motion of the
universe, which to us appears to go from left to right, really
~goes from right to left. It is most rapid in the outer circle, the
sphere of the fixed stars, and hence they are the most service-
able for the measure of the movements. Within this there are
the spheres of the planets, which are firmly fixed in them and
do not rotate : in addition to the westward movement of the
universe, they share also in a contrary one, and thereby are
apparently left behind by the fixed stars. But, as Eudoxus
has shown, a third movement also must be ascribed to the
planets, and in some cases even a ‘fourth, in order to explain
the constellations as given by experience. Even this,
however, was found insufficient: according to Callippus, the
assumption of four spheres sufficed to explain the motions of
only two planets, while the rest required more. Aristotle adds
fourteen others to these thirty-three spheres, in order to save
the concentric character of the planetary spheres. Each of
the planets, moreover, possesses an unmoved mover, for which
the expression of a soul of the planet is sometimes substituted.
Perhaps these spirits of the stars enabled him, much as they
had done Plato, to come to terms with popular religion. The
spherical earth in the centre of the universe is stationary : it
forms the centre without which circular motion is unthinkable.
Thus the centre of the earth is at the same time the centre
of the universe. This posits in the universe an antithesis
between the centre and the circumference, which forms the
basis of the strictly pAysical doctrines which Aristotle develops
in the two following books of the wepi odparoi, and of which
the mwepl yevérews kal Ppbopas (pp.*313-338) almost forms a
continuation, so that the whole would have for its subject the
world of change.  The discussions begin with a refutation of
the geometrical atomism of Plato and the physical atomism of
Democritus, and also of the doctrines of Empedocles and
Anaxagoras : then they pass on to connect with that problem
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the antithesis of/ centripetal and centrifugal motion, ze., of
gravity and lightness, which these atomistic theories are said
to be just as-ittle able to explain as the other physicists. - All
attempts at explanation either lead to the contradictory
assumption of void space, or are at least unable to explain
why the larger mass of fire tends upwards more intensely than
the smaller. As a matter of fact a thing is absolutely light
when it tends upwards as such, and relatively light when it dees
so more than another by its own nature. Of the former, fire
is an example, just as the earth is of the absolutely heavy: ;
and hence the antithesis of the two coincides with that of the
warm and the cold. They are related as Form and Matter,
since the form is the enveloping and the light tends to the
circumference.  And since there is added to the antithesis of
the two active principles, the Warm and the Cold, that of two
passive ones, the Dry and the Moist, there arises four possible
combinations, which are the four apparently simple bodies.
These, which held the first place in Empedocles, in Aristotle
come only third, as the antitheses must be regarded as prior
to them, and to these again the wholly indeterminate Matter,
which never actually occurs in itself, and only exists in a way.
The resemblance to Anaximander (§ 24) is here evident.
Besides ‘these four ‘““elements,” which, as derived from an
antithesis, are subordinated, each to the antithesis predomin-
ating in it, there is assumed an Ether as the “ fifth substance,”
which is not opposed by any antithesis, and the motion of
which also does not coincide with rectilinear but with circular
and hence perpetual motion. This most volatile of substances
plays an important part in generation, etc., and, as was shown
above, also in the construction of the heavens. There is an
especially sharp antithesis between fire and water on the one
hand, and air and earth on the other, although this does not
render the transition of each element into every other im-
possible.  Thus fire is generated out of smoke, a mixture of
air and earth, by the addition of warmth, etc.  When the
clements not only interpenetrate one another (ovifesss), but
mix with true wifis so intimately that they no longer exist’
actually but only potentially, there arise the more complex
substances and things. This process of generation, to which
there corresponds a similar process of dissolution, is eternal
like the universe. Its continuous course is however changed
into a periodical one by the inclination of the ecliptic, in such
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" a way that everything recurs from time to time, not indeed
numerically the same, but the same in kind.

CL C. Prantl: Aristoteles vier Biicher diber das ITimmelsgewslbe. Leipé.,
1857.

3 The Merewporoyira form in a way a connecting
link between the general physical doctrines and physics in
particular, in their first three books (p. 338-378). As they
consider the phenomena which take place between the region
of the constellations and the earth, it is evident that the two
elements intermediate between fire and earth must play the
most important part, especially in the shape of the atmosphere
and the ocean. The two kinds of evaporation, moist and dry,
atpis and draBuplacts, serve to explain not only all watery
precipitations, but also the winds, electrical phenomena, earth-
quakes, etc., in short everything included in the atmosphere
impregnated with vapours, among which Aristotle reckons not
only shooting stars but also comets. Schleiermacher has
reason to be astonished that in this portion of his work
Aristotle does not quote Heraclitus as an authority.  Above
the atmosphere, in the direction of the constellations, that which
is assumed to fill space is neither fire nor air, but something
purer than either. The fourt/ book of the Merewpoloyika, which
was hardly intended to form part of the samewhole as theothers,
contains inquiries that form the transition to organic nature.
They concern the changes produced by heat and cold in moist
and dry substances, which are supposed to show themselves
in melting, boiling, and drying, and also in begetting, digest-
ing, ripening, and decaying ; then they pass on to the sub-
stances Aristotle calls ouotoneps, homogeneous, meaning
thereby mixtures so intimate that their parts are always like
the whole, however far the process of mechanical division is
carried. Substances like wood and bone are to be thought
of ; for though water also is sometimes called oporopepés, yet
it generally means something which is on the one hand a
mixture, primary or secondary, etc., of the elements, and
especially of water and earth, and on the other is not yet
articulated like a countenance, which when cut up does not
consist of countenances. Thus all the metals are homo-
geneous. This kind of substances, then, forms the matter and
the material out of which the avomotonepés, the organic existence
composed of different members, is formed.
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4. Aristotle’s biology is developed especially in the two
first books of his work, mepi Vvxis (pp. 402-424). The
material condition of life is a body not homogeneous but
organic, ze., composed of members, and differing from a
machine in being organic by nature and not by art. But such
a body by itself is not yet alive, for a corpse is only improperly
called man or animal. Rather there must be added to it the
end immanent in this organism, which makes a body which is
potentially alive, actually so. Hence the soul or principle of
life is the entelechy or function of a naturally organic body.
The condition further of its combination with the body is
warmth, which is akin to the ether. The soul, therefore,
being the form and the immanent end of the body, is neither
itself body, nor conceivable without the body ; it is to the body
what sight is to the eye, and a separation of the two, and still
more a combination with another body, is just as impossible as
that the art of flute-playing should become active in anvils, or
the smith’s art in flutes.  But the soul itself in its turn enters
into activity ; and as these activities, like sensation, etc., again
stand in the relation of “energies” and “ entelechies” to it, it
is called the first entelechy of the body. Its functions form a
gradation, the lower being the presupposition of the higher,
and contained in it like the triangle in the polygon. The
lowest manifestation of a soul, which is therefore found also
in the lowest fornis of life, is the 6pericdy, 7.c., nourishment,
growth, and the propagation of the species. This is not
lacking even in the plants, which are also animate and alive,
but rank far below the animals; among other reasons, also
because they show only the difference of upper and lower, of
mouth, ze., the root, and excretory and propagatory organ,
2.¢., the flower, which is necessary for their nourishment; but
not that of front and back and right and left. Aristotle did
not, however, write a special work on plants, or, if so, it has
been lost, for the mepl ¢urav is not genuine: there are only
isolated remarks about them in the discussion of their distinc-
tion from the animals. To this lowest grade of life, which-s
also sometimes called the first soul, there is added, in the case
of animals, sense-perception; and together with this, since
feeling, which forms the foundation of all perception, produces
sensations of pleasure and pain, an instinct to get rid of the

