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THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE OREEES 
IN ITS 

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT, 

THE PRE-SO C R A  T I C  PHILOSOPHY. 

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

I. HERACLEITUS.' 

l. The general standpoint alld fundarnental conceptions of 
the doctrine of Ae~ac l e i t u s .  

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

1 Schleiermacher, Herakbitos Hrracleitus 'S placed in the GSth 
&r Du~kle, etc. ; Mus. d. Alter- Olympiad ($4-500 KC.), no doubt 
Zhumsw. i. 1807, p. 313 sqq. (now on the authority of Apollodorus, 
in  Schleiermacher's Werke, 3 Abth. who takes his dates almost en- 
i. 1 sqq.) ; Bernays, Heracliteci, tirely from Eratosthenes. Similarly, 
Bonn, 1848 ; ibid. Rheiu. Mus. E U S R ~ .  Chron. gives 01. 70 ; Sgn- 
A? F. vii. 90 sqq., ix. 241 sqq. ; ibid. cellus, p. 283, C. 01. 70, 1. He i s  
Die Hernklitischen , Brigfe, Berl. described as a contemporary of Da- 
1869 ; Lassallc, D3e Philoso23hie rius I. in the inte,rpolatecl letters 
Herakleitos des D'zamkeln. 1858. (Diog. ix. 13, cf. Clemens, Stq-om. 
2 ~ 0 1 s .  ; Gladisch, Herakleitos u72.d i. 306 B ;  Epictet. Bnchi+id. 21), 
Zoroaster, 185s ; Schuster, Hern- in which that prince invites him to 
kleiios won Ephesus, 1873 ; Teich- his court, and Heracleitns declines 
miiller, Neue Stud. z. Gesch. d. the invitation. Eussbius, however, 
Begriffe. l .  H. Hernkleitos, 1876. and Syncellus, p. 254 C, place his 

' I n  Diog. ix. 1, the prime of prime in 01. SO, 2 ; ad. 81,2 ; in the 
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2 HBRA CLEIT US. 

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

80th or 81st Olympiad, and this 
statement seems to derive confirma- 
tion from the fact that, accortling 
to Strabo, xiv. 1, i. 25, p. 642 (in 
comparison w i ~ h  his evidence no 
weight can be attached to the 8 th  
of the so-called Eeraclitean letters, 
p: 82,Bern ), Hermodorus theEphe- 
sian, who, we are told by Pliny, H. 
Nat. xxxiv. 5 ,  21, and Pomponios, 
Digest. i. 1, tit. 2, t. 2, 4, assisted 
the Roman decemviri in their legis- 
lation (01. 81, 4 ; 452 B.c.), was no 
other than the friend of Ilemclei- 
tus, whose banishment the philoso- 
pher could not forgive his conntry- . men. (Strabo I. c,, Diog. ix. 2, &c. ; 
vide iqfra.) From this Hermann in- 
ferred (De Philos. Iouic. B ta t t .  p. 
10, 22), and Scliw~gler agrees a i t h  
him (Rom. Gesch. iii. 20 ; otherwise 
in Gesch. d. Griech. Phil. 20, Kijst- 
lin's edition, where also, p. 79, the 
reference of Parmenides t.o H!ra- 
cleitns; which Bernays con,jec- 
tnred, but which is irreconcile- 
able with I-Iermann's computation, 
is admit ;ed) that Heracleitus was 
born about 01. 67 (510 B.c.) and 
died about 01. 82 (450 B.c.). I 
have shown, however, i n  my trea- 
tise DC Hermodoro Ephesio et 
Hermod. Plat. (Marb. 1859), p. 9 
sqq. that this opinion is not justi- 
fiable. The statement of Euse- 
bius repeated by Syncellus is in 
itself not nearly so trustworthy 
as  that  of Diogenes, taken from 
Apollodorus ; Hermann urges in 
i t s  favour that Eusebius determines 
the date of Anaxagoras and Demo- 
critus more accurately than Apol- 
lodorns, but this is not the case. 
On the contrary, the statement 
loses all weight by its glaring 

contradiction with the earlier 
utterances of the same author. 
Where Eusebins found the stat,e- 
ment, and on what i t  is based, we 
do not know ; but if we remember 
that the prime of Heracleitus (not 
his death, as Hermann says: the 
words are clarus habebattar, co,q- 
aoseebatqcr, $ ~ ~ a ( e )  is here mixdo 
to coincide almost exactly with the 
legislation of the decemviri, i t  
appears probable tha.t i t  arose from 
t,he supposition that  Hermodorus, 
the friend of Heracleitus, enterrd 
into connection with the decernviri 
immediately after his banishment, 
and that his banishment coincided 
with the BKU? of the philosopher. 
Now the assertion of Diogenes can 
hardly be founded upon any accu- 
rate chronological tradition ; it is 
far more likely (as Diels ncknow- 
ledges, Rh. Mtas. xxxi. 33 sq.) that 
i ts  author knew only of the gene- 
ral statement that Heracleitus had 
been a contemporary of Darius I., 
and that  in accordance with this, he 
placed his prime in the 69th Olym- 
piad; i.e. in the middle of Darins's 
reign (01. 61, 3-73, 4). But that 
this theory is a t  any rate approxi- 
mnt,ely correct, and that the death 
of Heracleitus cannot he placed 
later than 470-478 B.c., we find ex- 
t,remely likely for other reasons. 
For though we may not lay much 
stress on the circumstance that, 
according to Sotion, ap. Diog. ix. 5, 
Heracleitus was regarded by many 
as a pupil of Xenophanes, the allu- 
sion to him by Epicharmus, which 
we have foundprobable vol. i. p. 532, 
would imply that his doctriue was 
known in Sicily as early as 470 B.C. ; 
and since he himself instances as 



HIS DATA' AND LIPE, 3 

the same presupposition in a contrary direction, and 
regarded the one Being as something purely in motion 
and subject to perpetual change and separation. The 
author of this system is Heracleitus.' 

mer. to whom varied knowledge has Aristotle fixes the age of Hera- 
not brought wisdom, only Xeno- cleitus a t  60, if the reading of the 
phanes, Pythacoras and Hecatsus manuscripts in Diog. viii. 52 be 
in  addition to Hesiod, this looks as correct: ' A p i a r o ~ t h q s  yhp a l r b v  
if the later philosopher, and espe- (Empedocles) iri r e  ' H ~ ~ K A E L T O Y  
cially his antipodes Parmenirles, i E 6 ~ o v ~ a  E)r(;lu q q r i  7~'rFhe~~qfCdvai.  
were unknown to  him. Moreover, Stnrz, however, instead of ' H p i i ~ -  
the statements about Hermodorus Aerrov reads ' H p a ~ A ~ i 8 q i ,  and Cobet 
do not by any means compel us to has admitted this conjecture, which 
regard Heracleitus as  later. For is favourably regarded by many 
f i ~ s t ,  the theory tha t  Hermodorus, authorities (more than a conjecture 
who took part  in the decemvirs' he does not consider it), into the 
legislation, was the same person text. It does not commend itself 
:ts the friend of Heracleitus is to  me as indispensable; for i t  is 
not based even by Strabo (ss I perfectly conceivable that  Aristotle 
have shown, l. c. p. 15) on trust- may have connected the two men 
worthy tradition, but merely on a together in reference to their age, 
probable conjecture ; and secondly, and the biographer of Empedocles, 
we have no reason to assnme that  here referred to by Diogenes (that 
Hermodorus was of the same age these words, as well as the context, 
as Heracleitus. Supposing him to are deriredfrom Apolloddrus seems 
hare been 20 or 25 years younger, to me donbtful, in spite of the ob- 
it, would be q ~ u t e  possible to  admit servations of Diels, Eh. Mtas.xxxiii. 
his participation in the lawgiving 38), may have also quoted what he 
of the decemviri, without on that  had taken the opportunity to say 
account altering the date of Hera- about Heracleitus, in the same 
cleitns' death to  the middle of the way that  in 55 Philolaus is 
fifth century. We certainly cannot mentioned with Heracleitus. On 
place the banishment of Hermo- the other hand i t  is rery possible 
dorus and the composition of Hrra- that  ' H p i i ~ h e r ~ o v  ]nay have been a 
clcitus' work earlier than 478 B.c., mistake for 'HpafchfiSl)~; and we 
for the rise of democracy a t  Ephesus must therefore leave this question 
would scarcely have been possible undecided like many others respect- 
before the deliverance from the ing the chronology of Heracleitus. 
Persian dominion. On the ot,her ' The native city of Heraclei- 
hand this event may hare  given tus, according to  the unanimous 
rise to the deliverance. Both testimony of the ancients, was 
theories are compatible with that Ephesus. Metapontum is substi- 
supposition : on the one hand, that tuted by Justin, Cohort. c. 3, but 
Heracleitus died in 475 B.C. ; on this is merely a hasty inference 
the other, that Hermodorns as- from a passage in which Herac- 
sisted the decemviri in  452 B.C. leitus is named in connection with 

B 2 



4 HERA CLEIT US. 

The doctrine of Heracleitns,' like that of the 

Hippasus of IYIetapontum ; as was 
customary, in accordance ~ i t h  
Arist. Metaph. i. 3, 984 a, 7. His 
father, according to  Diog. ix. 1, &C., 
was called Blyson, but others name 
him Heracion (whom Schnster, p. 
362 sq.,conjectures to have been his 
grandfather). That he belonged to  
a family of position is evident from 
the statement of Antisthenes, ap. 
Diog. ix. 6, that  he resigned the 
dignity of paarhebs to his younger 
brother ; for this was an office 
hereditary in  the family of An- 
droclus, the Codrid, founder of 
Ephesus (St,rabo, xiv. 1, 3, p. 632; 
Bernays, Heraelitea, 31 sq.). He 
held decidedly aristocratic opinions 
(vide infra), while his fellow-citi- 
eens were democrats ; this explains 
why his friend Hermodorus should 
have been exiled (Diog. ix. 2) 
and he himself regarded with little 
favour (Demetr. ibid. 15). The 
persecution for atheism, however, 
which Christian authors infer from 
this (Justin. Apol. i. 46 ; Apol. ii. 
8 ;  Athenag. Supplic. 31, 27), is 
perhaps wholly derived from the 
fourth Heraclitean letter (cf. Rar- 
nays, Herakl. BT. 35)> and is ren- 
dered improbable by the silence of 
all ancient authorities. Concerning 
the last illness and death of Hera- 
cleitus all kinds of unauthenticated 
and sometimes contradictorystories 
are to be found in Diog. ix. 3 sqq., 
Tatian, C. Grree. c. 3, and elsewhere 
(cf. Bernays, He~akl. Briefe, p. 65 
sq.). I f  they have any historical 
foundation (Schuster thinks, p. 
217, they may hare a good deal), we 
cannot now discover it. Lassalle's 
opinion (i. 42), that  they arose 
merely from a mythical symbolising 
of the doctrine of the passage of 
opposites into one another, appears 

to me far-fetched. The disposition 
of Heracleitus is described by 
Theophrastus as melancholy (up .  
liiog. ix. 6 ; cf. Pliny, H. N. vii. 
19, SO), and this is confirmed by 
the fragments of his writ,ings. But 
the anecdotes which Diogenes (ix. 
3 sq.) relates concerning his misan- 
thropy are worthless ; not to speak 
of the absurd assertion that he 
wept, and Democritus laughed, over 
ererybhing (Lucian, Yit. Az~et. c. 
1 3 ;  Hippolyt. R ~ f u t .  1. 4 ;  Sen. 
De Ire, ii. 10, 5 ; Tramqu. ,411. 15, 
2, &c,). As to any instructors 
that he may hare had, ordinary 
tradition seems entirely ignorant ; 
which proves that the ancients 
(Clemens, Strom. i. 300 c, sqq. ; 
Diog. ix. 1 ; Procenz. 13  sqq. ; 
similarly Galen, c. 2) found i t  im- 
possiblo to connezt him with any 
school. It is, therefore, manifestly 
an error t,o represent him as  a 
pupil of Xenophanes, which is 
done by Sotion, ( ~ p .  Diog. ix. 6 ,  or 
as a scholar of Hippasus, which 
is asserted by another account ( up .  
Snid. ' H ~ ~ I C A . ) ,  probably a miscon- 
ception of Arist. iMetciph. i. 3 ; or to  
connect him, as Hippolytus does, 
loc. eit., with the 
6ra60X4. But that  he claimed to 
hare learned everything from him- 
self, to have known nothing in h i s  
youth and al l  t,hings afterwards 
(Diog. ix. 5 ; Stob. E'lo~il. 21, 7 ; 
Procl. in Tim. 106 E),  seems 
merely an inference from some 
misapprehended utterances in his 
works. 

Our most trustworthy source 
of information in regard to the doe- 
t,rine of Heracleitus is to be found 
in the fragments of his own work. 
This work was written in Ionic 
prose, and according to Diog. ix. 5, 
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Eleatics, developed itself in express contradiction to 

12;  Clem. Strom. v. 571 C, bore 
the title repi $dueus. We are told 
in Diog. ix. 5 that i t  was divided 
into three hdyoi, et's T ~ E  rbv repi T O ;  

ravrbs Kal T ~ V  T O A ~ T L K ~ V  K U ;  ~ E O -  
A O ~ I K ~ V .  I t  is qllite possible (as 
Schuster remarks, p. 48 sqq. in op- 
position to Schleiermacher, Wcrke 
z. Phzl. ii. 25 sqq.) that the work 
may hare contained several sec- 
tions, each devoted to a par- 
ticulitr subject; and this may be 
brought into connection with the 
fact that, according to Diog. 12, i t  
also bore the title of Moiuai; if, 
like Schuster, p. 57, we think 
of the three muses of the older 
mythology. (On the other hand, 
two more titles are given in Diog. 
12, which are certainly spurious ; 
cf. Bernays' Herncleit. 8 sq.) But 
there is no doubt that the Mo3uai 
originate with Plato, Soph. 242 
D ;  not (as Schuster, p. 329, 2, is 
inclined to suppose) with Hera- 
cleitus ; and the names of the t h r ~ e  
sections given by Diogenes (as 
Schuster observes, p. 54 sq.) with 
the Alexandrian catalogues, and 
that these names correctly described 
the contents of the work is quite 
uncertain, its is proved, among 
other evidence, by the double titles 
of the Platonic dialogues. The 
fragments we possess contain very 
little that could be assigned to the 
second section, and still less that is 
appropriate to the third, if the for- 
mer were really devoted to politics 
and the latter to theology; and i t  
is the same thing, as we shall find, 
with the other traditions concerning 
the doctrine of Herscleitus (cf. 
Susemihl, Jahrb. f. Philol. 1873, 
H .  10, 11, p. 714 sq.). I believe i t  
to be impossible to recover the plan 
of the work, with any certainty, 

from the fragments in existence ; 
and Schuster's attempt at  such a 
reconstruction is founded on sup- 
positions that are generally doubt- 
ful, and in some cases, i t  appears 
to me, more than doubtful. That 
this was the sole work of Hera- 
cleitns is unquestionable, not only 
because of the indirect testimony of 
Aristotle, Rhet. iii. 5, 1407 b: 16 ; 
Diog. ix. 7 ; and Clemens, Strom. 
i. 332 B, where mention is made 
of a u d y p a p p  ip the singular. and 
not of uuypd,upara, but because no 
other work was either quoted or 
commentated on by the ancients. In 
PlutarCh, Adv. COL?. 14, 2 'HpaKh~i- 
T O U  6h rbv  Zwpodurpqv, we should 
read, with Diibner, 'Hpa~hs[Gov 
(vide Bernays, Rh. L'lus. rii. 93 sq.), 
an amendment 'which of itself set- 
tles Schleiermacher's doubt as  to 
the genuineness of this writing, and 
the trustworthiness of Plutarch's 
statements concerning Heracleitus 
(l. C.). David, Schol. i n  Arist. 19 b, 
7 ; Hesych. Vir. a l .  ' H p d ~ h .  ; Schol. 
Bekker, in Plat. p. 364, mention 
Heracleitus's u u y y p d p p a ~ a  ; but 
this is only a proof of their care- 
lessness. The Heracleitean letters 
cannot possibly be consideredgenu- 
ine. Concerning a metrical version 
of the Heracleitean doctrine, vide 
i?+fra,p. 21, l .  WhetherHeracleitus 
really deposited his work in the 
temple of Artemis, as is stated in 
Diog. ix. 6 and elsewhere, cannot 
be ascertained; if he did, i t  could 
not be for the sake of secrecy, as 
Tatian, C. Gr. c. 3, suggests. Nor 
can we suppose that his well-known 
obscurity (cf. Lucret. i. 639), which 
procured for him the title of UKO- 

r ~ i v b s  among later writers (suchas 
Pseudo-Arist.. De Mumdo, c. 5, 
396 b, 20 ; Clem. fltrom. v. 571, 
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nowhere can our philosopher find true knowledge.' " 
The mass of men has no intelligence for eternal truth, 
though i t , i s  clear and obvious; that which they daily 
encounter, continues strange to them; whither their 
own road leads is hidden from them ; what they do 
when they are awake, they faget ,  as if i t  were done 
in sleep; the order of the world, glorious as i t  is, 
racleitns's work. .Brandis (GT. absolute is exempt from all sensible 
Rom. Phil. i. 164), with good rea- existence, that it is the negative.' 
son, on account of o t l l ~ r  passages, To me i t  seems more likely that  
Diog. vi. 19, and ix. 6, doubts the true meaning is this: 'None 
whether the Antisthenes here al- attains to understand that wisdom 
luded to is the Socratic philosopher is  separated from all things,' that 
(vide Schleiermacher, p. 5), and is, has to go its own way: diverging 
Lassalle makes the unfortunate from general opinion. This does 
suggestion, i. 3, that in Eus. PP. Ev. not contradict h s u e a r  r @  Euv& as 
xv. 13, 6, Antisthenes the Socratic Schuster (p. 42) believes, for (vvbv 
is not colled ' H p a ~ h ~ w r l ~ d s ,  but is something different from the 
' ~ ~ a ~ h s i r e r d s ,  71s r b  qpdvqpa;  opinion of the people. Schuster'n 
cf. part 11. a, 261. 4. I n  my quo- explanation, which is that  of 
tation of the fragments, in the fol- Heinze (Lehre vom Logos, p. 32), 
lowing pages, I use Schuster's ' tha t  wisdom is the portion of 
enumeration, but at  the same time none,' as  far as I can see, does not 
mention from whence the fragments harmonise any better with his con- 
are taken. ception of tvvbv.  I n  order to 

1 Frag. 13, ap. Stob. Floril. 3, decide with certainty as to the 
81 : d ~ d u w v  Adyous qnouua 0 6 8 ~ ; s  sense of the words, we should know 
+rrtveirar (- i e r a r )  2s TOGTO &UTE the connection in which they stand. 
Y r ~ ~ u ~ ~ r v ,  871 uoqdv ~ U T I  a d u r w v  2 Fr. 3, 4, up. Arist. Rhet. iii. 
~ s , y w ~ r u p 6 v o v .  After ~ I ~ V ~ U K E L V  5, 1407 13, 16 ; Sext. Math. vii. 
older editions have 3 y h p  8sbs 3 132 (who both say that this was 
8qp;ov;  this was repudiated by the beginning of Heracleitus's 
Gaisford on the ground of the MSS., work) ; Clem. Strom. v. 602 D ; 
and was manifestly interpolated by Hippol. Befz~t. ix. 9 : r o i  Adyou 
some commentator who referred roG6' 6 6 ~ ~ 0 s  al. : 7 0 5  b v ~ o s  or 
the uo@v x d v r w v  ~ s x w p r u p i v o v  to 70; 8kovros ; the latter, which is 
the seclusion of the wise, in mis- the usual reading in our Aristote- 
taken allusion to Arist. Polit. i. 2, lian text, is inadmissible, if only 
1253 a, 29 ; cf. Lassalle, i. 344 sq. ; for the reason that in that  case the 
Schuster's defence of the authen- be1 cannot be connected with the 
ticity of the words p. 44, does not preceding context, whereas dris-  
convince me. I n  the words 671 totle expressly remarks that we 
uoqbv,  etc., Lassalle refers a o q b v  do not know whether i t  belongs to 
to thedivine wisdom, and therefore what goes before, or what follows 
explains them thus : ' That the i t  ; i t  seems to me Aristotle must 



have read r o i 6 e  Svros,  and Hera- as the discourse of nature ; and 
cleitus must have written: r o i 6 '  nature is not only not mectioned 
ddvros or roGBe E1dv~. ale; h [dve ro r  as the discoursing subject, but is not 
y ; v o v r a i  dv0pw l~o r  ~ a \ r  r p d u 0 ~ v  3 named a t  all. In  order to ascribe 
& ~ o i u a r  ~ a l  h ~ n d u a v r e s  r b  a p d r o v .  this signification to che hdyos ,  we 
y lvop6vwv y d p  ~ d v r m v  ~ a r h  r b v  must suppose that r o l 8 e  refers to 
Adyov r d v 8 s  brrslporuiv (so Bern. a previous definition of the h d y o s  , 
Mull. Schust. read) dolaaur rerpr5- as hdyos  r G s  ~ G ~ E w s .  That there 
~ E V O L  i a b w v  KU: gpywv r o i o d r w v  was any such previous definition, 
d ~ o f w v  dycb G r ~ y s i p a r   ark +hurv is improbable, as this passage stood 
Gra1p6wv l a a u r o v  ~ a l  rppb[wv 8 ~ w s  at  the commencement of Hera- 
ZXEI. 70bs  8 ;  dhhous  bv0pd1~0us cleitus's work; and even if i ts  
Aav0dver 6 ~ d u a  d y e p 0 6 v r ~ s  r o r o i u r  first words (ss Hippolytus states) 
( - 6 0 ~ ~ 1 )  8 ~ w u ? r e p  d ~ d u a  €880v r€s  Pan thus: 7 0 ;  6 ;  hd')'~~ roGSe, we 
&rrhav0dvovra i .  I n  this much dis- need not refer the 6; to anything 
putedfragmentIthink, withHeinze, besides the title of the writing (in 
L. c. 10, and elsewhere, that .id is which hdyos  wepi @duros may have 
to be connected with d d v r o s ;  the occurred); we need not suppose 
hdyos ,  in my opinion, refers indeed with Schuster, p. 13 sqq., that a 
primarily to the discourse, butalso long introduction, and one, as it, 
to the contents of the discourse, seems to me, so little in harmony 
the truth expressed in it ; a confu- with the tone of the rest, preceded 
sion and identification of different what Heracleitus had said, accord- 
ideas, united and apparently in- ing to Aristotle, dv 75 hpX? roG  
cluded in one word, which should u v y y p d p p a r o s ,  according to Sextus 
least of all surprise us in Heraclei- d v a p ~ d p e v o s  r a v  rep1 @ d u ~ w s .  If 
tus. He says : ' This discourse (the so, however, the twice repeated $6e, 
theory of the world laid down in as in the commencement of Hero- 
his work) is not recognised by men, dotus's history, can only refer to 
although i t  ever exists (i.e. that the Heracleitean work itself. Cf. 
which always exists, contains the also Fr. 2, Clem: Strom. ii. 362 
eternal order of things, the eternal A : ob  y b p  @pov60vur r o r a i r a r o h h o l  
truth), for although all happens ac- 6 ~ d u o r  (for which perhaps we should 
cordiug to it (and thus its truth is read : dsduors cf. o& d r ~ u p o G u r  ap. 
confirmed by all facts universally) M. Aur. iv. 46) hy~vpuebouo l v ,  066; 
men behave as if they had never had pa06v r r s  y r v r 5 u ~ o v u r  ;avroGrc 62 
any experience of it, when words or ~ O K E I O V U L .  Fr. 1, Hippol. I .  C. : 
things present themselves to them, 8 ~ o r d r n v r a r  o i  h v R p w ~ o r  r p b s  r+ l v  
its I here represent them ' (when yvGurv  r d v  @avep&v, etc. M. Aurel. 
the views here brought forward are iv. 46 : h e l r 0 G  ' H P U K A E ~ T F ~ ~ U  p ~ p v j j -  
shown them by instruction or by u0ar  8 r r  yGs  0dva ros  SGwp yev6u0al ,  
their own perceptions). Schuster, etc., pepvGa0ai  6 i  ~ a l  70; " i r i h a v -  
18 sq., refers the h d y o s  to the 0avop6vou $ d6bs d y e r "  ~ a ;  8 r r  'l 4 
' rerelation which nature oEers us p d h i o r a  6 r ~ v e ~ S s  d p r h o i u i  hdyy , "  
in audible speech.' But even if r @  r b  8 A a  8 i 0 1 ~ 0 i v r r ,  " r o h r Y  Btaqh- 
we are to understand by yrvopkvwv povrar, &a: o h  ~ a 0 '  Gp6pav i y ~ v p o C u r ,  
r d v r w v ,  etc., and the Cpywv r o ~ o h r w v ,  r a i r a  a L r o i s  [ i v a  $ a i v e r a c  " Kai 8 r ~  
etc., that all corresponds with the " oh  6 e i  %u?rep ~ a 0 e h 6 o v r a s  w o i s S  
Adyos of which Heracleitus is ~ a i  hkyerv"  . . . ~ a i  8 r r  oL  6 e i  
speaking, the Adyos is not described " ?rai6as T O K ~ W V  " [SC. Adyovs h6yerv  



for them does not exist.' Truth seems to them in- 
credible ; they are deaf to it, even when it reaches 
their ears ; to the ass chaff is preferable to gold, and 
the dog barks at everyone he does not know.4 Equally 
incapable of hearing and speaking," their best course 
would be t,o conceal their i gn~rance .~  Irrational as 
they are, they abide by the sayings of the poets and 
or something of the kind], rou^r' P d 0 v  79s y v d u e w s  is an expression 
Eurr K ~ T B  q ~ h b v  ~ a O d r r ~ a p ~ ~ h 6 @ a p ~ v .  which reminds us so strongly of 
The words marked as  a quotation Christian language (cf. 1 Cor. ii. 
I agree with Bernays, Rh. 1Mzcs. 1 0 ;  Rev. ii. 24; 1 Cor. riii. l ,  7 ; 
vii. 107, in regarding as cited from 2 Cor. X. 5, and other passages), 
Heracleitus, but manifestly only and partly because for the reasons 
from memory, and therefore not already glven, supra, p. 6. I can- 
altogether literally. The words in not agree with Schuster, who, p. 72, 
Hippocr. T.  8 i a r r .  i. 5 (if taken from finds in this fragment a recom- 
Heracleitus) must belong to the mendation to  guard against perse- 
same connection: ~ a i  r b  pkv r p 6 u -  cution by means of misirustful 
uouur OLK 018autv, h [l. of8aur, r h ]  precaution. 
6 ;  oh apiiouovur 8o~F'ovacv ~ i 8 d v a r ,  Fr. 5 ; Theod. Our. Gr. Afi 
Kal r h  p;v  dprjorv 06  y r v d u ~ o u u r v ,  70, p. 13 ; Clern. Strom. v. 604 
&AA' Bpws a $ r o i u r  r r d v r a  y i v e r a r  Fr' A :  AEGveror E L K O ~ U ~ Y T E S  K W @ O ~ S  do;- 
& v d y ~ ~ v  0ciqv ~ a i  h pohhovrar  ~ a i  h fcaar. @drrs  abroTur paprupier  (the 
,U+ p o h h o v ~ a r .  proverb witnesses concerning them) 

' I n  this sense, a s  blaming the ~ a ~ e d v r a s  Aaeivai.  
ordinary mode of conception, I un- Fr. 28 ; Arist. Eth. N. X. 5, 
derstand, a t  any rate conjecturally, 1176 a, 6 : ' H p d ~ h e r r d s  @qorv, 6vov 
the fra,gnentary words in Theo- uGppar' BY Chd50ar pLhhov 4 X p ~ a d ~ .  
phrast. Metnph. 314 (Fr. 12, 15, Fr. 36;  Plut. An SeSed S. ger. resp. 
Wimm.) : 8 o x e p  &p5 (for which c. 7 ,  p. 787 : ~ L v e s  y h p  ~ a ' r  Bah[ouarv 
Wimmer conjectures uwpbs, and $P &v p $  y i v d o ~ w u r  ~ a 6 '  ' H p d ~ h e r ~ o v .  
Bernays np. Schuster, p. 390, udpov, I gjve to these and similar sayings, 
off-scourings ; udpos, which signifies w h ~ c h  hare only reached us in  frag- 
the same, is still nearer) EIK? K F ~ J -  ments, the signification which 
p d v ~ v  i) ~ d h h r u r o s ,  m ~ d v  ' H P ~ K A E I -  seems to me the most probable, 
Tor ,  K ~ U ~ O P .  Schuster supposes this without absolutely vouching for it, 
to be Heracleitus's own opinion ; fr. 32; Clem. Str. ii. 369 D : 
but  neither of the two explanations hxoGaar o b ~  d ? ~ r u r d p ~ v o r  OS' E ~ T E ~ Y .  

he proposes, is satisfactory to  me. Fr. 31 ; ap. Stob. Flor~2. 3, 
This a t  least may be the 82: K ~ ~ T E L Y  A p a O l ~ v  K ~ ~ U ( T O V  (3  d s  

meaningof PT. 37 ; Clem. Stroqn. v. .rb ~ Q U O V  +&PEIV)  ; this addition 
501 A : iTrur i7)  y h p  F r a @ u y ~ d v e i  p? seems later. Plutarch differs some- 
~ L V ~ U K E U ~ ~ L .  The preceding words what in his interpretation, a s  we 
in Clemens I do not believe to be find inseveral places ; cf. Schleierm. 
from Heracleitus, partly because p. 11 ; Mull. 315 ; Sehuster, 71. 



the opinions of the multitude without considering that 
the good are always few in number ; that the majority 
live out their lives like the beasts, only the best among 
mortals preferring one thing, namely undying glory, to 
all besides ; l and that one great man is worth more than 
thousands of evil  person^.^ Even those who have earned 
the fame of superior wisdom in most cases fare very 
little better a t  the hands of Heracleitus. He sees in them 
far more diversity of knowledge than real intelligence. 
On Hesiod and Archilochus, on Pythagoras, Xenophanes 
and Heca t~ns ,  but above all, on Homer, he passed the 
severest judgments ; a few only of the so-called seven 
wise men are treated by him with more r e~pec t .~  How- 

' Fr. 71, as  this is restortdby 
Rernays, Hemcl. 32 sq. ; cf. Schus- 
ter, 68 sq. (in preference to  Las- 
s ~ l l r ,  ii. 303) : from Prncl. i7b 

Alci5. p. 255 ; Creuz. iii. 115, Cous. ; 
Clem. Stronz. v. 576 A:   is y b p  
a i r r i v  1%. ~ r j v r r o A A G v ]  v60s 8 9 p 4 v  ; 
F4rwv hurGoini Znovrar ~ a l  FiGa- 
t r ~ d h ~  (1. -Awv)  XPE)ovrai d p i h y ,  O ~ ) K  
€ ; 8 d ~ e s  ~ T L  rrohh0; K ~ K O :  dhLyor 62 
&yat?oi. a i p d o v ~ a r  y b p  :v i t v d a  rrdv- 
r o v  oi & ~ L U T O L  K A ~ O S  it lvaov OVTJTGU, 
o i  62 rrohhoi ~ E ~ d p T J v r a i  ~ K O J U T E ~  

~ r ~ v ~ a .  The remainder is an ex- 
planat,ory addition of Clemens. In  
my interpretation of the last pro- 
position, I differ from Bernays, 
Lassalle (ii. 436 sq.) and Schuster, 
who make O V T J T ~ V  dependent on 
K A ~ O S .  Bernays sees in the juxta- 
position of the words, K A ~ O S  b h a o v  
O v ~ ~ r r j v ,  an ironical allusion to the 
worthlessness of that  which even 
the best desire. Lassalle finds in 
them the thought tha t  fame is the 
realised infinity of finite man. 

Fr. 30, according to Eernays, 
lcc. cit. p. 35 ; up. Theodor. Prodr. 

(Laz. Miscel. p. 20) ; cf Symmil- 
chus, Epist. ix. 115 ; Diog. ix. l 6  : 
6 ETS pL) IP~o~ rap '  ' H P U K A E L T ~  Qbv 
d p i a ~ o s  5. Olympiodor. in Gor,q. 
p: 87 (Jahn's Jahrb. Supp7eme7ztb. 
x~v. 267) gives: 6:s &oi &v71 
noAAGv. Similarly, Seneca, Ep. 7, 
10, represents Democritus assay-  
ing : lh~cas ir~ihi pro popzdo est et 
popz~lt~s pro ZLVO,  and i t  is possil~le 
that Democritus, in whom we shail 
find other echoes of Heracleitns. 
may have taken this saying from 
him. 

Cf. on this point Fr. 22 sq. 
fszcp. vol. i. p. 336, 5 ; 510,4)  ; 3%. 
25 (iqlfra, p. 16, l )  ; Fr. 134 ; Diog. 
ix. 1 : T ~ V  e' "OpTJpov & # ~ Z U K E V  d ( 1 0 ~  
SK 7 G v  it-ydvwv (which we must pri- 
marily refer to the kyrjves p o v a r ~ o i )  
i ~ @ d h ~ e a O a l  KU: parrl{euOar KU: 'hp- 
x i h o x o v  6po:os. Fr. 76 (vide imf. 
p. 32, 1). Heracleitns censures 
Homer, because he would do away 
with strife. 

Bias especially, Fr. 18 ; Diag. 
i. 88. Also Thales, Fr. 9 ; also 23. 
The Heracleitus who is mentioned 



ever great then may be the differences between the 
theory of Heracleitus and that of the Eleatics, they are 
both equally opposed to the ordinary theory of the t\rorld. 

According to Heracleitus, the radical error in the 
popular mode of presentation consists in its attributing 
to things a permanence of Being which does not belong 
to them. The truth is that there is nothing fixed and 
permanent in  the world, but all is involved in constant 
change,' like a stream in which new waves are continu- 
ally displacing their predecessors ; and this means not 

by Alcsus, np. Diog. i. 76, can 
hardly be our philosopher. 

l Plato, Thecet. 160 D: ~ a r h  
. . . ' H p d u h ~ ~ r o v  . . . ohv f i rhpa ' ra  
~ l v r i u O a i  r h  ndvra .  Ibid. 152 D 
(i??f. p. 18, 2)  ; Cmt. 401 D : K ~ B '  
' H p d ~ A € i r o v  &.v 5 y o i v r 0  r h  8 v r a  idvar 
r r  a d v r a  ~ a l  p;vsiv ob6;v. Ibid. 
402 8 : AiyEr nou ' H p d ~ h .  871 n d v i a  
xmpr i  ~ a \ r  oL8;v p ive i ,  ~ a l  nurapoi ,  
P o ~  h ~ e i ~ d [ u v  r b  6v7a &S 61s 
I s  r b v  abrbv ~ o r a p b v  o h ~ 8 v  <pba;vs. 
Ibid. 412 D : r b  x i rv  r ivai  dvnopsiq, 
r h  . . . noAb ahroir . . . r o r o i r 6 v  
r i  ~Zva i ,  070v 0L6tv &hho ij xwpr iv.  
Suph. 242 C sqq. ; ride inf. p. 33, l ; 
Arist. Metqh. iv. B, 1010 a., 13 
(ride next note). Ibid. 1, 6, sub 
init. : r a i s  ' H p h ~ h r ~ r ~ i o l s  GdEair, & S  

B a d v ~ o v  r i r v  aiuOq7Gv he1 f i r d ' v r ~ v  
~ a 1  2alur f ipqs rep)  a 2 ~ 5 v  OLK 0 6 ~ 7 s .  
Ibid. xiii. 4, 1078 b, 14:  TOTS 'Hpa- 
K A € L ~ € ~ O ~ S  hdyors 6JS T&"TWV T ~ V  

aIuOqrGv hs: F E ~ V T W V .  De An. i. 2, 
405 a, 28 (after the quotation, 
538, 2, 3) : <v K L Y ~ ~ U E L  8' r iva l  r h  
6 v r a  K ~ K E ~ V O S  + r o  ~ a l  01( TOA- 

Aoi. Top. i .  11, i 0 4  b, 21 : 811 
rrdvra K I V E ~ ~ J L  ~ a 6 '  ' H ~ ~ K A E L ~ O V .  

Phgs. viii. 3, 253 b, 9 ( i~hfia,  p. 
15, 1) ;  De C ~ l o ,  iii. 1, 298 b, 39 
(inf. p. 21, 1). Also later writers, 
as Alex. in, Top. p. 48 ; Schol. i?a 

Arist. 259 b, 9 ; in Metnph. iv. 8, 
p. 298, l 0  Bon. ; Pseudo-Alex. i?h 

Metnph. xiii. 4, 9, p. 717, 14, 765, 
1 2 Bon. ; Ammon. De Interpr. 9 ; 
Schul. in  Ar. 98 a, 37;  Diog. ix. 
8 ;  Lucian, V. Atact. 14;  Sext. 
Pgrrh. iii. 115 ; Plut. Piac. i. 23, 
6 ;  Stob. Ecl. i. 396, 318. The 
same theory is presupposed by 
Epicharmus, vide supra, vol. i. 
529 sq. 

Plato, Crat. 402 A, vicle pre- 
rious note; Plut. de Ei ap. D. c .  
i 8  : n o r a p @  y i p  ohu ;urrv <p/3?vai 
81s r @  a374 KaB' ' H ~ ~ K A F L T O V ,  oL62 
Ovqri js o3ulas 6)s BJ/au@ar ~ a 7 b  :&v, 
&AA' 6th7qr1 ~ a l  r d x r i  pe'rafiohijs 
" u ~ i 8 v ~ u l  ~ a l  naAlv uvvdyr i  " . . . 
" npdurrur ~ a i  i i r ~ i u ~ . ' '  I consider 
that  these words are from Hera- 
cleitus, and Schlei~rmacher is also 
of that  opinion, vide p. 30. The 
words in the sixth Heraclitean let- 
ter (as Bernags rightly olrrserr~es, 
p. 55) : [ 8  Orbs] " uvvdyrr  7 8  ( ~ ~ 1 6 -  
vdprva" point to this. On the other 
hand, the words, 036; . . . ~ a r h  
:.$v, appear to me to  be an explnnil- 
tory addit,ion of Plutarcb. Hera- 
cleitus can scarcely have spoken of 
Ovqr1) o i u l a ;  and we can hardly help 
seeingin ~ a r h  Ftiv (which Ychus- 
ter, p. 91, finds a difficulty) the 
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merely that all individual existences are fleeting, but  
that CC?ZY continuance in  the state of a thing is a delu- 
sion, as we are distinctly assured by Heracleitus himself, 
as well as by all our other authorities from Plato and 
Aristotle onwards.' Nothing remains what it is, every- 

Aristote1i;tn Stoic form of expres- So does Seneca, &p. 58, 23 : I?OC 
sion. The same expression is used est, pz~od nit Hmaclitf~s : ' i?b idern 
by Plut. de s. Ahm. Vznd. c. 15, end Jlumen bis desceridinzus et non de- 
13. 559 ; Qu. hkt .  2, 3, p. 912 ; sce?aclimz~s.' The latter passage 
Simpl. Phys. 17 a, m, 308 ?; might be quoted in farour of 
Plut. Qic. Nat. a.rlcis, &spa yap Schleiermacher's conjecture, l. c. 
Q . l r t $ ~ i  58ara;  more fully Clean- 143, that in Heracleitus (Allcg. 
thes, up. Eus. Pr. Eu. xvi. 20, 1 : Horn. 1. C.) 61s " should be inserted 
' H p d ~ h .  . . . h<ywv o57os. ~orapo7u1 after norapo2s 70:s a3ruis ; but i t  
roiurv abroiurv ~ ~ ~ U ~ Y O U U ~ Y  Z r ~ p a  ~ a l  seems t,o nie more probable that the 
&epa 58ara drrrpp~i (the rest cannot ' bis ' in Seneca is an explanatory 
be regarded as Heracleitean). I n  addition taken from the famous 
Heracleitus, Allcg. honz. c. 24, p. proposition: 'We cannot, descend 
51, Mehl. we find: ~orapois  7 0 3  twice into tne same river.' Schus- 
airois ;pj3alvup6v T E  K U L  O ~ K  dpBa[- ter's restoration of the text of He- 
vap~v,  ~7pEIv r~ KU: OLK E ~ ~ E Y ,  which racleitns fram the abovequotations 
may be explained thus:  ' W e  only (p. 86 sqq.) is not a t  all clear to 
aeern to descend into the same me. All the expressions here cited 
river, identical with itself; in need not necessarily be titken from 
truih, we do not descend into the one and the same place. 
same. for during our descent i t  is ' Schuster, p. 201 sq., has been a t  
changing ; and so we ourselves are much pains to prove that Herilclei- 
and are not, because we also are  t r~s,  in  the sentences quoted above, 
constantly changing' (Schuster's merely intended to  expres's the 
interpretation, p. 88-' we are in it, thought ' that nothing in the world 
and a t  the same time no lo~iger in escapes the final destruction.' I 
it,' is less satisfactory t o  me). The cannot, however,satisfy mjself that 
words, however, likewise admit of his argument is really satisfactory. 
another interpretation: ' I n  truth I n  the first place, i t  may well be 
we do not go down into the same doubted whether the original ex- 
river, and we are not the same presbion of the Heracleitean doc- 
(after ~7pcv we may supply oi trine (as he believes, vide p. SG), 
a;rol from the preceding context) is to be found in the words rrdvra 
as before.' Arist. Mctciph. ir.  5, xwpe;  KU; oir8kv pius,  Cmt. 402 A 
1010 a, 12, is in favour of this {vide the last note but on*). It Is 
interpretation : (Kparihos) 'Hpa- not altogether c l ~ a r  from this pas- 
~ h e l r y  i n ~ r i p a  sia6vr1, ~ T L  61s ry^ sage whether these were actnitlly 
abr4 a o ~ a p $  06% ZUTLY dpBijvat. the words of Heracleitus : i t  is also 
abrbs ybp +TO 088' tirrat; for if very improbable that, lf they were, 
Heracleitus had also said :his, he should not often have recurred 
there was no reason for the censure. td his original view; and in that  
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thing passes into its opposite, all comes out of all ; all 
is all. The day is sometimes longer, somet'imes shorter ; 
case we might conjecture that he These writers are unanimously 
would not always hare employed agreed tha: he denied ally perma- 
one and the same formula. Why nent state of things. Schuster says 
tile expression adduced by Schuster (p. 207 sq.) that Plato was the 
should be more authentic than the first to ascribe this meaning to 
others tha t  have been handed r d v ~ a  xwpei-that Aristotle fol- 
down to u s ;  why the .irdrra $€?v lowed his example, hut betrayed 
which is mentioned by Arist.otle in  Phys. riii. 3, that he had not 
three times (De Calo, iii. 1 ,  Metaph. himself found a definite explanation 
1, 6,  and Do An. i. 3, ride, iqfra, of the wordsin Heracleitus's work. 
p. 22, 4) ; or the corresponding For my part, I ean charge neit,her 
passage, o7ov P ~ h p a r a  ~tvs7uOar rEc Plato nor Aristotle, nor even Plu- 
r d v r a ,  which is quoted in Plato as tarch, nor Alexander, who were 
a saying of Heracleitus, 2%e@t. 1GO equally in possession of this n~uch  
U, si~ould not equally rcprocluce read booli, with so careless a l ~ d  
his own words ; why he should superficial an account; and I do not 
have said d v r a  xwpe;, and not see what can justify us, even irrr- 
(according to Cmt. 401 D) 2var spoctivelq- of Heracleitusls own 
~h x d v ~ a  ~ a \ r  pivcrv o262v, i t  does assertions, in opposing their cnani- 
not appear. Whatever expression mous declarations with a theory 
Heracleitus may have employed, which cannot bring forward a 
the chief qu~s t ion  is, what he single witness in its defence. For 
meant by it. And he himself leaves eTen Phys. riii. 3 prorrs nothing. 
no doubt upon this point. The Aristotle here says, 253 b, 9 : @ a d  
river, which labitzrr et labetzrr i?& rlves ~rveiu6al  rr jv avrwv 06 r b  
omne vclzibilis (euunb, would hare r b  6' 06, &AA& r d v r a  ~ a l  &€l,  &AA& 
been a very inappropriate iilustra- hav6dve~v r h v  $p~r&pav  afuOqulv. 
tion of the proposition tha t  all rpbs ohs ~ a [ r t p  06 Fropl[ovras rotav 
things in time come to an end ; ~ i v q a r v  h8yova~v,  $ mdrras, 06 Xahr -  
but it is perfectly just in regard to nbv &ncvr?juar. He therefcre ex- 
the constant change of things. pressly attributes to  Hrracleitns 
This is clearly marlted by Herii- (with whom this passage is prima- 
cleitus as the point of comparison, rily concerned) the assertion tha t  
when he says that we cannot go all things are involved in perpetual 
down twice into the same river. cha.nge. He fails, however, to find 
Whether the river flowed on eter- in  Heracleitus a distinct explana- 
nally, or a t  same time or other tion as to the kind of change that  
came to an end, is, in reference to is here meant; and he goes on to 
this point, quite immaterial. But show in regard to all kinds of 
even if the explanations of Hera- change,-increase and diminution, 
cleitus had been less equivocal transformation and change of place 
than they arc, the opinion of the (cf. Pa r t  rr. 290, 3rd ed.), that they 
writers who were acquainted with cannot go on uninterruptedly. But 
his works, not a s  we know them, what follows from this? What i s  
in small fragments, but in thgir there to show that Aristotle's cc- 
whole connection, wouidbe decisive. count of the matter may not have 
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and so is the night ; heat and moisture alternate ; the 
sun is at  one period nearer to us and at  another farther 
been correct ; viz., that Heracleitus even with the present cosmical 
distinctly maintained the perpetual period ; it would only be in keep- 
variation of things, and proved i t  ing with the idea tha: everything 
(as we shall find) by many ex- is, a t  every moment, changing al l  
amples, bu t  that he did not, like i ts  old parts for new; that the 
Aristotle, distinguish logically the world is everymoment, as by magic, 
varions kinds of change, and there- disappearing and reappearing-: 
fore in places where he announced which we can hardly suppose to 
his proposition in a general man- have been the opinion of Hera- 
nrr, he held to the indeterminate cleitus. But in  ovder to refute the 
conception of the motion (or the accounts of his doctrine by these 
flux) of al l  things, without explain- consequences, two things must first 
ing wherein this motion consisted; be demonstrated. First,  that 
whether the place, or the size, or Heracleitus, in case the accounts 
the material constitution of things, are correct, himself drew these 
or all these a t  once, were constantly inferences ; and secondly, that he 
changing. I n  Plato, also, The& found difficulty in them. And 
181 B sqq., the proposition that, neither of these two presupposi- 
bccording to the Heracleit~an doe- tions can I admit. How do we 
trine, r r d v ~ a  nituav KLVTIULV be? know that  Heracleitus, if he held 
~ i v c h a i ,  everything is perpetually the perpetual transformation of 
chancing its place as well as its substances, regarded this transfor- 
const~tution (is subject to a con- mation as taking pla~emomentari l~,  
stant Bhhoiwurs  as  well a s  a rrcpc- and not gradually, now quickly, 
gopb), is indeed declared to  be the and now slowly ? or that he eyer 
proper sense of the doctrine, but in  said to himself, ' If  all is constantly 
such a manner that  we can plainly changing, t,his must be true of the 
see that  i t  wa,s Plato who first smaliest particles of matter ? ' How 
discriminated these two kinds of again do we know tliatfromhispoint 
motion. Schuster is of opinion that of view such an absolute transfor- 
to assume the perpetual change mation of substances would seem 
of individuals would lead to the unthinkable? Even on this pre- 
greatest. difficulties. If we suppose supposition, the apparent perm+ 
that  their shape is perpetually nence of particular things, even 
changing (which no one, so far as their continuance till the end of 
I know, ascribes to Hrracleitus), the world, would be perfectly ex- 
this is contradicted by the contina- plicable, ~f we also suppose t h r t  
ance of the earth, ses, and sky, of what they lose on one side would 
souls after death, etc. I f  they be made up to them on the other ; 
are constantly changing their which, according to p. 559 sq., 3rd 
substa7zce for some other sub- ed., seems to have been actually 
stance, this theory is compatible Heracleitus's opinion. Cf. with 
neither wit,h the period of the the preceding observations, Suse- 
world's conflagration, nor with the mihl, 6. c. 725 sq. ; Siebeck, Ztschr. 
following period in which al l  is .f. Phil. lxvii.245 sq. ; Teichmiiller, 
sea (vide i?rJ'in, Her. Cosnz.), nor Neucl Shsdien, i. 118 sqq. The 
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away. The visible passes into the invisible, the in- 
\risible again into the visible; one thing takes the 
place of another, or is lost by means of the other ; t,he 
great is nourished by the small, the small by the great. 
From man, too, nature takes some part's, while at the 
same time she gives him others; she makes him 
greater by giving to him, and less by taking away, and 
both coii~cicle.~ Day and night are the same ; that is, 

last-mentioned author believes that xpbs  rrdvra K M )  rrdvra xpbs  Z ~ a a r o v  
Heracleitus epposed his doctrine ~ w v r d  . . . x w P e i 8 i  r d v r a  ~ a l  0 ~ i a  
of the flux of al l  things to the ~ a l  hvOpr5nrva b v o  KU; K ~ W  bp.siBd- 
assertion of Xenophanes that the pcva. KM;  ~ J q p d v q  E'rk ~b p f -  
Deity is unmoved. I cannot agree ~ i u r o v  ~ a l  F ' A ~ X L I T T O V  . . . r v p 6 s  
with this conjecture-for Xeno- &#dos Kak 5 8 ~ ~ 0 s  ijhros E'd ri, pa- 
phanes denies motion only of t h ~ :  ~ p d r a r o v  Kai Ppaxdrarov . . . @dos 
Deity (vide s t p a ,  vol. i. p. 543 : Zqv,; m ~ d r o s  '&Bp, @dos 'Ki87j 
566j, whereas the proposition of ufcoros i v v i  (vide i%fra) @air& 
Heritcleitus refers to things, and [KU: p e ~ a ~ i v c i ~ a i ]  ~ t i v a  666 ~ a l  
not to  lie Deity as such. ~ d 6 e  KE?UE rrduvv Spvv.  8iarPqu- 

' This is in the passage of the u d p . ~ v a  ~ e i v d  T E  T& T G V ~ E ,  r h  86 
Pseudo-Hippocrates, a. Fralrvs, i. T' a6 r h  K E ~ W V .  (Here come the 
4 sqq., which Bernays, Heracl. 10 words ~ a ;  T& p i v  rrp4uuouur, & C ,  
sqq., suppos~s (irrespecti~ely of given szvm, p. 7, 2, but which 
many additions by Hippocrates do not apply here) @oiT€dv~wv 6' 
himself) to have been taken from E ' K F L V W Y  6 8 ~ ~ G v 8 i  r e  K E ~ U E  U U ~ ~ L U Y O -  

the work of Heracleitus, though p;vwv vpbs bhhqha,  r b v  rrsrpwpivvv 
perhaps only the writing or the poipvv grcaarov d~rrA?lpoi xal dn; r b  
information of some disciple of p;[ov Kai drr1 ~b p ~ i o v .  @fJoPb 8; 
Heracleitus may ha7.e been made rrEaiv AT' BAX+AWV, r @  pE'[ovr Lrrb 
use of (further details, p. 570, T O ;  ps[ovos ~ a l  T @  p ~ i o v r  bab 70; 

third edition). I take from i t  what pi[avos. ab[dverac ~ a l  ~b Pi fov  b r b  
seems to me, a t  any rate, according 7 0 2  dhduuovos . . . E'a6pasr 8; 2s 
to  the sense, to helong to Heraclei- dv8pwrov ~ i p r a  p ~ p k o v ,  b'ha b'hwv 
tus  ; where words are wanting in . . . ~h f i b v ~ q + d p ~ v a ~ L  6; 8 L u o v ~ a .  
our text, this is indicated ; Z'XEL 8; ~ a i  ~ h p i v  Aapj3dvovra r h ~ i o v  ?TOL;EL,  

68s .  yevCaOai ~ a )  broh;u0ai T W V T ~ ,  r b  8; 8i8dvra pciov. T P ~ O U U ~ V  by- 
[vpprySjvar ~ a l  81a~pl8 f i~a i  ~ w v r d .  epwaor @Aov, 6 fibv Z A K E I ,  6 Bi &0;sr, 
This letter word, however, is cer- (Aristophanes usps the same figure, 
titinly not Heracleitean in this ac- Wasps, 694) 7 b  6' a3rb 70$70 ?TOP 

ceptation; the reduction of gene- iouar (similarly c. 16) p ~ i o v  8; 
ration and decay to the combination ~ O I ~ O V T E S  ~ A s i o v  a o ~ i o v u i  (inmaking 
and separation of matter rather the wood smaller, they make i t  
betrays (as will be shown l C.) the rheiov ; i.e., they make more pieces 
influence of Anaxaporas I &abTov out of i t )  ~b 6' a i ) ~ b  K U ~  (p;'ui~ 
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there is one essence which is now light,' now dark ; 
beneficial and destru~tive,~ upper and lmder,4 beginning' 
h v O p r 5 ~ w v  so i t  is with the na- i x@hur  p2v ~ d r r p o v  ~ a i  uwrhp rov ,  
ture of man; r b  p2v (nominative) bv0pdxors 8; 6 ~ o r o v  ~ a l  dh60piov. 
60 is1,  r b  88 ~ A K E ~ ,  r b  pkv BL8wuc, r b  Here comes in the example of the 
88 ~ a p B d v e r ,  ~ a l  r$ p8v 618wur, r G  physicians (Fr. 81) who r 6 p v o v . r ~ ~  
L r o i j ]  88 A a p B d v ~ r ,  Kal  76 pkv Kafovres a d v r V  ~ a u a v ~ ~ o v r s s  KaKrjs 
6i6wur, r ouob r rp  nh60v  (and t,hat to 703s  d$ jwu ro i j v ras  Zxarr r r jv rar  pq82v 
which i t  gives, becomes more by so &&ov pru8Sv Aap,3dsslv n a p b  . rdv 
much), roC  88 hapBdvsr ,  r ouoh r rp  h ~ ~ w u r o G v ~ w v  ~ a C r a  ZPYa[dpsvo~ r h  
psiov. bya0h  ~ a l  r h s  ~ o l u o u s ,  E'?ralrrDvra~, 

1 Frag. 25, Hippol. Refz~t. ix. &C., may be thus explained: ' They 
10 : Gp;pa y b p ,  q q u l  (sc. ' H p d ~ h . ) ,  complain that they receive nothing 
~ a ;  v;[ Zorrv BY, ALYwv S8EI nws .  corresponding to the reward they 
8 1 8 d u ~ a h o s  88 n h s ~ b r w v  'Hbi080s.  deserve-nothing worthy of them, 
~ o i i r o v  E)?~Lrravrar  m h s i u r a  si8iva1, as a reward ; they accordingly con- 
8u.rrs ? p i p q v  ~ a l  s i r $ydv~v  O ~ K  ZYi- sider the evils they inflict on men 
v o a ~ s ~ ,   fur^ y b p  TV. as something very valuable-as 

2 SO Zurb $v is to be understood. hyaOci.' We get the same result 
Szhuster, p. 67, explains it thus: if, in accordance with the Gottin- 
'Day and night are the same ; that gen edition of Hippolytus and 
is to say, a division of time '-a pro- Schuster, D. 246, we substitute 
position, the profundity of which, p ~ u 0 b v  for ~ I U B L ~ V .  Bkrnays (Bhein. 
i n  my opinion, would better suit Mz1s. ix. 244; Heraclit. BT. 141) 
the Platonic Dionysodorus or some proposes dnarr8ovl-ar p7~8;v  Qlor 
Sophist of the same stamp, than pra0Sv Aappdvsrv, &C., ' they  ask, 
Heracleitus. What Heracleitus little as they deserre a reward, pay- 
meant by the unity of day and ment from t,l~e sick.' Tn this case 
night is  clear from Fr. 67 (infra, i t  is not Heracleitus himself who 
p. 17, 3). His censure of Hesiod concludes from the conduct of the 
refers to Theog. 124, where <Hp6pa physicians that good and evil are 
is represented as the daughter of identical ; hut Hippolytus draws 
~ 6 5 .  If he also censured Hesiod this conclnsion, in taking the ironi- 
for believing in lucky and unlucky cal hya6h  of Heracleitus as earnest. 
days. whereas one day is like ano- That he may be allowed the full 
ther (Plut. Cam. 19;  Sen. Ep. 12, credit of this I will not dispute. 
7), it  must have been in some other The additioil which Schuster, p. 
passage, for there is no allusion to 247, is disposed to make to the 
i t  here. fragment, from Ep. IIeracl. vi. 54, 

V r .  83 ; Hippol. l. c. : f l d ~ a u u d  does not seem to me to have origi- 
Qqurv,  S8wp ~ a B a p 8 r a r o v  ~ a l  p l apd -  nated with Hgracleitus. 
r a r o v  (which, however, according Fr. 82 ; Hippol. ix. 10:  y v a -  
io Teichmiiller's just observation, r@dy Qqul,,, d8bs ~ i r B s i a ~ a l u ~ o h r ~  . . . 
3; 8tz~d. i. 29, is  not to be trans- p i a  Zrr1,  qv6L, ~ a ;  ~ 6 ~ 1 1 .  ~ a l  r b  bvw 
lated 'troubled' or 'dirty,'as Schns- ~ a l  r b  K&W 8v durrKa1 r b a 6 r d .  (The 
ter has it,  p. 249 ; it  means impure, upper, e.g. in the revolution of the 
and primarily refers to the bad taste heavens and the transition of t,he 
and undrinkableness of sea-water) : elements one into another, becomes 
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and end.' Mortal and immortal are the same. Sickness 
and health, hunger and satiety, labour and refreshment 
are alike; the Deity is day and night, summer and 
winter, war and peace, plenty and want ; all is one, all 
becomes alL3 From the living comes death, and from 
the dead life, from the young old age, and from the old 
youth ; from the waking, sleep, and from the sleeping, 
makefulness. The stream of generation and destruc- 
tion never stands still ; the clay out of which things 
are made is for ever being moulded into new forms.4 
under, and vice versb ; upper and 103, Schuster, p. 174, &c. : rair72 
lower are consequently the same r' ivc; the latter alteration seems 
esssnce. Meantimeit is aquestion to me to lose the sense of the 
whether the words ~ a l  r b  dvw . . . passage; and in both I am dis- 
r b  a;rb belong to Heracleitus, or batisfied with the T E  ; I should 
more17 contain an inference drawn therefore prefer " rabrb r b  ") {&v 
by the author from ' 66bs &vw ' &C.)  K U ~  ~e0vqrtbs ~ a i  r b  E'ypqyopbs Ka) r b  
d8bs dvw ~ d r w  ylq ~ a l  &iir$. We ~aOei60v,  ~ a l  vkov ~ a l  yqpar6v. rd6e 
shall have more to say on this snb- ?&p yeranwdvra  h ~ ~ i v d  durr KbKeiva 
ject further on. ?rdArv yeranwdvra  ra ira .  & p  y&p 

1 Fr. 58 ; Porphyr. if$ ScRol. BK 70; airroiaqhoi 6I5varal rrs nhdr-  
Ven. tn 11. xiv. 200: tuvbv bpxh  rwv {@a ~ u y x e i v  Kal ndhrv ?rhdr- 
Kal ;?rl K ~ K A O U  nepi+epeias recv ~ a l  U U Y X E ~ V  ~ a l  r o i r o  $v nap' 
KUT& 'HpLi~A€irav. :v noieiv b6rahsinrws o h m  ~ a l  5 

2 Cf. FT. 60, irbfra, chapter on q d ~ r s  ;K 7 4 s  aLr4s 8Aqs ndhar p;v 
Her. Aqzthrop. robs npoydvovs $ p l v  b v k X e v ,  s2ra 

3 FT. 8 4 ;  ap. Stob. Floril. iii. uvvexeie airrois d'ykvqus 70;s na-  
84 : voiuos 6-ysiqv dnoiquev 463 ~ a :  Tipas, d r a  $pas, eh' dhhous in' &AA- 
bya@bv, hrybs K ~ ~ O V ,  Kdya70s bud- G ~ S ~ Y ~ K U K ~ ~ U E L .  K U ~  6 r ~ s y e ~ i u ~ w s  
nauarv. Fr. 67 ; Hippol. &fut. a o ~ a y b s  OBTOS d v 8 s h ~ ~ L j s  bdwv 05- 
ix. 10 : d 8ebs jydpq sb+pdv~, xtry2rv nore u r 6 u ~ ~ a r ,  ~ a l  rrdhrv 26 ivav- 
Okpos, x6heyos €$$vq, Kdpos Alpds.  US a87$ d 7 4 s  q80pzs ~5re 'Axkpuv  
Philo. Leg. Alleg. ii. 62 A: 'Hpa- E ~ T E  K W K U T ~ S  ~ah06yevos  3nb ruiv 
K A E M E I O U  86577s iraipos, ~ d p o v  ~ a i  T O L T T ~ V .  np8rq  03v a/r[a i j  
X p ~ u p ~ u L v q v  (cf. infra, chapter on GeiEaua ijyzv 7 b  r o i  iihlou +;S, $ 
Her. Cosnz. last page) ~ a l  :v 7b  &v a3711 ~ a l  rbv [opepbv &yet $6$v. 
~ a l  n d w a  byor/3$ ~ l u d y w v .  I agree with Bernays (l. c,) as 

4 Fr. 59 ; Plut. corns. ad. Apoll. to the probability of Plutarch's 
10, p. 106: adre yhp i v  jpiv aLro3 having taken,not merely the words 
0th. Zurrv d Bdvaros; ~ a l  5 qqurv rahrb . . . y~parbv  horn Hera- 
' H ~ ~ K A ~ L T O S ,  rabrd r' 6 1  (Schleier- cleitus, but the whole drift of the 
macber, p. 80, conjectures: rairrd passage ; and that the image espe- 
7' du7r ; Bernays, Rh. MW. vii. cially of the clay and its moulding 
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All life and consciousness of life ' is founded on this 
constant motion, which alone constitutes the existence 
of things ; nothing is this or that, but becomes mhat- 
ever it is, in the movement of the life of nature ; things 
are not to be conceived as permanent, and finished once 
for all ; they are continually being reproduced in the 

-in ali probability also that which youth is age, because i t  only arises 
is said of the stream of Beconling from t,hat which has long been in 
and decay, of light and Hades-is existence ; and age is youth, be- 
chiefly borrowed from the same cause it only consists in constant 
source. As to the meaning of those renewal ; and even the more ab- 
words, Plutarch says : ' Heracleitus stract expressions that. life is at  the 
drclares the liring to be identical same time death, &C., o.llow ofjus- 
with the dead, the waking with the tificittion (cf. Plut. De Ei? ap. D 
rleeping, &C., because both pass c. 18, p. 392). The unity of death 
into one another (for a s  the living and life is referred to in Fr. 139 
becomes dead when it dies, so the (Etymol. Magn. v. BLos; Eustath. 
dead becomes living when the in 11. p. 31,6)  : rŷ  OBV Ely 6vopa 
l i ~ i n g  feeds upon i t  ; as the young p2v Pies Zp-yov 6; Odvasos. 
becomes old through the lapse of Hence the statements in Plac. 
gears, so the old becomes young by i. 23 : 'Hp. $poplav aai urdurv ;K 

the propagation of the species), 73 ,  ijhwv ~ Y $ ~ E L .  & ~ T L  yhp 70370 72" 
and i t  cacnot be urged that  this ve~p iv .  Iambl. ap. Stob. i. 906: 
was too trivial for the profound rb plv 70% ahsois impherv ~dparov 
philosopher (Lassalle, i. 160); for ~Tv~var r b  62 peraBAherv rpipav bvd- 
in the first place t,he thought that aavarv. Numen. ap. Porph, Antr. 
in a certain sense the dead again Nymph. c. 10:  8Ses ~ a i  'Hpd~hersos 
ljecomes the living, and the old. (-ov) +vxFar, @dvar ripqrv, p;I 
young, was suEciently remote from Bdvarov, iyp$ur yevduSar, that is to 
tile ordinary presentation, and say, the fiery seeks to be trans- 
secondly, the inference would be formed into the moist (ride infra, 
in any case peculiar to Heracleitus, chapter on Her. Amthrop.) 
that consequently the living and 2 Plato Theaet. 152 D : dyZ, ;p; 
the dead are one and the same. ~ a i  p d ~ '  06 @aGAov hdyov. ds &pa I v  

I n  themselres, however, the words p2v a6sb ~ a 0 '  ahrb o56Lv iurrv; 056' 
might likewise signify : the living liv rr apouslaors 6pOGs 066' 6aorovoGv 
is at the same time dead, and vice rr, bhh' Zhv ds piya rrpouayopehys, 
versb, because the living only arose ~ a l  upr~pbv @aveirar, ~ a i  dhv Bap:, 
from the destruction of a previous ~oG@ov, [hpnavsd re O&~WS, &S p&- 
existence ; and the dead is undergo- vbs 6vsos ivbs T L V ~ S  p$re 62010- 
jug the transition to  that existence ; voi7v. E)K 8; Bjl @ u ~ & s  re ~ a i  K L V ~ U E W S  

waking is sleeping, and sleeping ~ a l  ~pduews apds &hhVha ylyverar 
making; because in wakingall the advra & 64 @a,uev e2var o 6 ~  dpfl3s 
powers are not in full activity, and apouayopehovres. ;urr piv yhp 0J6& 
in sleep they are not ail a t  rest; rroi o;fikv, ;cl 6; ylyvsrar. 156 
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flux of phenomena by means of active forces; they 
merely mark the points where the opposing streams of 
natural life cross each other.' Heracleitus therefore 
likens the world to a mixture which must continually 
be stirred that it may not decornpo~e,~ and the world- 
creating power he compares to a child who, in play, 
drams his pebbles this way and that.3 While, there- 
fore, Parmenides denies Becoming, in order to maintain 
the conception of Being in its purity, Heracleitus denies 

E : a3rbp;v ~ a 0 '  a5rb pqSkv eSvat. . . 
hv 62 7$ apbs k h q h a  bpihfa advra 
yfyveaOar ~ a l  aavroia hrrb rijs ~rvrj- 
crews . . . 0 2 6 2 ~  ~Svar $v aJrb K ~ B  
abrb bhhb rrvl be; ylyveaear, r b  6' 
€bar navraxd8ev htarps.r;ov. I n  the 
first of these passages, this opinion 
is generally ascribed to all the au- 
cient philosophers, except Parme- 
nides, and especially to Heracleitus. 
Empedocles, and Protagoras ; and 
the rrvl is only applicable to Pro- 
tagoras. However, i t  has already 
been proved, and we shall see, fur- 
ther on, that the words quoted 
correctly represent the doctrine of 
Heracleitus. 

Further details hereafter. 
2 FT. 85 ; Theophr. De Yertiq. 

9, p. 138 ; Wimm. : ei 6; p4 (this 
is  no doubt correct; Bernays, 
Heracl. 7, reads : a?), Kaedrep 
'Hpd~hrrrds qqar, Kai 6 KUKEIV  6du- 
rarar p4 K ~ Y O ~ ~ E V O S  (thus Wimmer 
reads, following TTsener and Bern. ; 
the older editions leave out p?, 
which, however, in spite of Las- 
salle, i. 75, is decidedly required 
by the context. Cf. Lucian, Fit. 
Auct. 14: Zprre6ov 0362~1, bhhd K W S  

hS K U K E ~ V U  P ~ V T U  U V Y E ~ A ~ O Y T ~ ~ ,  Kaf 
d a ~ r  rwvrb 7iPJIrs brepQfq, -yvrjcrrs 
byvwafq, piya pr~pdv, livw ~ d r w  rrepr- 
xwpdovra ~ a l  &perBdprva hv r c  TO$ 

airjvos aar817j. The anecdoteiuPlut. 
Garrulit. c. 17, p. 51 1, can scarcely 
have any connection with this doe- 
trine. The KVKEIV of Heracleitus 
is mentioned by Chrysippus, apt 
Philodem. flat. De. Col. vii. ; ac- 
cording to Petersen's emendation, 
to which, however, Sauppe prefers 
another and simpler version. Epi- 
curus, ap. Diog. X. 8, calls Hera- 
cleitus a K V K ~ T ~ ~ S .  

Procl. in Tim. 101 F: dhhor 
6; ~ a l  rbv 8qprovp-ybv dv r@ ~ocr~ovp -  
yeiv nal{erv ~Ipfi~acrr,  ~ a e d a e ~  'Hpd- 
~herros .  Clem. Paedag. i. 90  C: 
r o r a 6 ~ ~ v  rrvb nai[erv aarSrhw rbv 
iav.roi A L ~  'Hpd~herros h&. FT. 
49 ; Hippol. Refut. ix. 9 : a i I v  ~ a i $  
6urr aalcwv, r~r7e l l lwr  rrar6bs ?j 
Baarhqfq. Luc. l .  c. : 7l ybp 6 al6v 
burr; aais naL[wv, aecru~6wv, 6ra- 
+ePdpevos (or better, as Bernays 
reads): uvv6ra+ep. = hv r+ Sra- 
qdPeaOar avp+epdpevos. Bernays 
(Rhein. Mus. vii. 108 sqq.) illus- 
trates these passages excellently 
from Homer, IZ. xv. 360 sqq. ; 
Philo. hcor. M. 950 B (500 M.) : 
Plut. De Ei. c. 21, p. 393, where, 
however, the game of draughts is 
not specially mentioned. There is 
probably an allusion to the aa7s 
neacrrlwv in the T E ~ T E V T + / S ,  Plato, 
Lau~s, X. 003 D. 
2 
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Being that he may maintain in full force the law of 
Becoming; while Parmenides declares that the notion 
of change and of movement is merely a delusion of the 
senses, Heracleitus asserts the same of the notion of 
permanent Being ; while Parmenides regards the ordi- 
nary mode of thought as erroneous in principle because 
it assumes generation and destruction, Heracleitu- D comes 
to a similar conclusion precisely for the opposite reason. 

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

Arist. De Coelo, iii. 1,  298 b, do-Alex. on lllctaph. xii. 1, p. 643, 
29:  oi 82 r h  pkv &hAa a d v ~ a  ylvaa- 18 Bon. : 6 yhp  ' H p d ~ h a i r o s  
Oaf r h  qaur  KU; +TV, ~ l v a i  8; ~ a y l u s  ohafav ~ a l  bpxhv i r l O ~ r o  r b  &p. 
ohR;v, 9v 8h r r  pdvov irnopE'vsrv, 8[ Diog. ix. 8 :  x j p  ~ L a i  u r o r x ~ i o v .  
08 r a S r a  r d v r a  p ~ ~ a a X ~ p a r f ~ ~ o ~ a r  Clemens, Cohort. 43 A : r b  aSp Bs 
T E ~ U K E V .  8nep E)oi~aui  f30bh~aOar A 6  ? L ~ X ~ ~ O V O V  abf3ovras. The same is 
yarv dhhor T E  r o h h o l  ~ a l  ' H p d ~ h ~ r -  said in the verse, ap. Stob. Eel. i. 
70s 6 'E+luros.  Metaph. i. 3, 384 282 (cf. Plut. Plac. i. 3, 25) ;K 

a, 7: " Imraaos 8; T G ~  6 M ~ r a n o v -  m ~ p b s  y8p  ?rdvra K ~ I  ais rr6p x d v r a  
r7vos ~ a i  ' H p d ~ h e t r o s  6 'E+iu ios 7aAevr@, which, however, in this 
( & p ~ $ v  riRBaai). Ibid. iii. 4, 1001 form is evidently spurious, and an 
a,  15: Zrepor 8; &p oOi 8) h6pa + a u h  imitation of the well-known verse 
ervai 7 b  tv r o i h  KU> r b  Bv, 26 08 7b of Xenophanes (sap. vol. i. p. 567, 
6 v r a  ~Suai  T E  ~ a l  yeyovhva~. Pseu- 4), which, however, as is proved 
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fire to be the first element, the principle or primitive 
matter of all things.' ' This world,' he says, ' the same, 
for all, has been made neither by one of the gods nor 
by any man ; but was, and is, and shall be, an ever living 

by Simpl. Phys. 111 b, contains 
much that is truly Heracleitean. 
For, after Simplicius has given 
as the doctrine of Heracleitus, 
& aupbs ~eaeparrp;vov advra  vac 
~ a l  EIS roG70 ~ d v r a  dvaAheoOa:, 
he afterwards says : ' H p d ~ h ~ i r o s  

EIS W+" hiywv " ~ a l  E)K aupbs r h  
~dvra . "  As these words are made 
into a hexameter in Stobaus, and 
as we elsewhere (ap. Proc. in  Tim. 
36 C ; Plut. Plac. ii. 21; Qu. Plat. 
siii. 4, 9, p. l007 ; cf. also the 
mpbs &poip2r)v, infra, p. 27, l) meet 
with fragments of verse bearing 
Heracleitus's name, we may sup- 
pose that there was a version of 
his doctrine, made in hexameters 
to assist the memory, which pro- 
bably emanated from the Stoics. 
Schuster, p. 354, conjectures the 
author of i t  to have been Scythi- 
nus, who, according to Hieronymns, 
ap. Diog. ix. 16, rendered the work 
of Heracleitus into verse ; and re- 
fers to versified fragments in Stob. 
i. 26. 

On this Teichmiiller remarks 
(N. Stud. i. 118 sq., and simi- 
larly, p. 135, 143 sq., although he 
quotes my very words, from ' The 
metaphysical proposition ') : 'Ac- 
cording to  this, therefore, Hera- 
cleitus first discovered the meta- 
physical truth, and then made the 
deduction, which depends upon the 
observation of things.' I really 
thought I had said the contrary 
sufficiently clearly to have been 
safe from such a misrepresentation 
of niy opinion. Even the ' meta- 
physical ' proposition is obviously 

not to be understood as an a prwri 
one; I am speaking of the law of 
change, which Heracleitus every- 
where perceived, and I have shown, 
p. 13 sq., on what kind of percep- 
tions the philosopher based his pro- 
position. I derive the proposition 
from observation, and expressly 
remark that  i t  did ~aot precede the 
assertion ' All is fire ' in the con- 
sciousness of Heracleitus. I cer- 
tainly do not suppose, however, in 
regard to this fire, that Heracleitus 
was thinking merely of,the actual 
fire that ' we see, and hear crack- 
ling,' etc. ; nor that any man ever 
thought that the whole world had 
been and would be again such a 
visible crackling fire ; nay more, 
that i t  was so always, even at  the 
present time. Heracleitus says of 
the world, not only +v ~ a l  E m a ~ ,  but 
$v bd ~ a i  SUTI ~ a l  Surar r i p  b~l(wov. 
Consequently, I cannot but think 
that this view is symbolical. That 
fire was to Heracleitus 'only a sym- 
bol for the law of change,' I never 
said, but i t  is imputed to me by 
Teichmiiller, who naively quotes 
the very words which refute him 
(' Heracleitus did not separate the 
more general meaning of this con- 
ception from i ts  sensible h r m  '), 
as evidence. But if Heracleitus, in 
asserting the world to be fire, did 
not mean to assert the absurdity 
that i t  was visible fire, the con- 
ception of fire must have had a 
signification with him, transcend- 
ing its directly sensible content ; 
that is to say, i t  was a symbolical 
conception. 
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fire, kilidled and extinguished in due measure : ' ' ere, 
never resting, rules in He thus indicates his 
reason for calling the world a fire ; it was, as Simplicius 
and Aristotle observe, in order to express the absolut,e 

l Fr. 46 (Clemens Strom. v. p. 559,1, no one absoIutely. To the 
599 B. Piut. An. Pr. 5, 2, p. 1014 ; Greeks of the time of Heracleitus, 
Simpl. De Ca10 182 b, 31, 19 ; indeed, the notion that the world 
Schol. i n  Arist. 487 b, 46, 33) : was made by one of the gods would 
~ d u p o v  r d v 8 e  r h v  a i ~ r b u  t L ~ d v r w v  have been scarcely less strange than 
0 t h  71s OeLjv O ~ T E  bv6pdxwv h o l -  the idea that a man made it. The 
qusv. &AA' q v  bsl ~ a l  i u r a r ,  x i p  eternity here ascribed to the world 
b~L<wov, tLxrdpevov p&pa ~ a l  bao- by Heracleitus does not contradict 
u p ~ v v 4 p e v o v  p d r p a .  To the latter the assertion of Aristotle that all 
definition I shall presently recur. his predecessors considered the 
The words r b v  a 8 r b v  k a d v r w u  about world as become, or created : this 
which Schleiermacher (p. 91) is  has already been pointed out, vol. 
uncertain, I consider genuine, on i. p. 440, 1 ;  570; cf. also infra, 
account of their very difficulty, Her. Corn. 
though they are wanting in Flu- Fr. 68; Hippol. R&. ix. 10 : 
tarch and Simplicius ; the h d v r w v ,  r h  68 x d v r a  oia~i<er  ~ e p a u r ~ d s .  Hip- 
I refer, as  masculine. to  the gods pocr. x .  6 i a i r .  i. l @, end (vide i72J;.a, 
and men, so that the words would p. 27, note). We meet with the 
indicate the reason why none of same world-ruling fire, also under 
these can have made the world ; the name of ~ e p a v v b s ,  in the hymn 
namely, because they all, as  parts of Cleanthes (Stob. Eel. i. 30), verse 
of the warld, are contained in it. 7 sq. where that Stoic, who we find 
Lassalle, ii. 56 sq., says : ' the one from other indications especially 
and same out of all things, that resembled Heraeleitus, exalts Zeus 
which, springing from all, is in- as ' H e  that holds in his hands the 
ternally identical ; ' but the force &€l <hovra~epavvbv(theav^p L l [ w o u )  : 
of this explanation is not clear. 4 U; ~ a r e u 0 4 v e r s  ~ o i v b v  hdyov, Ss 61b 
That the world is the same for n d v r o v  +err$. 
all, Heracleitus remarks also ap. S Phys. 8 a :  ~ a l  aaor 68 Qv 
Plut. Be Suparst. 3, vide inf. chap- i f J ~ v r o  r b  urorxeiov . . . ~ a l  r01(1rwv 
ter on Her. Anthrop. We need not Z ~ a r r ~ o s  els r b  SpaurQprov baei6s ~ a l  
enquire with Schuster (p. 128), who r b  apbs y d v s u ~ v  h r r @ ~ i o v  d ~ s f v o v ,  
supposed the world to have been OahGs p i v ,  etc. ' H p d ~ h e i r o s  6 i  e t  
created by a man, nor need we, with r b  <woydvov ~ a l  6 ~ p i o v p ~ ~ ~ b v  70; 

Teichmiiller, N. Stud. i. 86, answer xupds. Ibid. 6 a, m : r b  <woydvov 
the  question by a reference to the ~ a l  6 ~ p r o v p y r ~ b u  ~ a l  B P ~ T I K J V  ~ a l  
Orientai apotheosis of princes (they 6 i b  x d v r w v  xwpov^v K& x d v ~ w u  b h -  
were not so foolish in Egypt or horwrtrbv T ~ S  OsPPdrqros Oeau(ipevo~ 
Persia as to regard a favourite r a 4 r q v  Zuxov 7 4 v  6d&u, 
prince as the creator of the world). 4 Be A9a. i. 2, 405 a, 25:  ~ a l  
' No god and no man ' means, as  ' H p d ~ h e i r o s  68 7 4 v  bpxhv ~ f v a i  @war 
has already been observed, vol. i., +vx$v,  d x e p  T ~ V  hvafJvplau~v, 25 3s 
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life of nature, and to make the restless alternation of 
@enomena comprehensible. Fire is not to him anc 
unvarying substance, out of which things derived 
were compounded, but which in this union remains 
qualitatively unchanged, like the elements of Empe- 
docles or the primitive substances of Anaxagoras ; it is 
the essence which ceaselessly passes into all elements, 
the universal nourishing matter which, in its eternal 
circulation, permeates all parts of the cosmos, assumes 
in each a different constitution, produces individual 
existences, and again resolves itself; and by its abso- 
lute motion causes the restless beating of the pulse 
of nature. By fire, the fire-flash or lightning,' Hera- 
cleitus understood not merely visible fire, but heat in 

r 8 ~ h a  auvlurquiv. ~ a i  BuwparLra- +jprav yij, rb 62 +jpruu rp~p?lurjjp, 
rdv T E  (Torstrik has this, instead whether Heracleitus may hilve dis- 
of the 6+ of the Vulgate ; I prefer criminated rrpqa~+p according to  
6;. in accordance with Cod. SX 10), the most literal interpretation of 
~ a i  P ~ O Y  &EL. rb 8; K L V O ~ ~ E V O V  KIVOU- the word (as Stob. &l. i. 594,  as- 
@ivy yrvr5u~~uOar. Further details serts) from ~~pavubs, or considered 
concerning this passage, i ~ f i a ,  p. both alike as lightning. Lassalle, 
26, 1, and Uer. A~athrcp., note 4. ii. 7 5  sq. would dist~nguish npq- 
Aristotle himself says in Heraclei- UT+P from PCP by making z~~p?lur+~  
tean language, Meteor, ii.3, 357 b, , the cosmical elementary fire, the 
32 : rb 7&v P E ~ V T W V  SBdruv ~ a i  rb basis of all things, and at the same 
7 G 8  qhoybs P~cpa. De Yita et m. time the risible fire; whiie he re- 
c. 5, 470 a, 3 : ~b 6; ?rCp be: 6ra- gards rrCp as the visible fire only. 
r€h€ i  ~ L V ~ ~ E V O V  K& $&DV bump TO- But this theory finds no support 
?-mpds. Similarly Theophr. Fr. 3 in the passage just quoted-the 
(Be Igne), 3. only place where Heracleicus names 

l The ~~pauvbs has already come ?rp~p?lurfip; nor in the fact that 
before us, p. 22, 2 ,  in a connection ~pqur+p (as Lassalle says) 'was 
in which i t  can only signify fire as already the designation in use 
the creative principle of the world, among the Orphics for the impure, 
and not merely lightning in the i.e. material, sensible, fire :' which 
special sense. apqurbp, however, means that in an Orphic fragment 
has doubtless the same general ap. Yroc. in  Tim. 137 C ,  therefore 
significance in Fr. 47 ; Clemens, in a poem centuries later than He- 
Strom. v. 599 C : mupbs ~pona; racleitus, these words occur : npq- 
T ~ ~ T O Y  B ~ A U U U ~  B~~Aduu~p?ls Q i  rb pav BT+P &p~6p0D ? T V P ~ S  6~60s. 



general, the warm matter, or dry vapours, according 20 
the language of later writers ;' and for this reason 
he even substituted for fire 'the breath, the +vX+,2 per- 
haps also aether.3 But it would imply a misconception 

' When Aristotle l .  c. (vide Aristotle expressly says this 
previous note) says that:Heracleitus in the passage we have just been 
sought the soul in the BvaOupiaars, discussing. Cf. also Fr. 89 ap. 
26 5s 7ihha u u v ~ u ~ q u ~ v ,  it  is plain Clem. Strom. vi. 624 D ; Philo 
that  this bva8uplarrrs cannot be Etern.  Mufzdi, 9.58 C (cf. Procl. 
separated from the 7rGp which is in  Tim. 36 ; Jnlian Orat. V. 
elsewhere declared to be Hera- 165 D. Spanh. ; Olympiodor. in 
cleitus's primitivematter. Schuster Gorg. Jahn's Jahrbb. Supplementb. 
thinks (p. 162) i t  is useless to en- xiv. 357, 542) : +uxfjur B ~ U U T O S  
quire whether Aristotle meant the 56wp (al. typjiur) y~vdaeal, %6a~r  
same thing by the two words; to 6b edvarw y6v y~v/uOal- ;K 76s 62 
me there seems no reason to doubt 56wp y f v e ~ a ~ ,  86 bsa~os 6; 14~x4. 
so clear an expression. If, in one Philo indeed explains +X+ as &+p, 
place fire, and in another the Bva- and Plutarch Be Ei, IS ,  p. 392, 
Bvplaais is designated as the priu- represents Her~cleitus as saying 
ciple from which Heracleitus nupbs O ~ U U T O S  B6p1 yivcurs ~ a l  Bipos 
thought all things arose, n e  can Bdva~os $ 6 ~ ~ 1  y i ~ ~ ~ a l s ;  that this is 
only suppose (unless we charge incorrect is clear from our previous 
Aristotle with the most obvious quotations, and others which are 
contradiction) that one and the yet to come (chap. on Her. Cosm.). 
same thing is intended by both Aether is not named in any 
terms. Aristotle indeed says (cf. of the fragments of Heracleitus; 
p. 26, 1 )  exactly the same of the but that the conception was not 
8vaOvpiaa~s that Plato says of the unknown to him appears probable, 
all-permeatingessence. Philoponus from the predicate afepros, which 
( in h. l .  c. 7), therefore, rightly he gives to Zeus (FT.  86, vide in- 
interprets Aristotle, when he says : fra, p. 555, 3, 3rd ed.) from the 
xGp 6; C'I-fp. chcyrv] 02 737v @Adya Platonic derivation of aether from 
(Bs y8p ' A ~ L U T O T ~ A ~ S  @?lulv 5 @hb[ B E )  eiw, Crat. 410 B, and still more 
S?rcpSoh$ 2urr nupds) - bhhb 7rGp from the fact that Pseudo-Hippocr. 
; A E ~ €  T ~ V  [qpbv BvaBvuiaarv. 2~ De Carw. i. 425 K ,  deelares that 
ralirqs o3v cZvar ~ a l  71)v +UX$V. The Bcppbv appears to him to be the 
expression hrepBo~+ mpbs for flame same as what was called by the 
is uot to be regarded as Heraclei- ancients aether ; the Stoics, too, 
tean ; the quotation only refers to identified the upper fire with 
what Aristotle said in his own aether jvide Part  111. 124, 4 ;  129, 
name (Gm. et Cow. ii. 3,330 b, 25 ; 2 ; 2nd ed.). I t  is not, however, 
Meteor. i. 3, 340 b, 21) ; not to an quit,e certain, for the Stoics may 
utterance of his concerning Hera- have arrived a t  their conception 
cleitus. Against Lassalle's inter- through the Aristotelian doctrine, 
pretation of bvaBup[auls (i. 147 and the treatise n. uap~rjvis (judging 
sqq. ; ii. 328 sqq.), cf. Par t  111. b, from the doctrine of the elements 
23, 2nd ed. which i t  contains, and other indica- 
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of his whole system to say, as Aenesidemus ' does, that 
he supposed all things to consist of warm air. In 
accordance with this larger import of the word, 
Heracleitus says of his fire, that it is never de~troyed,~ 
tions) much later than Aristotle. Heracleitus, and which (even in 
The further supposition (Lass. ii. Heracl. Alleg. Hom. c. 26) does not 
89 sq.) that aether was the highest absolutely coincide with the dis- 
creative principle of Heracleitus, tinction said to have been made by 
and that he held three stages of our philosopher between aether and 
fire, in which i t  manifested itself fire. H e  thinks that the apathy of 
more or less purely, viz. aether, aether (PS.-Censorinus, Z. C.) which 
&p, and ~ ~ p q u r ? p ,  has no real contradicts the Stoic doct,rine, must 
foundation, though its author has have been taken from Heracleitus, 
taken much pains to prove it. whereas i t  is  far more likely that 
Lassalle thinks that this theory i ts  source is Aristotle's Physics 
alone can explain the assertion of (vide Par t  11. b, 331,2nd ed.) from 
Aenesidemus, that air is the first which we must also derive the 
principle of Heracleitus ; but I conceptions of Ocellus, 2, 23, and 
have shown (Part III. b, 23 sq., the spurious fragments of Philolaus 
2nd ed.) that we do not require i t  (Lassalle, however, considers them 
for this purpose. He also urges authentic), which were discussed 
that in Ambrosius Hexam. i. 6 T., vol. i. 399, l ; cf. l. c. p. 358. 
1, 8 Maur., and also in PS.-Censo- ' Ap. Sext. Ma,th. X. 233; ix. 
rinus Fr. 1, 4, in the enumeration 360 : cf. Tertnll. De A?z. c. 9, 14 ; 
of the elements, air (which can only Par t  III. b, 23 sq. 
have come there by a confusion Fr. 66, Clem. Paedag. ii. 196 
with aether), and not fire, takes C: r b  p$ 8iivov ?T&S &v 71s h d 0 o r ;  
the highest place, as if that enu- that  the subject of 63vov is 7r3p or 
meration were necessarily accord- 9 2 s  we see from the addition of 
ing to a strict order, an'd as if Clemens : h 6 u e r a r  p2v y h p  fuws 
Censorinns had not immediately 7b a I u 0 q r b v  9 2 s  r rs ,  r b  B& voqrbv 
after remarked : the Stoics place k815varo'v barrv .  Schleiermacher's 
aether above a i r ;  and below air, emendations (p. 93 sq.) seem to 
water. He lays great stress on me unnecessary. Heraclejtus may 
the quotation, l. c. [mundus con- very well have said-' F o  one can 
stat] quaftuor eleme~tis, tewa, aqua, hide himself from the divine fire, 
Qne, ogre. cujusprilac@alenz soZem even when the all-seeing Helios 
quidam putant, ut Cleanthes; but has set! The r r s  is  a.lso defended 
eujus does not refer, as  Lassalle by Lassalle, ii. 28 (who pertinently 
supposes, to aiir, but to muadus; reminds us of Cornut. N. Deor. 11, 
for Cleanthes regarded the sun a s  p. 35); Schuster, p. 184 ; and 
the $ ~ F ~ O Y L K ~ V  r o i i  K ~ U ~ V  (vide Teichmiiller, N. Stud. i. 184. 
Part  111. a, 125, 1, 2nd ed.). He Schuster, however, refers i t  to 
relies on the Stoical discrim~nation Helios, who obeys the laws which 
of aethereal and common fire, in are inherent in fire; but with this 
regard to which i t  is a question I cannot agree. 
whether i t  was borrowed from 
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that i t  is not like sunlight connected with a particular 
and therefore changing phenomenon, but is the univer- 
sal essence, which is contained in all things as their 
~ubstance.~ We must not, however, reduce it on that 
account to a metaphysical abstraction, as Lassalle does. 
When Heracleitus speaks of fire, he is not thinking 
merely of ' the idea of Becoming as such,' ' the unity 
in process (processirende ~hnhe i t )  of Being and non- 
Being,' &c. ; 2  there is not a word to imply that he 
means only the ' ideal logical entity of fire,' and not the 
definite substance perceived in the sensation of heat, or 
that fire, as a principle, is absolute, immaterial, and 
different from every kind of material fire.3 His own 

l Cf. Plato, Crclt. 412 C sqq., me one of the evidences for the 
who, in his playful etymology of view taken of the Heracleitean fire 
5 : ~ a r o v ,  probably borrowed from in the text, which Schuster, p. 159, 
Heracleitus, proceeds quite in the has missed. Other evidences are to 
style of Heracleitus when he says, be found in Aristotle's reduction of 
3uor y h p  {you^vrar r b  a i v  ~ L a r  dv aGp to the dva6'vplaurs (supra 24, 
ropsig,  ~b $v r o A 3  a h o l  6aoAap-  1) and in Heracleitus's own utter- 
,9lEvovar ~oroGr01v 71 ~ S v a r ,  o&v 0 6 8 2 ~  ances (20, l ; 22, 1 ; 22, 2). When .. 