latter ; so that the airOprwdr and opexTicéy must be found
in all, and the xwwmicor kata Tdwov in most, animals ~ With
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the first of these factors, the distinction of the front, ze., the
perceiving side, and the back; with the second, that of the
right and chief, and the left, side, acquires a meaning. In the
case of man, who is the most perfect of beings, his upper and
lower-coincides with that of the world, in virtue of his upright
posture. The single senses are thereupon discussed in great
detail, and the finer development of the sense of touch in man
is connected with his greater reasonableness.  For this, the
Tepi alobijoews ral alcOyrédv (pp. 436-449) should be com-
pared ; according to which there is this common to all sense-
perceptions, that the form of the object is therein perceived
without its matter ; that motion is involved, and that the
organs. of sense are affected by means of a medium. The
senses “of taste also and of touch form no exception to the
last of these requirements,” for their proper organ is to be
found in the region of the heart. Further, we perceive by
means of the general sense that we feel, and we are able to
“refer the sensations of several senses to the same-object. The
periodical cessation of all sensations is sleep, which accord-
ingly occurs in all animals. The traces of past perceptions
are presentations, their retention produces memory, uwjun.
This, which is shared also by the animals, must be distinguished
from the greater combining power of recollection, avauvnots,
which is possessed by man alone. @hus this growth in
intensity corresponds to that of impulse, which in the lower
animals was mere desire, in the more perfect also temper, and
in man in addition also will.

Cf. Trendelenburg : Awristotelis de anima libri tres. Jena, 1833.

5. Connected with the researches in the second and in the
beginning of the third book of the work on the soul, are
Anistotle’s achievements in zoology. The nine books of his
History of Animals (repZ TG {q”)a {aToplat, Pp. 486—638), for
the tenth does not belong to him, are intended to arrange
and to give a general view of the historical material ; but
contain also numerous remarks of permanent value for a
philosophic observation of nature. (Schneider’s edition, Leips.,
1811, contains a very valuable commentary.) Above all, there
should be noticed the idea, destined to form the foundation of all
subsequent comparative anatomy, that the organs proper to a
type occur, at least in a rudimentary form, even where external

VOL. I M
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circumstances render them useless ; further, that the structure
of the most perfect, ze. of the human, body should always be
kept in mind, to guide the inquiry into that of animals, etc.
The division of animals into mammals, birds, fish, and
amphibia, insects, crustacea, shell-fish, and molluscs, of which
the first four are grouped together as sanguineous, and the
last four as bloodless, has marked an epoch in the history of
zoology. The writing mepl {dwv popiwy(pp. 639-697), not
only contains preliminary researches for a philosophy of living
nature, but such a philosophy itself. The first book treats of
the method, the following ones give an account of the organs
of animals, the tone of which is throughout teleological,
without however neglecting a reference to efficient causes,
especially in the explanation of more accidental differences.
The distinction between the organs of sense, composed of
homogeneous substances, and the remaining organs, formed of
heterogeneous matter, an antithesis which does not apply to
the heart, because of its function, and the importance ascribed
to the blood as being that out of which the whole organism is
at first formed, and by which it is afterwards nourished,
deserve especial mention. There follow upon this work the
smaller treatises on the motions of animals, on their gait, and
the larger writing, repi {dwv yevéoews, (pp. 715-789), as
well as a few other treatises in the Parva naturalia. Pro-
creation is regarded as the means whereby plants and animals,
which individually arg subject to death, partake of immortality
at least in their kind" There is also assumed a gradation in
the means of generation, in which the univocal form is preferred
to the equivocal, and the highest place assigned to generation
by means of separate sexes. In this, the altogether more im-
perfect female supplies the matter in the menses and the male
the form in the seed, which contains an ether-like breath.
And as in the act of generation, so in its product also, the
corporeal element is to be derived from the maternal, and the
psychical from the paternal element. In connection with this
doctrine of generation, which is different according to the
different classes of animals, there follow inquiries into the
development of the fetus and the growth and maturing of
the young.  The treatises on the length and brevity of life,
on youth and old age, on life and death, are so closely
sonnected with these, that one need not be surprised that
Aristotle should describe these small treatises in the Parve
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naturalia as completing what was to be said about animals
(p. 467). |
Cf. ¥. N. Titze : Aristoteles tiber die wissensch. Behandlung der Naturkunde.
Prague, 1819. Wiegmann : Observationes zoologice critice in Aristot.
higstor. anim. Berol,, 1826. J. Bona Meyer: D¢ principiss Aristotelis

in distributione animalium adhibitis. Berol., 1854. Also: Adristoleles
Thierkunde. Berl., 1855.

6. Anthropology proper, ze. the specific difference be-
tween men and all animals, is treated in the £4:vd book of the
DeAnima (pp. 424-435). The difference consists in the Nofs,
which is not merely an intensified form of the vital principle,
which is combined with the bodily organs, but which may be
called a divine principle, because it is superadded to the mere
activities of the soul and initiates an entirely new series of
phenomena. Hence the expression 6/pafer (p. 736). It modi-
fies everything in man which he has in common with the
animals, in a peculiar manner. Thus its movements are
prompted by purpose and rational deliberation, its perceptions
and conceptions are accompanied by judgments as to their
truth and certainty, etc. The vols alone, being something more
than a function of the body, is separable from it (prl(f’TOS‘)
imperishable and eternal. This remark, however, requires
qualification. For there must be distinguished in the spirit
also, as in everything else, the potentiality and the activity; and
as the former has been found to be the principle of passivity,
it is accordmgly necessary to distinguish between a passive
and an active vois, the latter being exempt from suffering any-
thmg Jhe former, the vols mabyrucds, which includes also that
portion of thought which is dependent upon “presentations
and hence ultimately upon percéptions, ze. empirical thought,
is not independent of its organs; hence it and its memories,
etc,, are as perishable as the organs. The vos mouyikds stands
related to it like a kingly master who, as he is in a way
what he knows, is determined by nothing, but is perfectly free,
immortal and eternal. Nor can we doubt that it is this active
spirit that is called into play in the moments of man's absorp-
tion in speculative thought. But there is room for much
doubt as to the limits between the active and the passive vois,
and still more as to the relation of the former to the divine.
- For the view that only the divine spirit is quite free from all
suffering, and hence the only pure exercise of activity and
immortal, that it is combined with a single individual only
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for the space of the latter's earthly life, and on his death
combines with another, and that hence there can only be a
question of its immortality, not of that of the individual person-
ality—for all this it is possible to appeal to the older Aristo-
telians. On the other hand, many authorities in recent times,
e.g. Schelliag, Brandis, etc., have laid stress on the expres-
sions of Aristotle which seem to conceive the active spirit as
personally determinate, from which personal immortality would
follow as a matter of course. And if one compares the point
of view of Aristotle with that of Plato, and reflects that the
latter was certainly in earnest in maintaining personal immortal-
ity, the presumption in favour of this view must be still greater
in Aristotle, in proportion as he conceded more to the claims
of the individual than Plato did. To decide, indeed, how he
conceived of immortality is impossible, seeing that he expressly
declares memories, presentations, etc., to be dependent on the
body and perishable : we can only assert that he conceived
the theoretic and speculative nature of the spirit as its proper
and therefore inalienable character.

Cf. L. Schneider : Unsterblichkeitslehre des Aristoteles.  Passau, 1867. Fr.
Brentano: Die Psyckologie des Aristoteles.” Mainz, 1867.

7. That Aristotle, if he had given a detailed account of
Mathematics, would have placed it after iis ontology, goes with-
out saying. But physics also, as is indicated in" the name of
the second, and not third, philosophy, has been put before
mathematics, of which it would form the natural presupposi-
tion. For not only is the fundamental idea of mathematics,
viz., space, fully treated in his Physics, but all mathematical
ideas are not, according to Aristotle, generated by an a prior:
construction, as the modern view holds, but by abstraction from
the sensible, €€ agapéoens, so that in his view they do not,
like the conceptions of ontology, denote anything really distinct
from the corporeal, but only something which the mathema
ticians regard assuch.  Of course, therefore, Aristotle combats
those who would substitute mathematics for metaphysics.
The object of mathematics is the quantitative, which is number
or magnitude according as it is to be counted or to be measur-
ed, and in this consists the distinction of arithmetic and geo
metry. The former is concerned with that which is not, the
latter with that which is, in space. For this reason, too, the first
element of each, the point and unity, are respectively defined
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as povas Bégy Exovoa, and as oriypuy &beros, definitions suggested
by the connection of geometrical and arithmetical methods so
habitual in antiquity..’. Among the many differences between
mA700s and uéyebos, he mentions together with others, that in
numbers there is no greatest number, but only a smallest, viz.,
unity, while among magnitudes, there is no minimum or atom,
but only a maximum, viz., space. Thorough researches into
continuous and discrete quantities, undertaken it is true in
the interest of physics rather than of mathematics, are found
in the seventh book of the Physics.  In addition to the pas-
sages concerning pure mathematics, his writings also contain
hints about its applied parts, e.g., optics, mechanics, the art of
overcoming natural difficulties, etc.

§ 89.
AristorLE's ETtHICS.

C. Garve: Die Ethik des Aristoteles ithersetat ynd erldutert, 2 vols. Breslay,
1798~1801. Michelet : Die Ethilk des Aristoteles in ihrem Verkiltniss
sum System der Moral. Berlin, 1827.  J. Walter: Die Lehre wvon
der praktischen Vernunft in der griechischen Philosoplie. Jena, 1374.