~ A A O  3) xwpsiir, Brh 62 7 0 6 7 0 ~  a a ~ r b s  Schuster observes : 'Fire is erery- 
s%ai 7 1  8retrbv, B i  0% ~ r d v r a  r h  thing in the world, but  i t  is for 
yryvdpsva yiyvrutJar. ~ G a r  66 T ~ X L U -  the most part extinguished,' he in 
r o v  ~ 0 5 7 0  ~ a l  A E A T ~ ~ U T O V .  I t  must fact asserts the same thing as the 
be the subtlest in order to pene- words he censures (fire is the'uni- 
trate all things, and also the versa1 essence, &C.). Vide the ex- 
T ~ X L U T O Y ,  &UTE );P?7u6a~ Z ~ a s p  planation of these words, p. 22 sq. 
8urGur 70% tihhors (t,he same predi- ' As Lassalle supposes, i. 361 ; 
cates which Aristotle attributes to ii. 7, 10. 
the bvatJvp[aurs). This, the G f ~ a ~ o v ,  Ibid. ii. 18, 30. Lassalle's 
receives different explanations ; one verbose and prolix defence of these 
says: 6 pkv y h p  r i s  p v u r  roV^ro E & ~ L  assertions, when closely examined, 
B i ~ a r o v ,  ~ b v  8hrov . . . another: proves little. He first maintains 
dpwrij,  sl  o6Bkv 6ifcarov o&ar c h a r  E'v that fire consists in this : ' that it is 
TOTS dv6pLSrors E'nsrBhv 6 ~ A L O S  Bdy not Being but pure process ;' from 
(perhaps a play on the words p)I 68- which, however, even if the propo- 
vow). Another understands by i t  sition were more accurate than it is, 
fire in the abstract : d 62 O ~ K  a 6  r b  nothing would follow in regard to 
&p +vuiv ,  h h h h  r b  6 s p p  b Y r i )  d v  Heracleitus's conception of fire. 
r @  a v p  l E' v d v .  This seems to He appeals to the above-mentioned 
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utterances, on the contrary, as well as the statements of 
ancient writers, leave no doubt that i t  was fire as a 
definite substance in which he sought the principle and 
essence of all things. 

The primitive fire, however, changes into the most 
various forms, and t,his, its transmutation, is t,he produc- 
tion of things derived. All things, says Heracleitus, 
are exchanged for fire, and fire for all things, as wares 
for gold, and gold for wares ; l and herein he gives us to 
passages of the Cratylus ; but the these Heracleitean philosophers say 
Osprbv ;v 74 rvp l  hvbv, even if i t  of n i p  or 0epPdv. Lassalle, ii. 22, 
really corresponds with Heraclei- thinks he has found the  true doc- 
tus's opinion, is not imma,terial, trine of Heracleitus ;n Marc. Ca- 
but only the same matter which pella, vii. 738, although that writer 
communicates its heating power to does not mention Heracleitus ; but 
fire ; and if i t  be urged that some the materia informis and the four 
explain FL~arov, like Anaxagoras, elements in the passage might have 
from vois, this explanation does shown him that this is simply a 
not relate t 3  f i e  but to the 8 i~arov ,  Stoic-Platonic exposition. I n  vol. 
and it is not derived from Heraclei- ii. 27, he also attempts to prove 
tus but from Anaxagoras. Lassalle the immateriality of the Heraclei- 
further supports his view by refe- tean primitive fire from Chalcid. 
rence to two passages in PS. Hip- in Tim. c. 323, p. 423 ;M (fingumus 
pocr. a. 8ta1r. i. 10, and De Cama. elzim esse hunc ignem sine cerurn et 
i. 425 K. And the thoughts there sine ullit~s rnateria pernziztione zst 
expressed have certainly a Hera- putat Heraclitus) ; here he has mis- 
cleitean stamp, for in the first pas- understood the words of this Neo- 
sage, primarily in regard to man, i t  Platonist (who is besides not a 
is said of the 6 e p p d ~ a ~ o v  ~ a i  iuxvpd- very authentic source). An ignis 
rarov r i p ,  87rep a d v ~ w v  ; a r ~ p a ~ h s ~ a r  sine mate++@ permiztione is not an 
Grhov t l n a v ~ a  ~ a 7 8  $harv, that rdv-  immaterial fire (of which I never 
7 a  Gib aavrbs ~uBspv@ ~ a l  T ~ S E  ~ a l  remember to have ,found a tracp, in 
F ) K E ~ V U ,  O L S ~ O T E  k r p s p i ~ o v ;  and in any of the ancient philosophers- 
the second: 8 0 ~ i ~ r  8; p01 b K U A ~ O -  not even among the Neo-Hato- 
ycv 0eppbv k0dva7dv T E  eTvar ~ a l  nists), but a fire which is not adul- 
vosiv s d v r a  ~ a l  6pZv ~ a l  ~ K O ~ E I V ,  terated by any admixture of burn- 
~ a l  ei8dvar a d v r a  ~ a l  7 8  b v ~ a  K ~ L  ing substances. The same may be 
.rh pdhA0v.r~ Zu'bauBa~. What con- said of Lassalle's statement (i. 360; 
clusion is to be drawn from this ii. 121) that Sext. Math. X. 232, 
against the identity of Heracleitus's asserts : 'According to Heracleitus 
fire with physical vital heat (the the first principle was not a mate- 
rCp T ~ X V L K ~ V  of the Stoics) I do not ridbody.' I pass over some further 
see. Diogenes (vide sup. 287, 7) observations. 
says precisely the same of air, as  ' Fr. 57 ; Plut. DeEi. c. 8, end 
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understand that the derived arises ont of the primitive 
matter, not merely by combination and separation, but 
by transformation, by qualitative change; for in the 
barter of wares for gold, the substance does not remain, 
but only the worth of it. Any other conception would 
be altogether irreconcileable with the fundamental doc- 
trine of this philosopher concerning the flux of all 
things. I t  is, therefore, decidedly untrue to assert, like 
some of our authorities, that, according to Heracleitus, 
things are formed by means of the union and separation 
of substances,' if this is intended in the sense given to 
such expressions by Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and De- 
mocritus. But such language is also inaccurate and mis- 
leading if we understand by it, as some have done,% that 

p. 388 : ?rupds r' &v ra ,u~ lp~uOar  
n d v r a ,  6 ' H p d ~ h r e r o s ,  ~ a l  srcp 
& ~ d v r w v ,  &u?rep ~ p u a o 7  x p + p a r a  KU; 

x p q p d r w v  xpuu6s. Heracl. Alleg. 
Homer. c. 43, p. 92, therefore says : 
Tupbs y h p  6;1, K a ~ h  7bY $ u u r ~ b v  
' ~ p d ~ h e c r o v ,  ipocf l l j  r b  s r 4 v ~ a  y ive-  
Tar. Similarly Simpl. Phgs. 6 a, 
and D~og.  ix. 8 srvpbs hporB4v r b  
srdvra,  also Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 3, 6 : 
hpotfl+y yBp  (srupbs) ~ T v a r  r b  ndv ra .  

Aristotle is not among these ; 
he says indeed in Metnph. i. 8, 988 
b, 34 : r @  $v  y h p  &v 66&e u ro r -  
~ ~ r w 6 i G r a r o v  E ~ V ~ L  srdurwv OS 
y i yvov rac  O U ~ K P ~ U E I  aph rou ,  rocoij- 
Top  6;  'Tb ~ I K ~ O ~ E ~ ~ U T ~ T O Y  K U ~  h e r -  
r 6 r a ~ o v  BY F Y ~  r 2 u  uwpdrwv ,  but he 
only here brings forward what may 
from his own standpoint be urged 
for the theory that fire is  the pri- 
mitive element ; he does not say 
that Heracleitus himself proved i t  
in this way. On the other hand, 
Hermias, Irris. c. 6, expounds the 
doctrine of Heracleitus (rather 

confusedly) thus: &px? rL jv  ~ A W V  

r b  acp' 860 6; aGro7 srdeq, h p a t d ~ q s  
real % U K Y ~ T ~ S ,  5 ,uiv aocoika,  5 8 ;  
nduxouua ,  5 p i v  uuyrcplvouua, 5 62 
G ~ a ~ p l v o v a a ,  and Simpl. Phys. 310 
a, says of Heracleitus and other 
physic~sts: 8 t h  n u ~ v h u ~ w s  ~ a l  pa-  
vLacws r h s  ~ E Y & T E I S  ~ a l  $Oopbs 
&sro816dauc, udyrcpears 66 71s nL -  
Kvwuis ~ U T L  real ~ I ~ K ~ L U L S  5 ~ ~ V W B L S .  

The same origin of things from 
fire is presupposed by Lucret. i. 
645 sqq., in combating the Hera- 
cleitean doctrine, but v-e cannot 
infer anything from this as to the 
doctrine itself. In  the Plnc. i. 13, 
and Stob. i. 350, the theory of 
atoms is ascribed to Heracleitus ; 
apparently, if we may judge from 
Stobeus, through a confusion with 
Heracleides. 

Aristotle says (Ph.ys. i. 6, 
189 b, 8) of the philosophers who 
only assume one primitive matter : 
s o l v r ~ s  y e  r b  t v  TOGTO TOTS 2vavrIucs 
U X q P ~ ~ ~ 0 ~ G L Y .  0 b v  T U K V ~ T ~ ~ L  KU; 
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HeracIeitus believed things to arise oul of fire by con- 
densation and rarefaction, and to resolve themselves into 
fire again.' It is undeniable that when fire passes into 
moisture, and moisture into earth, condensation takes 
place, and, in the opposite case, rarefaction. But from 
Heracleitus' point of view, rarefaction and condensation 
were not the cause but the consequence of the change 
of substance ; as he represents the process, i t  is not that 
the closer juxtaposition of the fiery atoms makes mois- 
ture arise out of fire, and solid earthy particles out of 
moisture ; but, on the contrary, thah from the rarer 
element is produced a denser, since fire is changed into 
moisture, and moisture into earth ; and that conse- 
quently in order to reproduce fire out of the other 
substances, not merely a decomposition of their primi- 

p a v d 7 ~ 7 ~  (Anaximenes and Dioge- 
nes) ~ a l  74 pGhhov ~ a l  4 r r o v  
(Plato). It  would, howe~er,follotv 
not that Heracleitus regarded the 
derived as arising from rarefaction 
and condensation, but only from 
the development of opposites from 
the primitive matter; and this is 
quite correct. Only the later 
writers ascribe to him rarefaction 
and condensation. Thus in Diog. 
ix. t; sq.: rvpds bporBhv r b  r d v r a ,  
d p a i d u ~ l  ~ a i  T U K ~ ~ U E L  y l v d P € ~ a  
. . . ~ u u v 0 6 ~ r v o v  y b p  r b  a i p  Qvy- 
pa;veu8ai u v v ~ u ~ d p ~ v d v  r e  Y ~ V E U B U ~  
SGwp, q y v h p ~ v o v  Fi r b  %8wp €19 Y.+V 
rpi.rrea@ai. etc. Plut. Plac. i. 3, 
25 (Stob. i. 304): ' H p d ~ h e l r o s  . . . 
dpX+v ruiv 8hwv r b  r G p  . ~ o 6 r o v  
6; ~ a r a u ~ ~ v v u p ~ v o v  ~ouposoie?u@ai  
r b  a d v r a .  rpuirov pkv  bp r b  r a -  
X v p ~ p 6 u r a ~ o v  a h o 7  r i s  a 6 r b  uu- 
u r ~ h h d p ~ v o v  y i jv  y[veu8ai ,  Z ~ E M C L  
b v a ~ a h w p 6 v q v  r h v  y i j v  6 r b  7 0 7  rupbs 
cpliuor SGwp d ~ o r r h e ? u @ a i ,  b v a t l ~ ~ p i d -  

~ F V O V  62 b i p a  y l v ~ u O a r .  Simpl. Phys. 
6 a ;  Heracleitus and Hippasus 
;K rupbs roroCur r b  6 v r a  ~ U K Y ~ U E L  

~ a ?  p a v d u r r .  
Which is manifestly the case 

in the first of the passages quoted 
from Simplicius ; Simplicius re- 
duces condensation and rarefaction 
to u 6 y ~ p i u r s  and G I ~ K P L U ~ S ,  in the 
same manner that Aristotle had 
already done, Phys. viii. 7, 10, p. 
260 b, 7 ; 265 b, 30; condensa- 
tion, he says, resultsfrom the parts 
of a body drawing more closely to- 
gether, and rarefaction from their 
keeping farther apart. He  further 
says that the proper expression for 
derivation from one primitive mat- 
ter wou!d be condensation and 
rarefaction ; and from nwre than 
one, union and separation; re- 
marks which Schleierrnacher (p. 
39) has no ground for thinking 
' wunderlich.' 
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tive constituents, but an entire transformation, a 
qualitative change of the parts, as well as of the whole, 
is necessary. The language he uses to describe the 
passage of one element into another shows this clearly 
enough, for, instead of rarefaction and condensation, of 
the union and separation of substances, we read only of 
transmutation, of the extinction and kindling of fire, 
of the life and death of the elements ; l terms which 
are employed by no other natural philosopher. But 
the most decisive argument is that any theory, which 
assumes a primitive matter of unchangeable quality, 
would be inconsistent with the f~~ndamental principles 
of Heracleitus. Fire with him means something en- 
tirely different from the elements of the early ph,ysicists ; 
the elements are that wl~ich, amidst the change of 
particular things, remains unchangeable; the fire of 
Heracleitus is that which by means of constant trans- 
mutation produces this change.2 

It follows then from the flux of all things that 
everything, without exception, unites in itself opposite 
qualities. Each change is a transition from one condi- 
tion to the opposite condition ; 3 if everything changes 

&poi,!l+ (vide sqapra, p. 27, l), lectical nature of motion was He- 
rpowh (Fr. 47, supra, 23, l), upE'v- racleitus's principle of derivation, 
vuu6ar and %~rea6'ar  (szcpra, p 22, he is in error ; a logical principle 
1 ; cf. Plut. Plnc. i. 3 ;  supra, 28, separate from a physical principle 
2) and Bdvaros (p. 24, 2). was altogether unknown to him. 

Why fU.0 is subject to this If we further enquire, how he 
continual transformation, Hera- knows that all things change, the 
cleitus does not say; the only only answer is-heknows this from 
theory that would correspond to experience, as he apprehends expe- 
his doctrice is this, that i t  does so rience (vide supra, p. 21, l). 
because thisisinherent inits nature 3 'No,' says Schuster, 241, 1, 
-because i t  is the belcwov. When, 'only into a state that is different 
however, Lassalle asserts that the from the previous state.' But the 
physical, and not the logical, dia- subsequent state only differs from 
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and only exists in this mutation, things are but 
middle-term between opposites ; and whatever point wt 
may seize in the flux of Becoming, we have only a 
point of transition and limit, in which antazonistic 
qualities and conditions encounter one another. M'hile, 
therefore, all things, according to Heracleitus, are per- 
petually involved in transmutation, everything has at  
every moment opposite principles in itself; i t  is and i t  
is not ; and we can predicate nothing of a thing the 
opposite of which does not equally and simultaneously 
belong to it.' The whole life of nature is a ceaseless 
alternation of opposite conditions and phenomena, and 
each particular thing is, or rather becomes, that which 
i t  is, only through the perpetual emergence of the oppo- 
sites midway between which i t   stand^.^ Or, as this is ex- 

th9 prerious state, because a part 
of the previous characteristics have 
been exchanged for such as could 
not coexist in the same subject and 
in the same relation; and such 
characteristics we call opposites. 
Every difference leads back to 
partial opposition, and every 
change fluctuates between two con- 
ditionq, which, when conceived in 
a perfectly definite manner, exclude 
one another. 

Cf. besides what is said on p. 
11 sq., the statement of Aenesi- 
demus, ap. Sext. Pyrrh. i .  210: 
'The sceptics say that the opposite 
appears in all things, the Heraclei- 
teans, that i t  actually belongs to 
all things ; ' and the corresponding 
statement of Sextus h~mself, ,ibid. 
ii. 59, 63: Gorgias teaches pv8iv 
€bar : Heracleitus,advra ~Zvar (that 
is to say, e~erything is all); De- 
mocritus teaches that honey is nei- 

ther sweet nor bitter, Heracleitus 
that i t  is sweet and bitter at  once. 

Cf. Diog. ix. 7 sq.: r d v r a  T E  

riveu8ar ~ a 0 '  ~ i p a p ~ E / r ~ ~ v  K ~ \ L  8lb 
2vavrrorpoa~s $ppdu8ar r h  S v ~ a  . . . yiveuda; T E  r d v ~ a  K ~ T '  ;vav- 
~ r d r q ~ a .  Stob. &l. i. 58 : ' H p d ~ h .  
r b  ~ ~ p 1 0 8 r K b v  ?rip &$810v, e&aPP6v$v 
6 i  hdyov ;K 75s ;vav~ro8pop~ar 817,~~- 
oupybv T B ~  Svrwv. Philo. &U. Ter. 
div. h. 510 B (503 M), after illus- 
trating the proposition, &vs' 8ua 
;v ~ d u p y  u x ~ 8 b v  Z v a v ~ l a  ~ t v a r  ?ri- 

+UKEV, by many examples: 8v 
ybp r b  ;c &p@> 7 t h  ; u a v ~ i ~ v ,  0 8  

rpvO6v~os y v d p i ~ a  T B  2vavr;a. 06 
T O ~ T '  E)UTIY, 8 @zuiu"EAh~ves ~ b v  
pdyav ~ a \ r  &061pov ?rap a 6 r o 3  'Hpd- 
K ~ E ~ T O V  ~ ~ q d h a r o v  r 5 s  a 6 ~ 0 3  ?rpo- 
u ~ q u d ~ ~ v o v  +rAouo hias ahxeiv &S 

~SpCuer ~a iv i js .  fiicl. QLG. in Gen. 
iii. 5, and p. 175, after a similar 
explanktion : hinc Hernclitzcs libros 
conscrbsit de naizcm, n theologo 
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jressed by Heracleitus : All arises from division ; strife 
1s the father and lord of all th$ings, the law and order of 
the world ; l t,he unlike is joined t ~ g e t h e r , ~  high and deep 

p~ostro m u t u a t ~ . ~  sente?ztius de con- T E  OEOV KU) dvb'pdrwv &~dhorro. ' '  03 
trariis. additis immensis atptae labo- y h p  &v ~Zvar  6.ppoviav 6vros b t i o s  
riosis nrgum~ztis. The last words ~ a l  /3ap;os, 026; r h  ( 4 a  iivev 8?jhsos 
would imply that Heracleitus, like ~ a l  d$P~vos  Zvavriwv 6vrwv.  The 
the Pseudo-Hippocrates (vide szc- same is related by Plutarch, l. c. 
pra, ,p. 15, l), bad proved his (on wliirh cf. Scbuster, p. 197 sq.) : 
doctnue of opposites by numerous Chalcid. iw Tim. c. 295 ; Schol. 
examples. Tefiet. S.  11. xviii. 107 ; Simpl. i ~ 5  

1 Fr. 75;  Hippol. Rcfut. ix. Categ. Schol. i m  Ar. 88 b, 30, who, 
9 : a d h ~ p o s  r d v ~ w v  $v sa+r+p bu r r  in making good this censure, olX?j- 
~ d v r w v  62 pabrhsbs, ~ a )  robs  p ;v  ueu6'ar y d p  @v51 r d v r a ,  perhaps has 
O E O ~ S  E ~ E L [ E  robs  6;  ~ U ~ P ~ H O U S ,  r o b s  taken some words from Heraclei- 
p;v 8o&hous d r o l l l a ~  robs  6; hheuOC tus's book. This doctrine of sdhe-  
povs. Philodem. T. E h u e p ~ l a s  Col. pos is also referred to in Plut. De 
7. Chrysippus said, Zeus and the Sol. Anim. 7 ,  4, p. 964 ; but i t  is 
rdhepos  are the same, as Hera- a mistake to represent the philoso- 
cleitus also taught, vide nhpru, p. pher as blanzing Nature, because 
17, 2 ; Plut. De Is. c. 48, p. 370 : she is sdhspos. 
6 H p d ~ ~ e r r o s  $v ?hp & V ~ L K F U S  d h € -  ' Arist. Eth. N. viii. 2, 1155 b, 
pov dvopdS;r r a r L p a  KU) Baurhda KLZ) 4 :  KO.; ' H p d ~ h e r r o s  r b  d v r y o u v  
Kdprov ~ d v r w v .  Procl. in, Tinz, uuppdpov K U ~  ?H 7 3 v  6rarpepdvrwv 
54 A: 'Hp.  . . . EAeyE' r 6 A ~ p o s  ~ a h h i u r v v  bppov:av K U ~  r d v r a  Kar' 
7 ~ a r ) j p  r d v ~ w v .  FT. 77 : Or~g.  G. +[v y:veu€Jar. The bv r i [ ovv  is to 
Cels. vi. 42 : €1 6; ~ p h  r b v  ~ d h ~ p o v  be understood, in the spirit of the 
E'dvra [uvbv ~ a i  ~ k q v  E'peTv, La )  figurative language of Heracleitus, 
yrvdpEva ,rdvra ~ a r '  gprv ~ a l  xpeh-  in the most literal sense, of two 
p v a ,  where Schleiermacher's read- pieces of wood, which are cut in an 
i n p ,  ~ i 6 ; v a r  for E I  6;  and +v for opposite direction, in order to be 
ipeiv, are less bold than he himself added t o  one another, or propped 
supposes. I am not more certain against each other: the ~ v p @ 6 ~ o v  
than he is about beginning with also, primarily denotes that which 
x p ~ L p e v a ,  for Lassalle's interpre- reciprocaliy, or jointly, bears 
tat,ion (i. 115 sq.), ' bestir them- another. However, i t  would be 
selves,' cannot be proved to be quite in the manner of Heracleitus 
Greek ; Brandis's u w ~ d p e v a  does if here again he included, under 
not seem to me like Heracleitus. the same idea, the different con- 
Schuster's conjecture, p. 199, ap- ceptions designated by one word ; 
pears preferable, ~ a r a x p e h p s v a ,  and, therefore, meant by the uuP@;- 
applying themselves to.' Aristotle pov, the compatible, and by the 

(vide next note) confirms the b v r y o v v ,  the hostile. But I cau- 
words yivdpeva, &c. Hence the not, like Schuster, p. 227, limit 
censure of Homer, ap. Eudem. Eth. their meaning to this. Cf. on this 
vii. 1, 1235 a, 25 : ~ a l  L H p d ~ h s ~ ~ o ~  passage, Hippocr. rr.6rar7.i. 643 K. 
; r r r r p @  rC  sor?juavrr I' &S zprs :K o ~ ~ o 6 d ~ o r  ;K 6rar#Jdpo~1 nrfpr#Jopov 
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must unite, in order that a concord, male and female, 
a new life, may be produced.' What separates, unites 
with itself : the structure of the world rests upon 
opposite tension, like that of the bow and the lyre ; 3 

E ' p y d ~ o v ~ a l ,  etc., and Alexander, 
Aphrod. ap. David ScAol. in Arist. 
81 b, 33, who explains the nature 
of the & V T L K E [ ~ E V U  in  the haj36o~c6ij 
66ha 5 / ~ r v a  per& & v ~ i 8 d a e 8 s  ~ t v o s  
u&er 'ElhAA~ha. 

Arist. in the two passages 
just quoted. The pseudo-Hippocr. 
shows more a t  length, T.  FLUIT .  i. 
18,  that  every harmony consists of 
high and low tones : T& ~ A e T u r a  
Grd@opa pdhruia tvp@ipei  ~ a l  ~b 
Z A d x r u ~ a  6rd@opa i j n r u ~ a  t v p $ Q ~ r ,  
etc. (Cf. the K U A A : U T ~  &ppovia in  
the last note.) He continues : 
pdyerpor b'qa u ~ ~ v d [ o v u r v  &vfJpr5~orur 
Gca@dpwv uvp@dpwv, r r a v ~ o 8 a ~ b  t u y -  
K P ~ Y O V T E S ,  ;K 7;v a37;v 0; 'rb a B ~ h ,  
PpSarv ~ a l  udatv b v f J p d ~ w v ,  etc., 
which sounds somewhat like Hera- 
cleitus. The comparison, too, of 
the opposites in the world with the 
opposition of sounds in speech, 
which is made by Hippocr. i. 23 ; 
Arist. De Mt~ndo, c. 5, 3913 b, 7 
q q .  ; R u t .  Trapsq. An,. c. 15, p. 
474 (the last in immediate connec- 
tion with the example of high and 
low tones), may have previously 
been made by Heracleitas. That  
he  proved his doctrine of opposites 
by numerous examples, we are told 
by Phi10 (szqra, p. 31, 2), and so 
out of the many that  are to be 
found in Hippocr. l. c. c. 15 sqq. ; 
Pseudo-Arist. I .  c. ; Philo, &U. Rcr. 
Div. H B ~ .  509 D sqq. ; Hosch ; and 
others, here and there one may 
hare been derived from Heracleitus. 

FT. 80, Hippol. Ref: ix. 9 : oB 
[uviaur ~ K W S  6~a@~pdwevov EWUT@ 
d , u o h o y f c c ~ a h i v ~ ~ o ~ o s  &puoviV 8 ~ w -  

VOL. 11. 

u ~ e p  T ~ ~ O V  ~ a l  hhpqs. Plato, Soph. 
242 C sqq. Some make Being a 
plurality, others, after the Eleatic 
manner, a Unity. 'IdGes 62 ~ a i  
~ L K E ~ I K ~ ~  T L Y E S  ~/UTEPOV MoSuar 
(Heracleitus and Empedocles) 
( v v o e v o ~ ~ a u r v ,  $71 UU,UTAFIKEIV &@a- 
h d u ~ e p o v  h p @ d ~ e p a  ~ a l  Ad-y~rv, &S 
7 b  %v xohhd T E  KU: Zv b u ~ r v  k 0 p q  
6; KU: $rAia u v v d x ~ ~ a r .  8ra.pepdpe- 
vov yhp hel Evppdps~ar,  @aulv ar' 
u u v ~ o v 6 ~ e p a r  T& Movuiv,  a; 6; 
p a ~ a ~ d ~ e p a r  s b  piu del ~aG.9' o S ~ w s  
E X E L V  bXdAauav, bv p k P ~ l  Bi COT;  

p;v ;v dva l  @aur r b  a& ~ a l  $ihov 
BT' 'A@po6[~qs ,  TOT;  62 ~ o h h b  KU: 

xohdprov a b ~ b  a6rG 8rh v e i ~ d s  T I .  

Ibid. Symp. 187 A :  ~b :v r d p  +nur 
( c ~ p d ~ ~ . )  6 r a @ ~ ~ d p ~ v o v  a 3 ~ b  a h @  
~vp@ipea8ar  & u m p  Lppoviav ~ d t o v  T E  

Kal A.$pas. I assume, with Schuster, 
p. 230, that  the most arrthentic 
text is that  of Hippt~lytns; only 
in regard to n a h i v ~ p o n o s  vide the 
following note. The divergences 
in the Platonic qnotatiocs show 
that  neither 8v nor 6 v  was the sub- 
ject to  Gta@epd~evov; nor, of course, 
the K ~ U ~ O S ,  so often mentioned by 
Plutarch. It seems to me better 
to un?crstand 8 ~ a ~ e p d p e v o v i t s e l f  as 
subject ; they do not comprehend 
1:ow that which separates comes 
together: it i s  a kppovla zah iv -  
rpoaos (or, the harmony. i.e., the 
world, is ?raA[v~poxos).  

Vide previous note. P lu t  De 
Is. c. 45, p. 369 : n a h i v ~ a v o s  ybp 
bP,uovill ~ d u p o v  ~ K W G T E ~  A ~ ~ V S  K U ~  

~ d t o u  K ~ B '  i H p d ~ A e ~ ~ o v .  Similarly, 
without mention of Heracleitus, 
but oiherwise word for word thc 



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

same, De Tranpu. Am. c. 15, p. 
473, while on the other hand we 
read, De An. Procr. 27,2. p. 1026 : 
' ~ p d ~ h e r ~ o s  6; ?rahlvrpo.lrov bppo- 
v lvv K ~ T ~ O U  ~ K W U T E P  hhpns ~ a i  
r d t o v .  Simpl. Phus. 11 a :  i s  
' H p d k h ~ r ~ o s  r b  byaebv ~ a )  r b  K ~ K ~ V  

EIS r a 3 7  bv hElywv uuvrdvat S i ~ v v  7 6 5 0 ~  
Kal hhpas. Porphyry, Alztr.Nymph. 
c. 2 9 :  ~ a l  6ch T O ~ O  ?rah:vrovos 5 
bpuovla &a> (al. h )  T O ~ E ~ E I  6r' ivav-  
r i w v .  The text,, however, is here 
no doubt corrupt; Lassalle (i. 96 
sq., 112) takes 'shoot, through ' as 
aynonyrnons with ' penetrate ' ; but 
this seems to me impqssible, and I 
can credit neither Porphyry nor 
Heracleitns with so monstrous an 
image as a harmony shooting with 
a bow. Schleiermacher, p. 70, con- 
jectures instead of T O ~ ~ U E L :  7650u, 
E? ; SO that the meaning would be : 
' And therefore Harmony is  called 
a "strained back " harmony and a 
harmony of the bow because i t  is 
brought about by contradictions.' 
I n  this case we should have ex- 
pected, instead of EI 6r' E'v, 3 r r  6 .  
r .  i .  Perhaps some words have 
been lost, and Porphyry may have 
written K .  8. r. a a h i v r p o ~ o s  
bppovia ~ d u f i o v  6 s  hhpas ~ a l  rd@v,  
9 r r  8. i v ,  or, as Schuster more 
simply proposes (page 231) 5 
k p u o v ~ a  hhpas K U ~  r d t o u  E ~ E P  6r1 
;v. The meaning of this expres- 
sion has always been a difficulty, 
even in ancient times. If, accord- 
ing to the precedent of Plato's 
Eryximachns and of Plutarch, the 
bppoviq ~ 6 p q s  were understood of 
the harmony of tones, there would 
be no corresponding meaning for 
the bppoviq r d t o v ,  and if the 
bppor'iq r 6 t o u  were referred to the 

stretching of the bow, there would 
be a difficulty about the bpfiovlq 

* 

h i p q s ;  and the predicate ~ a h ~ v r o v o s  
or x a h ~ v r p o r r o s  would suit neither 
interpretation. Bernays seems to 
have been the first to discove,r the 
right meaning (Rh. Mus. vii. 94)  
in explaining kppovLa by the com- 
bination or form of the lyre and the 
bow, i.e. of the Scythian and ancient 
Greek bow, which being bent a t  the 
two ends so greatly resembles a 
lyre in shape that in Arist. Rhet. 
iii. 11, 1412 b, 35, the r d t o v  is 
called $dppryt C~opGos.  Schuster 
also, p. 232, takes this view, only, 
instead of the Scythian, he under- 
stands the ordinary bow, which 
appears to  me less appropriate I t  
is this form which is designated by 
the predicate .lrah;vrpo?ros (bent 
backwards) or r r a ~ i v r o v o s ,  which I 
prefer; r d t o v  ?rah~vrouov seems a 
bow of the form alluded to, as  
Wex shows, Zeitschr. fix Alter- 
thz~msw. 1839, 1161 sqq. It is, 
therefore, a similar image to the 
one spoken of, supra: p. 32, 2. 
The conjecture which Gladisch 
tries to support, Zeitschr. ,fur Alt. 
1846, 961 sqq.; 1848, 217 sqq., 
that in the above passages pap6os 
instead of hdpvs? and b&os instead 
of T ~ [ O U ,  is to be read (according to 
Bast, Krit. Yers. iiba den Text d. 
Plat. Gastmahls, 1794, p. 41 sq.), 
besides being unnecessary, is  very 
daring in the face of so many 
and such trustworthy testimonies. 
Bergk's' slighter alteration (Ibid. 
1847, 35) " ~ d i o u  ~ a l  vehpqs" can 
also be dispensed with. Rettig, 
Ind. Lectl. Bern. 1865, agrees with 
the interpretation of Bernays, only 
he thinks the comparison of Hera- 
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one may come, as all come from one.' I n  a word, the 
whole world is ruled by the law of opposition. 

cieitus has reference not to  the most skilful commentator would 
form, but to the force of the bow find i t  impossible to harmonise 
and of the lyre. 'As the two con- with Heracleitus's words. The 
flictingmornentsof theextinguished harmony of the world is, indeed, 
and re-kindled fire condition the compared to that of the lyre and 
phenomenon, so the straining the bow, which must, therefore, be 
apart of the arms of the b o v  and something known and given in e r -  
lyre conditions the tension' (p. perience, the point of the compari- 
16). This conception also is com- son lies in  the r a h ~ v ~ o v o ~  or x ~ A L v -  
patible with the words, and con- r p o r o s  ; but where is the mention 
tains a suitable sense. Lassalle, of a harmony of the lyre with the 
i. 105 sqq., opposes Bernays, bow; and what, on the other hand, 
but  the ground on which he does are we to understand by the anti- 
so appears to me not very impor- type-a harmony of differences, 
tant, and two of the passages to changing into i ts  opposite? 
which he refers, Apul. De ilfuulado, ' Fr. 98 ; Arist. fie Nundo. C. 

c. 21, aud Iambl. ap. Stob. Floril. 5, 306 b, 19 : ~ v v d ~ s r a s  o 8 h a  [ ~ a i ]  
81,  17, have nothing to c10 with 06x'r o8Aa, ~ w p @ ~ ~ d , u ~ v o v  [ ~ a ' r ]  6ra- 
the question. The statement of ( b ~ ~ d p e v o v ,  rrvv@Bov [ K U ~ ]  8 1 6 8 0 ~ .  ~ a ' r  
Porphyry (noticed above), even ZK r d v r w v  Q v ~ a l 2 5  i v b s  r d v r a .  The 
were the text of i t  in order, could words 25 ~ d v r o v ,  &C., which 
equally prore nothing. Synee. De Schleiermacher, p. 79, separates 
Insomn. 133 A, compares the har- from the first quotation, appear to 
mony of the world with that of the me to  belong to it. The o 8 ~ a  ohX1 
lyre,and explains the latter by the o h  (the &a1 in each case was most 
harmony of tones : whichmakes-it likely wanting in Heracleitus, al- 
probable, indeed, that  in his ex- though they may have been found in 
planation of Heracleitus's words the text of the work on the world) is 
he is following Plato, but  canpot thus explained by Hippocrates : ?r. 

affect our judgment concermng 6tarr .  c. 17 : olao8dpor i~ 6ia$~dpov 
Heracleitus's own opinion. Lns- ubp@opov 2 p y & ~ o v r a r ,  r h  pkv EVph 
salle himself understands our view ~ p a ~ v o v r e s  78 8; Gyp& [qpahovres,  
as  ' a harmony of the lyre with the r h  p i v  8 A a  6 1 a r p i o v ~ e s  r h  6k Gr?lpq- 
bow ' (p. 11 1). H e  observes p i v a  uvvrr8dvres. Schuster, p. 285, 
(p. 113), ' Der Bogen sei die Seite gives to  o6hos the signification, 
des Hervorjie8seas der Einzelheit ~voolly, compact, sprightly ; for 
und soriit der Unterschiede ; die he says Heracleitus here gives ex- 
Leyer die sich zzw Eimheit ordaende amples taken from the three ar ts  
Bewe,qum,q derselbea. The  bow is of weaving, architecture and music. 
the side whence flows forth singu- But this does not follow from the 
larity, and therefore differences, context of the passage, T. ~ d u p o v  ; 
the lyre is the movement which re- uvp@epdpcvov and 8 1 a @ ~ ~ d p € v o ~  con- 
duces them to order: an allegory tain no special allusion to  archi- 
of which, indeed, no Neo-Platonist tecture, and the ?K ?rdv.rwv b, &C., 

need be ashamed, but which the would also contradict this inter- 

U 2 
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indeed, that one and the same essence assumes the 
most opposite forms, and that in everything, the opposite 
conditions and qualities between which, as subject to 
Becoming, it fluctuates, are united. But that it unites 
them in one and the same respect, he cloes not say-for 
the reason, no doubt, that such a conception (which as 
far as we know was first expressly noticed by Plato and 
Aristotle l )  never occurred to him. Nor on the other 
hand has he spoken of the unity of opposites, the unity of 
Being and non-Being, in so general a manner, and the 
general view does not follow so absolutely from the ex- 
pressions he uses. To say that ' One and the same essence 
is light and dark, day and night; one and the same pro- 
cess is generation and destruction,' is one thing ; to say 
that ' there is no djference between day and night, be- 
tween Being and non-Being as such,' is quite another ; 
to maintain the unity of opposites in the cowrete is 
not identical with maintaining it in the abstract; to 
assert that opposites are found in the same subject, is 
not to assert their identity. The former view alone can 

' 
be deduced from the examples which Heracleitus brings 
forward, and he had no occasion to go farther, since his 
concern was not with speculative logic, but with 
physics. We must not, however, suppose that his 
proposition meant no more than this: 'Each thing 
displays very different qualities, either simultaneously, 
if it be suddenly brought into connection with several 
other things, or successively, if it be opposed to one, 
and that a variable thing ; ' in the language of Her- 

' Cf. Part 11. a, 527, 1, third edition. 
edition ; Part 11. b, 174, second Schuster, p. 236 sqq. 
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bart, that the CO-existence of contraries is merely the 
product of an accidental opinion. Of such an idea 
neither Heracleitus' own utterances nor the ancient 
accounts of him bear any trace. On the contrary, he 
says quite universally and with no limitation whatever, 
thar, the things which are apparently opposed to each 
other-such as day and night, war and pepce, above 
and below-are one and the same ; and the limits of his 
reflection are indicated by the fact that he has not as 
ye\ enquired under what conditions, and in what sense, 
this coincidence of opposites would be possible. 

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

1 Fr. G 7  ; Hippol. Rufut. ix. 
10 : d Oebs +pdpq ehqpdvv, x e r p b v  
Olpos, ndAepos eiP$vq, K ~ ~ O S  ~ r p d s .  
& M o r o i ~ a r  6 ;  B K W U ~ E P  8 r a v  u u p p r y ~  
Oudpaui .  6 v o p d ~ e r a r  Ka@ $6ovbv 
i ~ d u r o v .  Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 
215, in the second clause of this 
fragment where the text is evi- 
dently defective, would snbstitute 
Ohwpa for OurSpaur; Schuster. p. 
188 would introduce oSvos before 
Ovdpaur. To me i t  seems still 
simpler to read 8 ~ w s  &fip instead of 
i ; ~ w u ? r ~ p  (&$p in the old orthogm- 
phy is very like m p ) .  I n  the con- 
clusion KU@ $Gov+v is  not to be 
translated, as by Schuster and 
others, ' a t  pleasure;' for (even 

irrespectirely of Schuster's inter- 
pretation, ' each one makes a label 
for it a t  pleasure') in that way we 
get no suitable sense, since the 
forms which the primitive matter 
assumes in its transformation are 
something objectively given, and 
cannot be described by any com- 
I);"'-isous we may choose. I t  is 
rather to be explained thus : i t  
(the air mixed with perfumes ) is 
named according t.o the smell (ride 
vol. i. p. 291,2) of any one of these 
perfumes. (We do not say we 
smell air, but we smell myrrh, &C.) 
The Stoics (ap. Stob. Eel. i. 66) 
express themselves similarly of the 
aveCpa,  which penetrates all things : 



HARM ON I-. 39 

separating itself from itself, i t  unites itself with itself; 1 

out of strife comes existence, out of opposition, union ; 
out of unlikeness, coincidence; One comes out of 
all;  a11 things submit to the Deity for the concord 
of the whole ; even the unlike unites itself to God and 
becomes like; even that which appears to men an evil, 
is for them a good ; and out of all things is produced 
that hidden harmony of the world with which the 
beauty of the visible cannot ~ornpare.~ This is the 

r b s  6: r p o a ? l y o p r ' a s  p € . 7 U h a p -  
B d v o v  6 d  ~ b s  15s  %hgs, 61' 3s 
K E X $ P ~ K E ,  rapaAhd[ers. Here we 
have nothing to do with appella- 
tions a t  pleasure. Teichmiiller, 
N. Stud. i. 66 sq., thinks the dis- 
puted sentence can be explained 
without altering thetext, bymaking 
the subject to UU,LL@LY~ and hvopd- 
{war,  Beds, by which is meant fire. 
For  my part I cannot conceive, eve11 
from Heracleitus's point of view, a 
god who becomes mixed with per- 
fumes. Ka0' $ov+v Teichmiiller 
likewise translates 'at  pleasure.' 

Plato, Soph. I. C., vide supro, 
p. 33, 2 ; cf. 252 B, where the dif- 
ference between Heracleitus and 
Empedocles is said to be that Em- 
pedocles represents these states of 
union and separationas alternating, 
and Heracleitus recognises in the 
separation itself a continual and 
conremporarleous union. 

"f. p. 35. 1. 
Schol. Fen. ad 1l. iv. 4 : r d -  

Aepor nu> pdxar GpTv 8ervb son€? r @  
8; OF@ 068; r a c r a  B~rvd-  u u v r € A ~ i  
yhp & r a v ~ a  5 Orbs rpbs &ppovLav 
rGv (dhhwv 4 nal evidently only a 
different reading) ahov o l ~ o v o ~ r j v  
r b  aup@6povra, arep na: ' ~ ~ d ~ h e t r o s  
A&yrr, 6 s  T @  p;v Or@ nahb n d v ~ a  nai 
i inara, dvOpw~or 6 i  & p;v dG(na 3xer- 

A~j@aar,  & 6; 8ifrara. Cf. Hippocr. 
r.  6talr. c. 11 : r d v r a  yhp apoca, 
dvdpora bdv~a '  nai u6p$opa T ~ V T U ,  

Grd$opa 2dvra. Grahrydpva otr h a -  
h r y d p ~ v a ,  yv$pgv g x o v ~ a :  &ypdpuva 
(speaking and not speaking, ra- 
tional and irrational, a s  t,he two 
main divisions of t,he x d v ~ a ) .  h- 
v a v ~ i o s  6 rpdnos dndurwv, t p o ~ o -  
yobprvos . . . . & pbv oyv dv8pw;ror 
<Oeaav, 068dnor~ n a ~ b  r w v ~ b  Z X E ~  
o6re dp0Gs O ~ T E  p+ hpWs. tndua 6; 
Or01 tOsaav a l r l  dpOCs Zxrr. ~ a 1  r h  
hp@& nal r b  p+ dpOh ~ o u o i k o v  &a- 
*+er. (So Lit,trB ; preferably, 
Bernays, Heracl. 22 : Zxrt ~ a l  r b  
dpOGs nu1 T &  p+ bp0Gs. rob .  &a@.) 
Cf. the quotittions from Aristotle 
and Simplicius, p. 32 ; 33, 3. 

P l u t  An. Prom. 27, 5, P. 1026 : b p p o v i ~  yhp &$av+s -$avepqs 
K ~ E L T T W V  nae' ' H p d ~ h r r ~ o v ,  ;v 5 &S 

Gra-$ophs nal 7hs k r e p d ~ g ~ a s  t pry- 
vhwv Orbs i;(pu$r KU) nard8uUev. 
The f i r s t  part of this fragment is 
also in Hippol. ix. 9: 3xr 6; . . . 
&$av+s t &dpa~os . . . bv ~ o h r o r s  
hdyer &ppovr'a &@av?s @av~pRs 
K ~ E ~ T T W L * .  brarvr i  nal rPoOaupd~r r  
r p b  r o e  y r v w ~ ~ o p k v o u  r b  dyvwurov 
a6roG ~ a l  i d p a ~ o v  75s Fuvdprws. &i 

66 i u r r v  tparbs &v0p6nors . . . bv 
~ 0 6 ~ 0 1 1 .  h6yrr' 8rwv 6qrs &KO? pd- 
Ogars, r a 1 r a  h?& r p o r ~ p t ' w ,  @ T J U ~ ,  
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r o u r ; u r ~  r h  b p a r h  7 5 v  hopdrwv' .  . . ing to which he makes the same 
(c. 10) ov"rws ' H p d ~ A e r r o s  F'u ?uy passage in one of the two quota- 
pofpa r f B e r a i  K ~ L  r i p @  r &  dprpavii tions, immediately succeeding one 
r o i s  h $ a v i u i v  . . . 2 ~ 7 1  yhp,  $quiv ,  another, express the contrary of 
bppovfq b$av+s @avep?r K ~ E ~ T T W V .  what i t  is said to express in the 
K ~ L .  8uwv . . . ~ p o r i p 6 w ,  06 r h  other. This theory seems the more 
b$av? ?rpor~p$uas.  On the ground inadmissible, since Plutarch en- 
of this last quotation it is conjec- tirely agrees with the first citat,ion 
tured by Schuster (p. 24 ; in oppo- of Hippolytus, and with the read- 
sition to him, vide Teichmiiller, N. ing of Eurr in the second. I cannot 
St. i. 154 sqq.) that the words of endorse Schuster's judgment that 
Heracleitus ran thus : ds rf y a p  the 'obscure account ' in Plut. 2. c. 
bppovlq h@av+s $avep?s K P E ~ T T W Y ;  can hare no weight in opposition 
'Why should an invisible harmony to the 'clear testimony ' of Hippo- 
be better than a visihle ? '  But lytus. The only thing that seems 
acut,e as this conjecture is, i t  can- to me clear in Hippolytus is that in 
not he substantiated by the text of his quotation in c. 9, he coincides . 
Hippolytus, if we consider this in with Plntarch. That, which Schns- 
it* whole context. As the words ter calls Hippblytus's clear testi- 
& p p o u f ~ ,  &C., are quoted, c,. 9, with- mony which refutes Plntarch, is, 
out Z u r i ,  andas  these wordscannot in fact, only his own conjecture, 
be taken to mean that the invisible which is supported neither by the 
is better than the risible, Hippo- MS. of Hippolytus, nor by the con- 
lytus cannot (as I wrongly admitted n e c p  of the passage. On the 
to be possible in the Jenaer L. T. ofher hand, Plutarch's statement 
1875, Art. 83) have had the inter- concerning what he had read in 
rogative bs r f ,  but merely g u r i  in Heracleitus (and nothing else is in 
his text of Heracleitus. Nor are question here) is not in the least 
we forced by the passage in c. 10 obscure ; i t  is perfectly evident that  
to the theory of another tex t ;  for he only found in Heracleitus the 
he 'does not here conclude, as  we assertion that the invisible har- 
should expect from Scl~uster's mony is better than the visible ; 
reading, that the visible was pre- and not the question, ' Why should 
ferred by Heracleitus to the in- the invisible harmony be better 
visible, but that both are made than the visible?' Plntarch fur- 
equal: since at  one time he calls ther says of the bppovla $avcp+, 
the &ppoub h+av?s the better, and that God has hidden in it the h a -  
a t  another he gives the preference $opal and i r ~ p d r q r e s  ; these ex- 
to the 8uwv 6$[s, &c. That this pressions certainly do not belong 
c on cl us ion is false is quite clear, to Heracleitus, nor does Plutarch 
bnt we axe not justified in disallow- cite them as belonging to him. 
ing the employment of the passage But that some Heracleitean sen- 
in c. 9, because of the 'want of tence was floating in Plutarch's 
understanding' that i t  evinces. mind (probably some words in 
However Hippolytus may hare connection with the double har- 
misinterpreted the words of Hera- mony)-we see from Philo, Qu. in. 
cleitus, the use which he makes of Gen. ir.  1, p. 237 Auch. : arbor est 
them shows how he read the pas- secumdzim Heraclitum maturn nos- 
sage, and refutes the theory accord- tra, pzte so obducere atque abseo~zdere 
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divine law to which all things are subject,' the 8i/cr 
whose decrees nothing in the morld can transgress; 2 

amat.  'The t ree '  does not. indeed, the universe,' which is not visible; 
belong, as Schuster thinks (Fr .  74, still less, howe~rer, can we agree 
p. 193, ' Nature loves to hide her- with Plutarcll, who describes the 
self, like a tree : ' Teichmiiller fol- Bppovla qavepb, not (as Lassalle 
lows him, N. S t z~d .  i. 183), to the says) as hidden, but, on the con- 
citation from Heracleitus ; i t  refers trnry, as that i ~ a  which the Bppovla 
to the tree preriously mentioned b@av+s conceals itself. The invisi- 
by Philo, the oak of Xamre, Gen. ble harmony must be the same as 
xriii. 1, which is allegorised in nature, who hides herself: the  
this way ; and if i t  appears other- inner regularity of Being and Be- 
wise in our Latin text, the two coming; and by the visible har- 
translators, or one of them, must mony must be meant either the 
be answerable for it .  (The external phenomenon of this re- 
Arm~niau  text, as I am informed gnlxrit,y, or musical harmony in 
by Petermann, stands literally part,icular; so that the sense would 
thus : 'The  tree, according to  then be: 'The inner harmony of 
Heritcleitus our nature, loves to the world i s  more glorious t h m  
conceal and to hide itself.') The any concord of tones.' Schuster 
proposition which is supported by connects into one fragment the 
Themistocles, Or. v. 69 b !@urs 8i: words on the visible and invisible 
~ a 0 '  ' H ~ ~ K A .  ~ o v ' r r ~ e u 8 a r  qrhei ,  simi- harmony with those which Hippo- 
larly in the  secondrecension of Or. lytus further quotes, i i ~ o a m v  6$rs, 
v. or xii. 159 b), and by Philo, De &C.; but the manner in which 
Prqf.  476 C ; Julian, Or. vii. 216 Hippolyt,us mentions the t,wo state- 
C (St,rabo X. 3, 9, p. 467, does not ments does not justify this; and 
belong to this) that nature ~ o d r -  the sense of the words (as we hare 
7euBar ~ a l  n a ~ a 8 6 e a 8 a r  @lAr i .  The explained i t  above) makes su" a 
words added by Themistocles (in connection impossible. 
both places) ~ a ' r  ~ p b  7 4 s  qhusws d Fr. 123;  Stob. FZlorit. iii. 
r i j s  ~ ~ u e ~ s 8 q p r o ~ p y d s ,  are evidently 84 : ~ p i + o v r a r  yhp r r d u ~ ~ s  oi du8pd- 
not taken from Heracleitus (Las- ~ r v o i  udpor hrrb ivbs roG 8siov. ~ p a -  
salle i. 24, is inclined to  think T ~ E L  y h p  ~ o u o G r o v  b ~ d u o v  Q d i h t i  ~ a ' r  
they are ; so is Schuster, 316, 1, i t a p ~ i e i  rrirur ~ a l  ~ e p r y i v s ~ a r .  
but the passdges he adduces in  Fr. 64; Plut. De Exit. 11, p. 
supp,ort of this view from the 604: i jhior y k p  o h x  3 ~ s p B f i u c ~ a i  
writings of the Stoic and Neo- ~ h r p a ,  $~l iu lv  6 ' H p d ~ h e r ~ o s ~  ei 8; p?, 
Platonic period are not convincing ' E D L V V I ~ E S  prv A ~ K V S  2rrl~oupor 2Erupfi 
to me). From all this it is clear uouurv. Somewhat differing from 
that the visible harmony can .this, ibid. De Is. 48, p. 370: i jhiov 
neither, with Schleiermacher (p. 8; [sc. L H p d ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~  q q u l v )  p+ d m p -  
71), be considered to mean the ele- Bfiueu0ar ~ c b s  spo?rfinowas i;pous ei 
ments (whiletheinvisible harmony 6;  p+, y ~ 8 ~ r a ~  p ~ v  8 i ~ q r  Q r r ~ o d p o v s  

, refers to organic beings) ; nor with dtevpfinerv. Instead of ' ~ p r v v d e r  
Lassalle (i. 97 sqq.), the ' veiled and the unintelligible y h 6 ~ r a e  
and internally hidden harmony of Bernays (Heracl. 15 ; Rh. Mus. ix. 
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the dependence or necessity by which all things are 
ruled.' The same universal order, conceived as efficient 

259, 3) conjectures ~ d a u a r  to  have 
been the word used by Heracleitus. 
Lassalle, i. 351 sqq., defends yA87- 
r a t ,  and supports his reading by 
Philostratus, Apoll. i. 25, 2, who 
rnent,ions four images of birds 
( b y y e s ) ,  reminding us of divine 
retribution, named from the ee8v 
yALir7ac of the Magi;  and he 
thinks that  he has hereby prored 
unt only that  the handmaidens of 
Dike were called ' tongues ' among 
the Persians, but tha t  Heracleitus 
was acquainted with the religious 
doctrines and symbols ofthe Magi. 
This is certainly a mistake; for 
even if pictures of the wryneck 
a s  symbolieal of ' respice jifilzem ' 
were used by the Persians and 
called the tongues of the g?ds, i t  
would not follow that the Er~nnyes  
were called tongues of the gods or 
simply y A 2 r r a ~ .  But even Ber- 
nays's suggestive conjecture has to 
be given up ; for Schuster, p. 184, 
and preriously Hnbmann (cf. 
Schuster, p. 357), propose Kh86as 
for y A 8 ~ ~ a s  (the spinners, the 
Moirae, who, as goddesses of Death, 
irnow how to Rnd the sun when i t  
would overstep the measure of 
their life). Cf. further concerning 
FIK?, Orig. c. Cels. vi. 42 (ride sup. 
p. 32, l), aad what is quoted p. 26, 
l ,  from Cratylus. Clemens, Strom. 
iv. 478 B, AiK?s 8vopa o 6 ~  Bv $6e- 
uav, does not seem to belong here. 

l Plut. Plm. i. 2 7 :  ' H p d ~ h .  
~ d v r a  use' ~ i p a p p i v q v ,  r h v  68 a L ~ $ v  
J x d P x ~ r v  ~ a i  b v O i Y ~ ~ v .  SO Theodo- 
ret, Ctw. Gr. A$. vi. 13, p. 87;  
Diog. ix. 7 ; Stob. i. 58 ; .wpm ; 
Stob. i. 178 (Plac. i. 28) : 'Hpd- 
Khel'r. oLuiav ~ i p a ~ p ~ v ~ ~  b x ~ 9 a L v ~ -  
ao hdyov ~ b v  6rb o6ulas 703  s a m b s  

6r+~ovra ,  a5711 6' i u r l  r b  al)Biprev 
urjpa, n x i p p a  7 5 s  7 0 3  w a v ~ b s  yevi- 
u ~ o s  ~ a i  aeprl6ou ~ L T ~ O Y  re~aypEIvqs.  
rrdura 68 ~ a t J '  ~ i ~ a ~ p i v ~ v ,  r h v  6' 
abrhv 6ndpxecv b v d y ~ ~ ~ .  y p d @ ~ r  yoU^~. 
curr ybp eipappdv1) xdvrws. Here 
there is a brrak in the text which 
is the more to be regretted, as 
Heracleitus' own words are about 
to  follow, whereas what goes before 
has such a Stoic;tl sound that  i t  is 
of little consequence to us whether 
the words from a i h v  to  y e v ~ a e o s  
are (according to Schleiermacher's 
conjecture, p. 74) an interpolation 
relating to  oGuia, or nob. I f  the 
text, as I b~l ie re ,  is in its right, 
order, the meaning would be this : 
he explained the 6ipappF'vn as the 
Adyor, which yermei~tes the mitttrr 
of the world (the aiO6prov u f p a ) ,  as 
the uxQppa, &c. Simpl. Phys. 6, 
a :  ' H p d ~ h e r ~ o s  82 wolei ~ a l  (cf. as 
to this reading, Schleiermacher, p. 
76)  rdt;tv rrvh gal xpdvov irpiupdvov 
rj js  70; K ~ U ~ O U  peraj3oh.Fjs card r lva  
eipappdvrlv b v d y ~ v v .  Cf. ap.  PS. 
Hippocr. x. 61~17. i. 4 sq. (vide sup. 
p. 7, 2 ; 15, 1, the expre~sions) 61' 
b v d y ~ ~  B~lqv ,  a ~ n ~ o p i v v v  
polpnv, and Plut. An. P m .  27, 2. 
p. 1026 : q v  ~ i p a p p i v ~ v  oi xohhoi 
Kaholi~l  . . . ' H p d ~ h s r ~ o s  61 x a h f v -  
rpoxov kppovfqv ~ d u p o u ,  etc., ibid. 
De Ei, c. 9, p. 388. But here we 
cannot be certain how much is 
taken from Heracleitus. 

Fr. 24 : Diog. ix. l : ebar 
yhp $v r b  uoqbv,  Brrfu~ao0ar yvdpvv  

oi & ~ K V ~ ~ E ~ ~ ~ U E L  s d v ~ a  (Neut. 
plur.) 6121 s d v ~ w u .  Instead of the 
senseiess oi B ~ K U S .  Schleiermacher 
conjectures, p. 109 (cf. Lassalle, i. 
331 sq.), or? ~vBrpv+uer,  Bernays, 
Rh. Mm. ix. 252 Sq., O ~ K L S E ~ ,  
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force, is called the ~orld-rul ing wisdom, the h6y~~, '  

Schuster, p. 66, olw r e  KVBEPV&TEL,  explanation of the Adyos as  the 
or  04q (of7 T E )  ~ ~ B ~ p v i j u a l ,  and ' speech of the visible world,' is 
K U ~ ~ E P O ~ V  is often found in a similar foundedontwopresuppositions,viz., 
connection, with Heracleitus and that PT. 7 stood in immediate con- 
others, as Schuster and Lassalle nection with the third fragment 
prove. Fr. 14 ; Clrig. c. Cels. vi. discussed p. 7 ,  2 ,  and tha t  in tha t  

I 2 : 400s y h p  b v 0 p d a ~ r o v  pkv O ~ K  fragment hdyos mrant the ' speech 
ZXEL y v 6 p ~ v ,  B ~ i o v  62 ~ X E I .  Pllit. of Nature.' Of these suppositions, 
De Is. 7 6 :  61 SGaa . . . $ 6 ~ 1 ~  the former cannot be proved, and 
d ~ h w s  T E  i u a a ~ ~ v  bao$fiotv ~ a l  p i -  the latter, a s  above remarked, i s  
pav ZK roir qpovo3vros, 8aws ~v/3epvi i -  very unlikely. The ~ o r v b s  hdyos 
r a r  r b  a d p a a v ,  NUB' ' H ~ ~ K A E L ~ O V .  must surely mean essentially the 
Instead of d h h o s  TE,  Schleierma- same with Heracleitus as with his 
cher, p. 118, here reads t ihAo86v; successors, the Stoics (cf. P a r t  III. 
Bernays, Rhein. Mus. ix. 255 : a, 126, 2, second edition), When, 
?cpvuri. Only the expression ~b therefore, Sexrus, l. c. and viii. 8 
? p ~ v ~ i r ~  iiaws K U B E P V ~ ~ T U I  r b  u d p a a v  explains the ~ o r v b s  h6yos by means 
1s to  be considered Herarleitean (it  of r h  ~ o r v c  q a r w d p ~ v a ,  he is rightly 
appears to me too well attested to opposed by Lassalle, ii. 284, and 
be affected by the observations of wrongly defended by Schuster. p. 
Heinze, which will be discussed 23. Sextus himself, vii. 133, had 
infra, p. 45, R.) ; the bao$po+ and previously explained the Adycs as 
poipa have quite a Stoic sound. the O C ~ O P  Adyos. Reason appears as 

l On the Logos of Heracleitus, something objective, and different 
cf. Heinze, Die Lehre vom Logos in from the thought of the individual, 
d. Gr. Phil. 9 sqq.; Schuster, p. since we find in Fr .  79 ,  Hippol. 
18 sqq. Teichmuller, N. Stzad. i. ix. 9 : OGK Zpoi ,  h h h h  roir Adyov (so 
167. That Heracleitus designated Bernays, Rh. Mm. ix. 265, and 
the reason that works in the world, afterwards generally for 6dyparus)  
among other names by that of the b ~ o d a a v r a s  6 p o A o y 6 ~ r v  uoqdv dorrv, 
Logos, cannot be actually proved $v a d v r a  ~ i 8 i v a r  (cf. p. 45, n.) ; but  
from Fr. 3 (sup. p. 7 ,  2) ,  bnt the the interpretation 'not listening to 
truth t,o which the whole world me, but  to the speech as such, the 
bears witness, approximates to the contents of the speech, thereasoils ' 
conception of reason inherent in (cf. Schuster, 83, 228) is also ad- 
the  world. Fr. 7 ; Sext. Math.rii. missible. On the other hand, in the 
133, is less doubtful: 6rb 6 e i  definitions quoted in the previous 
i"lrw8ar 74 @v$. roir Adyou 6; 6 d v ~ o s  note and a t  p. 31,2 ,  from Stohaeus, 
covoi  @ovarv of a o h h o ~  &S l6iav 8 x 0 ~ -  of the ~ i p a p p € v q ,  the Adyos is no 
r e s  qpdvqcrv(as if in their opinions doubt taken from the Stoic termi- 
they had a private reason of their nology; ap. Clem. Stron~. v. 599 C, 
own). By the hdyos ~ o r v b s ,  in the 8rorKrjv Adyos ~ a i  BESS is not 
opposition to t.he l 6 ; a  $pdvwurs, can found, as Lassalle thinks (ii. 60), 
only be meant Reason as the corn- in  the citation from Heracleitus, 
mon principle; and this it. is, so but  in the interpretation by the 
far as i t  makes laws that  are bind- Stoics of Heracleitus's words ; this 
ing on the whole world. Schuster's interpretation itself is very inexact, 
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Zeus or the  Deity '-and so far as it produces the end- 
less series of cosmical periods, and of the varying con- 
ditions dependent on them, the A30n.~ All these concep- 
tions signify with Herclcleitus one and the same thing: 
and the world-forming force as active subject is not 
here distinguished from the universe and the universal 
order.4 This force, however, also coincides with the  

and is expressly described by 
Clemens ns an addition of his own 
(8uvcipe-r yap hk-yer, ' the meaning of 
his statement is '). Also in Mar- 
cus Anrelitis, iv. 46 (vide sup. p. 
8, a.), i t  is the Stoic who adds to 
the words, G pdhro~a 6 r q v ~ ~ r j s  bp[- 
AoGar hdyq, these : 76 r b  ;ha 81or- 
KOCYTL.  Originally scar~ely more 
was intended by thein than by the 
parallel passage: o& ~ a e '  h i p a v  
iy~cupoiur, that which is constantly 
presented to the eyes of men. Las- 
salle, ii. 63, thinks he has dis- 
covered in Fr. 48, vide i ~ f :  p. 65,1, 
the pre-existence of the Logos, but 
we shall find that hdyos here rneans 
nothing more than relation. To 
sum up the results of the whole: 
Heracleitus taught indeed that 
Reason ruled in the world, and 
called this universal Reason the 
hdyos, but the concept of hdyos was 
not nearly so prominent with him 
as with the Stoics. Lassalle's ex- 
position requires to be essentially 
limited in reference to this; his 
conjectures as to the connection 5f 
this doctrine with the Zoroastrian 
dogma of the word of Creation and 
of law, find no support (as Hainze, 
p. 56, acknowledges) in the sayings 
of Heracleitus ; for these presup- 
pose nothing that transcends the 
Greek language and the Greek 
ideas. 

Besides what is quoted supra, 

p. 19, 3; 32, l ;  38: 1, cf. Fr. 140; 
Clem. Xtrom. v. 604 A: $v 7 b  
Uo$bv poGr,ov h ~ y ~ u 8 a r  df3;A~r Kai 
O L K  $@;her (oder O L K  $0. K .  3 . )  Zqvbs 
o5vopa. I cannot here discuss the 
interpretations of these worda by 
Bernltys, Rh. Mus. ix. 256 ; Schus- 
ter 3-15, and others. To me the 
best interpretation seems to be 
this: ' One thing, the only wise, 
wills and also wills not to be 
named by the name of Zeus.' I t  
wills to be named so because in 
truth i t  is that which we honour 
under that name ; but it also wills 
not, because with this name pre- 
sentations are conuect,ed which are 
not consistent with that  primitive 
essence. That the form Zqvbs is 
chosen instead of ArXs, to indicate 
i ts  derivation from fiv,  I agree 
with other writers in thinking 
probable ; but, do not lay any great 
stress upon it. 

Cf. the quotations on p. 19, 3. 
What Heracleitus says about the 
%on, perhaps gave occasion to the 
assertion of 2Enesidemus (or Sex- 
tus), that the statement that time 
is identical with the nprjrov arjpa 
(discnssed in Par t  III. b, 24) 
emanated from Heracleitus. 

"or example the adhcpos is 
called sometimes Zeus, sonletinles 
~ L K I I ,  and the 2Eon is explained as 
Zeus, and 8qproupyds. 

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

the Heracleitean philosophy are 
not quite agreed as to how Hera- 
cleitus conceived the reason ruling 
in the world. According to Ber- 
nays, Rh. Mus. ix. 218 sqq., he 
conceived i t  as conscious intelli- 
gence. Lassalle (i. 325, 335 sqq., 
et pussina) sees in  i t  only the objec- 
tive law of reason; and Heinze 
(Lehre vom Lo.qos, 28 sqq.). agree- 
lng with Peipers (Die Erkenntmiss- 
theorie Plato's, i. S sq.) comes to 
a similar conclusion. Lastly, 
Teichmiiller (N. Studien, i. 181 
sqq.), differing from both views, is 
ot op~nion t,hat self-consciousness 
cannot be separated from Hera- 
cleitus's world-ruling wisdom ; but 
Heracleitus, as I assume, not 
only did not discriminate as  yet 
between snbjective and olljective 
reason, but represented this reason 
as subject to a n  alternation of 
sleep and w ~ k i n g ,  of weaker and 
stronger actuality ; as  to any per- 
sonality in regard to  it, it never 
occurred to him a t  all. This last 
proposition is certainly not com- 
patible with the self-consciousness 
which Teichmiiller recognises in 
Heracleitus's world-ruling wisdom ; 
for where self-consciousness is, d here 
is also personality, whether the 
word be used or not, and whether 
the characteristics which belong to 
the conception of personality be 
present in  more or  less force. Nor 
is there any proof of the theory 
that  Heracleitus believed the self- 
consciousness of t,he divine hdyos 
to be sonletimes extinguished and 
again revived; this follows as  
little in the doctrineof Heracleitus 
from the analogy of alternating 
cosmica1 conditions, a s  in the doc- 
trine of the Stoics. I f  he conceived 
the divine wisdom as  a self-con- 

scious thinking, he must have snp- 
posed it always to be such ; for he 
describes i t  as the bd[wov (vide, 
supm, p. 22, l ) ,  the p i  63vov (supra, 
p. 25, 2), the all-governing power, 
which even in the present state of 
the world, despite the partial trans- 
mutation of the primitive fire into 
othersubstances,isnotextinguished. 
That Heracleitus, however, defined 
the world-ruling wisdom as self- 
conscious, could only be affirmed 
or denied if we were sure tha t  he 
had ever proposed to himself the 
question of its self-conscionsness. 
But, this is highly improbable. He 
speaks of the intelligence which 
rules al l  things, of the divine 
wisdom (ride supra, p. 42,2), of t,he 
W+ 63vov from which nothing is 
hidden; he says in Fr. 79 (vide 
szqra, p. 43, a.) I v  r d v r a  d66var  ; we 
have no occasion to change eI8Cva~ 
for ~ ? v a l  (as in the Oxford edition 
of Hippolytus, Lassalle, i. 339, 
Heinze, p. 25 sq.) ; for ~iFE'val  in  
this place expresses nothing more 
than the other passages we have 
just b ~ e n  considering, or than the 
$v ao@hv, Fr. 140 (p. 44, 1). B a t  
though these conceptions, founded 
on human self-conscious~~ess,contain 
implicitly the character of personal 
self-conscious thought, i t  is not to 
be supposed that Heracleitus saw 
this clearly, or that he expressly 
said to himself. the Reason tha t  
rules the world must be conceived 
as  a personality; had h e  said so, 
he could not possibly have con- 
ceived i t  a t  tlie same time as  the 
substance through the transmuta- 
tions of which all things come into 
existence. The question, indeed, of 
the personality of the primitive 
essence in this sense was never 
raised in the anc,ient philosophy 
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the universe is not separated from the primitive fire ; l 
the primitive essence forms all things-out of itself, by 
its own power, according to the law inherent i n  it. 
Our philosopher's theory of the universe is therefore the 
most o~~tspoken pantheism ; the divine essence by the 
(which has not even a word to i ? r e r ~ ~ $ a r o v " I ? r ? r a U o s  . . . K ~ L .  . . 
express ' ')-nor in the ' H ~ ~ K A .  Hippol. Refut. ix. 10: Adyer 
other sense, until the time of Car- 6 ;  ~ a l  $pdvrpov T O ~ T O  E S V ~ L  ~b  ?rCp KU> 

neades and Plotinus ; and conse- r e s  ~ ! O L K ~ ~ U E W S  TGV B ~ W Y  a f ' r l o v ~ ~ a ~ ~ i  
quently we find not unfreqnently 62  a l r b  ~ p q u p o ~ i v q v ~ a l  ~ d p o v . x p q u -  
that  thought, knowledge, reason,and p o n h v q  8d B u r ! v  4 B ~ a ~ d u ~ q u r s  fca? 
so forth, are attributed to natures a l r b v ,  6 6B i ~ ? r h p w u r s  ~ d p o s .  Sext. 
which we from our point of view ilfath. vii. 127. Vide in$. p. 82, 1. 
conld not conceive as personalities. Heracleitus held the z r p r k x o v  to 
So i t  is with Heracleitus. He re- be rational, and thought the 0 ~ 2 0 s  
cognises in the world a reason Adyos came into man through the 
which guides and penetrates all breath. On account of this identity 
things, and he ascribes predicates of fire with the Deity, the south as 
to this reason which we could the starting point of light and heat 
only ascribe to a personal being ; is called the sphere of bright Zeus, 
hut he is wanting, not merely in Fr. 86 6; Etrabo i. 6, p. 3 : t s i s  y b p  
the more definite conception of K a i  iu?r+as r d p p a r a  ~ P K T O S ,  K U :  

personality, but even in the dis- B v ~ f o v  7 9 s  i i p ~ r o u  oapos a l0p iou  
crimination of reason from matter. Ards .  I cannot give any more 
Anaxagoras was the first to sepa- exact interpretation of these words. 
rate them definitely and on prin- Schuster, 257 sq., understands by 
ciple ; and to this the celebrated o6pos a i0p iou  A r b s  the south pole ; 
passage relates in Metaph. i. 3, but Teichmiiller rightly objects 
084 b, 15, where Aristotle says that we cannot expect to find th , s  
that Anazagoras first perceived in conception with Heracleitus. He 
v o i s  the cause of the order in himself thinks that by ospos, Arc- 
nature, which (as Teichmiiller, 189 turus is meant; but 0 3 ~ 0 s  a i0p iou  
sq., rightly observes in opposition A r b s  would be a strange designa- 
to Heinze, 1.c. 35 sq.) cannot serve tion in that case, and how far 
as a proof that HeeracIeitus did Arcturus can be called one of the 
not ascribe knowledge to the .Deity. boundary points between morning 
As in this passage, the God of and evening is not at  all clear. The 
Xenophanes is not alluded to, be- words assert nothing more than 
cause he is not introduced as a that north and south lie between 
principle that explains nature east and west; and the o8pos 
( a f ~ r o s  70; ~ d u p o v ) ,  SO the yvr5,uq a i0pfou  A r b s  only signifies the re- 
of Heracleitns is passed over, be- gion of light. 
cause i t  is not opposed to matter ? I n  this pantheistic sense we 
as an independent principle. must understand the anecdote re- 

' Vide szbpra, p. 22, 1 ,2  ; 31,2 ; lated by Aristotle, Part. An. i. 5, 
Clemens Coh. 42 C : 7 b  &p Bcbv 645 a, 16, namely, that Heracleitna 
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i~ecessity of its nature is constantly passing over into 
the changing forms of the finite, and the finite abides 
only in the divine, which in undivided unity is the 
substance, cause and law of the world. 

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

called out to  strangers who had 
scruples about visiting him in his 
kitchen: ~iurdvar % L L @ O ~ W ~ ~ S ,  c?uar 
yhp ~ a )  <v-raGOa %cods. Cf. Diog. 
is. 7 : ndvra $uxrjv Kai 6arp6- 
vwv nA6pq. 

' Clem. Strom. v. 599 sqq. D. 
That Heracleitus held the world to 
be uuderired is shown by Fr. 46 
(p. 22, l), that  he held i t  also to be 
derived by Fr. 47 : p7vi)~r r h  bar- 
+fpdp€Wa (Fr. 47) : '< nupbs rponal 
aprjrov Odhauua. tJahdonqs 6; rb 
&v 5pruu yij rb 81: 4ptuu ~ ~ q u r ~ p . "  
Gvvdpcr yhp hiyer (vide p. 44, n.), 
311 aip hb 705 6ior~oivros hdyou 
K R ~  B E O ~  78 ~ i ) ~ a a v r a  62 b6pos rpc- 
?rear cis Sypbv rb 15s aakppa rijs 

61a~0up+u€ws, 8 Kah€i Rdhauuaw, ;K 

62 rodro~ a60rs y f v ~ ~ a r  -yt ~ a )  otpavbs, 
KU; rh dpn~prcxdp~va. Concerning 
npqu~7.zrp, cf. p. 23, 1. 

I n  Clemens's commentary on 
the words of Heracleitus we must 
refer the following expressions to 
the doctrine and terminology of 
the Stoics: hdyos ~ a l  Ocbs rh udp- 
aavra 610lK6~, on which cf. p. 44, n ; 
ua6ppa rjjs B ~ R K O U ~ + U E W S  ; also the 
addition F2 bipos, which is perpetu- 
ally recurring in Stoic writings, 
and was required by the Stoic 
doctrine of the elements (cf. 
Part  In. a, 136. 4, 137, 2, 169, 1, 
second edition), but has no place in  
the language of Heracleitus, and 
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according to Heracleitus, in the formation of the world,' 
the primitive fire was first changed into water or sea; 
and from this, by means of a second transformation 
developing itself in opposite directions, came on the 
one hand the solid element, the earth; and on the 
other the warm and volatile element, the hot wind ; 
a theory which makes the relation between Heracleitus 
and Thales the same as that between Thales and 
Anaximander? who was, of all the older Ionians, the 
philosopher with whom Heracleitus was most closely 
allied. VtTe are told nothing more, however, about his 
opinion concerning the formation of the world. 

The three forms assumed by the primitive essence 

contradicts (as will presently be Fr. 46.) The Plncitn also, in the 
shown) his theories on the transi- passage quoted p. 28, 2, refer to a 
tion of substances into one another, description by Heracleitus of the 
Among the Stoics we find in the formation of the world, tl~ough 
:'armnla .rpon+ nvpbs 61' hCpos els they conzain a wrong account of it,, 
26wp that 61' b i p o s  always occurs viz., that throughthe separation of 
as  an interpolation ; and in none the grossest portions . from fire, 
of our authorities is i t  said ' fire earth was first formed ; from earth 
is changed into air, and air into water, and from water air. The 
water.' This circumstance seems second part  of this exposition is 
to  indicat,e tha t  an  older exposi- derived from the Stoic doctrine of 
tion must have been in use, in the elements (Part III. a ,  169, l), 
which only the transition of fire but that earth should proceed im- 
into water is spoken of, a s  in the mediately from fire is contrary 
47th fragment of Heracleitus. even to  the the3ry of the Stoics. 

I agree with Schuster (p. 148 This does not mean that  the 
sq.) that FT. 47 treats of the ori- one half of the sea was to be earth 
gin of the world from the primitive and the other fire, so tha t  nothing 
fire and not, as i t  hasbeen thonght, more would remain of i t  ; the words 
since Schleiermacher, of the trans- 0 a h d u ~ g s  6i,  &C., afsert only that 
mutation of the elements in thc the sea includes (pot,entially) in 
world. For  we have no reason to itself earhh and fire in equal parts, 
mistrust the assertion of Clemens so that  both might equally proceed 
that  PT. 47 referred to the forming from it. Cf. Teichmuller, h: Stud. 
of the world, and was connected i. 54 sq. 
with FT. 46 (sup. p. 22, 1). (In Cf. concerning him, vol. i. 250 
the E'xr+epdPtva, howerer, there is sq. ; concerning the similar view of 
no ' immediate' connection with Xenophanes, vol. i. p. 569. 
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in  the beginning are regarded by Heracleitus in the 
present condition of the world as the limits between 
which the alternation of substances, the rotation of Be- 
coming and decay moves. He denominates the change 
(as Diogenes says l )  as the way upwards and downwards, 
and supposes the world to originate in  this way. Fire, 
he said, changes by condensation into wate~,  and water 
into earth ; earth on the other hand becomes fluid and 
changes into water, from the evaporation of which 
almost all other things are derived. The former of 
these processes he called the way downwards, the latter 
the may upwards. This exposition   an not,^ like the 
fragment in  Clemens, apply to the genesis of t,he world, 
but only to the transmutation of matter in  the world a t  
the  present time.3 This is what Plato means by the 

1 is .  8: according to the quot;t- passeson toanotherpoint. Nomore 
tion on p. 78, 1 : ~ a :  r4v ~ E T U ~ O A ? Y  can be concludedfrom the words rbv 
6Fbv dvw ~ d r w  rdv T E  ~dupov y l v ~ u 0 a ~  ~dupov ylv~u0ar ~ a r h  ralll~1/v. For 1, 
~ a r $  rahr1/v. ? T U K V O ~ ~ E V O V  yhp rb ~ a r h  ~ a h v  refers not anly to the 
x7p b~uypalveaOai ~ u v r a r d ~ ~ v d v  re 6Fbs ~Lrw but to the dabs bvw K ~ T W  : 
yfveu0ar8~wp,?r~yvhp~~~v Fb )rb 8Fwp the previous context spenks of this 
eis y+jv rpQaru0ar. KU: r a d ~ v v  68bv as one simple way, not of two 
&l rb ~ d r w  E&UL A t l y ~ ~ .  xdh~v  r' ways, 6Fbs &vw and 6Fbs K ~ T W  ; ac- 
a h + v  [l. a31 .rhv y+jv ~ ~ i a 0 a i  25 4s cording t o  Schuster, however, only 
r b  BFwp ylvra0ar, E ) K  F& rohou 78 what is said of the 6Fbs ~ d r w  (TV- 

 urn&, uxe6bv xdvra h?rl rhv bva- ~ v o h ~ ~ v o v  . . . h i y ~ i )  applies to 
Oupiaarv bvtlywv r+v &?rb rijs 0ahdr- the ma.king of the world, and what 
rap. a h 6 '  E'ur1v 5 rb bvw 666s. follows applies t o  its de~traction. 
yfvcaear F' &vaOvprbaers,etc.(p. 52,2.) 2. The persistent use of the present 

2 As Schuster believes, 155 sq. forms, yiv~uOar, E'~vyprclv~aBai, etc., 
148. shows decidedly that something 

3 Schuster indeed thinks it is now going on is alluded to, not 
clear from t,he connection that here something that formerly happened. 
also the formation of the world is 3. The formation of the universe 
intended. But Diogenes has al- would be very inadequately de- 
ready completed his observations scribed in the words which Rchus- 
on Heracl~itus's doctrine of the ter points out, for nothing is said 
origin and conflagration of the of the formation of the heavens 
world in the previous words (p. (cf .  p. 47, 1 ) .  4. The words ?ralh~v 
77,1,2) ; with ~ a :  .r;lvp~.raBoA~v he 4 a8 7 % ~  ??V, etc., cannot possibly 
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way downward and the way upward,' and later writers 
without exception who comment on t'he meaning of t'he 
expression take the same view. We have, moreover, 
an observztion of Heracleitus himself on the vicissitudes 
of matter, and the principal forms which he supposes it 
to assume, and this entirely agrees with the statement 
of Diogenes. ' For souls,' he says, ' it is death to be- 
come water, and for water it is deat~h to become earth , 
hut water comes from earth, and souls from water.'3 
Schuster would refer this sentence to living beings only, 
whose souls are continually forming themselves from 
the watery constituents of t,heir body, and again re- 
solving themselves into those constituents ; just as the 
latter are const,antly changing from water to earth, and 
from earth back again to water.4 But this inter- 
pretation contradicts the unanimous testimony of our 
witnesses: which we have the less reason to doubt, since 
contain a description of the F'KT& ' Phileb. ' 43 A. The wise 
p w ~ ~ s ,  for i t  is  said the rest came maintain that our body can never 
out of the water, which is almost be in a state of rest. b d  yZlp 
entirely to be explained by the 8 n a v r a  &vw T E  ~ a i  ~ d r w  PE;. There 
evaporation of the earth and of the is no question here of the orjgin 
water. Rchuster therefore reads : and destruction of the world, but 
ZK 6 i  r o h o v  r b  T O P ,  r b  Aolnb simply of the mutation of things 
U X E ~ ~ V ,  etc. But this alteration of in the world. 
the text would only be allowable, E. g. Philo. De Btern. M. 
if the received text would bear no 958 A: 7h u ~ o r x ~ i a  7 0 ;  ~ 6 u p o v  
admissible construction. It makes, . . . 6 0  h L X F B o v s a  (traversing 
however, very good sense, though a GdArxos, that is, a path returning 
not the same that Schuster ascribes into itself) be1 ~ a i  ~ ? v  a37?v 56bv 
to i t ;  whereas in his reading, the bvw KU) ~ d r w  ~ V V E X ( ; ~ S  b p ~ f j 3 0 v r a ,  as 
simple thought that fire arises from Heracleitus expresses i t  (vide f d -  
water by the evaporation of the lowing note). Max. Tyr. 41, 4 : 
water would be expressed by the p ~ r a j 3 o A ? v  dp@s u w p d r w v  ~ a l  ysv6- 
confksed and obscure expression .rh usws, bAAay$v 66Bv bvw ~ a l  ~ d r w  
A O L T ~  u x ~ 6 b v  rrdvra ,  etc. What ~ a r b  r b v  ' H p d ~ h e r r o v .  
can be meant by A o r ~ h  r d v r a ?  Fr. 89 ; SUP. p. 24, 2. 
Fire is the only thing which. in the Loc. cit. 268 sq., 157, 165. 
conflagration of the world, still Philo, loc, cit. 958 C ,  adduces 
continues to arise from water. this passage in proof of his remark 
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we are told by Aristotle that Heracleitus denominated 
fire, which constitutes the substance of all things, as 

We are, therefore, fully justified in maintaining 
that Heracleitus considered fire, water, and earth, as the 
fundamental forms which matter assumed in its trans- 
formation. Some of the later authors indeed try here 
to introduce four elements by interpreting the soul ' 
of Heracleitus as air, or regarding it as intermediate 
between fire and water.2 But this cannot out-weigh the 
distinct declaration of Heracleitus ; more especially 
since the general tendency of that period to misin- 
terpret the ancient philosophers on this point, was 
especially encouraged by the Stoic commentators, who 
could not resist identifying their own conceptions with 
those of Hera~leitus.~ For the same reason little 
on the rotation of the elements, and is no longer attributed expressly 
Clemens, Strom. vi. 621 A, thinks to Heracleitus). Plut. Plac. i. 3 ; 
that Heracleitus is here imitating vide szcp,p. 38, 2 ; Max. Tyr. I. c. 
some Orphic verses which he quotes, The last writer does not ascribe 
but which in truth rather imitate the four elements to Heracleitus, 
the language of Heracleitus in as- but says in his own name that fire 
serting that from the $UX? comes passes into air, air into water, water 
water, from water earth, and vice into earth, and earth again into 
versci. See the authors quoted in fire. 
note 2, infm, who also refer the Schuster, 157 sq., indeed be- 
passage to the elements generally. lieves, and Teichmiiller (N. Stud. 

1 Cf. p. 22, 4 ; 24, 1. i. 62 sqq.) partly agrees with him. 
Cf. Plut. De Ei. C. 18, p. 392, that Heracleitus in his doctrine of 

who thus gives the passage quoted the elements did not omit the air. 
above from Fr. 89 : xupbs O d v a ~ o s  It seems to me, however, that there 
&;pi y i v e a i s  uai  &+OS O d v a ~ o s  BFu7i 1s no adequate proof of this. He- 
ydvsars. Also Philo, lac. cit , who racleitnsmay very well have spoken 
thus e2plains it: +uxhv y h p  oidpsvos when heshad occasion to do 50, of 
d v a r  r b  x v ~ i p a  ~ ? v  hkpos TEAEU- the air (as I have said p. 38, 1, in 
T ~ V  y d ~ ~ a i v  88a70s, 7 4 v  8' B8aros regard to Fr. 67) ; but i t  does not 
y $ s  r d h i v  y;vsuiv a l v l ~ ~ e r a i .  Max. follow that he reckoned i t  as one 
Tyr. 41, 4 ; Schl. p. 285 R : r 7 p  of the fundamental forms of matter 
~ b v  7 5 s  edvarov ~ a i  &?p 55' r b v  -what we may call his elements. 
?rvpbs O d v a ~ o v  88op (3 7bv &+OS edva- As Anaxagoras and Democritus 
r o v ,  y i j  7bv 8 8 ~ 7 0 s  (whihi~h, however, represented the air as an ixssem- 

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

blage of dictrent kinds of snbstan- 
ces (ride il?f. 815, 3, 708, third 
edition), so Heracleitus may have 
seen in i t  something intermediate 
lretmeen water and fire, a transi- 
tional form, ora seriesoftransitional 
forms. The fact that Plutarch in- 
troduces air into the passage from 
Heracleitus, discussed supra, p. 24, 
2 ; 51, 2, cannot weigh a g ~ i n s t  the 
clear meaning of Heracleitus's own 
words. If Bnesidemus substi- 
tmted air for fire as the primitive 
matter of Heracleitus (vide Par t  
111. b, 23), this can be explained (as 
shown, loc. cit.) without assuming 
t,hat Heracleitus ascribed to air a 
siinilrtr part as to earth, water and 
fire. The opinion of Bnesidemus 
concerning Hemcleitus's primitive 
essence (which in any case is mis- 
taken) cannot be brought forward 
as a proof of this theory. 

Plut. Pluc., loc. cit. 
Max. Tyr. ; cf. p. 51, 2. In  

t.hat sense we might understand 
Diog. ix. 9 :  y lv~uaal  b v a d v ~ i d u ~ l s  
brd 7 e  7 9 s  KC81 l b . A d ~ ~ g s ,  &S 

ha,urrp&s Ka> ~a8ap&s, & S  6 k ~ ~ o ~ ~ l v d s '  
a$&aOar 6;  ~b pkw rap i m b  T &  Aap- 
?rprSv, rb 6 i  iypbv isd ~ d v  C ~ i p o v .  
13ut this is not necessary. For 
even if Lassalle's theory (ii. 99) 
thnt only the pure vapours rise 
from the sea, and only the dark and 
foggy ~~apours  from the earth, as 
well as the opposite theory that 
the pure and clear vapours arise 
from the earth, and the dark from 
the sea, is contradicted by the fact 
(which Teichmiiller points out, N. 
fi lud. i. 57) that the vapours arising 
from earth snd sea, &re alike ob- 

scure, and though i t  might be more 
correct on that account to represent 
clear and dark vapours as rising 
both from earth and sea, this is 
not quite the point in qnestion. 
For, in the first place, Diogenes is 
not saying that the earth, as this 
elementary body, changes into fiery 
vapours; y? here designates the 
land in contradistinction to sea, 
with the exclusion of the water in 
the lakes, rivers, marshes, and the 
ground moist with min. And 
secondly, i t  is a question whether 
the clear and dark vapours ascend 
at  the same time side by side, and 
are not all at  first dark and moist, 
becoming afterwards bright. The . 
dark would then serve to feed the 
clonds, the bright wonld go to 
make the stars and thc bright sky. 
Schlriermacher, p. 49 sq., defends 
the idea of a direct transformation 
of earth into firr, on the ground 
that Aristotle, whose meteorology 
a.ppears to be essentially dependent 
on Heracleitus, speaks of a dry 
evaporation side by side with a 
moist; and, therefore, of a direct 
transition of earth into fire. But 
the dependence of Aristotle upon 
Heracleitus cannot beproved either 
in a general sense or in regard to 
this particular point. There is 
lastly not the smallest ground for 
the conjecture of Ideler (Arist. Me- 
tdorol. i. 351) that Heracleitus 
may have borrowed thedoctrine of 
the double evaporation from the 
Orphic poems; what is said by 
Plato, Cmt. 402 B, and by Clemens, 
Strom. vi. 629, cannot be quoted in 
support of it. 