1. Like Plato, who for this reason had treated of ethics
under the names of the Statesman and the State, Aristotle
also is convinced that man can realize his moral destiny
only in the State, which he cannot dispense with because he
ts not a god, and in separation from which he becomes the
most malignant and dangerous of beasts. Hence he often
calls all inquiries into virtue political (p. 1094). This however
does not prevent him from beginning by inquiries into the
destiny of individual men, which cannot indeed be fully
realized except in the State, and into the subjective conditions
required for such realization. These are laid down in the ten
books which he himself repeatedly quotes as his 'HO:xd
(pp- 1094-1181). Their réfation to politics in the narrowersense
ts that of the general to the applied portion. In the jfirss
book, he begins by determining the problem in such a way,
that it is not so much a question of setting up the idea of an
absolute good, as of giving an account of the good which is
attainable, and that hence regard should be paid to casual cir-
cimstances and changeable elements, involving a renunciation
qf scientific precision. And as ethics, regarded as a science,
aims only at discovering the reason for a fact, it goes without
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saying, that the subjective experience +that this or that is
good, forms a precondition of its proper understanding. It is
necessary in the first place to answer the question as to
what is the highest good attainable by action. Universal
agreement, together with the ambiguity of the expression e
wparrew, induces Aristotle to admit without further doubt, that
happiness, eddapovia, is this good. The further difficulty, that
some understand thereby pleasure, others practical political
activity, and yet others wisdom, is put aside for the moment
by the remark that these alternatives do not exclude one
another. The second book investigates what activity leads to
this end, 7.e., in what Virtue consists. And as this end is an -
end for man, it can consist only in a specifically human ac-
tivity, and therefore not in mere vegetating or living, but in
the exercise of the activity of a rational being as such. If,
however, it is necessary to distinguish in man two elements, that
of the mafy, akin to the nature of the beasts, z.e., the practical
affections which are accompanied by pleasure and pain, and that
of the reason, there result two classes of virtues ; first the et4ical
or practical virtues, which consist in the supremacy of the
reason over the sensual impulses, and secondly those which
consist in the vivifying and intensifying of the reason. The
latter, the dianoetic, or logical virtues, are put aside for the
time being, and it is shown, in agreement with Plato, who had
conceived the good as svuuerpor, that if virtue is produced by
applying to the material of thesnatural impulses an 6p8ds Aoyos,
as the form to determine them, a mean between two extremes
must result. This mean is not given by nature, but issues
from deliberate purpose, nor yet is it one that occurs only
once, but one that has by repetition become a permanent con-
dition and habit. In short, virtue is s wpoapericy év ueaors-
7{ T odea, with the addition, intended to preserve individual
differences, 4 wpos #uas opiouévy.  The conception of purpose
involved in this explanation leads on, in the tkird book (pp.
1109-1119), to the more detailed discussion of it, together with
the cognate conceptions of the voluntary and involuntary, of
inadvertence and intention, in which connection Aristotle
directly attacks Socrates for having denied freedom, and in-
directly also Plato, for not having asserted it with sufficient
decision. Then therefollows inthe fourt/ book (pp. 1119-1128),
the table of the ethical virtues. The psychological basis tacitly
assumed for them seems to be the various forms of self-love and
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affection. There are added to the two Platonic virtues of
courage and temperance, liberality, magnanimity, sense of
honour, gentleness, frankness, and courtesy, and they are each
opposed, not to one extreme as in Plato,but to two, as the mean,
moreover, not between but abovethem. The reason why justice
is treated by itself in the f5/24 ook (pp. 1122—1138) is, partly
that Aristotle cannot entirely free himself from the Platonic con-
ception of justice as the basis of all ethical virtues, and partly
that the formal determination assigned to it, seems to make it
the connecting link with the second class of virtues, and
finally, in part that by its reference to the legislator it extends
altogether beyond the doctrine of virtues. The mathematical
formula for the conception of justice, however, in which dis-
téiibutive and equalizing justice form kinds corresponding to
geometrical and arithmetical proportion, is a proof how
unable Aristotle is, in spite of his polemics against the Pytha-
goreans on this very point, to repress, even with respect to
them, the nature of an all-comprehensive philosopher. Like
the conception of justice, and indeed to a greater extent,
the idea of equity also, as supplementing legally defined
duties, involves a reference to political conditions. The sixt/4
book (pp. 1138-1143) is devoted to the dianoetic virtues. It
gives not so much an account of separate forms based upon
an explicit. principle of division, as a gradation of the con-
ceptions of truth, in which the preference is given to the
voos with its immediate grasp of the truth. ~ Wisdom, which
combines what is taught by the vois and demonstrative science,
is true happiness and the proper aim of human effort. For
the practical life, however, reasonableness and right counsel
(ppovners and efBovia),both of which are concerned with the par-
ticular, are of more immediate importance. By their means art
itself becomes a virtue (the art of a vzrfuoso?), and it is possible
ta compare the three stages of dianoetic virtues, Téxvn, ppovnass,
and 0'04)!’0!, with the woueiy, wpd'r'rew, and Oewpeiv, and ascribe
them to the artist, statesman, and philosopher respectively.
All these forms, which the Sophists had not got beyond re-
commending, are however only preliminary steps, and the
~ road to wisdom, as the goal which is attained only by in-
dividuals in isolated moments, leads through them. The
seventh book (pp. 1145-1154) investigates conditions under
which the ordinary human virtues cease, as in brutalization,
mn which no law is any longer recognised, and as in heroic
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virtue, in which the law,—which is valid only where there
is injustice,—is transcended and a man becomes a law to
himself. Besides, the conditions of endurance and contin-
ence, together with their opposites, are discussed in such a
way that it appears doubtful whether they are really virtues
or only similar to them. There follows an inquiry into
pleasure, which has been suspected by the critics, both on
account of the position it occupies and of its contents. The
eighth and ninth books (pp. 1155-1172) contain a treatise on
friendship, both in its intimate and its more external and
social forms, which presents much excellent matter, although to
some it appears to be but slightly connected with what pre-
cedes and follows, so that doubts have been raised whether
it belonged to Aristotle at all, or whether it had been intended
for insertion in the Ethics. In addition to a man’s relation to
his friends, that to himself is here discussed, and it is pointed
out that the omovdaios duoyvwmorei éavre, while the gavhog lives
in contradiction with himself and is his own enemy, a formula
which agrees perfectly with that of the Stoics in later times.
The fenth book (pp. 1172—1181) returns again to the question as
to happiness. The first five chapters contain a treatment of
the pleasure into which every moral mode of action must be
transformed, and which must accompany every virtue. Then
Aristotle returns to the highest dianoetic virtue, and once
more extols contemplative virtue as the highest happiness, of
which it is true only the pure spirit can partake,-and not the
soul, which is bound to the body by its sensual instincts. And
if Aristotle’s Ethics discuss many subjects that do not fit in
with the ethical virtues into which Plato’s courage and tem-
perance had been developed, nor yet with the dianoetic virtues
(the “wisdom” of Plato), this may once more be regarded as
a confirmation of the view, that he took up into his system
everything his predecessors had achieved.  Thus the quality
of being steeled against pain and delight, which the Cynics
esteemed so highly, is found in Aristotle’s continence and
endurance; again, one must recognise resemblances to
Aristippus in his remarks on pleasure, and on friendship in so
far as it aims at gratification and profit.  Aristotle’s negative
determination, that all these did not belong to the ethical and
dianoetic virtues, any more than the more physical state of
shame, found a positive complement in later times in the
addition of a third class of virtues, the physical or bodily, in
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a way very nearly suggested by him, Aristotle having indeed
himself mentioned health as such a one (p. 408).

2. The conclusion of the Ethics clearly shows that the
ILoXxe7exa (pp. 1252-1342) are intended to consider not so
much a different subject, but the same subject from another
point of view; for the problem is, to find, by means of a
critical comparison of different forms of State, the one in which
man can be most virtuous. In the first book (pp. 1252~1260),
which Aristotle, referring back, calls 7rep2 olkovoulas xal 3ea'7rov'e[as‘,
he goes back to the simplest constituents of the State in
the shape of the union of man and woman, who cannot
live without each other, z.e., to the household. Among the
household furniture, without which a household cannot exist,
Aristotle counts also the slaves, who receive but their due
when, in view of their internal lack of independence, they are
treated as such. For the same reason he, like Plato, regards
it as wrong to enslave Hellenes, and it is also a barbaric
fashion to treat women like slaves. The household is com-
pleted by the children, and then contains, in the relation of its
master to his wife, his children, and his slaves, an image of
the life of a republican, a king, and a despot respectively.
The household is preserved by earning and by administer-
ing what is earned. The hints Aristotle gives with regard to
both these activities have been spun out by later authors in
the Olkovopcois, attributed to him. Agriculture, commerce, and
the wage-labour of the artisan intermediate between them, be-
long to the art of acquiring ; the rule of the slaves, the educa-
tion of the children, and the guidance of the wife, to that of
administering. As the village-commune arises out of the
union of several households, so the State arises out of that of
several communes. The State is, as man’s capacity for speech
shows, the end to which he is naturally destined ; and though
its origin was conditioned by necessity, it is yet no mere matter
of necessity, as in that case animals also and slaves could
form States. Nor again is it merely a device for security,
like a defensive and offensive alliance. Its end and prin-
ciple are the happy and virtuous life. Moreover it is prior to
the household and the commune, just as a whole composed of
members, is everywhere prior to them, because it is only the
whole that makes them members at all. The whole of the
second book (pp. 1260-1274) is devoted to a criticism, partly
of political theories, partly of existing constitutions. Plato’s
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theory especially is discussed, and reproached with not paying
sufficient attention to the independence of the members of
the State, and hence by its communistic proposals making
impossible a number of virtues which are based upon private
property and separate households.  Besides Plato, the
Chalcedonian Phaleas, and the Milesian Hippodamus are
considered, and also the Spartan, Cretan, and Carthaginian
constitutions. In the #4ird book (pp. 1274-1288) the State is
defined as a body of citizens, and by a citizen is meant one
who, unlike a slave, knows how to obey and to command with
a view to the Good, and who accordingly has a share also in
the activities of deliberating and judging. An intermediate
position between the citizen and the slave is given to those
who work for wages as the slaves of the public, the Bavavsor.
As the virtue of citizens consists in doing all things for the
sake of the constitution, the question as to whether a good
citizen is necessarily also a good man, leads.on to that of the
best constitution. And in the first place that constitution alone
can lay claim to the name of good; which aims at the welfare
of the citizens and in which the law rules. Both these re-
quirements, however, may be fulfilled in the Baoireia and in
the aporokparia, and lastly also in the wohireia, which are
accordingly called good constitutions. According to the
varying character of the members of a State, each of them
may be the best and most suitable; each, moreover, can
degenerate, when it aims at the benefit, not of the whole
State, but of the dominant part, into the corresponding mape-
Baages of the Tvpavvis, the oAryapxia and the dnuokparia. Aristotle
proceeds to enumerate reasons and counter-reasons for the
preference for one or other of the constitutions, but em-
phatically asserts that whenever there appears a god-like and

.heroic virtue raised far above the rest, the democratic ex-

pedient of ostracism is immoral, and submission to such a
king is the best course. (The order of the eight books of the
Politics in all the manuscripts, which is defended by scholars
like Gottling, etc., should, according to the researches of
Barthélemy St. Hilaire and Spengel, be exchanged for that
propnsed by them, viz., 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 4, 6, 5; but Hildebrandt
and Zeller have brought forward no contemptible reasons
against the transposition of the sth and 6th books, as has
Bendixen repeatedly,—most recently in. Der alte Staat des
Arwistoteles, 1868,—against the insertion of the 7th and 8th
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between the 3rd and 4th. Leaving, however, the final decision
to better qualified authorities, we may continue our sketch of
the contents of the separate books.) In the fourth book
(pp- 1288—1301) preparations are made to discover in the case
of what constitutions the requirements just explained can be
fulfilled ; and it is here that the real principle of classification
appears.  For it is necessary to distinguish different functions
in the life of the State, such as deliberation (BovAevduevov), and
judging (dixalor), above which stands the xipio, or power of