THE ELEMENTS. 53 

we seek in Heracleitus a conception of the elements in 
the Empedoclean or Aristotelian sense ; ' his meaning 
is simply that the three kinds of matter mentioned 
above are the first manifestations of the primitive 
matter in its transformation-the first bodies, to which 
all others may be reduced, and which are produced one 
from the other in the given order ; and this regular 

l Empedocles understands by wood? If nothing has been told us 
his so-called elements (he himself, on this subject we have no right, 
as  is well known, does not use the therefore m disbelieve in those pre- 
word) invariable primitive sub- suppositions. We certainly do not 
stances, which as such never pass lrnow how Heracleitus explained 
over into each other. Aristotle the burning of wood, nor even that 
makes his elements pass over into he tried to explain it. If he tried, 
each other, but he does not derive the answer was not far to seek. 
them from any matter preceding He did not require (as Schuster 
them in time; for the 1~phrv thinks) to regard the wool! abso- 
has never existed as such ; i t  is lutely as earth. He might consider 

. only the ideal presupposition of the that  earth and water were mingled 
elelnents, their common essence, in i t :  that when i t  is consumed, 
that exists merely underthesefour :he earth, so far as i t  does not 
forms. Heracleitus, on the con- change into water, remains behind 
twry, represents &re as existing for ns ashes. The remainder, together 
itself before the framing of the with the water contained in the 
world, and only changing in course wood, first changes into dark va- 
of time into water and earth. pour, then into light vapour, first 

Y .  The question whether Hersc- into smolre, then into fire (which, 
leitus, ' in kindling wood for his according to Theophrastus, De Ign., 
hearth-fire, always reflected that Fr. iii. 3, is burning smoke, andac- 
this earth must change first into cording to Arist. iWeteor. ii. 2, 355 
sea and then into ?rpqor?ip, before a, 5, is supposed by many physicists, 
i t  could rise into fire' (Scliuster, as Diogenes, supm, p. 295, to 'oQ 
166), is one which the history of nourished by moisture). Here he 
philosophy is not required to an- hzd an explanation, which was not 
slrer. He probably did not think more inconsistent with appearances 
every time he looked at  the Cays- than many others, and accommo- 
tros, that i t  was not the same dated itself admirably to his other 
river as before, nor torment himself theories. Or  he might regard the 
a t  erery draught of water as  to burning as a conling forth of the 
whether the dryness of his soul fire contained in the rrep~dxov(vide 
would not suffer thereby. The in$ p. 81 sq.), and as an escape of 
only question which concerns us is the burning particles of wood into 
this : how Her~cleitus on his own the ?rspldxou. Definiteevidence con- 
presuppositions explained common cerning the scientific theories of il 
phenomena like the burning of philosopher cannot be outweighed 
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progression is equally maintained on both sides, as he 
expresses in the sentence: the way upwards and the 
way downwards is the same.' This.  expression also 
shows us that change of substance is with Heracleitus 
likewise change of place ; the nearer a body approaches 
to the fiery nature, the higher it rises; the farther 
removed it is from that nature, the lower i t  sinks; as 
even sensible observation would go far to  prove.2 

by the impossibility of reconciling words quoted, p. 49, l), which ex- 
certain facts with those theories, plains pe~aL30h? as the change into 
so long as we are in ignorance one another of the xdhepos and 
whether and in what way the phi- dpohoy;a, the moment that leads 
losopher himself tried to reconcile from Being to non-Being, and from 
them. Did Democritus and Plato non-Being to Being (vide also ii. 
regard wood as incombustible, be- 246, and with another combination 
cause according to their theory of the words, ii. 137). Diogenes 
earth cannot be converted into fire ? himself never leaves us in any 
vide infra, p. 708, 2, third edition, doubt as to the meaning of the 66bs 
Part  11. a, 676, 2. tivw and ~ d - w .  I t  is a singular ob- 

Fr. 82, ap. Hippocr. De Alivz. jection to make ( I .  c. 173 sq.) that  
ii. 24 K;  Tert. Adv. Mwc. ii. 28, thequality of the elementary stages 
and more fully ap. Hippol. vide of transmutation cannot be de- 
sup. p. 49, l ; also p. 50, l. Las- scribed as d6br ph.  The ulay 
salle (i. 128, 173 sqq.) is not con- from fire through water to earth is 
tent with referrirg the upwardand the same as that from earth 
downward way to the stages of the through water to Ere, although the 
elemental process, and the identity direction pursued in the one case 
of the two ways to the sameness of is different from that  pursued in 
these stages ; he thinks the abore the other. 
proposition also means that the That the way upward and 
world is constant unity, constant downward does not involve any 
adjustment of the two ~ o n t r ~ l i c t o r y  change of place I cannot admlt. 
moments of Being and Nothing, of Lassalle attempts to prove this 
the tendency to -ydvrors and to very diffusely (ii. 241-260), and 
iwrrhpwais or negation. Butthis is Brandis (Gesch. d. Entw. i. 68) 
to  make the dark philosopher agrees with him on the point. 
darker than he already is. There Lassalle's argument has little 
is no passage, either from or about force : 'Motion upward and down- 
Heracleitus, which warrants our wards,' he says, ' is rectilinear : the 
understanding the 66bs &ww and motion of Heracleitus is circular' 
K ~ T W  as anything except the way (this is only true so far as he re- 
from earth to fire, and vice versd ; presents the transmutation of mat- 
eT7en in Diog, ix. B it  is only Las- ters under the figure of a circle) ; 
salle's wrong translation (cf. the ' the sea lies deeper than the earth' 
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The transformation of matter moves therefore in a 
circle; when its elementary nature has attained in 
earth its greatest distance from its primitive form, it 
returns through the earlier stages to its commencement. 
The uniformity and fixed order of this movement is the 
one thing that is permanent in the flux of the world's 
life. Matter is incessantly changing its nature and its 
place, and consequently nothing, as to its material in- 
gredients, ever remains the same as it was before ; 
everything is subject to a continual transformation, and 
therefore to a continual loss of its material parts, and 

(that is, than the terra firma, not 
deeper than the sea-bottom) ; ' bu t  
if we understand the dsbs bvw as 
relating to place, i t  must be 
higher' [an argument by which we 
might prove that Plato and Aris- 
totle knew nothing of the natural 
places of the elements) ; ' in regard 
to place, the above and below, the 
way upward and the may downward 
are not identical' (vide previous 
note and p. 16, 4). ' Plato and 
Arrstotle could not have been silent 
about the d8bs bvw x d m ,  if this ex- 
pression had been used in it liternl 
sense, and not merely as a figure.' 
(Why not? Are they not silent 
about many conceptions of great 
importance in the system of Herac- 
leitus ? Plato, however, does men- 
tion, Phileh. 43 A, the doctrine that 
everything constantly &vw T E  KR: 

K ~ T W  PE;,  and in Theet. 181 B, he 
says that this doctrine makes every- 
thing to be perpetually changing 
i ts  place as well as its nature) ; 
c Diog. ix. 8 sq. does not speak of 
any graduated motion in regard to 
place ' (see preceding note). $Aris- 
totle, Phys. viii. 3, expressly denies 
that iivw and K&CU are to beunder- 

stood in regard to place ' (this is 
not the case ; if it  were so he would 
also expressly deny that  Heraclei- 
tns taught the perpetual transmu- 
tation of matter); ' Ocellus (i. 13) 
places the 6rdto6os xarb r 6 m v  and 
~ a r h  p ~ r a p o h h v  in opposition to 
each other.' How we are to under- 
stand by &vw anything except up- 
\yards with reference to space ; or 
by xdrw anything but downwards, 
Lassalle does not explain. I t  is 
obvious that the ancient writers, 
one and all, who mention the doc- 
trine of Heracleitus, understood it 
in the way that has hitherto been 
customary. Lassalle (ii. 251) him- 
self indeed finds himself obliged to 
admit that  Heracleitus may also 
have employed the expression 66bs 
&vw for thr procession of the ele- 
ments, and in that  there must be a 
change of place. As fire occupies 
the upper portion of the world, 
Stob. BcL. i. 500, reckons Heraclei- 
tus among those who regard the 
sky as ahpcvos ; this is not incom- 
patible with the statement in Diog. 
ix. 9, that he never precisely ex- 
plained the-nature of the nsprixov. 
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this loss must perpetually be compensated by the influx 
of other parts passing on the way upwards, or the way 
downwards, into its place and into its nature. The 
appearance of permanent Being then can only arise 
from this: that the parts which flow off on the one 
side are replaced by the addition of others in the same 
proportion ; to water must be added as much moisture 
from fire and earth as i t  has itself lost in fire and 
earth, & C . ;  the permanent element in the flux of 
things is not matter, but the proportion of matters; 
the world as a whole will remain the same, so long as 
the elements pass over into each other in the same pro- 
portion ; and each individual thing will remain the 
same so long as the same equality in change of matter 
takes place in this particular place in the world. Each 
thing is consequently that which it is, only because the 
opposite streams of matter, the advancing and the 
retreating stream, meet in i t  in this definite direction 
and in this definite proportion.' The regularity of this 
process is what Heracleitus calls by the name of Har- 
mony, 61/c7], Fate, world-ruling wisdom, &c. ; while, on 
the other hand, the flux of all things arises from the - 

change of substances, and the universal law of strife 

I n  favour of this acceptation 
of Hencleitus's doctrine, we cer- 
tainly cannot adduce Fr. 48 (on 
which, cf. p. 65, 1) as direct evi- 
dence, supposing these words to 
refer, not to  the change of the 
elements into one another, but to  
the destruction of the world. But 
from what we know of his theory 
concerning the flux of all things, 
it  is difficult to see how he could 
othsrwise ha re  explained the cir- 

cumstance that particular things 
and the world as a whole seem to 
continue for a longer or shorter 
period unchanged. This theory 1s 
established by the well-known ex- 
ample of the river (p. 11, 2), which 
Aristotle (Meteor, ii. 3, 357 b, 30 
sq.) uses in this sense; and also 
by Aristotle's own assertion (sup. 
p. 13, n.) that according to  Heraclei- 
tus  all things were for ever chang- 
ing, only we do not notice it. 
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from the opposition of the upward and downward 
way. 

If me imagine this theory logically applied to all 
parts of the world, the result would be a natural scien- 
tific system in which the different classes of the Real 
would correspond to so many stages of the universal 
process of transformation. Heracleitus, however, was 
in all probability far from entertaining the idea of a 
comprehensive description of natnre ; and the fact that 
besides the anthropological theories presently to be con- 
sidered, nothing remains to us of his natural philosophy 
except a few astronomical and meteorological state- 
ments,' is probably to be explained as much by the 
incompleteness of his own exposition as by the de- 
ficiencies in our information concerning it. The point 
which is most commonly mentioned, and which stands 
almost alone in this connection, is his well-known theory 
of the daily renewal of the sun. He not only thought, 
as some other philosophers did, that the fire of the sun 
is fed by ascending vapours,2 but that the sun itself is 

' From the utterance of Philo. rreprixov drroidv durrv oh 6qhoi. E & ~ L  

QZL. i l~ .  Gem. iii. 5 ,  quoted p. 31, 2, pivror Bv aGr3 uKd+as Qrr~urpap- 
we can only conclude that Ilerac- pkvas ~ a r h  ~ o i h o v  rrpbs $p%, Qv a& 
leitus proved his doctrine of the b0po1[opivas rbs h a p n ~ b s  &vaOvprd- 
oppositions of Being by a number oeis b a o r ~ h ~ i u  qhdyar, hr  bar r &  
of examples. There is no question 6orpa. Of these the sun diffi~ses 
of the detailed system of physics more M t  and warmth than the 

+-R.'' to which Lassalle (ii. 95) finds al- rest, because the moon moves in an 
lusion here. atmosphere that is not so pure and 

Arist. Meteor. ii. 2, 354 a, is nearer the earth, and the other 
33 : 6rb ~ a i  yehoior rrdvr~s  ~ U O I  rBv heavenly bodies are too distant : 
rrpdr~pov 6rrLhafiov T ~ Y  4hlou rp6- Z K A E [ T E L V  6' ~ A L O Y  ~ a l  u~hjlvqv ~ Y O  

qra0ar rŷ  %p$. That Heracleitus u ~ p s ~ o ~ i v w v  &v u ~ a @ G v .  7015s r , ~  
is classed among these, we sre from ~ a r b  p f va  r+s uehCvvs uxvparr- 
what follows. I n  Diog. ix. 9, upobs yfveuOar urp~+op lvqs  ( v  airrlj 
there is a full account of Heraclei- ~ a r h  pr~pbv 75s u ~ d q q s .  What 
tus's theory of the stars: r b  6; Diogenes says is asserted in t5e 
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a burning mass of vapour; l and as he s~zpposed that 
these vapours mere consumed and burned up during the 
day, and were produced afresh on the morrow, he arrived 
at. the proposition that the sun was new every day ; so 

Placitu, ii. 22, 27, 28, 29 ; Stob. i. ' Arist. Probl. xxiii. 30, end : 
526, 550, 558 ; Schol. in Plat. p. 6rb ~ a l  $ a d  rrves rEv $ p a ~ ~ s r r r ( d v -  
409 Belrk. of the sun and moon ; rwv, Z K  p&v roi7 r ~ ~ l p ~ ~ [ q p a ~ v ~ p d v ~ v  
but Stobzeus speaks of the sun in ~ a i  rr?lyvupE'vou hlOous ylvsuOar ~ a i  
Stoic language as dvappa voepbv Z K  @ v ,  < K  62 7 5 s  Oahdrrqs rbv  4 A ~ o v  
7 6 s  Oahduuqs. The boat-shaped hva6vp~lcOac. 
form of the sun is likewise alluded ' Plato, Rep. vi. 498 A : rpbs  
to by Ach. Tat. in Arat. p. 139 B. 6; rb  yijpas b ~ r b s  64 rrvwv dhl-ywv 
Similarly llnaximander (whom b?rouBfvvvwar roAb piLhAov roC 
Heracleitus follows so much) re- ' ~ p a ~ h s l r c i o v  $Alou, 8uov aaOrr o b ~  
presents the fire of the heavenly E)[d~rovra~.  Arist. Meteor. ii. 2, 
bodies as fed by vapours, and as 355 a,  12:  bnd rp~@op6vou y s  Lsc. 
streaming out of the husky cover- 70; $Afou] rbv airrbv rpdrov, % u r ~ p  
ings that surround it. Cf. vol. i. ; ~ c b o i  qaur, G ~ h o v  871 KU: 8 $hros 
p. 251. The latter lie conceivesin a 03 pdvov, uaednap 8 ' H p d ~ h ~ i r d s  
different manner from Heracleitus, qqur, vLos g@' $pipp d w i v ,  &AA' 
who keeps to the old notion of the vhos uvvexEs, which Alex. in h. l. 
ship of the sun and moon. Stob. i. rightly explains thus : ob pdvov, &S 
510, no doubt incorrectly, calls the ' ~ ~ d ~ h s r r d s  @gal, vhos Z$' $pipp  
heavenly bodies rrhfipara rupds. Bv qv, ~ a 0 '  d ~ d u r q v  GpE'pav d A A o S 

In  the Plac. ii. 25, 6 : ' H p d ~ A s ~ r o s  ~ ~ a r r d p ~ v o s ,  roi) rpdrov  dv 733 6 6 ~ s ~  
( T ~ Y  u~h?jvgv)  yGv bplxhp ~ E P L E L -  U ~ E I V U ~ ~ Y O U .  The words, vhos E'@' 
hqWivqv. Schleiermacher, p. 57, +pE'pg 4hros are quoted by Proclus, 
rightly alters the name to ' H p a ~ -  im Tznz. 331 D, from Heracleitns. 
hel6qs. According to Diog. ix. To these words (and not to some 
7 ; Plac. ii. 21 ; Stob. i. 526 ; otl~er passage as Lassalle, ii. 105, 
Theod. Cur. Gr. A$ i. 97, p. 17, thinks) allusion is doubtless made 
Heracleitus ascribed to the sun the by Plotinus, ii. 11, 2, p. 97 D : 
diameter of a foot, Perhaps, how- ' H P ~ K A E ~ T ~ ,  $S ;c$?) h$ Kai rbv  ~ A L O U  

ever, this may be a misunderstand- ylyvsuOar. One of the scholiasts of 
ing of a statement relating to this Plato represents the sun of He- 
apparent diameter, and not con- racleitus as going down into the 
cerned with the question of his real sea and being extinguished in it,, 
magnitude. At any rste, i t  would then moving under the earth to- 
better accord with the importance wards the east and being there re- 
Heracleitus ascribes to the sun kindled. This may he brought 

, ( i 9 8 f .  p. 60, 2), if he supposed his into connection with the quotation 
bize to be something commensurate. from Diogenes (cf. preceding note) 
But it is quite possible he may in the followingmanner: After the 
have said, ' the sun is only a foot sun's fire is burnt out, i.e., after i t  
broad, and yet his light fdls the has been changed into water (for 
whole world.' this we must in any case substitute 
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of his actual words.' He appears to have thought little 
of the stars, because their influence on our world is  
small.2 As to his explanations of other celestial phe- 
nomena, the statements that have come down to us are 
so fragmentary that we can glean hardly anything from 
them as to his real d~c t r ine .~  

l Still more may be said against 
the theory that Heracleitus sup- 
posrd the sun to be nourished by 
the evaporations of the sea, the 
moon by those of the fresh waters, 
and the stars by those of the earth 
(Stob. Eel. i. 510 : cf. 524; Plut. 
Plac. ii. 17). Here the throry of 
the Stoics is most likely ascribed 
to Heracleitus. This philosopher, 
as  we have shown, was silent as to 
the nourishment of the stars, and 
he could not have believed that the 
earth was directly transmuted into 
the same vapours from which the 
fiery element was fed (cf. p. 52). 
The Heracleiteans, who are spoken 
of in the Aristotelian problems 
(vide p. 58, l), make quite another 
application of the difference be- 
tween salt water and fresh. 

Cf. FT. 50, ap. Plut. A p ~ a  alz 
<p. util. 7, 3, p. 957 : ei p+ i jhtos 
4v, ~ 6 9 p d v v  Sv 3 v ;  or, as i t  is 
expressed in Plut. De Fortu?za, 
c. 3,  p. 98: i jhiou p+ bvros E v e ~ a  
r G v  iEhhwv l iurpwv ~ b @ p d v ~ v  Sv $70- 
p tv .  Cleanthes, who among tka 
Stoics seems most to have resem- 
bled Heracleitus, ascribed such 
importance to the sun, that he de- 
clared i t  to be the seat ~f Deity 
(Part III. a, 125, l ) ,  and this me 
are told of the Heracleitean school 
(Plat. Crat. 413 B;  cf. sup. p. 26,; : 
r b v  YAIOY 8 r a i d v ~ a  ~ a l  ~ 4 0 v r a  Zn-r- 
rpon-edav r h  bv7a. Heracleitus 
himself, however, did not (cf. sup. 
p. 25, 2) maintain this; had he 

done so, he could not have said that  
the sun was extinguished daily. In  
Plut Qu. Plat. vii. 419 we have no 
right (Schuster, p. 161, thinks the 
contrary) to refer anything beyond 
the words %pas a t  n - d v ~ a  96povur to 
Heracleitus. 

After the words quoted p. 52, 
2 ; 57, 2, Diogrnes thus continues : 
4pkpav r e  Kal v d ~ r a  yivsuBar ~ a l  
pl ivas ~ a l  Spas hrelous ~ a i  Ivraurois,  
hesods T E  ~ a i  nvedpara ~ a l  r b  TOLTOIS 
8 p o r a ~ a r b  r h s  Gra@dpous bvaBuprdoets. 
T?V p& yhp  hapn-phv bva0uplau~v 
~AoywOeiuav ;v T$ K ~ K A ~  706 $ A ~ u  
~ p i p a v  n o i r b ,  r h v  6; ;vavrlav dxr- 
~ p a ~ l S u a u a v  v d ~ r a  bn-oreheiv. ~ a l  ;K 

pBv 706 Aapn-p06 r b  Beppbv a6Ea~d- 
ptvov Bipos n-ore>, Z K  6k r o i  UKO- 

r t r v06  r b  Gypbv xheoud~ov  x t r p i i v a  
&nepyd~tu8a i .  b ~ o ~ o l i 0 w s  8; rodrois 
KU) r e p )  r i i v  &AAwv a/rrohoyei. He- 
racleieus, according to this, derived 
the change. of day and night. as  
well as that of the seasons, which 
is cou~led with it, In the fragment 
quoted (p. 38, 1) from the altern.tte 
preponderance of the fiery element 
and the moist. That he mentioned 
the seasons we know from Plutarch 
(ride previous note). His expia- 
nation of the other phenomena 
mentioned above is referred to by 
Stob. Eel. i. 594 : ' H p d ~ h .  Bpovr+v 
ukv ~ a r h  uvurpo@hs bvipwv K R ~  

vs@iiv ~ a l  ;pn - rdu~rs  ~ Y E U ~ ~ T W V  EIS 
r b  v&@g, burpands 6; ~ a r h  r b s  r i i v  
O u ~ ~ w ~ i v w v  I&~+ELS, a p v u ~ 9 p a s  6 )  
~ a r h  v t@dv Zpnp<u~rs ~ a i  UB~UEIS.  
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How Heracleitus conceived the form and struc- 
ture of the nniverse we are not expressly told. As, 
however, the transformation of matter has a limit in fire 
above and in the earth beneath, and as this qualitative 
change coincides in Heracleitus with ascent and descent 
in space, he must have conceived the universe as limited 
above and below; whether he thought i t  spherical in 
form me do not know,' and in respect of the earth the 
contrary theory seems the more p r~bab le .~  Nor can we 
prove that he held the diurnal revolution of the l~eavens.~ 
But he must at any rate have regarded the world as a 

111 the statement of Olympiodorus 
(Meteorol .  33 a ; i. 284 Id.), that 
Heracleit,us believed the sea to be 
a transpiration from the earth, 
there seems to be (as Idelerrightly 
conjecturrs) some confusion with 
Rmpedocles, to which FT. 48, quoted 
p. 65. 1, may have given rise. 

Hippokr. T. Flan .  (sup. p. 
15, 1) says indeed: @dos Zvv:, 
U K ~ T O S  'KiFy,  960s 'KtFy, uKdr0s 
Z ? / V ~ .  @ O L T ~  K€?VU G ~ E  K& "~4.8~ 
KF?UE X ~ U U V  %pvv. But in the first 
place, i t  would not certainly follow 
from this that the world was sphe- 
rical; for if the heavens turned 
sideways around the earth, and the 
earth were supposed cylindrical in 
form, as we find among the earlier 
and later Ionians (sz~p. vol. i. p. 275 
sq.). the under world would still 
be illuminated as soon as the sun 
in consequence of this revolu*ion 
went, below the horizon. And 
~econdly, we do not know whether 
t,lie author is correctly expressing 
Heracleitos's meaning ; his state- 
ment is certainly quite iccompati- 
Ble with that, philosopher's doctrine 
of the daily extinction of the sun. 
Lassalle's supposition that i t  is not 

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

"S not only Anaxim:inder and 
Anaximenes, but also Anaxagoras, 
Democritus, and doubtless also 
Diogenes, ascrihed t o  the earth the 
form of a cylinder or plate, i t  is 
rery unlikely that Heracleitus 
should have conceived i t  otherwise. 
The theory of its bein: a sphere 
seems to have been confined to the 
Ppthagoreans and the adherents of 
their astronomy, until towards the 
end of the fifth century. 

His ideas about the daily ex- 
tinction of the sun and the boat of 
the sun, and of the moon, point 
rather to a free movement of the 
sevpral heavenly bodies, such as 
was held by Anaximenes (sup. vol. 
i. p. 275 sq.). Heracleitus, who 
troubled himself little about the 
stars and astronomy, never seems 
to  have reflected that the daily 
risins and setting of all the 
heavenly bodies presuppdsed some 
common cause. 
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coherent whole, as indeed he clearly says,' for only in . . 

that case would the circular movement be possible, in 
which all comes from one, and one from all, and the 
contrarieties of existence are bound together by an 
all-embracing harmony. When, therefore, Heracleitus 
is reckoned by later writers among those who taught 
the unity and limitedness of the world: this is in fact 
correct, though he doubtless never himself employed 
those expressions. 

If there be only one world, this must be without 
beginning or end, for the divine creative fire can never 
rest. In this sense Heracleitus says expressly that the 
world has ever been and will ever be.3 This, however, 
does not exclude the po~sibilit~y of change in the con- 
dition and constitution of the universe; such a theory 
might rather seem to be required by the fundamental 
law of the mutability of all things, though it is not so 
in truth; for that law would have been sufficiently 
observecl if the whole had maintained itself in spite of 
the change of its parts, and nothing individual had had 
any fixed existence. Heracleitus might well have held 
this theory, as the tn7o physicists, Anaximander and 
Anaximenes, had held i t  before him; and to Anaxi- 
mander he was in many respects closely allied. Indeed, 
the ancient writers almost unanimously attribute to 
him the theory that the present world will at some 

l Fr. 46, 98; supra, 35, 1. ~vu~ohdywv  is not counter to this, 
2 Diog. ix. 8 : ?renqdu%ar 7e 7b for Heracleitus's primitive matter 

n i v  ~ a i  i'va char ~dupov.  Theodo- is not unlimited. Lassalle (ii. 
doret, Cur. Gr. Aff. iv. 12, p. 58 ; 154), who refers the passage to 
Simpl. Phys. 6 a ; Arist. Phys. iii. Heracleitus, has overlooked the 
5, 205 a, 26 : oit8ris 7b Ov ~ a i  ~ E ? T E L -  additional words ~ a l  Ei?rerpov. 
puv 7r3p 27roiqusv 0 i tSk  yiiv 76v Cf. p. 22, 1. 
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future time be dissolved in fire, and that from the con- 
flagration a new world will be produced, and so ad 4%- 
$niturn. The history of the universe, therefore, moves 
forward in a continuous alternation of reproduction and 
destruction according to fixed periods of time.' This 
theory, however, has recently been warmly disputed, 
first by Schleiermacher a and afterwards by Lassalle.3 
But Lassalle has not sufficiently distinguished between 
two notions, which may certainly both be characterised 
by the expressions, the ' burning up ' of the universe or 
the destruction ' of the universe, but which in fzct arc! 
far removed from one another. The question is not 
whether an an.nihilatio.n of the world in the strict 

1 For the destruction of the 
world the Stoics always use the 
expression 2~a6pwurs. I t  cannot 
be proved to have been used by 
Heracleitus. Clemens, Rtrorn. v. 
549, ii., says expressly, $v % U T  epov 
E ' K T ~ ~ W U L V  ;Ka'Aeuav 0; %@IKo~. 

2 Loc. cit. 94 sqq. Likewise by 
Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 313 ; and 
Marbach, Gesch, d. Phil. i. 68. 
Neither of these authors, however, 
enters into details with regard to it. 

S ii. 126, 240. Brandis, who 
had strongly maintained the He- 
racleitean destruction of the world 
by fire against Schleiermacher (Ch. 
Rb'm. Phil. i. 177 sq.), seems to 
have bean persuaded by Lassalle 
to abandon this theory (Gesch. d. 
Entw. i. 6 9  sq.). I n  order to ex- 
plain the statements of the ancients, 
he puts forward the conjecture 
that Heracleitus held a double 
kind of motion ; one which is with- 
out opposite, and which he charac- 
terised as rest and peace ; and one 
which is involved in the opposites 

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

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

Such as the &nrdpevov pE'rpa n d w a  rb ncp z m ~ % b v  ~prvcl ~ a i  
~ a i  bnoap~vvbp~vov p+a; sup. p. ~araA4+crar.  Here the use of the 
22, 1 ; the €is n ip  ~ a l  ;K aup6s r h  future tense (which is certified in 
xdvra, p. 20, 1, and the quotation, the case of the first verb by the 
p. 27, 1. second) makes it probable that it 

2 Fr. 68, ap. Hippol. ix. l 0  : is not a continuous transformation 
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ment he described, as Clemens informs us, the new forma- 
tion of the earth in the sea ' which preceded the burning 
of the world. Aristotle says still wore unequivocally : 
Heracleitus and Empedocles are of opinion that the 
world is sometimes in its present state, and then again 
is destroyed and enters upon a new state, and that this 

of all things into fire which is Adyou 'according to the same law.' 
spoken of, as in the present, ~ d v r a  But in this the meaning of ~ l s  is too 
o i a ~ i [ ~ ~  ~ ~ p a v v h s  (sup. p. 22,2) ; but little rcgarded. It signifies rather 
a transformation of this kind at  ' t o  the same size,' or more accn- 
sonie definite future time ; and that rately (since hdyos designates the 
Hippolytus is therefore justified in proportion, in this case% proportion 
quoting the words as an authority of magnitude), ' so that its magni- 
for the E ~ K T ~ ~ ~ G L s .  tude stands to that which i t  had as 

Fr. 4 8 ;  Clem. Stronz. v. 599 earth, in the same proportion as 

: Pr. Ev. xiii. 13, 33) : 8 ~ w s  previously, before it became earth.' 
E TUALU Bva~czpfldverar (sc. d ~ 6 -  (Vide also Peiper's Erkeiz?>tniss- 

~ p o s ,  how the world will again be thaorie Plato's, 8.) I cannot admit, 
taken back into the primitive es- with Hc-inze (Lehre v. Log. 251, that 
sence ; the expression is Stoic, cf. in that case d ~ d o o s  must be substi- 
Part  III. a, 140, 6 ; and in respect tuted for dnoios. 6 a h b s  070s signi- 
to the corresponding bvaxwpeiv, cf. fies the same as 6 a3rbs 6 s  (the 
ibid. 130,3)  : KUI ;~aupo3ra~,  ua@ijs same magnitude as that which was 
6rh ro6.rwv FqAoi. " 8dAaoua 61a- previously). Heinze cancels y? like 
xderar K ~ I  ~ E T P E I E T U L  E ; S  rbv  ai)rhv Lassalle, and explains the passage 
hdyov d~uios ~ p & r o v  (Eus. ~ p d ~ e e v )  thus : ' The sea is changed into the 
$v 9 - y ~ v i c e a ~  y?." That these same Adyos, that is, into the same 
words really refer to the return of fire of the nature of which i t  was 
the earth into the sea, from which previously before i t  arose indepen- 
i t  arose when the cosmos was dently.' But even if i t  is the s a m  
formed (vide p. 47 sq.), the distinct nature which is explained now as 
language of Clemens forbids us to primitive fire, and now as hdyos, i t  
doubt. There is all the less reason does not follow that these concep- 
to cancel y?, withLassalle (ii. 61), tions are themselves interchange- 
or with Schnster (129, 3), to sub- able, and that the same expression 
stitute y?v. As the sea then be- which designates this essence on 
came in its greater part earth, so the side of its intelligence, could 
now the earth must again become be used for a designation of the 
sea, in accordance with the univer- material substratum as such. A 
sal law of the transmutation of pantheist may say, ' God is spirit 
matter (cf. p. 49 sq.). Diogenes also and matter ; ' he will not therefore 
uses x~iu8ar (sup. p. 49, l j  to desig- say, 'the derived substances are 
rate this transformation of the resolved into the primeval spirit,' 
earth into water. Lassalle, 2. C.. but 'they are resolved into the 
explains the words, C O S  rbv  a6rbv primitive matter.' 

VOL. 11. F 



66 HBRACLEIT US. 

goes on without ceasing.' Heracleitus (he observes 
elsewhere 2, says that all will a t  last become fire ; and 
that this does not relate merely to the successive trans- 
forma.tion of individual bodies into fire, but to a state 
in  which the collective totality of things has simtulta- 

De Cmlo, i. 10, 279 b, 12 : passage. I t  is obvious, however, 
y s v d p e v ~ v  p2v 05v E i r a v r ~ s  ~ T v a l  q a -  that the words in themselves can- 
crrv (sc. r b v  obpavbv) b h h b  ysvdpsvov not have this meaning. I t  may 
oi pkv ~ L ~ L o v ,  oi 6; (~Oaprbv a u ? ~ e p  seem strange that Aristotle should 
6rioGv dhho  r 8 v  qdosr auvrurapdvwv, ascribe LO Heracleitus the opinion 
oi 6' E'uahhb~ 61-2 p2v o h w s ,  d r i  82 that the world is derived, wherea,~ 
dhhws  ZXELV ~ O ~ r p d p s v o v  ~ a l  roGro Heracleitus himself (sup. p. 22, 1) 
BE> 6la~sAe?v 08rws, ~ U T E P  ' E ~ T E ~ o -  SO distinctly describes i t  as unde- 
KAGS d ' A ~ p a y a v r b o s  ~ a l  ' H ~ ~ K A E L T ~ S  rived. But Aristotle is speaking 
d '~@:uros .  Thewords d r i -  dhhws only of this present world, of the 
Zxsiv nlay either be translated : ' i t  framework of the sky (ohpavbs) ; as' 
is now in this condition and now in to the rest, he acknowledges, 880 
that,' or, ' i t  is  sometimes in the a, 11:  r b  ivaAA&t u~vrurdvar  K M >  

sa,me condition as now, and some- Grahderv a 3 ~ b v  (here also is a strik- 
times in another.' This does not ing refutation of Lassalle's emen- 
affect the present question; but dation) oh8iv hhhoid~epov  ~ o r s i v  
the use of @@srpdp~vov Seems to ;urlv, 4 r b  K ~ T ~ ~ K E U ~ & L V  ahrbv 
favour the second rendering. As b:Grov h h h b  peraSdAAovra r h v  pop- 
Prantl rightly observes, this wnrd @$v. Alexander (ap. Simpl. Do 
can only be connected with dhhws  Ccelo, 132 b, 32 sqq. ; Schol. 487 
ZXELV, so that the sense is the same b, 43) observes quite in accordance 
as if i t  stood : 672 62, @Osipdpsvov, with this : ' If Heracleitus calls the 
l ihhws ZXELV. But if ~ A A w s  ZXELV ~ d u p o s  eternal, he must understand 
describes the state of things after by the word: 03 7 4 ~ 8 ~  r+v 8 r a ~ 6 -  
the destruction of the world, o%ws upqarv, b h h b  Ka~dhov  r b  iivra K M >  

ZXELV must apply to the oppo- r h v r o d r w v  61dra~iv,  ~ a 0 '  %v ~ 2 s  ;K&- 
site of this, the world's present rspov 61 p6psr ?j p~ra,f3ohh roG 
condition. I n  the r o i k o  he1 8rare- ~ a v r b s ,  ?TOT; p i v  E L ) S  rGp TOT;  8;  E ~ S  

hs iv  oihws, roGro evidently refers r b v  rordvse ~ d u p o v .  Also vol. i. p. 
to the whole, 67; p i v  oilrws 67; Gk 570, 1. 
dhhws  Zxsrv: 'this, the alternation 2 Phys. iii. E, 205 a, 3 : 6crrsp 
of the world's conditions, is always 'Hpd~Aerrds  @qcrrv &ravra ylveulai  
going on.' Lassalle, ii. 173, would Tore T F P .  Meteor. i. 14, 342 a, 17 
refer it exclusively to the @OELP~-  sq. is also applied by comrneutators 
pevov, and explains i t  thus : ' this to Beracleitus ; here there is men- 
destruction is  eternally fulfilling tion of the theory that the sea is 
itself ; ' so that, as he says, an al- becoming smaller by drying up. 
ternation in time of the construction But a reference is the more uncer- 
and destruction of the world, as tain, as a theory of this kind is 
part of Heracleitus's doctrine (a d nowhere attributed to Heracleitus, Y in that case as part of Empedocles s though i t  is ascribed to Democritus. 
also) is positively excluded by this Vide iqfrfra, chapter on Democritus. 
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weously assumed the form of fire is clear from the 
language used,' and still more from the connection. 
For Aristotle says, 106. cit., that i t  is impossible that 
the world can consist of one single element, or pass 
over into a single element, as would be the case if all, 
according to Heracleitus's theory, were to become fire.2 
The Stoics from the first understood Heracleitus in no 
other way; and i t  is very improbable that in so doing 
they should merely have adopted Aristotle's view, and 
not hwe  formed their opinion from the philosopher's own 
assertions. There are many other testimonies t o  the 
same effect: and though much trouble has been taken to 

b a a v r a ,  not a r i v r a  merely. second edition), there can be no 
Lassalle (ii. 163). who is  de- doubt of it.  As I have shown in  

termined to banish the Herscleitean the Hermes, xi. 4 H ,  the proofs, 
conflagration of the world, even out which, according to Theophra.stus, 
of Aristotle, simply ignores this Fr. 30 (Philo, 23ter.n. M. 959 C 
context ; yet he seems to have a sqq.. p. 510 sqq. Mang.), were even 
misgiving on the subject, and so in his time brought forward 
resorts to the following desperate asainst the Aristotelian eternity of 
expedient. I n  the passage of the the world by the advocates of an 
Physics, which a t  a later date alternate formation an8 destruction 
passed into the second half of the -are to be referred to the founder 
eleventh book of the Metaphysics of the 8toa. If they do not origi- 
(which book was compiled, as  is nate with him, they must be all the 
well known, from the Physics), the more directly derived from the 
proposition from which the words Heracleitean school. 
in question are taken (Phps. 205, Diog. ix. 8 (p. 77, l ; 7 8 , l )  ; M.  
a,  1-4 ; Metaph. 1067 a, 2-4) Aurel. iii. 3 C H p d ~ h .  aspi 7 4 s  70; 

may first have been transferred ~d@,uov P ~ ~ v p d a e w s  r o u a 3 r a  +ualo- 
from the Metaphysics. h o y ~ u a s ) ;  Plut. Plac. i. 3,  26 ; 

3 There is no direct evidence Alex. Meteo~ol. 90 a, m, p. 260 
of this, bnt, as the first teachers Id., where Lassalle's attempt (ii. 
among the Stoics attached them- 170) to do away with the i ~ a l l r ~ w u ~ s  
selves in their physics to Herao  is as impossible as in the passage 
leitus, whose doctrines were ex- quoted p. 66, 2 (Lassalle, ii. 177 
plained by Cleanthes and Spherus sq. in regard to h im,  Bernags' 
(Diog. ix. 15;  vii. 174, 178). and Heraklit. Briefe, 121 sq.). Also 
as the theory of the E'~nhpwurs was Simpl. loc. cit. 132 b, 17 (487 b, 
taught in the Stoic school from i ts  33) ,  and Phqs. 6 a, 111 b, 257 h 
commencement, and especially by (where Lassalle indeed thinks no 
Cleanthes (vide P w t  111, a, 132 sq. writer could express himself more 

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

clearly against the i m d p w u r s ,  than 
Simplicius does in the words : Buor 
&E: p i v  q a u r v  ~ S v a r  ~ d u p o i r ,  06  pbv 
AV a b ~ b v  be:, &AA$ iZAhors l ihhov 
y~vdpsuov ~ a r d  r rvas xp6vwv r e p i d -  
60"s &S ' ~ v a E r p d v q s  +re ~ a l  ' ~ p d -  
~ h s r r o s ) .  Themist, PhyS. 33 b, p. 
231 Sp. ; Olympioclorus, Meteorol. 
32 a, p. 279 Id. ; Euseb. PT. tiv. 
xiv. 3, 6 ; Philo, Bter?~.  M. 940 B 
(489 M). I n  this last passage 
Heracleitus is not named, but he 
is certainly intended. He is named 
in  the passage in Clemens, St'trom. 
v. 599 B, which is no doubt taken 
from the same source, and is partly 
similar in language (here again 
Lassalle, ii. 159, seeks to explain 
away the obvious meaning), Cf. 
Strom. v. 549 C. Lucian, V. auct. 
14. Further details iqfra, p. 7 7 , l .  

Lassalle, ii. 127, after Schlei- 
ermacher, a~pealsfirst to Max. Tyr. 
xli. 4, end: p ~ r a p o h + v  dp$s b w P d r w v  
~ a l  ysviusws,  b h h a y b v  66Bv &vw ~ a l  
~ d r w  ~ a r b  r b v  ' H ~ ~ K A E L T O U  . . . &a- 
6 0 x + v  dpfs Piov ~ a ;  p s r a p o h + v  Uw-  
p d ~ w v ,  ~ a l v o v p y i a v  7 0 5  ahou. ' This 
writer,'he concludes, 'was acquaint- 
ed with no other renewal of the 
world than the partial one which is 
constantly occurring.' H e  had no 
occasion to speak of any other in 
this place : he is here simply men- 
tioning the fact of expe~ience that 
the destruction of one thing is the 
birth of another; but the i ~ r 6 -  
pours is not an object of experience, 
of dp@. Lassalle further quot,es, 
M. Aurel. X. 7 :  % U ~ E  KU: r a G r a  
hvahq@Bijvar sis r b v  7 0 3  Bhov hdyov, 

slit ~ a r h  replo60v i m v p o v p ~ v o v  s h e  
&i8lors bpotpais  ~ v a v ~ o u p i v o v  ; and 
asks, wich Schleiermacher, ' to 
whom except Heracleitus can we 
refer this latter theory of ZK&- 
pwurs which is opposed to that  of 
the Stoics ? ' It has already been 
shown, in the previous note, that 
Marcus Aurelius attributes d~?rd .  
pwurs to Heracleitus ; when he 
speaks of those who substitute a 
perpetual for a periodical renovit- 
tion of the world, this must refer 
to the Stoical opponents of the 
destruction by fire (among whom 
we may count Aristotie and his 
school); and the same holds good 
of Cic. N. DC. ii. 33, 85 ; PS.- 
Censorin. Fr. 1, 3. A third citation 
of Schleiermacher (p. loo), and 
Lassalle (i. 236 ; ii. 128) is Plut. 
Def. orac. 12, p. 415 : ~ a l  6 KAsdiu- 
Bporos' ~ K O L W  r a i i i ,  :qv, r o h h S v  
~ a l  6 p S  r h v  ZTW~'K+V Z ~ ~ d p ~ u r v ,  
%urea r h  ' H p a K h ~ i r o v  KU: ' O p q i w s  
i ~ r v ~ p o p ~ v q v  Z r q ,  0 5 7 0  Kai r b  
'Hurdfiov ~ a l  uuve[ara . rBuav.  But 
though this seems to show that 
certain opponents of the Stoic 
Q ~ r d p w u r s  sought to withdraw from 
i t  the support of Heracleitus as 
well as of other authorit,ies, the 
passage does not inform us in the 
leabt on what the attempt was 
based, or whether the censure that 
the Stoics misapplied the sayings 
of Heracleitus had any foundation 
in fact. Lassalle makes a still 
greater mistake when he quotes 
(i. 232) on his own behalf, Philo, 
De Vict. 839 D (243 M) : &rap ol' 
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can be discovered even among those Stoics who were 

p;v  ~ d p o v  ~ a l  xpquponhvqv E '~dAeuav,  (vide previous note), and Stobzns 
oi  6 ;  iK'7rdpwurv KU)  ~ L ~ K ~ U ~ V U L V ,  presupposes him to have done so. 
and says that in this passage ~ d p o s  Lassalle, ii. 142, thinks he has 
and d ~ ~ d p w u r s ,  ~ p q u p o u d v q  and 6ra- found valuable evidence in favour 
~ d u p ~ u r s  are synonymous. So also of his view in the treatise r r p k  
the treatise of Phi10 on the im- 6 r a h q s  of the Pseudo-Hippocrates, . 

perishableness of the world, which where i t  is said, in the first book, 
Lassalle also quotes, ascribes to that all things consist of fire and 
Heracleitus the relative destruction water ; that these are always in con- 
of the world which was held by flict with each other, but neither is 
the Stoics; cf. p. 67, 3. The same able entirely to overcome the other; 
is the case with Diog. ii. 8 (i~fra, and therefore the world will always 
p. 77), whose words Lassalle (ii. be as it now is. But although the 
136) is obliged to twist into their first book of the work r e p i  6ra l7vs 
opposite, in order then to discover may contain much that is Hera- 
in them an ' exceedingly important cleitean, i t  combines with i t  (as is 
argument ' against the burning of now generally admitted) such hete- 
the world. Nor can we gather rogeneous elements that we are not 
much from Plotinns, v. 1, 9, p. 490 : the least justified in regarding the 
KU) ' ~ ~ c i ~ h e ' r o s  6; 7 b  Ev o?8rv &t.;'6rov treatise as an authentic record of 
K ~ L  v o ~ ~ d v ,  for the theory that the the physics of Heracleitus. This 
Deity or the primitire fire is is evident when we consider the 
eternal, was as little denied by the doctrine which forms the corner 
Stoics, in spite of their d ~ r h p w u r s ,  stone of i ts  whole physiology and 
as by Heracleitus. I n  Simpl. psychology: that all things are 
De Calo, 132 b, 28 (Schol. 487 h, composed of fire and water. The 
43), we first meet with the asser- question as to the date of this 
tion that Hewcleitu~s 61' ar'vry- treatise is therefore of secondary 
p d r w v  71/v QauroG uo$iav Z K @ + J W V  importance as far as. Heracleitus 
ob ~ a l r a ,  i l r r p  ~ O K E ~  7 0 %  rohAoTs, is concerned, though it would cer- 
uqPa:vcr, for he also writes K ~ U P O Y  tainly be interesting in relation to 
r 6 ~ 6 ~ ,  &C. ( S U ~ T C L ,  p. 22, l ) ,  and in the history of philosophy in the 
agreement with this we read, Stob. fifth century, if Teichmiiller (N. 
Eel. i. 454: ' H p c i ~ h s r r o s  0 3  ~ a ~ h  Stucl. i. 249 sqq.) could succeed 
xp6vov elvar Y ~ v v q r b v  T ~ V  ~ d u p o v ,  in proving that i t  falls between 
&AA& ~ a r '  E'xivorav. But what can Heracleitus and Anaxagoras. But 
we infer from this? I t  is iucon- that is far too early a date. There 
renient for the Neo-Platonists to are no traces in it, certainly, of 
find in Heracleitus, in place of the existence of the Platonic and 
their own doctrine of the eternity Aristotelian philosophy; nor can we, 
of the world, an alternate genesis I admit, infer an acquaintance of 
and destruction, and so in his case, the author with Aristotle's theory 
as in others, they declare that this of the elements from C ,  4 sub 
is not to be understood chronologi- init., where fire is described as 
cally, but ideally. But Simplicius warm and dry, and water as  cold 
himself rrpeatedly says that Hera- and moist, especially as, according 
cleitus spoke of such analternation to Plato, Symp. 186 D;  188 A ; 



Soph. 242 D, and the quotation 
concerning Alcmwon, vol. i. 525, 1,  
these four natural qualities had 
previously been insisted on with 
great emphasis by the physicians ; 
and as w t e r  seems to have been 
called by Archelans (ififvffi, p. 847, 
3, 3rd ed.) rb quxpbv as well as r b  
Sypdv. But though these considera- 
tions might lead us (with Bernay S, 
Herakl. 3 sq., and Schuster, pp. 
99, 110) to assign the treatise to 
the Alexandrian period, everything 
is against the theory that it belongs 
to  the second third of the fifth 
century. An exposition so detailed, 
entering into ~art iculars  of all 
kinds with the unmistakeable aim 
of empirical completeness, and in 
many parts of the first boolc quite 
orerladen with such discussions, 
is very far from the style of that 
period, as i t  appears in all the 
philosophical fragments of the fifth 
century. Even the fragments of 
Diogenes and Democritus, and the 
treatise of Polybus, found among 
the works of Hippocrates (irepl @h- 
ores bvOpBaov), are evidently much 
more simple and ancient in expres- 
sion. The author of the rep1 6iahss 
indeed tells us that he belongs to an 
epoch advanced in literature, when 
he speaks of the many ((c. l), who 
have already written about the 
diet most compatible with health, 
and also ii. 39 of all those who 
(d~duor) have written on the effect 
of what is sweet, fat, &c. That 
there should hare existed a whole 
literature on these subjects before 
the time of Hippocrates is highly 
improbable. Teichmuller, indeed, 
reminds us that Heracleitus in FT. 
13, vid6 szqra (p. 7 .  l ) ,  appeals 
to his study of the earlier litera- 
ture;  but this is irrelevant, lst,  
because Heracleitus is there speak- 
ing only of hdyoi which he has 

heard: not of a literature which h. 
has studied ; and 2nd, the question 
is not whether there were :my 
writings a t  all at  that time (in- 
cluding the poems of Hesiod, 
Homer, Xenophanes and others), 
but whether there was an exten- 
sive literatnre on these particular 
subjects. For the above reasons, 
we cannot build on the evidence of 
Heracleitus's 22nd fragment (sup. 
vol. i. p. 336, 5 ; 363, 5). Another 
argument is that the author of 
the treatise does not know of the 
doctrines of the Atomists, of Em- 
pedocles and Anaxagoras. It 
nrould be more exact to say that 
he does not mention them; but 
in the case of a writer who never 
mentions other opinions s s  such, 
and only quotes from them what 
he has himself adopted, this does 
not prore that he was unacquainted 
with them, and still less that  they 
were not in existence. But even 
t,hat cannot be said. C. 4 is ex- 
plained by the author thus : ' No- 
thing is generated or destroyed 
absolutely, but everything changes 
merely by combination and separa- 
tion: when therefore he speaks of 
generation he is only describing the 
<vppLuyeuBar, and when he speaks 
of destruction, the B L ~ K P [ ~ E I T ~ ~ I . '  It 
seems to me clear that this is not 
Heracleitean ; and when Schuster 
(p. 254) maintains that i t  is so 
(withuut authority indeed from 
any of the fragments or from other 
evidence), I can only account for 
i t  by his own denial (discussed 
p. 12, 1) of the doctrine of the flux 
of all things. We do not find this 
identification of generation with 
the union, and of destruction with 
the separation of underived and 
imperishable substances, hefore 
Empedocles, Leucippns and Anax- 
agoras ; and when Teichmuller, 
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p. 262, asks why one author may 
not have been allied on this point 
with Xenophanes (Parmenides 
must surely be intended ; for 
Xenophanes never formally denied 
generation and destruction), and 
Anaxagoras with our author, the 
simple answer is this : because 
Anaxagoras, Empedocles and Lcu- 
cippus were known to all antiquity 
as the authors of systems which 
have for their common foundation 
the conception of generation and 
destruction ; whereas nobodyknows 
anything of the treatise r ~ p i  Frairqs 

from which Teichmiiller derives 
this fundamental conception ; be- 
cause a compiler, like our author, 
who is so entirely wanting in acute- 
ness and logical perception as to 
confuse Heracleitus's r d v r a  x w p ~ i  
with the above mentioned doctrine 
based on the presuppositions t 

Parmenides,-can never have been 
the discoverer of that doctrine ; be- 
cause lastly, as will appear from t,he 
following comparison, the reminis- 
cence of passages from Anaxagoras 
and Empedocles is unmistakable. 
Cf. rep i  6ra1r. c. 4 :- 

o&w 62 roGrwv dxdvrwv rouh- 
hhs ~ a i  rravro6arhs iFE'as b r o ~ p f -  
vovrac br '  hhh+ihwv ~ a i  ursppdrwv 
Ka: @wv, 066G; bpoiwv bhh~horurv .  

brrdhhura' p2v oL6bv Brdvrwv 
X P ? 7 p d r ~ v  066; y i v ~ r a r  8 rr p+ ~ a l  
r p d u 0 ~ v  ~ u p p r u y d p ~ v a  6; KU(L 
6 la~prvdpsva bhhoro7rac. v o p [ & r a ~  
6) aapb rOv hv0pdrrwv, etc. 

o h  EI <&ov hr00aveiv 07dv . . . r o ;  yhp bro0aveirat ;  O&E ~b 
p+ 6v y~v8u0ar,  r rd0~v  yc'cp Zurar ; 

8 7 1  6' &v 6iah6ywpar yEv6u0ar 
4 broh6u0ar rGv rohhOv ~ Y V J Y E K E B  
Qppvveiw. 

r a i k a  62 (y~vCa0ar bnohLu0ar) 
[vpp [uy~u6ar  ~ a l  6raKpfveu0ar 6 ~ h B  
. . . yevha0ar Evppryijvar rw5rb ,  &TO- 
h6u0ar, perw%$sar, 6la~pttl i jvar rwi l rd.  

A~zaxagoras Fr. 3 (p. 798, 3rd 
edit.): r o ~ r h w v  62 0 8 7 ~ s  dxdvrwv 
xp+ ~ O K ; E L Y  dveivar rohhc'c r e  ~ a i  
r a v r o i u  dv r i i u r  70% ~ V ~ K ~ L ~ O ~ E I ~ O ~ S  
~ a i  u rLppara  rrdwwv xpqpdrwv ~ a i  
/66as rravrolas ;xovra. 

Fr. 6 (798,2) : urepPdrwv . . . 
0 6 6 ; ~  dor~drwv bhhfihors. 

Fr. 8 (ibid.) E T E ~ O Y  6; 0 6 6 : ~  
iu rcv  aporov 0 6 0 ~ v i  bhhy .  

Fr. 22 (793, l )  : TA 6; yr'veu0at 
~ a :  drrdhhuu0ar 0 6 ~  dp6Os vo,u~<ouurv 

" E h h ~ v e s  oL6hv yap xpi jpa y l v ~ r a r  
0562 brdhhvrar &AA' &b d d v r ~ v  
xpqpdrwv uvppluyeral  T E  ~ a l  &a- 
~p iverur .  

Anal. ap. Arist. (p. 793,4) : ~b 
y~yvsu0ar ~ a l  dadhhuu0ar ra6rbv  
Ka06~77 jK~ 7$  bhhoroik0ar. 

Emped. v. 40 (611,1,3rd edit.) : 
oi 6' 8 r ~  p2v ~ a r h  $ B r a  p r y i v  @dos 
ui8ipos kp . . . 767e p l v  7668 Oaui 
yevCn0ar. 

Emp. 92 (609, 1) : roGro 3' 
2 r a v ~ u ~ r e  r b  niiv 7 ;  KE  ~ a l  rrdeev 
hh0dv; r i j  6C KE  ~ a l  hrohoiar'; 

Emp. 44 (611, 1): v d ~ y  6' d r l -  
@opr ~ a l  a6rbs (referring to the use 
of the word ylyv~uOar etc.). 

Anax. Fr. 22 (793, 1) : K ~ L  
o&ws &v dpOGs Kahobv r b  r e  ?[YE- 
uHar uuppiuysu8ar ~ a l  ~ b b r d h h v o 6 a c  
8ra~pivruOar. 
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Empedocles, v. 44, also Demo- 
critus (i%fra, 694, 4, 705, 2, 3rd 
edit.) vdpy yhvcb, vdpy ar~pbv etc. 
i ~ e f j  82 ti-ropa ~ a l  ~ ~ v d v  (instead of 
Zra$ later accounts have 9hus~) .  

Ancrxag. F?. 8 (804, 1) : vdos 
8; r l s  tipords i u ~ l  ~ a 1  6 pk<wv isal 
6 dAduawv. 

I know not whether Teichmiiller 
would represent Anaxagoras in the 
last quotation as plagiarising from 
the author of mpi 6rahqs. I t  seems 
to  me quite unmistakable that  the 
latter has here adopted a proposi- 
tion which was necessary to Anax- 
agoras on account of his main 
point of view, but which is not 
a t  all compatible with the theory 
of souls being compounded from 
fire and water. I think i t  has 
been sufficiently shown that this 
writer was preceded by all the 
physicists of the fifth century 
down to Democritus ; but there 
is yet another proof from another 
side. Even the discovery on which 
he most prides himself, that living 
natures, the human soul and all 
things, are compounded out of fire 
and water (c .  4-6, 35 et pass.) is 
not his own, but is borrowed from 
Archelaus the physicist (infra, p. 
847, 3rd edit.), and when (c. 3) he 
attributes to fire the power of 
moving all things, and to water 
that of nourishing all things, 
scarcely half the idea is original; 
for Archelaus had represented the 
warm as in motion and the cold 
a t  rest. I n  accordance with all 
this, our treatise must be regarded 
as the work of a physician in the 
first decades of the fourth century, 
who, in writing it, made use of the 
physical theories then most preva- 
lent in Athens-in the first place 

those of Archelaus, and next those 
Heracleitean theories which had 
there become known through Cra- 
tylus. This circumstance makes 
i r  probable that i t  was written in 
Athens, though possibly by an 
Ionian. The above theory of date 
and place of composition agrees 
with what is said in the work (c. 
23)  : ypuP,pa71~~ rordu8~. 5~7JpdTwv 
U ~ ~ S E U L S ,  aqp$a +wv?s Z ~ V ~ ~ W ? T ~ Y ~ J S  
. . . 62 d a ~ h  u ~ q p d ~ w v  4 yv3urs 
7aC-r~ a d v ~ a  bv0pwros 8raap$rruwai 
(he speaks the sounds described by 
the uxfpa.ra) K U ~  d dar~rd~evos  
ypdppa7a K R ~  6 p? ?~rv~&psvos : if 
by the seven u ~ + p a ~ a ,  which in 
this connectioli can hardly mean 
anything else than letters, the 
seven vowels are meant, these a s  
@wvfiev~a might still be called in 
preference uq,ufii'a +m&: for i t  
was only after the time of Euclides 
(403 B.c.) that there were seven in 
use in Athens. A much more trust- 
worthy mark of this later time is 
to be found, however, in the way 
onr author opposes vdpos to +hrrrs 
(c. 11, vide sup~a). This oppo- 
sition is unknown prior to the 
Sophists. Teichmiiller's objection 
(p. 262) proves nothing. The 
question is not: Can we suppose 
such a difference to have existed, 
between the philosophical and the 
popular point of view ? can we 
prove that the words vdpos and 
qv'ars were separately used ? But 
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opposed to the doctrine of the burning of the universe,' 
as held by their own school. From Aristotle onwards, 
therefore, it has been the unanimous, or all but unani- 
mous, tradition of ancient authors that Heracleitus 
taught that the world would be destroyed by fire and 
would then be formed anew. 

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

can we prove that  they were op- divine law (mcpm, p. 41, l ) .  With 
posed to each other fornlally and this author they stand in a natural 
on principle in the language and contradiction. 
thonght of the earlier period? Cf. Part 111. a, 142, second 
With Heracleitus human laws edition. 
derive their support from the Sup. p. 33, 2. 
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the world was beginning. If even he ascribed to the 
state in which all was resolved into fire a longer 
duration, he need not have considered i t  a state of 
absolute oppositionless unity ; for fire in his view 
is the living and eternally movecl principle, and its 
existerice is a perpetual appearing and disappearing of 
opposites. Supposing, however, that he had explained 
in neither of these ways how the periodical dominion of 
fire was compatible with the flux of all things, the 
question remains whether Plato would on that account 
have refrained from comparing him with Empedocles in 
the manner quoted above. For the two philosophers 
are in fact opposed to each other in their principles, as 
he says : ' Empedocles supposes that there existed at 
first a state of perfect union of all substances ; only 
after the cancelling of this state, does he allow 
separation to enter ; and by the abolition of this 
separation union is again established. Heracleitus, on 
the other hand, declares that union is already present 
in and with separation ; that every sundering is a t  
the same time a coalition, and vice ve?*s&. He did 
not intend to retract this principle in his doctrine of a 
periodic change in the conditions of the world ; if the 
two doctrines are not compatible, i t  is a contradiction 
which he has not observed.' Is it inconceiveable that 
Plato, where he wishes to characterise the relation of 
the Heracleitean and Empedoclean principles shortly 
and decisively, should confine himself to their general 
presuppositions, without enquiring whether their other 
theories were altogether consistent with these ? Is not - 

this, a t  any rate, much easier to believe than that Aris- 
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totle and all his successors so grossly misunderstood the 
system of Heracleitus, as we must suppose, if we reject 
their evidence as to  the conflagration of the universe ? 

Nom, as already observed, the alternation of cos- 
mica1 conditions was not involved in Heracleitus's 
doctrine of the flux of all thing..; ; and if he really 
imagined that after the conflagration there would be a 
period in which nothing would exist except the primi- 
tive fire, and that in  this fire all oppositions would be 
absolutely cancelled, such a doctrine would be incom- 
patible with the creative vitality of that fire, and with 
the proposition that the Real is perpetually sundering 
from itself, in order again to be united. But the 
question here is not what might be deduced from the 
Heracleitean principles, but to wl~at extent the philo- 
sopher himself drew the inference ; and nothing justifies 
11s in supposing that he never set ixp any theory that 
did not necessarily and logically follow from his general 
 principle^,^ or which if logically developed might not 
clash with them. The daily extinction of the sun does 
not in truth follow from the proposition of the flux of all 
things; closely considered i t  rather contradicts t,he theory 
which may easily be deduced from the presuppositions 
of Heracleitus, that the mass of elemental substances 

. . . Aristotle, however, says, Phys. 
TIII. 3, 253 h, 9, in  reference to 
Heracleitus, txlthough he distinctly 
attributes to him the doctrine of 
the conflagration of the world: + a d  
.rrvrs ~tvciuBai &v Bvrwv 06 s h  pkv 
.rb 6' 08, hhhh adv.ra ~ a l  B d ,  while 
he has previously (c. 1. 250 b, 26) 
ascri'ued to Empedocles the propo- 
si tion : ;K P Q ~ i  ~ i v ~ i u 6 a t  ~ a l  ~ d ~ i v  

5 p e p ~ i v .  
2 If all the elementary sub- 

stances are involved in perpetual 
transmutation according to a fixed 
succession, and herein, a like quan- 
tity of one substance is constantly 
arising out of a like quanti ty of the 
other (vide supra. p. 56), it neces- 
sarily follows that the collective 
amount must remain the same. 



(fire, water, and earth) must always remain the same ; 
for that of fire would be considerably diminished without 
perpetual compensatioz. But we cannot on that 
account deny that Heracleitus held the theory. The 
pre-existence of the soul and its existence after death 
cannot, strictly speaking, be brought into connection 
with the ceaseless change of all things ; but we shall 
nevertheless find that Heracleitms believed in it. It is 
the same in regard to the case before us. He could not 
only have done without the confla,gration of the world, 
but he could even have carried out his leading ideas 
more consistently, if, instead of a periodical genesis and 
destruction of the universe, he had taught, like Aristotle, 
that tha universe was without beginning or end, while 
its parts were continually changing. But this thought 
is so far in advance of ordinary opinion that even 
philosophy was long in attaining to it.' Not one of 
the ancient philosophers had any idea of explaining the 
constitution of the world, except in the form of a 
cosmogony ; not even Plato in his exposition can 
dispense with this form. In comparison with the 
prevailing notions, it was much that a philosopher 
should assert, like Heracleitus, that the world, accord- 
ing to its substance, was without beginning. Before 
the system of the world as such was declared to be un- 
derived, and an eternity of the world in the Aristotelian 
sense was asserted, an attempt was made to combine 

' The Eleatics alone declared side, as  has been shown (sup. rol. 
Being to be underived; but Par- i. 569 sq.), held such changes 
menides and his followers do notun- within the world itself, that his 
derstand by this Being the world theory likewise is far rsmored from 
xs such, for they deny multiplicity that of Aristotle. 
hnd change. Xenophanes, on his 



the pre-supposition of an  origin of the world with the 
newly won perception of the inipossibility of an absolute 
beginning, by the theory that the world was indeed 
eternal according to its essential nature, but that  i ts  
condition was subject from time to time to so complete 
a change that a new formation of the world became 
necessary. I f  this was not the moat logical or the 
most scientific theory, it was a t  any rate the theory 
then most obvious to philosophy, and which Heracleitus 
found in Anaximander and Anaximenus, his immediate 
predecessors, in the ancient Ionian school, and this is 
enough to silence all opposition to the unanimous 
tradition of antiquity. 

As every process in  t'ne world has its fixed measure, 
so also the duration of the changing cosrnical periods is 
accurately defined: ' and with this is probably con- 
nected the statement (the correctness of which is not 
thoroughly established) that Heracleitus believed in a 
great year which, according to  some, he reckoned a t  
10800, and according to others a t  18000 solar years.2 

1 Diog. ix. 8 : y~vvlu9al.r' abrbv This year is fixed by Linus and 
[ T ~ Y  K ~ U ~ O V ]  ;K rupbs ~ a !  ~cihrv Heracleitus at 10800 solar years; 
E'~nu~oGu9ar ~ a ~ i c  rrvas aept66our others determine i t  differently. On 
E'vahh&l; rbv adpnavra aiGz,a. roGro the other hand, Stobzus says, Eel. 
6; yiveu9ar ~ a 0 '  ~ i p a p p i v ~ v .  Simpl. i. 264 (Plnt. Plac. ii. 32) : 'Hp& 
php. 6 a (sup. p. 42, I ) ;  similarly KLEITOS [rbv pd-yav dvraurbv T ~ O E T ~ L ]  

257 b, u ; De Ccelo, 132 b, 17 ;K puplov b ~ r a ~ r s ~ l h l w v  ;vtaurljv 
(S,-koZ. 487 h, 33) ; Eus. PT. Er. Ihla~Gv.  Bernays, Rhein. Mu.  
xiv. 3, 6 : xpdvuv T E  i;pluOa~ rijr X. F. vii. 108, thinks that this 
76" rdvrov E I S  r b  aGp & ~ ~ A ~ U E W S  ~ a l  number was deduced from Hesiod's 
7:s :K r06rou yevdu~ms. rerses, ap. Plut. Def. 00rac. 11, p. 

By the great year, says Cen- 415 ; but i t  is not easy to see how 
sorinns, Di. Nkt. 18, 11, wo are to this could be done. Schuster, on 
understand the period which the other hand (p. 375 sq.), gives 
elapses before the seven planets t,he preference to the statement in 
a g ~ i n  find themselves in the same tlie Placita, for he conjectures that 
sign as they were when it began. Heracleitus may have assigned to  
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The separation of opposites, or the formation of the 
world, was called by Heracleitus, strife; the union of 
what was separate& peace or concord. The state of 
divided Being he called also want; that of the unity 
which was introduced by the conflagration, satiety.' 
I n  this contradiction the life of the world moves, in 
small things as in great ; , bu t  i t  is only one essence 
which manifests itself in the change of forms : the 
creative fire is all that comes into being and passes 
away. The Deity is war and peace, want and ~ a t i e t y . ~  
the world (as he did to man, vide is always understood in other pas- 
inf. p. 87, 4) a period of 30 years, sages. Lassalle's ' great year ' 
and to each cosmical year twelve might equally well begin and end 
centuries instead of twelve months ; a t  any moment. 
of the 36000 years which we get ' Diog. according to the pre- 
in this way, the 6Gbs dvw and K ~ T W  vious quotation : r d v  G' ;var.iiwv 
would each occupy 18000. This rb rkv E'nl ~ h v  ydvrurv byov ~ a h s i c -  
seems to me altogether too uncer- Bar adhepov ~ a l  qrv ,  rb 8' Zni rhv 
rain, and the Placitu also speil1r dif- 2~ndpwurv dpohoylav ~ a l  ~ i p j j v ~ v .  
fereutly : t.hey must therefore, as Hippol. Rafut. ix. 10 : szcp. p. 17,3 ; 
Echnster thinks, ha re  confused the 46, 1 ; Philo, Leg. Alleg. ii. 62 A ; 
duration of the Gia~dapvurs with sup. p. 17, 3 ;  De Yict. sz~p. p. 68 17. 
that of the whole cosmical year. The ~ d p o s  and tile ~pvcpocduq are 
Lassalle, ii. 191 sqq., advances the alluded to by Plutarch in the pas- 
opinion (corresponding with his sage of De EL. c. 9, discussed in vol. 
hvpothesis about the sun, szy. p. jii a ,  140, 6, aecond edition. Hera- 
58,2)  that Heracleitus's great year cleitus, however, is not ment.ioned, 
is equivalent to the time which and the whole statement probably 
elapses before all the atoms in the refers t,o a Stoical interpretation 
universe have passed through the of myths. The Stoics had natu- 
circle of Being, and have arrived at  m1l.v borrowed the expression ~ d ~ o s  
the form of fire. Not only is this and xpqapoc6uv from Heracleitus ; 
entirely different from what is said but  we have no right to  take for 
by our authorities, but it is (even granted that  what Plutarch here 
irrespectively of the atoms which says of the dnration of both states 
are absolutely incompatible with is a.lso from Heracleitus, especially 
his physical theories) much too far- a s  the Stoics themselres seem by 
fetched and subtle for Heracleitus ; no means unanimous about it. 
indeed, in itself i t  is wholly un- Seneca, Ep. 9, 16 (1. c. p. 131, 2), 
natural. Each year must have expresses himself as if the B~ndpwn~s 
some definite point where i t  begins were merely a short episode be- 
and ends ; ancl so has the ' great tween successire worlds. 
year,' if we understand by i t  what Sup. pp. 17; 3 ; 38, l ; 46, 1. 
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3. Man-his Knozuledge and I ~ i s  Actions. 

MAN, like everything else in the world, in the last resort 
originates from fire. But in this respect there are great 
differences between the two parts of his nature. The body 
considered jn itself is rigid and lifeless; when, there- 
fore, the soul has departed from it, i t  is to Heracleitus 
only an object of aversion.' In the soul, on the other 
hand, the infinite portion of man's n a t ~ r e , ~  the divine 
fire in its purer form has been preservede3 The soul con- 
sists of fire, of warm and dry vapours,4 which consequently 

l Fr. 91, vide in[. p. 53, 3 ; Fr. 
51 (ap. Plut. Qu. Conv. iv. 4, 3 ,  6 ;  
Orig. c. Cek. 1,. 14, 24 ; cf. Schleier- 
macher, 106) : v i ~ v e s  ~onpiwv < K -  
/3hqr6repoi. 

2 FT. 90 ; Diog. ix. 7. Tert. De 
Am. 2 ;  cf. Schuster, 270, 391 sq., 
+uX?s ~ e l p a r a  0iIK hv d~elSPoio n2uav 
Zarrropsvdpevos 6 8 6 ~ .  o h w  fia03v 
~ d ~ o v  ZXEL. I agree in the ma.in 
with Schuster that nr;para refers to 
the limit to which the soul goes, the 
limit of itfi nature ; but it seems to 
me the alteration which he proposes 
in the text can be dispensed with. 
Still less can I endorse Lassalle's 
emendations (ii. 357). 

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

"he best authority for t,his is 
the passage fromAristotle discussed 
p. 22, 4 ; 23, l ; where the bva0u- 

Flauis means the same as what i s  
elsewhere called x7p. Although this 
fireiscalled &uwpardrarov, we must 
not conclude with Themistius (vide 
iqf.) that i t  was badpa.rov, or with 
Lassalle, ii. 351, that  it was sonie- 
thing absolutely immaterial ; the 
meaning is that  i: was the rarest, 
the least palpable substance, the 
subst,ance which comes nearest to  
actual incorporeality. The reason 
given for this definition, viz. that the 
soul must be moved, in  order tha t  
i t  may know things that are moved, 
is a conjecture of Aristotle, who 
has already (De An. 404 B, 7 sq.) 
sr,ated the general presupposition 
on which he bases it. Cf. also 
Philop. De An. C, 7 (supm. p. 
24, 1) ; Themist. Dc AB. 67 a, 
u (ii. 24 ,S".): ~ a l  ' H p d ~ h e i ~ o s  6; 
$v kpXhv r : 8 e ~ a i  .;v 8vrwv, 7alS~qv  
r i 8 ~ r a i  ~ a l  +ux$v. rrjp yhp ~ a \ r  o%ror. 
r1/v yhp &va0uP[auiv $5 5 s  r h  dhha 
uvviarqurv (so Arist.) O ~ K  dhhu T L  

4) ?rip Snohqnrt'ov, rocro 6; ~ a ;  
&udparov ~ a l  $ov be[. Arius Did. 
ap. Eus. Pr. Eu. xv. 20, l :  &a- 
Bvpiauiv piu o8v Spoiws rc 'Hpa- 
~helrcp r + v  +vX+v bno+alver ~ $ v w v .  
Tert. De An.  c. 5 : Hippusus et 



on that account are also called G soul.' The purer this 
fire is, the more perfect is the soul : ' the driest soul is 
the wisest and best ; ' 5 t  strikes, we are told, through the 

Hernclitz~s ex igni (a?zimum e$n- connection in Plutarch, and partly 
gunt). Macrob. Somn. i. 14 :  He- from the passage about to be 
ractitz~s phvsicus [a-izim[cm dizit] quoted from Clemens). Plut. 
scintillam siellaris esselztie (i.e.. of D<f. Omc. 41, p 432 : a;lnl y h p  
the heavenly fire). Nemes. &t. &p& J/ux+ K ~ B '  ' H p d ~ h ~ r r o v .  On 
How. c. 2, p. 28 : ' H o d ~ h .  F ;  rhll the other hand we find in Pseudo- 
& roF ~ a u r b s  JIvx+v (this is n*,t of Plut. De Eszc Canz. i. 6, 4, p. 995 : 
course Heracleitus's expressionj aby+ 57ph JIvx? u o @ w r d r q  " ~ a r h  
bvaOuplau~v t ' ~  7 S v  SypSv, r ? v  8; E)v r b v  ' H ~ ~ K A E L T O V  EYOLKEV (SC. A ~ ~ E L U )  ; 
~ 0 7 s  EGOIS b?rd r e  r i s  d ~ r b s  KU; T ~ S  or, according to another reading. 
;v abro i s  hvaOvprduews dpoyevij  a 6 y 5  [qp? JIuxh uo@ K. r. 'Hp.  
(scil. bvaOuprdu~r ,  01. better: Zor~ev .  Similarly Galen. QZC. AIZ. 
76 705 ~ a v r b s )  T E $ U K ~ V ~ L .  Simi- Mores, etc. c. 5, vol. iv. 786 K, and 
larly Plut. Plac. iv. 3, 6. Accor- to tho same effect Hermias in 
ding to Sext. Math. ix. 363 ; Tert. Phndr. p. 7 3  : aby+ [qo+ JIuX+ 
De An. 9, 14, it was said by some u o @ w r d r q ,  and Clemens Pa~Zug. ii. 
that  Heracleitus held the soul to 156 C, without mention of He- 
be air. For the explanation of racleitus: a 6 y h  F; +UX+ [+ uo-  
this, cf. Part  III. b, 23, 26. @ w ~ d r s  ha1 ?cp.P;u~q . . . 0684 E)u r~  

l Fr. 89 ; sz~p. p. 24, 2 ; 50 Sq. ; Kd0uypos r a i s  :K roF  ofvvou AvaOup~d- 
i. 614 sq. UeUl, v ~ @ C h q s  8 i ~ q v  uwparo?roror- 

2 FT. 54, 55. This proposition p4vq. Philo, ap. Eos. PP. Ev. viii. 
is very commonly attributed to 14, 67 has:  08 y f  [sp+, $"X+ u o -  
Heracleitus, but the readings of q w r d r q  ~ a 1  &pLurq, and that the 
the MSS. are so various that  it  is true reading in this place is not, as 
difficult to decide how it originally in some texts, aby+ or aby? (one 
stuod. Stob. Floril. 5. ,120, has text has Sqpe +tr,ye) but 08 y i j ,  is 
a f i ~  $uX+ u o Q w r d r s  Kar b p : u ~ s .  clear from the passage in Philu's 
Our >IS. gives a6q [7p+, another l i e  Provid. ii. 109: terra sicca 
a2y+ Eqp$. I n  the fragment of animus est sapie~~s ac vivtutis amuns 
Xusonins, ibid. 17, 43, the read- (for further details, cf. Schleierma- 
ings vary between afj'v without cher, p. l29 sq.). Schleiermacher 
5sp4, abyh  5qp1 and a6 y i  571~4. supposes that there were three dif- 
Instead of ads  Porph. Alrtr. By'mph. ferent expressions: oi7 y i  ~ ~ P + , + U X + ,  
c. 11, has : [ s p h  $ v x h  ao$w.rd.r?l; Bsc., asq JIux?, &C., aby+ [?P+ JIux+, 
similarly Glykas, Annal. 74, 116 &c. But t h ~ s  IS very improbable ; 
(Schleiermacher, p. 130) : +uxh  and even if the first of the three 
( ~ ~ o r d ~ q  uo@wrLpq. Similarly Hut.  fragments i s  distinct from the other 
v. Rom. c. 28 : a5711 y d p  JIux? h p %  two, these latter seem to be origi- 
(al. aUVq y .  JI. ~ ~ 1 5 . )  iLpLurq uael 'Hpoi- nally identical. How the expres- 
~ ~ e r r o v ,  %a?rep iLurpa?r+ vkqovsFla?r- sion really stood, and how its dif- 
r a p d v q  7 0 6  uhpa7os  (that this ferent versions are to be explained, 
additionis also taken from Heraclei- cannot be positively determined. 
t,us seems probable, partly from the I do not think, however, that the 
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bodily ~7eil like lightning through clouds.' If, on the 
other hand, the soul-fire is polluted by moisture, reason 
is lost; and in this way Heracleitus explains the 
phenomena of intoxication; the drunken man is not 
master of himself because his sot11 is m~istened.~ As, 
however, everything is subject to perpetual change, and 
is constantly being produced anew, so it is with the 
soul: not only did its fire come from without into the 
body, but it must be fed from the fire without in order 
to sustain itself-a theory which was obviously sug- 
gested by the process of breathing, if once the soul were 
compared to the vital air.4 Heracleitus consequently 

proposition, "airy* [?p+ + V X ~  uo- Sophocl. Phil. 1199 (/3povris airya2s 
q ~ r d r ~ , "  is  Heracle~teau. The p' E ~ U L  +hoyf(wv). Echuster's ex- 
subject +UX+ as part of the predi- planation : ' I f  the gas is dry, the 
cate has something very disturbing soul is wisest,' is (even irrespec- 
i11 it, and airy4 &p+ would be a. tively of the gas) contradicted by 
singnlar pleonasm, for there is what is said above-that i t  would 
no airy4 dypd ; the rise of mois- only be possible to speak of an air54 
ture is an extinction of the beam. Espb, and to declare the dry airy* to 
If, therefore, the words were origi- be wise, supposing there were also 
wally so written by Heracleitus an airy4 dypd. Would anyone say: 
(as certainly seemz probable from 'if the beam,'or 'if theflame,isdry?' 
the frequency with which they are ' I doubt whether that which 
quoted), we must suppose that  is ascribed to Heracleitus by Ter- 
there was some difference in the tullian (DC An. 14), as well as by 
punctuation. If Heracleitus wrote Bnesidemus and Strabo, is authen- 
that the moist soul was imprisoned tic, viz., that the soul, in totum 
by the body, but that the dry soul col-pus diffusffi et ubipue +sa, velut 
6~trrarar r a i  uhparos, 8~ws V&+EOS $atus in calamo per cavenzas, ita 
abyb* [vP+ +vX+ uo$wrdrn ~ a :  &p:- per sensualin variis modis emicef. 
urv (and something of the kind Cf. the proposition quoted 
seems to be presupposed in Plut. sup. p. 24, 2, which primarily has a 
V. Born. 28), everything would be more general meaning. 
fully explained. Schuster, p. 140, Fr. 53 ; Stob. Floril. 5, 120 : 
suggests that Plutarch's &urpan)rl bv4p 6 ~ 6 ~ a v  p~8uuOfi iiyeral 6xb 
would be much more applicable nar8bs bv$Bov u$Jahhdp~vns, oir~ 
than airyfi ; whereas Teichmiiller, Znatwv 8Kq BaLv~l, fiyphv ~ 4 v  +ux+v 
N. Stud. i. 65, shows that airy? Zxwv. Cf. Plut. &U. Conv. iii., 
stands also for lightning; cf. It. Procem. 2, and Stob. Fbril. 18, 32. 
xiii. 244 ; Hes. meog. 699 ; Cf. vol. i. p. 185, 2. 
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supposed that Reason or warm matter entered into us 
through the atmosphere: partly through the breatrh, 
partly through the organs of the  sense^.^ When these 
avenues are closed in sleep, the light of reason is ex- 

Sup p. 42,2 ; Sext. Math. vii. 
127 sqq. : h p d u ~ ~ r  y & p  r @  $JUULK@ 
[ ' H p a ~ h e i r y ]  r b  aeptdxov ?p& hoy r -  
K ~ V  r E  K U ~  @ D F V ~ P € S  . . . 7 0 6 7 0 ~  
6 4  r b v  8eiov h d y o v  K ~ B '  ' H p d ~ h e ~ r o v  
61' hvaavnCs r r n d a a v ~ e s  voepol y r v 6  
p ~ e a ,  ~ a l  i v  pkv i favors A?leaior ~ a r &  
6 ;  Zyepulv a d h r v  Zp$Jpoves. dv 
r o i r  i f rvors  pvudvrmv r i j v  a ? u @ q r ~ ~ & v  
xdpwv xwpf{erar  r 4 s  apbs r b  aeprd- 
XOY a ~ p + u & s  6 Zv +p iu  ~ 0 6 s )  pdvqs 
7 4 s  ~ a r h  hvaavo+v ~ P O U @ ~ U E W S  UW- 

cop;vqs or'ovsi r r vos  P i { ~ s  . . . bv 
62 t'ypqyopdur a d h r v  3rd r G v  aiae9- 
7 1 ~ i j ~  a d p ~ v  i5aaep 81rl TLVWV e u p i 6 ~ v  
apoKd+as K U ~  74 a ~ p l 6 ~ 0 ~ 7 1  Cup- 
B d h h w v  hoyrK+v 2v6Ceral 8dvaprv. 
8vaep o3v r p d a o v  o i  d v e p a ~ ~ s  ahv- 
a rdaav res  76 avp i  ~ a r '  h h h o l w a r v  
Grrlaupor y f v o v r a i ,  ~ w p ~ u e d v r ~ s  62 
aB;vvuv.rar, O ~ W  ~ a l  5 ZYLEEYWOE~U~ 
707s $ p t r 6 p o i s  u h p a a r v  h a b  7 0 6  ae- 
p r 6 ~ 0 v r o s  po ipa  ~ a r &  p1v r b v  XWPI- 

u p b v  a x e 6 b v  dhoyos y f v e ~ a r ,  ~ a r h  
62 r h v  6 t h  r i j v  a h ~ f a r ( r . v  a d p ~ v  U&- 

@uaw 6poer6;ls r @  B h y  ~ a B i u r a r a r .  
The image of the embers is em- 
ployed in another connection by 
the pseudo-Hippocrates, a. 6 t a f ~ .  
i. 29. That Sextus here repro- 
duces the conception of Heracleitus 
in his own words, or those of Bne-  
sidemus, is plain. The assertion, 
Sext. vii. 349 (cf. Tert. De A%. 15), 
that the soul, according to He- 
racleitus, was outside the body, is 
merely an inference. Ibid. M. viii. 
286, according to Heracleitus's ex- 
press declaration : p+ ~ 7 v a r  h o y r ~ b v  
r b v  bOpwnov ,  pdvov 6' S K ~ P X E I V  
$ ~ ~ c v c p e s  r b  n ~ p 1 6 x o v .  Similarly 
the so-called Apollonius of Tyana, 

Epist. 18 : ' H p d ~ h .  . . . dhoyov  eiivar 
KUT& ~ d u r v  Z@oue ~ b v  dvt lpwnov. 

That this is the meaning of 
the aeprkxov is clear from the 
words of Sextus ; we are con- 
nected with the air outside us by 
means of our breat.h, and with the 
light outside us by means of our 
eyes. This mode of canception is 
not strange in Heracleitus ; if rea- 
son is identical with fire, it is quite 
natural that it should enter man 
wit,h the animating and wxrming 
breath, and be nourished by light 
and air. Only if we refine away 
Heracleitus's primitive fire to a 
metaphysical abstraction, as Las- 
salle does, have we any right to  
find fault with this sort of language 
from him. Lassitlle (i. 305 sqq.) 
understands by the aept6xov ' the 
universal and actual process of 
becoming,' or (ii. 270) the ~bject~iire, 
world-forming law, which is called 
the neprdxov, because i t  orercomes 
all things. But aeprdxerv does not 
mean ' overcome ' (certainly not, as 
Lass. i. 308 represents it,  with the 
accusative of the object), and r b  
a e p r k ~ o v  never means anything else 
than ' the surrounding.' In  the 
passage from Sextns no other 
meaning can be thought of. More- 
over i t  seems to me (as to Lassalle, 
i. 307) improbable that Heracleitus 
himself ever made use of the ex- 
pression nepr;xov. 

Whsther Heracleitus ima- 
gined that the soul was also de- 
veloped from the blood, and was 
sustained by i t  (cf. p. 79, 4), is not 
quite clear. 
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tingilished, and man is limited in his presentations to 
his own world-to the subjective fancies of dreams,' 
though in reality he still cannot withdraw himself from 
the movement of the univer~e .~  When these avenues 
are opened, in awaking, the light of reason is again 
kindled; when the connection with the outer world 
through respiration ceases, this light goes out for ever.3 

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

Plut. De Saperst. c. 3, p. 166 : &v E)v rd  K ~ U ~ Q  y ~ v o p l v w v .  
6 ' ~ p d ~ h e t r d s  q q a r ,  70% E)ypgyopdarv Fr. 91, ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 
&a ~ a i  ~ o r v b v  ~ d r r p o v  e b a r ,  r a v  6 1  530 D: dv9pwaas i u  e6$pdvp +dos 
K O L ~ W ~ ~ ~ W V  Z ~ a a r o v  eis Y ~ L O V  &no- i I r r ~ l  ;aur@.  &roBav&v &?TOU,~~UOF;S.  
a ~ p l + a u O a r .  @v 61 B a ~ ~ r a r  r ~ 8 v e i ) r o s  E Z ~ W V .  &?TO- 

2 M. Aurel. vi. 4 2 :  ~ a l  TOLS U B E U ~ E ~ S  ~ ~ E I S  6ypqyopZIs B r r e ~ a r  
Ka8ed80vras, orpar, 6 ' ~ p d ~ h e r ~ o s  E ~ ~ O V T O S .  

i p y d ~ a s  e h a r  h iye1 ~ a l  uuvqyobs 

G 2 
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leaves him. He personifies this divine element and 
says that men are mortal gods and gods immortal men ; 
our life is the death of the gods, and our death their 
life.' So long as man lives the divine part of his 
nature is bound up with the baser substances, from 
which in death he again becomes free.2 Souls, he says, 
traverse the way upwards and the way downwards ; they 
enter into bodies because they require change and 
hecome weary of continuing in the same state.3 He 

1 Fr. 60, the original form of 
which is doubtless given by Hippol. 
Refut. ix. 10, ill the words : b0dva- 
701 Ovq~o l ,  0 v q ~ o :  b0dva~or ,  Sijvrcs 
r b v  h~e lvwv  0rivarov, r b v  6 ;  ~ K E I V W Y  
Piov T E ~ Y E ~ T E S .  Schleiermacher, 
putting together the following pas- 
sages: Heracl. A1le.y. Horn. c 24, 
p. 51 Mehl. ; Max. Tyr. Diss. x. 4, 
bnd (xli. 4 ad fin.) ; Clem. Pedng. 
iii. 215 A ; Hierocl. in Carm. Aur. 
p. 186 (253) ; Porph. Antr. Nymph. 
c. 10, end ; Philo, Leg. Alleg. i. p. 
60 C ( @ a .  in Geqz. iv. 162) : cf. 
Luc. V. Anet, 14, deduces from 
them this view : dv0pwlror 0601 
0vq~o1,  0eoI r' & V ~ P W B O L  b @ i v a ~ o r ,  
[GVTES 7bv ~ K E ~ W V  0dvarov. 0vfiu- 
KOVTES r h v  h~e ivwv  !&+v. Against 
him and Lassalle, i. 136 sq., vide 
Hernays, Herncleit. Briefe, 37 sq. ; 
cf. also, p. 1 7 , 4  ; and Clem. Strom. 
iii. 434 C:  06x1 ~ a l  ' H p d ~ h e r r o s  
0dvarov r h v  yLveurv Kahe?; 

Heracleitus's theory was con- 
sequently expounded by Sext. Pyrrh. 
iii. 230 ; Philo, L. Alleg. 60 C. and 
others, in  similar language to that 
of the Pythagoreans andplatonists. 
Whether the passage in Sextus, I. C., 

'Hp.  q v u l v ,  87' ~ a l  r b  @v ~ a l  r b  
brro0ave7v ~ a l  I v  r@ @v $pi% Zurr 
Km1 dv r 4  re0vdvar, contains He- 
racleitus's own words, or is merely 

an inference from the utterance 
quoted above, is doubtful. Still 
less can we be sure from the pas- 
sage in Philo that Heracleitus him- 
self employed the comparison of 
the uSpa with the u i j p a  (sup. F O ~ .  i. 
482, 1, 2). 