eciding peace or war. And according as this function (which
it should be said is sometimes called &¢vams, sometimes 7o
mepi Tas apxas, and by various other names,) is exercised by one
man, by the rich and noble, Ze. by several, or by all citizens,
there results a monarchy, either in its sound form of kingship,
or in its corruption of tyranny ; an aristocracy, and its corrup-
tion an oligarchy ; or a polity, together with its corruption of
democracy.  Aristotle is, however, so far from obliterating
actual distinctions by this division, that just as he had enumer-
ated five different forms of kingship in the third book, so he
gives in the fourth the characteristics of as many more, or
according to another interpretation, of four forms of democracy
and of four forms of oligarchy, evidently with a continual
reference to States actually in existence. The ffh book
(Pp- 1301~-1315) engages in an inquiry closely connected with
this, and makes remarks based on the closest observation
of the grounds and occasions of revolutions, stating at the
same time the means by which they may be met, especially
in monarchies ; and just as it has often been noted in recent
times that the fame of Montesquieu has been partly acquired
by what he borrowed from Aristotle, so, if we seek a pre-
decessor for the expedients given by Machiavelli, reference
might be made to the fifth book of Aristotle’s Politics. In
thesdxth book (pp. 1316-1323), Aristotle statesthe circumstances
under which, and the means by which, the different kinds of
democracy and oligarchy may be established, firmly holding
fast in so doing to the principle that there are no worse.
crimes than those against the constitution of the State. The
sevent/y and eighth books (pp. 1323-1342) discuss the conditions
under which the citizens of a State’ can partake of true
happiness, by the complete coinciding of personal and civic
virtue, The indispensable natural conditions for this are a
certain character of the land, the proximity of the sea, the
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population neither too dense nor too sparse, a 'certain
natural temperament of the inhabitants, connected with the
geographical situation—all of them circumstances combined in
" Greece. The other indispénsable requirements must be
provided by legislation.  Thus, it has to regulate the holding
of property ; there should be public in addition to private
lands, and both cultivated by slaves, as the citizens must have
leisure. Similarly, the law must provide that good citizens
issue from the younger generation. The conclusion of
marriages is already regulated by the law, which, it is true,
only interferes to prohibit certain marriages; and this should
be still more the case with education. Education becomes a
matter for State control from the eighth year onwards, and
is at first mainly physical : gymnastic produces a continence
and hardiness ; music, good manners (modesty ?). But, above
all, it is necessary to alm at the development of justice and
moderation, as courage finds a field for its exercise only in
times of war, and theoretical wisdom only in times of peace,
whereas the two foster are always in demand. All the
citizens are, according to their different ages, externally pro-
tectors of the State, and internally upholders of the law, hence
there is no warrior caste, or caste of any sort. With regard
to the final decision as to the best constitution, this can only
be given with reference to a definite nation and a definite
time, e.g. for the Greece of his day. In his political views
Aristotle thus diverges decidedly from the Platonic aristocracy,
and that in the direction of democracy, in so far as he is willing
to concede the greatest share of power to the very middle
class which Plato had condemned to the position of helots;
and, again, in the direction of monarchy, when he remarks
that the pre-eminent excellence, which is really the sole claim
to rule, is more easily found in one man than in many. And
when he desires to see the rule of the king limited by the
rule of the middle classes, one cannot help thinking of the
modern formula of a monarchy with democratic institutions.
In other passages, however, he seems more in favour of a
compromise between democracy and oligarchy ; in short, the
times do not seem to him to be ripe for a pure constitution,
and hence it is necessary to content oneself with the best
mixture possible. The permanent value of Aristotle’s politica.
philosophy consists in its adherence to certain principles
found by philosophic reflection, combined with its respect for
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actual conditions.  Neither unreflecting routine nor Utopian
projects of doctrinazres will find any support in Aristotle.

Cf. Hildenbrandt : Geschichte und System der Rechts- und Staalsphilosophie.
Leipzig, 1860, - :

§ g0
ARrisToTLE'S PHILOSOPHY OF ART.

G. Teichmiiller : Aristotelische Forschungen. 3 vols. Halle, 1867, 69, 73
J. H. Reinkens : Aristoteles iiber die Kunst. Vienna, 187o.

I. The third main division of the Aristotelian system
(cf. § 85, 3).is formed by his reflections upon artistic pro-
ducts and art itself. And since the Iorui (§ 1447-1462),
which comes chiefly under consideration from this point of
view, remained 'a fragment, it must be supplemented by the
isolated remarks which are found chiefly in the Ethics and
Politics, but also in the Metaphysics, Rhetoric, etc.  Ioweir
or productive activity ( factio) is distinguished from action
(the wpdrrew or actio) by the fact that in the latter the act
itself is the chief thing, and for this reason the ‘“how” of
the action, or the feeling that produced it, gives it its
- value, while in the former the work or the result (éoyov) alone
matters, so that it is indifferent with what feelings a house
was built or a picture painted, so long as they turn out well
and beautiful. And as rational action, become a habit, resulted
in virtue, so rational production, become a &g, results in art.
Art therefore is distinguished from virtue as production from
action. It is also distinguished from the action of natural
forces, e.g., from that of generation, which it most resembles,
by the fact that the end which the artist realizes lies in some-
thing other than himself. For the physician aims not at his
own health but at that of some one else, and it is to the bronze
that the sculptor gives its form, while the plant forms itself
and man begets man. In spite of these differences, however,
artistic production agrees with moral action and the working
of nature in many points ; especially, for instance, in their all
grat'the highest end, the 0. And this is the reason why
I61Iows nature. But because this is possible in two ways,
@tisdivided into two kinds. There are two kinds of art, as
" Plato already taught, and as Aristotle agrees, down to the
. Very-phraseology Plato had used. For art ezz4er aims at per-
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fecting that which nature intends, but which it cannot without
aid complete, .., making man - healthy, protecting him from
bad weather, etc.  In such cases it becomes useful or neces-
sary art, like the arts of healing, architecture, etc. Statesman-
ship also belongs to this class, since we saw that man is des-
tined by nature for a community, and likewise the applied
form of dialectic which belongs to statesmanship, and is called
oratory. Or again, art aims at representing a world like
nature itself, which, as it cannot create a real world, must
become a world of appearances. The name Aristotle gives
to this free art, that of imitative (muyrucd) art, is explained in
the first place by the fact that he found it in Plato, and
secondly that he does not regard imitation as the opposite of
original activity, to nearly the same extent that we do, but
is thinking rather of the fact that what is produced is no
mere symbol (anueiov, aipfBodor), but a real image of what
was to be portrayed. Thus it comes about, that whereas we
are wont to instance music against the view that all artis
imitation, Aristotle quotes it as being imitative above all
others; for it produces in its matter, the tones, something
quite analogous to the feelings it attempts to express, z.e.,
the most perfect duolwpa or miunua thereof. Although, then,
the imitating arts are to be placed higher than the useful
ones, because the latter produce only the means and con-
ditions of happiness, and they, on the other hand, enjoyment
and delight, ze., essential constituents of the highest end,
the useful arts must nevertheless not be degraded to the
extent of being counted among the mechanical handicrafts.
For the imitative arts also may be carried on as a trade and
handicraft, while on the other hand the arts of healing and
architecture are occupations that do not disgrace the free
citizen.