Iambl. ap. Stob. Eel. i. 906 : 
' H p d ~ h e r r o s  phv ybp  bporPbp bvay- 
Kaias r ~ @ e r a r  ;K r f v  dvavriwv d6dv 
r e  &v@ ~ a l  ~ d r w  B r a r ~ ~ ~ f l ~ u O a r  r b s  
q v x d s  he ih7@€,  ~ a l  r b  p2v 70% 
a6rois dncpiverv ~ d p a r o v  ~Svar, r b  6; 
p ~ r a p d h h e t v  @Lpetv hvd?rauurv. The 
same, ibid. 896, in regard to the 
different theories of the deteriora- 
tion of the sou11 i t  is said: ~ a 0 '  
' H p d ~ h e r r o ~  62 r i j s  dv r @  perapdh-  
hsu0or b v a ~ a d h v s  . . . a k l a s  yryvo- 
p6vqs r S v  ~ a r a y q f v  hvepyqpd~wv. 
These statements are illustrated 
and confirmed by a n .  Gaz. 
Theophr. p 5, Boiss.: 6 p2v ybp  
' H P d ~ h ~ r r o s  8ra6oxhv b v a y ~ a l a v  7'- 

0 G ~ v o s  bvw ~ a l  K ~ T W  r i j s  quxi js  r 4 v  
~ o p e i a v  &$q y'lveu0ar. dre i  ~ d p a ~ o s  
ab.rfi r @  8v,uroupy@ uuvireu0ai  ~ a l  
dvw per& r o i  0 ~ 0 6  7d8e r b  ?rdv U U ~ T E -  

pmohe~v  Kal h' dK€IvY r ~ r d x 0 a r  Kal 
&pxew0ai, 61b roi?ro rfi r o i  + p ~ p e i v  
iwr0vpia ~ a l  b p ~ i i s  (the dominion 
over the body) E'h~iSr ~ d r w  p q u i  
r h v  Qvxhv +€peuOar. Here, how- 
ever, the Heracleitean doctrine is  
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applied also to individual souls that which could only 
be said logically of the universal soul, or of the divine 
animating fire. We see from various traces that he 
attributed a further existence to souls escaped from 
their bodies. I n  one of his fragments he says that there 
awaits man after his death that which he now neither 
hopes nor believes ; l in anohher he promises a reward to 
interpreted in a Platonic sense. .Crenzer, would substitute LyxeuOar, 
Heracleitus certainly never spoke but, as  he himself observes, the 
of the Demiourgos; and the other passage from Bneas is in favour of 
similarities between this passage &pxsaOai) S IK~ [ELV ~ W K E Y  (as to the 
and the P h ~ d r n s  may be occa- reasons of the soul's descent) b p r ~ h -  
sioned (as Lassalle, ii. 235 sq., oas u0@4 i p i v  ?roiijuai ~ b v  hdyov. 
seeks to prove), not 80 much by When Plutilrch, De Sol. Anim. 7 ,  
the influence of Heracleitus's 4. p. 9664, says of Empedocles and 
writings on Plato, as  by that of Heracleitus that they blame Nature 
Plato's on Bneas. Xueas, p. 7, (cf. p. 3 2 , l ) :  As bvdyr rqv~a l  sdhcpw 
says of Heracleitus : 4 6 0 ~ ~ i  rGv oduav . . . ~ P O U  KU: r j l v  Y ~ Y E U L V  

ardvwr 74s $UX+S h v d r a u ~ a v  ~ r v a r  aGrjlv it b81~las a ~ v r v y ~ d v ~ 6 v  hi- 
FIS ~ d v 6 ~  ~ b v  Plov @uy?(Iv ; and youar r @  6vqrG ~ v v ~ p ~ o p 6 v o u  TO$ 

Numen. ap. Porph. De Astro bOavdrou ~ a l  .rdp?rsaBai 7 b  yevcipcvov 
Ny?nph, c. 10 ( s q .  p. 18, l ) ,  agrees ?rap& +hurv p8Asui 70; ysvv?faavros 
with this in the quotation : " $v- Brrou?rop6vocs, i t  is a question whe- 
X I ~ U L  ~ip+;v," p+ Bdvarov from He- ther the latter part of this passage 
sacleitus ( th~s ,  as  Sehuster, p. from 8sov onwards is (as Schuster 
191, supposes, is an addition of supposes, 185, 1) really founded on 
Numenius referring to the propo- Heracleitedn utterances. It re- 
sition quoted p. 24, 2, and an ad- minds us most obviously of Empe- 
clition that  is contrary to the docles, in$ p. 3, 656, 2, third edit. 
meaning of Heracleitus, who repre- ' Fr. 69, ap. Clem. Stronz. iv. 
sents the rdp$is as consisting pre- 532 B ; Cohort. 13 D;  Theod. 
cisely in the transmutation, the Cur. Gr. Afi viii. 41, p. 118;  
Odva~cas of the soul), " hyp$sr ysvk- Stob. Flo~il. 120, 28 ; hvOp6nous 
aBar," T++V 8;. s i n a ~  aLrais 711 EOS f i d v ~ i  Qno6avdvras Buua O;K Fhrov- 
~ j l v  ~ 4 v s u r v  X T & T ~ Y .  The propo- Tar oL6& 8oaiouar. Perhaps there 
sitions of Heracleitus are, however, is a reference to the same subject 
most authentically given by Floti- in FP. 17, ap. Clem. St~om. ii. 366 
nus in the passage (iv. 8, l) ppinted B ; Theod. i. 88, p. 15 : &v p b  
out by Lassalle, i. 131 : 6 PSI. yap E"A?rqrar h v 6 ~ a r u r o v  OLK i~ tuP i )uer ,  
'Hpd~her?os . . . ipor,5tds 7 E  Qvay- bv€~EPsb11~70~ E)bv K U ~  ii?roe0v. In- 
 alas ~ L B ~ ~ E Y O S  ;K r 6 v  B Y ~ Y T ; W V ,  stead of E"h?rq?ar and i [ tvPi)uer, 
36dv T E  Zivw 1ca1 K ~ T W  eI)rZIv, ~ a l  Theodoret has i h ? r l [ q ~ s  and efiph- 
" p ~ r a ~ d ~ ~ o v  b v a n a h ~ r a ~ "  ~ a l  ~ d -  UETE. Schuster, p. 45, conjectures 
pards E)urr 707s a h ~ o i s  poxOsiv ~d ZA?rqa~. 
iipxcuOai" (here Lassalle, following 
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those who have fallen gloriously ; l in a third he speaks 
of the condition of souls in Hades; in two others he 
makes mention of the daemons and heroes: and assigns 

l Fr. 120, ap. Clem. Strom. iv. Hcracleitus enunciated the doc- 
494 B ;  Tl~eoci. Cur. G?. A$. ix. trine of the resurrection of the 
39, p. 117 : pdpor yhp pE'<oves pE'[o- body (Lassalle, ii. 204). Lassalle 
vas poipas hayxdvouur, cf. Fr. 119, does not mean indeed by this re- 
ap. Theod. : bpq~+drous oi O E O ~  surrection the bvduraurs uap~bs in 
rr,uLjur ~ a l  oi &vepwaor, I cannot, the Christian sense, which Hippo- 
with Schuster, p. 304, regard these lytus, I.e., finds to be clearly taught 
passages as ironical. (+avepis must be substituted for 

2 Fr. 70 Plut. Fac. Lum 28, +avcpis) ; he means only this : 
end, p. 943 : ' H p d ~ h .  e??rev 871 ai that all the particles of matter 
$uXai Bupfvrar KaB i/67jv. The which had previously formed a 
meaning of these words is obscure. human body, find themselves again 
Schuster's explanation : Souls scent united at  a later perioc! of the 
out Hades, reach after i t  greedily world in a similar body. This 
as a restorative, is the less satis- conception is not only much too 
factory to me, as Plutarc:~ gives far-fetched for Heracleitus, and 
the sentence in proof that souls entirely without support from any 
in the other world can feed them- of his vritings, but it is quite 
selves on vapours. I n  this eon- incompatible with his point of 
nection we might bring forward view: these particles of matter do 
what Aristotle quotes, De Smhsz~, not exist any longer in the later 
c. 5, 443 a, 23 : &S sI advra ~b period of the world ; they are as 
bvra Kaavbs ylvorro, pives Bv &ay- these definite substances entirely 
voisv. Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 26.5, destroyed in the stream of Becom- 
refers it, in a far-fetched manner, ing;  they have become other 
as i t  seems to me, to the conflagra- substances ; and if even they may 
tion of the world. I n  thrse proposi- have been partially changec! again 
t,ions we can hardly look for any into the constituents of human 
special reference. bodies, there is no ground for the 

Fr. 61, Hippol. Reftict. ix. 10,: supposition that from those pdr- 
i i . 0 ~ 8 ~  hdvrr [Bern. Qdv~as]  Zaavr- ticular substances which arosefrom 
uraaear ~ a l  +bhaKas yLvsu8ar E'yepri some particular body, and from no 
[&vrwv(soBern.insteadofQYsprr~du- others, a body will afterwards 
rwv) ~ a l  ve~prjv. I referthese words again be formed. Schuster (p. 
to the daemons assigned as the pro- 176) prefers this reading : [6aLpwv 
tectors of men, cf. Hes. 'E. ~ a i  $p. Zedher] 2vOd8s idnr iarkrauear ~ a l  
120 sqq., 250 sqq. Lassalle i. 185 +vhaKbs (=+&hat)  yiveu6'ar Zyeprl 
sees in them a resurrection of souls9 [. K.  v. But Hippolytus, as i t  
but this is a mistake, at  any rate seems to be, would then have had 
in regard to the expression ; for greater dscult ies  in finding the 
PnavLu~aoOar does not here signify resurrection of the flesh, than in the 
to rise again, but to raise oneself, ordinary text with its 2aaviurauOar. 
namely, to be overseers of men. I FT. 130, Orig. c. Cels. vii. 62 : 
must express myself still more o t ; ~  yryvhu~wv 0sobs 0 t h  jjpwas 
decidedly against the idea that olrrvks siur. 
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the dzemons as guardians, not only to the living, but to 
the dead ; and he is said to have taught that all things 
are full of souls and dzemons.' It is doubtless, there- 
fore, his opinion that souls enter the body from a higher 
existence, and after death, when they have proved 
themselves worthy of this privilege, they return as 
dzemons illto a purer life; in regard to details, how- 
ever, he seems to have retained the ordinary notions 
concerning Ha~Ies.~ 

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

l Diog. ix. 7, cf. p. 46, 2. 1, I consider to be an emendation of 
And in an individual life ; not Clemens, referring perhaps to the 

as Theodoretus, v. 23, p. i 3 ,  says, view of the p~raSoh? discussed 
in the soul of the world. s t p a ,  p. 84, 3, or else a protest of 

"Cf. the jimilar eschatology of the Christian against the philoso- 
Pindar, supra, vol. i. p. 70. pher who treats death simply as 

We find from Fr. 62 ap. Plut. the end of life ; it would not agree 
Def. Qrac. c. 11 ; Plm. v. 24 ; with the K ~ K ~ ~ E I V  rhv ydu~urv which 
Philo, Q&. i r z  Gea. ii. 5, end p. 82 Cle~nens finds in the passage) ' l  ~ a i  
Aach. ; Censorin. Di.Kat. C. 16, cf. rrai8as ~arahefrrovur pdpovs ye&- 
Bernays, Rh. M u .  1%. P95 sq., uOat." No great weight, however, 
that lie reckoned the life of a man is to be attached to these observa- 
a t  thirty years, because R man in his tions. What is said in Hippocr. 

'thirtieth .year might have a son rr. 6rarr. i. 23 end, on the seven 
-who was himself a father, and senses, and ibid. c. 10, on the 
therefore human nature completes abdomen, and on the three revolu- 
i t s  circuit in that time. Reference t~ons  of fire in the human body, 
i s  made to this circle in Fr. 73, can hardly be taken from Herd- 
ap. Clem. Strom. iii. 432 A : " E'rer- cleitus ; the statement (of Joh. 
6bv (1. & ~ r r a )  yevd~evoc [det~ E'OC Sicel, Walz, Rhett. vi. 95, quoted 
hovur pdpous 7' t'x~rv," pZhhov 6; by Bernays, Heracl. 191, that  
dvarra6euOar (this, in spite of Heracleitus pursued anatomical 
Schuster's representations, p. 193, enquiries, is more than doubtful. 



I n  regard to cognition, he could only place its 
highest problem in that which to him was the central 
point of all his convictions, viz. in seizing the eternal 
essence of things in the flux of the phenomenon, and in 
freeing ourselves from the deceitful appearance which 
presents to us a permanent Being of the changeable. 
He therefore declares that wisdom consists in one thing, 
in knowing the reason which rules all ; we must follow 
the common reason, not the particular opinions of 

' individuals ; if a discourse is to  be reasonable it must 
be founded on that which is common to all, and the 
only thing which is thus common is thoughL3 Only 
the rational cognition of the Universal can therefore 
have any value for him : the sensual perception he must, 
of course, regard with mistrust. What our senses 
perceive is merely the fleeting phenomenon, not .the 
essence ; the eternally living fire is hidden from them 
by a hundreci veils ; they show us as something stiff 

1 Supra, p. 42, 2. This know- able to all, there is, even apart 
ledge, however, is itself according from Lassalle's modernising view 
to Lassalle, ii. S44, conditional on of this thought,-no proof of it to  
a ' revelittion to oneself of the be discovered. 
objective and absolute.' Lassalle FT. 7 ; cf. p. 43, 1. 
in support of this relies partly on Fr. 123 ; Stob. Floril. 3, 84 : 
Sext. M. viii. 8, Bnesidemus [ w d v  8 u r r  ~ l u r  r b  +poveii.. @v v d y  
defined the hAq0;s as the p+ AiiOov A&yovras ~ a X v p ~ ( e u O a ~  ~ p ?  r+ &v$ 
TSV KOIV+V y v d p q v  ; and partly on ~ d v r w v ,  a ~ w m r t p  ~~dpcp ndhrs K U ~  

the fragment quoted p. 25, 2, ~ o h h  I u x u p o r ~ p w s .  r p d + o v ~ a r  yhp,  
Sextus, however, does not say that K.T.A. sup. p. 41, 1. On the mean- 
Bnesidemus had this definition ing of the words, cf. p. 43, 1. 
from Heracleitus, and if he did, ' Arist. Metaph. i. 6, sub init. : 
we could not conclude very much r a i s  ' H p a ~ h e r r s l o r s  Gdtals, 6s ~ i v  
from it. The fragment calls fire a i u 0 q r B v  be1 fiedvrmv K ~ L  i r r r r $ p q s  
the p$ 8Gu^ov, which is something r e p i  aBrGv OAK o5uvs. 
quite different from the p+ h i 8 o v .  Diog. ix. 7 : T+V a p a u ~ v  $615- 
Though it is very possible that 8euear (&ye). Lucret. Rer. Nat. 
Heracleitus may have said that  i. 696 : credit e7zi.m (Herctitus) 
the Divine or Reason was know- selzszls ignenz cogmoscere oere, cetera 



and dead what is really the most movable and living of 
all things.' Or, as the later theory of the Heracleitean 
school expresses it, all sensation arises from the collision 
of two motions; it is the common product of the in- 
fluence of the object on the particular organ, and the 
activity of the organ which receives this influence in its 
own peculiar manner into itself. Sensation, therefore, 
shows us nothing permanent and absolute, but only a 
single phenomenon as this presents itself in the given 
case and to some definite perception."lthough, there- 
fore, we may certainly learn from sensible observation, 

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

FT. 95, ap. Clem. Strom. iii. 
434 D, where, according to  Teich- 
miiller's just observation, N. St. i. 
97 sq., instead of nv0aydpas 6 i  real 
should be read: nv8aydpe ~ a f  : 
0dvards i u r i v  b ~ d ~ a  dyept ldvr~s bpio- 
psv, b ~ d u a  6; E % ~ O V C E S  %TVOS : ' a s  
we see in sleep, dreams, so we see 
in waking, death.' The openii~g 
words of t h ~ s  fragment are thus 
interpreted by Lassalle, ii. 320 : 
'What we see, being awake, and 
hold to be life, is in truth the con- 
stant passing away of itself.' But 
this constant passing away, in 
which, according to Heracleitus, 
the life of nature consists, he would 
never have described by the sinister 
word death. Schuster, 274 sq., in 
order to avoid the degradation of 
the sensuous perception, here gives, 
as i t  appears to me, an interpreta- 
tion very far-fetcbed and unlike 
Heracleitus, which Teichmiiller 
rightly dibcards. 

Theophrast. De Selzsu, i. 1 

sq. : of 6 ;  asp: 'AvtlEaydpav ~ a i  
H p d ~ A e i r O v  r @  ivavrfcp ( ~ O L O ~ U L  r h v  

aYu0vuiv), which is afterwards thus 
explained : or' 62 r h v  aYu0vuiv 6x0-  
h a p j 3 d v o v r ~ s  &v & A h o r L u e ~  y f v ~ u 0 a r  
Kai .rb @ v  8puiov baa0;s h b  7 0 2  
bpofov, r b  6' ZvavrLov ~ a 6 q r i ~ b v ,  
r o 6 r y  a p o u ; 0 ~ u a v  r h v  y v d p v v .  gal- 
p a p r v p s 5  6' ofovrai ~ a :  r b  ?re$ r h v  
&++v uupBa7vvov. r b  ?Bp bpofws 75 
aaprci tlcppbv 3 quxpbv oL a o i r i v  
afutlquiv. Accord~ng to this eri- 
deuce, which is confirmed by He- 
racleitns's doctrine of the opposites 
in the world, there would be all 
the more ground for referring to 
the Heracleiteans as well as to 
Protagoras the exposition in the 
Theet. 156 A sqq. ; Plato himself 
refers us to them, 180 c. sq. If 
even the more definite de~relopment 
of this theory was the work of 
later philosophers such as Cratylus 
and Protdgords, yet the fundamen- 
tal idea in it, viz., that the sensible 
percept~on 1s the product of the 
concurrent motlon of the object 
and of the sense, and has conse- 
quently no objective truth, belongs 
to Heracleitus himself. 
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in so far as this shows us many qualities of things;' 
although the two nobler senses, and especially the eye, 
ought to be preferred to the rest: in comparison with 
the rational perception the sensible perception has little 
worth ; eyes and ears are bad witnesses to men if they 
have irrational souls.3 But i t  is precisely this testi- 
mony which the generality of men follow. Hence the 
deep contempt for the mass of mankind, which we have 
already seen in this philosopher; hence his hatred for 
arbitrary opinion: for t,he unreason which does not 
perceive the voice of the Deity: for the stupidity 

1 Vide supra, p. 86, 2 ; 88, 5. signification to it, even if we adopt 
Fr. 8. Hippol. Refut. ix. 9 : the usual reading ; we get a better 

$UWV B+LS &KO+ ~ ~ O V U L F  raU^ra i y h  meaning if the word be taken in 
~ ~ 0 7 1 ~ ~ ~  ; on the sense of sight es- its original sense ; one who does 
pecially, Fr. 91. Fr. 9, Polyh. xii. not understand my language, and 
27 : d+0aApol y h p  r & v  &rwv L?K~IBL- whose language I do not under- 
brEpOL p d P r u P ~ s ,  which (notwith- stand. Heracleitus says then in 
standing the different opinion of his figurative mode of expression : 
Rernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 262 ; Lass. ii. i t  is of no use to hear if the soul 
323 sq. ; Schuster, 25, 1) seems to does not comprehend the speech 
me to contain nothingmore than (for which t,he ear receives ; and the 
example) what Herodotus says (i. strange genitive i x d v r w v  seems to  
S), and what Polybius understands have been used precisely because 
by the passage,namely, that one can the sentence relates primacily to 
better rely on one's own sight than the ears (though i t  i; alsoof course 
on the assertion of others. applicable to the eyes). Cf. Schus- 

S FP. 11 ; Sext. Math. rii. ter, 26, 2. 
126 : K ~ K O ;  p d P ~ V p € ~  & V ~ ~ ~ ? T O L U L V  * Diog. ix. 7 : 7 1 ~  0f7IUlV iephv 
6+0aApo> ~ a i  d r a  PapBdpovs +vXbs vduov c ~ s y e .  H e  was nevertheless 
dx6vrwv (which is no doubt more accused by Aristotle, Eth. N. vii. 
authentic than the version of i t  4, 1146 b, 29 (M. Mor. ii. 6, 1201 
ap. Stob. Floril. 4, 56). Instead h, 5). of an over-bearing confidence 
of the last three words, Bernays, in his own opinions, as has already 
Rh. Mus. ix. 262 sqq., conjectures : been noticed. Schleiermacher, p. 
Bopadpov +vXbs ~ x o v r o s ,  because in 138, compares with the passage of 
the reading of Sextus, the genitive Diogenes the following words from 
i x d v r w v  after B v 0 p L ~ o r s  is very Apoll. Tyan. Epist. 18: 6 y ~ a A v a r i o s  
strange, and because in  the time of ;kauros 6 p a r a l w s  i v  ad& yevdpevos ; 
Heracleitus, BdpBapos would not but this is  not quoted by Apoll. a s  
have had the signification of rude. Heracleitean. 
It is not necessary to ascribe this Fr. 138 ; ap. Orig. c. Cels. vi. 



which is puzzled and confused by every discourse,' for 
the frivolity which wickedly plays with truth; hence 
also his mistrust of the erudition which prefers learn- 
ing from others to enquiring for i t ~ e l f . ~  He himself 
will be content after much labour to find little, like the 
gold-diggers; he mill not rashly pass judgment on 
the weightiest things ; he will not ask others, but only 
himself," or rather the Deity, for human nature has no 

12: &vhp vfixios + f ~ o u u e  npbs 6aL- 
povos 8 ~ w u w c p  a a i s  apbs bv6pds. 
The conjectural 6afipovos for 6 a I -  
povos (Bernays, Heracl. 15) seems 
to me unnecessary. For Schuster's 
view of this passage, cf. in$ 93, 2. 

1 Fr. 35 ; Plut. Aud. Poit. c. 
9 , e n d , p . 2 8 ;  DeAzcd.c. 7 , p . 4 1 :  
B h $ t  tivtlpwxos Sxb a a v ~ b s  Adyou 
i a ~ o i j u O a r  $LAET. 

? Clem. Strom. v. 549 C : 60- 
~ ~ d v r w v  y h P  6 60Klpdraros ~ L V ~ U K E L  

+ u ~ d u u r r v .  ~ a ' r  pkvrob ~ a l  B ~ K V  Kara- 
h f i + ~ r a r  \ j l~uB&v r h ~ r o v a s  ~ a l  pdPru-  
pas. The first half of this fragment 
I do not think to be satisfactorily 
explained, either by dchleierma- 
cher, who would substitute 6 0 ~ ~ 0 ~ 7 ~  
and y i y v d a ~ ~ i v  + U A ~ U U E ~ ,  nor by 
Lassalle, ii. 321. Even the pro- 
posal of Schuster, 340, 1: 6 0 ~ .  y .  9 
~ ~ K L ~ ~ ~ U T O V  Y;YETUL Y L Y ~ U K E L  @ ~ h d U -  
UELV (' SO a poet decides to adopt 
from that  which passes for credible 
the most credible '), does not en- 
tirely satisfy me. Lassalle, by the 
$ E U ~ G ~  C ~ K C O V E S  nnderstands the 
senses. I agree with Schuster in 
thinking the allusion to the poets 
far more probable (cf. p. 10, 3). 

I n  this sense, as has been 
previously remarked, we musl un- 
derstand the sayings of Heracleitus 
against Polymathy, supra, vol. i. 
510, 4 ;  336, 5. The fragment on 
this subject, ap. Stob. FZoril. 31, 

19, Gaisford, was rightly restored 
to Anaxarchus. 

Fr. 19 ap. Clem. Xtrom. iv. 
476 A;  Theod. Cur. Gr. Afi i. 88, p. 
16 : xpuubv oi 6 i ~ f i p ~ v o r  yGv aoAh+v 
b p ~ u u o v a r  K ~ L  e S p f u ~ o v u i v  bhlyov. 
How Heracleitus applied this il- 
lustration we are not told ; bnt the 
turn given to i t  in the text seems 
to me the most natural. Cf. also 
FT. 24 and 140, sup. p. 42, 2 ; 44, 
1, and the Fr. 21 pointed out by 
Lassalle, ii. 31 2 ; Clem. Strom. v. 
615 B :  x p 4  y&p €8 p d h a  aoAAGv 
?cropas +iAoud+ous dvspas ~ b a i  K ~ Y '  

' H p d ~ h s t ~ o v ,  where i o ~ o p l a ,  inde- 
pendent enquiry, is to be distin- 
guished from mere polymathy. 

According to Diog. ix. 73, he 
is reported to have said: p 4  E I K ~  
aspi  r G v  p e y b r w v  aupBaAhLpeOa, 
which does not sound like his usual 
language. 

V r .  20 (ap. Plut. cidv. Col. 20, 
2, p. 1118 ; Suid. l"IouroGpos. Cf. 
Lassalle i. 301 sq.): & 8 ~ < ~ a d p q v  
i p e w i i ~ d v .  The right interpreta- 
tion of these words, which the 
above-named writers, and many of 
the more recent commentators, re- 
fer to the demand for self-know- 
ledge, is probably given by Dioi 
genes, ix. 5 : i a u r b v  Gr{fiuau0a- 
~ a l  paveiv ndvl-a rap' iavruG. (Cf. 
Schuster, 59, 1, 62, 1.) Whether 
Plotinus (iv. 8, i. p. 468) under- 
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intelligence, which the divine nature alone possesses ; 
human wisdom is nothing else than the imitation of na- 
ture and of the Deity.2 Only he who listens to the divine 
law, the universal reason, finds truth ; he who follows the 
deceptive appearance of the senses and the uncertain 
opinions of men, to him truth remains for ever hidden.3 
This does not as yet amount to a scientific theory of 
knowledge ; nor can we even suppose that Heracleitus 

stands the expression thus seems 
doubtfcl. In  v. 9, 5, p. 559, he 
follows the interpretation accord- 
ing to which d p a v r b v  designates 
the object that is sought or en- 
quired for ; he says, in a discussion 
concerning the unity of thought 
and Being, dp0rjs t ipa . . . 7 b  
I p a v r b v  i 6 ~ ~ ~ u O i ~ q v  &S 8v r r j v  bvrwv.  
T h ~ s  is, of course, not conclusive 
as to the original meaning of the 
sentence; but still less can I ad- 
mit Lassalle's theory that the 
words trs Bv r .  6 .  also belong to 
Heracleitns, and that the whole 
proposition means, ' one must re- 
gard oneself as one of the existent 
things,' i.e., as existing as little as 
they do, and involved in the same 
flux. How this can be deduced 
from the words, I fail to see, and 
it does not seem to me probable 
that Heracleitus should hare spoken 
of 6 v r a .  &S Bv r r j v  8 v r ~ v  seems to 
me an add~tion of Plotinus, in- 
tended to justify his application of 
Heracleitus's saying to the question 
in hand. The indecisive sentence 
ap. Stob. Floril. 5, 119, bv0p6aorur 
?r&r p L r s u r i  ~ L V ~ U K E L V  ;aurobs ~ a l  
aw$povsiv is rightly regarded by 
Schleiermacher as spurious. 

Fr. 14, 138, sup. p. 42, 2 ;  
90, 5. 

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

original meaning of the proposi- 
tions (Fr. 15) quoted in the Greater 
Hippias, 289 A sq., as Heraclei- 
tean, though evidently not in the 
words of the philosopher, &S i ipa  
r r r 0 q ~ w v  d K ~ A A L U T O S  alrrxpbs hv0pw- 
rrely y b ~ r  u v + ~ d h A r r v ,  . . . $71 
h v 0 p 6 a w v  6 uo$rSraros srpbs B ~ l v  
i ~ l 0 q ~ o s  $avsirac K ~ L  uo$Lq KUL ~ d h -  
AEL ~ a \ r  7 0 %  &AAors T ~ U L V .  In  Hip- 
p o ~ .  a ~ p i  6 r a ~ r .  i. c. 12 sqq. many 
examples, not always happily 
chosen, are brought forward to  
show that  all human arts arose 
from the imitation of nature, 
t,hough men are not conscious of it. 
This thought seems to belong to 
Heracleitus ; but the development 
of it, as  it stands here, can be but 
partially his. Cf. Bernays, Heracl. 
23 sqq., Scluster, p. 286 sqq. 

What Sext. Math. vii. 126, 
131, says of Heracleitns is there- 
fore substantially true: r $ v  aYu- 
0qurv . . . t i a ~ ~ r o v  c b a l  V E V ~ ~ K E ,  ' 

r b v  82 hdyov h o r l 0 s r a r  K ~ L T ~ ~ L O V  

. . . T ~ V  K O L V ~ V  hdyOv K U ~  ~ E ~ U V  

~ a l  o$ ~ a r h  p e r o X $ v  y t v d p ~ 0 a  A O ~ L K O L  
~ p r r 6 p r o v  h ~ q 0 d a s  +quiv .  l lany 
sceptics, on the other hand, reckon 
him among thejr number; but 
this only exemplifies the well- 
known arbitrariness of the school, 
Diog. ix. 75. Cf. Sext. Pyr~h. 
209 sqq. 
-l\, 



felt the want of such a theory, or clearly saw the neces- 
sity of giving an acconnt to himself, before any enquiry 
concerning things, of the conditions of knowledge and 
method of investigation. The propositions quoted 
above, as was the case with the kindred theories of his 
contemporary Parmenides,' were essentially deductions 
from a. physical theory which brought him into such ab- 
rupt antagonism to sensible appearance, that he thought 
1,limself obliged to mistrust the evidence of the senses. 
It does not follow from this that he purposed to form 
his system independently of experience, and by means 
of an 13, pl-iori construction; for such a design would 
have presupposed enquiries into the theory and method 
of knowledge which were alike unknown to him and to 
the whole of the pre-Socratic philosophy. Still less 
are we justified by Heracleitus's onrn expressions, or by 
the statements of our most trustworthy authorities, in 
making the ancient Ephesian the first representative 
of empiricism or discovering in him a tendency to ob- 
servation and ind~c t ion .~  His reflection was concerned 
with the objective in nature; like every other philo- 

l Cf. rol. i. 591 sqq. 
Schuster (p. 19 sqq.) supports 

this statement mainly on the frag- 
ments (2 ,3) ,  discussed p. 7 , 2 .  But 
in Fr. 3 thereis not onewordto show 
that the hdyos &l &v is only per- 
ceived through the senses ; that we 
should ' obserre the visihle world,' 
and ' on the ground of appearance ' 
s h o ~ ~ l d  follow out the true st,ate of 
the case,-still less to show that  
this is  the only way to arrive a t  
the knowledge of truth. I n  Fr. 2 
Schuster introduces what is irrele- 
vant when he represents Heraclei- 

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

be substantiated. I have also re- 
marked, in the same place, that 
we hare no right to give the mean- 
ing which Schuster adopts, to the 
sentence about the unseen har- 
mony, nor to bring into direct 
connection with i t  the quotation on 
p. 90, 2 :  8uwv ~;I /JLS &KO+ pd0vu~s  
raCra ZyZ, rrporrpdw. I n  itself, 
however, it does not imply that the 
pdOquis results only from sig-ht 
and hearing, but merely that the 
pleasures of knowledge are to be 

to all others : how much 
is contributed to knowledge by 
thought, how much by obs~rva- 
tion, the fragment does not say. 
Further, in Fr. 7, the [vvbv or the 
hd-yos tuvbs does not mean the 
' speech of the visible world ; ' and 
those are not censured who 'in- 
dulge their own thoughts,' and 

seek in the invisible instead of 
the visible, each one for himself, a 
particular solution of the un i~er -  
sal riddle ' (Schuster 23 sq). cf. p. 
43, 1 : not to mention that Hera- 
cleitus, with his e7s 2pol pbpror 
(sup. p. 10, 2), certainly did follow 
his own thoughts ; and the K O ~ V ~  

yvdpq, to which Schuster with 
Bnesidemus (ap. Sest. Math. viii. 
8) refers &~vbv, was, for him a t  
least, au authority. Schuster, p. 
27 sq., lastly quotes Lucret. i. 690 
sqq., who calls the senses that z~tade 
omnic~ c~editn pendewf, mde hie 
cognitzcs est ipsi puern nomitzrrt 
iqnenh; but he forgets that  Lucre- 
&us takes this obserration, not 
from Heracleitus, but from his 
own presupposition against Hera- 
cleitus. When he wants to give 
the doctrine to Heracleitus, he says 
(vide p. 90, 4) that among all the 

sensuous perceptions, he ascribed 
truth to that of fire only (not, as 
Schuster says, to fire ' under all 
its disguises and changes,' but 
~ imple  visible fire). To withhold 
credence from the second of these 
statements because the first has 
been misapprehended, is  to inrert  
the order of things. This sup- 
posed evidence in.favour of Schus- 
ter's view thus turns out to be 
distinct evidence against i t ;  its 
incorrectness, moreover, appears 
from what is quoted, supra, p. 88, 
5 ; 89, 1 ; 90, 3, and especially 
from Aristotle's assertion (88, 4) : 
that Plato followed Heracleitus 
in his conviction-&S rGv u;u07- 
rGv be; ~ t d v r ~ v  K U ~  d ~ i u r ~ p q s  
?rep> airrrjv OLK oUYU~S. The con- 
jecture that Aristotle is here 
speaking only of Cratylus and the 
Heracleiteans, who ' on t.his point 
thought very differently from their 
master' (Schuster 31), is wholly 
inadmissible. Aristotle does not 
say ra is  &v 'Hpa~herrefwv 6dEals, 
but raTs ' H ~ ~ K A F L ~ E ~ O L S  6dtars ; now 
a ' H ~ ~ K A E ~ T E L O S  66ta is as certainly 
an opinion of Heracleitus as the 
' ~ ~ a K h e : r e l o s  Odurs, Ph,ys. i. 2, 185 
a,  7, is a proposition of Heracleitus, 
and the ' H ~ U K A C ~ T E I O I  hdyol in the 
parallel passage to this Metnyh. 
xiii. 4 (sup. p. 11, l )  are statements 
of Heraclei tus. 'Hpa~hefrclos sig- 
nifies proceeding from Heracleitus ; 
and if by an inaccurate use of 
language i t  might be used in re- 
gard to an opinion which had been 
merely derived by his scholars 
from his doctrine, it certainly 
could not be used of any opinion 
that contradicted his own. Schus- 
ter, therefore, has recourse to 
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proposed to himself the question from what sources his 
convictions had arisen. When in this way he had arrived 
a t  theories which contradicted the assertions of our 
senses, he did not say, as a true empiricist must have 
said, that the theories must be false : he said that 
the senses were deceptive, and that rational knowledge 
alone was trustworthy. Rut by what process we are to 
attain this rational knowledge, neither Heracleitus nor 
any of the pre-Socratic philosophers expressly enquired. 
The principle ascribed to him by modern writers,' 
that the names of things explain to us their essential 

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

founded upon aYu8qars.' On ac- 
count of the relativity of percep- 
tions, he rather denied the possi- 
bility of knowledge (cf. p. 896 sqy., 
3rd ed.). But if in this there lies 
also the presupposition that know- 
ledge, if knowledge were possible, 
could only arise from perception, 
the hypothesis here admitted, viz. 
that there is a kuowledge, is im- 
mediately opposed, and opposed 
for the very reason that perception 
cannot guarantee knowledge. So 
far as we can argue from Protago- 
ras to Heracleitus, the only result 
is that Heracleitus, as little as 
Protagoras, ascribed objective truth 
to sensible perception. Arcesilaus 
the Academician, c. 9, proved the 
impossibility of knowledge simply 
from the uncertainty of percep- 
tions (cf. Pt. 111. a, 448 sq., 2nd ed.), 
but no one concludes from this that 
Plato, whose track he follows in 
his polemic against sense-know- 
ledge. admitted no other kind of 
knowledge. 

l Lassalle, ii. 362 sqq. ; Schus- 
ter, 318 sqq. Against Lassalle, 
ride Steinthal Gesch. d. Sprach. i. 
165 sqq. 
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nature, cannot be proved by direct evidence,' nor with 
certainty by induction, from the C'ratylus of Plato; 
and though it wor~ld harmonise well with Heracleitus's 
general modes of thought: we have no right to con- 

Lassalle appeals to  Procl. in 
Prcrm. i. p. 12 Cous.: (Socrates 
admires) 70; ' H P a ~ A ~ i r ~ ~ o v  ( 6 1 8 ~ -  
b ~ a h e i o v )  T ~ V  6rh r & v  dvopdrwv 8x1 
T ~ V  ~ & v  BVTWV yvljbrv 66dv. But 
this utterancein which Heracleitns 
himself is not mentioned, but only 
his school, is entirely founded 011 

the Platonic Crntylus; and the 
same holds good of the passages 
of Ammon. De bzterpr. 24 b, 30 b. 
I n  the second of these i t  is said 
expressly : ' Socrat~s shows in the 
Cratylz~s that names are not o5rw 
q f i c ~ ~  &S ' H P d ~ h ~ r r o s  EYAEYEV (SO- 
crates does not, however, name 
Heracleitus). The first also un- 
mistakably alludes to the Platonic 
dialogue (428 E), as even Schus- 
ter acknowledges, 319 sq. ; in 
t,he observation that many hold 
names for ~ B a c w s  6 ~ ~ ~ o v p ~ ~ p a ~ a ,  
~ a 0 d s e p  fitiov Kpa~6hos  ~ a l  'Hpd- 
KAE~TOS.  

I n  the Cmtylus, it  is said by 
the Heracleitean of that  name 
6vd,uaros d p e d ~ ~ ~ a  e%ar ;adcry  T&V 
B v ~ w v  qficer se$w~viav  (383 A, cf. 
438 D sqq.), and that Cratylus 
really maintained this is the more 
lilrely, as the astounding inferences 
which he draws (p. 884 B, 429 
R sq., 436 B sq.) from his proposi- 
tion are entirely consistent with 
his other caricatures of -+& Hera- 
cleitean doctrine (ilzfra, p.' 601 
sq., 3rd edit.). But it does not 
follow from this that Heracleitus 
himself set up such a principle. 
Schuster thinks that a school, 
which exaggerated the doctrine of 
the flux of all things so greatly 

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

Schaarschmidt, Samml. d. 
Plat. Schr. 253 sq. disputes this, 
on the ground that a natural cor- 
rectness and fixed character of 
words would be incompatible with 
the flux of all things ; and for the 
same reason, Schuster p. 321, will 
only admit it, if his interpretation 
of ?rdv.ra fie5 discussed s q .  p. 12, 1, 
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clude from the plays on words and etymologies which 
occur in his fragments that he sought to justify this use of 
nomenclature theoretically in the manner of later writers. 

What has been said of knowledge applies to action. 
Heracleitus does not yet accurately separate the two 
spheres, and has the same law for both. His judgment 
as to the conduct of men in the one case is not more 
lenient than in the other. Most men live like beasts ; 
they revel in mud and feed upon earth like the worm.3 
They are born, bring forth children, and die without 
pursuing any higher end in life.4 The wise man will 
despise that for which the masses strive, as a worthless 
and perishable thing." He will not take his own ca- 
prices, but the common lam, for his standard ; will 

hold good. But the flux of all sense and connection of the words 
things, even according to our ac- quoted in Athen. v. 178 sq. and 
ceptation, does not exclude the Arist. De Mumdo, c. 6, end: the 
permanence of the universal law ; first : p h ~  '' )Bop)Bdpp xalp~rv" ~ a 8 '  
i t  involves it ; and as this is ap- 'Hpci~hetrov ; and the second : L' xlv  
prehended by Heracleitus as the Zpx~rbv r?v y5v vip~rar." Bernays' 
Logos, the thought that the human (Heracl. p. 25) conjecture that in- 
logos (reason and speech being stead of these words there was . 
both included in this conception) originally something quite different 
also has truth, as  part of the in the text I cannot agree with. 
Divine, is perfectly consistent with B. 73 supra. p. 87, 4. On 
his point of view. account of his contemptuous say- 

1 BLos and szcp-a, p. 17, -1 ; ings about mankind in general, 
where, however, the name is in Timon, ap. Diog. ix. 6, calls Hera- 
opposition to  the thing ; Graq~ps- cleltus ~ o ~ ~ u u r + J s  ~ ~ h o h o ~ 6 o ~ o s .  
u8arand Eupq5ip~aea1, p. 33 ,2 ;  pdpor SO much as this may perhaps 
and poipar, p. 86.1 ; @v vdy and Svvd, be true of the saying which Lucian 
p. 88. 3 ; perhaps also Zvvbs and Auct. 14, puts into his mouth: 
cev, p. 44, 1 ; al6ololarv and Bvar66- 5ydo~ar r h  hv0pB~tva rp+ypara 
crara ,  p. 103,2 ; on the other hand, bi.cuph ~ a l  6 a ~ p u 6 6 ~ a  ~ a ;  o;6kv 
the comparison of a9pa and u?pa is airriwv 6 rr p+ & ~ L K S ~ L O ~ .  The 
notHeracleitean,cf. S4,2. Stillmore statement that he wept over every- 
unimportant is the use of 8vopa as a thing (supva, p. 4, %.) seems to show 
periphrasis, p. 88, 3 ; 98, 5. that he gave utterance to scnti- 

Supsa, p. 10, 1. ments of this kind. 
? Such a t  any rate may be the Fr. 7,123, sup. p. 43, l ; 88, 3, 

VOL. 11. R 
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avoid nothing more than presumption, the over-stepping 
of the bounds which are set for the individual and for 
human nature ; l and in thus subjecting himself to 
the order of the whole, he will reach that satisfaction 
which Heracleitus is said to have declared to be the 
highest end of life.2 It depends only upon man himself 
whether he is happy. The world is always as i t  ought 
to be ; it must be our part to accommodate ourselves'to 
the universal order; the character of a man is his 
dz~mon.~ As i t  is with individuals, so it is with the 
community. There is nothing more necessary for the 
state than the dominion of law; human lams are an 
ernanation of the Divine ; on them society is founded, 
and without them there would be no justice ; a nation 

cf. Stob. Flo.ril. 3, 84 ; uw+povaiv 
&per+ p e r l a r q ,  ~ a ' r  uo+lq bhq9da 
h&-yeru K& role iv  ~ h h  +burv i r a f -  
ouras. 

Fr. 126 ap. Diog. ix. 2 : SBprv 
XPh UBEYVBELV pEhh0Y q T U ~ K ~ ~ ~ V .  
References to a particular kind of 
5Bprs will be found in Fr. 128 ap. 
Arist. Polit. v. 11, 1315 a, 30 ; 
Eth. h? ii. 2: 1105 a, 7 ; Eth. Eud. 
ii. 7, 1223 b, 22, etc. : xaAe?rbv 
Ou& pdxeu9a1,  $ux+js yZLp & v Q e ~ a l .  
The emendations of this ap. Plut. 
De ira 9. p. 457 ; Coriol. 2 2 ;  
Iambl. Cohort. p. 334 X ,  I do not 
consider genuine. In regard to 
the meaning, in spite of Eth. N. 
ii. 2, i t  seems h e ,  from the addi- 
tion of rl/vx?js y&p &vk.rar ,  to refer 
not to a conflict with one's own 
passion, but with that of others. 

2 Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. xi. 6, 
p. 152 : Fpicurus regarded pleasure 
as the highest good ; Democritus 
substituted h r 9 u r f a  (1. ehOupfa), 
Heracleitus b v ~ l  r ; j s  5GoV;js ~ 6 a p i -  

UTqUlU T&@€LKEV. Fr. 84  &P. St0b. 
Floril. 3, 83 : & v B p 6 ~ o c r  yiveuear 
d ~ d a a  8dAouurv, O ~ K  &peivov (there 
would be no happiness if all the 
wishes of man were fulfilled). 

Cf. the wordsquotedou p. 39,3. 
Fr. 92 ; ap. Alex. Aphr. De 

Fato, c. 6 ,  p. 16, Or.; Plut. Qu. 
Plat. i. 1, 3, p. 999 ; Stob. Floril. 
104, 23 : 360s buOpBny Gafpov. 
This only expresses the. sentiment 
of the corresponding words in Epi- 
charmus (sup. vol. i. p. 531, 3), that 
the happiness of man depends upon 
his internal condition. As to the 
question of necessity and freedom 
to which Schuster, 272, 2, adverts, 
nothing is said. 

Fr. 12-3, sup. 88, 3 ; 4 1 , l ;  Fr. 
121;  ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 478 B:  
G l ~ q s  8vopa O ~ K  &v $Geuau, el r a G r a  
(the laws) p+ 3u.  The meaning of 
the sentence is not clear ; it might 
possibly contain (as Schuster sup- 
poses) a censure of the masses, who, 
without positive laws, know ncthing 



must, therefore, fight for its lams as for its walls.' 
This dominion of law is equally infringed, whether the 
arbitrary will of an  individual rules, or that of the  
masses. Heracleitus is indeed a friend to f reedoq2 
but he hates and despises democracy, which does not 
nnderstand how to obey the best, and cannot endure any 
pre-eminent g~eatness .~ H e  counsels concord, through 

L C X / ^  
of right. Teichmiiller's explam. cake : U H O ~ ~ V E ~ V )  r i o r  ~ a >  Tors hvh- 
tion, which refers raBra to  the un- B o ~ s  r 4 v  r6hrr ~ a r a h r r ~ i v  (that is to 
just acts of men, without which say, they should hang themsel~~es 
there would be no law (N. Stucl. i. and leave the city to minors. Cf. 
131 sq.), has a very uncertain sup- Bernays, Kerctclit. Bride, 19, 129 
port in the use of Heracleitean sq.) o7rrv~s 'Eppd8wpov liv8pa ~wu.rGv 
words by Cleme~is, whose exegesis tvhYurov ;t$3aAov, @ d v r ~ s .  ; I F ~ L O V  
is very arbitrary ; and in itself i t  p7/6& E& dvfi~uros Eu~w, € 1  6: p? 
seems to me improbable. I f ,  how- (Diog. : E I  8Lrrs roroG.ros, originally 
ever, i t  were correct, we must un- perhaps €1' 66 alone). dAhg T E  ~ a ;  
derstand by 6 i ~ 7 / ,  retributive justice per' bAAwv. Accordiug to Iem- 
especially, 6 1 ~ 7  aohhrorvos. blichus this saying was an answer 

Fr. 125 ; Diog. ix. 2 : to the request of the Ephesians, 
u0ai rbv  8Cpov 6rkp vdpou 8 ~ w s  that he would give them laws ; a 
;&p TELXEOS. Cf. also the sayings request which, according to Dio- 
quotod p. 8 6 ,  1 ,  which, howerer, genes (ix. 2)  also, he declined. It 
pyimarily relate to death for one's is not probable, considering his 
fktherland. pronouncrd political position, that  

According to Clem. Stron~. i. such a request should have been 
302 B, he moved a t,ywnt, Melan- preferred to him by the democratic 
comas, to lay down his authority, majority; and those words were to 
and refused an invitat,ion of 1)arius be found in Xeriicleitus's work. 
to his court. How much may be Concerning Hermodorus, cf. my 
true in these statements we cannot dissertation Be TI~rmodoro (Marb. 
tell;  the letters from xhich Diog. 1859).  As to his judgment on de- 
is. 12 sqq. takes the second, show mocracy, see the anecdote, ap. Diog. 
that the writer of the letters was ix. 3 ,  which can only l ~ a  founded 
acquainted with it, but nothing on a saying of this pl~ilosophcr, 
more. The discussion of Bernag-S, that he took part in chil<lren's 
Heracl. B~iefe, 13 sqq., only proves games, telling liis f<llow-citizens 
the possibility of the fact. that  this was wiser than to  engage 

Fr. 40 ; ap. Strabo, xiv. 1; in polit,ics wit11 them; also FT. 
25, p. 642 ; Diog. ix. 2 ;  Cic. Tusc. 1 2 7 ;  Clem. Stronz. v. 604 A : vdpos 
r. 36, 105; cf. Iambl. V. I'yth. ~ a l  BouAg T E L O E U B ~ L  ivds, p. 589, 3, 
173 , Stob. Floril. 40, 9 (ii. 73 and Theodorides, Anthol. Gr. vii. 
Nein.) : litrov 'E@~uLors 4876bv 479, who calls HeracleItus e ~ i o s  
drdy[auOar (Diog. evidently a mis- ~ A ~ K T ~ / T ? ) s  Zi$pou K ~ W V .  

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

Many of the notions and usages of the popular 
religion must have been reckoned by Heracleitus among 
human errors of opinion and action. A formal polemic 
against these, such as we find in  Xenophanes, was not, 
however, hi; purpose. He not only employs the name 
of Zeus for the Divine creative essence, brit is generally 
addicted to mythological de~ignations.~ He  speaks of 
Apollo in the tone of a believer, and recognises in the ' 

sayings of the Sibyl a higher in~pirat ion.~ H e  accounts 
for soothsaying generally by the connection of the 
human spirit with the D i ~ i n e . ~  In  the proposition as 
to the identity of Hades with D i o n y s ~ s , ~  and still more 

Plut. Garvtsl. c. 17, p. 571 yuiescentihm animis ope sensuum 
(also Schleiermacher, p. 82) relates futura dent~ntiare. ex yuo jeri, ut 
of him a symbolical act which had appareant imagines ignotorum loco- 
this meaning. rxm simulaevaque hominum tanz 

Cf. p. 44, 1. viventium quam mortuorum idemque 
For example, the Erinnyes asserit divinationis usum et prczmo- 

and Dike, p. 41, 2. mri meritos ilzstrue?atibus divinis 
I n  the sayings beforemention- poteslatibus. This is in  the first, 

ed, p. 6, n. ; Fr. 38 iPlut. Pyth. O~ac.  instance Stoical, but the general 
21, p. 404) : d ~lvai ,  oB 7b paw~sidw thought a t  any rate, that the soul 
6um ~b 2w Aeh+ois, 0676 h6yc1 0 8 7 ~  by virtue of its kinship to God can 
K ~ ~ T T E I ,  &AA& uqpalwci, and Fr. divine the future, may hare been 
39 (ibid. c. 6 ,  p. 397) : e i f l u h ~ a  62 enunciated in some form by Hera- 
palvopE'vy U T ~ ~ ~ T L ,  K ~ B '  c H P d ~ h ~ 1 7 0 ~ ,  cleitus. From the Pseudo-Hippoc. 
&-yihaura K ~ I  b ~ a h h d n r u ~ a  ~ a ;  &pd- T.  6raf7. i. 12 (Schuster, 287 sq.) no 
prma ~Osyyopiwu XLALWW 6rGw 651- safe conclusion can be drawn, 011 

~ v s i ~ a r  T$ ~ w v i j  61b ~ b w  Bsdv. account of the  nature of the work. 
Chalcid. in Tim. c. 249 : He- " P .  132 (iqL p. 103, 2) : A U T ~ S  

raclitus vero colzsentientibus Stoicis 66 'A'k6us ~ a i  Ard~waos. As one of 
rationem nostrum czrm divina ra- the gods of the lower world Diony- 
tione colanectit regente ac moderante sus was worshipped in the mysteries, 
nzundnna, prcvpter inseparabilem CO- especially the Orphico-Dionysiar, 
?nifatunz. (on account of the insepa- mysteries ; in  the Orphic legends 
rable connection between them) he is called sometimes the son of 
consciam dec~eti intio?zabilzs facfam Zeus and Persephone, and some- 
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in his utterances about immortality and the d~moi:s,l 

times the son of Plnto and Perse- 
phone. The idea, however, that  
he was the same person as Pluto 
cannot be discovered in the more 
ancient theology, and it is a ques- 
tion whether Heracleitus was not 
the inventor of it. With him birth 
and decay coincide, as every birth 
is a fresh destruction of what pre- 
ceded i t ;  hence arose Dionysus the 
god of the l ~ ~ x u r i a n t  creative flow- 
ing life of nature, and Hades, the 
god of death. Teichmuller 
Stud. i. 25 sq.) interprets Dionysus 
as the sun, which is identical with 
Hades, because i t  arises out of the 
earth, and the earth again receives 
the light into itsrlf. But against 
this we must observe, 1, that Hades 
is indeed the region under the 
earth, but not the earth itself. 2. 
That Heracleitus does not represent 
the sun as arising out of the earth, 
but from moisture, from vapours. 
and especially those of the sea (cf. 
57, 2;  58, l ; 60, 1). 3. That the 
arising of the sun from the eart,h 
and its transition into the earth is 
something other than the identity 
of the SUII and the earth. 4. That 
neither in Heracleitus nor in the 
Orphics of his time is there any 
proof that Dionysus meant the sun 
(sup. vol. i. p. 63 sq. 98 sq.). Teich- 
muller moreover makes Hades into 
uibr a/8oGs, that he may ultimately 
extract this singular meaning from 
our fragment ; the feast of Dionysus 
would be shameless, if Dionysus 
were not the son of shame and the 
shameless and the befitting the 
sdme ; but this interpretation is 
devoid of all real foundation. 
Teichmiiller appeals to Plut. De Is. 
29, p. 362 :  ~ a i  yhp llhdrwv rbv 
"A6qv Ds ai8oGs vibv rois map' ahrC 
y~vo~~dvors  ~ a i  ?rpouqvfj O E ~ V  &vopdu- 

Oar +quI. I t  is difficult to see what 
would follow in regard to Heraclei- 
tus if Plato had said this. But 
Plato said nothingof the kind. Of 
the ai8oGs vibs there is not a word 
either in the Crat. 403 A sqq. (the 
only passage which Plutarch can 
have in view), nor anywhere else in 
Plato's works. And even in Plu- 
tarch i t  is so devoid of any admissi- 
ble meaning, that one cannot help 
thinking there may have been some 
scriptural error in a text in other 
respects so corrupt. For ai8oGs 
uibv (according to an emendation of 
Hercher's, kindly communicatecl to 
me, we should doubtless read ?rho;- 
u~ov ,  which comes w r y  near to i t  
in writing) is actually to be found 
in the parallel passage, Plut. De 
Superst. 13, p. i i l ,  and refers to 
Crat. 403 A, E ( ~ a r ? c  rhv 701 ?rho;- 
TOU 8duiv . . . i?r~vopdu0q . . . 
~ i r e p y h ~ s  rGv rap' airr@). Teich- 
muller has not succeededany better, 
p. 32 sq., in establishing the theory 
that Heracleitus alludes in this 
fragmen~ to the coarse Dionysiac 
mythus in Clem. Cohort. 21 D sqq., 
which he misapprehends in regard 
to one point (22 A), on which he 
lrys much stress. The narrative 
of Clemens contains no reference to 
Heracleitus : the Heracleitean f r a g  
ment is in no way related to the 
myth ; and if Clemens, a t  the end 
of hisaccount, couples this fragment 
with t,he mention of Phallic wor- 
ship, it does not follow from this 
that Heracleitus, in choosing his 
words, was thinking of this par- 
ticular myth, or spoke of Dionysus 
in Hades in a manner for n hich 
e r ,  n the myth furnishes no pre- 
cedent. 

l Szqm, p. 85 sq. 



loa NERA CLEIT US. 

he shows great affinity with the Orphic doctrines.' Yet 
there must have been many things objectionable to him 
in the established religion and in the writings of the 
poets which were considered as its sacred records. 
The opinion which is so consonant with the ordinary 
point of view, that the Deity dispenses happiness or 
misery to men as he wills, was not compatible with the 
philosopher's conception of the regularity of the course 
of nature ; nor was this consistent with the distinction 

1 Lassalle (i. 2u4-268) tries to fragments (which Lassalle seeks to 
prove that  there existed an inti- show, 246 sqq.) much more nume- 
mate relationship between Hera- rous than can actually be admitted. 
cleitus and the Orphics, and that we could only conclude, considering 
they exercised great influence over the late origin of the poems .from 
him. But the passage on which which these fragments are taken 
he chiefly relies, Plut. De Ei. c. 9, jvide Vol. I. p. 104 sq.), that they 
p. 388, does not give, as  he be- were under the influence of Stoic- 
lieves, a representation of Hera- Heracleitean views, not that He- 
cleitus's theology, but a Stoic in- racleitus was inflnenced by the 
terpretation of Orphic myths. Orphics. 
Lassalle thinks that Plutarch Lassalle, ii. 455 sq., ingeni- 
would not have given to the Stoics ously refers to this the remark 
the honourable designations of about Homer and Archilochus 
Beohdyor and u o $ J d r ~ p o i ,  but he (quoted szqra, p. 10, 3, and dis- 
has overlooked, firstly, that by cussed by Schuster, 338 sq.). He 
uo$JdrePor  (which here signifies supposes i t  to have been aimed at 
rather shrewd than wise) are the two vcrses similar in meaning, 
meant, not the interpreters, but Odyssey xviii. 135, and Archil. Fr .  
the inzientors of the mythus, conse- 72 (Bergk, Lyr. Gr. 551, 701), and 
quently the Orphics ; secondly, conneots it w ~ t h  the analogons con- 
that B s o h 6 y o ~  is no title of honour, tradiction of Hesiod, vide following 
and that Plutarch speaks elsewhere note. It seems to me less probable 
of the Stoic theology ; and thirdly, tha t  Heracleitus (vide Schleier- 
that the theory expounded in c. 9 macher, 22 sq. ; Lass. ii. 454) 
is afterwards, c. 21, called mis- should have accused IIomer of 
chievous. I t  does not follow in astrology, and consequently repu- 
the least from Philo, De Yict. diated that a,rt. The scholia on 
S39 D (szhpra, p. 63, n.), that the Il. xviii. 261 (p. 405 b, 5, Bekk.) 
expressions ~ d p o s  and X ~ ~ U ~ O U C V ~ ,  says, indeed, that  on account of 
which Plutarch uses, were foreign this verse, and 11. vi. 488, Her;%- 
to the Stoics (as Lassalle says). cleitus named Homer B u r p o ~ d y o r ,  
Even were the points of contact be- which in this connection can only 
tweeu Heracleitus ancl the Orphic mean astrologer. But h u r p o h d y o s  ii: 



of lucky and unlucky days, so widely spread in the old 
religions.' Heracleitus also expresses himself strongly 
about the shamelessness of the Dionysiac orgies; he 
attacks, in the veneration paid to images, one of the 
very pillars of the Greek r e l i g i ~ n ; ~  he also passes severe 
judgment on the existing system of sacrifi~es.~ These 
criticisms are very searching, but i t  does not appear that 
Heracleitus wished to make any assault upon the popular 
religion as a whole, or in its general constitution. 

the older language was nerer used 
for astrcloger in our sense of the 
word, but always for an astronomer. 
But neither of these verses gave 
any opening for describing Homer 
even ironically as such. Schuster 
(339? l), indeed, thinks that  as, ac- 
cording to Clemens (vide iaJ note 
2), Heracleitus was acquainted with 
t,he Magi, and pdyor = dorpoAdyor, 
he may have also called Homer an 
astrologer. But even if Heracleitus 
really used the names vu~rr?rdhor, 
pdyor, &C. (which is not quite cer- 
tain), the later use of the words, 
which made magician and astro- 
loger synonymous, cannot prove 
that Heracleitus might have spoken 
of astrologers in this sense. It 
seems to  me more likely, either 
that Heracleitns called Homer 
&orpo~dyos in the sense of astro- 
nomer and without any reference 
to the verses quoted above, or that  
some later writer of the same 
name (perhaps the author of the 
Homeric allegories) may have called 
him darpdhoyos in the sense of 
astrologer. 

l According to Plut. Cam. 19, 
cf. Seneca, Ep. 12, 7, he censured 
Hesiod for distinguishing +pkpar 
hyaOa1 and @aAar Ds &yvooftrr 
$licnv Bxduqs +,udpas plav o8uav. 

Fr. 132, ap. Clem. Cohort. 22, 
B. Plut. Is. et OS. 28, p. 362 : E L  
p+ ?bp ALOVLUY T O ~ T ~ V  &OLO;VTO 

~ a l  %pvrov bupa aiGoIorurv LvarGi- 
urara et'pyaurar. w3rbs ( ~ 6 7 . )  82 
'AtGqs ~ a 1  Ardvuuos, $ r ~ y  palvovsai 
~ a i  hqva'~ouarv. The last words, 
on which cf. p. 100, 6, are intended 
probably to remind men of their 
blindness in celebrating their wan- 
ton festival to the god of death. 
Cf. Clemens, Coh. 13 D:  rlur G+ 
~ a v r ~ 6 ~ r a r  ' H ~ ~ K A F L T O S  6 'E@&TLw ; 
v v ~ r r r r d A o ~ s , y d y o ~ ~ ,  B d ~ ~ o r s ,  
Aljvars, pu'urars. ~ 0 6 7 0 ~ s  ;=EL- 
Aci r h  perh 0dvarov, ~06rors pav- 
r~derar rb x;p. r h  yhp vopr6d- 
p€Va  K ~ T '  h lJ0pd?roU~ ~ U U T Q -  
pra hvrepwor1 pusGvrar. The 
spaced words seem (as Schuster 
337, 1, thinks, agreeing with Ber- 
nays, Heracl. Br. 134) to be taken 
from Heracleitus. But Fr. G9 
(vide sup~z, p. 85, 1, cf. Schuster, 
p. 190) can scarcely have stood in 
the connection with this passage in 
which Clemens places it. 

Fr. 129, ap. Clem. Coh. 33 
B; Orig. c. Cels. vii. 62, i. 5 : ~ a >  
dydhyaar rovr6rar e6~ov'Tal d~oTov 
ei 71s Gdyorar heu~qv~Gorro, otic 
ytyvdu~wv 0 ~ o h  O ~ T E  8pws 07rrvds 
eiur. 

Fr. 131, ap. Elias Cret. Ad 
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4. Histo~ical position and importance of Hwacleitus. 

The Hwacleiteafis. 

HERACLEITUS was regarded even in ancient times as 
one of the most important of the Physicists.' Plato 
especially, who had received so many pregnant sugges- 
tions from his school, marks him out as the author of 
one of the chief possible theories respecting the world 
and knowledge-the theory which is most directly 
opposed to the Elea tk2  This is, in fact, the point in 
which we have principally to seek this philosopher's 
importance. I n  regard to the explanation of particular 
phenomena, he has done nolhing which can be compared 
with the mathematical and astronomical discoveries of 
the Pythagoreans, or with the physical enquiries of 
Dernocritus and Diogenes; and his ethical doctrines, 
though they are logically connected with his whole 
theory of the universe, in themselves are merely vague 
general principles, such as we often find apart from 
any philosophical system. His peculiar merit does not 
lie in particular enquiries, but in the setting up of 

Grey. Naz. or. xxiii. p. 836 : pur- 
gastur m m  cruore polluuntur non 
sems ac si p i s  in lutzcm ing~essus 
luto se abluat ; so ap. Apollon. 
Tyan. Ep. 27: p+ wvhq wvhbv 
~aBalps~v. That this censure is 
directed not merely against trust 
in the opus operaturn of the offer- 
ing is  obvious. The offering itself 
is called ashbs, which harmonisss 
completely with Ileracleitus's say- 
ing about corpses (supm, p. 79, 1).  
If, therefore (Iambl. De Myster. 

i. 11, end), he also named them 
b ~ ~ a ,  this must be intended ironi- 
cally. 

' H e  is  often cniled + u a r ~ d s  ; 
the absurd shtement of Diodotus, 
the grammarian. ap. Diog. ix. 15, 
that his work was not really about 
nature, but about the state, and 
that the physical was only an 
example for the polit~cal, stands 
quite alone. 

Cf. the writings quoted supra, 
p. 11, l ; 18, 2 ; 26, l ;  33, 2. 
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universal points of view for the study of nature as a 
whole. Heracleitus is the first philosopher who em- 
phatically proclaimed the absolute life of nature, the 
ceaseless change of matter, the variability and transi- 
toriness of everything individnal; and, on the other 
hand, the unchangeable equality of general relations, 
the thought of an unconditioned, rational law governing 
the whole course of nature. He cannot, therefore, as 
before observed, be considered simply as an adherent of 
the ancient Ionian physics, but as the author of a 
particular tendency, which we have reason to suppose 
was not in its origin independent of the Ionic school. 
He shares, indeed, with that school the hylozoistic 
theory of a primitive matter, which, transforming itself 
by its own power, produces derived things. He shares 
with Anaximander and Anaximenes the theory of a 
periodical destruction and const,ruction of the world. 
I n  his whole conception of the world i t  is impossible to 
misdoubt the influence of Anaximander; for while 
Heracleitus makes every individual, as a fleeting phe- 
nomenon in the stream of natural life, emerge and 
again disappear, Anaximander regards all individual 
existence as a wrong which things must expiate by their 
destruction. But the most characteristic and important 
theories of Heracleitus are precisely those which he 
.cannot have borrowed from the earlier Ionian philo- 
sophers. Not one of those philosophers asserted that 
nothing in the world has permanence, and that all 
substances and all individuals are involved in ceaseless, 
restless change ; not one of them declared that the law 
of the world's course, the world-ruling reason, is the 
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only thing that remains in the mutation of things ; not 
one has reduced this law to the sundering and coalescing 
of opposites, nor determined the three elementary 
bases; not one has derived the totality of phenomena 
from the opposite course of the two ways, the way 
upward and the way downward. But in proportion as 
in all this Heracleitus is removed from his Ionic pre- 
decessors, so does he approach the Pythagoreans and 
Xenophanes. The Pythagoreans maintain, as he does, 
that all things consist of opposites, and that, therefore, 
all is harmony. And as Heracleitus recognises no per- 
manence in things except the relation of their in- 
gredients, the Pythagoreans, though far from denying a 
permanent element in substances, regard mathematical 
form as their substantial essence. Xenophanes is the 
tirst philosophical representative of the Pantheism, 
which also underlies the system of Heracleitus ; and i11 
connection with this his propositions in regard to the 
thinking nature of Deity, which is at  the same time 
uniform natural force, prepared the way for the Hera- 
cleitean doctrine of the reason of the world. We are 
further reminded of the Pythagoreans by Heracleitus's 
theories on the life of the soul apart from the body, 
and by his ethical and political principles ; his opinion 
of the sun bears a striking resemblance to that of 
Xenophanes concerning the stars. If we compare him 
with the later Eleatics, as well as with Xenophanes, we 
find that Heracleitus and Parmenides, starting from 
opposite presuppositions, arrived a t  the same conclusion 
respecting the unconditional superiority of rational 
cognition over sensuous perception. Zeno overthrows 
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with his dialectic the ordinary opinions about things, 
in order to establish his doctrine of unity, and Hera- 
cleitus applies the same dialectic in an objective manner 
and more completely to the things themselves; for by 
the restless transmutation of substances the original 
unity re-establishes itself out of plurality as unceasingly, 
as i t  is constantly separating into plurality.' Con- 
sidering that Pythagoras and Xenophanes were not 
unknown to Heracleitus,%hose doctrine, on the other 
hand, seems to have been mentioned by Epi~harmus,~ 
and that if the usually received chronology be correct, 
Parmenides may likewise have been acquainted with it, 
there is ground for the conjecture that Heracleitus may 
have been influenced in his philosophical theories by 
Pythagoras and Xenophanes, and may in his turn have 
influenced Parmenides and the later Eleatic school. 
The first of these suggestions is not indeed improbable, 
despite the severe judgments of Heracleitus on his 
predecessors; but his special principle, it is clear, 
cannot have been taken from them, and the proposi- 
tions in which we find traces of their influence stand 
with Heracleitus either in quite a different connection, 
or else are not distinctive enough to prove any actual 
dependence of his philosophy on theirs. The unity of 
Being which, with the Eleatics, excludes all multiplicity 
and change, maintains itself, according to Heracleitus, 
precisely in the ceaseless change and constant formation 
of the many out of the one; the divine reason coin- 

' Cf. with the above the obser- tion of Heracleitus to the Eleatics. 
vations of Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. 2 Supra,Vol.I.p.336,5; 510,4. 
i. 300 sq. and Braniss, Gesch. d. Szpra, Vol. I. p. 531. 
Phil. s. Kant. i. 184, on the rela- Xenophaues did not deny the 



108 HERA CLEIT US. 

cides with the ordering of the changing phenomena. 
The opposites, which, with the Pythagoreans, mere some- 
thing derived, are represented by Heracleitus as first 
arising from the transformation of primitive matter. 
Harmony, which unites what is opposed, has not with 
him a specifically musical signification, as with the 
Pythagoreans; nor, finally, do we find in him a trace 
of their theory of numbers. Whether he borrowed 
from them his theories as to the future state, i t  is diffi- 
cult to decide, for the Pythagoreans themselves in these 
theories showed much affinity with the Orphic doctrines ; 
and if he resembles them in the tendency of his ethics 
and politics, the resemblance is confined to general 
points which are to be found elsewhere among the 
friends of an aristocractic and conservative government, 
and are not distinctive traits of Pythagoreanism. His 
well-known doctrine of the daily extinction of the sun 
is too consistent with his other opinions to al1o.c~ of our 
attaching decisive importance to its affinity with the 

multiplicity and variability of 
things, bnt he decidedly excluded 
both conceptions from the primi- 
tive essence or Deity; whereas 
Heracleitus describes the Deity 
as fire which restlessly passes into 
the most rarious forms. Schuster 
(p. 229, l) thinks it probable, and 
Teichmiiller (X. Stzcd. i. 127 sq.) 
undeniable, that he said this ex- 
pressly in opposition to Xeno- 
phaues. This appears to me 
possible, but by no means certain ; 
for the proposition, ' God is day 
and night,' &c. (p. 38, 1) is not 
such a direct and self-evident con- 
tradiction to the " 6% O B E ~ S "  of 
Senoplianes ; nor the statement 

that God changes Himself into all 
things, to the negation of the 
movement of the Daity in regard 
toplltce(Vo1. I. 560,3), that neither 
can be explained except in relat~on 
to the other. Still less, howerer, 
can I agree with Schuster (220, 1) 
that Xenophanes spoke of the har- 
mony to be sought in the invisible, 
and that Herdcleitus opposed him 
with the proposition about the 
visible harmony, first because we 
do not know-whether Xenophanes 
said what Schuster supposes, and 
secondly, because we do know that 
Heracleitus did not say what is 
here ascribed to him. 
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notion of Xenophanes ; though that affinity is certainly 
remarkable. While, therefore, the historical connection 
of Heracleitus with Pythagoras and Xenophanes seems 
probable enough, i t  is difficult to make this probability 
a certainty. Still more uncertain is the coqjecture 
that Parmenides, in his polemic against ' the fools who 
hold Being and non-Being to be same and at the same 
time not the same,' was alluding to Heracleitus. In 
this case there are considerable difficulties as to the 
chronology ; besides, the Being of the non-existent was 
first expressly enunciated, so far as we know, not by 
Heracleitus, but by the Atomists; Parmenides must, 
therefore, have borrowed the identity of Being and 

l Bernays, Rheila. Mus. vii. 114 
sq. and Steinhart, Hall. A. Litera- 
turz .  1848, Novbr. p. 892 sq.; 
Platods Werke, iii. 394, 8 ; Kern, 
Xemoph. 14 ; Schuster, p. 34 sqq. 
236. 

2 V. 46 sqq. supra, Vol. I. 589. 
q t  has been shown, p. 1, 2, 

that Heracleitus's work was in all 
probability not composed before 
$78 B.C. That of Parmenides can 
scarcely be later; indeed, i t  is 
mcst likely, r a t h ~ r  earlier. Even 
according to Plato's reckoning, 
Zeno, who in 454-2 B.C. was forty 
years old, had in his youth (there- 
fore probably about 470-465 B.c.) 
defended his master xpbs 7 0 3 s  &L- 

x ~ ~ p o S v r a s  a h ~ b v  ~ w , u y 8 ~ 7 v  ; the 
work of Parmenides must conse- 
quently be placed some years 
earlier; and as Plato certainly 
does not represent Parmenides as 
older, and most likely much younger 
than he really was (cf. Vol. I. p. 581 
sq.), we thus a proach very nearly 
the date of ~e&cleitus's work. The 

same inference may be drawn from 
the verses of Epicharmus, ap. Diog. 
jii. 9(sup. Vol. 1.p. 530,1),inwhich 
he makes the representative of the 
Eleaiic philosophy say : &,uaixavdv 
y' in' oC;7rvos F T ~ E V  8 TL r p C r o v  
~ 6 ~ 0 1 .  This argument against ab- 
solute Becoming is not mentioned 
by Xenophanes; on the other 
hand, it is expressly brought for- 
ward by Parmenides, v. 62 sq. (sup. 
Vol. 1.p. 585, 3) .  16 then, Epichar- 
mus borrowed i t  from Parmenides, 
and consequently was in possession 
of Parmenides' poem, it is not ab- 
solutely impossible, though not 
very probable, that this poem it- 
self may h a ~ ~ e  contained allueions 
to the work of Heracleitus, which 
Epicharmus was using at  the same 
time. I t  is still more improbable, 
however, that Parmenides should 
have first formed his theory, the 
premises of which had been fully 
given him by Xenophanes, in his 
maturity, under the influence of 
Heracleitus's work. 
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non-Being from his opponents ; his description of these 
opponents, however, applies rather to  the mass of man- 
kind with their t~ncritical reliance on sensible appear- 
ance, than to a philosopher who, in  marked opposition to 
them, denied the truth of sensuous perceptions.' If it 

1 I hare retained the above was included by Heracleitus among 
from the previous edition, essen- those who do not understand what 
tially unaltered, because Schuster is before their eyes (supra, p. 7, 2), 
has not, convinced me of the oppo- to whom the ever-living fire has 
site theory by his defence, which become deitd and rigid (p. 89, l), 
has meanwhile appeared. For we but there is  nothing to prove that 
find, i t  seems to me, neither in the Parmenides, in what he said, spe- 
opinions nor expressions of Par- cially alluded to Heracleitus. He 
menides such points of contact describes his adversaries (1. c,) as 
with Heracleitus as would warrant d ~ p r r a  @ha, as people who lived as 
our supposing that he refers to if they were blind and deaf; and 
this latter philosopher. Parmeni- warn. them against trusting more 
des ouposes those 01s r b  T ~ A E L V  T E  to their eyes and ears than to the 
~ a ;  03; ~ 7 v a ~  ~ a h ~ d v  v ~ v d ~ r u ~ a r .  But A 6 y o ~  ; a descriptiou which indeed 
Heracleitus, as  has been already applies to the sensualists, among 
shown, never said that Being and whomSchusterreckonsBeracleitn~, 
Non-Being were the same; even but not to a philosopher who so 
his ~Spdv T E  KU: OSK ET+EY has not entirely agrees with Parmenides in 
this sense (cf. p. 11: 2), nor is i t  his depreciation of sense compzred 
contained in the Aristotelian asser- with reason, and even expresses 
tion that  he held good and evil to this conviction in the same way as 
be the same (quoted by Schuster). Heracleitus actually did (supm, 
Setting aside the question of the p. 87 sq. cf. Vol. I. 585, 591). 
accuracy of this assertion (cf. p. That Parmenides in the second 
36 sq.), i t  is quite different whether part of his poem represented ' fire 
we say good and e ~ i l  (hoth of which and night on eart,h as the ~ ~ l t i m a t e  
belong to Being) are the same ; opposites exactly in the manner of 
and Being and Non-Being are so. Heracleitus,' I cannot discover. 
This formula was firfit introduced Parmeuides has here two elements, 
by Parmenides in order to express the light and the dark, which he 
the contradiction in which the mode also named fire and earth : with 
of conception he was combating Heracleitus these two are only the 
resulted. But if we enquire what 'ultimate opposites' among his 
this mode of conception was, he three, or, according to Schuster. 
points himself (v. 37, 45 sqq., 75 four elemental forms: water, as  
sq., cf. supra, Vol. I. 584.1 ; ,585,4) the bond between them, is not 
to those who held (l) a Non-Being, less essential. When Parmenides 
and (2) a genesis and decay. Par- therefore. in his exposition of the 
menides might certainly have ex- GdEac B ~ ~ T E I O L  (st~pra, 1701. I .  592,3 ; 
tended his censure to Heracleitus's 595, 2), speaks only of two popga:, 
doctrine, as, on the other hand, he from which all things are to be ex- 
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be supposed, on the other hand, that in this denial of 
the knowledge derived froin sense, Parmenides is fol- 
lowing Heracleitus, we mnst remember that the polemic 
of these two philosophers had an entirely different 
significance. Parmenides mistrusts the senses because 
they show us multiplicity and change; Heracleitus 
mistrusts them because they show us permanence in 
individual things. It is not probable, therefore, that 
Parmenides was acquainted with the doctrine of Hera- 
plained, without ever mentioning a nahiv~poxos K & ~ € U ~ O S  of Parm. (v. 
third ; and when, moreover, he de- 51, Vol. I. 584), and the xah~vrpox~s 
signates these in the first series, not bprovla of Heracleitus (supm, p. 
as  fire and earth, but as light and 33, 3), even if the trne reading of 
dark, this does not warrant the the latter be not ?rahlvrovos, de- 
supposition that he was tkinking pends merely on the use in both 
especially of Heracleitus's three cases of the word sah~v~ponos, an 
elemental forms. If he alluded expression that is not very uncom- 
t,o any particular system, i t  is mon. The meaning, however, of 
far more likely to have been that  the e,xpression is not in each case 
of the Pythagoreans, traces of the same ; wit.h Heracleitus Lbent 
which (Vol. I. p. 597, 2) so clearly backwards ' or ' turning again ' de- 
appear in his cosmology, and to scribes t,hat which returns out of 
which, even before the table of Opposition into Unity; with Par- 
the ten contradictions was framed, menides that which comes into op- 
tkAe obvious contrast of light and position with itself in passing from 
darkness was not unknown. From i ts  original direction into the con- 
t,his system alone is derived the trary. Still less results from the 
Galpwv advra K U / ~ E P V @  (cf. Vol. I .  p. fact that Heracleitus once (p. 3 2 , l )  
595, 2 ; 600 sq.); Schuster reminds says : ~iBival xpjl rbv x d h ~ p ~ ~ ,  &C. ; 
us instead of Heracleitus's yvdpv, and Parm. (v. 37, Vol. I. p. 584, 1) 
~ T E  0 7 ~  K U / ~ E P V ? U ~ ~  ndvra (sz~pra, p. &S xp E ~ V  2arr p;I ~Ivar (andv. I 14, 
42, 2);  but the similarity here lies Vol. I. 592, 3) TGV plav 08 X P E ~ V  

only in the words xdvra ~vSspv@v, bur~ ; for the assertion that thdre 
and proves very little, as we find the must be a non-Being is not idrn- 
'same expression in Anaximander tical with the assertion that, there 
( s u p ,  Vol. I. 248, l), and later in must be strife ; what Heracle~tus 
Diogenes (Vol. I. 287, 7), whereas says is not alluded to in the turn 
the most characteristic trait of Par- given to the thought by Parmenidrs, 
menides's representation, that the and which is peculiar to himself; 
Gal,uov, like the Pythagorean Curia and the use of so isevitable a word 
(supm, Vol. I. 450, l ) ,  is enthroned as xph, for which Parmenides sub- 
in the crntre of all the spheres, stitutes ~psdv  Zur~,  cannot besaid 
has no parallel in Heracleitus. to prore anything. 
The resemblance also brtween the 
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cleitus or took account of i t  in the establishment of 
his system. 

But even if i t  be impofjsible to prove with certainty 
the immediate relation of Heracleitns to the Pytha- 
gorean and Eleatic schools, the historical position and 

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

Striimpell, Gesch. d. Theor. that the transition was from him 
Phil. d. GP. p. 40, inverts this re- to them. T!-e changefulness of 
Iation ; he makes ont that  EIera- natnre (he remarks) which He- 
cleitns preceded the Eleatics, and racleitus had tanght, compelled 
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swered this question trery incompletely. He  shows, 
indeed, that all things are involved in perpetual cha.nge; 
he defines this change more accurately as a development 
and union of opposites; he describes the elemental 
forms which it assumes ; but if we ask why everything 
is subject to Becoming, and permanent Being is nowhere 
to be found, his only answer is: because all is fire. 
This, however, is in reality only another expression for 
the absolute mutability of things; it does not explain 
how it happens that fire changes into moisture, and 
moisture into earth ; why the primitive matter exchanges 
its originally fiery nature for other forms. Even the 
later adherents of the Heracleitean doctrine seem to 
have done almost nothing in  this direction, or for the 
scientific establishment and methodical development 
of t,heir views. The school of Meracleitus appears, 
indeed, to have maintained its existence long after the 
death of its founder. Plato tells us that about the be- 
ginning of the fourth century i t  boasted considerable 
numbers in Ionia, and especially in Ephesus ; l he him- 
self had been instructed in Athens by Cratylus the 
Hera~leitean,~ and a generdtion before, Pythagoras had 
thought to say of evsry individllal concerned with the explanation of 
thing that i t  was not ; this change- Becoming,I considerthis exposition 
ful nature then was entirely aban- as  incorrect. 
doned by the Eleatics as an object ' Theet. 179 D (with reference 
of knowledge. and knowledge was to the @ E P O ~ ~ V ~ I  oi)uLa of Heraclei- 
exclusively directed to the exis-, tus): r d x q  6' 06v TEP:  a i r~ i j s  013 
tent. But since the founder of the @adAv 066' 6hL'yors yiyovcv.  QEOA. 
Eleatic school is older than He- ~ o h h o F  ~ a :  66; @ahh7 ~Tvavar, &AA& 
racleit,us, acd since the Eleatic doe- r e p )  $v rjlv 'IwvIav ~ a l  E ) T ~ ~ L ~ W U I  
trine in  its whole tendency appears ~ r d p ~ o k u .  ol -yhp ' H p a ~ h s i r o u  
as the completion of the earlier i ~ a i p o r  x o p v y 0 1 u ~  robrov 706 hdyou 
~hysics ,  and the cloctrine of He- p6ha ?$jwpCvws. Cf. inf. p. 114, 3. 
racleitus as the commencement of A r i ~ t .  Metciph. i. 6 ; cf. P a r t  
the later physics, which was chiefly 11. a, 344, 5. According to  Plato, 

VOL. 11. I 
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supported liis sceptical theories by propositions from 
Heracleitus.' To Cratylus we may perhaps refer those 
traces of Heracleitean influences which are evident in 
the writings erroneously ascribed to hippo crate^.^ But 
t,he little that we know of these later Heracleiteans is 
not calculated to give us a very high idea of their 
scientific attainments. Plc~to, indeed, cannot find words 
to describe their fanatical unrnethodical procedure, and 
the restless haste with which they hurried from one 
thing to another ; their self-satisfaction with their 
oracular sayings, the vain confidence in their own 
teaching and contempt for all others, which were 
characteristic of this scho01.~ He makes merry in the 
Cratylus over the groundless nature of the etymologies 
in which the disciples of Heracleitus exaggerated the 
practice of playing upon words; and Aristotle relates 
Crat. 440 D, 429 D, Cratylus was ~ v y y p c i p p a r a  @ipovrar, 7b  6' Zrrpa7- 
much younger than Bocrates; he vac d r l  Adyy ~ a l  dpwrfiparr ~ a 1  $CV- 
is described (ibid. 429 E ; cf. 440 Xfws dv p+cr b s o ~ p b a u 8 a r  ~ a ;  
E )  as an Athenian, and his father's dp;a8ar q r r o v  a b r 0 3  +L f i  T X  pnS;v. 
name i s  said to have been Smik- pBAhov 6; brapfldAAsr ~b 058' ob62v 
rion. AnotherHeracleitean, called rpbz r b  p7762 u p r ~ p b v  dveivar 70% 
Antisthcnes, is also mentioned bv6pdurv 6 u v x i a s  AAA' &v rev$ rr 
(Diog. vi. 19);  who, as  i t  would ;pp, i l u r a p  i~ q u p h p v s  p v p a r l u ~ i a  
seem, and not the Cynic, was the aLcypar46v  dvaur i )vras ATO'IOC;E~OU- 
person who commentated on Hera- ur, d v  rohrov [vr f js  hdyov h a f l ~ i v ,  
cleitus's work (Diog. ix. 15); but we rL aYpv~(~v,  dr6py T E T ~ ~ ~ E L  ~ a e v @ s  
know nothing further about him. p ~ r ~ v o p a u p d v ~ .  rapava7s 8; O ~ ~ ~ T O T E  

1 9 ~  chapter on the Sophistic ob6;v rpbs  obFiva aSrSv- 068: y a  
theory of knowledge. d~a ivor  abro1 rpbs  bhh4hovs, bhh' €15 

Besides the treatise s. 6rafrqs sdvv @ ~ A & r r o ~ u i  r b  p$ iv  PElflaeov 
spoken of, sup. p. 69 sq. ; 15, 1, <$v ~Svac p+r' E'v h d y y  ~ $ 7 '  E'v ra7s 
we should mention r e p i  rpo++s, cf. abrSv $vxais. And again : 068; 
Bernays, Heraclit. Br. 145 sq. y lyvs ra r  r 3 v  ~ocohrwv  h s p o s  drc'pov 

Theet. l i 9  E:  ~ a i  ybp  . . . pa0vr4s,  &AA' abrdparor bva+hourar 
sap1 rohrwv r i ) ~  c H p a ~ A ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ v  . . . 6rd8av &v r h X y  ; ~ a r r r o s  a b ~ @ v  dv- 
a b r o 3  p21 TOTS rap1 7 % ~  9 E @ ~ ~ ~ v  0ovu~duas ~ a l  r b v  Z T E ~ O Y  6 Z T E ~ O S  
auor ?rpoanoroivrar Zprecpor aGar oLGkv $yeha' ei6ivar. Cf. Crat. 
0 6 8 2 ~  pChAov 0% T E  8rahsx0+jvar 4 584 A : r h v  Kparhhov pavrsiav. 
707s o ~ u r p ~ ~ c v .  ~ T E X Y G S  y&p ~ a r b  T& 
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that Cratylus blamed Heracleitus for not having ex- 
pressed with sufficient clearness the changeableness of 
things; a t  last indeed, he did not venture to express 
an opinion on any subject, because every proposition 
contains an assertion concerning a Being.' If, never- 
theless, the school of Heracleitus in the beginning of the 
fourth century not only had adherents in its original 
home, but also in other places, this is certainly a sign of 
its historical importance ; but the Heracleitearl doctrine 
itself does not, seem to  have been further developed in  
the school. The philosophers who had also learned 
something from his contemporary, Parmenides, mere the 
first to attempt a more accurate explanation of Be- 
coming, which Heracleitus had made the ground idea 
of his system. Those who must next be mentioned in  
this connection are, as before observed, Empedocles and 
the A t o m i s t ~ . ~  

l Arist. Metaph. iv. 5 ,  1010 a, 1840), that Heracleitus was a dis- 
10 :  ;K yap T ~ ~ T V S  7 9 s  irrroA4$cws ciple of the Zoroastrian doctrine. 
2[5veqaev 5 ~ K ~ O T ~ T Q  GdEa TGV eipv- In  my criticism I must confine my 1 

~ ~ P W V ,  5 T L ~ Y  @ ~ U K ~ Y T W V  $ P a ~ h ~ ~ ~ L -  self to the principal points. Gla- 
(ELY,  K ~ \ L  O&Y Kpa~hhos  elxev, 8s d disch believes (Hvacl. zs. Zor. ReZ. 
T E A E U T ~ ~ O V  a28;v 4~70 6Eiv A ~ Y E L Y ,  U. Phd. p. 139 sqq. ; cf. 23 sqq.) 
i h h b  ~ t v  G ~ K T V A O Y  ~ I [ : Y E L  pdvov, KU: that the systems of Heracleitus and 
' H p a ~ h s h o  E'xe~fpa ~ i w d v ~ r  871 6'rs T @  Zoroaster are one and the same. 
a674 ~ o ~ a p f . G  O ~ K  ZUTLV ZpPijvai. But erell in their fundamental con- 
a h b s  yap &TO 066' ilna& The ceptions they are very different. 
same is repeated without any ad- The one is pure dualism, the other 
dition in Alex. in h. 1. ; Philop. hylozoistic Pantheism; the Persian 
Schol. in Br. 35, a, 33 ; Olyrnpio- doctrine has two original beings, 
dorus, ibid. one good and the other evil; and 

W e  can only mention by way that this dualism arose at  first 
of appendix (for i t  is scarcely in- through a metamorphosis of the 
eluded in the subject matter of our primitive essence from its primitive 
history) the opinion recently ex- Being into the Being of another 
pressed by Glsdisch (sup. Vol. I. 34 (' eine L7mwandlun~q def Urwese?u 
sqq.), and previously by Creuzer am seiaem Urssin im Anderssein') 
(Symbolik and Mythok. ii. 196, 198 is an assumption which contra- 
sq. 2 ed. p. 595 sqq., 601 sqq. ed. dicts the most authentic accounts, 

1 2  
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and can oniy be supported, and change to which all things are sub- 
that but imperfectly, by some later ject ; i t  is the natural force which 
and untrustworthy indications. produces what is destructive, as 
Heracleitus, on the contrary, main- well as  what is beneficial to man. 
tains the unity of the world, and The Persian doctrine contains no- 
the power that  moves the world, thing of the transmut~tion of the 
as strongly as any of the philoso- elements, nor of the a.lternate for- 
phers; the opposites with him mation and destruction of the 
are not original and permanent, world; for what Gladisch quotes 
but the original element is the (IL7el. zc. Phil. 27; Her. ZL. Zor. 38 
uniform essence which, in its de- sq.) from Dio Chrysost. Or. ssxri .  
relopment, puts forth the most op- p. 02 sqq. R. is evidently a later 
posite forms of Being, and again interpretation, by which an in- 
receives them into itself. The sipid allegorical representation of 
Persian system remains fixed, even the Stoic cosmology is made out 
in the opposition of good and eril, of the ancient Persian chariot of 
of light and darkness, as a final Ormuzd (on which cf. Herod. vii. 
an& absolute opposition; Ahriman W ) ,  and t,he steed of the sun. 
and his kingdom :&re simply that Neither is there any mention of 
which ought not to be, and which Heracleitus's theory of the sun, 
(cf. Schuster, 225, 3)  has only in which, though so ch&ract,eristic of 
the process of time intermeddled him, would be ahsolutely out of 
with the world : whereas with place; nor of the Reracleitean an- 
Heracleitus strife is the necessary thropology, for the belief in the 
condition of existence ; even evil is Frarashis, to which Gladisch refers, 
a good for the Deity, and a world has hardly even a diskant analogy 
of light alone, without shaJows, with it. I t  has already been said, 
such as forms the beginning and p. 6, that there is no reason for bring 
end of the Zoroastrian cosmology, ing the Logos of Heracleitus into 
is entirely unthinkable ; for this connection with the word Honover. 
very reason, however, the opposi- as Lassalle does. That Heraclei- 
tion is continually resolving itself tus, 'as to his political opinions, was 
into the harmony of the universal a Zoroastrian monarchist' is a more 
whole. There is much more re-. than hazardous assertion : his own 
semblance to the Persian dualism utterances show him to haye been 
in that  of Empedocles and the Py- aristocratic and conservative, but 
thagoreans than in the system of a t  the same time thoroughly Greelr 
Heracleitus. Heracleitus's chief in his temperament, and he is ex- 
d~ctr ineof the flux of all things is pressly said to have declined an 
entirely absent fi-om the Zoroas- invitation to the Persian court. 
trian theology ; and, therefore, the Under these circumstances, i t  is of 
worship of fire common to both has no avail to prove that Heracleitus 
in each case a different import. called strife the father of all 
The Persian religion in regard to things, when we know t,hat strife 
light and warmth dwells mostly on with him had quite another mean- 
their happy and beneficent influ- ing from the conflict of good and 
ence on man; with Heracleitus, evil in the Zoroastrian religion ; 
fire is the cause and symbol of the that he made fire the primitive . 
universal life of nature-of the essence, when by fire he did not 
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I .  EMPEDOCLES AND THE ATOMHTS. 

1. T h e  uqzivel-sal bases of the Physics of Ernpedocles-Generation 
and Decay-Prinzitive Substances a ~ z d  Moving Forces. 

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

intend to express vha t  the Persians 1838 ; Stein, Empedoclis Agr. E'rag- 
dicl in ascribing the nature of light mentct, Bonn, 1542 ; Steinhart, in 
to pure spirits ; that he had a horror Ejrsch and Griibers Allg. Encykl. 
of corpses (a feeling very natural sect. i. voi. 34, p. 83 sqq. Iiitter, 
to man); that he is said by a tra- on the philosophy of Empedocles, 
dition to have been torn to pieces in Wolfs Literur. A7&akkten, B. ij. 
by dogs, which is something quite (1820), H. 4, p. 411 sqq. ; Krische, 
different from having a Persian Forsch. i. l16 sqq. ; Panzerbieter, 
funeral assigned to him, which could Beitrige z. Kritik U.  Erlaut. d. 
neJrer hare been carried out in a En~p. &rein. 1844 ; Zeitschr. ji. 
man's lifetime; that he blames the Alterthunzsw. 1845, 883 sqq. ; 
adoration of images, which is cen- Bergk, De Prownz. Empedoolis, 
sured by Xenophanes and others, Berl. 1839 ; Mullach, De Emp. 
and was unknown to the ancient Procemio, Berl. 1850; Qztest. Em- 
Romans and to the Germans ; pedoclearum Spec. Secu7zd. Ibid. 
that  h,e demanded knowledge of 1852; Philosoph. Gr. F~agm. i. 
truth, and was an enemy ot false- xiv. sqq., 15 sqy. : Lommatzsch, Die 
hood, which a philosopher certainly Weisheit d. Emp. Berl. 1830. The 
did not require to learn from fo- last must be used with great cau- 
reign priests. Even supposing there tion : Raynaud, De Empedocle, 
existed many more of such simi- Btrassb. 1848, only gives what is 
larities, we could not infer from well known ; even the work of 
them any real historical interde- Gladisch mentioned Vol. I. p. 34, in 
pendencr ; and if Heracleitus was regard to Empedocles, keeps almost 
acquainted with the religions doe- entirely to Karsten. Ther,e are 
trine of the Persians (which in it- a l e  some dissertations in Ueber- 
self is quite credible), there are no weg, Gru7zdr. i. 23. 
signs of its having exercised any Agrigentnm, according to the 
decisive influence on his system. unanimo~~s testimony of cur au- 

' On the life, writings, and thorities, was the native city of 
doctrine of Empedocles, cf. be- Enlpedocles. The period of his 
sides the more comprehensive activity coincides almost exactly 
works :- Sturz, E?npedoc?'es Agrig. with the second year of the fifth 
Lpz. 1805, where the materials are century, but the more particular 
very carefully collected ; Karsten, statements are uncertain and 
E7npedoclis Agr. Carm. Rel. Amst. various. Diog. viii. 74, places his 
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decay, motion and change; Empedocles strikes out a 
middle course. He maintains, on the one hand with 

prime (according to Apollodorus) 
in the 84th Olympiad (444-440 
B.c.), Euseb. Chron. in 01. 81, and 
also in 01. 86, therefore, either 
456-452 B.C. or 436-432 B.C. Syn- 
cellus, p. 254 C, adopts the e ~ r l i e r  
date; Gellius, xvii. 21, 13 sq., 
mentions the date of the Roman 
Decemviri (450 B.c.), but, a t  the 
same time, that  of the battle of 
Cremera (476 BC.). The state- 
ment of Diogenes is doubtless 
l~nsed (as Diels shows, Rheia. Mus. 
xxxi. 37 sq.) on that of Glaucus, 
which he quotes, viii. 52, from 
Apollodorus, viz., that  Empedocles 
visited Thurii immediately after 
the founding of that  city (01.83-4), 
which, however, leaves a wide 
margin, as  it is not stated how old 
he was at  the time. According to 
Arist. Metaph. i. 3, 984 a, 11, he 
was younger than Anaxagoras ; 
but on the other hand, Simplicius 
says in Phgs. 6 b, he was 05 noAb 
I r a ~ d ~ r v  7°C 'AvaEaydpou Y E ~ O V I J .  
The statement that he joined in 
the war of the Syracusans against 
Athens (415 B.c.) is contradicted 
by Apoll. loc cit. (Steinhart, p. 85, 
and Diels thinks i t  must be the 
war of 425 B.c., to which, however, 
according to Apollodorus's calcula- 
tion, the objection that he must 
then hare been dead, or hcpysyq-  
p a ~ b r ,  is less applicable). His age 
a t  his deat.h is giren by Aristotle 
up.  Diog. viii. 52, 78 (and perhaps 
also by Heracleides, cf. p. 3, ?L.), as 
60 ; Favoriniis a?. Dio.4. viii. 73, 
who gives i t  as 77, is a much 
less trustworthy testimony. The 
statement (ibid. 74) that he lived 
to the age of 109, confuses him 
with Gorgias. His life would, 

therefore, fall between 454 and 
424 B.C. if, with Diels, we follow 
Apollodorus. B L I ~  i t  seems to me 
safer to place the beginning and 
end of his existence 8 or 10 years 
earlier, first because Empedocles, 
according to Alcidamns ap. Diog. 
viii. 56, attended the instructions 
of Parmenides contemporaneously 
with &no; next, becanse the 03 
7roAb of Simplicius can hardly 
mean so long s period as 16 years ; 
and lastly (cf. vol. i. 636 and in$ 
Aaclx.), because Emprdocles seems 
to have been already referred to 
by Melissus and Anaxagaras. We 
have little more certain informa- 
tion concerning him. He came of 
a rich and noble family (cf. Diog. . . . m]. 51-53; also Xarsten, p. 5 
sqq.). His grandfather of the 
same ns.me in the 71st Olympiad 
had gained the prize a t  Olympia 
with a four-horse chariot (Diog. 
I. c. after Apollodorus, as  Diels 
shows), which is attributed to the 
philosopher by Athen. i. 3 e, fol- 
lowing Favorinus (ap. Diog. l .  C.), 
and according to Diogenes, also by 
Satyrus and his epitomiser, Eera- 
cleides. His father Meton (so 
almost all the accounts call him- 
for other statements vide Karsten, 
p. 3 sq.) seems to have assisted in 
the ejection of the tyrant Thrasi- 
dens and the introduction of a 
democratic government, in the 
year 470 B.C. (Diod. xi. 53), and to  
have been subsequently one of the 
most influential men in the city 
(ride Diog. viii. 72). After Meton's 
death, when theancient aristocratic 
institutions had been restored, and 
there were attempts at a tyranny, 
Empedocles, not without severity, 
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Parmsnides, that Becoming and Decay in the strict 
sense, and therefore qualitative change in the original 

itssisted the democracy to gain the 
victory, showing himself in word 
and deed a warm friend to the 
people. The throne was offered to 
him, but he refused it, as we are 
told in Diog. viii. 63-67, 72 sq. ; 
Plnt. Adu. Col. 32, 4, p. 1126. H e  
was destined, however, to experi- 
ence the fickleness of popular fa- 
vour, and left Agrigentum probably 
against his will (Steinhart, 85, 
thinks i t  was because he had parti- 
cipated in thswar between Syracnse 
and Athens, but that  participation, 
as  we hare seen, is not to be con- 
sidered historical) for the Pelo- 
ponnesus. His enemies succeeded 
in  preventing his return, and he 
consequently &ed there (Timzos 
ap. Diog. 71 sq., ibid. 67, where the 
true reading for o i ~ ~ ~ o p ; v o u  is 
o ~ ~ ~ r ~ o ~ d v o u ,  and not, as Steinhart 
thinks, p. 84, a ? ~ 1 [ o p 6 v o u ) .  The 
statement that he died in Sicily 
from the effects of a fall from a 
chariot (Favorin. ap. Diog. 73'1 is 
not so well authenticated. The 
story of his disappearanre after a 
sacrificial feast (Heracleides ap. 
Diog. 67 sq.) is no doubt, like the 
similar story about Romnlns, a 
myth invented for the apotheosis 
of the philosopher without any 
definite foundation in history. A 
naturalistic interpretation of this 
myth for the opposite purpose of 
representing him s s  a boasting im- 
poster is the well-known anecdot,e 
of his leap into X t n a  (Bippobotus 
and Diodorus ap. Diqq. 69 sq. ; 

'Horace, Ep. ad. Pis. 404 sq., and 
many others, cf. St,urz, p. 123 sq. 
and Karsten, p. 36), and also tlie 
assertion of Demetrius ap. Diog. 
74, that he hanged himself Per- 

haps in order to contradict this 
evil report the so-called Telsuges 
ap. Diog. 74, cf. 53, asserts that he 
fell into the seafrom the weakness 
of old age, and was drowned. The 
personality of Ernpedocles plays 
an important part. in all the tradi- 
tions respecting him. His tem- 
perament was grave (Arist. Probl. 
xxxi. 953 a, 26, describes him as 
melancholic) ; his activity was noble 
and all-embracing. His political 
efficiency has already been men- 
tioned. His power of language to 
which he owed these successes 
(Timon ap. Diog. riii. 67, calls him 
a y o p a l w v  A ~ K ~ T + E  i m i m v  ; Satyrus, 
ibid. 58, J f i ~ w p  t iprwros),  and which 
is still perceptible in the richness 
of imagery and the elevated ex- 
pressions of his poems, he is said 
to have strengthened by technical 
study. Aristotle designates him 
as the person who first cnltivstecl. 
rhetoric (Sext. Mnth. rii. 6; Diog. 
viii. 57, cf. Qnintilian iii. 1, 2),.and 
Gorgias is said to hare been his 
disciple in the art (Quintil. 1. c.  
Satyrus ap. Diog. 58). His own 
vocation, however, he seems to 
have sought, like Pythagoras, 
Epimenides, and others, in the 
functions of a priest and prophet. 
He himself, v. 24 sq. (422, 462 
Mull.), declares that he possesses 
the power to heal old age and sick- 
ness, to raise and calm the winds, 
to summon rain and drought, and 
to recall the dead to life. I n  the 
introduction to the ~ a B & p p o I ,  he 
boasts that he is honoured by all 
men as a god, and: that when he 
entels a city adorned wjth fillets 
and flowers, he is immediately sur- 
rounded by those in need of help, 
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snbstance, are unthinkable ; but,, on the other hand, be 
does not absolutely abandon this point of view; he allows 

some soliciting prophecies, and 
some healing of diseases. This 
elemeat comes out strongly in his 
doctrines on anthropology and 
ethics. Ancient writers speak not 
only of the solemn state and dig- 
nity with which he surronnded 
himself (Diog. viii. 56, 70, 73 ; 
Zlian.  F. H. xii. 32 ; Tertull. De 
Pall. C 4 ;  Suid. ' E p ~ e 8 o ~ A .  ; Kar- 
sten, p. 30 sq.), and of the great 
reverence which was paid him 
(Diog. viii. 66, 70), but also of 
many wonders which, Iike another 
Pythagoras, he wrought. He for- 
bade injurious winds to enter 
Agrigentum (Timsns ap. Diog. 
viii. 60 ; Plut. Oiarios. i. p. 515 ; 
Adv. Col. 32, 4, p. 1126 ; Clemens, 
Strom. vi. 630 C ; Suid. ' E p n d .  
8opd. ; Hesych. ~ w h v u a v ~ p a s  ; cf. 
Karsten, p . 2 1  ; cf. Philostr. Fr. 
Apollo?z. ~111.  7, 28), the circum- 
stance is differently related by 
Timeus a.nd Piutarch; the origin 
of i t  is no doubt the miraculous 
account of Timsus, according to 
which the winds are imprisoned 
by magic, in pipes l ~ k e  those of the 
Homeric Bolns. Plutarch gives a 
naturalistic interpretation of the 
miracle, which is even more absurd 
than the suggestion of Lommatzsch, 
p. 25, and Karsten, p. 21-that 
Empedocles stopped up the hollow 
through which the winds passed 
by stretching asses' skins across 
it. We hear further that  he de- 
livered the Selinuntians from 
pestilences by altering the course 
of their river (Diog. viii. 70, and 
Karscen, 21 sq.), brought an ap- 
parently dead man to life after he 
had long been stiff (Hcmcleid. ap. 
Diog. viii. 61, 67, and others ; the 

statement of Hermippus, ibid. 69, 
sounds simpler. Further details 
ap. Karsten, p. 23 sqq. ; on the 
work of Heracleid. vide Stein, p. 
10); and restrained a madman 
from suicide by means of music 
(Iambl. V. F'yth. 113, and others, 
ap. Karsten, p. 26). How much 
h~storical foundation exists for 
these stories it is now, of course, 
impossible to discover. The first 
and third are suspicions, and seem 
only to hare emanated from the 
verses of Empedocles; what is said 
in the second, of the improvement 
of the river, may possibly be an 
allusiun to the coin described by 
Karsten, on which the river-god in 
that  case mould merely represent 
the city of Selinus. That Empe- 
docles believed himself capable of 
magical powers is p r o ~ e d  by his 
own writings ; according to Satyrns, 
ap. Diog. viii. 59, Gorgias asserts 
that he had been present vhen 
Empedocles was practising them. 
That he also practised medi- 
cine, which was then commonly 
connected with magic and priest- 
craft, is clear from his own words, 
quoted by Plin. Hi 3. xxxvi. 37, 
202; Galen. li2crp. Meth. c. 1, 
B. X. 6, Kuhn and others. The 
traditions as to the teachers of 
Empedocles will be mentioned 
later on. The writings attributed 
to him are very various in content, 
but i t  is questionable in regard to 
many whether they really belonged 
to him. The statement ap. Diog. 
viii. 57 sq., that he wrote tragedies, 
and no fewer than 43, is doubt- 
less founded on the evidence of 
Hieronymus and Neanthes, and 
not on that of Aristotle. Hera- 



not only that particular things as such arise, decay and 
change, but also that the conditions of the worlcl are sub- 
ject to perpetual change. Consequently he is obliged to 
reduce t,llese phenomena to movement in space, to the 
combination and separation of underived, imperishable, 
and qualitatively unchangeable substances, of which there 
muet, in that case, necessarily be several, variously con- 
stituted, in order to explain the multiplicity of things. 
These are the fundamental thoughts underlying the 

cleides thinks the tragedies were 
the work of another person, who, 
according to Suid. 'Eprs8 .  was, 
perhaps, his grandfather of tlie 
same name ; and this conjecture 
has great probability, vide Stein, 
p. 5 sq., against Xarsten, 63 sqq. 
519. H e  justly considers that the 
two epigrams, ap. Diog. viii. 61, 
65, are spurious, and the same 
must be said of the verse or poem 
from which Diogenes quotes an 
address to Telaugrs, son of Pytha- 
goras (ibid. p. 17). The ?rohrrr~&, 
which Diog. 57 ascribes to him, 
together with the tragedies, pro- 
bably rrfer, not to ally independent 
work, although Diogenes seems to 
presuppose this, but to smaller 
portions of other writings ; they 
cannot, thereibre, be genuine, but 
must be placed in the same cate- 
gory as the so-called political part 
of Heracleitus's work. The state- 
ment (Diog. 77, Suid. Diog. 60, is 
not connected with this) that  Emn- 
pedocles wrote r'arpruh, in prose, 
according to Suidas ( K U T U A O ~ ~ ~ ~ U ) ,  
may probably be accounted for 
either by the existence of some 
forged work, or by a misapprehen- 
sion of a notice which originally 
referred to the medical portion of 
the Physics, vide Stein, p. 7 sqq. 

(For another opinion vide Nullach, 
De Emped. Prownio, p. 21 sq. 
Fmgn~. i. xxv.) Two poems, one 
a hymn to Apollo, and the other on 
the army of Xerxes, are said 
by Diog. viii. 57, following 
Hieronymus or Aristotle, to hare 
been destroyed soon after his 
death. That ,Empedocles wrote 
down speeches or rhetorical in- 
structions, the ancient accounts of 
him give us no reason to suppose, 
vide Stein, 8, Karsten, 61 sq. 
There remain, therefore, but two 
undoubtedly genuine works which 
lmve come down to modern times. 
the $urrl~h and the ~ a 9 a ~ ~ o i  ; that 
these are separate works, as Kar- 
sten (p. 70)  and others suppose, 
has been conclusirely proved by 
Stein. The puurnb were a t  a later 
period divided into three books 
(vide Karsten, p. 73), but the 
author seems to hare contemplated 
no such division. On the test,i 
monies and opinions of the ancients 
on the poems of Empedocles, vide 
Karsten, p. 74 sqq., 57 sq. Sturz, 
Karsten, Mullach and Stein have 
collected the fragments, and the 
three first hare commented on 
them. (I quote from Stein, but 
add the numbers of the verses as 
giren by Karsten and Muliach.) 



doctrine of Empedocles on the primitive causes, as we 
gather pa.rtly from his own utterances and partly from 
the statements of ancient writers. 

If  we see a being enter upon life, we generally think 
i t  is something which did not previously exist; if we 
see i t  destroyed, we think that something which was, 
has ceased to be.' Empedocles, following Parmenides 
in  this respect, considers this notion as contradictory. 
That a thing should come from nothing, and that i t  
should become nothing, appear to him alike impossible. 
From whence, he asks with his predecessor, could any- 
thing be added to the totality of the Real, and what 
should become of that which is?  There is no%-here 
any void in  which it might be cancelled, and whatever 
it may become, sornethim,g will always come out of i t  
again.2 What, therefork, appears t o  us as generation 
and decay cannot really be so; i t  is in truth only 

V. 40 (342, 108 M) sq.; cf. V. 91 (119 R ;  166,94 M):- 
especially TT. 45 sqq. :- 0$84 T L  rot r a v ~ b s  K E Y E ~  T ~ A E L  

v$rr!or - oh y d p  u q r v  8 o A r ~ d $ ~ o r d s  
E ~ U L  p i p ~ p ~ a ~  (they have no f a -  
reaching thought&) - 

02 8 1  y l y v ~ u 0 a r  rdpus OGK Zbv ;AA[- 
~ o v u l v ,  

f i  T L  K U ~ ~ ~ Y ~ U Y E L V  T E  Kai F).$dAhvu0a~ 
I x d v r 7 .  

oh62 ~ e p r o u d v .  
70370 8' ~?TUU[$UELE ~b r L v  71 KE  KU) 

rd8ev zh8dv; 
nij 66 K F  K U ~  b r r o h d a ~ '  ; drd TGVF 

obS;v +~,uoY. 
&AA' a&' EYorrv ~ a v ^ ~ a  (thry are 

themselres, remain what they 
are). 81' bhhhhwv 82 BCov~u 

V. 48 (81, 102 M):- y ~ y v ~ ~ a ~  dhho6cv d h h a  ~ L ~ V E K ~ S ,  a;;v 

E)K 70; ybp  p $  26vros &p4J)(avdv ~ U T L  
dpoia. 

y~udu0ar  V. 51 (350, 116 M) :- 
7 6  7' 2bu d~dhhvu0ar  bvjlvuurov ~ a :  o h ~  &v & ~ $ p  r o ~ a 3 1 a  uo$bs $p iu>  

d ~ p 9 K r o v  (sc. iUT1). p a u r ~ d u a ~ ~ o ,  
ale1 ybp  ur4Juovrar (sc. 6dvra)  $1;~ & S  i@pa p i v  T E  B L O ~ U L ,  r b  84  ~ L O T O V  

K& 71s aikv ; p ~ [ 8 y .  , K U ~ ~ O V U L ,  

r d q p a  p i v  oSv ~ i u l u  KU: U$LV r d p a  
V. 90 (117, 93 M):- 8 ~ l A b  KU: ;u0Ad, 

EYTE y b p  d p 0 ~ ~ p o v ~ o  8 l u p ~ e p ; s ,  &- a p b  62 r d y e v  7~ flPoro: K U ~  &E: 

K&' &v ?Suav. A ~ ~ E V ,  0h8;v &p' ~ i u i v .  
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mingling and separation.' What we call generation 
is the combination of substances ; what we call decay 
is the separation of substances,2 though in ordinary 

V. 36 (77, 98 M) :- the reading which stands in all the 
;hho 61 O;~Elds MSS. of Aristotle and Simplicius, 

Z a r ~ v  kndvrwv  is not the true reading, and whe- 
B ~ ~ ~ D ~ ,  0,386 r L S  O ~ ~ o r f v J U  eaYdTOlo ther the masculine oi Buqrol is not 

r ~ h r v r h .  to be supplied as subject of the 

p1y;vr01'v 
;uri, qhu is  s' TOTS  &uo&&(~rai 

&v8pLrorstv. Cf. Arist. M e -  
t fph .  i. '8, 981 a, 8 :  ' E p a e 6 o ~ h ? s  
6e ~h r i r r a p a  . . . raijra y&p &EL 
Grapivriv ~ a ;  ob yIyveaeai &AA' 4 
?rhrjOrr ~ a l  d h i y d r ~ r i  a u y ~ p r z ~ d p ~ v a  
Ka) 6 i a K p ! ~ d ~ E v a  €;S i'v r E  F'[ S Y ~ S .  
De Gen. e t  Corr. ii. 6 ; ibid. c. 7, 
334 a, 26 : The mixture of the 
elements with Empedocles is a 
u b v 0 e a ~ s  K ~ O ~ T P ~  i t  T ~ ~ V ~ W V  ~ a l  
hl6wv TO;XOS. 

That 'b ir th  ' is nothing else 
than the conlbination, and decease 
than the separation of the sub- 
stances of which each thing con- 
~ i s t s ,  is often asserted, not only by 
Empedocles himself, but by many 
of our aut,horities. Cf. V. 69 (96, 
70 M) :- 
osrws $ ,ubv t v  <K T A C ~ V W V  , ~ F ~ ~ ~ Q K E  

@htu%ar, 
18; T d h i v  6ia@dvros i vbs  T A ~ O J  

<KTEACOOUUL,  
rfj ,ubv y f y v o u r a ~  T E  ~ a )  05 u@lurv 

cpar6os a;& (= ~ a )  & ~ d h h v v -  
rat) .  

68 rds' hhhduuovra G~apxepkr 0;- 

Gaph hrjyei, 
~ a b r p  a;& k d i v  & K L Y ~ ~ )  ~ a r h  KL- 

KAOV ( b ~ ~ v ? / r i  I retain, agreeing 
with Panzerbieter; others read i ~ l -  
vqra ,  xhich is a greater departure 
from the MSS. ; or &w;vqrov, which 
formany reasonsseemslessprobilble; 
i t  is a question whether BKIUVTO~, 

prol~ositi;ii, and corresionding t o  
Bporoi in V. 54).  This is confirmed 
by the doctrlne of Love and Hate 
(vide infro), for Empedocles de- 
rives birch or origination from 
Lo~re, the essential operation of 
which consists in uniting matter ; 
while from Hate he derives the 
destructiou of all things ; as Aris- 
totle-also says, Met~zpipA. iii. 4, 1000, 
a, 24 sqq. It, can scarcely be 
doubted, therefore, that  Empedo- 
cles simply identified origination 
with pitrs, and decease or passing 
away, wit,h Frdhhatis. In one pap- 
sage, howerer, he seems t o  darire 
both, ykveuis and B~dhsc+is, fi-urn 
ea,$h of these causes-from separa- 
tion as well as from combination. 
v. 61 (87, 62 &I) sqq. :- 
~ [ T A '  i p i o .  ~ o r b  pbv yhp 8u l;(6eq 

pdvov char 
;K ~ h e d u w v ,  rorb 81 a3 Gii$v T A ~ O V  

i t  ivbs ~Svar. (The verses are 
rgpeated in V. 76 sq.) 

6014 6b BvqrSv y l v ~ u i s ,  6014 6' &ad- 
Aerq~s.  

rhv  pkv Yhp R ~ V T W V  U ~ Y O ~ O S  r 1 ~ r e i  
7 '  ~ A ~ K F L  16, 

65. 4 6;  ~ d h t v  6iaquopdvwv Bpeq- 
0e;ua 81C7rrq. 

~ a i  ra7r' bhAduuovra Giap?repks oh- 
6aph A4ysr, 

&hhore ,ukv +1hdrqr1 U U ~ E ~ ~ ~ ~ E V '  E ~ S  

;v i iravra,  
&AAOTE 6' a8 6Lx' B ~ a a r a  @ope;pcva 

V E L K E O S  i ~ e ~ l  Then follows V.  
69 sqy. vide supra. I cannot agree 



language it may bear the other name.' Everything, 
therefore, is subject to Becoming and Decay, only so 

with Xarsten who, in V. 63, substi- 
tutesfor 80~+76h, " ~ 0 1 f i 8 ~ ; " f o r  ~ A ~ K F L ,  
"a5&i;"and for Ope@Oe[ua, " OpuqOei- 
ua," in accordance with our text of 
Simplicius, for the changes are then 
too great, and the pregnitnt mean- 
ing of the whole verse is weakened. 
But Panzerbieter, Beitr. 7 sq.; 
Steinhart, p. 94; and Stein, ad h. L . ,  
are scarcely justified in explaining 
the words as they do : things arise, 
not merely from the union of mat- 
ters, but also from their separation, 
for in consequence of separation, 
new combinations appear; and simi- 
larly things pass away, not merely 
through their separation, but also 
through their union ; because every 
new combination of subst~nces is 
the destruction of the preceding 
combination. This in itself would 
not be inconceivable, but i t  would 
contradict the opinion of Empedo- 
cles (so far as  it has been hitherto 
ascertainedj,who explains birth only 
from the mixture of subst,ances, 
and decay only from their separa- 
tion. He would, in the other case, 
assert that every union is, a t  the 
same time, a division, and rice 
versb ; the 6"ra@epdp~vov aS@ (up- 
@ i p e r a i ,  which, according to Plato, 
Soph. 242 D sq. (supra, p. 33, 2), 
constituted the peculiarity of He- 
racleitus's doctrine as distinguished 
from that of Empedocles, would 
belong just as much to Empedo- 
cles; and the contradiction with 
which Aristotlereproaches him (ild 
139, l ) ,  that love while it, unites, 
also separatee, and that hate which 
separates also unites, would not 
exist ; for this would be in accor- 
dance with the nature of lore and 
hate. The context of the verse 

appears to demand some other 
view; for as rerses 60-62 and 
66-68 do not immediately refer to 
individuals, buc to the universe and 
its conditions, the intermediate 
verses must have the same refer- 
ence. The expression a d v r w v  uhvo- 
60s is likewise in favour of this 
rendering; for i t  corresponds too 
closely with uuvspxdpev' 6;s Ou 

i i r ravra ,  V .  G 7 ,  u u v e p x d p ~ v '  6;s &a 
~ d u p o v ,  V. 116 (142, 151 M), a d v r a  
ULVIPXETRL *v pdvov ESVRI, V .  173 
(1G9, 103 811, to allow of its being 
interpreted in any other way. 
The me:ming of V. 63 sqq. is, 
therefore : ' The mortal is pro- 
duced from immortal elements 
(vide injrcl, V. 1S2), partly in the 
issuing of things from the sphairos, 
partly in their return to i t ;  in 
both cases, however, i t  is again 
destroyed, here by the succeeding 
union, and there by the succeeding 
separation.' Cf. Sturz, p. 260 sqq., 
and Karsten, 403 sqq.. for the re- 
m a ~ k s  of later writers on Empe- 
docles's doctrine of mingling and 
separation, which, however, tell 
us nothing new. 

Vide p. 123,1, and V. 40 (342, 
108 M): oi  6' 8 7 ~  p &  K a r h  @ d r a  
p~-,;v @dos alOLpos &p ( I  follow 
the emendation of the text in Plut. 
Adv. Col. li. 7, p. 11 13 ; Panerr- . 
bieter, Beitr. p. 16, and explain, if 
a mixture appears in the form of a 
man) :- 
+& Kar' hKporiPwv e v p J v  - , ; ~ O S  j) 

~ a r h  OQvwv 
$ L  ~ a r '  olwvGv, 7 6 7 6  $v r d 8 ~  (Panz. 

&-,E) @RC; -,evduOa~. 
6 t h  6' & T O K P L V O ~ U L ,  r b  8' a 6  6uu8al -  

p o v a  n d r p o v ,  
5 O C t s  ou' (so Wytteub. : for other 
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far as i t  becomes many out of one, or one out of many ; 
so far, on the contrary, as it maintains itself in this 
change of place, in its existence and its own particular 
nature, so far does it remain, even in  the alternation, 
unchanged.' 

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

emendations of the  corrupt text, ? V. 33 (55, l 5 9  M) :- 
cf. the editions) ~ a h d o u a r ,  vdpy 6' r h a a a p a  r 6 v  ~ d v r w v  f i ~ ( h , a a r a  ? ~ p &  
Z?~l@qpc KUL ahrds. r o v  &KOUE. 

V. 69 sqq. p. 123, 2. I n  V. 72 Zebs bpyhs "HPV r e  @ e p & ~ R ~ o s  $6' 
the words admit of a double inter- 'A ' iGwv~bs 
preration. Either: ' how far this N i j r r L s  B' 8 8aKpdOls rdyyer  ~pohvw,aa 
alternation never c~ases, '  or 'how P ~ ~ T E L O V .  
far this never ceases to be in alter- Nany conjectures respecting 
nation.' The sense and context th r  text  and meaning of this verse 
seem to me in farour of the first are to be found in Karsten anti 
view. On aeconnt of this un- Mullach in h. 1. ; Schneidrwin,Philo- 
changeableness of the primitive lo.qus, vi. 155 sqq. ; Van Ten Brink, 
matters, Arist,otle, De C d o ,  iii. 7, ibid. 731 sqq. Fire is also called 
init. associates Empedocles with "H$aruros ; Nestis is said to have 
Democritus in the censure : oi p i u  been a Sicilian water deity, believed 
oav r e p i  ' E ~ R E ~ O K A ~ U  ~ a >  A V P ~ K ~ [ T O V  b,v Van Ten Brink, according to  
hav0dvouurv a b r o l  a h o b s  ob yPvsurv Heyne, to be identical with Pro- 
26 BhhfiAwv R O L O ~ V T E S  (sc. r 6 v  6701- serpine (cf. however Krische, 
X ~ ' I ~ v ) ,  b h h h  @arvo+dvqv Y ~ V E U L Y .  Forsch. i. 128). It is clear tha t  
ivurrdpxov y h p  i l ~ a a ~ o v  (KKPLVEUBUL Here does not mean the earth, as 
qaurv,  I u r r p  E't h y y s ' I o v r ~ s  yevbaews (probably on account of ~ e p i u p ~ o s )  
ov"o7s &AA'  oh^ &c rrvos 8Aqs, 066; i s  supposed by Diog. viii. 76 ; He- 
y[yveo0ar  p ~ s a ~ d ~ ~ o v r o s .  Cf. also racl., Pont. Alleg. Horn. 24, p. 52 ; 
De Mel. c. 2, 975 a, 36 sqq., and Probus in  Virg. Eel. vi. 3 Athen- 
the quotations, sup.p. 123,l.  When agoras, Supp1. c. 22 ; Hippol. 
therefore, Simp. De Ccelo, 68 b. Refut. vii. 79, p. 384 (Stob. i. 288, 
Ald. att,ributes to Empedocles and Krische, i. 126, might harre 
the Heracleitean proposition: r X v  escaped this error by a slight. 
~ d a p o v  ~ o i r o v  O ~ T E  BE& o h  change of the words). It means of' 
r l s  &v8ph?~wv E'ro[qusv, &AA' 3 v  del,  course the air ; and i t  is not even 
the true teat (first ap. Peyron, necessary, with Schneidewin to 
Emp. et  Par]%. Fragnz. ; now p. 132 refer qepiuBros to  'AiGwveSs, as it 
b, 28 K. ; Schol. i 7 ~  Arist. 487 b, is perfectly applicable to air. Be- 
43) sl~on,s that in the re-translation sides the mythical designations WTC 
from the Latin, which we get in  find the following, V. 78 (105, 60 
the text of Aldus, the names have M), 333 (321, 378 M) &p, 53wp, 
been confused. 7 4 ,  a H p ;  V. 211 (151; 278 31) 
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pedocles is expressly designated as the first who admitted 
these four elements,' and all that, ive koom of his pre- 
decessors tends to confirm the statement. The earlier 
philosophers, indeed, admitted primitive substances 
from which all things arose, but these primitive sub- 
stances - were wanting in the characteristic hy which 
alone they could become elements in the Empedoclean 
sense of the term; viz., the qualitative unchangeable- 
ness, which leaves only the possibility of a division 
and combination in space. Similarly the earlier philo- 
sophers are acquainted with all the substances which 
Ernpedocles regards as elements, but they do not class 
them together as fundamental substances and apart 
from all others ; the primitive substance is with most of 
them One. Parmenides alone in the second part of his 
poem has two primitive substances, but none of these 
plzilosophers has four ; and in respect to the first derived 
substances, we find, besides the unmethodical enumera- 

$&*p, y?, a?O+p, ijhros ; V .  215 
(209, 282 M), 197 (270, 273 M), 
xBBv, ZpPpos, alOhp, &p ; V .  96 
(124, 120 M) sqq. probably iihros, 
aiBhp, iip8pos, ala ; v. 377 (16, 32 
31) altJ+p, ~ b v r o s ,  ~Bdrv, +~ALOS ; V .  
IS 7  (327, 263 M) ? ~ & K T W ~ ,  ~Bdrv, 
oirpavbs, Odharrua; V. 198 (211, 
21 1 M) xOBV, Nijurrs, "H@aiuros ; 
V .  203 (235, 206 M) ~Ochv, "H+ar- 
uros,  ii,uBpos, alS$p. I cannot agree 
with Steinhart's conjecture (2. c. 
93) that Ernpedocles by the vnriety 
of names wished to  mark the clif- 
ference between the primitive 
elements and those perceptible to 
sense. V. 89 (116, 92 M), says 
tha t  the four primitive elements 
contain in  themselves all matter; 

and this matter neither increases 
nor diminishes, ~ a l  vpbs rois o h '  
dhho rr (so Mull., but the text  is 
corrupt, and its restoration very 
uncertain) yiyverai 0b6' & ~ o h $ ~ c i .  

' drist.  Metaph. i. 4, 985 a., 
31, cf. c. 7, 988 a, 2 0 ;  Dc Gen. et  
Corr. ii. 1, 328 b, 33 sqq. Cf. 
Karsten, 331. The word u r o r ~ ~ i o v  
is moreover not Ernpedoclean, a s  
i t  i s  almost meclless to observe. 
Plato is cited as the teacher who 
first introduced i t  into scientific 
lacguage (Eudemus ap. Simpl. 
Phys. 2, s, Favorin. ap. Diog. iii. 
24). Aristotle found i t  already 
in vogue; as we see from the ex- 
pression r b  ~ a h o i ~ ~ v a  u r o r x ~ i a  
(cf. Part ,  11. b, 336, 2nd ed.) 



tion of Pherecydes and Anaximenes, only the triple 
divis i~n of Heracleitus, the  five-fold division of Philo- 
laus (probably already connected with Empedocles), 
and Anaximander's two opposite categories of warm and 
cold. Why Empedocles fixed the number of his 
elements a t  four, we cannot discover, either from his 
own fragments, or from the accounts of the ancients. 
At first sight i t  might seem that he arrived a t  his 
theories in  the same manner as other philosophers 
arrived a t  theirs, viz., through observation and the 
belief that phenomena were most easily to be explained 
by this means. But  in  that case his doctrine was 
anticipated in  the previoas philosophy. The high esti- 
mation in  which the number four was held by the Pytha- 
goreans is well known. Yet we must not exaggerate 
the  influence this may have had on Empedocles, for in 
his physics he adopted little from Pythagoreanism, and 
the Pythagorean school, even in its doctrine of elemen- 
tary bodies, followed other points of view. Of the 
elements of Empedocles we find three in the primitive 
substances of Thales, Aaaximenes, and Heracleitus, and 
the fourth i n  another connection, with Xenophanes and 
Parmenides. Heracleitus speaks of three elementary 
bodies; and the importance of this philosopher in  re- 
gard to Empedocles will presently be shown. The three 
ground-forms of the corporeal admitted by Heracleitus 
might easily be developed into the elements of Empe- 
docles; if the liquid fluid and the vaporous element, 
water and air, were distinguished from each other i n  
the customary manner, and if the dry vapours, which 
Heracleitus had reckoned as part of the  supreme 



element, were considered as air.' The three elements 
of Heracleitus seem t,o have arisen from the doctrine 
propounded by Anaximander and afterwards maintained 
by Parmenides, viz., the fnndamental opposition of the 
warm and the cold, by the  introduction of an inter- 
mediate stage between thew. On the other hand, the 
five elementary bodies of Philolaus represent a develop- 
ment, based on geometrical and cosmological concep- 
tions, of the four elements of Empedocles. This doctrine, 
therefore, appears to have been in a state of constant 
progression, from Anaximanderto Philolaas, and the num- 
ber of the elements to  have been always on the increase. 
But though Empedocles declared the four elements t,o 
be equally original, he, in  fact, as Arist,otle says, reduces 
them to tmo ; for he sets fire on one side, and the three 
remaining elements together on the other ; so that his 
four-fold division is seen to originate in the two-fold 
division of Parmenide~ .~  When, however, later writers 
assert that his starting-point was the opposition of the 

1 Aristotle also mentions the and air. Ion may have borrowed 
theory of t.hree elements, fire, air, his three elements from Hera- 
and earth (Gen. et Cow. ii. 1, 329 cleitus ; he csn hardly have in- 
a, 1). Philop. in h. l .  p. 46 b, fluenced Empedocles, a s  he seems 
refers this statement to the poet to have been younger. 
Ion:  and in fact Isocrates does ? Metaph. i. 4,  985 a, 31: &L 

say of him (r. b v ~ ~ F d u .  268) YIwv B' 82 r b  &S ;v Q h ~ s  CYFEL h ~ y d p ~ v a  
06 nhsLw rprSv [EY+qu~v ~7var r b  u r o r x ~ i a  r 6 r r a p a  rpSros  CSTEI. 05 
i;v.ra]. Similarly Hnrpocrat. % ~ v .  uhv Xp;jraI  ys r ir . rapnrv,  &AA' &S 
This statement may be t rue of Ion, Furl?, osur pdvors, xvpl ~ a 9 '  ahrb 
even if (as Bonitz, I7~cl. Arist. 821 707s F' B V ~ I K C L ~ Q ~ O L ~  &S pr6 +&EL, 
b, 40 and Pmntl. Arist. Weike, ii. y$ T E  KU; B ~ P L  ~ a l  58a71. hCiPo~ B' 
505 remark) the passage in Aris- &U rrs a6rb 6swpSv ;K r S v  F'rrSv. 
totle may relate, not to Ion, but Be Gem. et Corr. ii. 3 ,  330 b, 19:  
to the Platonic L divisions ' (Part &nor 6' ~68bs  r i r r a p a  h;yovurv, o7ov 
11. a, 380, 4,3rd edition), in which ' E ~ T E ~ O K A ~ S .  uuvdyrr 8; ~ a l  o h o s  
an intermediary is a t  first dis- eis r b  Fdo 76 yhp sup1 r 8 h h a  r r l v r a  
tinquished from fire and earth, bvr~rL%~(r tv .  
and is then divided into water 
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warm and the cold, or that of the rare and the dense, 
or even of the dry and the moist,' this is doubtless an 
inference of their own, uncountenanced by Empedocles, 
either in these expressions or elsewhere with such dis- 
tinctness in his writings; and the statement that in 
the formation of the universe the two lower elements 
are the matter, and the two higher the efficient instru- 
m e n t ~ , ~  is still farther from his opinion. 

The four fundamental substances then, being ele- 
ments, are necessarily primitive ; they are all underived 
and imperishable. Each consists of qualitatively homo- 
geneous parts, and without changing their nature they 
pass through the various combinations into which they 
are brought by means of the variability of things.3 

Cf. the passages from Alex- to the other, as the actirc and the 
ander, Themistius, Philoponus, passive principle. 
Simplicius and Stobeus, ap. Kars- 3 V. 87 (114, 88 M) :- 
ten, 340 sqq. raU^ra yhp &ci r e  wdvra  ~ a l  fih;rca 

Hippol. Refut. vii. 29, p. 384. y;vvav 
Empedocles assumed four elements r~p ; is  6' &*hrls SAAO pi6EL rrdpa 
660 p>v b h t ~ b ,  y4v ~ a l  56wp, 660 62 6.@os ;K&rY). 
Bpyava 079 r b  CA[K& KoupE?ral ~ a l  V. 89, ride szpm, p. 125, 2 ; V. 
p ~ r a ~ d h h ~ r a r ,  wGp ~ a l  bdpa, 660 101 (132, 128) :- 
6; r h  dpya[dp~va . . . YE?KOS ~ a :  

whicll is repeated after- 2~ r a v  zdv@ 8ua T' $v 8aa 7' Cup, 

wards. The doctrine of this philo- " lrfuuw+ Text 
sopher is still more decidedly mis- uncertain. 
represel~ted by the same author aiv6peri. 7' ;BA~UT?UE ~ a l  b 6 ~ ~ s  $6; 

i. 4 (repeated ap. Cedren. Synops. Y U " ~ ? K E ~ ,  
i. 15'7 B), in the statement, prob- 0 i p i s  7' oiwvof T E  ~ a l  SBar00~6~poves 
ably taken from a Stoic or Neo- ; x @ ~ s ,  
Pythagorean source) : ,-+v 70; T E  0 ~ 0 :  ~ ~ A L x ~ ~ w ~ E s  r ~ p f j u ~  $6~1- 
~ a v r b s  BpX+v v c i ~ o s  ~ a i  @rAiav ;@v. u70'. 
Ka; r b  r?jS pOvd60S Y o ~ P b v  r b v  a t 7 8  ybp C u r ~ v  ~ a G r a  61' d h h j l h ~ v  
0 ~ b v  ~ a )  u u v ~ u r d v a ~  ;K mpbs r b  62 96077a 
xdvra Kai E;S TsP & v a ~ u 0 ? j u ~ r 0 a [ .  ~ i y v ~ r a ~  & A A O L W ~ F ~ .  ~ L ~ ~ T U E L S  yhp  

On the other hand Karsten, p. ~ P E [ B E [ .  

343, is incorrect in saying that  Cf. p. 122, 2. Also V. 96 sqq., 
Empedocles, according to Hippo- 69 sqq. (supm, p. 122, 2 ;  123, 2 ) ;  
lytus, opposed fire and water one Arist. Metaph. i. 3 (supra, p. 123, Ij, * 
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They are also equal as to mass,' though they are 
mingled in particular things in the most various pro- 
portions, and are not all contained in each particular 
thing.2 The peculiar traits, however, by which they 
are distinguished from one another, and their place in 
the structure of the universe, Empedocles does not seem 
to have precisely determined. He describes fire as warm 
and glittering; air as fluid and transparent ; water as 
dark and cold ; earth as heavy and hard.3 He some- 
times attributes to earth a natural motion downwards, 
and to fire a similar motion upwards ; but his utterances 
on the subject are not always c~nsistent.~ In  this, how- 
iii. 4, 1000 b, 17 ; Gelz. et Corr. ii. in a picture: hpuovly p [ E a ~ r ~  r8  
l ; ii. 6, ibid. i. 1, 314 a, 24 (cf. pkv nhiw dhha 6' F'Aduuw. Bran- 
De Calo, iii. 3, 302 a, 28, and dis, p. 227, has been led, by an 
Simpl. De Calo, 269 b, 38 ; Sehol. error in the punctuation in V. 129, 
513 b) ; De Ccelo, iii. 7 (su-pra, p. corrected by later editors, to dis- 
125, 1 ) ;  De Melisso, c. 2, 975 a, cover in these verses a meaning 
and other passages ap. Sturz, 152 alien alike to the works and the 
sqq., 176 sqq., 186 sqq., and Kar- standpoint of Empedocles, viz., that  
sten, 336, 403, 406 sq. all the perishable has its cause in 

1 This a t  any rate seems to be the Deity, as the work of a r t  has 
asserted by the L a  ndvra in the in the mind of the artist. 
verses just quoted, which gram- V. 96 (1'24, 120 M) sqq., 
matically may with i h f ~ a  also which, however, are very corrupt 
relate to yivvuv (of like origin). in the traditional texts. V. 99, 
Arist. Gen et Corp.. ii. 6 sub init. which has been restored, though 
enquires whether this equality is not satisfactorily, perhaps began 
an equality of magnitude or of thus: aiO;pa 0' Bs @-at. From 
power ? Empedocles doubtless this pitssage the statement of Aris- 
made no distinction between them. totle is taken, Ge%. et Cow. i. 315 
H e  connects the word as little b, 20 ; Plnt. Prinz. Fhg. 9, 1, p. 
with yivvav as Simplicius does, 948 ; but, on the other hand, Aris- 
Phys. 34 a. totle seems to refer in another 

Cf. (besides what will pre- place, De Respir. c. 14, 477 b, 4 
sently he said as to the proportions (@ep,ubv y8p  bar 7b  jypbv 5 7 7 0 ~  706 
of the primitive elements in this bipos), to some subsequent passage 
admixture) V. 119 (154, 134 M) now lost from the poem. 
sqq., where the mixture of matter CL p. 144, 1. 
in various things is compared with We shall find later examples 
the mixing of colours by which of this. Cf. Plut. Plnc. ii. 7. 6 ;  
the painter reproduces these things and Ach. Tat. in Arat. c. 4, end; 
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ever, there is nothing that transcends the simplest 
observation. Plato and Aristotle mere the  first to 
reduce the qualities of elements to fixed fundamental 
determinations, and to assign each element to its 
natural place. 

Even without the testimony of Aristotle l it would 

these, following perhaps the same 
source, assert that  Empedocles as- 
signed no definite place to the ele- 
ments, but. supposed each element 
capable of oecnpying the place of 
the rest. Aristotle says, De Ccelo, 
iv. 2, 309 a. 19 : Empedocles, like 
Anaxagoras, gave no explanation 
of the heaviness and lightness of 
I~odies. 

Gm. et Corr. i. 8, 325 b, l 9  : 
' E p ~ t 8 o K h e i  6; 7 h  $v &Aha @av€p?~v 
8 ~ r  pixpr r 3 v  a ~ o r ~ e l w v  CXEL T ~ V  

y;veorv Kal ?$v @flopdv, a b $ v  82 
~ o h ~ w v  xrjs yiuerar ~ a l  @B~ipcrar ~b 
awpeudpevov p&yeOos o 6 ~ e  FijAov 
OBTE dv6;xe~ar A ~ ~ E L V  a674 p+ AC- 
.Tov.rr ~ a l  706 T U ~ ~ S  eTvar ~ r o r ~ e i o v ,  
dpoiws F i  ~ a l  rGv &XAwv B x d v ~ o v .  
(In De Ccelo, iii. 6 ,  305 a,  and Lu- 
cretius,i. 746 sqq., i t  is denied that 
1i:mpedocles held the theory of 
atoms.) These distinct assertions 
would be in direct opposition to  
Ilristotle himself, if he really said 
what Ritter (Gesch. d. Phil. i. 533 
-cl.) finds in  him, namely that :tll 
four elements are properly derived 
from one nature, which underlies 
all differences, and is;more exactly, 
Crhia. This, however, is incorrect. 
.Iristotle says (Gelz. et Corp. i. 1,  
015 a, 3), that Enlpedocles contra- 
dicted himself: iipa pkv yhp OS 
q ~ u r v  Z T E ~ O V  25 lriPou yfq~uOar TGV 
arorxeiwv oS6kv, Z L A A ~  ~ b h h a  ? r d v ~ a  
;K T O ~ ~ W V ,  Elpa 6' 8 ~ a v  els 8v uvva- 
ydyg ~ h v  8aauav @harv rA$v T O ;  

V E ~ K O V S ,  ZK 706 ; V ~ S  Y ~ ~ V E U ~ U L  Adhlv 

K 

i 'Kau~ov. But i t  is clear that this 
only means : Empedocles himself 
altogether denied that the Sour ele- 
ments arose out of one another ; 
nevertheless in his doctrine of the 
Sphairns, he indirectly admits, 
without perceiving it,  that  theghave 
such an origin; for if the unity of 
all things in the Sphairos be taken 
in i ts  strict acceptation, t,he quali- 
tative differences of the elements 
must disappear ; and the elements 
consequently, when they issue from 
the Sphairos, must form themselves 
anew out of a homogeneous sub- 
stance. It is not that  a statement 
is here attributed by Aristotle to 
Empedocles which contradicts the 
rest of his theory ; Ejnpedocles is 
refuted by aninference not derived 
from himself. Nor can i t  be proved 
from Jlctaph. iii. 1, 4, that Aris- 
totle designated the uniform na- 
tare, from which the elements are  
said to  proceed, as QrAla. I n  ,!We- 
taph. iii. 1, 996 a, 4, he asks the 
question : A ~ T E P O V  r b  $v ~ a l  7 b  bv, 
~ a 6 d x ~ p  oi nu8aydperor ~ a i  n h d ~ w v  
Z A E ~ E V ,  ottx k e p d v  7 i  ~ U T L P  &AA' 
oiraia T$V ~ V T W V ,  03, AAA' &repdu 
7 1  Tb ~ T O K E I ~ ~ E U ~ ~ ,  & U T E ~  ' E ~ T E ~ O K A ~ S  
+Tor @rhiav, 6hhos 66 rrs d 62 
SGwp, 6 Fh 84pa. Here he does not 
spe& of the primary matter of the 
four elements in  reference to the 
$rAkz,but the @rAh (which Aristotle, 
as the.nniting principle, calls the 
One, in the same manner as, e.g., 
the principle of limitation is called 
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be obvious that the four elements of Empedocles could 
not be derived from any other more primitive element. 
I t  is plainly, therefore, the result of a misunderstanding 
when later writers assert that he made atoms as con- 
stituent parts of the elements precede the elements 
them~elves.~ Yet on one side his doctrine might have 
given rise to this opinion. For as, according to him, 
the primitive substances are subject to no qualitative 
change, they can only be connected together mechani- 
cally; and even their chemical combinations must be 
reduced to such as are mechanical. The mixture of 
substances is only broughi about by the entrance of 
the particles of one body into the interstices between 
the parts of another. The most perfect combination, 

xipas,  and the formative principle 
280s) serves merely as an ex;lmple, 
to show that the cbncept of the 
One is employed, not only as sub- 
ject, as by Plato and the Pythago- 
reans, but also as predicate ; what 
ehe passage asserts of the qrh la  is 
merely this : the qrhia is not Unity, 
conceived as a subject ; but a sub- 
ject to which Unity, as  predicate, 
belongs. This likewise holds good 
of c. 4, where i t  is said inthe same 
sense and connection : Plato and 
the Pythagoreans consider Unity 
as the essence of the One, and 
Being as the essence of the ex- 
istent ; so that the existent is not 
distinct from Being, nor the One 
from Unity : oi 62 rep1 ~ + ~ U E W S  070v 
' E ~ x E ~ o K ~ ~ s  &S €is ~ V W ~ I ~ ~ ~ E P O V  

&vdywv heyer 8 rr r b  E-v "o Q W T ~ V  $v 
6v (so i t  must be written, if $v 8v 
be considered as one conception- 
' that which is One ; ' or else i t  
must be read as by Karsten Enzp. 
p. 318 ; Brandis, Eonitz, Schweg- 

ler, and Bonghi i ~ z  h. l. adopt from 
Cod. Ab. 8 71 TOTE rb 8v d u r ~ v )  B ~ ~ E L E  
yhp &v h6yerv roGro r h v  qrhlav 
civar. The statements, therefore, 
of Aristotle on this point do not 
contradict each other; while, on 
the other hand,most of the censures 
which Ritter passes on his state- 
ments respecting Empedocles, on 
closer examination, appear to be 
groundless. 

' Plut. Plac. i. 13:  ' E .  apb r S v  
reuudpwv u r u r x ~ l w v  Bpadupara Qhd- 
xrura ,  or'ovel u r u r ~ e i a r p b  UTOLXE~WV,  
dporupepij, STEP Qurl  urpoyydha. 
The same, with the exception of the 
last words (on which cf. Sturz, 153 
sq.) in Stob. Ecl. i. 341. Similarly 
Plac. i. 17 (Stob. 368 ; Galen. c. 
10, p. 258 X). 

It is equally improper, ac- 
cording to  what we hare just been 
saying, to suppose with Pe te rs~n ,  
Philo2.-Hist. Stud. 26, that the 
Sphairos as U n i ~ y  was first, and 
that the four elements arose from it. 



therefore, of several substances is only an assemblage 
of atoms, the elementary natura of which is not altered 
in this process : i t  is not an actual fusing of the atoms 
into a new silbstance.' And when one body arises out 
of another, one is not changed into the other, but the 
matters which already existed as these definite sub- 
stances merely cease to be intermingled with othem2 
But as all changes consist in mingling and unmingling, 
so when two bodies are apparently separated by the 
different nature of their substance, the operation of one 
upon the other can only be explained on the hypothesis 
that invisible particles segregate themselves from the 
one and penetrate into the apertures of the other. The 
more complete is the correspondence between the aper- 
tures in one body and the emanations and small 
particles of another, the more susceptible is the former 
to the influence of the latter, and the more capable of 
mixture with it.3 According to the theory of Empedo- 

' According to later use of r b  Gra$avii ~ G A A o ~ .  of o8v h 1  
words (ride Part  111. a, 115. 2, 2nd rlvGv O&W 81dpruav, % U T E ~  'Epxc- 
ed.), all mixture is a ~apd6eurs ; 801cA?js 06 pdvov gal r d v  noro6vrwv 
there is no rdyXuurs, any more ~ a l  r rauxdv~wv &AA& ~ a l  pr'yvvaf7al 
than a K~GUIS 81' 8hwv. c#qarv (in Cod. L, @VULV is substi- 

2 Arist. De Ccelo, iii. 7 [supra, tuted for +aulv) 3uwv oi ?rdpor U&- 
p. 125, l ) ,  to which the commenta- p ~ r p o l  elurv. 688 8; pdhrura  ~ a l  
tors (ap. Xarsten, 404 sq.) add rep1 xdvrwv I v i  ~ d y y  8rwpiKarl 
nothing of importance. A c 6 ~ l ~ x o s  ~ a l  ~ ~ p 6 ~ p r r o s  (for 

Arist. Gen. et Cow.  i. 8 : ro is  they, as is afterwards said, 
p&v o8v ~ U K E ~  T ~ U X F L V  8 ~ a u r o v  81d explained uot merely individual 
rrvwv xdpwv Eluldvros rev^ x o r o ~ v r o r  phenomena. but the formation and 
E'uxdrou K U ~  ~ u ~ r w ~ d r o u ,  K U ~  ~ o s r o v  change of bodies by reference to  
r b v  rpdxov ~ a l  Bp+ ~ a l  ~ K O ~ F I V  empty interspaces). Philop. zw 
BpGs cpaul ~ a l  rbs  hhAas alu0fiaers h. L. sq. 35 b, and Gen. Anim. 59 
aluf7dvsu8ar ~ d u a s ,  k r  8; 6pCa9ai a (both passages in Sture, p. 344 
616 r e  kipos ~ a l  5 8 ~ 7 0 s  ~ a l  r & v  sq.), gives noth~ng more, for the 
8rac#~avBv 6th r b  rdpous ixc rv  bopd- statement in Ge71. Aqaim. that Em- 
rous p i v  61b p i ~ p d r q r a ,  au~vobs 8; pedocles called 'the full' vaurb ,  
~ a l  ~ a r h  u r o i ~ o v ,  KU; pGAAov ixerv confuses this philosopher with DE- 
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cles, this is pre-eminently the case when two bodies are 
alike; therefore, he says, the like in kind and easily 
mingled are friendly to each other ; like desires like ; 
whereas those which will not intermingle are hostile to 
each other.' This wllole theory is closely allied to that 
mocritus (vide i ~ f r a ,  the Atomists). ' V. 186 (326, 262 M.) :- 
On the other hand, Aristotle's ac- gPepla p;" y;p?rdve~ a f i r ~ v  ;Y;vOYrO 
count is confirmed in a remarkable 
manner by 'i6 C : + h i ~ r w p  T E  X86v s s  ~ a l  oirpavbs +61; 
0 3 ~ o i v  h i y e r e  b?ro$Pods r l v a s  r S v  edhaoaa, 
~ Y T W V  K ~ T '  'Epre806hea ; - &$dSPa iiuaa ;v 8v?lr0;alv;t?ron~ayXe~vra 
y e . - ~ a :  adpovs, 6;s 08s 61' %V ?r+UKev. 
a;  bno$poal aopehovra~  ; - l l d v u  ye. 61 a8rws 8aa Kp;orv ;aapT;a 
- ~ a i  r S v  b?ro$PoSv r b s  pkv hppdr- p;nhov kUlv, 
TEIY h v i o ~ s  rGv  n d ~ w v ,  r h s  6 ;  t h d r -  &hh+hols gu+epnrar, ,3porw0&r> 'A- 
700F $ pei<ous E?Y~I  ; -"Er71 raGra.  @poSlrp. 
Colour ifi then defined in accord- ZXep& 6' ihhqhwv z1& 
ance with this : b?ro$po? a,y?lpdrwv XOUUIV d p ~ ~ r a ,  etc. 
;$EL U I ~ ~ ~ L ~ E T P O P  KU; a l a e q ~ d s .  Cf. 
Theophr. De Sezsu, 1 2 :  i ihws y b p  Arist. Eth. N. viii. 2, 1155 b, 7 ;  
TOLE? T ~ / Y  p i ( ~ v  733 U L J ~ ~ ~ E T P ~ ~  76"  cf. preceding note: r b  y b p  aporov 
adpov.  6rdnep iharov pkv ~ a l  56wp dpolov ;@kU6'ar ('WT. @w). 
oh piyvuuOar, r b  6' d h h a  hypb Kal Eth. &d. rii. 1, 1235 a, 9 (Jf. 
aepl 8 u o r  6? ~ a ~ a p r B p e i ~ a r  ~ h s  i6ias Mor. ii. 11, 1208 b, 11): or' 62 

K P ~ U E I S .  Of our fragments, v. l 89  q u u r o h b o l  7 i )v  ahnv +halv 
relates to this subject; also espe- G~a~oupoGurv  bpxQv hafldvres r b  
cially v. 281 (267, 337 M):- 8porov i k v a ~  ?rpbs r b  iipolov, 6rb 
yuSV 871 ? r d v ~ w v  eiu lv  bno$joal ,  3 r d  'Ep?reGo~hBs ~ a l  7%" ~ h v '  K ~ B G -  

dyivovro.  uBar ;n l  r j l s  K€pap?60s 61b r b  ZXEIP 

V. 267 (253, 323 M) :- ahe iu rou  8p010v. Plato, Lys. 214 
B : I n  the writings of the natnral 

rcbs pkv ? r i p  bkveprr '  E'OkAov nphs philosophers wre read Err r b  iiporov 
6p070v ~ K ~ U ~ U I .  TG 6p0kp Bwdynp &€ l  @ ~ A o Y  €&al. 

V. 282 (268, 338) :- Empedocles found an example of 

yhuKb pdpnre, nlKpbv thiselective affinity in the attrac- 

6' <?ri a r ~ p b v  dpovasv, tion of iron to the magnet. He 

F Gahrpbv, 8ahepF 6' supposed that after the emanations 

~ X ~ X E U E Y .  
of the magnet have penetrated into 
the pores of the iron, and the sir 

TT. 284 (272, 340 M) :- which choked them had been ex- 
oby 8swp &;" p;~hov dv&peprov, pelled, powerful emanations from 

a l r h p  E'haiy O ~ K  ZtJdhe~. the iron pass ,into the symmetri- 

V. 286 (274, 342 M) :- cal pores of the magnet, which 
draw the iron itself and hold it 

j5haay 66 y h a u ~ t  K ~ K K O U  ~ a ~ a p b y e -  fast. Alex. Aphr. Qucest. A7at. ii. 
r a t  di8os. 23. 
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of the Atomists. The small invisible particles take 
the place of the atoms, and pores the place of the 
void. The Atomists see in bodies a mass of atoms 
separated by empty interspaces; Empedocles sees in 
them a mass of particles which have certain openings 
between them.' The Atomists reduce the chemical 
changes in bodies to the alternation of the atoms ; Em- 
pedocles reduces them to the alternation of particles of 
matter which in their various combinations remain, as 
to quality, as unchanged as the atoms.2 Empedocles 
himself, however, admitted neither an empty space 

Whether these openings are 
themselves entirely empty, or are 
filled with certain substances, espe- 
cially with air, Empedocles never 
seems tohaveenquired. Philoponus, 
Gen. et Con.. 40 a, b, who ascribes 
to him the second of these opinions, 
incontradistiuction to the Atomists, 
is not a. trustworthy authority. 
According to Arist Gen. et Corr. 
i. 8 ,  326 b, 6,  15,  we must conclude 
(in spite of whdt i~ quoted above 
as to the magnet) that Empedocles 
never arrived a t  any general defi- 
nition on this point; for he refutes 
the hypothesis of the pores on both 
presuppositions. 

Anst. Gen. et Cow. ii. 7 ,  
334 a, 26 : ~ I C E L Y O L S  y h p  7 0 3  A ~ ~ O U -  

arv i5uxep ' E ~ T E ~ o K ~ ~ ~ s  71s C U T ~ L  
.rpdxos (T?S ~ E Y ~ U E W S  r G v  u w p d ~ w v ) ;  
& v d y ~ v  ybp  u d v O ~ ~ r v  ~Yvar Ka0dn€p 
25 xh[vOwv K ~ L  A~Owv TO~XOS.  ~ a i  ~b 
p i y p a  6; T O ~ O  ;K u ~ b p d v w v  p2v 
gurar r i l e  BTOLXE[WY, K U T ~  p r ~ p b  
6; rap' & h h ~ h a  a u y ~ ~ l p i v w v .  De 
Cdo,  iii. 7 (szcpra, p. 125,  1) ; 
Galen zn Hzppocr. De Nat. Horn. 
i. 2, end, T. xv. 32 X.: 'Ep. 25 
&pe~aBh;J rwv  TGW ~ e ~ r d p w v  UTOL- 

X ~ l w v  I y ~ i r o  y i yv~uOar  T ~ V  r G v  

auv8drwv a w p d ~ w v  cpiiurv, O&WS 

hvap~prypdvwv bhhilhors r i v  r p h -  
TWP, &S E f  TlS A E L ~ U U S  E ~ p r P d s  Kal 
xv068v  ror?juas iov ~ a )  xahK[rrv 
~ a l  ~ a 8 p ~ : a v  ~ a l  pra3 p[[rrav Ds 
pv6;v 25 a b ~ i v  6;vaaOa~ p ~ ~ a x ~ r p l -  
aauOar x y q l  &ripou. Ibid. c. 
12, sub i n ~ t .  49 : According to 
Empedocles, all tl~ings are formed 
from the four elements, oh p.)lv 
~ ~ ~ p a p i v w v  YE 81' bhh?fhwv, &AA& 
~ a ~ h  p r ~ p h  pdpla aapa~erpdvwv 
T E  K U ~  +audv~wv. Hippocrates 
first taught the mixing of 
the elements. Aristotle, there- 
fore, Gen. et Corr., uses this ex- 
pression for the several elemental 
bodies: a 3 ~ G v  ~ o 6 r w v  r b  awpeudp~- 
vov pdyeOos, and in Plut. Plac. i. 2 4  
(Stob. i. 414),  i t  is said of Empe- 
docles, Ansxagoras, Democritus, 
and Epicurus together : a v y ~ p ~ u s r s  
pkv ~ a l  ~ r a ~ p f a e r s  ~ l u d y o u a r ,  y ~ v i -  
U€lS 6; Ka) 980pbS 0b K U ~ [ W S .  03 ?bp 
K ~ T B  r b  x o r b v  25 ~ A A O L B L T E W S ,  
~ a ~ h  62 r b  a o u b v  $K u u v a 0 p o r -  
u p o  6 ~ a i i ~ a s  y[yve?0ac. 

Cf. V. 91, supra, p. 122, 2 ;  
Arist. Be Cmlo, ir.  2, 309 a, 1 9 :  
&to[ p& o8v 7 6 ~  p+ (PUUK~VTWY 
~ G a r   KEY^ 03Siv GrBpraav ncpi 



l36 EMPED 0 CLES. 

nor atoms,' though his doctrine must logically lead to 
both.2 Nor can we certainly attribute to him the con- 
ception that the primitive substances are composed of 
very small particles, which in themselves are capable of 
farther subdivision, but are never really d i ~ i d e d . ~  This 
definition seems, indeed, to be required by what is said 
of the symmetry of the pores; for if these substances 
are infinitely divisible, there can be no pores too small 
to allow a given substance to enter. All substances, 
therefore, must be able to mingle with all. But, as 
Empedocles was inconsistent in regard to the void, he 
may likewise have been so in regard to the smallest 
particles. Aristotle himself gives us to understand that - 
he knew of no express utterance of this philosopher on 
this point. We may therefore conjecture that he never 
turned his attention to it, but was content with the 
indeterminat,e notion of the pores, and the entrance of 
substances into them, without any further investigation 
of the causes in which the elective affinity of bodies 
originates. 

But; it is only on one side that things can be ex- 
plained by corporeal elements. Thesedefinite phenomena 
are produced when substances combine in this particular 
manner and in this particular proportion ; but whence 
KO~$OU ~ a l  Bapios ohv 'Avataydpas AeArtrrrnds qvurv. e?var ybp bra 
~ a l  'EprrsSo~hes. Theophr. De orepeh, b8lalpera 8i,  ei ph ?rdvr? 
Senszb, 8 13 ; Lucretius, i. 742, not rrdpor a u v ~ ~ e ~ s  elulv. Ibid. 326 b, 6 
to mention other later writers, such sqq. 
as Plut. Plnc. i. 18, who repeat Arist. De Ca?lo, iii. 6, 305 a, 
that verse. 1 : ei 8; urQacral ~ o v  4 8rdhvurs 

' Cf. the passages quoted p. [sbv uwpdrwv], 5ror &ropov Zura1 
133, 2. rb u8pa hv $ luraral, 3 810fp~rov 

Cf. Arist. Gen. et Corr. i. 1 ,  06 pivror S ~ a l ~ ~ O q ~ d p ~ v o u  06%- 
325 b, 5 : oxe6bv 6; K ~ L  'Epre8o- aorc, ~aOdsep 8 0 1 ~ ~ ~  'Eprre80~hjjs 
Khei hva-yuaiov hdyelv, i;u?rep ~ a l  /3odheaOat A6yrlv. 
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comes it that they combine and separate? What is, 
in other words, the moving cause ? Empedocles canno6 
evade this question, for his chief object is to make 
Becoming and Change comprehensible. On the other 
hand, he cannot seek the cause of motion in matter; 
for having transferred the Parrnenidean conception of 
Being to the primary elements, he can only regard 
these as unchangeable substances, which do not, like 
the primitive matter of Heracleitus and Anaximenes, 
change their form by their own inherent force. 
Though he must necessarily allow to them movement 
in space, in order not to make all change in things 
impossible, yet the impulse cannot lie in themselves 
to move and to enter into combinations by which 
they, in their being and nature, are untouched. Em- 
pedocles never taught that the elements have souls, 
though this doctrine has been ascribed to him.' There 

1 iirist. says, De An. i. 2, 404 no right to suppose that Ernpedo- 
b, 8 : 8 a o ~  6' in1 rb yrvha~srv  ~ a 1  r b  cles himself drew the inference, or 
aiaOdvsuOar r d v  6vrwv (BadShril/av), to credit him with a theory which 
o8ror 61: h;yovar r+v +vx;lv r&s would alter the whole character of 
BpxBs, oi pbv ahefovs ?TOIO~?~TES 0 2  his system, and make his two effi- 
61: pfav rabrqv,  doasp ' E p a t S o ~ h ~ s  cient causes superflnous. Still less 
p2v i K  rGv U ~ O L X E ~ ~ V  advrwv, char can be gathered from Gen. et Corr. 
61: ~ a ' r  Z ~ a u r o v  + v X ~ v r o d r ~ .  What ii. 6, end, where Aristotle merely 
he here says of Ernpedocles, how- observes in opposition to Empedo- 
ever, is merely his own inference cles: tironov 6; ~ a 1  €1 5 + v ~ 4  ;K rGv  
from the well-known verses ; and c r ~ o r ~ s l w i ~  3 b -rr aCrGv , . . €1 skv 
this Aristotle gives us clearly to  x t p  6 +vx*, ~b ndeq Sadp&~ a h i j  
understand in the words which fol- Baa nvp; $ atp .  €1 61: p r ~ r b v ,  r b  
low, hdywv 0 8 7 ~ .  " ya;? pkv y&p u w p a r t ~ d .  Xor can the quota- 
yaiav 6rrLrrap~v." These verses, i t  t i o n , ~ ~ ~ .  p. 135, 1, prove anything 
is clear, do not assert that  the respecting the animate nature of 
various substances are themselves the elements. The fact that they 
animate, but  only that  they be- were also called gods (drist.  Gen. 
come, in man, the cause of psychic et Corr. ii. 6, 333 b, 21:  Stob. Ecl. 
activity. I f  even, on closer en- i. 60, sup  Vol. I. 612, n.; Cic. N. D. 
quiry, the former opinion be de- i. 12, sub init.) is unimportant; as 
ducible from the latter, we have the statement is no doubt founded 
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remains then nothing but to separate moving forces 
from matter, and Empedocles was the first among the 
philosophers to adopt this course.' A single moving 
force, however, does not suffice for him ; he feels obliged 
to reduce the two moments of Becoming-combina- 
tion and separation, birth and decay-to two different 
 force^.^ Here again, as in the doctrine of the primitive 
substances, he derives the various qualities and con- 
ditions of things from so many s~bstances originally 
distinct,of which each one, according to the Parmenidean 
concept of Being, has one and the same invariable 
nature. In his represent,ation, Empedocles personifies 
these two forces as Love and Hate ; on the other hand, 
he treats them as corporeal substances which are 
mingled in things: theydo not belong merely to the 
form of his exposition, but the idea of force is as yet 
not clear to him ; he discriminates i t  neither from the 
personal beings of mythology, nor from the corporeal 
elements. Its specific import lies only in explaining 
the cause of the changes to which things are subject. 
Love is that which effects the mingling and combina- 
tion of substances, Hate is that which causes their 
separat i~n.~ I n  reality, as Aristotle rightly objects, the 

merely on their mythical designa- 
tlous (sup. p. 125,2), and the same 
mav be said of the Galuwv. v. 254 . , 

(2&, 310 M), 
That is if we leave out of unr 

account the mythical figures of the 
ancient ~osm6~onies  and of the 
poem of Parmenides, and suppose 
Anaxagoras with his conception of 
vo7s to have been later than Em- 
pedocles. 

That he was the first who 

taught the duality of the efficient 
causes is noticed by Aristotle, 
Metaph. i. 4, 985 a, 29. 

V. 78 (105, 70 M) :- 
acp ~ a )  BSwp ~ a :  yaia ~ a )  ai8ipos 

6nrov $$OS. 
N E ~ K ~ S  7' O L A ~ ~ E V O V  GLXR 7&V, b ~ d -  

A a v ~ o v  t ~ d a ~ y ,  
KR: (P~Ad-rqs @ET& T O ~ U L Y ,  p?Kds 

.re a h d ~ o s  76. 

Of the last he goes on to say that  
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two forces cannot be divided,' since every new combina- 
tion of substances is the dissolntion of a previous 
combination ; and every separation of substances is the 
introduct.ion to a new combination. But it is certain 
that Empedocles did not remark this, and that he 
regarded Love exclusively as the cause of union, and 
Hate as the cause of division. So far, then, as t,he 
unity of the elements seemed to Empedocles the better 
it is that  which unites men in love, this ; for in that passage the 8v 
and i t  is called y~8oudvq and ' A ~ p o -  means not the Qihia but the Sphai- 
8Lr77. (Empedocles himself calls it ros. Xarsten's objection to the 
indifferently ~ r h d ~ v s ,  uropy+, 'A- ~dentific~tion of the Bv and the' 
@po81rv, K ~ T T P I S ,  &ppovIq.) V .  66  sq. ~ L u i a  ;vonoibs, l. c. p. 318, is 
wq. p. 124. V. 102 (130,126 M):- founded on a misconception of 
Qv FldpopQa Kal dvsrXa Aristotlgs views). Metaph. xii. 

ndvra ~ i h o v r a ~  10, 1075 b, 1 :  b r d a ~ s  82 ~ a i  

g4v 6' bv q lh~TqT l  Ka; ~ h h ~ h o l u l  'EP'E~OKAGS. 7 ; ) ~  YAP Qlhiav norri 

xo8~irar. 7b  byaOdv. 6' &px+ ~ a l  b s  K I -  

vo6ua (uvvdyrr y&p) ~ a l  b s  ihq. 
V. 110 sqq. (i??f. p. 145) 169 (165, fidpiov yhp roC plyparos . . . &TO- 

189 M )  sq. (infra, p. 152) 333 nov 6; ~ a l  r b  d@Oaprov rbar r b  
(321, 378 31) sq. ( in f .  p. 165, 3). ve2~os. The utterences of later 
With this the accounts of our writers collected by Xarsten, 346 
other authorities agree; here we sqq., and Sturz, 139 sqq., 214 sqq., 
shall only quote the two oldest and are merely repetitions and expla- 
best. Plato, Soph. 242 D [after nations of Arisrotle's words. Tht 
what is printed sup. p. 33, 2) : unanimity of all our witnesses and 
ar' 62 paAaK87~pal (Emp.) r b  pkv the clearness with which Empedo- 
& E L  raCV o h w s  Zxsiv Zxdhauav, dv cles expresses himself, make i t  
piper 6; 7072 piu $v rSfial Qaur ~b impossible to suppose that Aris- 
rrlr ~ a i  Qihov fin' 'AQp06Lrvs, rorQ totle (as well as Plato and all 
8; aohhb ~ a ' r  nohiprov a6rb al;r@ wbsequent authors)misunderstood 
61b v r i ~ d s  TL. Arist. Gem. et Corr. his real doctrine, and that lore 
ii. 6, 333 b, 11 : r i  o h  T O ~ T W V  (the and strife were not, in his opinion, 
regularity of natural phenomena) the causes of mixing arid separa- 
aYrrov ; 03 ybp 64 ~ 6 p  y s  4 yij. bhhb tion, but were merely used in the 
p+v oL6' ;1 @Aia ~ a l  r b  v s i ~ o s .  passages we have quoted to describe 
u v y ~ p i a ~ w s  ybp pdvov, ~b 82 8laKpL- poetically the conditionsof mixture 
U E W S  afriov ( in fra ,  note 1). On and separation (Thilo, Gesch. d. 
itccount of its uniting nature, Aris- Phil. i. 45). 
totle even calls the qrhL of Em- ' Metoph. i. 4, S85 a, 21 : ~ a i  
pedocles, the One, Metaph. iii. 1. ' 'Epne8o~h+s <X> ahiov r2v ~ o d r o v  
4 ;  cf. sup. p. 131 (Gen. e t  Corr. i. ( ' F E ~ y d p o v ) ~  xpijrar rois alriors, 
1 ,  end, has nothing to do with ou p+v 050' r ~ a v S s  01%' i v  7odrors 



and more perfect state,' Aristotle is justified in saying 
that he makes, in a certain way, the Good and the Evil 
into  principle^.^ Aristotle, however, does not conceal 
that t,his is merely an inference, never explicitly clramn 
by Empedocles, whose original design extended no 
farther than to represent Love and Hate as the moving 
 cause^.^ Later writers assert, in contradiction to the 
most authentic ancient testimony and the whole doctrine 
of Empedocles, that the opposition of Love and Hate 

E S ~ ~ U K E L  r b  6 p o h o y o ~ p ~ v o v .  ?roi\haxo6 
yo6v aSr@ 5 p i v  Q i h i a  6ra~plve1, r b  
6; v a i ~ o s  a u y ~ p l v s i .  87av p i u  y h p  
sis 78 u r o ~ x e i a  B i la r? )~ar  r b  n i iv  dnb 
r o i ,  V E ~ K O U S ,  71 r r  &p eis %v guy- 
~ p l v c r a i  ~ a i  r 6 v  &hAov a r o r x ~ l o v  
F ~ a u r o v .  8rav 62 xdhrv ~ d v r a  Snb 
r5js Qihias avvlwalv d s  r b  $v, bvay- 
~ a i o v  bE b ~ d u r o v  r b  pdpia 6laKpfrc- 
uOar ndhrv. (Similarly the com- 
mentators, cf. Sturz, 219 ff.) Ibid. 
iii. 4, 1000 a, 24 : ~ a l  ybp  8 v x ~ p  
o;?)Osiq h iyerv &v rrs pahLura hpoho- 
~ O U M ; V ~ S  a h $ ,  'Epas6oKhijs, Ka\r 
0 6 ~ 0 s  r a 3 r b v  n ~ n o v O e v .  r lOqui  p &  
y b p  I p x +  r r v a  akLav r5jr 9Oopiis 
r b  V E ~ K O S ,  ~ ~ ( E L E  8' &v o36hv 6 r r o v  
~ a l  ro i , ro  y r v v @ ~  Qo r o i ,  2~62 .  Bnav- 
r a  y h p  E)K r o d ~ o u  r 8 h h d  t)urr n h h v  
6 Oeds. ibid. b, 10 : uuppalver a J r @  
7 b  YETKOS p ~ 0 i v  pZhhov $Oopi?s 3) 70; 

E ~ V U ~  aYrtov. 6poIws 6' oJ6' 4 Qrhdr?)s 
ro i i  r?vai. uuvdyouua y h p  r l s  r b  $v 
+O~fprr r 8 h h a .  For the criticism 
of Empedorles's doctrine of Be- 
coming, cf. Gen. et 0orr.i. 1 ; ii. 6. 

' This is evident from the pre- 
dicates assigned to Love and Strife ; 
Snrdrppwv (V. 181) to Love ; o3hd- 
pevov (V. 79); A ~ y p b v  (335); pal- 
vdprvov (382) to Strife; and will 
appear still more clearly from what 
will be said later on of the Sphai- 
ros and the origin of the world. 

M e t a p k .  i. 1, 984 b, 32 : h e :  
6; r h v a v r l a  ro is  b-yaOoTs 2vdvra 
E)V€$JU~YETO E)v T? @JUEI, KU: 0; P ~ V O V  

7dgrs K ~ L  ~b ~ a A b v  bhhb  ~ a :  bra( :a 
~ a 1  r b  aluxpbv . . . oCrws tihhos r r s  
(prhfav f i a $ v a y ~ e  KaI v r ~ ~ o s  h ~ d r r p o v  
2 ~ a r i ~ ~ v  aTr~ov T O I ~ T W V .  r i  ydp  r r r  
B ~ o h o v O o l ~  ~ a i  AapBdvol npbs r h v  
Gtdvolav K ~ I  p+ npbs & + r ~ ~ i & r a r  
A&ymv ' E p n s 8 d ~ h ~ s .  rCpjlaer T+Y p i v  
@lh;av a l r lav  o6uav r 6 v  bya6Gv, r b  
6; V € ~ K O S  ~ G v  K~K( ; IY .  $67' ET 71s 
q a i g  rpdnov r r v h  ~ a l  h6yerv ~ a l  
spGrov Aiyerv r b  KaKbv ~ a l  byaRbv 
bpxhs ' E f i n r 8 o ~ h k a ,  r ix '  &v ~ 6 ~ 0 1  
~ a A 6 9 ,  etc., ibid. xii. 10 ;  sup. p. 138, 
3 ; cf. Plut. De Is. 48, p. 370. 

Vide previous note, and Me- 
tnph. i. 7, 988 b, 6 : 7b 6' 05 T Y E K ~  
a i  ?~pd(srs a i  p r r a p o h a l  KUL a i  
~rv7juers rp5nov p;v r r v a  ~ 6 ~ o u r r i v  
a?rrov, o h w  (so expressly acd de- 
cidedly) 6; oh hbyouu~v ,  oh?? 8vnfp 
T;QVKEV. oi p i v  ybp V O ~ V  A6yovres 4 
@;h,iav &S Zya6bv &v TL r a 6 r a s  r h s  
a r r ~ a s  rr0c'aurv 06 pZr)v &S Zve~ci ye  
rodrwv  $ bv 3) YiYvdEl~vdv T L  ~ G v  
bvrwv, &AA' t r s  brrb ~ O ~ T W V  r b s  
aers o$uas h ~ y o u a r v  . . . $ a r e  A ~ Y E L V  
T E  ~ a i  h d y ~ r v  n o s  uvpflalver a 3 r o B  
rhya0bv a f ~ r o v  03 y b p  bnA6 S, b h h b  
~ a ~ b  U U ~ ~ F B ~ W ~ S  h d y o ~ r v .  Similar 
utterances of later writers, ap. 
Sturz, 232 sqq. 
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coincides with the material distinction of the elements : 
that by Hate we must understand the fiery, and by 
Love the moist element."odern writers: with more 
probability, assign fire to Love, and the other elements 
for the most part to Hate, but do not identify Hate and 
Love with the elements. This again is scarcely admis- 
~ i b l e . ~  Still further departing from the real opinion of 
Empedocles, Karsten supposes the six first principles to 
have .been merely phenomenal forms of one uniform 
primitive force, conceived pantheistically ; and other 

Simpl. Phys. 33 a : 'Eprr .  
y o l v ,  ~ a l r o r  6b0 ;v r o i s  a r o r ~ ~ l o r s  
E ) v a v r ~ & u ~ ~ s  S r o 0 6 p ~ ~ o s ,  O=ppo3 ~ a l  
+vxpo7 ~ a ' r  5 7 ~ 0 3 ,  € is  ~ l a v  r h s  6h0 
U U V B K O P ~ ~ $ W U E  ' T ~ v  70; V E ~ K O U S  TCS 
r $ ~ h [ a s ,  d a m p  ~ a l  r a h r ~ v  EIS povd8a 
T+Y r + s  b v d y ~ ~ s .  

Plut. Prim. Prig. r. 16, 8, p. 
952, an utterance which Brand~s  
(Rh~ilz. MUS. iii. 129 ; Gr. Rhz.  
Phi1.i. 204) should not have treated 
as  historical evidence. 

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

Ritter's reasons for this the- 
ory are the following: F i ~ s t ,  be- 
cause Empedocles, according to 
Aristotle (sup. p. 128, 2), opposed 
fire to the three other elements in 
common, and in so doing appears 
to have regarded i t  as superior to 
them; for he considers the male 
sex as the warmer, refers want 
of intelligence to  coldness of blood, 
and represents death and sleep as  
caused by the wasting of the fire 
(vide infia). Secondly, because 
Empedocles, according to Hippoly- 

tus, Refit. i. 3, held fire to be the 
divine essence of things. Thirdly, 
because Empedocles himself, v. 215 
(209, 282 M), says that  Cgpris 
gaTe fire the dominion. This last 
statement is based on an oversight ; 
the words are ~ O d v a  8 0 4  lrupl ~ G K E  
~ p a r i v a r .  'she gave over earth to 
fire to  harden it.' The statement 
of Hippolytus we shall refute later 
on. I n  regard to Ritter's first and 
principal reason, Empedocles may 
very well have considered fire as 
more excellent than the other ele- 
ments, and Love as preferable to  
Hate, without therefore making 
the former element the substratum 
of the latter. H e  places Love and 
Hate as two independent principles 
beside the four elements, and this 
is required by his whole point of 
view ; every combination of matter, 
even if no fire contributes to it ,  is 
the work of Love, and every sepa- 
ration, even if i t  be effected by fire, 
is the work of Hate. 

P. 388 : Si two his ir,wolucris 
Empedoclis rationem exnramus, sen- 
fentia huc fere redit: unam esse 
v i m  eampue divinam nzundzam con- 
tinentem; hanc pep puatzsor ele- 
ment a yuasi Dei membra, ut i p s ~  



modern writers represent Love as the sole basis of all 
things and the sole reality; and H i~ t e  as something 
which lies only in the imagination of mortal beings : ' 
whereas the whole procedure of Empedocles shows that 
he never attempted to reduce the various primitive 
forces and primitive substances to one primitive e~sence.~ 
The reasons for this phenomenon have been already in- 
dicated, and mill appear more clearly later on. 

en appellat, sparsam esse, camptie 
cerni potissimnna in drcplici actione, 
d is t rnc t ione  et contract inne ,  
quarzcm hanc co?Gtcnctionis, ordinis, 
omnis de~zique boni, illam pug%@, 
perturbationis o?nnisqrae mali prin- 
cipium esse : harunz mzctzaa ui et 
ordincm mun.di et mzeiationes ejici, 
omnesozce res tnm divinas nzaam 
hremagas perpetuo generari, ali, 
uariciri. Cf. Simpl. p. 700, 1. 

' Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 544, 
558.  The statement just quoted 
h ~ r d l y  agrees with this. The re- 
futation of his theory, as well as 
t h ~ t  of Karsten, is involved in the 
whole of this expositinn. Ritter 
urges in defence of his view ( l ) ,  
the utterance of Aristotle, Metnph. 
iii. 1 and 2 ; and (2) that the power 
of Hate only extends over that 
part of existence which, through 
itr own fault, violently separates 
itself from the whole, and only 
lasts as long as the fault continues. 
The first argument has already 
been refuted (p. 131, l ) ,  and the 
second is based on an improper 
combination of two doctrines, which 
Empedocles himself did not com- 
bine. H e  refers the dividing of 
the Sphairos, through Hate. to a 
nn i~ersa l  necessity, and not to  the 
guilt of individuals (vide znfra) ; 
and i t  is impossible he should 

refer i t  to individuals ; for before 
Hate has separated the elements, 
which were mingled together in 
this primitive state, there were no 
individual existences t,hat could be 
in fault. It is also quite incorrect 
to  say that  Hate in the end 
perishes, and is a t  last nothing 
more than the limit of the whole ; 
for even if i t  is excluded from the 
Sphairos, i t  has not therefore 
ceassd to exist ; it still continues, 
but  so long as the time of peace 
last,s, i t  cannot act, because its 
union with the other elements is 
interrupted. (Empedocles's concep- 
tion of Hate dnring this period is 
si~nililr to tha t  of Christiaility in 
resard to the devil after the last 
jud,ment, existing, but inactive.) 
Later indeed i t  again attains to  
power, and hecomes strong enonqh 
to  destroy the unity of the Sphairos 
as i t  did in the beginning of the 
world's development. This i t  
could not have done. if in the 
opinion of Empedocles i t  were 
somet,hing unreal. Cf. also Rran- 
dis, Rheiw. Mun. (edition of Niebnhr 
and Brandis), iii. 125 sqq. 

The duality of the forces 
acting in the universe is therefore 
specified by Arifitotle as the dis- 
tinguishingdoct~rineofF,mpedocles. 
Metaph. i. 4, srrp. p. 140.2; 138, 2. 
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Such statements then as the  foregoing are certainly 
far from satisfactory. These determinate things, formed 
and changed with fixed regularity, could never result 
fi'om the combination and separation of substances unless 
this alternation of matter proceeded according to fixed 
laws to that effect.' Empedocles did so little to supply 
this want that we can only suppose he was not conscious 
of it. He  calls, indeed, the uniting force harmony; * 
but this does not imply that the admixture of sut-  
stances takes place according to a definite measure, but 
only that the substances are combined by Love. H e  
gives, in regard to certain objects, the proportions in 
which the different substances of which they are com- 
posed are mingled i n  t h e m 4  Aristotle believes that 

' As Aristotle shows, Gen. et 
Corr. ii. 6 (szcpra, p. 139 n.). 

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

3 As Porphyry infers, doubtless 
from V. 202, ap. Simpl. Catey. 
Schol, in. Arint. 59 b, 45 : ' E w e -  
BOKAE; . . . b r l  r ? ~  E)vaPpoviou 7Gv 
u ~ o r ~ e i w v  ,ui&ws T ~ S  ?rordrq~as bva- 
@afvo2rr. 

V. 198 (211), on the forma- 
tion of the bones : 
I j  62 ~ O h v  d r i ~ p o s  dv ~ L u r f p v o r s  

xodvorur 
GOL& 7Gv d ~ r h  p ~ p C ~ v  A ~ X E  N f i u r i 8 0 ~  

a f y h q s ,  
rducapa  G' 'H@al.rroro. r h  6' d u 7 f a  

AcvKh yfvO~'T0 
&ppovLqs ~ 4 h h y u r v  bpqpdra Brure- 

ulqe". 

Part. Anim. i. 1, 642 a, 17:  
dvraxoi 6 i  ?rev a3rij [ r e  @ b u c ~ ]  ~ a i  
' E , u r e G o ~ A ~ s  ~ e p r r l n r s r ,  Bydpevos 
5?r' a6rijr T?S b ~ q % e ; a s ,  KCZ: 7 h v  
ohuiav K%> 711~ @durv k v a y ~ d [ e r a r  
@dual rbv  hdyov €?war, o&v daroCv 
i ~ ~ F r 6 o ; s  7; durrv.  o3re yhp :v rr 
7Gv U ~ O L X E ~ W Y  h iyrr  aLrb 0 % ~  660 
f i  ~ p l a  o37e advra ,  hhhh  hdyov T?S 

pL(ews aL7Gv. DC An. i. 4, 408 it, 

19 : SK€~UTOV ?hp ah7Gv [TL;'Y p€A&v] 
h 6 y y  i rv i  q ~ u r v  ebar [ 6  'Epx. ] .  
ilJeinph. i. 10. The earlier philo- 
sophers had indeed derived all 
things from four kinds of causes, 
but only in an obscure and imper- 
fect manner: + ~ h h [ [ o p ( v p  yap i o r ~ ~ v  

n p d r ~  qrAouo+ia rep1 ~ d v r w v ,  
276 v i a  r e  K U ~  ~ a r '  bpxhs  u6ua 7 b  
?rpG~ov, drei ~ a l  ' E p n r f i o K k ~ s  6 u ~ o C v  
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this involves the thought that the essence of things 
lies in their form. If so, that thought, as even Aris- 
totle admits, is not actually expressed by Empedocles : 
it seems rather like an involuntary confession. He 
appears never to have regarded i t  in the light of a uni- 
versal principle, as is clear from the evidence adduced 
by Aristotle, for in the various passages in which the 
subject is mentioned, he refers solely to the verse on 
the formation of the bones. He can have found in 
Empedocles nothing approaching to any universal law 
such as Heracleitus enunciates in his propositions con- 
cerning the Reason of the world and the gradations of 
the elementary changes. Ernpedocles further derives 
much from a movement of the eAements, which is not 
farther explained, and is so far fortuitous. He had not 
arrived at the doctrine that all natural phenomena are 
regulated by law.' 

pa.ros. 
1 Arist. Gelr. et Corr. 6, after 

the words quoted, p. 138, 3 : T O ~ T O  

6' du71v 6 ohuia 4 ~ K ~ U T O U ,  &AA' 05 
pdvov, " p[&s T E  8rdhhaEls T E  pryQv- 
rwv? LCraep d ~ e i v d s  ( P ~ u I v .  r d x ~  8( 
dnl r o d ~ w v  ;)vopd(era~ (cf Enzp v. 
39, szlypra), bhh' oil hdyos. Curl yhp 
p t z8 i jva~  As i i u x e v .  Ibid. p. 334 
a, 1, sup. p. 123, 1 (to which noth- 
ing new is added by Philop. ila h. 1. 
59 b )  : ~ L ~ K ~ L V E  p6;v yhp r b  V E ? K ~ S ,  
f i ~ 6 ~ 0 q  8' bvw 8 ai0hp o h x  6ab T O ;  

v e f ~ o u s ,  &AA' 876; /.I& @qUlv ~ U T E ~  

b r b  r h x q s ,  O ~ W  yhp a u v i ~ u p u c  
Oiwv 76.74 dhho8r 8' dhhws," 67; 84 
qqor .rre@ueivac ~b a;p bvw @ipeu8ar 
( c f .  Be Am. ii. 4, 415 b, 2 8 :  Em- 
pedocles says plants grow K ~ T W  pkv 

. . . 3rb r b  r*v yijv 05rw @6peuOac 
~ a r b  @durv, bvw 86; 8rh r b  n7p Aaatr- 
7ws)  8 8' ai84p, @qul, " p a ~ p $ a r  K U T ~  

~ B d v a  6dero fil<acs." (The two 
verses are v. 166 sq., St. 203 sq. K, 
259 sq. M.) Phys. ii. 4, 196 a. 19 : 
Empedocles says : OJK be1 rbv  &ipa 
bvwrdrw h r o ~ ~ i v e u 0 a r ,  bhh' 8aws &v 
rdXv-for which the words o&w 
uuv6~upue ,  etc., are then quoted. 
Phys. viii. 1, 252 a, 5 (against 
Plato) : ~ a l  yhp ZOLKE r b  05rw A ~ ~ C L V  

n h d u p a ~ r  p8hhov. dpoims 8; K U ~  ~b 
hiyerv 8rr r C @ u ~ e v o S r w s  ~ a l  r a 6 ~ ~ v  
8€? vop i~erv  e?var bpXhv,  a r e p  Zor~ev 
' E p a c 8 o ~ h i j s  &v €ine?v, h s  r b  KPUTF> 

~ a l  K L V E ? ~  dv p4per r f i v  $ ~ h l a v  ~ a l  
r b  v e i ~ o s  6 n d p x ~ r  TOTS apdypaurv 
d[ h v d y ~ q s ,  $peuc?v 86; r b v  peratb 
xpdvov. Sim~larly 1. 19 sqq. Cf. 
Plato, Laws, X. 889. What Rit ter  



CHANGES IN THE UNIVEBSE. 

11.-THE WORLD AND ITS PARTS. 