2. As might be expected, Aristotle chiefly concerns himself
with the imitating arts; in the Poetics that have come down
to us this is done almost exclusively. The content or sub-
ject of all art is the beautiful, which is opposed to the good
or d'yaG(‘w 7rpalc7'o'y as the d'yaec‘w 7rou;7'0'1/, juSt as production
generally is to action. Both, however, are forms of the e or the
good in a wider sense, and are distinguished by the fact that the
moral good shows us the highest end in its Becoming (xizots),
while the beautiful exhibits it in its perfection, as it is when,
no more hindrances have to be surmounted. The character-
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istic marks of the beautiful, which may equally well be first
perceived in nature and then represented by an artistic copy,
and first exist in the subject and then be developed out from
within, are given as order, symmetry, limitation, and magni-
tude. These objective determinations are completed by the
subjective requirement that it should cause pleasure or please,
as the beautiful is only perfect when it is enjoyed. Neither
of these factors must be wanting; and Aristotle is clearly
conscious that the beautiful coincides neither with the pleasant
nor with the true, if it leaves us cold, nor with the good if it
does not please us. Not only do his remarks lead to these
definitions in spite of their fragmentary character, but they
contain instructive hints on the subject of the most important
asthetical conceptions, many of which remained untouched
for more than a thousand years after his time. Thus his
remarks about the power of size to arouse wonder, about the
tension and emotional perturbation it produces, about the
raraoracis following upon this éorass, really contain the
whole of the later theory of ‘the sublime, etc. Because the
beautiful exhibits to us the highest aims in their completion,
concern about the beautiful, either when it is produced or
when it is enjoyed, 7.¢., both artistic activity and the enjoy-
ment of art, is akin to theoretic activity; art occupies a
position midway between theory and practice, between science
and life. And as the former deal with the universal, the latter
with the particular, the object of art must be the particular

.in the universal. Hence Aristotle opposes the representation

of the artist to that of the historian, and places it above the
latter. For the latter is said to stop at the particular, and to
describe things merely as they are, while in the work of art
the universal element is brought out, and things are described

- ola &v yévorro, 7.e., idealized. And this assertion does not for-

get that art imitates, for what it imitates is the universal
element in things, their mapdderyua, their idea and essence.
Hence too it is guided by right insight (Adyos aAs64s), and
leaves out what is a deformity and therefore accidental. But,
on the other hand, Aristotle decidely disapproves of the re-
presentation of abstract universals, such as form the object
of science, by the artist. A didactic poem like that of Em-
pedocles, he does not regard as a poem, but as a scientific
work. The ra8éNov proper he regards as lying too high for
artistic representation, and as the exclusive possession of
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science, which stands above art. Art is concerned only with
the éri 7o woXd, the general rule, and for this very reason
is liable to prefer the probable to the true. If therefore
Aristotle calls the representation of the poet more philosophic
than that of the historian, he does not at all imply thereby
that one who represented philosophic doctrines would on that
account be the greatest artist. As in his Politics, so in his
philosophy of art, Aristotle is a mortal enemy of all doctrin-
airism. The close connection between art and science, ren-
dered intelligible by its intermediate position indicated above,
is displayed in the first place, in the fact that art is based on
an inborn impulse towards imitation, which is nearly identical
with the similar impulse to know, that forms the foundation
of science; and there is added to it an original feeling for
harmony and rhythm. Moreover, both art and science belong
to the luxuries of life and are capable of causing the purest
pleasure, which does not admit of excess. But, like Plato,
Aristotle also demands that the enthusiasm which produces
the work of art, should be distinguished from frenzy by its
self-control ; like Plato, he regards harmonious proportion as
the essential character of beauty. His demand too, that
every part should be organically combined with the whole,
agrees with his own principles and those of Plato.

3. Of the individual arts, to the consideration of which
Aristotle passes after his general remarks on artistic beauty,
he has treated, within the limits of the fragments we possess,
only of poetry, and in poetry, especially of the drama.
Epic poetry is noticed rather by the way, and lyric poetry not
at all. The most important point in the drama, and as it
were its soul, is the plot, which is said to be more important
even than the delineation of character. It matters not
whether it be historically true or invented, as it is not a
question of correctness but of internal truth and probability.
‘The unities of the action are the prime requisite : those of time
and place, which alone limit the historian, are mentioned by
Aristotle,—if indeed hereally speaksof them, as is very doubtful,
—rather as an observance than a strict law. Tragedy and
comedy transcend mere fact in different ways; the former
describes its heroes as better, the latter as worse than they
are. But only tragedy is discussed in the Poetics, although
inquiries into comedy are promised. (Some of them have
been discovered by Bernays in a later grammarian, and
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published.)  Pity and fear are stated to be the means by
which the spectator identifies himself with the action; and
the purification of (or perhaps, from) such passions is defined
as the effect aimed at by the drama. This dictum, which
has been generally referred to the effect on the spectator,
was applied by Goethe, and after him by Stahr, to the
passions represented, although not without being attacked on
the ground of the meaning of the words. Their opponents,
however, have fallen out among themselves ever since the
view championed by Lessing, that it was a question of the
moral effect, suffered contradiction. Weil was the first to lay
stress on the medical meaning of the word «xdfapots, and his
conclusions were supported independently by Bernays. This
view, though combated violently by Stahr, and energetically
yet in moderate language by Spengel, has found more or
less acceptance from Ueberweg, Susemihl], Déring, and
Reinkens. According to it, the stirring up of fear and pity
becomes the means of soothing them and draining them off,
and therefore causes satisfaction.  Stress is also continually
laid on the fact that the satisfaction of tragedy is possible
only when the sufferer is both guilty and innocent. Besides
the plot and the characters, the diction is discussed, and
grammatical inquiries are returned to with that view. It must
be confessed that although the French classicists went astray
in making the rules of the Aristotelian Poetics their standard
in so slavish a fashion, an offence against their spirit has always
brought with it its own punishment. Aristotle is the father
also of the philosophy of art, as of so many other sciences.