THE four elements are underived and imperishable. 
The efficient forces are also eternal. Their relation, 
however, is constantly altering, and so the universe is 
subject to change, and our present world to generation 
and destruction. Love and Hate are equally original 

says in  Wolf's At~alekten, ii. 4,438 160 ; Plnt. Plccc. i. 26) accordingly 
sq., in order to justify Empedocles defines the Em~edoclean b v d y ~ ~  as  
against the censure of Aristotle, is the essence which makes use of 
not sufficient for this purpose. the (material) elements and of the 
That Empedocles, V. 369 (l),  ('moving) causes. Plutarch, An. 
describes Transmig~ation as  a n  Procr. 27, 2, p. 1026, sees in Love 
ordinance of necessity and as an and Hate what is elsewhere called 
ancient decree of the gods, is of destiny; and Simplicius (szep. p. 
little importance; as also that  he 141, 1) maintains more explicitly 
represented, V. 139 (66,177 m), the that Empadocles reduced the ele- 
alternatingperiodsof Love andHate mental opposites to Love and Hate, 
a s  determined by an irreversible and Love and Hate to Lvdyrv. 
oath or covenant (aharbs iipros). Themist. Phys. 27 b, p. 191 sq. 
That, no doubt, involves tha t  every includes Empedocles among t,hose 
period must follow an unchanging philosophers who spoke of bv&y~q 
order, but this order still appears in  the sense of matter. These itre 
as an incomprehensible positive all later interpretations which can 
ordinance, and as  such is only tell us nothing concerningwhat he 
maintained in regard to these indi- really taught, and which, therefore, 
vidnal cases, not in the form of a ought not to have found credence 
universal law of the world, a s  with with Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 544. 
H~rac1eit;us. Cicero, De .fato, c. They no doubt proceed either from 
17, sub init., says that  Empedocles V. 369 (1) sqq., or from the analogy 
and others taught : Omfiicc ita,fato of Stoic, Platonic, and Pythagorean 
jieri, ut id fatuln vim mecessitatis doctrines, or still more likely from 
affe~cet. Simplicius, Phys. l06  a, a desire to find in Empedocles a 
reckons Bvdyeq with Lore and Hate uniform principle. Perhaps, in- 
among his efficient causss. Sto- deed, Aristotle in  the passage 
baeus, Eel. i. 60 (sup.vo1. i. 612 n.), quoted above, Phys. viii. 1, may 
says that according to the most pro- have given occasion to them. This 
bable reading and opinion, he held passage, however, only refers, as is 
bvdy~q to be the uniform prin~i- clear, to Emp. V. 139 sqq. (vide 
tive base which, in regard t o  sub- iqfra). Aristotle's cautious lan- 
stance, divides itself into the four guage shows that he cannot be 
elements, and according to its form, alluding to  any more definite ex- 
into Love and Hate. Stobzeus (i. planation. 
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and equally powerful; but they are not always equally 
balanced : each has dominion alternately.' At one time 
the elements are brought together by Love, and a t  
another they are torn asunder "y Hate.3 Now the world 
is combined into a unity, and again i t  is split up into 
plurality and oppositions. Each process, according to 
Empedocles, goes on until on the one hand complete 
union, or on the other complete separation, of the ele- 
ments is effected ; and equally long does the movement 
of natural life continue, and individual existences arise 
and pass away ; but as soon as the goal is reached this 

' V. 110 (138, 145 M):- 
~ a l  yhp ~ a l  zcipos i jv r e  ~ a l  Euaerar, 

06% nor', oYw, 
rohrwv  BP+o~iPwv ~ ~ r v d u ~ r a r  &me- 

70s  aldv.  
c'v 6; pQer ~ ~ a r i o v u r  z ~ p ~ a h o p ; v o r o  

K ~ K ~ O ~ O ,  

~ a l  +Olver eis dhh?)ha Ka'r a6&rar i v  
pQer a f u ~ s .  

The subject, as  is clear from &.to- 
r d ~ w v ,  is Love and Hate, cf. V. 89 
sq.; supra, p. 125, 2 end. 

V. 61 sqq.; sup. p. 123, n., 
where I give my reasons for dis- 
agreeing with Karsten, p. 196 sq., 
and for altering my own previous 
opinion in regard to this verse. I 
nowrefer it, not to indiridual things, 
but with Plato, Soph. 242 D sq.; 
Arist. Phys. viii. 1, 250 b, 26, and 
his commentators (vide Xarsten, 
197, 366 sq.) to the alternating 
conditions of the world. V. 69 
sqq. (sup. p. 123 ; 125, 1). V. 114 
(140, 149 M )  :- 
i P r h  y h p f u r r v  r a ; r a ( t h e  elements), 

6r' &hh?jhwv 6; OCovra 

Toxt and interpretation are here 
equally uncertain ; we might con- 
jecture 6ra+bvra or 6raqhvr' ial 
nZv, but this would only partially 
mend the matter. Mullach trans- 
lates the text  as i t  stands : Donec 
qua concreta firerunt penitus suc- 
cubuerint ; but I cannot think that  
Empidocles could have expressed 
this in so far-fetched a manner. 

Plato, l. c. ; sup. p. 138, 3 ; 
Arist. I. C.: ' E p r e 6 0 ~ h i j s  i v  p6per 
~ ~ v e % 3 a r  ~ a l  zdhrv f ipepeb (sc. r h  
6vra) ,  ~rveiu6ar p&, 8rav 5 +rh;a 
BK zohhGv aory r i )  EY 4 r b  V E ~ K O S  

zohhh  it ivbs, f iptpeiv 6' <v r o i s  
pera(tr Xpdvors, h l y w v  o5rws (V. 
69-73); ibid. p. 252 a, 5 (sup. 
144, l ) ;  ihid. i. 4,187 a, 24: l o n r p  
' E ~ T E S O K A ? ~ ~  ~ a l  'Avataydpas. ZK 70;  . 
p f y p a r 0 ~  ?hp K U ~  0%01 E ) K K ~ ~ Y O V U I  
r d h h a .  6ra1p6povur 6' bhh?jhwv 74 
~ b v  p i u  nepL06ov aoreiv r o h ~ w v  r b v  
6' ana t .  De Cnlo, i. 10 ; sup. p. 66, 
1. Later testimony, ap. Sturz, p. 
256 sqq. 
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movement stops, the elements cease to combine and to 
separate, because they are absolutely intermingled or 
separated ; and they mill remain in this condition until 
it is changed by a new impulse in an opposite direction. 
Thus the life of the world describes a circle : the abso- 
lute unity of substances, the transition from this to their 
separation, absolute separation, and return to unity, are 
the four stages through which i t  is constantly passing 
in endless reiteration. I n  the second and fourth stages, 
i t  manifests itself in the separate existence of compo- 
site beings : here alone is natural life possible ; in the 
first stage, on the &her handj which admits of no sepa- 
ration of the elementary substances, and in the third, 
which does not admit of their combination, individual 
existence is excluded. The periods of movement and 
of natural life therefore alternate regularly with those 
of rest and the cessation of natural life.' But how long 
each of these periods is supposed to last, and whether 

So Aristotle says in the pas- war& rbv o9aipov & ~ 6 & ~ r a 1 ,  ;TEC~&V 
sages quoted from Phys. viii. 1 ; bravra avy~prfJ~-Brandis's conjec- 
and the statement is confirmed by ture, i. 207, that we should read 
V. 60 sqq. of Empedocles, accord- 'Epas8ofc?Gjs for E66vpos seems to 
ing to the sense given to this verse me erroneous), this must be con- 
supra, p. 124 ; not to mention later sidered one-sided; though Empe- 
writers dependent on Aristotle, as docles may himself have given 
Themist. Phys. 18 a, 58 a (124, occasion to such a view by having 
409 Sp.), and Simpl. Phys. 268 b, described the Sphairos alone with 
272 b. Logical consistency besides any exactitude, and haviug passed 
would seem to require that Empe- over without mention, or with very 
docles should admit on the one cursory mention, the opposite con- 
side a complete separation, if he ditionof absolute separation. Rit- 
admitted on the other a complete ter's doubt (i. 551) whether Em- 
intermixture,of substances. When, pedocles was in earnest as to the 
therefore, Eudemus, Phys. viii. 1, doctrine of the changing cosmical 
refers the time of rest only to the periods is sanctioned as little by 
union of the elements in the Sphai- his own utterances as by the tes- 
ros (Simpl. 27 b : E56qpos 6 i  r+v timony of others. 
h ~ ~ ~ a f a v  ;v r f r i s  qiA[as ht~pasrLa 
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their duration was ever precisely determined by Em- 
pedocles, there is no certain evidence to show.' 

I n  the intermixture of all substances, with the 
description of which the cosmogony of our philosopher 
began,2 none of the four elements appeared separately. 
This medley is afterwards described as spherical 
and unmoved ; and since perfect union excludes all 
influence of the dividing principle, Empedocles says 
that Hate was not present in  it.4 He calls the world 

1 The only hint we have on the 
subject is the statement, V. 369 
(1) sqq., presently to  be mentioned, 
that  sinful demons are to wander 
about in the world for 30,000 &par. 
But i t  is a question whether we 
should infer (with Panzerbieter, 
Beitr. p. 2) from this a similar du- 
ration of the cosmical periods; 
since the daemons must have lived 
before the commencement of their 
wanderings, and were to live after- 
wards ; and the connection of this 
doctrine with the Empedoclean 
physics is very slight. It is of 
little consequence whether by the 
 pis pvpr'ar %par we understand, 
with Mnllach (Emp. Proa?m. 13 
sqq.) 30,000 years, or with Uak- 
huizen van den Brink, Var. Lect. 
31 sqq., and Krische, ia Plnt. 
Phred. p. 66, 30,000 seasons, i.e. 
10,000 years. The latter opinion 
is supported partly by the lan- 
guage and partly by the analogy 
of the Platonic doctrine. Cf. Part  
11. a, 684, 694 sq., third edition. 

Cf. in$. p. 150 sq. 
S V. 134 sqq. (64, 72 sq., 59 

sq. K. 170 sqq. M) : a@aipov &v. 
iv8' 087' 4/eAioro 868f~KE7al ( = 8eI- 

~ v u ~ a r )  hyhabv e?80r, 
oL6k pbv 0%' 4 s  hdoiov EtCvos oLGi 

8dAauoa. 

0 8 7 ~ s  hp,LLoL'f~s ? r V K W @  K I ~ E L  (Stein, . 
K :  ~ p 6 @ ~ ,  Simpl. Phys. 272, 
b : Kp6@a) E ) u ~ ? $ ~ L K T ~ L ,  

u@a;pos K U K A O T E ~ ? ~  p ~ v [ p  nep17- 
y61 (the repose which spread 
throughout the whole circle) 
yaiwv. 

The Sphairos is described as a t  
rest by Aristotle and Eudemus, 
l. c. Philop. Gm. et Corr. 5 a, 
calls i t  bnoros, in reference to the 
verse quoted above. 

V. 175 (171, 162 M): TGV 8; 
avvep~optvwv Z t  Zuxa.rov Y U T ~ T O  
N E ~ K O S .  This verse relates imme- 
diately indeed, not to the state of 
unity as completed, but only as 
commencing ; but i t  may easily be 
applied to the former ; if the pro- 
cess of combination begins with the 
dispossession of Hate, when unity 
is completed Hate must bc wholly 
cast out. Aristotle, therefore 
(Metnph iii. 4; vide sup. 130, l ) ,  
may have quoted this verse to 
prove that Hate has part in $very- 
thing outside the Sphairos : anav.ra 
yhp d~ ~ O ~ T O V  T ~ A A ~  Busr nh?v 6 
B E ~ s .  hlyer ~ o f v  (V.  104 sqq. ; sup. 
130, 1) . . . ~ a l  xwpts 6; 7067wv 
Bfhov' el yhp ,LL? ;jv ~b VC?KOS i v  70;s 
npotypaorv, 8v Bv q v  i i s a v ~ a ,  Br +v- 
uiv. 8 ~ a v  yhp U V V ~ A ~ ~ ,  7 6 7 6  B', '' :U- 

X ~ T O V  f u ~ a r o  VB~IYOS.''  Brb ~ a l ,  con- 
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in this state of intermixture, because of its spherical 
form, Sphairos, its usual designation among later 
writers. Aristotle uses instead the expressions piypa l 
and I t  is also called Deity: but not in a manner 
that justifies our considering it as a personal being. '* 

Empedocles gave this name to the elements also, and 
Plato to the visible world.4 Later writers adopt various 
interpretations of the Sphairos : formless matter," 
efficient cause: the primeval fire of the Stoics,' 

tinues Aristotle, uup/3atvri a37@ 
r b v  ~ir8arpov~aTa~ov ~ E ~ ~ ~ T T O V  @ p 6  
vrpov ~?val  T&V bhhwv. 03 yhp yvwpl- 

7 8  U T O L X E ~ ~  r d v ~ a .  ~b + p  v e i ~ o s  
o i r ~  Fxel, ;I 8; YVSULS 70; SpoIou r @  
6poiy.  Cf. xiv. 5, 1092 b, 6 ; 
Gen. et Corr. i .  l (sup. p. 131, 1). 
The theory of Simpl. De Ca410, 236 
b, 22 ; Scho2. in Arist. 507 a, 2 ; 
cf. Phys. 7 b, that Hate also has 
part in the Sphairos, is founded on 
a wrong interpretation. Cf. on 
this point and with Brandis, Rhein. 
Mus. iii. 131 ; Ritter, Gesch. d. 
Phil. i. 546. 

Metaph. xii. 2, 1069 b, 21 
c. 10, 1075 b. 1; xiv. 5, 1092 b. 
6 ;  Phys. i. 4,'187 a, 22. 

Metaph. i. 4, 985 a, 27 ; iii. 
4, 1000 a, 28 b, l 1  ; Gen. et Corr. 
i . 1 , 3 1 5  a, 6 , 2 0 ;  Ph,ys. i.4, sub 
init. 

Vide sup. 148,4, and Emp. v. 
142 (70, 180 M): ?ra[vra yhp Q&lqs 
? r c h € p i ~ ~ ~ o  yuia Qroio. 

It is, therefore, strange that 
Gladisch should say (Emped. U. d. 
Aeg. 33 ; cf. Amaxag. U. d. Isr. 
xxii.) : 'Empedocles could not have 
called a mere mixture of the ele- 
ments the Deity.' The whole 
world is, according to Empedocles, 
a mere mixture of the elements, 
and so also are human souls and 

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

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

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

' Hippol. Refut. vii. 29 ( s q .  
129, 2). This statement, to which 
Brandis attaches far too much im- 
portance (i. 295), and which betrays 
great ignorance of the Empedoclean 



150 EMPED 0 CLES. 

the intelligible world of Plato,' are all misapprehen- 
sions, which we may spare ourselves the trouble of re- 
futing. The opinion that the Sphairos has only an 
ideal existence, and is merely a figurative expression 
for the unity and harmony underlying' the changeful 

9 phenomenon: is equally erroneous. This theory is 
contradicted by the explicit declarations of Plato and 
Aristotle, and by the explanations of Empedocles him- 
self.3 Moreova, such a discrimination between the 
ideal essence of things and their phenomenon tran- 
scends the general standpoint of the pre-Socratic 
physics. 

A world could only arise when the primitive sub- 
stances separated, or, in the language of Empedocles, 
when the Sphairos became divided by I-Iate.s He tells 

doctrine, cannot be considered as 
historical evidence. I t s  only fouu- 
dation is probably the analogy be- 
tween the doctrines of Empedocles 
and Heracleiti~s on the changing 
conditions of the cosmos, on the 
strength of which, Clemens, Strom. 
v. 599 B, attributes to Empedocles 
the opinion that the world will be 
destroyed by fire. 

The Neo-Platonists concern- 
ing whom Xarsten. p. 369 sqq., 
cf. 326, gives us many particulars; 
cf. iqf. note 4. We read in Theol. 
Arithm, p. 8 sq., that Empedocles, 
P,irmenides, $C., taught like the 
Pythagoreans : r + v p o v a 6 . ~ + v  @harv 
' ~ u r l a s  r p d ~ o v  6v p&W 16pduBar Kal 
6 r h  r b  1udPf io~ov ~ U ~ C ~ L T L T E I V  r q v  
a h r + v  Z6pav ; but this seems to re- 
fer, not to the Sphairos, but to 
Love. which is in the centre of the 
rotating cosmical matter (V. 172 ; 
ride i?,f. p. 152, 1. 

Steinhart, l. c. p. 91 sqq. : 
similarly Fries, i. 188. 

Cf. icf. 151, 1. 
4 A ~ K d p o s ,  in contradistinction 

to the u$aipos-a distinctionwhich, 
according to Sirnplicius, Empedo- 
cles himself had explicitly intro- 
duced. Cf. De Cmlo, 139 b, 16 

chol. C Ar. 489 b, 2 2 ) :  ' E p n .  kS, raqopa TOY rap' a 6 r d  ~ d u p c o v  r h  

~ 1 8 ~  (supra, note 1 )  G w y s v ,  &S ~ a i  
Avdpaur x p C u 0 a ~  6ra@dpors, r b v  p i u  
~ @ a ? p O v  7 b v  6 i  K ~ U ~ O V  K U P ~ U S  K U ~ & .  

Plato (SUP. p. 138,3) therefore 
derives the multiplicity of things 
from Hate, and Aristotle still more 
decidedly characterises the present 
period of the world as the one in 
which Hate reigns. Gen. et Corr. 
ii. 6, 334 a, 5 : &a 6 ;  ~ a l  r b v  K ~ U -  

pov 6 , u o I ~ s  ZXEIV @ ~ ( ~ l v  F)TI T E  7 0 3  
v e f ~ o v s  v i v  Kal npdrapov id 7 5 s  
@hias.  De Calo, lii. 2, 301 a, l4 : 
if we wish to expound the origin of 
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us, therefore, that in course of time Hate grew up in , 
the Sphairos and sundered the elements ; when the .,- 
separation was fully accomplished, Love came in among 

the world, we must begin with thak 
state which preceded Che division 
and separation of matter-its pre- 
sent state: E)K ~ L E U T ~ T W V  8; K R ~  

K~uOU,U~&,@JY 0 6 ~  € ~ A u ~ o Y  T$V 
y6veurv; because in t,his case, as i t  
is said on p. 300 b, 19, there 
would have been a world antece- 
dent to the world: 61b ~ a i  'Epae- 
6 0 ~ ~ ~ s  n a p a h ~ i r t l  7 8 1  2x2 7 5 s  
@rAd~qsos  (SC. y;vtuiv). 02 7% 4D*av 
266varo u u u r ~ a a r  rbv  olpavbv, Z K  
a ~ x 0 p ~ u p 6 v w v  ,&v ~;asauaeub<wv 
crCy~prurv 6; woiGv 6~217$v 9rAdsqsa. 
;K 8lal(€Kplp6vw~ y&p U U  lJdU'T 7 K E V 

d ~ d u p o s  rGv U T O ~ X E ~ W Y ,  & u r l  &ay- 
~ a ? o v  y i  v € U 8 a l $5 ;vbs KR: Uuyhe- 
aprpCvou. Following this precedent. 
Alexander regards Hate absolutely 
as the anthor of the world (Simpl. 
Be Calo, 236 b, 9, 2 0 ;  Schol. in, 
Arist. 507 a, l ) ,  or at  any rate of 
&lie present wor1.d. I n  Philop. Gel& 
ct C0r.r. 59 b, he observes on Arist. 
Gen. et Corr. ii. 6 : if by the K&- 

pos we understand t h e  condition 
in which the elements were sepa- 
rated by Hate, or were again 
brought together by Lore, Hate 
and Love would be theonly moving 
forces in the ~ 6 q . m ~ ;  if: on t,he 
other hand, we understand by the 
~ d u p o s  the corporeal mass which 
underlies the Sphniros as well as  
the present world, we m ~ u t  attri- 
bute to it a mo~ement of its own : 
9) bpolws, bqu:, K&-pas ~ a l  raLsdv 
;us1 K R ~  K I Y E ~ T R L  i n i  T E  T O ;  Y E L K O V S  
&v ~ a i  dxi r+ qlhias ~pdaepov. dv 
6; TO?S p€laEb 6laA€ippaul r i m  h' 
ZKELVWY Y r u ~ , u ~ v ~ v  K L Y ~ ~ U E W V ,  x p d r ~ -  
p6v r e  &E t l ~  700 YE;KOVS d r ~ ~ p d r q -  
OEV 5 @hi@, ra l  6 v  $a6 :K 7 5 s  

@lhlas s b  Y E ~ K O S ,  K ~ U ~ O S  d u ~ ~ v , d h h ~ v  
?[v& ~tvoCpevos ~ i v q u r v  ~ a l  o b x  &S 

6 $ A i a  K R ~  ~b VEZKWS K ~ Y O U U ~ V .  This 
interpretation is found even earlier, 
for Hermine, who certainly must 
have taken i t  from others, repre- 
sents (Iwis. c. 4) Empedocles a s  
saying: T A  v e i ~ o s  TOLET advra. With 
the later Neo-Platonists, according 
to Simp. Pkys. 7 b, the prevailing 
opinion was that the Sphairos was 
produced by Love alone, and this 
world by Hate alone. More pre- 
cisely, Sinipl. D8 Cmlo, l .  c. (cf. 
ibid. 263 b, 7 ;  Schol. 512 b, 14): 
~ + ~ T Q T E  a;, K&U d x i ~ p a ~ $  dv ~ c C T ~  
s b  Y E ~ K O S  &uarep ?v T $  a@afpp 7j 
+lhLa, &AAD &paw h' h p q o b  Aiyov- 
ral ylveu0ar ; this is only untrue in 
respect to the Sphairos. Theodor. 
~ r h d r .  De Amic. v. 52, calls Hate 
the creator of the terrestrial world 
in contradistinction to the Sphai- 
ras, but this is unimportant. 

l V. 139 (66, 177 In) :- 
a6shp &re> pdya N t i ~ o s  dvl p ~ h d e c -  

urv ?Op6$0?1 
2s 71pds 'F' &vOIpouu~ ~ E A E L O ~ ~ V O L O  

X p 6 v ~ ~ o ,  
8s U$LY & p ~ l ~ ~ a i D s  ?rhardos adp' 2x4- 

harar (al. -TO) iiptcou 

adp' ;X. instead of T R ~ E ~ ~ ~ R T R S  

seems to me necessary in spite of 
Mullach's contradiction, Emp. Pr. 
p. 7 ; Fragm. i. 43 ; cf. Bonitz a d  
Schwegler, ilz Mettrph. iii. 4, who 
also defend this emendation. V.142 
(sup. p. 149,3) ; Plut. Fac. Lum. 12, 
5 sq., p. 926, where i t  is quite pos- 
sible that the words xwpls 7 b  Bap; 
niiv ~ a l  xwpLr r b  ~ou^@ov may con- 
b i n  Empedoclean expressions. 
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the divided masses, and produced at  one point a whirl- 
ing motion, by which part of the substances was 
mingled, and Hate (this is merely another expression 
for the same process) was excluded from the circle that 
was forming itself. As this motion extended more and 

'i. 
more, and Hate was forced further and further away, 
the substances yet unmingled were drawn into the 
mass, and from their combination sprang the present 
world and mortal creatures.' But as the world had 
a beginning, so it will also have an end, when all 
things, through continued unity, shall have returned 
to the primitive condition of the Sphairo~.~ The as- 
sertion that this destruction of the world would be by 

Thus wemnst understand the T E  r h  ~ p i v  & ~ p r a  FrahhdEavra 
following verses, 171 (167, 191 ~ s ~ r ~ f l o u s ~  
M) :- 7Gv 64 r e  proyop;vwu ~ E X  ~ B Y E ~  

pvp:a BuqrGv, 
da~l  N E ~ K O S  p;v ;vdprarov ZKPTO 155. aavrolps i66yaru &pqp6ra, BUG- 

BivBos p a  i6;oflar. 
6:vqr, ;v 6 i  pdap Q r h d ~ q s  arpo$d- 

h ryy r  ydvvrar ,  The Bvqrh are not only living crea- 
5 0 '  $67 ~ d 6 ~  ~ d v r a  u v v 4 p ~ e r a r  Bv tures, but, generally speaking, all 

pdvov ~Svar, that is subject to generation and 
0 6 ~  tiqap, &AA' ;Behqpb auvrurdpsv' decay. 

d h h o B ~ v  &hha. Authorities for this have al- 
175. r f v  62 a v v ~ p ~ o p ~ v c u v  E'[ Zuxa- ready been given at  the commence- 

TOU f u r a r o  N E ~ K O S .  ment of this section. Cf. also 
a o h h h  6' &prxO' Z U T ~ K E  ~ ~ ~ a r o p d v o r -  Arist. Metaph. iii. 4, 1000 b, 17 : 

arv ZvahhdE, &AA1 8pws r o u o ~ r 6 v  Y E  h 4 - y ~ ~  6poho- 
8 a d  k r  Neixos FPUKE p e r d p u r o ~ .  06 Y O U ~ ~ V O S  (6 ' E ~ T . )  06 y h p  T& p i u  

y h p  bpep@dws $Baprh ?-h 62 &@Bapra aorsi r f v  
mdvrws i [ d u r q ~ s v  ZT' 8 a x a ~ a  rLP- i v r w v ,  b h h h  r d v r a  @ B a p ~ b  T A ? ~  r r j v  

p a r a  K ~ K A O U ,  U T O L X E ~ ~ V .  Empedocles, therefore, 
&AA& r h  p4v r' ;v;prpve peA&uv, T A  as Karsten, p. 378,rightly observes, 

86 r' B&PEB$KEL. never calls the gods alkv Z ~ V T E S ,  as 
180. aaaov 6' aDiv i r a a ~ a ~ o B i o r ,  rdaov Homer does, bat  only 6ohr~a fwvcs ,  

aikv Zder V. 107, 126, 373 (135, 161. 4 K ;  
+?rrdqpwv @rh67qs T P  KU: Z ~ T E U E V  131, 141, 5 M). The destruction 

&pBporos 6ppfi. of all things puts an end even to 
aT+a 62 Bv$r' E)@dovro r h  p.dOoc the existence of the gods. 

b9dvara E t a t ,  
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fire l is doubtless founded on a confusion of the doctrine 
of Empedocles with that of Heracleitu~.~ 

In  this cosmogony there is a striking lacuna. If 
all individual existence depends upon a pai-tial union of 
the elements, ancl ceases when they are whblly mingled 
or wholly separated, particular existences must come 
into being as much when the Sphairos dissolves into 
the elements as when the separated elements return to 
unity. In  the one case a world is formed by the sepa- 
ration of the mingled, on the other by the union of 
the separated. Aristotle actually ascribes this opinion 
to Empedocles, as has been shown, and that philosopher 
expresses himself, generally speaking, in the same sense. 
I n  the more precise development of the cosmogony, 
however, he seems to speak only of that formation of the 
world which follows the division of the elements through 
Hate. To this all the fragments and accounts which we 
possess relate; and the verses quoted above (V. 1.71 
sqq.) appear eo leave no room for a more detailed expo- 
sition of what occurred and resulted when the elements 

' Vide s u p ,  149, 7. 
Such evidence as we possess 

is  re-y inadequate : the most trust- 
worthy writers are entirely silent 
on this point. Besides, i t  seems 
inconceivable that the unity of all 
elements should be brought about 
by their conflagration, in which 
Empedocles could only have seen 
a transformation into one element, 
which, according to his principles, 
was impossible. 

S Similarly Alexander, vide 
supra, p. 150, 5. 

Brandis, l. c. 201,  ema arks 
that  Empedocles seems to have 

derived the formation of the greater 
masses. as  the sky and the sea, 
primarily from the @peration of 
Strife ; and that of organic beings 
from the operation of Love. This 
view must be greatly modified by 
the evidence quoted above (cf. 
Arist. De @a?lo, iii. 2), and by the 
nature of the case. Love forms 
both ; but in eombining the ele- 
ments whieh had been separated 
by strife, i t  necessarily first pro- 
duced the great masses, eom- 
pounded in a simpler manner, and 
organic beings only in the seqael. 



154 BiMPED 0 CL ES. 

were separated out of the midst of the Sphairos. It 
would seem that Empedocles did not himself notice 
this deficiency in his exposition. 

The process of the world's formation he conceived 
as fo1lows.l 'Out of the whirling mass in which all the 
elements had been shaken together by Love, the air first 

, separated itsslf, and condensing on the outermost rim, 
surrounded the whole like a hollow ~phe re .~  After this 
fire broke forth, and occupied the upper space, next to 
the outermost concave, while the air was forced under 

1 Cf. Plut. ap. Eus. P r q .  i. 8, upper air and the lower. Accord- 
l0 : $K r p h r q s  q q m l  7 9 s  r 1 j v  UCOL- ing to Eustath. i n  Od. i. 320, Em- 
x ~ l w v  K P ~ C E W S  b r o ~ p r 0 E I v r a  r b v  bdpa pedocles calledfire ~ a p r a h l p w s  bvd- 
aeprxu0ijvu.r K ~ K A ~  B &  r b v  hips aarov,  the swiftly aspiring, perhaps 
r b  r G p  ? ~ 6 p a p b v  ~ a i  OLK ZXOY t r i p a v  in the connection spoken of by 
x d p a v ,  Slvw Z K ~ P ~ X E L V  S r b  T O ;  r e p i  Aristotle, loc. cit. 
r b v  A ipa  ?rdyov. Plac. ii. 6 ,  4 : 'E. According to Stoh. Ecl. i. 
~ b v  p k v  a l 8 i p a  r p i r r o v  8 raKp r~ i va1 ,  566, egg-shaped, or rather lentil- 
~ C ~ T F P O V  6 i  r b  r C p ,  ;+' C$ r + v  y i j v ,  shaped. His words are: ' E p r .  ~ o i  
E ) [  6 s  d y a v  r e P ~ u ~ ~ y y ~ p I u S ~  rij PLIIpy WOUS 7 0 5  b r b  7 5 s  y 9 s  %ws oirpavoir 
a i j s  ne,or@opiEs bvabhdua r  7 b  96wp, 65 . . . r h r l o v a  e2va1 r h v  ~ a r h r b  rhd- 
03 8i1prailijvar r b v  bhpa. ~ a l  yevhu0ar TOS t r d u r a u i v ,  ~ a r h  r o 3 r o  r o i ,  oL- 
r b v  pkv  ohpavbu ;K r o i r  alOdpos, r b v  pavoi, ~ Z h h o v  b v a r e a r a p ~ r ~ o v ,  6 rh  r b  
62 $hrov ;K r o i r r u P b s ,  r ~ h q O ~ v a t  6' ;K a a p a r h q u ~ w s  sbv Ko'upov ~ e i u 0 a r .  
TGW Slhhwu T& ~ e p i y ~ i a .  Arist. This opinion might commend itself 
Gen. et Corr. ii 6 (sup. p. 144, 1). to sensible observation; and there 
Emp. V. 130 (182, 283 M) :- would be no proof against i t  in the 
E ;  8 E)YS ?TpGO( fact that  i t  is unnoticed both by 

$h iov  bp,y))v, Aristotle, De Cmlo, ii. 4 ,  and his 

d5 sv 6+, 6yivovro 7a, daophpeva commentators, for Aristotle is not 

r d v ~ a ,  alluding in that place to the views 
KaL rdvTos TohuK~pwv  of hispredecessors. But as Emp. 

i y p b s  b h p  (ride p. 165, 2) represents that  a t  
TIT&v jlt. C+LYYWY n ~ g h t  the light hemisphere goes 

~ d ~ h o v  t i r a v r a .  under the earth, and not that the 
sky moves sideways round the 

~ v r h v ,  the outspread, is here most earth, there arises this difficulty: 
likely not a designttion of the sun, t,hat the space taken up by the sky 
but a name for the aether ; and is not sufficient for the sky to turn 
alehp,  elsewhere with Empedocles round in, a point to which Aris- 
synonymous with bhp,  means the totle afterwards attaches some im- 
upper air, without implying any portance. 
elementary differepce between the 
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the earth.' Thus there arose two hemispheres, which 
together form the concave sphere of heaven : the one 
is bright, and consists entirely of fire ; the other is 
dark, and consists of air with isolated masses of fire 
sprinkled in it. Through the pressure of the fire the 
sphere of the heavens acquires a rotatory motion ; 
when its .fiery half is over us we have day; when the 
dark half is over us, and the fiery half is hidden by the 
body of the earth, we have night.2 The earth was 
formed from the remaining elements and was a t  .first 
moist and miry. The force of the rotation drove vub 

the water from i t ;  and the evaporations of the water 

Arict. and Plut. l. c. 
Plat. ap. Eus. l. c. continues. 

~ T v a i  6; K ~ K A ?  n ~ p l  T?Y y + v  
p r v a  660 ' i lpiu@alpla, r b  pku K a ~ d h o v  
xupbs, r b  6 ;  ~ I K T ~ V  F'[ bLPos ~ a l  
dhlyou uvpbs, 8 n r p  ol'crai r j / v  v h ~ r a  
~ i r a i .  Empedocles himself, V. 160 
(197, 251 M) ,  explains night as  
the interposition of the earth, 
which may be connected with Plu- 
tarch's statement in the mhnner in- 
dicated above : r j / v  6: b p x S v  7 5 s  
K I I J $ U ~ W S  uu,uB+vai ~ a r h  r b v  hOpoi- 
upbv k i B p l o a v r o s  roG ~ u p d s .  The 
last sentence, the text  of which, 
however, is somewhat uncertain, 
must not be referred (as by Kar- 
sten, p. 331, and Steinhart, p. 95, 
to the first separation of the ele- 
ments from the Sphairos). Plac. 
ii. 11 (Stob. i. 500) : ' E p r .  a r e p i -  
pviov d v a i  ~ b v  oepavbv d [  dLpos 
u u p n a y 6 v ~ o s  Sab nupbs KpuU7ahhos~-  
6 3 s  (this is confirmed by Diog. viii. 
77 ; Ach. Tat. i n  A ~ a t .  c. 5, p 12s 
Pet. ;  Lact. Opif. Dei, c. 17) r b  
~ u p i 6 e r  ~ n i  b ~ p B 6 s s  F'v i u a r i p y  7 B v  
+p~u$aipLwv x e p i 6 ~ o v r a .  I n  Plut. 
Plac. iii. S,pnrall., the alternation 

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

Vide s q .  p. 154, 1. Accord- 
ing to this i t  is quite legitimate to 
reclcon Empedocles among those 
who held one world o~ily of limited 
extent (Simpl. Phgs. 38 b; De Calo, 
229 a, 12; Schol. in Arist. 505 a, 
15 ; Stob. Ecl. i. 494, 496; Plut. 
Plac. i. 5, 2) ; but i t  is not probable 
that he himself definitely expressed 
such an opinion. (V. 173, szcpra, 
152,:, has nothing to  do with this.) 
The assertion (Plac. 1. c. parall.) 
that he regarded t,he world as only 
a small part of the whole ( x k v ) ,  
and the rest as formless matter, is 
doubtless merely a misunderstand- 
ing of verses 176 sq. (sup. 1. C.) re- 
lating to an earlier stage of the 
world. At  any rate it furnishes 
no ground for supposing (Ritter in 
Wolf's Alzal. ii. 445 sqq. ; Gesch. 
d. Phil. i. 556 sq. ; cf. Brandis, 
Rh. Mus. iii. 130 ; G. Riim. Phil. 
i. 209) that the Sphairos,or a part 
of it, continues qir1.e by side with 
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immediately filled the lower aerial space.' The earth 
is able to maintain itself in supension upon the air, 
because of the sapid revollition of the heavens, which 
hinders it from falling ; and it is for the same reason, 
Empedocles tells us, that the whole universe remains 
in its place.3 He agreed with the Pythagoreans in 
supposing the sun to be a body of a vitreous nature, pro- 
bably as large as the earth, which, like a burning glass, 
collects and reflects the rays of fire from the bright 
hemisphere surrounding i t  : the moon, he tho~~gh t ,  is 
made of hardened crystalline air ; its shape is that 
of a disc,7 its light is derived from the sun,8 and its 

the present world ; for the blessed 
Sphdiros could not be described as 
k p y 4  SA?. Nor does this follow, 
as we shall presently show, from 
his doctrine of the life after death, 
for the abode of the blessed cannot 
be identified with the Sphairos in 
which no individual life is possible. 
R ~ t t e r  believes that beside the 
world of strife there must be ano- 
ther sphere in which Love rules 
alone : but this is incorrect : accor- 
ding to Empedocles they rule, not 
side by side, but after one another. 
Even in the present world, Love 
works together with Hate. 

\Tide supra, p. 154, 1. 
Arist. De Calo, ii. 13, 295 a. 

1 6 ;  Simpl. ad h. 1. 235 b, 40. 
Arist. l. C. ii. 1, 284 a, 24. 
Vide vol. i. 456. 1. 
Plnt. ap. Eus. l. c. 6 6; 3Aros 

T ~ / V  @:GLI 0 3 ~  &TT1 r a p  &AA& 'T0a 
avpbs & v r a v d ~ A a a r s ,  6pola T$ h@' 
8 6 ~ 7 0 ~  yrvop4vg. Pyth. orac. c. 12, 
p. 400: 'Epre8o~AE'ous . . . @U- 

KOv70S T ~ V  3 ~ 1 0 ~  T E P L C L V Y ~  & Y U K A ~ U E L  
Q W T ~ S  o~rpavLou Y E Y ~ ~ E V O V ,  a3bcs 

%vTavye~v npbs ' O h u p r o v  b~apb.i)- 

r o t u ~  ~ P O U ~ T O L S ' '  (V. 151 St. l88 
X, 242 M). This may be connected 
with the statement of Diog. viii. 
77, that the sun, according to Em- 
pedocles, was xupbs b0porupa pkya,  
supposing that  Diogenes, or his 
authority, meant by this expression 
the assembling of rays into one 
focus. On the other hand i t  is 
manifestly a mistake (Plac. ii. 20, 
8 ;  Stob. i. 530 pamll.) to  attri- 
bute to Empedocles two suns-a 
primitive sun in the hemisphere 
beyond, and a visible one in our 
hemisphere. Vide Karsten, 428 sq. 
'and s z c p ,  Vol. I. 450, 1. For the 
statement as to the size of the sun, 
cf Stob. l. c. 

Plut. ap. Eus. 1. c. De B'ac. 
Lun. 5, 6, p. 922 ; Stob. Eel. i. 552. 
It seems strange that this conden- 
sation of the air should be effected 
by fire, while a t  the same time the 
moon is  compared to  hail or a 
frozen cloud. 

Stob. l. C.; Plnt. Qu. Rom. 101, 
end, p. 288 ; Plac. ii. 27 parall. ; 
Diog. 1. c. 

V. 152-156 (189 sq., 243 sqq. 
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distance from the earth amounts to a third of its dis- 
tance from the sun.' The space beneath the moon, in  
opposition to the upper region, Empedocles is said to 
have regarded, like tlze Bythagoreans, as the theatre 
of all eviL2 Tbe fixed stars, he thought, are fastened 
to the vault of the sky; the planets, on the contrary, 
move freely : in respect to their substance, he believed 
that they were fires which have ~eparated themselves 
from the air.3 Solar eclipses are caused by the interposi- 
tion of the body of the moun ; the inclination of the 
earth's axis towards the path of the sun is the result of 
the pressure of the air, which is forced by the sun to- 
wards the The course of the sun itself Em- 
pedocles seems to have conceived as confined within 
fixed limits.VThe daily revolution of the sun was 

M) Plut. Fac. Lun. 16,13, p. 929 ; 
Ach. Tat. inifrat. c. 16,21, p. 135;  
E, 141 A. When the latter says 
that Empedoeles calls the  nloon an 
haduaaupa fihiov he merely means, 
i ~ s  the quotation fmm Empeclocles, 
V. 154, shows, that her light is a n  
emanation of the solar light. 

1 Plut. Plac. ii. 31. According 
t3 this, the text ap. Stob. i. 566 
should be corrected ; but i t  seems 
unnecessary to  introduce into the 
pasvage of the Plucita, as Karsten 
proposes,6ra~&rov haixeiv ~ b v  4Arov 
hab 7:s drrep r;lv UEA$V~?P. AC- 
cording to Plilo. ii. l ,  parall. Em- 
pedocles supposed the bun's course 
to be  the limit of the universe, 
which however mnvt not be taken 
too literally. I n  our fragments i t  
is only said, V. 150, 154 sq. (187, 
169 K, 241, 246 M), that the sun 
traverses the sky and the moon re- 
volves nearer the earth. 

Hippol. R~fict. i. 4. H e  
however, is probably alluding only 
to the complaints of Empsdocles 
about the terrestrial life, which 
will be noticed later on ; the noti3n 
that the terrestrial region extends 
to the moon, he seems to have 
adopted himself, merely lcrorn i ts  
similarity with kindred doctrines. 

Plac. ii. 13, 2, 5,parciZl. ; Ach. 
Tat. in AT. C. i i . ;  cf. sup. p. 155, 2. 

V. 157 (194, 248 &I) sqq.; 
Stob. i. 530. 

Plut. Plac. ii. 8 parall. and 
Karsten 425, who places in con- 
nection with this tbe observation, 
P2ac. ii. 10 par, that Empedocles, 
in accordance with the common 
usage of antiquity, called the north 
side of the world the right. I t  i s  
not clear, however, what was his 
theory in regsrd to tliis. 

Plac. ii. 23 par. : 'Epa. S& 
7 6 s  P ~ ~ ~ E X O ~ U ~ S  a h b v  [ T ~ Y  ijhlov] 
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much slower a t  first than i t  is now,-a day was origin- 
ally nine months, and afterwards seven.' He explained 
the light of the heavenly bodies by his theory of ema- 
na t ion~ ,~  and accordingly maintained that light requires 
a certain time to traverse the space between the sun 
and the earth.3 In the very scanty details known to 
us of his opinions respecting meteorological phenomena, 
traces can also he found of his peculiar doctrine: and 
the same may be said of his ideas respecting the inor- 
ganic productions of the earth.5 
u @ a l p a s  K W A U ~ ~ E Y O Y  & x p i  ~ a v r b s  
E $ @ U ~ T O ~ E ? V  K a l  6 i T b  T ~ V  C ~ O Y I K ~ ' V  

K ~ K A W Y .  

1 Pluc. v.18, l ; cf. Sturz, p. 328. 
Philop. De An. K, 16 : ' E p r .  

8s Weyev, iro$E'ov rb @&S uGpa 
*ou ;K 70; @ W T ~ ~ O U T O S  uhparos, &C.; 
cf. p. 133, 2. 

3 Arist. De Am. ii. 6, 418 b, 
2 0 ;  De Sensu, c. 6, 446 a, 26, who 
combats this opinion; Philop. 1. c. 
and other commentators of Arist.; 
vide Karsten, 431. 

4 How Empedocles explained 
the change of the seasons has 
already been shown, supra, p. 155, 
2, from Eus. Prep. i. 8, 10. He 
thought hail was frozen air (frozen 
vapours), sup. p. 156, 6. He spoke 
of the origin of winds : their ob- 
lique direction from the north-east 
and south-west he ascribed, ac- 
cording to Olympiodorus in Meteor. 
22 b,i. 245 Id. ; cf. 21 b, i. 239 Id., 
to the circumstance that the as- 
cending vapours are partly of a 
fiery, and partly of a terrestrial. 
nature, and that their opposite 
motion finds its adjustment in an 
oblique tendency. His theory of 
rain and lightning, according to 
Philop. Phys. c. 2 (ap. Karsten, 
404), cf. Arist. De Cab, iii. 7 (sup. 

p. 125, l ) ,  was that, in the conden- 
sation of the air. the water con- 
tained in i t  was pressed forth, and 
that in its rarefaction fire obtained 
room to get out. According to 
Arist. Meteor. ii. 9, 369 b, l l ; Alex. 
ad h. l. p. 111 b ; cf. Stob. Ecl. i 
592, fire entered by means of the 
sun's rays into the clouds, and was 
then struck out with a crash. 
This was probably based upon the 
observation that thunder clouds 
generally arise at  times when the 
sun is very powerful. 

Especially the sea, which he 
supposed to be exuded from the 
earth by means of solar heat. 
(Arist. Meteor. ii. 3, 357 a, 24;  
Alex. Meteor. 91 b, i. 268 Id. 26 
a ; Plut. PZuc. iii. 16, 3, where Eus. 
Prep. xv. 59, 2,  has the right read- 
ing.) From this origin of the sea 
he derived its salt taste (Arjst. l. c. 
c. i. 353 b, l 1  ; Alex. l. C.); ealt, 
he thinks, is everywhere formed by 
the sun's heat (Emp. v. 164, 206 
X, 257 M) ; but sweet water must 
also have been mingled with it, by 
which the fish live (Blian. Hist. 
An. ix. 64). Fire, the presence of 
which in the subterranean parts of 
the earth seems especially to have 
attracted his attention, he supposed 
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Among organic beings, on which he seems to have 
bestowed special attention,' plants appear to have first 
come forth from the earth, before i t  was enlightened by 
the sun; and afterwards animals. Both are nearly 
allied in their nature ; and we shall presently find that 
Empedocles not only considered that plants had souls, 
but souls of the same kind as animals and men.4 He 
also observed that the fructification of plants corresponds 
with the generation of animals, though the sexes are 
not separated in them : he compares the leaves of trees 
with the hair, feathers and scales of  animal^.^ Their 
growth is explained by the warmth of the earth, which 
drives the branches upward, while their terrestrial ingre- 
dients impel the roots downward.' I n  accordance with 
his general theory of the combination of the elements, 
not only to have heated the warm from the earth part by part. 
springs, but also to hare hardened ' The Placzta, therefore, rightly 
stones. (Emp. v. 162, 207 K, 286 call them PS.-Ar~st. De Pi. 
M ;  Arist. Probl. xxiv. 1 1 ;  Sen. i. 1, 815 a, 15 b, 16, says that 
Quest. Nat. iii. 24.) The same Anaxagords, Democritus, and Em- 
fire, surging in the interior of the pedocles attributed to thein sensa- 
earth, keeps the rocks and moun- tion, desire, perception, and intel- 
tains upright (Plut. Prim. Prig. ligence ; and Simpl. De An. l 9  b, I 
19, 4, p. 953). We have already observes that he endowed eren 
spoken of the magnet, p. 134, 1. plants with rational souls. 

1 Cf. Hippocr. Bpx.  I-rrp. c. 20, Arist. Gem. A?&zm. i. 23, in 
i. 620 Littrb: Kaed?rfp ' E ~ ? I E ~ O K ~ ~ ~ S  reference to Emp. v. 219 (245, 
3 l(hhor of r € p l  $buroe yeypoi$aulv 286 M) : o%rw 6' & O T O K E ~  paKpa 6;"- 
bpX?* 8 TL E U T ~  &v6'pwros ~ a l  8xws 6 p ~ u  rp(;1rov &,alas. De Plant. i. 
Z-yBvero ?rpGrov ~ a l  8 x w s  [vve?rdyrl 2, 817 a, 1, 36, c. 1, 815 a, 20, 

The Empedoclean doctrine of where, however, the doctrine of 
plants is discussed by Meyer, Gesch. Empeciocles is not accurately re- 
d. Botanik, i. 46 sq.; but, as he presented. Plac. v. 26, 4. 
says himself, only according to the 236 (223, 216 M) sq. 
references given by Sturz. * Arist. De An ii. 4, 415 b, 

S Plut.Plm.v.26,4; cf. Pseudo- 28, and hir commentators zn h. l. 
Arist. De Plant, i. 2, 817 b, 35;  According to Theophrastu~, Caus. 
Lucret. Nut. Rer. v. 780 sqq. ; Plamt. i. 12, 5, the roots of plants 
Karsten, 441 sq. ; Pluc. v. 19, 5. (probably only for the most part) 
There i t  is expressly said that consist of earth, and the leaves of 
plants, like animals, first came forth ;ether (Luft). 



he supposed that their nourishment was conditioned 
by the attraction of kindred substances, and effected by 
means of the pores.' He explained the fact of some 
plants remaining always green by referenie to the sym- 
metry of their pores, together with their material com- 
position.VThe elements which are superfluous for the 
nourishment of plants go to form the fruit; the taste of 
which-is therefore regulated according tr, the sustenance 
of each plant.3 

I n  the first beginning of animals and men, their 
different parts, Empedocles supposed, grew up separately 

' from the ground: and were then brought together by 
the action of Love. But since pure chance ruled in 
this process, there resulted at  first all kinds of strange 
forms, which were soon again destroyed, until a t  last 
things were so ordered as to produce beings harmoni- 
ously shaped and capabie of 1ife.j Mankind also sprang 

l V. 282 (268, 338) sqq. ; cf. Aristotle says, De Calo, iii. 2, 300 
Plut. Qu. Corn. iv. 1, 3, 12, b, 29 (where he quotes this pns- 
where i t  is immaterial whether sage), that  this happened I d  ?-%S 
the words primarily refer to the $ L A ~ T ~ T O S  ; but that does not mean 
nourishment of arainlals or not, in the kingdomof Lore, in thesphiti- 
since the same holds good of ros, but under t,he influence of Love. 
plants: cf. next note and Plut. 1.c. (Similarly ibid. 401 a, l 5  : ?-+v 
vi. 2, 2, 6. hni rGs @ L A ~ T ~ T O S  ~ ; V E U L V . )  It is 

Plut. Q%. Corn. iii. 2, 2, 8, more clearly expressed in Gcn. 
through which the statement in the Anim. i. lS,  722 b, 19 : ~a0clntp'Epn. 
Plac. v. 26,  5, receives its more ysvv i ,  ~ i j s  @lhd?-qros A ~ Y W V .  
precise determination. Arist. De An. iii. 6. sub init.: 

Plae. v. 26, 5 sq. ; Galen c. Ka@dlFep ' E ~ T .  &pq j TOAAGV* etc., 
38, p 341 ; Emp. v. 221 (247, ZItsi~a U U V T ~ ~ ? E U @ ~ L  ~ij qrhiq. Phys. 
288 M ) .  ii. 8, 198 b, 29 (cf. Karsten, p. 

V. 244 (23% 307 M) :-- 244), is i t  not possible that that 
$ rrohhal p i v  ~ d p a a ~  bvauX4vss wl~ich seems to us to be formed 

ZBhdu~quav, according to design may have hap- 
yupvol G' ;aAd<ov~o BpaXLoves €6- pened by chmce ? b'auv pBv oBv 

VLGES d p ~ v ,  d r a v ~ a  uuvkBq &rasp K ~ V  c l  Bve~d 
8 p p a . r ~  F' or' ;rrAavi2ro nsvq~stS0vra 7011 E)y:vt?-o, ?-aU^?-a E)u&q 6 ~ b  

heri5rov. 706 a 3 ~ o p d ~ o u  u u u ~ d v r a  i a i ~ $ t l w s .  
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from the earth. First, shapeless himps, formed of earth 
and water: were thrown up by the subterranean fire, 
and t,hese afterwards shaped themselves into human 
members.' In this Empedocles only developes what 

8aa 6B p* oSrws, Bn&hcro ~ a l  h ~ d A -  says tha t  these deformities arose 
Avrar, ~aBd?rap 'Eprr. hdysr r h  0011- t;v T? rrpdr?] 8 l a ~ p ~ u ~ i  700 u@alpou 
ysv? Bv6pdapwpa. Ibid. ii. P, 296 ~ a i  76 Bpx? 7 5 s  ~ou,&onoitas, rrpi~, 
a: 23. r b  Y E ~ K O S  TEAEIWS Br' B h h $ h ~ v  BL- 

Emp. V. 254 (235, 310 X )  :- a~pivar  7 8  ~ 3 7 .  From t,he rerses 

a ~ T h p  zTe; Ka7h E,E+, +lmyeTo quoted, however, i t  appears that 

Galpovl Galpwv (t,he elements) Empedocles rather derived the111 

Tai7d T E  u,,prr~rr7E6KOv, anq uvvi- froin the union of the elements 

KVPCEY Z ~ a u r a ,  that had been separated by Hate ; 
gAha ToAA& ,3L7YEKji and this is coilfirrued by the texts 

(-2s)  Z[ey;vor~o.  quoted zupra, p. 150, 5 ; 160,P from 
Aristotle. 

An example of the way in which Cf. V. 267 (261, 321 &I) on 
Empedocles explained the origin the origin of hurnan beings :- 
of the present organic beings from olhoque7y p;v rrpGra 7dnor (in re- 
these first productions, is given by gard to this expressiou ef. 
Arist. Part. Anim. i. 1 ,  640 a, 19 : sturz 370, 1iarsten and ~ ~ 1 -  
a l d ~ ~ p  ' E P ~ E ~ O K A ? S  O ~ K  ~POGS liECll iTz JZ ,  1.1 X B O , , ~ S  ;SLIVg- 
hLywv i r rrdp~e iv?roh~b TOTS @ors Frb 7EhAOv, 
~b u v ~ R ? v a l  OQTWS ;v 7fi Y ~ V ~ C E ~ ,  ~ p ~ u r ; P W v  baa7dS T E  Ka: Og6EOs 
07ov ~ a l  7;Iv Pdxrv roiadrr)v ZXELV, gXOvTeS,  
ari  u ~ p a @ d v ~ o s  ~ a r a x B 5 v a r  uvvdB7. p;Y ?r;p doihov 
(The verses to which this rekrs, dpo;ov iK;uoaL, 
w ~ t h  some others on the formation ,; ,, Gipas 
of the stomach and the organs dpqa;vov7as 
of respiration, have been identified ,;;. ;,,,;I, ,;;, as ; , ,X~pLov 
by Stein, Philcl. xv. 143 sq. np. 8 p d ~ c  yviov. 
Cramer, Awecd. Oxon. iii. 184. 
Jr. 257 (ass, 313 M):  - Censorin. Di hilt. 4, 8, improperly 
?roAAh p;v kpqrrrpjuwna Ka; connects this representation with 

nrepu' ~ @ ~ O Y T O ,  
the one previously referred to, a116 

B O U Y E v ~  hVBp~lTPOPa,  7 h  ~ p T a A l v  gives the doctrine of Empedocles 

dtav;rehAov thus : prinzo nzenthrn si7zgzdn e x  

bvBpu+u+ Oo:Kpava, pEELlyp;Ia rlj term quasip~eg:~n~ote passiin sdifa 

p;v Brr' BvBpdv, deilzde coisse et ejficisse solidi ho- 

75 yuvarKo@u5, 6Lepo;s +, 6K7p iva miflis nlateriaqn igni sirnu1 et tsniore 

yulors. permixtam. The real opinion of the 
philosopher is also misrepresented 

I n  this manoer no doubt Empedo- in the Plac. v. 19, 6, through the 
cles interpreted the myths of the wrong connection into which his 
Centaurs, Chimeras, Hermaphro- rwrious utterances on the origin 
dites, &c. Philop. Phys. H. 13, of living beings are brought. 

VOL. 11. M 



Parmenides,' in connection with the ancient myths of 
the Antochthones and giants,2 had already taught con- 
cerning the origin of men. He likewise follows Par- 
menides in the theory that the sexes are distinguished 
from each other by their greater or less warmth; but 
whereas Parmenides ascribes the warmer nature to  
women, Empedocles ascribes it to men: and accordingly 
supposes (herein again differing from Parmenides) that 
in  the first creation of the human race men arose in the 
southern regions and women in the north; and that in 
the ordinary process of generntion, males are formed in 
the warmer part of the uterus, and females in the colder." 
He  further supposed, in regard to this matter, that cer- 
tain parts of the body of the child are derived from the 
father and certain parts from the mother, and that the 
generative impulse arises from the striving towards each 
other of these divided  element^.^ His conjectures as to 

Sapra, Vol. I .  601. 
Giants also seem to  be al- 

luded to  in  the Plac. v. 27, where i t  
is said that  the present races of men 
are, a s  compared with the earlier, 
a s  little children ; but  this may 
possibly refer o.nly to the golden 
age (vide infra). 

S Arist. Part. Anim. ii. 2, 648 
a, 25 sqq. 

4 Plut. Plac. v. 7. 
5 Emp. V. 273-278 (259, 329 

M) sqq.; Arist. Gen. Anim. iv. 
1, 764 a, l ; cf. i. 18, 723 a,  23;  
Galen in Hippocr. Epzdem. vi. 2, 
t. xvii. a, 1002, Xuhn. The ac- 
counts are not quite consistent. 
Empedocles himself speaks of dif: 
ferent localities in the uterus 
(Galen says still more distinctly 
that he agreed with Parmenides in 

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

Arist. E. c. i. 18, 722 b, S ; iv. 
1, 764 h, l 5  ; Galen, De Som. ii. 3, 
t. io. 616, with refere~ce to Emp. 
v. 270 (227, 326 M). His more 
definite notions on this subject, if 
he formed any, cannot be ascer- 
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the development of the fcetus were various.' I n  some 
cases he sought to explain the origin and material 
composition of corporeal parts by an uncertain ancl 
arbitrary arra~~gement .~ The abode and manner of life 

tained. What Philop. De Gen. An. 
16 a, 81 b cap. Storz, 392 sq., 
Iiarsten, 466 sq.) says is contra- 
dictory, and evidently a mere con- 
jecture, cf. p. 17 a. What is said 
ap. Plut. Qu. Xat. 21, 3, p. 917 
(Emp. v. 272, 256, 328 M); Plac. 
v. 19, 5 ;  12, 2 ;  10, 1 ;  Cens. 6, 10, 
we may here pass over. Vide 
Karsten, 464, 471 sq. ; Sturz, 401 
sq. I n  hccordance with his gene- 
ral  principle of the combination of 
m:~tter, Empedocles supposed that  
for fruitful ~emina l  combination 
there must be a certain symmetry 
of pores in the male and fem;tle. 
When, however, t,his is excessive, 
i t  may hare an opposite result, as 
in the case of mules. Vide Arist. 
Gen. An. ii. 8 ; cf. Philop. in h. l. 
p. 59, a (ap. Karsten, p. 468, where 
the statement of the Placita, v. 14, 
on this subject is correct,ed). 

l The fetus  is formed during 
the first seven weeks, or more ac- 
curately, in the sixth and seventh 
weeks (Plut. PIac. v. 21, l ; Thro. 
Math. p. 162); birth takes place 
between the seventh and tenth 
month (Plnc. v. 18, l ; Censorin, 
7, 5) : first the heart is formed 
(Cens. 6, l ) ,  and the nails l a s t ;  
they consist of hardened sinews 
(drist.  De S@r. c. 6, 484 a, 38;  
I'lac. v. 22, and Karsten, 476). 
The con~parison wi,th the curdling of 
milk in the manufacture of cheese, 
v. 279 (265 I<, 215 M) may relate 
to  the first beginnings of the em- 
bryo, cf. Arist. Gelb. An. iv. 4, 77 1 b, 
18 sqq. Perhaps, howerer, i t  may 
also refer to the separation of tears 

from the blood, of which Empedo- 
cles, according to  Plut. Qzr. h7at. 
20, 3, said: i i u r r e p  y d h a ~ r o s  d$)bv 
TO;  a ? , , a ~ o s  r a p a ~ 0 6 v r o s  (fermented) 
~ K K ~ O ~ E U ~ U L  ~b ~ ~ K P V O V .  Empedo- 
cles also treated of abortions ; vide 
Pinc. v. 8, and Sturz, 378. 

I n  the bones two parts of 
water and four parts of fire are 
added to two parts cf earth; in 
flesh and blood the four e1ement.s 
are mingled in equal or nearly 
equal parts, v. 198 sqq., vide sup. 
143.4;  in the sinews, according to 
Plac. v. 22, there are  two pil.rts of 
Ivatcr to one part of earth an(! 
one of fire. In the Placita the 
composition of the b o ~ ~ e s  is dif- 
ferent from that given by Empedo- 
clrs himself; and in 'Philop. De 
An. E, 1 6, and Simpl. De An. p. 18 
b, fine part of water and one of air 
are substituted for the two parts 
of water; but these divergences 
ace not worth considering. Iiar- 
sten's attempt to reconcile them 
coutrddicts the tenor of the verses 
quoted. 

Thus he supposed (vide Plac. 
I .  c. according to  the more perfect 
text ap. Galen, H. Phi7. c. 36, p. 
338 Kuhn;  Plut. Qu. Nat. cf. 
note 1) that tears and perspira- 
tion arise from a dissolution (rfi- 
K E U ~ U L )  of the blood, and according 
to v. 280 (266, 336 M) he seems t,o 
have similarly regarded the milk 
of females, the appearance of 
which, in his usual manner, he as- 
signed to a given day. I n  v. 215 
(209, 282 M) he describes more 
particularly the forming of a part 

2 



of the different animals were determined, he thought, 
by the substances of which the animals consist ; for each 
substance, according to the universal law, seeks its like.' 
From the same cause he derived the position of the 
various parts in  the Animals, like plants, are 
nourished by the assimilation of kindred substances ; 
growth he deduces from warmth, sleep and the decay of 
old age from the decrease of warmth, death from its 
entire ces~at ion.~ 

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

of the body (we do not know exactly Philop. Gen. An. 49 a. ICitr- 
which part is meant), comparing it,  sten, 448 sq., conjectur~s that th is  
a s  i t  Peems, with the preparation of is rnerely an arbitrary extension of 
pottery. what he says (vide st~p. p. 159, 7) 

l Plac. v. 19, 6 (where, how- about plants. The verses, how- 
ever, the text is corrupt. Instmd ever, which are quoted by Plnt. Qu. 
of ~ i r  b l p a  bvaaveTv should be read Corn. i. 2, 5, 6 (233 sqq., 220 K, 
E ~ S  hips livw B h l a ~ r v ,  &c. The 300 M), prove nothing against it, 
concluding words, however, rCur and Arist. Gen. An. ii. 4, 740 b, 
~ o i s  BhpaEr ae+wvqeCvai, I know not 12, is in its favour. 
how to emend. Karsten is per- Plnt. &U. Conv. iv. 1, 3, 12, 
haps right in his suggestion of which appeals to v. 282 (268, 338 
a s + u ~ i u a r  for ?re@wv?lrc;var, but M) sqq. ; Plac. v. 27. 
hardly in  that of rep1 for a i i a r ;  Plac. v. 27, 23, 2, 25, 5 ;  
and he is.wrong in referring the Karsten, 500 sq. It has already 
passage to partioular mem'bers). been remarked, and Empedocles 
Empedocles wa,s not alway6 true himself repeats it, in v. 247 (335, 
to this principle; for he says t'hat 182 M) sqq. resp-cting living crea- 
aquatic animals seek the moist tures, that all destruction consists 
element because of their warm in the separation of the substances 
nature, Arist. De Rcspir. c. 1 4 ;  of which a thing is composed. 
Theophr. Caus. Plalzt. i. 21, 5. This may be brought into connec- 
The previous quotations from v. tion with the statements in the 
233-239 (220 sqq., 300 sqq. M) Plucita through the theory that 
and v. 163 (205, 256 M) seem to Empedocles regarded the decay of 
show that he treated minutely of the body as a consequence of the 
the dif t rent  species of animals. failure of vital heat. 
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takes place, on his theory, not merely through the 
winclpipe, but through the whole body, in consequence 
of the movement of the  blood, When the blood; in 
its backward and forward course, withdraws from the 
external parts, the air penetrates through the fine pores 
of the skin ; when the Mood again flows into those parts, 
the air is expelled.' He  explained sensation also by 
reference to the pores and emanations. To produce 
sensation, it is necessary that the particles detaching 
themselves from the ob.jects s h o ~ ~ l d  be in  contact with 
the homogeneous elements of the organs of sense, either 
by the entrance of the particles of the object through 
the pores, or (as in the case of sight) by the exit of 
the elements of the organ i n  the same manner.2 For, 
according to the doctrine first enunciated as a principle 
by Empedocles, things are known to us o'nly through the 
elements of like kind in us: earth through earth, water 
through water: &c. This theory is most easily carried 
o ~ l t  in  regard to the senses of taste and smell. Both, 
according to Empedocles, result from the taking up of 
minute particles of matter into the nose or mouth, in  

1 V. 287 (275,343 31) sqq. ; cf. through without producing a sen- 
Xarsten, A r k .  Respir. c. 7 ; Scho- sation. Similarly Plac. iv. 9, 3 ; 
liastszlz h l. (on Simpl. De Aninzd, p. cf. Hdper, Zzar Lehre von drr 
167 b, sq ) ; Pluc. iv. 22, v. 15, 3. Silzneswahmehmuuy d. Lucrez. 

Vide szaprcc, p. 132 sq.; Theo- Stendal, 1872, p. 5. 
phrast. De Se?zsu, 7 : ' E ~ T .  ~ q u ; ,  V. 333 (321, 378 M ) :- 
,G d v a P P d r r ~ ~ v  [ ~ i s  & ~ ~ $ ; o h s ]  ~ i s  ya[y $ v  ybp yaiav 6?r8rrapsv, 56arr 
robs ? T ~ ~ O V S  robs Q ~ d u r q s  [aloOfi- 6' iiFwp, 
ucwr] ar'oOdvcnOar, the diversity of alOipr 6' alOipa Giov, &&p avpi nGp 
the pores occasions the specific &'l.:FvAov, 
differences of  ensa at ions each uropyc 62 UTOPY~IY, Y E ~ K O S  86 T E  

sense perceives that which is so Y E ~ K E P  h ~ y p @ .  
symmetrical with its pores that i t  ;K TOGTWV y i p  rrdvra n s ~ $ y a u r v  
penetrdtes into them,and so affects &ppouOiv.ra 
the organ ; while everything else KU; ~ o & r o i s  ~pov8ovur ~ a l  $ 8 0 ~ ~ '  46' 
either does nst enter it,  or passes d v ~ f v r a r .  
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the one case from the air, in the other from the moisture 
with which they are mingled.' I n  the sense of hearing 
he thought the sounds were formed by the entrance and 
agitation of the air in the passage of the ear as in a 
t r ~ m p e t . ~  In the sense of sight, on the contrary, the 
seeing body was supposed to issue forth from the eye 
in order to come in contact with the emanations of the 
object. Empedocles thus conceived the eye as a kind 
of lantern: in the apple of the eye fire and water are 
enclosed in skins, the pores of which, arranged in alter- 
nate rows for each substance, allow passage t o  the emana- 
tions of each : fire causes the perception of that which 
is bright, and water of that which is dark. When, 
therefore, emanations of visible things reach the eye, 
the emanations of the internal fire and water pass out 
of the eye through the pores, and from the meeting of 
these two arises vision.3 

l Plnc. iv. 17 ; Arist. De Se?zszc, 1. c. ; Arist. Probl. xiv. 14 ; Gen. 
c. 4, 441 a, 4 ;  Alex. De Senszc, Anim. v. 1. 779 b, 15, Empedocles 
105 b ; cf. Empedocles, v. 313 (300, thought that light eyes were fiery 
465) f. and dark eyes moist; that light 

Theoph. De Sensu, 9 ;  Plut. eyes see more clearly by night, 
Plnc. is. 16, where, however, the and dark eyes by day (the reason 
ed8wv with which Empedocles (also of this is charactelistically ex- 
aacording to Theophrastus) had plained in Theophrastusj ; but the 
compared the interior of the ears best eyes are those in which fire and 
is improperly taken to mean a bell water are mingled in equal parts. 
instead of a trumpet. HGfer, 1. C., opposes the notion that 

B V. 316 (302,220 M) sqq. ; cf. Empedocles supposed the inner fire 
240 (227,218 M) sq. ; Theoph. l. c. toissue forth from the eyes ; but he 
8 8 sq. ; Arist. De Sensu, c. 2, 437 has not considered Emprdocles's 
b, I0 sqq., 23 sqq. ; Alex. B h. l. p. own declarations concerning the 
43, 48 ; Thurot. Philop. Gcn. 2'tw 8raOpQu~ov, nor Aristot.le'd 
Awim. 105 b (ap. Sturz, 419 ; repeated expression, ~ [ L ~ V T O S  705 
Iiarsten, 485); Plut. Plac. iv. 13, qwrbs ,  in reference to this; nor 
2 ; Joh. Damasc. Parall. p. i. l;, Alexander's comments on t,heverse 
dl  (Stob. Ftoril. ?d. Mein, iv. 173). of Empedocles, which are entirely 
According to Theophr. and Philop. on the Fame side. Plato gi1.e~ the 
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Thought has a similar origin. Intelligence and the 
power of thought are ascribed by Empedocles to all 
things,' without distinction of corporeal and spiritual ; 
thought therefore, like all other vital activities, arises 
and depends upon the admixture of substances in the 
body.2 We form a conception of each element by 
means of the corresponding element in our body. It 
is in the blood especially, because there the elements 
are most completely mingled, that thought and con- 
sciousness have their chief seat (this was a common 
opinion among the ancients), and particularly the blood 
of the heart.3 But Empedocles, in accordance with 

same explanation of sight. Cf. 
Par t  11. a, 727, 3 (English Trans- 
lation, p. 428). I n  agreement 
with the abore quotations, we have 
also the definition of colour as 
tL?rd@ola (Arist. De Selbsu, c. 3, 440 
a, 1 5 ;  Stob. Eel. i. 364, where 
four principal colours are named, 
corresponding to the four elements ; 
cf. szbp. p. 133. 2 ; 158, 2) ; and the 
theory of Empedocles on transparent 
bodies (Arist. sup. p. 133, 2), and 
the images of the mirror. These 
last he explained on thetheory t,hat 
the effluences of objects cleaving 
to  the surface of the mirror were 
sent back by the fire streaming 
out a t  its pores. 

V. 231 (313, 298 M) : d v r a  
yhp TuOr qpduqu~v ZXELV ~ a l  v6paros 
aTuav. Sext. Math. viii. 286 ; Stob. 
Eel. i. 790; Simpl. L)e An. 19 h. 

V. 333 sqq. sup. p. 165, 3. 
Arist. De An. i. 2, 404 b, 8 sqq. 
concludes in his usilal manner, 
from this verse, that according to  
Empedocles the soul is composed 
of all the four elements, an asser- 
tion which is then repeated by his 

commentators. Vide Sturz, 443 
~qq. ,  203 sq. ; Karsten, 494. It is, 
however, incorrect. Empedocles 
did not hold that the soul is com- 
posed of the elenlents; but what 
we call the activity of the soul he 
explained by the elementary com- 
position of th9 body ; a soul distinct ; 
from the body he did not assume. / 
Theodoretus's assertion (Cur. G. : 
A$. v. 18, p. 72), that  Empedocles 
regarded the soul as a piypa ;E 
aiRep68ovs KU: bep66ous oSulas, is 
still more incorrtct ; and i t  is evi- 
dent that  the inference of Sextus, 
Mcith. vii. 115, 120, that Empedo- 
cles believed there were six criteria 
of truth belongs only to himself 
and his authorities. 

Thephr. De Se~su, 8 10, after 
stating Empedocles's doctrine of 
the senses: Buahrws 8; ?dyer ~ a l  
rep1 +pov$uews ~ a l  Byvoias ~b p;v 
yhp qpoveiv ~ i v a ~  rois bpolors, r b  6' 
Byvoeb rois bvopolors, Ds Z) ra&rbv 
Z) raparh4urov 8v ~ i j  aiu84uer T ~ V  

tpdvqurv. 6raprOpqud~euos yhp &S 
eKaurov t ~ t l u r ~  y u ~ ~ l ~ o p ~ v ,  l& 
T ~ A E L  rpouQBq~ev 6 s  '' ;K T O ~ T W Y , "  



his ornil theories, could not and did not exclude other 
parts of the body Som participation in thought.' The 
more homogeneous is the mixture of the elements, the 
more acute are the senses and intelligence generally; 
when the elementary particles are combined with each 
other in a loose and slack manner,2 the mental faculty 
moves more slowly ; when they are small and tightly 
compressed, it moves more quickly; in the one case 
there is permanence, in  the other in~tabi l i ty .~ If the 
right admixture of the elements is limited to certain 
parts of the body, i t  produces the corresponding special 
e n d o ~ m e n t . ~  Empedocles therefore supposes, like Par- 

&c. (v. 336 sq. sup. p. 85, 1). 6ib 
~ a )  76 aybar1 p d h i u ~ a  $ p o v € t '  d1r 
r 0 4 7 q ~  y h p  p d h r v r a  ~ ~ ~ p t a R a i  d a r t  
70. a r o i x ~ i a  r r j v  pep&. Emp. r. 
327 (316, 372 M) :- 
ayparor dv rrrhdyyeuar ~ ~ B p a p p i v ~  

&v7cRopdvros, 
75 r E  v d ~ u a  pdhirT'TCC K U K A ~ T K E ~ U ~  

bvBpr5rro iu~v 
d p a  y b p  BvRpBnors nsp r~dp8 idv  darr 

vdqpa.  

This verse is to  be received as  
Empedoclean: though it seems, ac- 
cording t o  Tert. De An. 15, to have 
been found in an Orphic poem, i t  
doubtless came in the first instance 
from Empedocles. Philop. Be Alz. 
C, a, ascribes it to Critias ; but 
this is evidently a mistake. Later 
mr i t e~s  repeat or misinterpret this 
definition sometimes in the sense 
of subsequent enquiries concerning 
the seat of the < y s p o v r ~ d v :  vide 
Cic. Tim. i. 9, 19 ; 17, 41 ; Plnt. 
ap. Ens. Pmp. i. 8, 10;  G a l ~ n ,  
De Htpp. et  Rat .  ii. extr. T. V. 
283 K ; Fturz, 439 sqq. ; Karsten, 
495, 498. Cf. also p. 163, 1, and 
Plato, Phredo, 96 B. 

' Notice the p d h i u r a ,  v. 328, and 
the conclusion of the passage in 
Theophrastus to be quoted imme- 
diately. 

Or according to the Interpr. 
Cruqu. on Hornce, Ep. ad Pzs. 465 
(ap. Sturz 447, Karsten 496), 
where the bloocl is cold : this, how- 
erer, probably regarded by 
Empedocles an a conspquence of 
the loose combination of i ts  parts. 

This is the first germ of the 
doctrine of temperaments. 

a Theophr. I. c. 5 1 1 : 8uors y ;v 
o8v Yua ~ a l  a a p a a h ~ u r a p 6 ~ i ~ r a i ,  K& 

p+ 6 ib  rrohhoG [here the text seems 
corrupt. 1 should conjerture h l a v  
a o h h h ]  p$' a8 p r ~ p h  pq6' ;rrep/3dh- 
h o v l a  rW: p e y i 8 ~ 1 ,  roh rovs  +PO- 

v i p w r d r o ~ s  e b a i  ~ a ;  ~ a r h  r h s  a l -  
UR~~UELS ~ K ~ L ~ E U ~ ~ T O U S .  ~ a r h  Adyou 
8; ~ a l  robs  B y y v r d r w  T O ~ T W Y .  8uols 
6' dvavrlws, &+poveardrovs. ~ a l  Bv 

pavh  Kal &pat& K E > ~ L  78 b - r o i x ~ i a ,  
l J~@pobs  KO.) ~ r r ~ ~ d ~ o ~ s ,  &v 62 r r v ~ v b  
~ a l  K a r b  p i ~ p h  r e B p a v ~ p ~ v a ,  robs  82 
ro i06rous bS6ws (SO Wimmer reads 
for ;&is Kal )  + F ~ O ~ ~ U O U S ,  ~ a l  n o h h h  
dni/3aAAopdvovs b h [ y a  BnrreA~?v 6 ih  
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menides,' that the quality of thought is regulated ac- 
cording to the constitution of the body, and changes 
with it.2 Aristotle infers from this that he must have 
sought truth in the sensible-phenomenon ; but such a 
conclusion Empedocles would have repudiated, as mnch 
as his Eleatic predecessor,4 whether rightly or wrongly ' 
i t  is not our purpose to enquire. For he is so far from 
placing absolute trust in perception, that he exhorts us 
to give no credence to i t  at all, but to acquaint our- 
selves instead with the nature of things by reflection ; s 

r j l v  65111r7~a 7 6 s  70; a7paros @opGs. 
ozs 8; K ~ O '  Fv r r  pdprov G p i u 7  
~ p l u L s  I u r r ,  r a d ~ p  cro@obs i ~ d u r o u s  
eZvar. 81; 703s p2v Phropas &yaOobs, 
r o b s  68 r e x v i r a s  h s  r o i s  p&v I v  r a i s  
X E P U ~  707s 6' Qv 75 y h 6 r r y  r1 /v  
Kpc?~lV o ~ u C Z Y .  ~ ~ O ~ C O S  8) ~ X C I V  K U ~  

K ~ T &  &?,has Fuvdpeis. This last 
is thus expressed In Plut. ap. Em.  
Prro)?. i. 8;10: r b  6 ;  G y e p o v r ~ b v  
o h €  E)v KC@CZ~? 0% E)v OdpaK1, &AA' 
i v  aTpa r r  80ev KUO' 8 7 1  &v p i p s  
70; u h p a r o s  P A E ~ O P  sapeuaappivov 
r b  $ y r p o v ~ ~ b v ,  o icrar  ~ a r '  < K E ~ ~ O  

s p o ~ e p e i v  r 0 3 s  &vBpdsou~ .  
1 Supm, vol. i. 602. 

V. 330 (318, 375 M): r p b s  
sapebv y b p  p?rrs  b i & r a ~  bvOprl.- 
sorurv. I n  support of this propo- 
sition Empedocles also adduces the 
phenomenon of dreaming. Accord- 
ing to Philop. Be An. P. 3, and 
Simp. De An. 5G b, the words in 
v. 331 (319, 376 M) likewise 
relate to i t  : o"uuov 7' dhhoior  p e r ( -  
~ U Y ,  r d u o v  l ip  u @ l b w  a ie l  ~ a )  @PO- 
v;-v &hho ia  s a p i u r a r o .  He also 
remarked that madnessarises from 
corporeal causes, though he after- 
wards speaks of a madness pro, 
duced by guilt, and, side by side 
with this diseased madness, of the 

higher madness of religious en- 
thusiasm. C61. Aurel. Be Morb. 
Chro?z. i. 5, 145. 

Metaph. ir. 5, 1009 h, 12, 
where it is said of Democritus and 
Empedocles (of the latter on the 
strength of the verse just quoted) : 
8hws 61. 81h ~b 6.r rohq~f ldverv  qp6- 
v v u i v  p2v r + v  a i 'uO~urv,  radr? jv  8' 
€ b a r  &hho:wurv, r b  $arvdprvov K ~ T &  
r 4 v  aYuO7urv I [  Lvdyrcns &h7O;s 
eZvaXCI @aurv. The words E)E & v c i y ~ ~ s  
are to be connected with q a u r v :  
they are consirained to maintain. 

FOP Ritter's suggestion (cf. 
Wolf's Anal. ii. 458 sq. ; cf. Gesch,. 
d. Phil. i. 541) that, according to 
Empodocles, the Sphairos can only 
be known by reason, and the present 
world by the senses, has no war- 

. rant in his own utterances: the 
verses quoted below (1 9 sqq.) are 
of universal application: there is  
no trace of any resttiction to  the  
Sphairos, cf. note 4. 

". 19 (49, 53 M):- 
bhh' %' dOprl r d u p  r rahdp?~,  s i j  

Gehov ;naa.rov, 
p j / r e  r tv '  6$4v Z p v  s L ~ r e r  s h i o v ,  4 

~ a r '  & ~ o u j l v ,  
pj/r' h ~ 0 1 / v  ZpLGouaov J s i p  rpavd -  

p a r a  yh&aaqs ,  
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and though he keenly deplores, with Xenophanes, the 
limitations of human knowledge,' yet in regard to the 
knowledge granted to mortals, he expects far more from 
reason than from the senses. It need hardly be said, 
however, that he set up no theory of knowledge in the 
later sense of the nor ought we on account of the 
common accusations from men of all parties to consider 
him an ally of the  sceptic^.^ What made him mis- 

~ + T E  T L  T&V &AAWV, daduwv ?rdPos 
hu71 vo?uai. 

y u i w v  T L U T ~ V  ~ ' ~ u K E ,  vdel 8' 5 
Gehov ZKOQTOV. 

V. 81 (108,  82 M) of the @rhd'rqs: 
7hv U ;  vdq ~ & ~ K E V  pvF' $ ~ , U U U ~ V  $U0 
~e8qrrLs.  Later writers, such as 
Lact. Imst. iii. 28 ; Tert. De An. 
17, I pass over. 

' V. 2 (32. 36 M) :- 
a r ~ i v w ~ o ~  p ; ~  yhp rrahduai ~ a r b  

'yuia ~ E ' ~ v v r a i .  
m h h h  8; 8dh' & ~ a l a ,  r d  T' BpBhd- 

This passage, the strongest which 
is found in Ernpedocles, in troth 
only asserts this : considering the 
linritstions of human knowledge 
and the shortness of human life, 
we canrmt suppose we have em- 
braced the whole with a fortuitous 

and one-sided experience ; i t  is Im- 
possible in this way to attain to a 
real knowledge of the truth (v. 8 
sq.) ; we must the- ~e f ore content 
ourselves with that which man is 
in a position to attain. Similarly, 
v. 1 l (41 ,  46 M) sq., Empedoc1t.s 
entreats the gods to preserve him 
from the presumptuous spirit which 
would utter more than is per- 
mitced to mortals, and to reveal to 
him d v  BE'prs ~ B T ~ V  b~qp~pLoiuiv 
B K O ~ E I V .  A third passsge, v. 85 
(1 12, 86 M )  sq., does not belong 
to this connection; for when he 
there says of love,-~4v o5rrs p ~ 8 '  
8houiv (as Panzerbieter and Scein 
rightly read) ihruuopbqv ~ E ~ U + K E  

t'vqrbs &v?p, this according to the 
context only means; in  its appear- 
ance as sexual love, this force 
indeed is known to everyone ; but  
its universal cosmical import has 
been as yet unknown, and is to be 
first revealed by him ( U ;  F' d ~ o v s  
hdywv U T ~ A O V  o i r ~  hrra~qhdv).  
' The following is attributed 

to him by Sextus, Math.vii. 122, hnt 
evidently with no other founda- 
tion than the verse first quoted : 
not the senses, but the 6pObs hdyos 
is the criterion of t ru th ;  this is 
partly divine and partly human ; 
the human part only can be com- 
municated in speech. 

The sceptics ap. Diog. ix. 73 ; 
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trustful of the senses our fragments do not expressly 
state ; but a comparison of the analogous opinions of 
Yarmenides, Democritus and other physicists leaves 
little doubt that the  cause, in his case as in theirs, lay 
in  the contradiction between the sensible phenomenon 
and his physical theory, and more especially in the  diffi- 
culties with which the conceptions of Becoming, Decay 
and qualitative Change are beset; so that here also the  
propositions of the theory of knowledge appear not as 
the basis, but as the fruit of objective enquiry. 

Feelings tco, according to  Empedocles, originate in 
the same manner and under the same conditions as 
opinions. Tnat which is akin to the consiituent parts 
of each human being begets in him, together with the 
knowledge of it, the sensation of pleasure ; that which 
is opposed to those constituents begets the feeling of 
aversion.' Desire consists in the striving after kindred 
elements, of which each individual is in  want ; and it 
is ultimately the result of a mixture of substances 
adapted to the nature of t,he individuaL2 

HITHERTO we have been occupied with the  physical 
theories of Empedocles. All the doctrines connected 
with these start from the same presuppositions, and 

Cic. Acud. i. 12, 44. I n  Accld. pi. 
ii , 5, 14, this statement is contra- 
dicted. 

Emp. v. 336 sq., 189 sqq. (sup. 
p. 165, 3 ;  134, 1). Theophr. De 
Smsu, 16, with reference to  this 
verse : &AA& &v 066; r h v  $ o v ~ v  
~ a k  Ahnqv dpuAoyou,clCvws &no6i6wo~v,  

46eaBar &;v ~ o r G v  70;s ~ ~ O ; O I S  AUTET- 
adar 6; 70:s E'vav~lo~s .  Joh. Damasc. 
Parall. S. ii. 25, 30, 35 (Stob. 
Floril. ed. Mein. iv. 235 sq.) ; cf. 
Plut. Plac. v. 28 and Karsten, 
461. 

Plut. Plac. l. c. ; cf. Qu~st .  
Conu. vi. 2, 6. 



though, in regard to particular details, we may dis- 
cover much that is arbitrary, yet on the whole t h e ~ e  
is evidently an attempt to explain all things in reference 

' 
to the same principles and the same primitjive causes. 
The physical conceptions of Empedocles appear, there- 
fore, as parts of a system of natural philosophy whicb, 
though not complete on all sides, is yet carried out in 
accordance with one plan. I t  is otherwise with his 
religious doctrines and prescripts, which are taken 
partly from the the third book of the poem on physics, 
but especially from the / c a ~ 9 a ~ ~ o i ,  and apparently have 

- no connection with his scientific principles. In these 
propositions we see only articles of faith which were 
superadded to hid philosophic system from quite another 
quarter. We cannot, however, entirely pass them over. 

We will take first the conceptions of Transmigra- 
tion and life after death. Empedocles tells us that it 
is the immutable decree of fate that the daemons who 
have sinned by murder or perjury should be banished 
for 30,000 seasons from among the Blessed, and tra- 
verse the painful paths of life in the various forms of 
mortal existence.' He presupposes, therefore, a prirn- 
eval state of bliss, the theatre of which must have been 

' v. 369 (1) :- ~ p f s  prv pupias %pas Brb  p a ~ d ~ w v  

Zurrv b v d y ~ q s  ~ p e p a ,  Osrjv $4@lnpa hAdh?lcea~, 

~ a h a r b v ,  @u6p~vov ~ a v r o i a  Sib xp6vou e 3 e a  

blSrov, n ~ a r t ' o u r r  ~ a ~ a u t $ ~ ~ ~ l u p ; v o v  O V O ~ B ~ ,  
ilprtoir bpyahias Bi6ro10 paraAA$~uovra  

e87i  r i s  h p ~ A a ~ ; y u i  @dvov @ha ~ c A ' 4 8 0 ~ ~ .  
yv ia  pihvp The statements of later authorities 

aZwaros, f i  Brlopror bpaprbuas Pro- I pass over here, and in what fol- 
pduup lows, as they only reiterate and 

Safpov, O'I'TE r a ~ P a l w v ~ ~  AeAdxacri distort what Empedocles himself 
Bloro, says. They are to be found in 

Sturz, 448 sqq. 



heaven; for he complains that he has been cast out 
from the abode of the gods upon the earth, into this 
cavern,' and a return to the  gods is promised to the 
pions.2 The poet describes in  forcible verses, ostensibly 
fiom his own recollection,3 the wretchedness of guilt- 
laden spirits who are tossed about in  restless flight 
through all parts of the world ; the pain and sorrow of 
the soul which, having entered the place of opposit,ions 
and of st,rife, of sickness and of transitorines~,~ 6nds 
itself clothed in  the garment of the flesh," and trans- 
ferred from life into the kingdom of death.' The 

' V. 381 (7, 9 M) :-- to the same condition. 
r ~ j u  ~ a )  ~ I p l ,  +VYAS B E ~ ~ E Y  V. 385 (13, 17 31) :- 

&a\r ~ A $ T T S ,  fchalud T E  KU; K ( ; K N U ~ ,  I8&v &UUV$- 
v ~ f ~ c e i '  p a ~ v o p i v y  nfuuvos. 9 ~ a  ~ G p o v ,  

v. 300 (11, 15 M) :- 386 (21,19 If) &@a +duos r e  K ~ T O S  
T E  Ka\L &hhou  FOvea ~ n p d v ,  

25 o h s  ~ [ p i j s  7 E  ~ 6 ~ ~ 0 s  a;XbLapai 7 E  vdcO1 Kal u + ~ l E S  sPYU 
~ " A ~ O V  

T E  b ~ u u r d .  Cf. Y. 393 (24, 
5 6 ~  ' ~ f u & v  K ~ T &  yaiav bvaurp~+opar 22 M) f or the description of the 

pETh 9u?1r0is. (Text Of this opposites in the terrestrial world, 
T.erse is very uncertain.) of and cHhldxg 

392 (31, 29 M) :- fire), of Ailprs and ' A p ~ o v i ~  (hate 
~ ~ A ~ O O ~ E Y  766' h' dvrpov ~ T ~ U T E ~ O V .  and love), *vaA and O0rpivv (birth 

V. 449 videinf,p. 174, 5. and decay), beauty and ugliness, 
greatness and littleness, sleep and 

V. 383 (380, 11 M) :- waking, &c. (We need not, with 
$67 YdP Tor' 'Y"'*pT' '''pd' 7' Plut. T,.CLTZ~~L. An., I j, p. 474, ic- 

K ~ P T  r f  terpret this to mean that Empedo- 
Odpvo~ 7' O h ~ d s  T E  Kal EEV cleS assigned to e17eryone thr3ugh 

~ h h o a o s  iX@hs.  life a good and an e r i l  genius.) 
V. 377 (16, 32 M) :- Cf. 157, 2. 

al06plov pku y d p  U+E ~ ~ Y O S  T ~ Y T O Y ~ E  V. 402 (379$ 414 M) :- 
~ I ~ K E I ,  U a p ~ r j v  6.Ahoyvrjrr r~p lu . r (hhouua  

~ d v ~ o s  6' ds XOuvbs o36ar BT~TTUUE, X L T L ~ U L .  

yaia 6' as a3yBs According to  Stob. 2k1. i. 1048, 
4rhlov b ~ d p a v ~ o s ,  6 6' aieipos Z p B a h ~  the of the is 5 

6:va~s Gafpwv. 
~ E A A O S  6' 25 ~ A A O U  ~ { X E T ~ L  uruyd- 7 V. 404 (378, 416 M) :- 

ouur 8k rdvrcs .  $K ?hp @c01 6 ~ 1 0 ~ 1  Y E K P O E I ~ ~ .  
V. 400 (14, 30 X) seems to refer bpsl@wv. 
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exiled dzmons in the course of their wanderings enter 
not only into human and animal bodies, but also into 
the forms of plants ; l but in each of these classes the 
noblest dwellings a.re appropriated to the worthiest of t,he 

- - 

The intermediate state, after the departure 
of the soul from the body, seems to have been con- 

A ceived by Empedocles in  accordance with the prevailing 
notions of H a d e ~ . ~  Whether he supposed that the 
term of wandering was the  same for all souls, and what 
duration he assigned to it, we cannot be c e r t a h 4  The 
best rise at last to the dignity of soothsayers, poets, 
physicians, and princes, and from thence return as gods 
to t h e  gods.5 

This belief is connected by Empedocles with certain 
purifications of which we find traces in his writings,= 
and also with the  prohibition of flesh and the slaying 

1 Cf. p. 173, 2 ;  159, 3. 
V. 438 (302, 448 M):- 

;v 8$peaur A ~ O V T E S  ~ ~ E L A F X ~ E S  x a -  
parccvar 

y l y v o v ~ a r  8d+var 6' ( v )  8 ~ u 6 p ~ U r v  
fifiKdp0rU~v. 

This is alluded to in v. 389 
(23, 21 M) ; the immediate refe- 
rence is unknown : 8.77s &v h s [ p G v a  
KaTb U K ~ T O S  $ h d u ~ ~ u b l v .  

4 The -rprupdpcor Bpar, v. 371, 
are of uncertain meaning (vide 
sup. p. 143, l ) ,  and we find on the 
other hand, in v. 445 (420. 455 
M) sq. a threat, which doubtless 
refers to transmigration :- 
r o r y d p ~ O r  x a h ~ a l j d l v  bhdovrss KaK6- 

K ~ L  ?rpdpor &vepr5?rot~tv ;arx8oviorur 
~ i h o v c a ~ ,  

gvOev bvai3haurotiar 8sol rrpfjur 
@ip16701, 

&Oavd~ors 8.hhorurv dpfurror ,  a b ~ o -  
T ~ ~ P E [ U L ,  

s8vlss hv6pelwv &x;ov,  &?rd~qpol ,  
& r s l p ~ i s .  Cf. what is quoted 

from Pindar, Vol. I. p. 70, note 4. 
In the introduction to the ~ a O a p p o i ,  
v. 355 (892, S00 M) ,  Empedocles 
says of his present life, QyZ, 6' 
~ " ~ / . L L v  8 t b ~   POTOF, OF, 06K;Tl 8~7)TdS.  

V. 442 (422, 452 M) :- 
& a o f i $ 6 n r s ~ 0 s  ~ p q v d w v  &TO ?r;vr' 

b v r p r j v ~ ~ s  & r ~ i p ~ i '  x a h ~ & .  

' V. 430 (410, 442 M) :- 
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of animals. Both necessarily appear to him in the 
light of crimes, as flagrant as the murder of human 
beings and cannibalism. In  the bodies of animals are 
human souls; why then should not t,he same general 
law apply t,o animals as to our fellow-creatures? l In 
order to be quite consistent, Empedocles should have 
extended these principles to the vegetable world ; but 
this was, of course, impossible : so he contented himself 
with prohibiting the use or abuse of a few plants: on 
acconnt of their religious significance. 

However important this doctrine and these pre- 
scripts may have been to him personally,4 they have 
only a partial connection with his system, and on one 
side, indeed, are unmistakeably opposed to it. When 
Empedoeles looks back with longing from the world 
of strife and of oppositions towards .the blessedness of 
a primeval state in which all was peace and harmony, 
we recognise in this the same temper and point of view 
as applied to human life, which asserts itself' in regard 
to the universe in the doctrine of the vicissitude of its 
a q d t a s  8' ;v p r / & p O l ~ ~  K ~ K ~ V  &h€- r b  r r 6 v i - w ~  vdprpov 3 r d  7' 

y l v a ~ o  F a i r a .  ~ ~ p ~ p C 8 0 v r o s  
g ,  6' a s r w s  m a r ; p 3  ur'bs ( A ~ J v  Ka i  ar'ddpor ~ I V E K ~ W S  r h a ~ a r  816 7' &?r- 

p l / r f p a  a a i 6 e s  A i r o u  a 5 y i j s  (V. 425, 403 K, 
euPbv &?ro$palaav.re @ i A a s  K a r b  u d p -  437 M). 

As Iiarsten well observes. p. 
513. 

The laurel and the bean, r. 
440 (418, 450 M) sq., if indeed 
the second of tliese verses (BECAO: 
~ ~ ~ Y ~ E L A O L  K U ~ ~ W Y  & r o  x ~ i p a s  Z X ~ u @ e )  
is really Emp~doclran, a r ~ d  has 
this signification ; for i t  may po5- 
sibly refer to  the voting in the 
popular assemblies. 

Vide p. 173. 
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conditions. I n  both cases the state of unity is con- 
sidered the better and the earlier; division, opposition, 
and the strife of particular existences is looked on as a 
misfortune, as something which arose through a distur- 
bance of the original order, through the abandonment 
of the blessed primitive state. But if his religiuus 
and his physical theories lie in the same direction, 
Empedocles never attempted to connect them scientifi- 
cally, or even to prove their compatibility. For though . 

mental life is only a consequence of the combination 
of corporeal substances, yet as individual life it is  con- 
ditioned by this definite combination ; the soul, there- 
fore, can neither have existed before the formation of 

- - 
%he body, nor can it outlast the body. This difIieulty 

. seems to have been so completely overlooked by Em- 
pedocles, that, as far as we know, he made not the 
slight,est attempt to solve it, or to combine the doctrine 
of transmigration with his other theories. V7hat he 
says of the movement of the primitive elements, which 
wander tllrough all forms in  changing combinations,' 
has only a distant analogy and no actual connection 
with the wandering of d ~ m o n s  through terrestrial 
bodies ; and though the elements themselves are desig- 
nated by the names of gods,3 and called dremo~s,4 i t  

1 Vide supra,p. 130, 1 ; 122, 3. ing to Empedocles, first spring 
Karsten, p. 511, ancl Gladisch,Emp. from the combination of elemen- 
U. d. Aeg. 61, suppose that  .r-erses tilry substances, and perish when 
51 sqq. (quoted su23. p. :22, 3) refer this combination ceases. The per- 
tothe pre-existeilce and immortality manence of the primitire sub- 
of this soul. This is an error ; the stances is therefore quite different 
reference is to the imperishable- from the continuance of the indi- 
ness of the primitive elements of viduals-of that which is com- 
which the beings (Bpo-ro'i) pounded of those substances. 
consist. Vide stpra, p. 125, 2 ;  137, 1. 

2 All individual existences, V. 254, vide szqra, 160: 5. 
even the gods and daemons, accord- 
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does not follow that Empeclocles really identified two 
such distinct things as the transmigration of souls and 
the circulation of the elements; or intended what he 
said of the first to apply to the second.' Nor are we 
justified in thinking that Metempsychosis is with him 
a mere symbol for the vitality of nature, and the gra- 
duated development of natural life.2 He himself ad- 
vanced this doctrine in its literal sense with the greatest 
earnestness and precision, and founded on i t  prescripts 
which may perhaps appear to us trivial, but which 
possessed in his eyes undeniable importance. There 
remains, therefore, only the supposition that he adopted 
the doctrine of Metempsychosis and all depending on 
it, from the Orphico-Pythagorean tradition, withont 
combining it scientifically with his philosophic con- 
victions advanced in another place and in another 
c~nnection.~ 

The same may be said of the mythus of the golden 
age, which Empedocles sets forth in a special manner: 

1 As is maintained by Sturz, That it is quite possible to 
471 sqq. ; Ritter (Wolf's Anal. ii. entertain ideas that are mutually 
153 sq., Gesch. d. Phil. i. 563 sq.) ; incompatible is shown in numerous 
Schleiermacher, Gcsch. d. Phil. 41 instances. How many theological 
sq. ; Wendt on Tennemann, i. 312, doctrines, for example, have been 
&c,, after the precedent of Irhov, believed by Christian philosophers 
De Palznyenesza Veterum (Am- whose philosophy would logically 
sterd, 1733), p. 233 sqq. &c. (vide contradict them ! 
Sturz, 1. C.).  I n  the verses which seem to 

Steinhart, 1. c. p. 103 sq. be alluded to by Arist. Gen. et Corr. 
Sext. Mnth. ix. 127 sqq. cannot be ii. 6, 334 a,  5, viz. V. 405 (368, 
quoted in support of this; for he, 417 M) sqq. :- 
or rather the Stoic whom he trau- 
scribes, attributes to Empedocles 066: 71s Sv ~ ~ i v o r a r v ~ A ~ ~ s  B E ~ S  066; 
and the Pythagoreans Metempsy- Ku8orrbs 
chosis in the literal sense, and oh68 Z E ~ S  ~ a u l h ~ b s  0688 K P ~ Y O S  0662 
founds i t  upon the Stoical doctrine IIo~cr68v 
of the world spirit. bhhb Kdnprs Bauihcta. Cf. V .  421 

TOL. 11. N 
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though we cannot find, any point of connection in 
it with his other doctrines. It cannot have belonged 
to the imagery of the Sphairos,' for in the Sphairos 
were no individual existences ; nor to the description of 
the heavenly primeval state, for those who lived in the 
golden age are expressly said to have been human 
beings, and all their surroundings appear to be terres- 
trial. Some would conclude from the passages just 
quoted from Aristotle, that the golden age must be 
assigned to the period in which the separation of the 
different elements from the Sphairos first began. But 
this view has little to urge in its behalf, for, as we have 
already seen, Empedocles gives no particulars about 
that form of the universe, which contrasted so entirely 
with the presenL2 It seems, then, that he employed 
the myths of the golden age to enforce his principles 
respecting the sacredness of animal life, without trou- 
bling himsef to consider whether there was room in his 
system for such a theory. 

Side by side with these myths and doctrines the 
theological opinions of Empedocles now claim our 

(364, 433 31) sqq. I n  the following 
verses we are then told how these 
gods were worshipped by the former 
race of men with unbloody sacrifices 
and gifts, for all animals lived in 
friendship with men, and the plants 
furnished fruits in abundance. (As 
to this interpretation of &yahpa, cf. 
Bernays, The0php.v. d. Prommigkezt, 
179. Bernays conjectures, in the 
preceding verses, ura~ro is  @puiur 
instead of ypar~ois c&orcrr. This 
does not commend itself to me. 
Empedocles may very well hare 
n~aiutained that painted (+a were 

offered in the place of real ani- 
mals : just as  the offering of a bull 
of baked flour was ascribed to the 
philosopher himself by Favorinus 
ap. Diog. viii. 53, and to Pythagoras 
by P0rph.V. P. 36.) Cf. szy. p. 162, 
2. The notion of Stein and Mullach, 
that the verses (Vol. I. 511, l) attri- 
buted in antiquity to Pythagoras or 
Parmenides really belonged to this 
section seems to me doubtful. 

l To which they are referred 
by Bitter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 543, 
546, and Krische, Forsch. i. 123. 

Isupa, p. 153. 
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attention. He speaks of the Gods in many different 
ways In the first place, he mentions among the beings 
who arose out of the combination of primitive substances, 
the gods, the long-living, the revered of all.' These 
gods are manifestly not distinct from the divinities of 
the polytheistic popular faith, except that, according to 
the cosmology of Empedocles, their existence is limited 
to a particular space of time.2 The dzemons also, some 
of whom maintain themselves from the beginning in 
the abodes of the Blest, while others return t,hither 
after the wanderings of Metempsychosis,3 belong to the 
popnlar faith. Secondly, Empedocles allies himself with 
the same popular faith when he calls the elements and 
the moving forces dzemons, and gives them the names 
of gods ; hut the mythical veil is here so transparent 
that we may consider this use of the divine names as 
purely allegorical. According to his own opinion, the six 
primitive essences are indeed absolute and eternal exis- 
tences, to whom, therefore, the predicate divine belongs 
in  a more original sense than to the created gods, but 
the poet only occasionally ascribes a personality to these 
essences. Thirdly, the same may be said of the divinity 
of the Xphairos. This mixture of all substances is di- 
vine only in  the sense in which antiquity regarded the 
vorld as the totality of divine forces and essences." 

1 V. 104 sqq. (sup 130, 1); cf. is said of the divinity of the 
119 (l,54, 134 31) sqq. Sphairos (vide sup. p. 141, 4) with 

V i d e  sz~p. p. 152, 2. the doctrine of Lore, and both with 
3 Vide sup. p. 172, l ; 172 sq. the Xmpedoclean verses immedi- 
4 Sup. 137,l,end;IP5,2; 138,3. ately to be quoted, and so attains 
5 The contrary is maintained this conception : God is an intelli- 

by Wirth, d. Zdee Gottes, 172 sqq. gent subject, his essence is cjxhfa, 
(cf. Gladisch, Emp. U.  d. Aqq. 31 his primitbe existence the Sphai- 
sq., 69 sqq.). He connects what rom, which is therefore itself de- 

N 2 
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Lastly, we possess verses of Empedocles in which be 
describes the Deity in the manner and almost in the very 
scribed in verse 138 (sup. 147, 1 )  and Strife the most baneful (Emp. 
as something personal. This corn- v. 79 sqq., 405 sqq. ; St. 106 sqq., 
bination, however, cannot be es- 368 sqq., K. 80 sqq., 416 sqq.; 
tablished on historical testimony, 31, &C.), the mosh Messed existence 
nor is i t  compatible with the most must be that in which there is no 
certain definitions of Empedocles's strife but only Unity and Love. 
doctrine. Wirth's main argument All that can be proved is  that the 
is the obser~ation of Aristotle Sphairm of Empedocles is de- 
(scrp. p. 148, 4), that  the ~ b 8 a r p o v t  scribed as Divinit,y and a blessed 
u ~ a r o s  0ebs of Empedocles is more eszence. But (as Aristotle himself 
ignorant than any other creature ; remarks, Gen. e t  Corr. ii. 6, 333 F, 
for it has no Hate in itself, and 20) he also calls the elements and 
consequently cannot know it. But the beings derived from the ele- 
i t  shows little acquaintance with ments-men as we13 as daemons- 
Aristotle's usual manner of literally gods ; and he had the same right 
interpreting his predecessors, to to describe his Sphairos as blessed, 
infer from this that Empedocles that Plato had to apply the word 
considered the Sphairos as an in- to our visible world, even if he 
telligent subject, exempt from the did not conceive it as a personal 
process of the Finite. His obser- being. Snpposing, however, he 
vation is perfectly explicable, sup- did conceive i t  as such, or in the 
posing he was merely alluding to dubious manner of the early phi- 
verses 138,142 (sup. p. 1 4 7 , l ;  149, losophers, in spite of its impor- 
3), where the Sphairos is described sonal nature, ascribed to  i t  certain 
as god and as a blessed Being. personal attributes, for example 
Aristotle seizes on these defi- knowledge-this would by no 
nitions, and combining them with means prove that i t  was god in  
the farther proposition that like is the monotheistic sense, the highest 
known by like, is able to convict existence, not subject to the pro- 
Empedocles of an absurdity. But cess of the Finite. I n  the first 
as i t  does not follow that  Empedo- place we do not know that Em- 
cles himself said the Sphairos does pedocles entertained the mono- 
not know Hate, neither does i t  fol- theirrtic idea of God ; since the 
low that he spoke of i t  as  possess- verse in which it is supposed to be 
ing any faculty of knowledge. I t  found refers, Ammonius thinks, to  
is  quite possiblethat thisassertion Apollo; and in the second place, 
is only an inference drawn by if he did entertain i t ,  he could 
Aristotle ; even the superlative not possibly have identified this 
clt8aipovfu~raros 8sbs need not ne- supreme God with the Sphairos. 
cessarily have been found in Em- For according to Wirth, the su- 
pedoeles (who on metrical grounds preme God is withdrawn from the 
could not have employed i t  as i t  process of the F ~ n i t e ;  but the 
stands). Aristotle himself may Sphairos is  so completely involved 
have originated it, either ironically, in this process that i t  is itsel4 in 
or becauae he concluded that Unity its whole integrity (vide sup. p. 
being the most desirable condition, 149, 3) split up by Hate, and re- 



words of Xenophanes, as invisible and unapproachable, 
and exalted above human form and limitation, as pure 
spirit ruling the whole world.' This utterance indeed 
immediately relates to  one of the popular deities,2 and 

solved into the divided world; in 
these verses the Deity is described 
as  pure spirit;  the Sphairos, on 
the contntry: as the mixture of all 
corporeal subst:tnces. To proye 
the c3mpatibility of these concep- 
tions, i t  is not enough to observe 
that, from the realistic point of 
view of the ancients, God might 
be conceived as t14e unity ,of the 
elements; and that a conception 
of Deity similar to this was held 
by Diogenes and the Eleatics. The 
question is not whether the Deity 
might be conceived as the unity of 
the elemeuts (this we find among 
the earlier Ioniac hylozoistic phi- 
losophers and others), nor whether, 
i n  that case, reason and thought 
could be ascribed to a primitive 
essence materially conceived (this 
is done by many philosophers- 
Diogenes and Heracleitus for in- 
stance-and by all the Stoics) ; 
but  whether one and the same 
philosopher has ever conceived the 
Diviniry simultaneously as pwe 
spirit ($p$" icp$ K U ~  h86u@a~os 
&rhero pofivov) and as a mixture of 
al l  corporeal elements. For this 
there is no analogy. Wirth's 
theories are altogether opposed to 
the fundamental conceptions of 
Empedocles's system. According 
to his representation, and :~lso ac- 
cording to Gladisch, l. C., the first 
to  exist was the unity of all Being, 
the Divinity, which is a t  the same 
time al l  elementary matter; and 
from this uniform essence only, 
could particular substances have 
developed t,hemselres. Thus we 

should arrive a t  a theory of the 
world resembling Heracleitean pan- 
theism. But E~npeclocles himself 
declares the four elements, and the 
two moving forces, to be the First 
and uncreated. The mixture of 
these elements, on the other hand, 
the Sphairos, he repeatedly and 
explicitly describes as something 
derived, and arising out of the 
combination of the original prin- 
ciples. The Sphairos, therefore 
(notwithstanding the Aristotelian 
6 Bsbs), cannot possibly hare been 
considered by him as the Divinity 
in  the absolute sense, but only as 
n divinity ; cf. p. 149. 4. 

' V. 344 (356, 389 M )  :- 
o h ~  &W rr~hLiuau6'' o h '  2$8ah- 

poiurv i $ t ~ r b v  
+ ~ E T ~ ~ O L S  ?) xspul ha/3~iv, +?rep r e  

P E ~ ~ U ~ V  
rrel8oGs iivOpdnolutv kpal;trbs E I S  

qphua rrirrr~t. 
oh pkv y8p Dp076~ (al. 06re yhp 

iiyFpop$) Kc$aA?j Karh yuia 
KEKaurat, 

oh p2v iixal vdroto 660 Khci8or 2s- 
movrat, 

oh rrdsss, oh Bob yocu' 03 p?f6€a 
h a ~ v ? f w r a ,  

dhhh qp$v iC_p4 ~ a i  r186u@aros 
&rhero povvov, 

$povrlor ~dupuv  Bxavra ~ a r a t u -  
uouua Oo$urv. 

Ammon. De Interpret. 199, 
a y  Schol. i n  Arist. 135 a, 21 : 
61a ~ a S r a  62 6 'A~payavrivos uo$bs 
ixt@ani[wv robs ?repi OsSv Bs bv- 
Bpwxoer6Jv 5vrwv ?rap& 70% ?roqrais 
heyophovs p6Bous . dr?fyaye rrpoq- 
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even were it otherwise, we collld not imagine that Em- 
pedocles, who everywhere presupposes a plurality of gods, 
and whose whole character is that of priest and prophet, 
mould have assumed so hostile an attitude towards the 
popular religion as his Eleatic predecessors. To con- 
sider these verses, therefore, as is often done, a confession 
of pure monotheism is a mistake ; nor ought they to be 
interpreted in the sense of a philosophic pantheism; 
for of this there is no trace in  Empedocles: ' indeed, it 
would be wholly incompatible with one f~~ndamental  
principle of his system, the original plurality of the 
elements and efficient forces. But the design of a 
purification of the popular faith *is  notwithstanding 
discernible in  it, and he himself clearly avows this de- 
sign when, i n  the intraduction to the third book of his 
physical poem, he extols the value of the true know- 
ledge of God, deplores the false notions concerning the  
gods,%nd calls on the muse to help3 him to make a 
good discourse about the blessed gods. Even this purer 
faith, however, stands in  no scientific connection with 
his pliilosophic theories. An indirect connection there 

yovp;vws $v rep; 'ArdAhwvos, rep; 
08 ?v aSr9 ~pouexhs  6 h6yor, ~ a r b  
82 ~ b v  a h b v  rpdaov ~ a ;  rep1 r o l  
BsLov ~ r a v ~ b s  &TABS bso@aivdp~vos, 

06re YbP,I' &C. According to Diog. 
riii. 57 (vide szcp. 121, n.) Empedo- 
pies composed a rrpoolp~ov €is ' k ~ d h -  
hwva, which, howwer. was burned 
after his death. I s  it likely that i t  
surrired in a transcript ? 

1 mTe have already (Vol. I. 446 
sq.) noticed the passage of Sext~is 
which ascribes to  him, as well as 
t o  the Pythagorean.;, the Stoical 
doctrine of the world-spirit. 

V. 342 (354, 387 31) :- 
$ ~ ~ L O S  8s B E ~ W V  rparrlSwv ; K T $ U ~ T O  

~Ao;rov ,  
Fer~bs 8' 4 6 ~ 0 r d ~ U b a  @€$v r [p t  

Sdta p;(*vhsv. 

V. 335 (383 M) :- 
e l  ybp t@9pepfwv & K C ~  71 uor, 

&,upPo~e MoGua, 
7 j p ~ r ; ~ q s  +eAev peh6ras 8r& qpov- 

rL80s 2A@€iv, 
chxopdvq vGv a3re rap[araoo, KaA- 

hrdkera, 
dpql &&v p a ~ d ~ w v  dyaebv h6yov 

t'p$afvavrr. 
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certainly is : the anthropomorphism of the popular 
religion could not be altogether congenial to a philoso- 
pher i n  whom a taste for the  knowledge of natural 
causes was so highly developed. But these theological 
conceptions themselves belong neither to the foundation, 
nor to the development, of Empedocles's system. The 
god who pervades the universe with his thought is 
neither its creator nor i ts  former, for the cause of the 
world is to be found only in the four elements and the 
two motive forces. Nor, according to the presupposi- 
tions of the system, can the government of the universe 
belong to him ; for the  course of the world, as far as we 
can learn from the  fragnlentary utterances of Empsdo- 
cles, is dependent equally upon the admixture of the 
elements and the alternate action of Hate and Love, 
which again follow an  irreversible lam of nature. No 
l%om is left in  his doctrine for the personal activity of 
God : even Necessity, in  which Ritter ' recognises the 
one efficient cause, the Unity of Love and Hate, has not 
this meaning with Empedocle~.~ Nor can we suppose 
that the Deity to which the above description relates is 
conceived as Love; for Love is only one of the two 
efficient powers to which the other is diametrically 
opposed; and it is treated by Empedocles, not as a 
spirit ruling absolutely over the world, but as one of 
the six elements bound up in all things.3 The more 
spiritual notion of Gocl which we find in  his writings 
is, therefore, as little in  harmony with his philosophic 
theories as the popular religion, to which it is primarily 

l Gesch. cl. Phil. i. 544. 3 Vide sups, p. 138, 3. 
Tide suprn, p. 142, 1. 



related ; we cannot in consequence derive it immediately 
from those theories, but must trace it to some other 
antecedents, such as, on the one hand, the precedent 
of Xenophanes, whose influence is so clearly betrayed ' 
in the language of the passage quoted from Empedocles ; 
and on the other, the moral and religious interest, which 
we recognise in his reforming attitude in regard to the 
bloody sacrifices of the ruling faith. But though these 
traits are very important if our object is to attain a 
complete picture of the personality and influence of 
Empedocles, or to determine his actual position in 
regard to religion in its details, their connection with 
his philosophic convictions is too slight to allow of our 
attaching any great importance to them in the history 
of philosophy. 

1V.-THE SCIENTIFIC CHARACTER AND HIL7TORZCAL 

POSITION OF THE DOCTRINE OF EMPEDOCLES. 

EVEN in antiquity philosophers were greatly divided in 
respect 10 the value of the doctrine of Empedocles and 
its relation to ea~lier and contemporaneous systems; 
and this dissimilarity of opinion has since rather 
increased than diminished. While, among his con- 
temporaries, Empedocles enjoyed a high degree of 
vzneration, which, however, seems to have been accorded 
to him less as a philosopher than as a prophet and man 
of the people; and while later writers from the most 
opposite points of view mention him with the greatest 

' Cf. with the verses quoted 560 sq. 
what is said of Xenophanes, Vol. I. Vide slcpra, p. 11 9. 
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respect,' Plato and Aristotle seem to rank his philo- 
sophic merit less highly ; and in  modern times the 
enthusiastic praise given to him by some writers is 
counterbalanced by more than one depreciatory judg- 
ment." Still greater is the difference of opinion respect- 
ing the relation of Empedocies to the earlier schools. 
Plato ( I .  C.) places him with Heracleitus, Aristotle usually 

1 On the one hand, as is well lean doctrines (e.g. Netaph. i. 4, 
known, the neo-Platonists, whose 986 a, 21 ; iii. 4,  l000 a, 24 sqq. ; 
distortionof Empedocles'sdoctrines xii. 10, 1075 b ;  the definitions of 
has been already spoken of;  and Love and Hate, ibid. i. 8,  989 b, 
on the other, Lucretius, on account 19 ; Gem. et Corr. i. 1, 314 b, 15 
of his greatness as a poet, and his sqq. ; ii. 6, the doctrine of the 
physical tendencies, which were elements, Phys. viii. 1, 252 ; the 
Atomistic. Lucret. A: R. I, 716 'heories on the cosmical periods, 
sqq. :- Meteor. ii. 9, 369 b, 11 sqq. ; the 

qt6oruqn AcTqall.tilLus cum lightning) is not 

Erlpcdocles est, more severe than is usual with 
insula qzbem triquetris terrarum Aristotle. I n  Meteor. ii. 3, 357 a, 

gessit in oris, . . . 24, the conception of the sea as 
pure cum maglza i17zodis mdtis mi- exuded from the earth is spoken 

ralada videtzcr, . . . of as absurd: but that is not of 
nil hot habuisse prrecla- much importance ; and the censure 

rius in se as  to  the expression and poetry of 
lrec sanctum 97aagis et mirzcm ca- Empedoc'es (Rhet. iii. 5, 1407 a, 

rzknzqzae videtzkr. 34;  PoBt. i. 1447 b, 17), which, 
carmilzn quirr etiCL7n divini pectoris llowever, is counterbalanced by 

ejus some praise (ap. Diog. viii. 57), 
unc$e.rantzrr et eqowunt prceclcra does not affect his ~ ~ i l o s o ~ h ~  as 

reperta, such. But  the comparison with 
ut viz hunzana vidcatur stirpe Anmdgoras (Met&. i. 3, 984 a, 

creatzas, 11) is decidedly nnfavourahle to 
Empedocles, and the word +€h- 

Soph. 242 E, where Empedo- hLreo@ar, ibid. 4, 985 a, 4, if even 
cles, as compared with Heracleitns, it be extended (ibid. i. 10) to the 
is characterised as  p a A a ~ d ~ € p o s .  whole of the earlier philosophy, 

Aristotle, indeed,never passes gives us the impression tha t  Km- 
formal judgment on Empedocles ; pedocles was especially wanting in 
but the remarks he lets fall upon clear conceptions. 
occasions would lead us to suppose * Lommatzsch in the treatise 
tha t  he does not consider him mentioned, p. 117, 1. 
equal, as anaturalist, toDemocritns, Cf. Hegel. Gesch. d. Yhil. i. 
or  a s  a philosopher to Parmenides 337 ; Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 
and Anaxagoras. The manner in 75 ; Fries, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 188. 
which he refutes many Empedoc- 
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with Anaxagoras, Leucippus and Democritus, and even 
with the earlier Ionians ;' since the epoch of the Alexan- 
drians, however, he has generally been classed with the 
Pythagoreans. Modern writers have almost witho~lt ex- 
ception departed from this t r a d i t i ~ n , ~  without arriving 
i11 other respects at any lxnanimous theory. Some reckon 
him among the Ionians, and admit, side by side with 
the Ionic nucleus of his doctrine, only a small admixture 
of Pythagorean and Eleatic  element^.^ Others, on the 
contrary, consider him an Eleatic: and a third party 
places him as a dualist beside Anaxagoras. The ma- 
jority, however, seem more and more inclined to agree 
that in the doctrine of Empedocles there is a mixture 
of various elements-Pythagorean, Eleatic, and Ionic, 
but especially Eleatic and Ionic : in what relation, and 
according to what points of view they are combined, or 
whether they are ranged side by side in a merely eclectic 
fashion, is still a matter of controversy. 

I n  order to arrive a t  a decision, it would seem the 

' Meiaph. i. 3, 984 a, 8, c, 4, 
c, 6 end, c, 7, 988 a, 32; Phys. 
i. 4 ; riii. 1 ; Gen. et Corr. i. 1, 8 ; 
De Cdo, iii. 7 et  pass. 

2 Lo~nmatzsch alone follows it 
unconditionally. Wirth (Idee der 
Gotth. 175) says that the whole 
system of Empedocles was pene- 
trated ,with the spirit of Pytha- 
goreanlsm. Ast. Gesch. cl. Phil. 
1 A, p. 86, restricts the Pythago- 
rean element TO the speculative 
philosophy of Empedocles, while 
his natural philosophy is referred 
to the Ionians. 

S Tennemann, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 
241 sq. ; Schleiermacher, Gesch. d. 
IJhil. 37 sq. ; Brandis, GP.-~iinz. 

Fhil. i. 188 ; Rhcin. Mzcs. iii. 123 
sq. ; Marbach, l. c. 

Ritter, l. c. ; Braniss, szcp. Vol. 
I. p. 166 sq. ; Petersen, sup. p. 194 
sq. ; Gladisch, in Noack's Jc~hrb. 5 
spek. Phil. 1847, 697 sq. 

Striimpell, Gesch. d. dhcoret. 
Phil. d. Griechen, 55 sq. 

Hegel, l. c. 321 ; Wendt zu 
Tenneman, i. 277 sq. ; X. F. Her- 
rnann, Gesch. U. Syst. d. Plut. i. 
150 ; Karsten, p. 54,517 ; Krische, 
B'orschz~nycrea, i. 116 ; Steinhart, 1.c. 
p. 105;  cf. 92 ; Schwegler, Gesch. 
d. Phil. p. 15 ; Haym. Al1.q. Enc. 
3te. Sect. xxiv. 36 sq. ; Sjgwart, 
Gesch. d. Phil. i. 75;  Ueberweg, 
Grzsnd. i. 3 22. 
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most obvious course to consult the statements of the  
ancients as to the  teachers of Empedocles. But they 
afford us no certain foothold. Alcidamas is said to  
have described him as a disciple of Parmenides, who 
afterwards separated himself from his master to follow 
Anaxagoras and Pythag0ras.l The last assertion sounds 
so strange that we can hardly believe it was ever made 
by the celebrated disciple of Gorgias. Either some later 
namesake of his must have said so, or his real words 
must have been mis~mderstood by the superficial com- 
piler from whom we have received t h e m 2  Supposing, 
however, that  Alcidamas did make the assertion, it 
would only prove that  he inferred a personal relation 
between these philosophers from the similarity of their 
doctrines, without himself having any knowledge of the 
matter. Timzns likewise says that Empedocles was a 
disciple of P y t h a g ~ r a s . ~  He  adds that this philosopher 
was excluded from the Pythagorean school for stealing 
speeches (hoyorchorreia) ; and the same is said by Nean- 
thes,4 whose testimony does not strengthen the cre- 
dibility of the story. On the other hand, we must 

Diog. viii. 56 : ' A ~ ~ 1 6 d p a s  6' 
i v  T @  @ V U L K ~  qqui ~ a r &  T O &  airro3s 
Xp6vous Zhwwva ~ a i  'Epclrre6o~A6a 
b~o iua i  lIappev;&~u, E%' GUTFPOY 
B?roxwp?uai ~a \ r  rbv $v Zhvmva 
K ~ T '  i6iav q~houo@~uai ,  7bv 8' 'Ava- 
[aydpou Gia~oiuar ~ a l  nv0aydpou. 
nai T O G  p;v T ~ V  uepvdrq~a [qhBuai 
T O ;  T E  / ~ [ ( I u  ~ a l  T O G  uX$,ua~os, T O ;  

68 .r +v quurohoyiav. 
SO Karsten suggests (p. 49), 

and to me also i t  seems the most 
probable. Whether Alcidamns, a s  
Xarsten conjectures, may have 
spoken only of certain Pythago- 

reans, whose disciple Empedocles 
became ; or merely of an affinity 
with the doctrineof Pythagoras and 
An;~xagoras, without any personal 
discipleship. I n  the one csse, the 
expression oi bp@ nuOaydpbv, in 
the other B~ohou0civ, or some simi- 
lar word, may have given rise to 
the misunderstanding. 

Diog. viii. 54. Later writers, 
snch as Tzetzes and Hippolytus, I 
pass over. Cf. Sturz, p. 14, and 
Xarsten, p. 50. 

Ap. Diog. viii. 55. Vide 
Vol. I. 315, n. 
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remember that these statements are based on unhistorical 
presuppositions as to the esoteric school of the Pytha- 
goreans. Others prefer t,o consider Empedocles as an 
indirect follower of Pythagoras ; their assertions, how- 
ever, are so contradictory, many of them so manifestly 
false, and all so meagrely attested, that me cannot rely 
upon them. Lastly, Empedocles is by many writers 
generally described as a Py thag~rean ,~  without any 
further particulars about his doctrines or his relation to 
the Pythagorean school ; but whether this description is 
founded on some definite historical tradition, or only on 
conjecture, we cannot tell. He is also said to have been 
personally connected with the Eleatic school, and this 
would seem more probable; for though i t  may have 
been impossible for him to have known Xenophanes, 
whose disciple Hermippus calls him: yet there is no 
historical probability against the theory that he may 
have hacl personal intercourse with Parrnenide~.~ Dio- 

' I n  a letter to Pythagoras's 
son Telauges, the authenticity of 
which is suspected by Neanthes, 
and on which Diog. viii. 53, 74, 
also seems to throw doubt, Em- 
pedocles was described as a dis- 
ciple of Hippasus and Broutinus 
(Diog. viii. 55) .  From this letter, 
no doubt, comes the verse with 
the address to Telauges, which is 
quoted in Diog. viii. 43, after Hip- 
pobotus; and it may also hare 
given occasion to the idea ( T L U ~ S  
ap. Diog. l. c. ; Eus. Prap. X. 14, 
9, and, after him, Theodoretus, 
C ~ T .  G. A$. ii. 23, p. 24 ; Suid. 
9 E p ~ ~ 8 ~ ~ A + s )  that Telauges him- 
fielf (or, a s  Tzetz. Chil. iij. 902, 
enys, Pythagoras and Telauges) 
had instructed him. Suidas ('Ap- 

xhras) even mentions Archytds as 
the teacher of Empedocles. 

2 Examples are given by Stnrz, 
13 sq.; Karsten, p. 53. Cf. also 
the following note. and Philop. 
l i e  Am. C, i. (where ' E u ~ s F o ~ h + s  1s 
to be substituted for Tlparos), zb7d. 
D, 16. 

Diog. riii. 56 : "Epp~xxos 6' 
oh 1lup~evl8ov, P~vomdvovs 8; yeyo- 
vdvar [qjlh~rjlv, 4 ~ a i  uuv8~arpiJ/ar 

d r r o x o ~ i ~ v .  8 u r ~ p o v  8; 70:s IIv- 
Oayap~~ois  d v r v x ~ i v .  Cf. in Diog. 
ix. 20, the supposed reply of Xeno- 
phdnes to Ernpedocles. 

Simpl. Phys 6 b :  IIapp~v~800 
?rhqcrraa~~r  ~ a i  f i h w ~ j l s  ~ a i  i ; r  
pkAAov TIv8ayopeiov. Olympiodo- 
rus, in Gorg. Procem. end (Jithu's 
Jahrb. 81pplementb. sir. 11 2) ; 
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genes does not distinctly say l whether Theophrastus 
represents him as a personal disciple of Parmenides, or 
only asserts that he was acquainted with Parmenides's 
work. We must, therefore, consider i t  as an unsettled 
point whether Empedocles was actually instructed by 
Parmenides, or merely used his poems. IIe has also 
been called a disciple of Anaxagoras? but this is highly 
improbable on historical and chronological grounds ; 3 

Karsten's attempt to prove the external possibility of 
their relation by conjectures, which in themselves are 
most hazardous, must therefore be considered a f a i l ~ r e . ~  
It is still more unwarrantable to ascribe to him journeys 
in the East: which were unknown even to Diogenes: 
the sole foundation for this statement lies doubtless in 
Empedocles's reputation for magic, as clearly appears 
from our authorities them~elves.~ Thus, while part of 

Suidas, 'Eprre8oKhSjs, and Porphr. 
ibid. Porphyry no doubt, however, 
confuses him with Zeuo when he 
says he was beloved by Parmenides. 
Alcidamas, vide %cp. p. 188, 3. 

1 Diog. 55: b 68 O ~ d @ p a u ~ o s  
nappsv160v q ~ u 1  (~hw.r+v  a2rbv 
yevdut'ar ~ a l  prpqr+v dv snis ?ror?j- 
paur ~ a l  y&p ZKE~VOV dv &TEUL 7bv 
~ € 4  qiuews Adyov E)~EUEYKE~Y.  

2 Vide sup. p. 188, 3. 
S This will be shown in the 

section on Anaxagoras. 
4 Karsten (p. 49) supposes 

that Empedocles may have come 
to Athens conte~nporaneously wlth 
Parmenides, about 01. 81, and 
may here have heard Anaxagoras. 
But  all that  we are told of his first 
journey to Greece points to a time 
when Empedocles was already a t  
the highest point of his fame, and 
had doubtl~ss long ago attained 

his philosophic standpoint. Cf. 
Diog. viii. 66, 53, 63. Athen. I. 3, 
e. xiv. 620 d. Suidas, ' A K ~ w v .  

Pliny, H.iVat.xxx. 1,9 ,  speaks 
indeed of distant journeys which 
had been undertaken by Empe60- 
cles, as  by Pythagoras, Democritus 
and Plato, to learn magic. He can 
only, however, be thinking of travels 
in the East (which spem to be as- 
cribed to him also by Philostr. V-. 
Apo11. i. 2, p. 3) when he classes 
him among those who had had in- 
tercourse with the Magi. 

This alone would make i t  
very improbable that the system 
of Empedocles should have stood 
in such a relation to the Egyptian 
thedogy as Gladisch (hhpedocl. rs. 
d. Aeg. and other works of his 
mentioned, Vol. I. p. 35, 1) sup- 
poses. For such accurate know- 
ledge and complete appropriation 
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what we know respecting the teachers of Empedocles 
is manifestly legendary, we have no security that the 

of Egyptian ideas would be incon- 
ceivable, unless Empedocles had 
long resided in Egypt. That no 
tradition of such a residence 
should have been preserved, either 
by Diogenes, who relates so much 
concerning him from Alexandrian 
sources, and who has carefully 
collected all information respect~ng 
his teachers, nor by any other 
writer, seems the more incredible 
if we consider how zealously the 
Greeks, after the time of Herodo- 
tus, sought out and ~ropagated 
everything, even the most fabulous 
statements, tend~ng to connect 
their wise men with the East, and 
especially with Egypt. The in- 
ternal affinity, therefore, between 
the system of Empedocles and the 
Egyptian doctrines must be very 
clearly manifested to justify the 
conjecture of any historical con- 
nection. Of this Gladisch, in 
spite of all the labour and acute- 
ness he has devoted to the subject, 
has failed to convince me. If we 
put aside the doctrine of Metem- 
psychosis and the asceticism bound 
up in it,  which were naturalised 
in Greece long before the time of 
Empedocles, and which he brings 
forward in an essentially different 
form from the Egyptian ; if we 
further put aside all that is as- 
cribed to the Egyptians solely on 
the anlhority of the Hermetic 
writings and other untrustworthy 
sources, or that is  in itself too 
little characteristic to  allow of our 
deducing any inference from it, 
there still remain, among the pa- 
rallels drawn by Gladisch. three im- 
portant points of comparison, viz., 
the Empedoclean doctrines of the 

Sphairos, the Elements, and Love 
and Hate. As to the Sphairos, i t  
has already been shown (p. l79 
sq.) that i t  is not the primitive 
essence out of which all things 
are developed, but something de- 
rived and compounded of the ori- 
ginal essences; if, therefore, it is 
true (in regard to the ancient 
Egyptian and pre-Alexandrian phi- 
losophy, this must be greatly 
qualified) that the Egyptians re- 
garded the Supreme Deity as one 
with the world, and the world as 
the body of the Deity ; even if it 
can ba proved that they held the 
development of the world from 
the Deity, the affinity of their 
system with that of Empedocles 
would not be established, because 
these theories are absent in the 
latter. As to the four elements 
not only is it evident that  Em- 
pedocles's conception of the ele- 
ments is derived from the physics 
of Parmenides ; but the doctrine 
of these four primitive subst,ances 
(which would not of itself be de- 
cisive) Gladisch has only been 
able to find in Manetho and later 
accounts for the most part taken 
from him ; in the Egyptian expo- 
sitions, as Lepsius has proved 
(Udber die Gotter cl. vier Elenzente 
bei d. Aeyypter~, Ahh. d. Bcrl. 
Akademie, 1856. Hist. Phil. KZ. 
p. 181 sqq.), and Brugsch (ap. 
Gladisch, h p .  U. d. Aeg. 144) has 
confirmed, the four pairs of ele- 
mental gods are not found prior 
to the Ptolemies, and for the first 
time in the reign of Ptolemy IV. 
(222-204 B.c.). The four elements 
consequently must have come, not 
from the Egyptians to the Greeks, 
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more probable statement really comes from historical 
traditian. We therefore get from this source no in- 
formation respecting his relations to his predecessors, 
which the study of his doctrine could not more satis- 
factorily and certainly afford. 

We can distinguish in this doctrine constituent 
elements of three kinds, connected respectively with the 
Pythagorean, Eleatic, and Heracleitean points of view. 
These different elements, however, have not an equal 
importance in  regard to the philosophic system of 
Empedocles. The influence of Pythagoreanism appears 
decidedly only in the mythical part of his doctrine, in 

' 

the  statements concerning Transmigration and the 
da~mons, and in the practical prescripts connected there- 
with ; in his physics it is either not felt a t  all, or only 
in  reference to particular and secondary points. I n  
regard to these doctrines there can scarcely be a doubt 
that Empedocles primarily derived them from the 
Pythagoreans ; though the Pythagoreans may have 
originally adopted them from the Orphic mysteries, and 
Empedocles, in his ordinances respecting the slaying of 
animals and the eating of flesh, may have given them a 
more strict application than the early Pythagoreans, 

but from the Greeks to the Egyp- 
tians. Manetho himself has un- 
mistakeably borrowed them from 
the Greeks ; as he everywhere, 
with the same freedom as  the 
later writers, introduces Greek 
conceptions into the Egyptian 
philosophy. Even in what is 
quoted, ELIS. PT. Ev. 111. 2, 8, and 
Diog."Proa?m. 10, from him and his 
contemporary Hecatsus concern- 
ing the elements, the Stoical doc- 

trine is clearly evident. I f ,  lastly. 
Isis and Typhon are the prototypes 
of qihla and v s i ~ o s ,  the parallel is 
so far-fetched, and the import of 
these Egyptian divinities is so 
different from that of the two 
natural forces of Empedocles, that  
we might as reasonably derive 
them from many other mythologi- 
cal forms, and from some (e.g. 
Ormuzd and Ahriman) far more 
reasonably. 
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I t  is likewise probable that, in his personal bearing, he 
may have kept in view the example of Pythagoras. He 
may also have adopted here and there certain religious 
notions from the Pythagoreans, but we have now no 
means of proving this, for it is very uncertain whether 
or not the prohibition of beans emanated from the early 
Pythagoreans.' Whatever he may have borrowed from 
them on this side of his doctrine, i t  woulrl be rash to 
infer that he was in all respects a Pythagorean, or 
belonged to the Pythagorean Society. His political 
character would of itself refute such an inference. As 
a Pythagorean, he must have been an adherent of the 
ancient Doric aristocracy, whereas he occupies a position 
diametrically opposite, a t  the head of the Agrigentine 
democracy. Thus, in spite of the Pythagorean tendency 
of his theology, in his politics he differs entirely from 
the Pythagoreans, and so it may have h e n  in regard to 
his philosophy. The religious doctrines and prescripts 
which he took from the Pythagoreans are not only, as 
we have already seen, devoid of any internal connection 
with his physical theories, but are actually opposed to 
them. To place him, on the strength of those doctrines, 
among the Pythagorean philosophers, would be as great 
a mistake as to place Descartes, because of his Catho- 
licism, among the Scholastics. I n  his philosophy itself, 
in his physics, Pgthagoreanism is litde apparent. 
There is no trace of the fundamental conception of the 
system-viz., that numbers are the essence of things; 
the arithmetical construction of figures and of bodies, 

1 Cf. Vol. I. 345, 5. It has that this is also uncertain in regard 
already been observed, p. 175, 3, to Empedocles. 
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and the geometrical derivation of the elements lie quite 
out of his path; the Pythagorean number-symbolism 
is wholly unknown to him, in spite of his usual pre- 
dilection for figurative and symbolical expression. I n  
particular cases he does indeed attempt to determine 
according to numbers the proportion in which the ele- 
ments are mixed ; but this is something quite different 
from the procedure of the Pythagoreans, who directly 
declared things to be numbers. In  regard to his doc- 
trine of the elements also, we have already seen l that 
i t  is improbable that it should have been influenced to 
any considerable extent by Pythagoreanism. Moreover, 
the more precise conception of an element, acc~rding 
to which it is a particular substance, unchangeable in 
its qualitative determinateness, was entirely unknown 
to the Pythagoreans, and was first introduced by Em- 
pedocles. Before him it could not have existed, because 
i t  is wholly based upon the enquiries of Parmenides 
concerning Becoming. The influence of the Pythagorean 
number-theory upon the Empedoclean system, if there 
were any such influence at  all, cannot be considered 
very important. Similarly we are superficially reminded 
of the Pythagorean musical theory which was so closely 
connected with their theory of numbers, by the name 
of Harmony, which Empedocles ascribes, among other 
names, to Love ; but in no place where he speaks of the 
operation of this Harmony do we find i t  compared with 
the concord of tones: nowhere is there a trace of any 
knowledge of the harmonica1 system, or a mention of 
the harmonic fundamental proportions, so familiar to 

1 Vide szcpra, p. 125 ; cf. Vol. I. p. 436 sq. 

VOL. 11. 0 
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the Pythagoreans : and since Empedocles expressly 
maintains that none of his predecessors were acquainted 
with Love as a universal force of nature,' i t  seems very 
doubtful whether he calls Love Harmony in the sense 
in which the Pythagoreans said all is Harmony, and 
whether like them he used the expression in a musical, 
and not rather in an ethical sense. Again, the Pytha- 
goreans brought their astronomical system into connec- 
tion with their arithmetical and musical theory, and 
this is also alien to Empedocles. He knows nothing of 
the central fire and of the movement of the earth, of 
the harmony of the spheres, of the distinction of Uranus, 
Kosmos, and Olymp~s ,~  of the Unlimited outside the 
universe, and of empty space within it. The only thing 
that he has here borrowed from the Pythagoreans is the 
opinion that the slln and moon are bodies like glass, 
and that even the sun reflects fire not his own. He is 
said to have considered the north as the right side ; but 
that is of no importance, since the theory did not exclu- 
sively belong to the Pythagoreans. These few analogies 
are all that can he traced between the Empedoclean and 
Pythagorean physics; and they do not prove that the 
former were influenced b37 the latter to any considerable 

- extent. Although Empedocles may have borrowed the 
dogma of Transmigration and the propositions connected 

1 Tide supra. p. 170, 1. 
The only statement which 

might contain a reminiscence of 
this, viz., that  the sphere beneath 
the moon was considered by Em- 
pedocles as the theatre of evil, is 
uncertain (vide supra, p. 157, 2), 
and would, even if proved, show a 
very distmit similarity; for the 

opposition of the earthly and 
hea~venly, the boundary of which 
is the moon-the lowest heavenly 
body-is patent to ordinary obser- 
vation ; the definite discrimination 
of the three regions is wanting in 
Empedocles, v. 150 (187, 241 M) 
sq. ; he uses 06~avbs  and Aupaos 
sg'nonymously. 



with i t  mainly f r ~ m  the Pythagoreans, his scientific 
theory of the world was formed, in all its chief points, 
independently of them : a few statements of minor im- 
portance constituted his whole debt to Pythagoreanism. 

The philosophy of Empedocles owes far more to the 
Eleatics, and particularly to Parmenides. From Par- 
menides it derives its first principle, which determined 
its whole subsequent development : viz., the denial of 
Becoming and Decay. Empedocles removes all doubts 
as to the origin of &his principle by proving i t  with 
the same arguments, and in part even with the same 
words, as his predecessor.' Parinenides disputes the 
t r ~ ~ t h  of the sensuous perception on the ground that it 
shows us a non-Being in origination and decay ; Empe- 
docles does the same, and the expressions he uses are the 
same as those of Parmenide~.~  Parrnenides concludes 
that because all is Being, therefore all is One, and the 
plurality of things is merely a delusion of the senses. 
Empedocles cannot admit this in  reference to the 
present state of the worid, yet he cannot altogether 
avoid the conclusiorl of Parmenides. He  therefore 
adopts another expedient : he regards the two worlds of 
the Permeaidean poem, the world of truth and that of 
opinion, as two different states of the world, attributes 
full reality to both, but limits their duration to definite 
periods. Pii the descripcion of the two worlds also he 
follows the precedent of Parmenides. The Sphairos is 

Cf. with v. 46 sqq. 90,92 sq. the 580s rroh6aslpov of Parm. v. 54 
of Empedoclss (szqre, p. 122,1, 2) ; (Vol. I. p. 585). 
Farm. v. 47, 62-64, 67, 69 sq. 76 Cf. Emp. v. 45 sqq. 19 sqq. 
(Vol. I. p. 585) ; and with the vdpy S1 (p. 122, 1 )  ; Parm. r. 46 sqq., 
of Empedocles, v. 44 (p. 124, l), 53 sqq. (Vol. I. p. 585). 

0 2 



196 ElMPED 0 CLES. 

spherical, homogeneous and unmoved, like the Being of 
Parmenides ; the present world, like Parmenides' world 
of delusive opinion, is compounded of opposite elements. 
The fourfold number of these elements Empedocles 
ultimately derived from the duality of Parmenides ; 
and things arise from them because Love (corresponding 
with Eros and the world-ruling goddess of Parmenides) 
combines what is different in kind. In his cosmology 
Empedocles approximates to  his predecessor, both in 
his conception of the shape of the universe, and in the 
statement that there is no empty space.4 For the rest, 
it is rather in his organic physics that he adopts the 
opinions of Parmenides. What Empedocles says of the 
genesis of man from terrestrial slime, of the origin of 
the sexes, of the influence of heat and cold on deter- 
mining sex, in spite of many additions and divergences, 
is most closely related to him.5 The most striking point 
of similarity, however, between the two philosophers is 

1 To convince ourselves of the 
similarity of the two descriptions, 
even in expression, we have only 
to compare Emp. v. 134 sqq , espe- 
cially v. 138 (supm, p. 148,3), with 
Parm. v. 102 sqq. (Vol. I. p. 587, 2). 
We need not attach much weight 
to the fact that Aristotle called 
the Sphsiros the One (supra, p. 149, 
2), for this designation certainly 
does not originate with Empedo- 
cles ; nor to the divinity (p. 707, 
1, 4) ascribed to i t ;  for the 
Sphairos of Empedocles was not 
in any case named God in the 
absolute sense in  which the One 
universe was thus named by 
Xenophanes. 

Supra, p. 128, 2. 

Who like the $lAfa in the 
formation of the world has her 
seat in the centre of the whole, 
and is also called-at any rate by 
Plutarch-Aphrodite (supra, Vol. 
I. p. 596, l ; 600). 

Vide supra, p. 135, 3, Vol. I. 
586, 1. Concerning the moon, cf. 
Parm. b. 144, with Emped. v. 154 
(190 K, 245 M). Apelt, Parm. et 
Emp. Doctrina de Mundz Structura 
(Jena, 1857), p. 10 sqq., finds 
much harmony between the astro- 
nomical systems of Parmenides and 
Empedocles. To me this is not 
so apparent. 

Vide p. 160 sqq. ; cf. Pol. I. 
p. 601 sq. 
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their tlleory of the intellectual faculty, which they both 
derive from the mixture of corporeal constituents : each 
element, according to this theory, perceives which is 
akin to it.' Here Empedocles, irrespectively of his 
different definition of the elements, is only to be dis- 
tinguished from the Eleatic philosopher by his more 
precise development of their common presuppositions. 

There is a reminiscence of Xenophanes in his com- 
plaints of the limitations of human knowledge,% and 
especially in the verses in which Empedocles attempts 
a purification of the anthropomorphic notion of God3 
But even this purer idea of God stands in no scientific 
connection with his philosophic theories. 

But, however undeniable and important the infln- 
ence of the Eleatics upon Ernpedocles may have been, 
H cannot agree with Bitter in classing him altogether 
among the Eleatics. Ritter thinks that Empedocles 
places physics in the same relation to true knowledge as 
Parmenides did, and that he too is inclined to consider 
much of our supposed knowledge as delusion of the 
senses, nay, even to treat the whole doctrine of nature in 
that light. If, notwithstanding he applied himself chiefly 
to this subject,, and spoke of the One Being in a merely 
mythical manner in his description of the f3phairos- 
the reason of this may lie partly in the negative cha- 
racter of the Eleatic metaphysics, and partly in his 
conviction, that divine truth is unspeakable and unat- 
tainable for human intelligen~e.~ Empedocles himself, 

1 Vide Vol. I. 602 ; sup p. 164. I n  Wolf's Analektelz, ii. 423 
Supra, p. 170,l; cf. Vol. I, p. sqq. ; 458 sqq. ; Gesch. d. Phil. i. ; 

575, 2. 514 sqq. ; 551 sqq. 
a Supra, p. 151, 1. 



however, so far from betraying by a single word that his 
purpose in  his physics is to  report uncertain opinions, 
expressly repudiates such a view. He  distinguishes 
indeed tlie sensible from the rational perception ; but  
other physicists do this, for example, Meracleitus, 
Democritus and hnaxagoras ; he contrasts the perfect 
divine wisdom with imperfect human wisdom, but 
herein Xenophanes and Heracleitus precedecl Eim, 
although they dicl not therefore deny the truth of 
divided and changing Being, nor did they, on the other 
hand, limit their investigations to the illusive phe- 
nomenon.' The physics of Empedocles could only be 
regarded from the same point of view as those of Par- 
menides if he had explicitly declarecl that in them he 
intended to set forth only the erroneous opinions of 
mankind. Far  from doing so, he assures us (wit11 an 
unmistakeable reference to this interpretation of Par- 
menides) that his represelltation is not to contain de- 
ceiving words.2 We have no right then to doubt that 
his physical doctrines are seriously meant, and me can 
only regard what he says of the original plurality of 
matter and of moving forces, of the alternation of cos- - 

mica1 periods, of the Becoming and passing away of 
individuals-as his own conviction." It would be against 
all internal probability ancl all historical analogy that a 

1 Vide supra, Vol. I. 575 ; Vol. 
11. 01. 

V. 86 ( 1 1 3 ,  87 M ) :  a b  6' 
$KOVE hdywv u ~ d h o v  OGK B ~ a ~ q h d v ,  
cf. Parm. v. 111 : 665as 6' d?rb TO& 

B p o ~ e l a s  p&vOavr, ~ d a p o v  i p G v  2 ~ 8 w v  
d b a ~ q h b v  h ~ o d w v .  Vide supm, 
Vol. I. 605,3. Empedocles asserts 
this in immediate reference to  the 

doctrine of Love, but as that  doc- 
trine is intimately connected 'vith 
his other physical theories, and 
eipecially with the doctrine of 
Hate and of the elements, the 
word4 must apply to  his Physics 
geilerally. 

Cf. p. 147, 1. 
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philosopher should have applied his whole activity not 
only to expound opinions that he held to be false from 
their foundation, side by side with the true view, and 
in contrast with i t ;  but actually to develope these 
opinions in complete detail, in his own name and with- 
out an allusion to the right shanrlpoint. The physical 
doctrines of Empedocles are, however, far removed from 
the Eleatic doctrine of Being. Parmenides recognises 
only One Being, without movement, change or division : 
Empedocles has six original essences which do not 
indeed change qualitatively, but are divided and moved 
in space, enter into the most various proportions of ad- 
mixture, combine and separate in endless alternation, 
become united in individuals, and again issue from 
them ; form a moved and divided world, and again 
cancel it. To reduce this Empedoclean theory of 
the universe to the Parmenidean theory, by asserting 
that the principle of separation and movement in the 
former is something unreal and existing only in  imagi- 
nation, is an unwarrantable attempt, as we have 
previously seen.' The truth probably is that Empedo- 
cles really borrowed a good deal from the Eleztics, and 
that in his principles as well in the development of his 
system he was especially influenced by Parmenides; 
but that the main tendency of his thought nevertheless 
pursues another direction. Whatever else he may con- 
cede to Parmenides, he disagrees with him on the chief 
point: the reality of motion and of divided Being is 
as decidedly presupposed by him as i t  is denied by 
Parmenides. Parmenides cancels the whole multiplicity 

P. 142, 1. 
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of phenomena in the thought of the One substance; 
Empedocles seeks to show how this multiplicity was de- 
veloped from the original unity : all his efforts are 

' directed to the explailation of that which Parmenides 
had declared to be unthinkable, viz., multiplicity and 
change. These two, in the theories of all the early 
philosophers, are connected in the closest manner; 
and as the Eleatics were compelled by their doctrine of 
the unity of all Being to deny Becoming and motion, 
so, on the opposite side, both were simultaneously main- 
tained; whether, as in the case of Heracleitus, the 
multiplicity of things was supposed to be developed by 
the eternal movement of the primitive essence, or, on 
the other hand, Becoming and change were supposed to 
be conditioned by the multiplicity of the original sub- 
stances and forces. The system of Empedocles is only 
comprehensible as a design to save the reality of phe- 
nomena which Parmei~ides had called in question. He 
knows not how to contradict the assertion that no 
absolute Becoming and Decay ale possible; at  the same 
time he cannot resolve to renounce the plurality of 
things, the genesis, mutation, and destruction of in- 
dividuals. He, therefore, adopts the expedient of re- 
ducing all these phenomena to the combination and 
separation of qualitatively unchangeable substances, of 
which, however, several must be of an opposite nature 
if the multiplicity of things is in this way to be ex- 
plained. But if the primitive elements were in them- 
selves unchangeable, they would not strive to quit the 
condition in which they are originally found ; the cause 
of their movement cannot therefore lie in themselves, 
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but in the motive forces which must, as particular sub- 
stances, be discriminated from them : and as all change 
and motion, according to Empedocles, consists in the L 
combination and separation of matter, and as, on the 
other hand, according to the general principles respect- 
ing the impossibility of Becoming, i t  might seem inad- 
missible to suppose that the combining force was also 
at  another time the separating force, and vice ve~sa,' i t  
is necessary to admit, so Empedocles believes, two motive 
forces of contrary nature and influence, Love and Hate. 
In  the operation of the primitive forces and primitive 
substances, Unity and Multiplicity, Rest and AIotion 
are apportioned to different conditions of the universe : 
the complete union and complete separation of sub- 
stances are the two poles between which the life of the 
world circulates ; at  these poles its motion ceases, under 
the exclusive dominion of Love 'or Hate ; between them 
lie conditions of partial union and partial separation, of 
individual existence and of change, of origination and 
decay. Although the unity of things is here recog- 
nised as the higher and happier state, it is at the same 
time acknowledged that opposition and division are 
equally original with unity, and that in the world as it 
is, Hate and Love, Plurality and Unity, Motion and Rest, 
counterbalance one another ; indeed, the present uni- 
verse in comparison with the Sphairos is considered as 
pre-eminently the world of oppositions and of change, 
the earth as the theatre of conflict and of suffering, -1 
and terrestrial life as the period of a restless motion, 
of a miserable wandering for fallen spirits. The Unity 

1 Supra, p. 188. 



of all Being, which the Eleatics maintained as present 
and adual, lies for Ernpedocles in the past ; and, how- 
ever much he may long for that Unity, our world in 

\4 his opinion is wholly subject to  the change and division 
which Parmenides had declared to be a mere delusion 
of the senses, 

I n  all these traits we recognise a mode of thought 
which, in proportion as it diverges from that of Parme- 
nides, approximates to that of Heracleitus ; ancl t,he 
affinity is really so great that nre are compelled to sup- 
pose that the doctrine of Heracleitus had a decided 
influence on Empedocles and his system. The whole 
tendency of the Empedoclean physics reminds us of 
the Ephesian philosopher. As he sees in the universe 
everywhere opposition and change, so Empedocles, 
however earnestly he deplores it, fincls on all sides in 
the present world strife and alternation, and his whole 
system aims a t  the explanation of this phenomenon. 
The unmoved Unity of all Being is indeed the presup- 
position from which lie starts, and the ideal which is 
before him in the distance, but the essential interest of 
his enquiry is bestowed upon the moved and divided 
world, and its leacling thought lies in the attempt to 
gain a view of existence which shall render comprehen- 
sible the multiplicity and change of phenomena. I n  
resorting for this purpose to his four elements, and the 
two motive forces, he is guided on the one hand indeed 
by the enquiries of Parmenides, but on two points the 
influence of Heracleitus is clearly to be traced : the four 
elements are an extension of the Heracleitean three ; ' 

E Cf. p. l 26  sq. Empedo:leq resembles Heracleitus i n  his very 
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and the two moving forces correspond still more exactly 
with the two principles in which Heracleit~ls recognises 
the  essenti:tl moments of Becoming, and which, as 
Empedocles did subsequently, he designated as Strife 
and Harmony. Both philosopliers see in the separation 
of the comhined, and the combination of the  separated, 
the two poles of natural life ; both suppose opposition 
and separation to be the primal conditions. Empedocles, 

\l 

indeed, detests strife which Keracleitns had extolled as 
the father of all things; but the  genesis of individual 
existences he  can only derive from the entrance of Strife 
into the Sphairos, and he does so, for the same reason 
essentially, as Heracleitus. It would be impossible that 
specific and separate phenomena should emanate from 
Heracleitus's one primitive matter, if this did not 
change into opposite elements ; and it would be equally 
impossible that they shonld emanate from the four ele- 
mentsof Empedocles,if these elements remained in a con- 
dition of complete admixtnre. Empeclocles differs from 
his predecessor, as Plato correctly observes,' only herein 
that he separates the moments, which Heracleitus had 
conceived as contemporaneous, into two distinct trans- 
actions ; and, in  connection with this, derives from two 
motive forces what Heracleitus had regarded merely as 
the two sides of one and the same influence, inherent 
i n  the living primitive matter. The theories of Nerac- 
leit l~s on the alternate formation and destruction of the  
world, are also modified by Empedocles, for he supposes 
the flux of Becoming which, according to Heracleitus, 

words ; for he calls the a%Qp[os Z E ~ S  p. 125, 2 ; 46, 1. 
of Heracleitus ZE&S kpyiis. Supra, ' Tide styra, p. 33,2  ; p. 138,5. 



never stands still, to be interrupted by periods of rest; ' 
but this doctrine he probably owes, notwithstanding, to 
the Ephesian philosopher. The relative ages of the two 
men favour the supposition that Empedocles was ac- 
quainted with Heracleitus's work ; even before the date 
of Empedocles, his compatriot Epicharmus had alluded 
to the Neracleitean doctrines ; we have, therefore, the 
less reason to doubt that there existed between the views 
of the two philosophers, not only an internad affinity, but 
an external connection : that he reached all those impor- 
tant doctrines in which he agrees with Heracleitus,3 not 
through Parmenides merely, but probably borrowed that 
side of his system actually from his Ephesian predecessor. 
Whether he was acquainted with the earlier Ionians, and 
if so, to what extent, cannot be ascertained. 

The result, then, of our discussion is as follows: the 
philosophic system of Empedocles, in its general ten- 
dency, is an attempt to explain the plurality and muta- 
bility of things from the original constitntion of Being ; 
all the fundamental ideas of this system arose from a 
combination of Parmenidean and Neracleitean theories, 
but in this combination the Eleatic element is subordi- 
nate to the Heracleitean, and the essential interest of 

, the system is concerned, not with the metaphysical 
enquily into the concept of Being, but with the phy- 
sical investigation of natnral phenomena and their 
causes. The leading point of view is to be found in 
the proposition that the f~~ndamental constituents of 
things are as little capable of qualitative change as of 

Bide supra, 145 sqq. S As Gladiseh thinks, Emped. 
3 Videsupra. Vol. I. 530,532,3. umd dze Aeg. 19 sq. 
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generation and decay; but that, on the contrary, theg 
may be combined and separated in the most various 
ways, and that, in consequence of this, that which 
is compounded from the primitive elements arises and, 
decays, and changes its form and its constituents. 
From this point of view, Empedocles has attempted a 
logical explanation of natural phenomena as a whole, 
having defined his primitive substances and set beside 
them the moving cause in the double form of a com- 
bining and a separating force ; all else is derived from 
the working of these forces upon the primitive sub- 
stances-from the mixture and separation of the ele- 
ments ; and Empedocles, like Diogenes and Democritus 
after him, aimed a t  reaching the particular of phe- 
nomena, without losing sight of his universal princi- 
ples. If, therefore, we understand by Eclecticism a 
method by which heterogeneous elements are combined 
without fixed scientific points of view, according to 
subjective temper and inclination, Empedocles in regard 
to the essential content of his physical doctrine cannot 
be considered as an Eclectic, and we must be careful 
not to underrate his scientific merit. While he used 
the definitions of Parmenides concerning Being for the 
explanation of Becoming, he struck out a path on 
which physics has ever since followed him ; he not only 
fixed the number of the elements at four, which for so 
long almost passed for an axiom, but introdnced the 
very conception of the elements into natural science, 
and thus became with Leucippus the founder of the 
mechanical explanation of nature. Lastly, from the 
standpoint of his own presuppositions, he made an 



attempt which, considering the then state of knowledge, 
was most praiseworthy, to explain the actual in the 
individual ; for us it is specially interesting to observe 
the manner in which he, the earliest precursor of Darwin, 
tries to make comprehensible the origin of organisms 
framed teleologically, and capable of life.' His system, 
however, even irrespeetively of such failings as it shares 
with its whole epoch, is not without l a c u n ~ .  The 
theory of unchangeable primitive elements is indeed 
established scientifically, but their fourfold number is 
not further accounted for. The moving forces ap- 
proach the substances from without, and no sufficient 
reason is given why they are not inherent in them, and 
why one and the same force should not be a t  work, 
combining and separating; for the qualitative un- 
changeableness of substances did not exclude a natural 
striving after change of place, to which even Empe- 
docles represents them as subject ; and he himself can- 
not stringently carry out the distinction between the 
combining and dividing force.2 Accordingly, the opera- 
tion of these forces, as Aristotle remarked: appears 
to  be more or less fortuitous ; and i t  is not explained 
why their simultaneous operation in the present world 
should be preceded and followed by conditions in which 
they separately produce, in the one case a complete 
mixture,in the other a complete division of the  element^.^ 
Lastly, in his doctrine of transmigration and pre-exist- 
ence, and the prohibition of animal food founded upon 

1 Cf. p. 160. Cf. the judgment of Plato 
2 Vide p. 138. quoted p. 33, 2. 

Vide p. 144, 1. 
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the latter, Empedocles has combined with his physical 
system elements which not only have no scientific con- 
nection with that system, but absolutely contradict it. 
However great, therefore, may be his importance in 
the history of Greek physics, in regard to science his 
philosophy has unmistakeable defects, and even in the 
ground-work of his system, the mechanical explanation 
of nature, which is its purpose, is confused by mythical 
forms and the unaccountable workings of Love and Hate. 
This mechanical explanation of nature, based upon 
the same general presuppositions, is carried out more 
strictly and logically in the Atomistic philosophy. 

B. THE ATOMISTS. 

1. Physical bases of their systeqlz. Atoms mzd the void. 

THE founder of the Atomistic philosophy is Leucippus." 

Tile personal history of Leu- 
cippus is almost unknown to us. 
As to his date, we can only say 
tha t  he must have been older 
than his disciple Democritus, and 
younger than Parmenides, W-llom 
hp himself follows ; he nlust there- 
fore have been a contemporary 
of Anaxagoras and Empedocles : 
other conjectures mill be con- 
sidered later on. His home is 
sometimes stated to have been 
sometimes in Abdera, sometimes in 
Miletus, sometimes in Elea (Diog. 
jx. 30, where for Mfihros  read 
M ~ h f i u r o s ,  Simpl. Phys. 7 a, Clem. 
Protr. 43 D ;  Galen. H. Ph. c. 2, 
p. 229 ;  Epiph. Ex;. Fid. 1087 
D);  but  i t  is a question whether 
any one of these statements l s  

founded upon historical tradition. 
Simpl. l. C., doubtless after Theo- 
phrastus, names Parmenides as 
the teacher of Leucippus, but most 
writers, tha t  they may retain the 
accustomed order of succession, 
name Zeno (Diog. Proann. 15, ix. 
30 ; Galen. and Snid. l. c. Clem. 
Shorn. i. 301 D ; Hippol. Refut. 
i. 12), or &felissns (Tzetz. Chil. 
ii. 080; also Epiph. l. c. places" 
him after Zeno and Melissus, but 
describes him generally as a n  
Eristic, i. e. an Eleatic). Iambl. 
V. Pyth. 104, has Pythagoras. 
Nor are we certainly informed 
whether Leucippus committed his 
doctrines to writing, nor of what 
kind these writings were. I n  
Aristotle, De Melisso, c. 6, 980 a, 
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His opinions, however, in their details, have been so 
imperfectly transmitted to us, that i t  is impossible in 
our exposition to separate them from those of his 
celebrated disciple Democritus.l Yet we shall find, as 

7, we find tlie expression, Zv 70% been pretty early forgotten by most 
h~urtimou~ahoup~vorshdyo~s,which writers in comparison with the 
seemcl to point to some writing of riper and more exhaustive achieve- 
uncertain origin, or some exposi- ment.: of his disciple. The persis- 
tion of the doctrine of Leuclppus tence with which he is ignored by 
by a third person. It is question- Epicurus,the reviverof theAtomis- 
able, however, what may be in- tic philosophy, and by most of the 
ferred from this : the author of Epicureans, may have contributed 
the book, De Melisso, may have tothis (see chap. iv. of this section). 
used a secondary source, even if l For the life, writings, and 
an original source existed. Stob. doctrine of Democritus cf. Mul- 
Ecl. i. 160, quotes. some words lach, Democriti Abderite Operum 
from a treatise r e p i  v o G  ; but there Fragmeata,&c.,Berl,1843 (Fragnc. 
may be some confusion here (as Phelos. Gr. i. 330 sqq.). I n  ad- 
Mnllach, Democr 35'7,afterHeeren dition to other more general works, 
i n  h. l. supposes) with Democritus. vide also Ritter, in Ersch. ~rnd 
Theophrastus, following Diog. ix. Gruber's Eacykl. Art. Democ. ; 
46, attributes the work plyas M- Geffers, Qzaczstiomes Democritee, 
K O U ~ O S ,  which is found among Gott. 1829; Papencordt,DeAtomi- 
Democritus's writings, to Leucip- corum Doctrilza Spec. i., Berl. 1832 ; 
pus ; his statement, howe~er,  could Burchard in his valuable treatises, 
only have related originally to the Democriti Philosophice cle Senszbzls 
opinions contained in  this work. Frafnzenta, Mind., 1830; Frag- 
But if these statements are not mente d. Moral. d. Demoektus, ibid. 
absolutely certain, the language of 1834 ; Heimsoth, Democriti de 
Aristotle and of others concerning anima Doctrkn, Bonn, 1835 ; B. 
Leucippns proves that some work Ten. Brinck, Anecdota Epicharmi, 
of this philosopher was known to Democrati Rel. in Schneidewin's 
later writers. The passage quoted Philologus, vi. 577 sqq. ; Democrzti 
(znji.a, p. 215, 1)  from Aristotle, cle se ipso Testimonia, ibid. 589 
Gen. et Corr. i. 8, shows, by the sqq.; vii. 354 sqq. ; Democriti 
word qsulv, that  i t  was taken from liber, H. hvOpr5rov cpdmos, ibid. viii. 
a work of Leucippus. It will here- 414 sqq. ; Johnson, Der Senszlalis- 
after be shown by many references mzrs d. Demokr., &C., Plauen, 1868 ; 
that  Aristotle, Theophrastus, Dio- Lortzing, Ueb. die Ethischen F T ~ -  
genes and Hippolytus also employ mente Demokrit's, Berlin, 1873 ; 
the present tense in their quota- Lange,Geschichte d. Materialismzls, 
tions. Cf. likewise what is said i. 9 sqq. 
(Vol. I. p. 293,4) on the use made According to the almost unani- 
of Leucippus by Diogenes of Apol- mous testiniony of antiquity (vide 
lonia. But the work, and even the Mullach p. l sq.), Democritus's 
name of Leucippus, seems to have native city was Abdera, a colony 
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we proceed, that the main feat,ures of the system belong 
t o  its founder. 

of Thrace, a t  that  time remark- Emtosthenes. Ensebius, i t  is trne, 
able for its prosperityand culture, places the acme of Democritus in 
but which afterwards (vide Mul- 01. 69 and again in 01. 69, 3, and, 
lach, 82 sqq.) acquired a reputa- in  seeming agreement with this, 
tion for stupidity. According to asserts that the philosopher died 
Diog. ix. 34, Miletus is substitnted in 01. 94, 4 (or 94,2), in his 100th 
by some writers; and the scholiast year; Diodorus xiv. 11 says that  
of Juvenal on Sat. X. 50 substi- he died at  the age of 90, in 01. 94, 
tutes Megara; but neither sugges- 1 (401-3 B.c.); Cyril c. Jf~1ian.i. 13 
tion merits any attention. His A, states in one breath that he was 
father is sometimes called Hegesis- born in the 70th and in the 86th 
tratus, sometimes Damasippas, Olympiad ; the Pffissah Chronicle 
sometimes Athenocritns (Diog. (p. 274, Dind.) places his acme 
l. C.). For further details, cf. in 01. 67, whiib the same chronicle 
3Inllach, l. c. The yea.r of his (p. 317) afterwards, following 
birth can onlj, he ascertained with Apollodorus, says that he died, 
approximate certaint,y. He him- being 100 years old, in O t  104, S 
self, according to Diog. ix. 41, (ap. Diud. 105, 2); but these are 
SRSS he was forty years yonnger only so many proofs of the uncer- 
than Anaxagoras, and as Anaxa- tainty and carelessness of latep 
goras was born about 500 B.c., writers in their computations. 
those who $ace his birth in the Further details in the next sec- 
80th Olympiad (460 sqq. Apoll. tion (on Anaxagoras). Statements 
ap. Diog. loc. cit.) cannot be far like that of Gellius, N. A. xvii. 21, 
wrong. This agrees with the 18 and Pliny, H. N. xxx. 1, 10, 
assertion that  Uemocritus (ap. that  Uemocritus flourished during 
Diog. E. C.) counted 730 years from the first part of the Peloponnesian 
the conquest of Troy to the corn- war, gire no definite information, 
position of his ~ L K P ~ S  B~dl~oupos, nor can q-e gather any from the 
if his Trojan era (as B. Ten Brinck, fact that he never mentions 
Phil. vi. 589 sq., and Diels, Rh. Anaxagoras, Archelaus, CEnopidec, 
Mus. xxxi. 30, suppose) dates from Parmenides, Zeno, or Protagoras 
l150 (Miiller, Fr. Hist. ii. 24 ; in his writings (Diog. ix. 41, &C.). 
1164-1144), but this is not quite When Gellius sags that  Socrates 
certain. When Thrasyllus, ap. was considerably younger than 
Diog. 41, places his birth in 01. Democritus, he is referring to the 
77, 3 and says that he was a year calculation wh'ich Diodorus fol- 
older than Socrates, and Ensebius lows and which will presently be 
accordingly in his chronicle as- discussed; on the other hand, we 
signs 01. 86 as the period of his must not conclude from Arist., 
flourishing, they were perhaps in- Part. Anim. i. 1 (sup. Vol. I. p. 
flueneed, as Diels conjectnres, by 185, 3), that Democritus was older 
this Trojan era, which is clearly in- than Socrates, bnt only that  he 
applicable here, and differs by ten came forward as an author before 
years from the usual one give11 by Socrates had commenced his career 

VOL. 11. P 
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The origin and general standpoint of the Atomistic 
doctrine is described by Aristotle as follows; The 

as a philosopher. Socrates, no 
doubt, however, was chiefly known 
. to  Aristotle, as he is to us, in con- 
nection with the last decade of 
his life, as  the teacher of Plato 
and Xenophon and of the phi- 
I.osophers who propagated his phi- 
losophy in the Socratic schools. 
The birth of Democritus must 
therefore be placed about 460 E.C. 
or perhaps even earlier; we cannot 
fix i t  with certainty. Still more 
uncertainty is there with respect 
to his age and the year of his 
death. That he had reached a great 
age (meturn vetustas, Lucret. iii. 
1037) we are constantly assured. 
but the more detailed statements 
vary considerably. Diodorus l. c. 
has .90 years, Eusebius and the 
Passah Chronicle l. c. 100, Antis- 
thenes (who, however, is erro- 
neously considered by Mnllacl~, p. 
20, 40, 47, to be older than Aris- 
totle, cf. the list of authors 
and their wotks) ap. Diog. ix.  39, 
more than 100; Lucian, Macrob. 
Y 8, and Phlegon, Loqqcevi, c. 2,104 ; 
Hipparchus ap. Diog. ix. 43, l09 ; 
Censorin. Di. Nat. 15, 10 says he 
was nearly a s  old as Gorgias, 
whose life extended to 108 years. 
(The statements of the pseudo- 
Soranus in the life of Hippocrates, 
Hippocr. Opp., ed. Xiihn, iii. 850, 
that  Hippocrates was born in 01. 
80, 1, and according to some was 
90 years old, according to others, 
95, 104, and 109 years old, are 
very similar ; and B. Ten Brinck 
Philol. vi. 591 is probably right in 
conjecturing that they were trans- 
ferred to him from Democritus.) 
As to the year of Democritus' 
doath, vide supa. 

That our philosopher displayed 
remarlrable zeal for kno~dedge 
will readily be believed even irre- 
spectively of the anecdote in Diog. 
ix. 36. But what we are told 
about the instructions which even 
as a boy he had received from the 
Magi, not to mention the fable in 
Valer. Max. viii. 7, ext. 4, that  
the father of Democritus enter- 
tained as a host the army of 
Xerxes, has little evidence in i ts  
favour (Diog. ix. 34, appealing to 
Herodotus, who neither in vii. 
109, nor viii. 120, nor anywhere 
else, ever mentions such a thing), 
and is chronologically impossible. 
Lange, how-ever, Gesch. d. Muter. 
i. 128, endeavours to save the in- 
credible tradition by reducing the 
regular instruction in the course 
of which Democritus, according to 
Diogenen, liad learned rat r e  m p l  
@~oAoylus K U ~  burpohoylas to an 
exciting influence upon the mind 
of an intelligent boy; and Lewes 
(Hist. of Phd. i. 95 sq.) relates in 
one breath that Democritus was 
born in 460 %.C., and that Xerxes 
(twentv years before) had left 
some magi in Abdera as his in- 
structors. This whole combina- 
tion probably dates from the epocll 
in which Democritus was regarded 
by the Greeks as a sorcerer and 
father of magic. Philostr. v. Soph. 
X. p. 494, relates the same of 
Protagoras. The acquaintance of 
Democritus with Greek philoso- 
phers is far better attested. Plut. 
adv. Col. 29, 3, p. 1124, says in a 
general manner, that  he contra- 
dicted his predecessors ; among 
those whom he mentioned sorne- 
times to praise, and sometimes to 
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Eleaties, he says, denied the multiplicity of things and 
motion, because these are inconceivable without the 

oppose them, we find the names of connected with the Pythagoreans; 
Parmenides and Zeno (Diog. ix. not only does Thrasyllus ap. Diog. 
42), whose influence notv-ithstand- ix. 38, call him ( v ~ w r + s  rGv nu&,- 
ing upon the Atomistic philosophy ~ O ~ L K G V ,  but, according to the same 
is unmistakeable ; Pythagoras text, Glancus the contemporary of 
(ibid. 38, 46), Anaxagoras (ibid. Democritus had already main- 
34 sq. ; Sext. Math. vii. 140), and tained : r d w w s  TGV K I u B ~ o ~ I K G v  
Protagoras (Diog. ix. 42 ; Sext. s ~ v o s  ? Z K O ~ U ~ ~  airrdv; and according 
Mctth. vii. 389 ; Plut. Col. 4, 2, to Porph. V. P. 3, Duris had 
p. 1109). I n  all probability his named Brimnestus, son of Pytha- 
only teacher ~ v a s  Leucippus: but goras,astheteacherofDen~ocritus. 
even this is not quite certain, for H e  himself, according to Thra- 
the evidence of writers like Diog. syllus ap. Diog. 1. c. had entitled 
ix. 34 ; Clem. ,Sf,ro?~z. i. 301 D ; one of his writings 'Pythagoras,' 
Hippal. Refist. 12, taken alone, is and had spoken in i t  with admira- 
not conclusive; and tliough Aris- tion of the Samian philosopher ; 
totle (Metaph. i. 4, 985 b, 4, and according to Apollodorus ap. Diog. 
after him, Simpl. Phys. 7 a) calls 2. C . ,  he also came in contact with 
Democritus the comrade ( d ~ a i p o s )  Philolaus. But the authenticity 
of Leucippus, i t  is not clear of the Democritean ITueaydpvs is 
whether a personal relation be- (as Lortzing, p. 4, rightly observes) 
tween the two men (braipos often very questionablc, and he could 
stands for a disciple, vide Mnl- have adopted nothing from the 
lach, p. 9, etc.), or only a simi- Pythagorean science, excepting in  
larity of theirdoctrinesis intended, regard to mathematics ; his own 
The former, how-ever, is the nlost philosophy having no affinity with 
likely interpretation. On the that of the Pythagoreans. I n  
other hand, the assertion (ap. order to accumulate wisdom, De- 
Diog. I. c., and after him Suid.) mocritus visited the countries of 
that  Democritus had personal in- the east and south. He himself in 
tercourse with Anaxagoras is quite the fragment ap. Clemens, iStrom. i. 
untrustworthy, even ~f the state- 304 A (on which cf. Geffers, p. 23 ; 
ment of Favorinus that Democritus Mullach, p. 3 sqq., 18 sqq. ; B. Ten 
was hostile to Anaxagoras because Brinck, Philol. vii. 355 sqq.), cf. 
he would not admit him among Theuphrast. ap. ixlian, Y. H. iv. 
his disciples be considered too self- 20, boasts of having taken more 
evident an invention to be worth distant journeys than any of his 
quoting as an argument against contemporaries ; he particularly 
it.  (Cf. also Sext. MnB. vii. 140.) mentions Egypt as acountry where 
Moreover, Diog. ii. 14, says that  he had remained some time. As 
i t  was Anaxagoras who was hostile to the duration of these jour- 
to  Democritus; but this we must neys, we can only form conjeo 
set down to the thoughtless care- Lures, as the eighty years spoken 
lessness of this author. We are of by Clemens must clearly be 
also frequently told that he was based on some gross misapprehen- 

P 2 
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Void, and the Void is nothing. Leucippus conceded to 
them that without the Void no motion is possible, and 

sion or clerical error. (Papen- 
cordt, Atom. Doctr. 10, and IniIul- 
lach, Democr. 19, Fr. Phil. i. 330, 
suppose that 7, which signifies 
T ~ J J T E ,  may have been mistaken for 
6, the cipher for SO; and Diod. 
i. 98, does in fact say that Demp- 
critns remained fire years in 
Xgypt.) Later writers relate more 
particularly that he spent the 
whole of his large inheritance in 
travelling, that he visited the 
Egyptian priests, the Chaldeans, 
the Persians, some say even the 
Indians and Ethiopians (Diog. ix. 
35 ; after him Suidas ~ ~ p d ~ ~ .  
Hesych. ~ a p d ~ p .  from the same 
so~lrce, Blian,  1. c. ; Clemens, l. c. 
speaks only of Babylon, Persia and 
Egypt ; Diodorus, i. 98, of 6r.e years' 
sojourn in Egypt; Strabo, xv. 1,38, 
p. 703, of journeys through a great 
part of Asia; Cie. h. v. 19, 50, 
more generally, of distant journeys 
for the %acquisition of knowledge). 
How much of all this is true, we can 
only partiallydiscorer. Dcmocritus 
certainly went to Egypt, Hither 
Asia and Persia ; but not to India, 
as  asserted by Straho and Clemens, 
l. c. ; cf. Geffers, 22 syq. The aim 
and result of these journeys, how- 
ever, must be smght, not so much 
in the scientific instruction he re- 
ceived from the Orientals, as  in 
his own observation of men and 
of nature. The assertion of De- 
mocritus ap. Clem., that  no one, 
not even the Egyptian mathe- 
maticians, excelled him in geo- 
metry (concerning his mathema- 
tical knowledge, cf. also Cic. Fin. 
i. 6, 20 ; Plut. c. not. 39, 3, p. 
1079), implies scientific inter- 
course, but a t  the same time 

favours the conjecture that Demo- 
critus could not have learued much 
in this respect from foreigners. 
What Pliny says (H. N. xxv. 2, 
13 ; xxx. 1, 9 sq.; X. 49, 137; 
xxix. 4, 72 ; xsviii. 8, 112 sqq. ; 
cf. Philostr. 7. Apoll. i. l )  of the 
magic arts ~vhich Demccritus 
learned on his travels is based 
upon forged writings, acknow- 
ledged as such eycn by Gellir~s, 
N. A. X. 12 ; cf. Bnrcharcl, Frizgm. 
cl. Jfor. cl. De~eln. 17 ; Mollach, 72 
sqq., l 56  sqq. What is said of 
his connection with Darius (Julian, 
Epist. 37, p. 413, Spanh.; cf. Plin. 
H. N. rii. 55,189 ; further details, 
iwfru, chap. iii., and ap. Ifnllach, 
45, 49), though it sounds more 
natural, is quite as  legendary. 
The same may be said of the 
statement (Posidonius ap. Strabo 
xvi. 2, 25, p. 757, and Sext. Math. 
xi. 563), that Den:ocritus derived 
his doctrine of the atoms from 
afochus, a very ancient Phanician 
pE.ilosopher. That there existed 
a work under the name of this 
Mochus is proved by Joseph. 
Antiquit. i. 3, 9 ; Athen. iii. 126 
a ;  Damasc. De Pri9ac. p. 335, 
Kopp.; cf. Iambl. T? Pyth. 14 ; 
Diog. Proozm. 1 ; but if i t  con- 
tained an atomistic theory similar 
to that of Democritus, this would 
only prove that the author had 
copied the philosopher of Abdera, 
not that the philosopher of Abdera 
had copied him; and not only 
Democntus, but Leucippus also 
must in that case have done so. 
The germs of the Atomistic theory 
are too apparent in the earlier 
Greek philosophy to leave room 
for supposing i t  to have had a 
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that the Void must be regarded as non-existent ; hut he 
thought he could nevertheless retain the reality of phe- 

foreign origin. That  the work of 
Mochus was not in cxistence in 
the time of Endemns seems p r o k  
able from the passage in Damasci us. 
After his return, Democritus ap- 
pears to have remained in his 
native city ; bnt a visit to Athens 
(Diog. ix. 36 sq.; Cie. Tusc. v. 36, 
104 ; Valer. Max. viii. 7, ext. 4 )  
may perhaps be assigned to this 
later epoch, in regard to which 
we possess hardly any trustworthy 
information. IIaring impoverished 
himself by his journeys, he is said 
to  have avoidcd the fate of the 
improvident by giving readings of 
some of his own morks (Philo, 
Prouid. ii. 13, p. 52,  Auch.; Diog. 
ix. 39 sq.; Dio Chrya. Or. 54, 2, p. 
280 R ;  AtEen. iv. 268 b ; Interpr. 
Horat. on Epist. i. 12, 12 ) ;  others 
relate that he neglected his pro- 
perty (a s tor j~ ~vhieh is also told of 
Anwxagoras and Thales); but si- 
lenced those who censured him by 
his speculationfi with oil pressei; 
(Cic. Fi i~ . r .29 ,87 ;  Horat. Ep i. 12, 
12, and the seholi;t, on these texts, 
Plin. H. 37 xviii. 28, 273 ; Pllilo. 
Vit. Co?ztenzpl. 691 C, Hasch. and 
after him Ladan t ,  Inst. iii. 23). 
TTaler. l. c. says he gave the greater 
part of his aunt less  riches to the 
state, that he might lire more 
unclisturbedly for wisdom. It is 
questionable, however, whether 
there is any foundation even for 
the first of these assertions; or 
for the statemenr, (Antisth. ap. 
Diog. ix. 38, whcre the suggestion 
of Mullach, p. 64, to substitute 
T L ~ ~ + E ( I I  for rdcpo~s seems to  me a 
mistake ; Lucian, Philopsetsd. c. 
32)  tha t  he lived among tombs 
and desert places ; not to meiltion 

the story of his roluntary blind- 
ness (Gell. AV. A. X. 17 ; Cic. Fin, 
l. c. Tusc. v. 39, i 1 4  ; Tertull. 
Apologd. c. 46. Cf. on the other 
hand Plut. Ctsliosit. c. 12, p. 521 
sq.), which was perhaps occasioned 
by his ohservations on thenntrust- 
worthiness of the senses (cf. Cic. 
Acad. ii. 23, 74, where the expres- 
sion exccecnrc, sensihz~s orbare is 
employed for this view). The 
a.sserticn of Potronius, Sut, c. 88, 
p. 424, Burm., tha t  he spent his 
life in enquiries into natural 
science, sounds more credible ; 
with this is connected the anecclot,e 
ap. Plut. Qzs. Conv. i. 10,2 ,  2. It 
may also be true that  he was re- 
garded w-ith great veneration by 
his countrymen, and receired from 
them the surnaze of uo@La (Clrm. 
Strom. vi. 631 D ; Blia.n, V. H. 
iv. 2 0 ) ;  that the dominicn over 
his native city was given to him 
is, on t h ~  contrary,mostimprobable 
(Suid. A?~~dicp.). Whether he was 
married we do not know; one 
anecdote, which seems to  imply 
that  he was so, has little evidence 
in i ts  f a ~ o u r  (Antnnius, Me;. 609 ; 
Nullach, Fr. Mar. 180) ; but the 
contrary is certainly not deducible 
from his utterances abont marriage 
(vide i~d:ra). The widespread 
statement tha t  he laughed a t  
everything (Sotion ap. Stob. Floril. 
20, 53;  Hor. Ep ii. 1, 194 fiqq. ; 
Juvenal, Sat. X. 23 sqq. ; Sen. De 
Zra, ii. 10 ; Lucian, Tit. Auct. c. 
13 ; Hippo]. Refist. i. 1 2 ;  Blian,  
V.  H. iv. 20, 29 ; Suid. A V W ~ K ~ .  ; 
see, on the contrary, Democr. FT. 
Mor. 167) proclaims itself a t  once 
as an idle fabrication ; what w9 
are told of the magic and prognos- 
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nomena, of birth and decay, of motion and multiplicity, 
by admitting that side by side with Being, or the Plenum, 

tications of this philosopher, is ings, judging from the titles and 
equally absurd (vide supra, and fragments that have come down to 
Pliu. H. fl. X%. 28, 273, 35, 341 ; us, must 11a1.e embraced mathe- 
Clem. Strom. vi. G31 D ;  Diog. ix. matical, physical, ethical, gram- 
42 ; Philostr. Apoll. viii. 7, 28). matical and technical snbjecti. 
His  supposed connection with Diogenes, i. 16, mentions him as 
Hippocrates has likewise given one of the most prolific of philo- 
rise to many inventions ; accord- sophic aathors ; and we have no 
ing to Cels. De Medic. P r ~ f .  PS.- right to  substitute for his name, 
Soran. ; v. H~ppocr. (Opp. ed. in this text, the name of Demetrius 
Kiilan, iii. 850), Hippocrates was re- (Phaler~us), as Nietzsebe, Rh. Mzcs. 
presented by many as his disciple. xxv. 220 sq., does; for the same 
Already even in Diog. ix. 42 ; Bl ian ,  Diogenes, ix. 45 sqq., after Thm- 
V. H. iv. 20 ; Athenag. Si6ppi. C. 27 syllns, specifiw no fewer than fif- 
- we can trace the beginning of teen Tetralogies of Democritus's 
the legend which subsequently, in ~wit ings,  among which physical 
the  supposed letters of the two sab,jects occupy the largest space. 
men, was carried out into t,he Besides these,& number of spnrions 
wildest extri~ragances: X-ide B1ul- mritings are mentioned; and most 
Inch: 74 sqq. Lastly, the various likely there are many such, even 
statements as to the end of 1)emo- amongthose reputed genuine (Suid. 
critns-ap. Diog. ix. 43 ; Athen. ii. A ~ ~ ~ K P .  only allows the authen- 
46 e ;  Lacian, Nacrob. c. 1 8 ;  31. ticity of two). At any rate, the 
Aurel. iii. 3, &c. (vidc IYtnllach, name of Thrasyllus is no more a 
89 sq7.)-are also unkrustworthy. guar.antee for. the contrary, in the 
Even the more general assertion of case of Democritus, than in that  
Lncretius, iii. 1037 sqq., that  feel- of Plato. Cf. Barchard, Frqnz. d. 
ing the weakness of old age. he M0r.d. Dem. 16 sq. Rose, De Arist. 
voluntarily put an end to h ~ s  life, lib. ord. 6 sq., believes that  forgeries 
is far from certain. of writings nuder the name of De- 