CL F.v. Raumer: Ueber die Poctik des Aristoteles, 1828 (4bh. d. Berl.
Akad)). A. Stahr, in the Notes to his Translation. Stuttgart, 186o0.
Spengel : Ueber Aristoteles Poetik, 1837 (Abh. der Miinchener Akad.)
J. Bernays : Grundziige der verlornen Abhandlung des Aristoteles iiber
die Wirkung der Tragodie. Breslau, 1857. Against this : Spengel, in
the Abh. der Miinchener Akad., 1850.

§o1.
THE ARISTOTELIANS.

Theophrastus, of Lesbos, born in Ol 102, undertook the
guidance of the Peripatetic school after Aristotle’s death, and
was followed by Eudemus of Rhodes; some of the works
of both have been prescrved. Those of Theophrastus,
which have been edited by Schneider (Leips., 1818), and by

© VOL. L N
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Wimmer (Leips., 1854), contain the characters extracted from
an ethical writing, and also a work on sensations and the
sensible. The Metaphysics which bears his name was not
perhaps written by him ; on the other hand, some of the
writings attributed to Aristotle, as the De Melisso Zenone et
Gorgia, on the colours, etc., may perhaps be by him. Of
Eudemus we possess the Ftkics called by his name in the
collections of the Aristotelian works, and also some fragments
collected by Spengel. Both of them show but little originality,
and are akin in the learned tendency of their philosophizing.
Their logical researches were perhaps the most important, as
they examined the hypothetical and disjunctive syllogisms,
and added to the four moods of the first figure five others,
the indirect moods arising out of subalternation and con-
version of the premisses and the conclusion’; in later times,
especially after Galen had transposed their premisses, they
formed the fourth figure. Besides this, Theophrastus studied
physics, and Eudemus ecoriomics and politics. The Peripatetics
that followed seem to have laboured less at the whole system
than at isolated portions, especially that part of physics that
concerns the soul. At the same time, their doctrine becomes
more and more naturalistic, which we can understand when we
think of some of the sayings of Aristotle about nature, the life
of the universe, etc. Thus Cicero testifies, that the Aris-
totelian Aristoxenus, called the musician, who had originally
been impressed by Pythagoras, conceived the soul as the per-
Jfectio corporis, that Dicearchus of Messene inferred from this
conception its mortality, and that, finally, Strato of Lampsa-
cus, in agreement with them as to the soul, substituted a blind
force of nature for the Deity; and this development is con-
firmed also by other authorities. Critolaus, who belonged
to the embassy which introduced the study of philosophy
into Rome, seems, like his predecessors, Lycon, Aristo, an

others, to have popularized the Ethics of Aristotle and to
have treated it more rhetorically. His successor Diodorus
of Tyre, the still later Staseas of Naples, Cratippus, and the
unknown author of the pseudo-Aristotelian writing wepl «oouov,
mix up the Aristotelian doctrines with other views, especially
those of the Stoics. The later Peripatetics also devoted
themselves to the task of expounding Aristotle’s writings;
¢.g., Andronicus the Rhodian, his pupil Boéthus, and others.- .

Divg. Laert.,, v. 2—4. Ritter and Preller, 1. c. § 336-344.



THIRD
PERIOD OF ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY.

THE DEcCAY OF GREEK PHILOSOPHY; OR

GRECO-ROMAN PHILOSOPHY.

§ 2.

AristorLE by defining spirit as thought thinking itself, and
making it at the same time the principle of all things, as
being their final end, has substituted a complete definition for
the vagueness of Anaxagoras, and the one-sided definitions
of his successors.  Thus the Hellenism manifested in the
philosophizing of Anaxagoras, of the Sophists, etc., is compre-
hended in Aristotelianism.  But the limitation of this system
and the necessity of going beyond it, also lies in this same
fact. The fact that Aristotelianism comprehends only Hellen-
ism, indicates the necessity of such an advance in the history.
of the world; the fact that Hellenism recognises itself as
having been ‘understood, indicates its necessity in the history
of philosophy (cf. § 11).

§ 93.

A philosophy like that of Aristotle cannot continue to be
a formula for the world, when the sceptre of the world’s
history, which the Macedonian supremacy had wrenched from
the hands of Greece, is transferred to the Romans, ze., to
a people that, alike in the myths which it invents in order to
. comprehend its own character, and in the jurisprudence by
which it became the instructor of all future ages, alike in its
solemn and prosaic character and in its lust of conquest, ever
betrays this single characteristic ; that it regards the individual
person and his practical problems as having absolute value,
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and the whole as arising out of the adding together of
individuals. Hence, because the times have become Roman,
there must be substituted for a philosophy which, in true
Hellenic fashion, represents the whole as prior to its parts, and
consists of speculative devotion to the universal reason, oné in
which the isolated subject receives absolute value, and never
quite loses himself in any cause, but always considers also his
own relation to it. The place of a philosophy which regarded
contemplation as the highest activity, must be taken by
another which subordinates it, as the means, to the realization
of ends.” Only a reflective philosophy which is mainly ethical
can please the Roman spirit, for only such an one can be called
the comprehension of the Roman character.

§ 94

The same result is reached also when one considers without
reference to the changes of the times, that the essence of
Hellenism is the immediateness and naiveté with which the
individual allows himself to be penetrated by the spirit of the
universal, and that like everything naive, it also must disappear
as soon as it is understood. Hence there begins in Aristotle the
_separation of the greater and the smaller voos (cf. § 53), which
_Anaxagoras had asserted to be the same, and which in Plato
so interpenetrate each other, that he would have found it
impossible either to have considered subjective thought by
itself, as Aristotle does in his * analytical ” researches, or to be
intently occupied with mere reality, as is Aristotle in whole
sections of his History of Animals, without inquiring whether
they fulfilled also the requirements of our thought. The
frequent argumentative discussions, also, by means of which
Aristotle in every inquiry reaches the point Plato starts from,
are a practical proof of his assertion that the spirit enters
man from without, ze., that the subject is not immediately at
one with it. =~ The discrepancy between the subjective and
objective elements continually increases after Aristotle’s time,
and leads, by reason of the separation of factors combined in
Plato and continually re-united in Aristotle, to the generation
of one-sided tendencies. And these must show great similarity
to the lesser Socratic schools, since, as we saw, Plato and
Aristotle only taught a glorified and perfected Socratism.
And just as the lesser Socratic schools had exhibited