Surpassing all his predecessors mocritus began a t  a very early date, 
and contemporaries in wealth of amil declares the whole of.the ethi- 
knowledge, and most of them in cal writings to be spurious. Lorte- 
acuteness and consrcntireness of ing, l. C., more cautiously, decidrs 
thought, D?mocritns: by the cam- thattwo ethical t reat ises .~.  EBBU,ULTJS 
bination of these excellences. be- and ~ T O ~ ~ K U L ,  are genuine, and the 
came the direct precursor of Aris- source of most of our moral fi-ag- 
totle, who frequently quotes and ments; the rest he either rejects 
makes use of him, and speaks of or mistrnsts. The statements of 
him with unmistakeable approaal. the ancients as to particular worlis 
(Anthorities will be given later on. will be found in Heimszth, p. 41 
Theophrastus and Eudemus like- sq. ; &Iullach, 03 sqq. ; concerning 
wise pltid much attention to De- the catalogue of Diogenes, cf. 
mocritns, as Papencordt shows, 1. also Schleierrnacher's Abhnnd1u.iz.g 
c. p. 21.) His mnltifarious writ- v. J. 1815 ; Werke, 3te. Abth, iii. 
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there was also the non-Being or the Void. Being in 
fact on this theory is not merely one, but consists of 
an infinite number of small invisible bodies which move 
in the Void. On the combination and separation of 
these bodies, are founded Becoming and Decay, change, 
a&d the reciprocal action of thingsel Leucippus and 

103 sqq. The fragments-of these @6u1v +rep 2ur;v. Zvlors ~ r j v  
works (of which the greaeer num- k p ~ a l w v  3 o 5 e  i-b 6v $5 k d y s q s  t v  
ber, many of t,hem doubtful or e h a i  ~ a i  LK~VVTOV etc. (Vol. I .  
spurious, belong to the ethical 632, 2) . . . A e h ~ r x a o s  6' gXeiv 
writings) are to be found ap. Mul- $f iOa hdyous 07 rrvrs rpbs  7 4 1  af- 
Lch. Cf. Burchard and Lortzing u e ~ u r v  dpohoyoCpeva A ~ ~ O Y T E S  O ~ K  

i 2  the works quoted ; B. Ten Brinck bvarpfiuouarv 0 t h  ydveurv 05re 
in the Philol. vi. 577 sqq. ; viii. 414 $Oopbv 05re ~ L v q z t v  K ~ \ L  i-b ?rhjjOos. 
sqq. On account of his elevated .rGv 6vi-wv. 6,uoAoyfi~as 6 ;  i-a5ra 
and often poetical langunge, Demo- p i v  ro i s  $arvopLvors, i-02 6; i-b $v 
critus is compared by Cicero, Orat. Kai-au~eud~ousrv,  irs oci-E &v ~ i v q u c v  
20, 6 7 ;  De Orat. i. 11, 49, with otuav  iiveu KEVOO i-d r e  KEY&" 

Plato. Healso,Divin.ii .  64, 133, p$ 8 v , ~ a l  7 0 5  6 v i - a s  0 2 e h v  p+ 
praises the clearness of his exposi- S'v $ g a r v  eTvar .  i-b ybp ~ u p l w s  bv 
t.ion; while Plut. Qta. Cmrv. v. 7, 6, aaprhq8;s $v. &AA' e&ar r b  ~ u r o 5 r ~ v  
2 .  admires i t s  lofty flight. Even 0 . i ~  Bv, bhh' iireipa i-b ?rhijOos ~ a l  
Timon, ap. Diog. ix. 40, speaks of 86para 6rh Upi~pd~Tl7Cf ~ L j v  S'YKOY. 
him with respect ; and Dionys. De i-a%a 6' i v  T@ KEY@ $?~peuOar ( K E Y ~ V  
Compos. Yerb. c. 24, places him be- y&p dvar),  ~ a l  ~ u v r u ~ d p e v a  p& 
side Plato and Aristotle as a pat- yiveutu ~ o r s i v ,  Grahvdpeva 6; $Oopdv. 
tern philosophical writer (cf. also rorsiv 62 ~ a l  r d u x r ~ v  $ rvyXdvouorv 
Papencordt, p. 19 sq.; B~irchard, h?rrd,ueva. rahi-7 ybp obx  $v ebar. 
Fragm. d. Moral. d.  Denz. 5 sqq.). K=> uuv~r8dpeva 62 K U ~  repr?rherc6peva 
His writings, which Sextus still yevv@v <K 8b 705  ~ a r '  &hfiBerav hvbs 
possessed, were no l o n g ~ r  in exist- obrc &v yev;d8ai ?rhijOos, 066' ;K rrjv 
ence when Simplicius wrote (vide k h ~ 8 G s  ~ o h h u i v  $v, &AA' e?var 7057' 
Papencordt, p. 22). The extracts BGhvarov, &AA' i;u?rep ' E p r e 8 o ~ h i j s  
of S t ,ob~ns  are certainly taken real i-Gv ilhhwv i-rvks @aar rduxecv  
from older collections. 6rh ~ d p w v ,  o8rw ?rEuav &hhoiwurv 

De Gelz. et Corr. i. 8 (s tqra ,  p. ~ a l  r 2 v  i-b T ~ C X E L V  roi7rov YiveuOab 
133, 3),c6,&i 6; pdhrui-a ~ a \ r  rep1 r b v  i-pdrov, 6th 705 KEYOO yrvopQvqs 
' K ~ V T W V  EYL hdyY ~ L W P ~ K ~ U L  A E ~ K L A -  749 81ahhue~s  K51 7 5 s  @OP&S, 6poLwr. 
?ros ~ a 1  ~ ~ l p d ~ c p r i - O S  (this, ho-xever, 6b fcal r i js  a356oews Sreiu6vop~vwv 
does not mean that Leucippus and ui-epeLjv. Instead of the words in. 
Democritus agree in every respect spaced type, Iformerly conjectured 
with each other, but that they ex- K ~ L  705  S'vros qsaov  i-b p+ 6v $qarv 
plained all phenomena in a strictly tbavar. Although we might appeal in 
scientific manner from the same sapport of this reading to the pro- 
principles) bp,& ?rorqud,uevor NUT& bable sense, and to the passages 



216 THE A TOMISTI C PHILOSOPHY. 

Democritus therefore agree with Parmenides and Em- 
pedocles, that neither Becoming nor Decay, in the 
strict sense of the wmds, is possible; ' they also allow 
(what indeed is the direct consequence of this),2 that 
many cannot arise from One, nor One from many ; 
a,nd that things cac only be many if Being is divided 
By means of the non-existent or the Void : finally, 
they assert that motion would be inconceivable with- 
quotedi~?fra,p.217,1,fromAristotle Vide p. 215, 1, and Arist. 
and Simplicins, yet the traditioml DE Calo. iii. 4, 303 a, 5 : $Jar> y b p  
reading appears to me equally ad- ( A E ~ K .  ~ a l  Av/. id~p.) ~Svar  r h  ?rpGra 
mjssihle if we interpret, the words pcydd7 ~ h $ O s r  phv &?rsipa psy68tr  8; 
~ a l - e b a r ,  'hc allows that nothing b6iafpera,  ~ a i  oar'  85 i vbs  x o h h h  
ex is ten^ can be non-existent.' I t  ylyveuOar O ~ T E  ;K T O X A ~ V  $v, AAA& 
is still simpler to read (v-ith Cocbx r? T O ~ T W Y  U U ~ T A O K ?  ~ a l  T F ~ L T A ~ [ E L  
E),  i n  the immediately preceding r rc ivra ysvuZo8ar. Metaph. vii. 13, 
context, &S o h  &v ~ i v .  o h ,  &c,, then 1039 a, 9 : h8hvarov y h p  t&al q n u r v  
the apodosis begins w i t h r d r s  K E V ~ V ,  (Democritus) 81c 860 $v 4 25 dubs 660 
and the explanation presents no ysv$uOar. r h  y b p  p ~ y i 8 ~  r h  i i r o p a  
difficulty. Prantl, in his edition, r h s  oirulas vo r t i .  Psendo-Alex. ill 

introduces ~ o r ~ i  K E V ~ V  p 4  SY after h. 1. 495, 4 Bon.: 6 A v p d ~ p r r o s  
'(wprd r s  ~ s v b v  p 4  Sv," which seems Fhe-y~v 8 r r  8 6 h 1 ~ a ~ o v  ;K 6h0 A ~ d p w v  
t o  me too great a departure from p lav  ysv iuda r  (h?radsis ?hp a i r rhs  
t!le MS., and also t o  hare little 5 a e r ~ 8 s r o )  4) :K p i i s  Fh0 (& rp$ rous  
resemblance with the style of y h p  ,c3rhs ZAsysv). Similarly, 
Aristotle. Cf. Simpl. l. c,, who in Simpl. De Calo, 271 a, 43 f, 133 a, 
his account probably follows Theo- 18 f (Schol. 514 a, 4, 488 a, 26). 
phrastus. Philop. i?z h. l. p. 35 b Arist. Gen. e t  Corr. I. c. ; 
sq., gives us nothing new. Phys. i.3, ridesup. Vol. 1.p. 618, 1 ;  

Arist. P h y ~ .  iii. 4, 203 a, 33 : I'lqs. iv. G, 213 a, 31 (against the 
A ~ p d ~ ~ r r o s  8' oL8hv ~ r s p o v  25 ; ~ L p o v  attempts made by Anaxagoras to 
yLyveu6ar r O v  ~ p h 7 0 v  $vuLv. Alex. confute the theory of empty spa.ce) : 
in  Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 a ,  26, p. o 8 ~ o u v  rav^ro i i s i 8e r~vhva r ,  871 fur[  r c  
260,24. Bon. of Democritus : ;iyoh- 5 h t p ,  &AA' & L  O ~ K  i h r r  Frc iurqpa 
~ E V O S  8 ;  pq8kv y ivsudar  ;K COG p+ Z ~ E P O V  r G v  u ~ p d r ~ v ,  0 8 r e  x w p i u r b v  
u"vros. Diog. ix. 44 : pvGdv r' ;K 067s F)vepysL+ Sv, 8 8 r a A a p ~ d v e r  r b  
r o ;  p+ ~ P T O S  y l ~ ~ u e a r  KU: EIT r b  ,ii+ ~ i v u 5 p a  %ur '  eba r  p+  u.vvax;s, KaOd- 
6 v  @Offpsudar. Stab. &l. i .  414 : r e p  A i yovu r  A 7 p d ~ p r r o s  KU; A € ~ K L T -  
A ~ ~ ~ K ~ L ~ O S ,  &C., U U ~ K ~ L U E I S  phv ~ a l  T O S  xa\l &spot T O A A O ~  r 2 v  qvu rohd -  
8 r a ~ ~ f o s t s  ~ l u d y o v u r ,  ysv ius rs  8; ~ a l  y a v .  Compare what is quoted from 
q f l ophs  u3 ~ u p i o s .  03 y h p  ~ a r h  r& Parmenides,Bol. I. p. 5SG,1; 58$,2. 
~ o i b u  i [ & h h o r h u e ~ ~ ,  ~ a r h  8 2 r b  T O U ~ V  Arist. Gen. e t  Corr. 1. c. ; 
;K u u v a d p ~ r c p ~ v ^  r a h r a s  y f ~ v s ( ~ O a r .  Phys. 1. C. 213 b, 4 : ~ & ~ o u u r  F' $v 

Cf. Pol. I. p..5EG, 2 ;  587, 2. phv (in the first placu) 8 r r  ~ : v i ~ u r s  
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out the supposition of an empty space. But instead of 
inferring from thence, like the Eleatics, that multipIicity 
and change are merely appearance, they draw this 
opposite conclusion : as there are in truth many things 
which arise and decay, change and move, and as all 
this would be impossible without the supposition of the 
non-existent, a Being must likewise belong to the non- 
existent. They oppose the main principle of Parme- 
nides that 'Non-Being is not,' with the bold statement 
that 'Being is in no respect more real than Won-Being," 
that something ( 7 6  Gv), as Democritus says, is in no- 
wise more real than n ~ t h i n g . ~  Being is conceived by 
them as by the Eleatics,3 as the Plenum, Non-Being 
as the Void.4 This proposition therefore asserts that 

5 ~ a r h  r d m v  O;K Bv EYV (a577 8' 
darl  @oph ~ a >  a@qurr). 02 yhp Bv 
~ O K E ~ V  t ? v a ~  ~ J v ~ u r v ,  C I  p+ er? ~ e v d v .  
( ' I t  a.ppears that  no mqtion would 
be possible ; ' not as Grote, Plato i. 
70, understands it : 'motion could 
not seem to  be present.') Demo- 
critus's argument for this proposi- 
tion will immediately be examined; 
and the relation of the Atomistic 
theories of the Void to  those of 
Melissus la:er on. 

Arist. 1Mtltaph. i. 4, 985 b, 4:  
A r h ~ r ? r ~ o s  62 ~ a >  6 draipos aLro7 
~ v ~ 6 ~ p r r o s  U r o ~ x ~ i a  p;? ~b whijpes 
~ a >  r b  K E Y ~ V  e?va[ Ipaur, h d y o v r f s  r b  
pkv Bv, r b  8b p+ bv,  ro6rwv 81: ~b 
pkv vhijpes ~ a i  areprbv r b  bv, r b  8; 
Kerdv YE Kal pavhv r b  ,U+ BY (81b K ~ \ L  
obflkv pchhov r b  SY 706  p+ J ; Y ~ O S  

elval @auw arr 066; r b  K E Y ~ V  COG 
ui ,uaros) ,  [Schwegler in h. 1. sug- 
gests 706 f i~v06  r b  uGpa, or r h  
odpara ,  which perhaps is better] 
a h r a  62 r f v  6vrmv r a 6 r a  &F Shvv. 
Simpl. Phys. 7 a (no doubt after 

Theophrast.) : r+v y8p ~ L Y  6rdpwv 
obaiav vaurbv KC> xh+lpv 6 a o r ~ R i l ~ ~ -  
vos bv Zhsyev ~?var Ka: i v  76 I C E V ~ '  

+;peu@ar, &€p ph  BV E)Kdhel lla; O U K  

b a r r o v  706 OUvros ~ f v a r  $ 7 ~ ; .  
Leucippus is the subject of the 
sentence. 

Pint. Adv. Col. 4, 1, p. 1109 : 
( A v p d ~ ~ r r o s )  Fropicerar /*h pchhov 
r b  Biv 3 r b  pg8kv E T V ~ L .  8 ; ~  pkv 
dvopd[mv r b  u f p a  pvB;v 81. r b  
~ e v b v ,  &S ~ a ;  rodrou @hcrv 7 1 1  b ~ a l  
i ~ d u r a u r v  /8iav C ~ o v r e s .  The word 
Bkv, which subsequently became 
obsolete (as the German Ichts is 
.now), is also found in Alczus, Fr. 
76, Bergk. I n  Galen's account, 
Be Elevz. Sec. Hip,?. i. 2, t .  i. 418 
Kiihu, i t  is supposed, n-ith some 
probal~i l i t ,~ ,  that Iv should be re- 
placed by 8iv. 

Supra, Vol. I. 555 sq. 
Sup. notes 1 and 2 and p. 2 15, 

1 ;  Arist. Phys. i. 5 init.: ra'vrss 
.68 r B v a v ~ i a  Bpxhs rrorolu~v . . . K C ~  

A 7 p d ~ p l r o s  r b  crepebv ~ a l  K E V Q V ,  8w 
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all things consist of the  matter which fills space, and 
empty space itself.' These two cannot, however, be 
merely side by side, if phenomena are to  be explained 
by reference to them; they are necessarily in one 
another, so that the Plenum is divided by the Vacuum, 
and Being by non-Being, and through the changing 
relation of their parts, the multiplicity and change of 
things is made pos~ib le .~  That this division cannot go 
on to infinity, and that consequently indivisible atoms 
must be supposed to be the ultimate constituents of 
all things, Democritus proved with the observation 

r b  p ;v  2 ~ s  Sv,  r b  8' &S O&K SV &a[ 
@qurv. Metaph. iv. 5,1009 a, 26 : ~ a ;  
' ~ v a E a y 6 p a ~  p ~ p i x 0 a r  TCV ?V T U V T ;  

$ 1 1 ~ ~  xa: A R p d ~ P ~ r o ~ .  ~ a l  y&p  oo%ros 
, r b  ~ t v b v  Ka; r b  T A ~ ~ E S  6 p o f ~ x  ~ a 0 '  

d r ro7v  ~ ? T ~ ~ X F ! V  p ; P ~ ~ ,  K ~ ~ T O L  7 b  phv  
Sv T O ~ S T W V  e l v a ~  r b  8 ;  p+ $v, not to 
mention lat,er writers. According 
to  Theophrnstus (wq. p. 217, l ) ,  
Leucippus used the word v a u r b v  
(= u ~ e p r b v )  for the Void. Simpl. 
DE Celo, 133 a, S, Scliol. 48s a, 18, 
asserts this still more distinctly of 
Democritus : A n p d ~ p .  ? y e ? ~ a t  r + v  
r l j v  2 8 ; ~ ~  q d u ~ v  eSuar ~ L I C ~ & S  o;u ias ,  
rA?Oos baelpovs, r a d ~ a i s  6 ;  r ! ~ o v  
&hhov  3 a o ~ i 0 q u r v  & n ~ ! p o v  r @  p ~ y i O e r ,  
? r p o u a y o p ~ d ~ r  6; r b v  r 6 ~ o v  r o i u 8 e  
70;s 6vdpau i ,  r @  r e  K E V : ~  ea l  TG OLSEVI 
~ a i  T @  ??~efprp, r G v  8 ;  0661$v i ~ d u r 7 l v  
r< +BE ~ a ;  T @  v a n 4  K U ~  TW: i i v r r .  
Erid. 271 a, 43; Schol. 514 a, 4, 
and i77,f. p. 220, 3 ; 91ex. ad Mctaph. 
985 b: 4, p. 27, 3 Bon. : ~ h 5 p s s  8 ;  
Z ~ e ~ o v  r b  a l j p a  r b  b r d p w v  F ib  
v a u ~ d ~ q ~ d  7 e  ~ a i  b p r [ [ a v  r o 6  HEBOG. 
According to Theod. Our. Gr. Aff: 
iv. 9, p. 57, Democritus used v a u ~ h  
to  express the atoms, Metrodorus 
& 8 r a l p ~ r a ,  Epicurus b r o p a ;  me 
shall find, however, infra, p. 219, 

3,  that b r o p a  is used liliemise by 
Democritus. St,obsus, 1Tcl. i. 306: 
d11p.d~~.  r &  v a u r h  ~ a l   KEY^; similarly 
i. 345. Cf. Mullach, p. 142. 

' According to Arist,. Phys. iv. 
6, 213 b, the arguments of Demo- 
critus in favour of empty space 
were as  follow^ : (1) Morement 
can take place only in thevoid;  for 
t,he Full cannot admit anything else 
into itself (this is further snpported. 
by the observation that if two 
bodies could be in the same space, 
innumerable bo2ies would neces- 
sarily be there, and the smallest 
body would be able t,o include the 
greatest) ; (2) Rarefaction and 
condensation can only be explained 
by empty space (cf. c. 9 init.) ; (3)  
The only explanation of growth is 
that nourishment penetrates into 
t,he empty spaces of the body; (4) 
Lastly, Democritus thought he had 
observed that  a vessel filied with 
,ashes holds ns much water as when 
i t  is empty. so that the ashes must 
disappear into the empty inter- 
spaces of the water. 

2 Cf. Arist. Metaph. iv. 5 (sup. 
217,4); Phys. iv. 6;  Themist. Phys. 
40 b, p. 284 Sp. 
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already supplied to him by Zeno,l that an absolute 
division woald leave no nnagiiitnde remaining, and 
therefore nothing a t  Irrespectively of this, how- 
ever, the hypothesis was required by the concept of 
Being which the Atomists had borrowed from the 
Eleatics; for, according to this concept, Being can 
only be defined as indivisible unity. Leucippus and 
Democritus accordingly suppose the corporeal to be 
cchnposed of parts incapable of further division ; a14 
consists, they say, of Atoms and the Void.3 

All the properties which the Eleatics ascribed to  
Being are then transferred to the Atoms. Tney are 

Supra, Vol. I. p. 614 sq. hdyors  xeae;uOar. Philop. Gcn. e t  
Arist. Ph~js. i. 3 (cf. Vol. I. ,Cow. 7 a, 8 b, seems to hare no 

618, l) ; Gen. et Corr. i. 2, 316 a, other authority than Aristotle. 
13  syq. ; where the frindamental Democr. FT. Phys. l (ap. Sext. 
thought of the argnment given Mc~th. vii. 135 ; P y r h .  i. 213 sq. ; 
in the text undoubtedly belongs to i-lut. Adv. Col. 8, 2 ;  Galen, De 
Democritns, even if the dialectical EZsm. Sec. Hipp i. 2 ; i. 417 I<) : 
derelopment of i t  map partly od- v d p q ~  y h u ~ b  rzal (ha2 should no doubt 
ginute with Aristotle. I n  the he omitted) v d p p  ~ r ~ p b v ,  vd/ io  
previous context Aristotle says, O ~ p p b v ,  vdww +uxpdv. v d , u ~  X P O I ~ .  

and this deserves to be quoted ;re$ 68 d r o p a  ~ a l  K E V ~ V .  X P E P  vop(t[- 
in proof of his respect for Demo- Cerar pkv ~ ? v a r  t ia )  8 o t d 5 ; r a ~  7& 

critns, that  the Atomistic doctrine a l u O q ~ b ,  o 6 ~  f a ~ r  F8 K C ; ~  L i h 4 0 ~ r a v  
of Democritus and Leucippus has rav^ra ,  b h h h  78 b r o p a  p6vov KU) 
much more in its favour than that  w ~ ~ d v .  Further rcferences are un- 
of the TZ'i971e.u~ of Plato: a h l o v  68 necessary. That the term b ~ o p a  
7 0 6  W E"har7ov 8rivauOc.r r &  dpohu-  or i i ropor  (o6u lar )  vas usrd by De- 
yodpeva  uuvop@v (sc. r b v  I T h d r w v a )  mocritus, and eren by Leucippus, 
4 baerp ia .  6rb 8uor d v q i r ~ b f c a r r r ~ z h h o v  is clear from this frxgment, and 
t'v r o i s  @UULBO~S p z h h o v  6 d v a v ~ a r  also from Simpl. Phys. 7 a, 8 a ; 
6ao~LOeuOar ~ o r a h ~ a r  b p x h s  a4 id Cic. Fin. i. 6, 17; Plnt. Adu. Col. 
a o h b  8ivav.rar a u v e i p ~ r v .  o i  6' ;K r r j v  8 ,  4 sq. (vide p. 220, 4). Else- 
~ o h h r j v  h d y w v  bOedpqror r t v  Jnap- where they are also called i6E'ar or 
x d v ~ w v  ZVTES, ~ p b s  AA lya  Bh;+avr ts  u X 4 p a r a  (vide inj: 220,4), in oppo- 
Bao@alvovrar  &v. f3or 6' b o  r r s  K ~ I  6~ sition to  the Void, v a b r b  (p 223, 3), 
T O ~ T W V ,  8u0v 8 r a ~ ~ ~ p o u u ~ v  oi @UULK&S and as the primitive swl~stances, 
real h o y r ~ r j s  a ~ c o a o ~ v r ~ s ~ ~ e p ~  y b p  7 0 1  according to  $imp. Phys. 310 a, 
b r o p a  eba r  p t y i 0 7  o i  p i v @ a u r v  8 r r  7 b  apparently also @;urs ; the latter, 
a b ~ o ~ p k y w v o v  a o h h h  f u r a r ,  A q p d ~ p r -  however, seems to be a rniscon- 
70s  6' &v q a u t l q  O ~ K E L O I S  IS$ $ U ~ I K O ; S  ception. 
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underived and imperishable, for the primitive con- 
stituents of all things cannot have arisen from anything 
else, and nothing can resolve itself into nothing.' They 
are complei;ely filled, and contain no empty space; 
ancl are consequently indivisible; for division and 
plurality are only possible where Being or the Plenum 
is divided by Non-Being or the Vacuum; in a body 
which has absolutely no empty space, nothing can pene- 
trate by which its parts can be d i ~ i d e d . ~  For the same 
reason in their internal constitution and nature they 
are subject to  no change, for Beipg as such is unchange- 
able ; that which coiitains no kincl of Non-Being must 
therefore remain always the same. Where there are no 
parts, and no empty interspaces, no displacement of 
parts can occur ; that which allows nothing to penetrate 
into it can be effected by no external influence and 
experience no change of ~ubstance.~ The Atoms are 

V i d e  p. 216, l ; Plut. Plac. i. 3, ride prerious note. His  statement, 
28. To prove tha t  all things are however, is nclt to be regarded as 
not derived. Demccritus appeals to independent historical evidence, but 
the fact that time is without begin- merely as his own emendation of 
ning, Ariat. Phys.viii. 1, 451 b, 15. that of Aristotle (vide Vol. I. p. 

"rist. Gen. e t  Corr. i. 8 (szcp. 632, 2). Simpl. De Calo, 109 b, 43;  
p. 215, 1): r b  ybp  ~ u p i w s  Sv aapxhq- ~9chol. is Arist. 484 a ,  24 : :hryorv 
8;s 5,. Philop. ia h. 1. 36 a : the y&p o 8 . r ~ ~  (Leucipp. and Democrit.) 
indivisibility of the atoms was thus &?rsfpous  bar r$ rrh?$Osr rhs bpxhs, 
proved by Leucippus : i'xaarov rGv 8s ~ a :  irdpous r<a; h8rarp;rous ivdfir- 
$ v ~ w v  ~ U T L  K W ~ ~ W S  6w. Bv 8; r 4  b v ~ r  coy ~ a ;  B?rab'e?s FiB r b  va7.rhs s?val 
obFdv F'arrv o 6 ~  'lv, &are oG6i K E V ~ V .  K ~ L  bpo~povs 707 K E V O ~ .  Cic. 8-in. i. 
el 6; 0 6 8 ; ~  K E V ~ V  i v  ai)rois, T ~ U  82 6,17: corporu indiuidm pl-opter soli- 
Graipsarv dwev KEYOG BBhvarov Y E V & -  diLcitem, cf.p. 21 G, 4 ;  217,l. Asindi- 
utlar, QF6va.rov &pa aLrd GrarpsB~va~. risible magnitude unbrolten by no 

Arist. Metaph. vii. 13 ; De intorspace, every atom is $U E U U E X ~ S ,  
Cdo, iii. 4 ; S Z ~ .  p. 216, 3 ;  Gen. as the Being of the Eleatics, the 
et Corr. i .  8, 325 b, 5 r axfGbv F& indirisibility of which Parmenidcs 
KO.; 'Epnr8o~he; bva-y~a;ov hiyelv had also proved from its absolute 
Lhuxsp rca; A G ~ K L T T ~ S  @ ~ u r v .  6bar homogeneousness, vide Vol. I. %G, 
yap & T T ~  arsprZI, h6raipera 6.2, rl p4 1 ; 585, 2. 
~;Cip~r)  ndpos g u v e ~ ~ i s  ~ i o w .  .Philop. ; 4 Vide sup. p. 215, 1 ; 216, 3 ; 
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lastly, according to their substance, absolutely simple 
and homogeneous; ' for, in the first place, on this 
condition only, as Democritus believes, could they work 
upon each other ; * and secondly, as Parmenicles had 

Arist. De Ccelo, iii. 7 (sup. p. 126, 
l )  ; Gen. et  Corr. i. 8 ,  325 a ,  3 6 :  
bvayca70v b?raB$s T E  8~arr70r A ~ ~ E L V  

7 l v  b8iaipt'rwv, oL yap oTdv T E  ad-  
UXFLV dhh' ?) 8$ 706 Kev03. P l ~ t .  
Adv. Col. S, 4 : rL yhp A ~ Y E L  ~ q p d -  
Kpiros; 06u1as ~ ~ E I P O U S  ~b a k ? @ o s  
drdpous T E  K U ~  tL8ia$6pous <TL 6' 
brroiovs ~ a l  bna8tis  i v  76 K E Y $  

ipipeu6ar G r ~ u n a p p ~ ~ a s ~  8rav 88 
~ehduwrrrv khh-$hars, Q U U ~ ~ ~ U W U L V  

Q ?rspi?rAah.lur, $aivtuf?ar 7 C r  do- 
po~~opE'vwv 7 b  ,u;v Sawp, 7 b  8; xGp, 
r b  F Q  9urbv. ~b 6' dvOpm?rov. ~Sva i  81. 
n d v r a  T&S b~6,uovs i6Cas (al. I8Lws) 
h' aJro l  Kahoupivar, Z T E ~ O Y  82 

pq6dv. Z K  pkv yap 707 pi) i;vros OLK 
e&ai y6vsuiv, <K 8; r l v  6vrwv pq8kv 
h r  y~pdu8ar 74 , L L - $ ~ E  T ~ U X F L Y  ~ $ T E  
p ~ ~ a p d h h ~ r v  7 b s  b7dpous dab ( rr~$d-  
7770S, Z ~ E Y  OL;F xp6av d[ A x p ~ u r w v ,  
0 t h  ip6uiv Q ~ U X ~ V  E)[ ~ T O ~ O V  ~ a l  
[ i+hxwv]  d?rdpX~iw (and, therefore, 
since they are colourless, no colour 
can arise from them, and since they 
are without properties and without 
life, no iphurs or soul ; so far, that 
is, as we haverespect to the essence 
of things, and not merely to the 
phenomenon). Galen. De Elem. Sec. 
Hipp. i. 2, t. i. 418 sq. K :  Baa86 
6' Saor10sv~ar r b  u h p a r a  eGar T& 

n p 8 ~ a  . . . ohs' b ~ h o r o ~ u 8 a r  Kard 
ri 8 u r d p ~ v a  rahras  6h r b s  hhhorh- 
G E L S ,  &S ~ ~ T T ~ Y T E S  ~ Y % ~ W T O L  I ~ E ? T L U T E ~ -  

~ a u i v  t h a t  . . . o&u O U Y T E  0 ~ p p a f s ~ -  
uBaf 7; qauir  ?KE[VWV O ~ T E  #hXeu%al, 
~ . r . h ,  (szbp. p. 220, 1) p47' bhhqu 
~ i v b  8hws i ~ ~ i B t ' x ~ u O a ~  a0167q7a 
~ a r &  p q 8 ~ p f a v  p ~ r a ~ o h f i v .  Diog. 
ix. 44 : 21: h r d p ~ v  . . . 
e?vai bna8G ~ a l  b v a h h o l ~ ~ a  Bih r h v  

ur~$Pdrqra .  Simpl. ; vide previous 
note. 

' Arist. Plzys. iii. 4 ;  Philop. n. 
Simpl. in h. l. cf. in.fin, p. 221, 2 : 
Arist. Be Ccelo, i. 7 ,  275 b, 29 : ei 
8; ~4 uuvEx&s 7b P ~ Y ,  &AA' 
h i y t r  ~7 lpdKpl7 .0~  A E h ~ l n a o s  
8cwpiup;va 76 KEY@. pLav d v a Y ~ a i o v  
€bar  advrwv r h s  Kiv?lnlv. 8idprurar 
pJr yhp 70;s ux-$,ua~ru. 7 h v  82 $hurv 
ebaI $auiv a b r l v  plau, Su?rep &v €1 
xpuubs & a u ~ o v  FYV ~ ~ x w p i u p t ' v o r .  
Aristotle consequently dalls the 
Atoms (Phys. i. 2. 1 8  b, 21): r b  
./ivos Ev, oxi jparr 61. 4 €f8€1 8ra$~-  
pohuas Q ~ a l  dvavrias. Simpl. i.4 
h. 1. 10 a, l : d p o y ~ v c i s  ~ a l  Z K  r1js 
a t r+ obuias. Id. ihicl. 35 b, in: 
r b  6780s a L ~ l v  ~ a l  7411 o b ~ l a v  $v ~ a i  
~ p i u p i v o v .  Id .  De Ca?lo, 11 1 a, 5 ; 
Schol. i~ Arist. 484 a, 34 : h ~ d p o u s  
Bpolas 7 4 v  @nrv (6poro@u~is Karst.). 

Arist. Gen. et Corr. i. 7 ,  323 
b, 10:  ~ q p d ~ p i r o s  62 ?rep& 70;s 
dhhous /6[ws <AE& p6ros (on the 
rrorriv and a d u ~ e i v ) .  +qul  bp r b  
aLrb KU; 8purov ~Svar 7 6  T E  T O L O ~ Y  

~ a l  xr luxov  oh ybp lyxwpeiv  ~b 
2 . r ~ ~ ~  ~ a i  8ra@6pov~a nduXerv da' 
b h h ~ h w v ,  d h h h  KBY 8 r ~ p a  i;ma aor$ 
7 1  E I S  dhhqha ,  o6x  &tpa, dhh' $ 
~ a L ~ 6 v  rr S T ~ ~ X E L ,  7 0 . h ~ ~  7 o i k o  
uup/?alvsrv a37ois. Theophr. DB 
Sen,su, 49 : b 8 h v a ~ o v  86 qqur [ A ~ p d -  
KP.] r b  [l. 781 Ph ~ ~ $ 7 8  r d u x ~ r v ,  
&AA& & ~ p a  ~vraaorc7v  oLx T.rtpa 
[l. oLx ij 27.1, Bhh' Q [l. $1 ra6rdv 
ri X ~ U X E L  707s 6poLors. That De- 
mocritus applied this principle in 
the manner mentioned &ove is not 
stated expressly, but is in  itself 
probable. We found the same with 
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already shown,' this dissimilarity of one from another is 
a consequence of Non-Reing ; where pure Being with- 
out Non-Being is, there only one and the same consti- 
tution of this Being is possible. Our senses alone show 
us things qualitatively defined and distinct ; to the 
primitive bodies themselves, the atoms, we must not 
ascribe any of these particular qualities, but merely 
that without which an existence, or a body, would not 
be In  other words, Being is only the sub- 
stance that fills space, matter as such, not matter de- 
fined in any particular manner; for all definition is 
exclusion, each determinate substance is not that which 
others are : it is, therefore, not merely a Being but a 
Non-Being. The Atomistic doctrine of Being in all these 
respects differs only from the Eleatic in transferring to 
the many particular substances that which Parmenides 
had said of the one universal substance or the universe. 

But the homogeneousness and unchangeableness 
of the atoms must not be carried so fai as to render 
the multiplicity and change of derived things impos- 
sible. If, therefore, our philosophers can admit no 
qualitative differences among the atoms, they must all 
the more insist that quantitatively, in regard to their 
form, iheir magnitude, and their reciprocal relations 

Diogenes (Vol. I. 286, 2) ; and as terial alone as a real Frd r b  ~ 7 6 ; ~  
Diogenes (according to Vol. I. 300, bnox~iu0ar  QCUEI a 1 ~ 8 ~ 7 b v ,  r r j v  r h  
2) borrowed from Leucippus, i t  is r r d v ~ a  a u y ~ p r v o v u l v  & ~ ~ , L L O Y  ? F ~ C ~ S  

certainly possible that this weighty a i u B q r l s  r r o 1 6 r ~ r o s  Zpopov bxouu6v 
observation may have origindly Qharv. Plutarch and Galen, l. c,, 
belonged to Leucippus. with less exactitude, calls the 

1 Vide Vol. I. p. 586, 1 ; cf. atoms bwola. Further details will 
supra, 216, 4. presently be given as to the cluali- 

2 Cf. p. 219,3; Sext. Math.viii. ties predicated or denied in regard 
6. Demoeritus regards the imma- to them. 
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in space, these atoms must be conceived as infinitely 
various. Democritus therefore declared that the atoms 
are distinguished from each other in regard to their 
shape, their order and their position : differences of 
size and weight are likewise mentioned. The main 
distinction is that of shape, which, on that account, is 
often brought forward alone and from which the 
atoms themselves are named forms.3 The Atomistic 
philosophy goes on to maintain that not only the atoms 
but the differences of shape among the atoms must be 
infinite in number, partly because there is no reason 
why one shape should belong to them more than 
another; and p a ~ t l y  because only on this supposition 

Arist. Metnph i. 4, after the 
words quoted, p. 217, l :  ~ a e d r r r p  of 
$v ~o rou^v rss  r + v  S T O K E L ~ C V ~ V  OLUL~V 
r f L h h a  r o i s  ndosurv a6 r i j s  ycvvGui  
. . . r b v  ah rbv  rpdrrov ~ a i  oi%oi r b s  
8ia+ophs a l r l a s  r G v  dhhwv  ~ b a f  @a- 
u l v .  r a 6 r a s p l v r o ~ r p ~ i ~ ~ & a ~ A ~ y o u ~ ~ .  
uX i jpd  T E  ~ a l  r d t i v  KaL OLuiv. 8iaqEI- 
~ E L V  y d p  @aor r b  Sv Puup@ ~ a l  B[aOiy$ 
~ a l  rpon$ pdeov. 7067wv 8; 6 p;v 
i)uupbs u x i j p d  66711, 8; 6iaBry;l 
r d t ~ s ,  5 8 ;  ~ p o ~ j l  O~ULS.  8~a+EIp~1 y b p  
r b  pkv A 7 0 6  N u x A p a r [ ,  r b  8; AN 
706  NA r d t ~ ~ ,  r b  8; Z 706 N O~UE( .  
The same is stated more briefly, 
zbid. viii. 2, init. The same differ- 
ences among the atoms are men- 
tione4 by Arist. Phys. i. 5, init.; 
Gen. et COW. i. 1, 314 a, 21 c, 2, 
315 b, 33 c, 0, 327 a, 18. These 
statements are then repeated by his 
commentators : Alex. Metaph. 538 
b, 15 Bekk. 27, 7 Bon.; Simpl. 
Phys. 7 a, 8 a,  68 b (Schol. 488 a, 
18 ; Philop. De An. B, 14 ; Phys. C, 
14; Gen. et COTT. 3 b, 7 a. 'Puupbs, 
characterised by Philop. and Sutd. 
as  an expression peculiar to Abdera, 

is only mother prouunciation of 
fiuOpds. Diog. ix. 47 speaks of 
writings T. 7Lju 8la+rpdvrwv fiuup(;Iv 
and rr. B p e ~ ~ i ~ ~ u u p i G v .  

For example. by Aristotle, 
Phys. i. 2 ; De Ccelo, i. 7 (ride p. 
221, 1); Gen. et Corr. i. 8, 325 b, 
17 : r o i s  p;v  ydp  2 u r ~ v  i L 8 ~ a i ~ t r a  ~h 
~ p G r a  7Gv uwpLirwv, u x S p a r ~  8ia@Q- 
poura pdvov, ancl afterwards, 326 a, 
14:  LAAh p j l v  d r o ~ o v  ~ a i  61 p$0kv 
S n a p x ~ ~  &AA' .Fi pdvov u)i i jpa. 

Plut. Adtl. Col. 2. c. ; Arist,. 
Phys. iii. 4,203 a, 21 : ( A ~ p d ~ p ~ o s )  
ZK 7 i j s  r r a v u n r p p ~ a ~  r G v  u X ~ p L ; 7 w v  
( & r r ~ r p a  rroisi 7h  u r 0 ~ ) i s i a )  ; Ge%. et  
Corr. i. 2, see following note, and 
i 7 ? f  p. 229, 4 ;  De An. i. 2 ;  cf. p. 
226,n.; De Res23ir.c. 4, 472 a,4, 15;  
Simpl. Phys. 7 a, ride p. 224, 1. 
Democritus had himself composed 
a work rep1 i 8 ~ G v  (Sext. Mnth. rii. 
137), which, no doubt, treated of t l ~ e  
form of the atom, or of the atoms 
generally. Hesychius says ?Flu,  no 
doubt after Democritus, and that i t  
meant also r b  6 A d X t u ~ o v  uGpa,  cf. 
Mullach, 135. 



924 THE A T O I I S T I C  PHILOSOPHY. 

can i t  be explained that things are so infinitely diverse, 
are silbject to so many changes and appear so differently 
to different people.' Further, the atoms are distin- 
guished from each other as to size,? hut i t  is not clear 

' Arist. Gen. et Cow-. i. 2, 315 
b. 9: dnti 6' Q o v ~ o  rbhtlO&s i v  r @  
+aivsuOai, dvavrla 8; ~ a i  t i ~e rpa  ' rh 
+arvdpeva, ' rhuX?$para dlrerpa hnolv- 
cav, 8m7e ra is  pe ra~oha i s  roG buy- 
K E L ~ Q Y I ) U T ? J  a b ~ b  iuav~lol '  ~OKF?V i ihhy 
Kal &hhV KU> ~ E T U I C L ~ € ? U ~ ~ L  ,LLLICPO~ <p- 
pryvup;vov ~ a l  ahws Fr~pov +alveuOu 
ivhs perarcrvllOt'vros d~ TGU ahrrjv 
yhp rpayyEla ~ a i  ~w ,uyHa  ylverar 
Y P ~ p ~ d ~ ~ v .  Bid .  C, 1 ,  3  14 a, 21 : 
A ~ ~ J K ~ L T O S  82 ~ a i  Aeharrrnos E'K 
uwgdrosv bEiaip6rcov 'ri ihha uvy;c~?- 
oBai +aar, r a t ~ a  F' Eirr~rpa ~ a l  r b  
rrhijOos ~Suar ~ a i  r2Ls gopqbs, ahrb 66 
rpbs aSrb 6rap;perv (here r8hha is 
again the sub,ject,) ~ o h r ~ r s  d t  8v E ~ U L  

(the atoms of which  hey consist) 
~ a l  Oku~i  KU; 'rci[er rohrwv. Ibid. 
c, 8, 325 b, 27 : ( A ~ d ~ r m o s )  & ? T E ~ ~ O L S  
BplaOai a X ~ p a u r  rGv b8raipkwv 
UTEPEGV i l ~au rov .  DC Czlo, iii. 4, 
303 a. 5, p. 21 6, 3 ;  ibid. line l 0  : ~ a l  
~ p h s  roLrors 8 ia+ ip~ l  r b  bhpa- 
7 a  u x ~ p a a r v  (this is repeated a t  line 
30), tincrpa 82 78  uxf ipara, i i n~ ipa  
~ a l  r h  &nhC uhpa'rd 9aarv eruar. 
De Am. i. 2, 404 a, 1.  The infinite 
number of the atoms is very often 
mentiooeil, e.,q. Arist. Phys. iii. 4, 
203 a, 19 ; Gen. et Corr. i. 8, 325 
a ,  30 ; Simpl. Phys. 7 a ; Plut. 
Adu. Col. 8, 4 ; Dog.  ix. 44 (who, 
however, clumsily adds that the 
atoms are also unlimited in size). 
Concerning their innumerable and 
rnauifoldforms, a~aAt lv8 ,  tLynrlrrpd- 
877, Koiha, K U P T ~ ,  &C., cf. Theophr. 
De Sensu, 65 sq.; Id. Metnph. 
(F?. 34) 12, where he censures De- 
mocritus for the irregularity of the 
forms of his atoms ; Cic. N. D. i. 

24, 66 ; Alexander, ap. Philop. 
Gen. et Corr. 3 b : Plut. Plac. i. 3, 
30 (the two last also remark the 
divergence of Epicurus on this 
point) ; cf. Pdrt III a, 375, second 
edition ; Themist. Phys. 32 a (222 
sp.) ; Philop. De AB. B, 14;  Simpl. 
Phys. 7 a, who gives as a reason 
for this definition, appealing to the 
utterances of the Atonlists them- 
selves: r d v  i v  rais i ~ d p o r s  uxnpd- 
rwv Bne~pov 7b ?TA?%~s @am 8th 'rb 
p7F2v p z h h 0 ~  TOLBGTOY 9 7 0 1 0 ~ 7 0 ~  
&a1 (cf. Plnt. Col. 4, 1 : accord~ng 
to Colotes, Democritus maintained : 
~ d v  ~ p a y p d r w ~ '  k a u ~ o v  06 pzA\ov 
roiov 9 ~ o i o v  ~Tvar),  and previously, 
with Aristotle : ~ r j v  bx?lpcirwv ZKU- 
UT0V € 1 ~  &T&PUV < K K O U ~ O ~ ~ E V O V  Udy- 
vprdrv dhhqv rroieiv GidOraiv %ure 
eirhdyws &ncLpwv oiruGv r Z v  bpxGv 
ndv'ra rhrdOq ~ a i  rbs  oirulas b ~ o S h -  
UELV d~vyy;Ahovro 5+' oi? r e  yive'rai 
~ a l  ?rGs 81b ~ a i  qaui Pbvors rois 
timcpa 1roio5ur 78  uroixeia wdvra 
uup/3alvetv K a ~ b  kbyov. Id. DC Czlo, 
133 a, 24, 271 a, 43 (Schol. 488 a, 
32, 514 a, 4) ; cf. iqfra, p. 232 sq.; 
245, 1. 

Arist. Phys. iii. 4, 203 a, 33 : 
~ q p d ~ p i r o s  8' 068hv ~repou BE B T ~ P O U  
y f y v E ~ ~ a l  r d v  T ~ ~ T w ~ ' + ~ u & .  &AA' 
8pws Y E  airrb r b  ~ o l v b i ~  uuipawdvrov 
durlv bpx+, pey;Oer ~ a r &  \~dpia ~ a l  
ux?$pa'rr Gtapdpov, which is repeated 
by Philoponus, Simplicios; in h. l., 
and others (Schol. in Arist. 362 b, 
22 sq.); Simpl. De Czlo, 110 a, 1 ; 
1.33 a, 13 (ibid. 484 a, 27 ; 488 a, 
23 )  ; Gen. et Corp. i. 8 (inJ p. 227, 
1). Theophr. De Se'essu, 60 : a q p d ~ p i -  
70s . . . r d  p& 707s peyCB~ui, 7 h  81 



T H E  ATOMS: THEIR  FORM ALND SIZE. 2225 

how this distinction is related to the distinction of form.1 
For as the atoms are indivisible only because there is 
no vacuum in them, they are not mathematical points, 
but bodies of a certain rnagnit~de,~ and in this respect 
they may be as different as they are in form. Demo- 
critus, however, supposed that all atoms are too small 
to be perceived by our senses ;3 this he was compelled to 

- uXfipaurv, h r a  82rdter  ~ a l  0;uer 
i '{GI. Ibzd. 61, vide iqfra 226, 
-. Plut. Plac. i. 3, 29 ; 4, 1. 

l On the one hand, as  has just 
been shown, the form only is usually 
mentioned as that hy which the 
atoms are distinguished from one 
another, and so we might suppose 
that  a certain size was connected 
with each form (thus Phiiop. De 
Am. c. 6 ,  conjectures that Demo- 
critus regarded the spherical atoms 
as the smallest; because, among 
bodies of equal mass, those that 
are spherical have the smallest ex- 
tent). On the other hand, among 
the atoms of like form, greater 
and smaller are distinguished, as 
we shall presently find, in respect 
to the round atoms ; and conversely 
atoms of various forms are, on 
account of their agreement in size, 
included in one element. Arist. 
De Cmlo, iii. 4, 303 a, 12 (after the 
quotation on p. 224, l)  : aoiov 6; KU: 

7: i ~ d u r o u  r b  u x i j p a  r & v  U ' ~ O L X € ~ W W  

oir@iy & r ~ 8 r $ ~ l u a v ,  &AA& pdvov r$  
aupl  r1/v u+a;pav &T?TF)8wICav1 S p a  
6; ~ a :  U6wp ~ a l  r&.ha pey&t?er K U ~  

p r ~ ~ d r v r r  Breihov, (SS 03uav aBrOv 
r1/v +;urv 07ov navureppiav advrwv  
r & v  U T O I ~ E L W ~  ; for they suppose 
that in them atoms of the most 
various forms are mingled. 

Galeu (D8 BZem. sec. Hipp. i. 
2 T. I. 418 K) says that Epicurus 
regarded the atoms as d6'pavura 

VOL. 11. 

67rb u ~ h v p d r v r o s ,  Leucippus as 
B8rarpera S T ~  u p l ~ p d r v ~ o s .  Sim- 
plicius, Phys. 216 a, says that 
Leucippus and Democritus con- 
sidered that the indivisibility of 
primitive bodies arose not merely 
from their Bad6'ela, but also from 
the u p r ~ p b v  KU) BpepEIs : Epicurus, on 
the contrary, did not hold them to 
be bpepe, but drops 6rh r+v Bad- 
O~rav. Similarly, in De Cdo, 271 
b, 1, Schol. 514 a, 14, they are 
spoken of as 8rh u p l ~ p d r q r a  ~ a l  
v a u r d r q ~ a  d ~ o p o r .  This is a mis- 
take (ptrhaps of the Epicureans) ; 
Aristotle's polemic against the 
atoms is directed against the ma- 
thematical atom as well (De Calo, 
iii. 4, 303 a, 20), but Democritus 
and Leucippus, as Simpl. Phgs. 18 
a, acknowledges, supposed, not 
that the atoms were mathematically 
indivisible, but, like Epicurus, that 
they were physically indivisible. 

Sext. Mach. vii. 139: h&yer 
6; ~ a r b  h i f r v .  " yvdpqs  6b 6150 e l d v  
r'8EIar, G p i v  yvqu iq  4 8; U K O T ~ ~ .  

~ a i  ~ K o r i 7 l s  p i v  r(i8e ~ ; p r r a v r a ,  b+s, 
& K O ~ ,  d8p4, yeiurs,  + a i u r s .  4 82 
ylJq0fv & T o K E K ~ u ~ ~ ~ v ~  [ & ~ U K E K ~ L -  
p i v q ]  62 (?) ra6rvs." e7ra a p o ~ p i -  
vwrp 74s  uxor [qs  r1/v yvquIqv d ~ r r + i ~ e r  
h i y w v .  '' 8rav G u ~ o r i v  p q ~ i r r  
8hvqrar p 4 r e  bpcv ia' Eharrov (sre 
what is still smaller), p 4 ~ €  BKOLIELV, 
p f i re  68piiu8a1, p 4 r e  yedeu6ar, p f i re  
i v  r$  $ a h u ~ r  ar'u@dueu0ar, &AA' t)al 
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assume because every substance perceptible to sense is 
divisible, changeable, and of determinate quality. But 
magnitude directly involves weight, for weight belongs 
to every body as such, and as all matter is homogeneous, 
it must equally belong to all bodies ; so that all bodies 
of the same mass are of the same weight : the propor- 
tion of weight of particular bodies is therefore exclu- 
sively conditioned by the proportion of their masses, 
and corresponds entirely with this, and when a larger 
body appears to be lighter than a smaller one, this is 
only because i t  contains in i t  more empty space, and 
therefore its mass is really less than that of the other.' 

herrdrepov, l )  there (the meaning 
must be) true knowledge enters : 
Arist. Gen. et Corr. i. 8 (sup. p. 
215, 1); Simpl. De Calo, 133 a, 13 
(Schl .  488 a, 22),  &c. The atoms 
there are rightly called, in Plut. 
Plac. i. 3, 28, Stob, Ecl. i. 796, 
h 6 y y  Bewpqrd, though the expres- 
sion may originally belong to  Epi- 
eurus ; and Aristotle, Gen. et Corr. 
i. 8, 326 a. 24, censures the Ato- 
mistic doctrine thus : &roaov ~ a l  r b  
p r ~ p h  pkv hiiraipera d v a r  p e r r i h a  6h 
p 4 .  When Dionysius ap. Eus. Pr. 
Ev.  xir. 23, 3, says tha t  Epicurlis 
believed all atoms to  be absolutely 
small and imperceptible to sense ; 
whereas Democritus supposed some 
to be large ; and Stob. Eel. i. 348, 
asserts that Democritus thought i t  
possible that  an atom may be as 
large as  a world-this is certainly 
erroneous. It would be more 
reason;tble to infer from drist. De 
An. i. 2, 404 a, 1, that  the atoms 
were under certain circumstances 
visible. Aristotle here says of 
Democritus : krelpwv y h p  ilvrwv 
u x ~ p d r w v  ~ a l  h.rd,uwv r h  u@arpost%G 

r i p  Kai $vXhv h i y e t ,  O&Y ;v r @  h i p l  
r h  ~ c a ~ o h p e v a  c h u p a r a ,  & @a;verat 
;v r a i s  6rh r G v  tlupF3wv h ~ r i u t v ,  and 
these words are too explicit t o  
justify Philoponus (Be An. B 14 
Gen. et Corr. 9 b) in citing the 
motes of the sunbeam as an ex- 
ample of bodies which usually 
escape our senses. But if Demo- 
critus, in connection with a Pytha- 
gorean theory (sup. Vol. I. p. 476, 
2), supposed tha t  these motes con- 
sisted of similar atoms to the soul, 
he might still consider them as 
aggregetions of those atoms, the 
particular constituents of whick 
we cannot distinguish. 

These propobitions, so impor- 
t an t  in recard to the subsequent 
theory of Nature, are an immediate 
consequence of the qualitative 
homogeneousness of all matter. 
The Atomists were aware of these 
consequences, as Aristotle shows 
(D! Calo, iv. 2, 308 b, 35) : r h  6Q 
r p w r a  ~ a l  &ro,ua r o i s  p& hrlrresa 
hiyouurv 85 $v u v v i u r ? / ~ e  r h  Bdpos 
2'xovra ~ L j v  u w , u d r ~ v  (Plato) & r o r o v  
r b  #xivat, r o i s  86 urepea pZAhov 
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Thus the Atoms must have weight, and the same speci- 
fic weight; but at  the same time they must dieer in 
weight quite as mucll as in magnitude.' This doctrine 
is of great importance for the Atomistic system : text,s 
which maintain the contrary are to be considered 
i v8 ixerar  hiyerv r b  pei{ov e7var text, by Schneider and Wimmer in 
Bap6rspov. airrirv (Democritus does their editions ; Burchard, Democr. 
not say this, vide following note) : Phil. de Sens. 15 ; Philippson,"Thv 
rirv 8 i  u~.uO6rwv, ~ R E I ~ ~ T E P  06 qa i -  bvOpwnlq, 135 ; Papencordt, Atom. 
veTar r o ~ r o v  ZXEIV Z ~ a u r o v  r b v  Doet?. 53 ; and Preller, l. c. The 
rpdnov, h h h b  R O A A ~  fiap6repa dpir- text itself stands thus: ei y h p  
~ E V  i h d r r w  ~ b v  8 y ~ ~ v  dvra, ~ a O d n ~ p  8~la~prO?j hOev Z ~ a u r o v ,  E ;  ~ a l  Karh 
Zpiov x a h ~ b v ,  &EPOV r b  aTrrov ux?+a 8ra@hpor, ~ L U ~ ~ P E L  uraOpbv, 
oYovral r e  ~ a l  A6youurv Zvror (Ato- etc. Cf. also Simpl. Be Cdo, 302 
mists, no doubt Democritus) r b  b, 35 (Schol. 516 b, 1 ) ;  Alex. ap. 
yhp K E V ~ V  EI,u~~prhap~avdpevov KOU- Simpl. ibid. 306 b, 28 sq. (Schol. 
@l{erv 7 b  uA,uard @a#[ ~ a l  R O L E ~ V  517 a, 3). 
Zurrv 8 r ~  r b  peL{w K O U C ~ ~ T E P U ,  ~ h s i u v  Vide previous note and Arist. 
ybP ZXEIY K E V ~ V .  8[& roCro ?bp ~ a l  Gen. et Corr. i. 8, 526 a, 9 : ~ a i r o i  
7blJ & ) " ) % V  €&a1 pd(w U V Y K E ; ~ E V ~  Bal,fiTEpdv YE K U T ~  T ~ V  J T E P O X ~ V  
~ o h h d ~ c r s  d[ ruwv u r ~ p ~ r j v  fi ~ a l  @vurv e%ar AvpdKp170~ % ~ a u r o v  riz 
d ~ a r r d v w v .  8hws Gk ~ a l  ?rav.rbs &6rarpdrwv. Simpl. De Calo, 254 
a'frrov dvar 70; K O U @ O T ~ ~ O U  r b  b. 27 ; Schol. in Arist. 610 b. 30 ; 
r r h ~ i o v  ; V V T ~ ~ X E L V  K E V ~ V  . . . Brh vide infw~. Further details, p. 241. 
ybp roOro rcai r b  ?rCp ~?vaL @act ' So Plut. Plnc. i. 3, 29. Epi- 
~oumdrarov ,  8rr nhe iurov  Z X E ~  ~ e v d v .  curus ascribed form, magnitude, 
Theophr. De Sensu, 61 : fiapir p& and weight to the atoms : Avud-  
o6v ~ a l  ~ o C @ o v  r$i P E ~ ~ O E L  8 1 a ~ p e i  KPLTOS pkv ?bp h e y e  860, p6y~Ods 
A v p d ~ p ( r o s ,  E;  ybp GraicprOeLv ;v r e  ~ a l  u x j j u a .  6 8' ' E R ~ K O U P O S  706- 
bcaurov (the individual atoms), ei Tors ~ a l  rPirov,  r b  Bdpos, 2 ~ 6 8 9 -  
xal KaTd u x i j p a  Gra@ipor (so that KEV. Stoh. i. 348 (cf. p. 225, 3 ) :  
they cannot therefore be measured A v p d ~ p .  7 b  ?rpGrd q v u r  uQpara,  
by one another), uraOpbv Bv dnl r a G ~ a  8' q v  r b  vaurb,  fidpos p21 O ~ K  

~ E Y ~ O E L  r h v  K ~ L U L V  [SO 1 read with ~ x ~ r v , ~ r v ~ i u O a r  81 KU; h h h ~ X o ~ ~ ~ ~ a v  
Preller, H. Phil. G+.-rom. S S4 for dv ry  ̂bnslpy.  Cic. De Fato, 20, 
@:ULV] Zxeru. 06 p+v &h\' CV Y E  70:s 46. Epicurus represented the 
,~LKTO?S K O U @ ~ T E P U V  BY eSvar r b  ~ h i o v  atoms s s  moved by their weight, 
Zx3v K E V ~ V ,  P a P L ~ ~ P o v  8; r b  ZAar- Demowitus by impact. Alex. on 
7 0 V .  ~ v [ O ~ S  $V O ~ T W S  E Y P ~ K E V .  &f~tf iph.  i. 4, 085 b, 4: 036; ybp  
dv dhhors 8; KOG@OY ~ S v a i  @vurv R ~ O E Y  5 BapGrqs i v  r a i s  h-dpors 
&TAGS r b  A E R T ~ V .  The words eI hiyouur. r b  ybp &pep< r a  Znrvoob- 
ybp 81a~prt?.-ura~pbv are partly peva ra i s  hrdpors ~ a l  p6pq iivra 
based on my own conjecture, and airrdv bfiapt  Cpaurv ~ V U L .  Alexan- 
partly on Mullach, p. 214, 346 sq. der here appeals to the thirc! book 
Various conjectural readings have of Aristotle. R. olpavoG ; but seems 
been suggested to complete the to refer what i s  said in the first 

Q 2 
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erroneous. Concerning the differences of the atoms as 
to place and order, Democritus seems to have given no 
farther or more general definitions ; at  any rate, tradition 
has preserved nothing beyond what we have already 
quoted.' 

The Void was conceived by the Atomists as un- 
limited; this was required, not only by the infinite 
number of the atoms, but also by the idea of empty 
space.2 The atoms are comprehended by the Void,3 
and by it are separated from each other; wherever 
therefore there is a combination of atoms, there neces- 
sarily is the Void ; i t  is, like the Plenum, in all  thing^.^ 
This definition, however, was not so rigorously carried 
out by the founders of the Atomistic philosophy that, 
they admitted no direct contact of the atoms with 

chapter against the Platonic con- 
struction of the elements, wrongly, 
to Leacippus and Democritus, who 
admitted no parts in the atoms. 

1 The differences of place and 
form, which Aristotle enumerates 
(Phys. i. 5), he gives not in the 
name of Democritus, but in  his 
own. 

Arist. De Coelo, iii. 2, 300 b, 
8 : A ~ v ~ l ? r ? r w  ~ a l  A ~ ~ O K ~ L T ~  70% 
h & y o v u ~ v  i d  ~ r v ~ 7 u O a r  r h  ?rp$ra 
u d p a ~ a  Bv ~q KEV@ ~ a l  r @  B r e L p y ,  
h e f c r ~ o v  ~ L W U  - K [ V ~ U [ V  K ~ I  71s  5 ~ a r h  
@&urv a h r S v  ~ [ v r p r r s .  Cic. F i % .  i. 6 
( i q f . ) ;  Simpl. Phys. 144 b ;  De 
Caelo, 91 b, 36, 300 b, 1 (Schol. 
480 a, 38, 516 a, 37) ;  Stob. Eel. i. 
3 8 0 ;  Plut. Plao. I .  3, 28. Ac- 
cording to Simpl. Phys. 133 a, De- 
mocritus distinyuished from the 
Void, Space ( r d r o s ) ,  by which, like 
Epicurus after him (Part III. a, 
373, second edition), he understood 

the distance between the ends of 
what surrounds a body ( r b  F i d u r q p a  
r b  p r r a 5 3  r G v  ; u x d r m v  70; r ~ p ~ d -  
x o v r o s ) ,  a distance which is some- 
times filled with a body and 
sometimes empty. But i t  is quite 
possible that  Democritus, whose 
definitions are coupled by Sim- 
plicins with those of Epicurus, did 
not formulate his theory so exactly, 
Phys. 124 a. Simplicius says: r b  
y h p  K E W ~ V  7 6 7 ~ 0 ~  ESXEY 6 ~ q p d ~ p r r o s .  
Similarly 8 9  b. 

Vide previous note, and p. 
215, 1. 

4 Arist. De Caelo, i. 7, 275.b, 
2 9  : €1 6 i  ph a v v e x ; s  r b  TEV,  ihh' 
& c r a p  h&yEr A q p d ~ p r r o s  KU: A E ~ K L T -  
r o s ,  F r o p l n p ; v a r ~  K E V ~ .  Phys. iv. 
6 (cf. p. 216, 4) where there is also 
an allusion to the similar doctrine 
of the Pvtha~oreans. 

~ r c s t .  ,getaph. iv. 5; sup. p. 
217, 4, &c. 
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each other; ' it was only the actual uniting of the 
atoms which they denied.2 

According to these presuppositions, all qualities of 
things must be reduced to the amount, magnitude, form 
and relations in space, of the atoms of which they 
consist, and all change in things must be reduced to 
an altered combination of atoms.3 A thing arises when 
a complex of atoms is formed; it passes away, when 
such a complex is dissolved ; it changes when the place 
and position of the atoms is changed, or a portion of 
them is displaced by others; i t  augments when new 
atoms are added to the complex; i t  decreases when 
some atoms are separated from it.4 Similarly all in- 

' Cf. Arist. Phys. iii. 4, 203 a, 
1 9  : Buor 6' drerpa ro ro lu r  r h  oror-  
xe ia ,  ~ a 0 d r e p  ' ~ v a [ a y d p a s  Kai A~\??pd- 
Kp1TOS . . . 79 &@$ U V V E X ~ S  7 b  
drerpov eba i  qaurv. Gen. et Corr. 
i. 8 (sup. p. 215, l )  : rorc iv  82 K U ~  

? r d a x ~ r v  8 r v y ~ d v o v u r v  b ~ r d p e v a ,  
ibid. 325 b, 29. Plato, as well as 
Leucippus, supposed the atoms to 
have a definite form : E'K 8;1 robrwv  
ai Yeviu€rs Kal a i  8 la~pfUels.  AEUK~T-  

x q  pLv 6Co r p d r o r  Bv ESEV [SC. r t s  
yevducws Ka: 8raKpfu€ws], 6rd .re 7 0 3  
~ e v 0 3  ~ a l  61h 7:s B$:S ( r a b r p  y b p  
8rarperbv z ~ a u r o v ) ,  ITAIhoirwvr 82 ~ a r h  

&@+v pdvov. Ibid. 326 a, 31, 
is directed against the Atomisus : 
EI pkv ybp  p i a  @bars dur l v  B ~ d v r w v  
r i  r b  xwpluav ; 9 61h rf 06 y f y v ~ r a r  
B+dpeva $v, %urep SGwp 66aros 8 rav  
BLyp ; Simpl. De Lfa!20, 133 a, 18  ; 
Schol. 488 a, 26. There i s  no con- 
tradictlon here with the passage 
quoted above, note 2, which asserts 
tha t  the world is not u v v r X i s  ; for 
that  which merely touches can form 
indeed a connected mass in space, 
and so far may be called uuvexls 75 

h$# ; but i t  is still without internal 
connection, and, therefore, not in 
the strict sense uuvex~s .  Vide Phys. 
viii. 4, 255 a, 13 ; Simpl. Phys. 
105 b, where this expression is thus 
amended : re B$$ u v v e x r ~ d p ~ v a  &AA' 
o t x i  r1j Qvduei, cf. inj'. p. 245, 1. 
We have, therefore, no right to  
understand contact in the Aristo- 
telian passages as referring merely 
to close proximity, as is done by 
Philop. Gen. et Corr. 36 a. 

Cf.previousnote, andp. 216,3. 
Cf. Simpl. De Calo, 252 b, 40 

(Schol. 510 a, 41) : A'qpd~pr ros  62, 
&S @ed$pauros ;v 707s @UULKO~S iuro-  
pei, 6 s  r ' 8 1 w ~ ~ ~ L j s  h ~ 0 6 ~ B d v r w v  r G v  
~ a r h  r b  Beppbv ~ ~ 1 7 8  $uxpbv ~ a l  r h  
r o r a i r a  ar'rroAoyobvrwv, 2x1 r h s  
&rdFovs bvdpq. 

Arist. Gen. et Corr. i. 2, 315 
b, G : A q p d ~ p r r o s  82 ~ a i  A e b ~ r x r o s  
r o r f i u a v ~ e s  r b  uX?',para r h v  &hhofw- 
urv nal T ; ~ V  ~ ; V E U L P  ZK rob rwv  r o r o i u ~  
Gta~pluer phv ~ a l  u v y ~ p f u c i  ydveurv 
~ a i  +Oophv, rd [e r  62 ~ a l  O;UEL &A- 
Aoiwurv, &c. ; zbid. c. 8 (p. 215, 1) .  
Ibzd. c. D, 327, 16:  dpLjpev 82 ~b 
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duence of one thing upon another is of a mechanical 
kind, and consists in pressure and percussion ; if, there- 
fore, a merely dynamical influence seems to be produced 
from a distance, we must suppose that i t  is in reality 
mechanical, and as such brought about by contact. 
The Atomists, therefore, seek to explain all such phe- 
nomena, as Empedocles did, by the doctrine of emana- 
tions.' If, lastly, many and various physical properties 
appear to belong t o  things, these also must be explained 
mechanically by the quantitative relations of the atoms. 
According to their substance, all things are alike ; only 
the form, size, and combination of their original con- 
stituents are different. But among these derived 
qualities themselves there is an essential difference. 

a h b  u G p a  uvvexks 8 v  6 7 ;  pkv dypbv 
6 7 ;  62 rerrVybs, OS GlarpLu~i  ~ a l  
u v v B Q u ~ i  r o i ) ~ o  rraHbu, 068; rporr?j 
~ a i  GiaOryli, K ~ 8 d ~ s p  A V ~ Q K ~ L -  
TOS, Metaph. i. 4,  p. 223, 1. Phys. 
viii. 9, 265 b, 24 : the Atoinists 
ascribe movement in space only to 
the primitive bodies, and all other 
movements to derived bodies : a6@- 
vruBai y h p  ~ a l  @Olveru ~ a l  bAAoioG- 
u8ar u u y ~ ~ r v o ~ ~ v w u  ~ a l  Gia~prvopF'uwv 
TGV b ~ d p w v  u w p d r w v  @au:u, which 
Simpl. im h. 1. 310 a,  constantly re- 
peats; De Ccelo, iii. 4, 7 (sup. p. 
216,3;  125, 7); Simpl. Categ. Schd. 
in Ar. 91 a, 36;  Galen, De Elem. 
sec. H@p. i. 9, T. I. 483 K, &c. 

' Cf. Arist. Gen. et Corr. i .  8 
(st~p.  p. 215, 1). Leucippus and 
Democritus derive all action and 
suffering from contact. One thing 
suffers from another, if parts of the 
latter penetrate the empty inter- 
spaces of the former. Alex. Aphr. 
(Qu. Nat.ii. 23, p. 137 Sp.) mentions 
the emanations more distinctly; he 

tells u5 that  Democritus, like Em- 
pedocles (sup. p. 134, l ) ,  sought to 
explain the attrdctive power of the 
magnet (on which, according to 
Diog. ix. 47, he wrote a treatise) 
on this theory. He thought that  
the magnet and the iron consist of 
atoms of similar nature, but which 
are less closely packed together in 
the magnet. As on the one hand, 
11ke draws to like, and on the other, 
all moves in the Void, the emana- 
tions of the magnet penetrate the 
iron, and press out a part of its 
atoms, which, on their side, strain 
towards the magnet, and penetrate 
i ts  empty interspaces. The iron 
itself follows this movement, while 
the magnet does not move towards 
the iron, because the iron has 
fewer spaces for rece~ving i ts  emu- 
ences. Another and a more im- 
portant, application of thisdoctrine, 
in which Democritus also agreed 
with Empedocles, will be found in 
the section on sense-perceptions. 
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Some of them follow immediately from the relative 
proportion of the atoms in combination, irrespectively 
of the manner in which we perceive them; they there- 
fore belong to the things themselves. Others, on the 
contrary, result indirectly from our perception of those 
proportions and combinations; they, therefore, primarily 
beloizg not to the nature of things, but to the sensations 
caused by things.' These consist in weight, density, 
and hardness, to which Democritus adds heat and cold, 
taste and c01our.~ That these qualities do not present 
the objective constitution of the thing purely, he showed 
from the different impression produced by the same 
objects, in the above-mentioned respects, upon different 
persons and in different  circumstance^.^ But they are 

Here we first meet with the 
distinction of primary and secon- 
dary qualities, afterwards intro- 
duced by Locke, and of such great 
importance for the theory of know- 
leJge. 
' Democrit.sup.p. 219,3; Theo- 

 hr. De 88?zsu, 63 (cf. 68 sq.) on 
bernocrit. : pbv'o8v @apA-bs ~ a i  
~ o b @ o v  ~ a \ r  u~hqpoi t  ~ a l  paAa~o6 
i v  TO&TOLS & @ o ~ ~ < E I .  TGV 6' dhhwv 
aiat19r;v oLGsvbs ~Yvar @hurv, &AA& 
r r d v ~ a  ad09 ~ j j s  a l a t l r j a ~ ~ s  bhho~ou- 
pkvgs, dE 4s  yfvsatlar 7)rlv q a v ~ a a l a v .  
066; y b p  705 $vxpoi ~ a i  703  O~ppooit 
@;ULV Srrdpx~rv, &AA& r b  axGpa [sc. 
7;" t z ~ d p ~ v ]  ~ E T ~ P ~ W T O V  dpyd<suOar 
~ a l  7)rlv ~ p s r 6 p u i ~  &AAolwarv~ 8 T L  

yhp &v dtlpouv fj roit; ~ V I L T ~ ~ E L V  

i ~ d a ~ ~ ,  7 b  6' E I S  p r ~ p h  6 ~ a v ~ p g p 6 v o v  
&valutlq~ov eivar. Cf. Arist. De An. 
iii. 2, 426 a, 2 0 ;  Simpl. Phys. 119 
b ; De An. 54 a ;  Sext,. Math. 
1-iii. 6, etc. The words of Dioge- 
nes, ix. 45, belong no doubt to 
this connection; in our, text they 

make nonsense: rrorgrd 6; v d p ~ p a  
~ L a r ,  ~ ~ U E L  6' iL~dpous ~ a l  K E V ~ V .  

According to Democrit. I. C., i t  
should stand thus: a o r d ~ q r a s  6; 
v6py ~ i v a r ,  etc. 

Theophrastus continues : ug- 
p ~ i o v  82, 6 s  OLK ~ i u l  @ ~ U E I ,  7 b  p)rl 
rairrb a l a r  qalveutlar 707s [~VIOLS, 
&AA' b ?p?v y A v ~ 3  TOU^T' &hors 
? ~ r ~ p b v ,  ~ a l  irQors 66; ~ a l  d ~ h o r s  
6prp3, TOTS 6; a~pu@vdv.  ~ a i  7 h  dhha 
6b iraa&rws, &L 8)  aLro3s (the per- 
ceiving subject) p ~ ~ a ~ d h h s r v  r1j 
K ~ ~ U E L  (the mixture of their cor- 
poreal ingredient changes ; others, 
however, read K ~ ~ E L )  nal [l. ~ a r b j  
7 6  ~ d t l g  ~ a l  7 2 s  ? A I K [ ~ S '  $ ~ a l  ~ U V E -  

pbv As 6rdO~u1s a ? d a  rjjs ( p a v ~ a -  
alas, ibid. $j 67. The same reasons 
for the uncertainty of the sense- 
perceptions are mentioned by Aris- 
totle, Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 b, 1, as 
belonging, it wouldseem, to Derno- 
critus. Cf. Democrit. ap. Sext. 
Muth. vii. 136: 6; r$ pbv 
ldvrr o36kv ~ T P E K ~ S  [ v v k p ~ v ,  p ~ r a -  
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of course based upon something objective, and the 
philosopher's task is to point out what this is, by de- 
fining the form and relations of the atoms by which 
the sensations of heat, colour, &C., are brought about. 

Of the primary qualities of things, their weight is 
reduced by Democritus simply to their mass: the 
greater the mass of a body, after subtracting the 
void interspaces, the heavier it is ; if the extent be 
equal, the weight must therefore correspond with the 
density.' Similarly hardness must be conditioned by 
the proportion of the empty and the full in bodies ; 
yet it depends not merely on the number and size of 
the empty interspaces, but also on the manner of their 
distribution: a body which is intersected equally a t  
many points by the Void, may possibly be less hard 
than another body which has larger interspaces, but 
also larger unbroken portions ; even though the former., 
taken as a whole, contains in an equal space less of the 
Void. Lead is denser and heavier, but softer than 
iron.2 

The secondary qualities were generally derived by 
Democritus from the form, the size and the order of 
the atoms; for he supposed that a body produces 
different sensations according as it touches our senses 
with atoms of such or such form or magnitude arranged 
in closer or looser, equal or unequal, order ; ancl that, 

xlwrov 6; ~ a r d  r e  udparos 6ra8ry4v Gen. et  Corr. 39 b ; cf. Arist. Gela. 
[ = r d t l v ,  cf. p. 223, l] ~ a l  r i b  ~ T E L -  et Corr, i. 8,326 a, 23. 
urdvrov ical rLjv b v r ~ u r ~ ~ r ~ d v r w v .  Theophrastus, L. e. 62. 

Vide szp. p. 226 on the den- This results also from what 
sity of the atoms as a consequence is said of particular colours and 
of their closejuxtaposition. Simpl. tastes, Arifit. Gen. et Cow. i. 2, 
Cute$ (.Basil. 1551) 68 y ; Philop. 316 a, 1 : xpotdv ovU +qurv ebac 



therefore, one and the same object appears to us dif- 
ferently (e.g. warmer or colder), according as the atoms 
of one or other kind of which it is composed, impinge 
upon our organs of sense in sufficient mass to produce 
a perceptible impression.' His more precise definitions 
relate chiefly, as Theophrastus says; to colours and to 
the qualities perceptible to taste. What Theophrastus 
tells us on both subjects is a further proof of the care 
with which Democritus sought to explain natural 
phenomena by means of his general presuppositions; 
but this is not the place to follow up such details. 

We have still to notice the opinion of Democritus 
[ A v p d ~ p . ] ,  rPong y d P ~ p w p a r ~ ~ ~ u 0 a ~ .  Odor.), 64. Theophr. also remarks 
Theophr. 2. c. 63 (sup. p. 231, 2 ) ;  on the want of exact definitions 
and ibid. 64 : 06 p+v bhhd b u m p  respecting colours, and the form of 
~ a l  r h  dhha ~ a l  raGra (Heat, Taste, the atoms corresponding t o  each 
Colour) bvarf0qur ro is  uxbpabr,  colour. 
ibid. 67, 72. Caz~s. Plapzt. vi. 2, 3 : On tastes, which must he 
bronov 8; ~ b ~ t i v o  707s r h  u x b r a ~ a  regulated by the form of the atoms 
h6yovuru [sc. a l r ra  r S v  xupSv] 5 touching the tongue, 1. c. 65-72 ;. 
76% 6poLWv 8ra+opd ~ a r d  p r ~ p d r v r a  De Cc~us. Pla?zt. vi. 1, 2, 6, c. 6, 
~ a ;  piys0os EIS r b  p+ r h v  ahr+v 1, 7, 2 ;  Fr. 4, De Odor. 6 4 ;  cf. 
~ X E I Y  81Svapv. Alex. De Sensu, 105 b (which 

' T'ide the concluding words of Arist. De Scns~r~ c. 4, 441 a, 6, 
the passage, quoted p. 231, 2, and refers to Democritus), 109 a. On 
Theophrastus, De Se?~su, 67 : Buab- colours, among which Democritus 
7 ~ ~ 8 ;  ~ a l ~ d s  6hhas i ~ d u r o v  B v u d p ~ r ~  regards white, black, red and green 
drro8lFwa~v, Bvdywv sts rri oxhpara .  as the four primitive colours. De 
hndvrwv 8; rGv u ~ v , ~ ~ d ~ w v  0S8kv Se?bsu, 73-82, cf. Stob. Eel. i. 
b ~ f p a r o v  ~ h a r  K U ~  &ply& ro is  dhhors, 364 ; Arist. De Sefzsu, c. 4, 442 
&AA' h i ~ d u r ~  (SC. XUAG) sohhh b, 11 : r b  yhp h e v ~ b v  Ka; ~b phhav 
 bar ~ a i  r b v  ai)rbv F X E W  A E ~ U  ~ a i  ~b $v rpax6 +7urv s7va1 ( ~ n p d ~ p . )  
rpax6os Kal atpr@epo6s Ka: 6560s ~ a i  r b  62 h ~ i o v ,  e?s 3; r h  uX?jpara 
r @ v  A o l ~ S y .  8 S) &v <v$ 7rA€iurov, budyer robs X V ~ O ~ S .  Ibid. c. 3, 
~ 0 6 r o  p d h r b l a  ~ Y I U X ~ E L V  rpds  r e  r h v  440 a, 15 sq. ; Alex. 1. c. 103 a, 
alu0qurv ~ a ;  r h v  8buaprv. (Similarly 100 a. The emanations to which 
Anaxagoras, vide i7gra.) Cf. also light and colours are reduced have 
Arist. Metaph. iv. 5 ; sup. p. 217, 4 ; been partly considered, supra, p. 
De Gen. et Cow. i. 2, 315 h, 9 ; 230, 1. Further details hereafter. 
Philop. ad h. 1. 6 a, and the sec- Cf. also Rurchard, Democr. Phil. 
ion on the senses. de Selzs. 16 ; Prantl, Arist. Gb. d. 

De Senszc, 64; Fr. 4 (De Fc~rbem, 48 sqq. 
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on the four elements. He c o ~ ~ l d  not of course regard 
these substances as elements in the proper sense, for the 
atoms are in his system the first of all things. Nor could 
he, as Plato afterwards did, regard them, in spite of their 
being composed of atoms, as the primitive sub'stances 
of all other visible bodies; for more than four visible 
elements must then have resulted from the innumerable 
forms of the atoms.' As soon, however, as the four ele- 
ments had been established by another philosopher, he 
may, nevertheless, have bestowed upon them special 
attention, and may have sought to explain their guali- 
ties by reference to their atomistic constituents. But 
fire alone had for him any very great importance ; he 
considered it, as we shall see, to be the moving and 
living principle throughout nature, the spiritual element 
proper. On account of its mobility he supposed i t  to 
consist of round and small atoms, whereas, in the other 
elements, there is a mixture of heterogeneous atoms, 
and they are distinguished from one another only by 
the magnitude of their parts.2 

I t  is consequently a mistake apocryphal. Even supposing (and 
. to include (vide Simpl. Phys. 8) this is not probable) that air 

Leucippus and Democritus with originally stood in the text, i t  
the pseudo-Timeus, in the assertion would still be false. Democritus 
tlla t they all recognised the four may certainly have spoken of earth, 
elementsas thepriu~itivesubstances fire and wiiterin the work to which 
of composite bodies, but tried to the author appeals in support of 
reduce these elements themselves this statement (the %@1(r71~h, 

to more original and more simple which is wanting in Mullach's 
causes. The statement of Diog. list) ; but if the work mere genuine, 
ix. 44, that Democritus believed not in such a manner as to de- 
the four elements to be combina- signate them the elements of all 
tions of atoms is more plausible ; bodies. 
on the other hsnd, the assertion Arist. De C&, iii. 4 ; supm, 
ap. Galen, H. Philos. c. 5, p. 243, p. 225, 1. As observed, ibid. 303 
that he made earth, air, fire and a, 28, water, air, and earth arise 
water principles sounds entirely by separation out of one another ; 
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How it  comes to pass that the atoms in general 
enter into these definite combinations, and how the 
origin of composite things and the formation of a world 
is to be explained, we must consider in the following 
section. 

2. The rrzovement of tlze Atoms; the jorntution and syste'in 
of the Universe ; Inorganic .X7utzcre. 

THE atoms, as they circulate in infinite space,' are in 

concerning this process, cf. also c. 
7 (supm, p. 125, 1). I n  regard to  
the warm or fire, ibid. and De Am. 
i. 2, 406 a, 8 sqq. c. 3, 406 b, 20 ;  
De Calo, iii. 8, 306 b, 32 ; Gen. et  
Cow. i. 8, 326 a, 3 ; cf. Metcqh. 
xiii. 4, 1078 b, 19. As a reason 
for the above theory, in many of 
these passages motion, De Ccelo, 
iii. 8, perhaps only as an arbitrary 
conjecture, and also the burning 
and penetrating force of fire, is 
assumed. Thropllr. De Sensu, 75 : 
red consists of similar atoms to the 
u-arin, only that they are larger ; 
the more, and the finer the fire con- 
tained in a thing, the greater its 
brilliancy (e..q. in red-hot iron) : 
Osppbv yap r b  henr6v. Cf. 5 68: 
~ a i  TOCTO T O A A ~ K L S  ~ 6 y o v r a  8 ~ 6 ~ 1  
70; X U ~ O C  [l. BsppoC] r b  uxijpa 
u$arporr84s. Simpl. l. c. : oi 82 r e p )  
A E ~ K I T ~ O V  ~ a i  A ~ ~ ~ K P L T O Y  . . . 
r h  pkv Oepph yivd3ar ~ a l  xbpsra 
T&V U W ~ ~ T W V  8ua 2[ ~ E w ~ ~ w u  ~ a i  
hsrropepeu~+wv frai ~ a r b  dpolav 
Oimv ~ ~ ~ p ~ v o v u b y ~ s ~ r a ~  r&v rpdrwu 
uwpdswv, r h  8; Jluxph ~ a i  i r S a ~ h 8 ~  
Fua ;K r& ;vavrlwu, ~ a l  ~h $v 
haprph ~ a l  $WTELY&, r h  8b 
~ a l  ~ K O T E L Y ~ .  The pyramidal form 
of flames, Democritus, according 
to Theophr. Fr. 3, DE Zgne, 52, 
explains by the increasing coolness 

of their internal parts. Further 
details will be found in the section 
on the soul, inf~a,. 

' Arihtotle compares this pri- 
meval state with the bp01 r d v r a  
of Anaxagoras, Metnph. xii. 2, 
1069 b, 22: KU: &S A v p d ~ p t r 6 s  
~ ~ U L Y  ijv hp06 rdura  8uvdp~1,  
E ' v ~ p y e i ~  8' 08. But we cannot of 
course consider the words ijv-ob 
(with PS.-Alex, ad h. 1. p. 646, 21 ; 
Bon. Philop. ap. Bonitz, ad h. I. ; 
Trendelenburg on Arist. De Am. 
318 ; Heims6th. p. 43 ; Mullach, 
p. 209, 337 ; Frr~gm. i. 358, and 
Lange, Gesch. d. Mater. i. 131, 25). 
as a verbal quotation from Demo- 
critus, and on the strength of them 
ascribe to him the  distinction of 
8uvdpe1 and bvsp-yelq, and therewith 
the fundamental conceptions of the 
Aristotelian system. The passage 
must be construed thus : ' Also ac- 
cording to the exposition of Demo- 
critus all things were together nct 
actually, but potentially: ' because 
in the original mixture of atoms, 
a l l  things were contained according 
to  their substance, but were not 
as  yet formed and defined. Cf. 
llonitz and Schwegler, ad h. I. The. 
Atomists themselves, moreover, 
could only have believed in this 
primeval state to a very limited 
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ceaseless movement.' This movement appeared to our 
philosopher so directly necessitated by the nature of 
 thing^,^ that he expressly declared it to be without 
beginning: and on this ground he refused to assign to  
i t  any cause, since that which is infinite and has no 
beginning cannot be derived from a n ~ t h e r . ~  But if 

extent, sincecombinations of atoms, 
worlds, had always existed. 

Tide p. 236,3; 228,2;  215, l .  
Arist. Metaph. xii. 6, 1071 b, 31: 
6rb &tor norolurv b r i  iv&pyetav, o&v 
AE~KLTTOS K U ~  nhd'TwV' &€L ydp  E ~ V U ~  

qaur  ~ i v q u r v .  bhhd 6:d r i  ~ a l  r i v a  
ob hi-youurv, 066; hF1,obSi r h v  a i r iav.  
I-hid. 1072 a, 6 : or' &E) A&yovres 
Kiv7lurv €?vac %UXEP L ~ E ~ K L B T O S .  

Giilen, De Elem. sec. Hipp. i. 2, T .  I. 
4 18 K : r b  FQ K E V ~ V  ~ B p a  r r s  i v  $ 
rpcpdPeva r a v r i  r &  u d p a r a  dvw r E  

~ a l  K ~ T W  odpnavra  8rd rravrbs 70; 

aigvos 4 nepr?~~CueraL  TWS bhhfihors, 
5) npou~po6f r ,  ~ a i  bnoadhherai ,  uai 
6ra~plver  [-ETU[] FQ Kai u u y ~ p f v e r  
[ -srar ]  T A W  E ~ S  d h h q h a  ~ a r &  r d s  
roradras 6prAfas, KBK rohrov  r d  T E  

d h h a  u v y ~ p i p a r a  a d v ~ a  n o r ~ i  ~ a 1  r d  
5,ukrspa a B p a r a  ~ a i  r d  na8f ipara 
a b r l v  ~ a l  r d s  a i u 8 ~ a t r s .  

Arist. Phys. ii. 4, 196 a, 24 : 
E ~ U :  66 rrves 02 Kai ro ipavo;  roC6e 
~ a i  r l v  KOU~IKGV T ~ V T W V  a i r i l v r a r  
r b  abrdparov.  bnb rabropdrou  yd.? 
y i . j v~u8ar  r h v  6ivqv ~ a l  r h v  ~ i v q u r v  
r h v  Bra~pivauav ~ a ;  ~ a r a u r f i o a u a v  
sls r a i r q v  r h v  r d ~ r v  r b  &v. Sim- 
plicins rightly refers this passage 
to the Atomists, as they, and they 
alone, believed the universe to have 
been formed by a rapid whirling 
motion without deriving this mo- 
tion from a special motive force. 
Phys. 74 a, b : o i  n t p i  A ~ ~ ~ K P L T O V  
. . . r l v  ~ d u p w v  bndvrwv . . . 
a i ~ r 6 ~ e v o r  r b  aZrdparov (bnb rahrq -  

pdrov y d p  qaar r h v  6 h q v  ~ a i  r h v  
~Lvqurv ,  etc.) 8pws 06 A ~ ~ O U U L  

n o r ;  i u r r  ~b abrdparov. 
Cf. previous note, Cic. Fin. i. 

6, 17: ille (Democ~itus) atomos 
quas cqpellnt, i.e. corpora i~tdiwidz~n 
propter soliditatem, censet in inJnito 
innwi, i n  quo mihil nec summum 7aec 
inJmum nec medium nec ulti?num 
sec extrenzum sit, itu ferri, ut con- 
cr~rsionibus inter se cohaerescant ; 
ex puo eficia,ntur en qzcac sint puae- 
puecernmtur ornnia; etcrnquemotun~ 
atornorum nullo a pincipio sad m 
aeterno tdmpore intelligi convenire. 
Cf. p. 228, 2 ;  Hippol. Rdut .  i. 
13  : ~ A E ~ E  62 [ A q p d ~ p . ]  As hei ~ r v o v -  
ydvwv 720 6vrwv F)v r l  KEY@. 

Arist. Ehys. viii. 1, end : iihws 
6b r b  vopicerv kpxhv  ~Svar r a d r q v  
i ~ a v $ v ,  8 ~ r  b ~ l  4 tvurrv o5rws 4 
y iyverar ,  O ~ K  bpt'ls ~ X E L  6nohafieiv, 
E'q' $ A ~ ~ ~ K P L T O S  hvdyer r d s  n6pl 
qduews al r ias,  As 08rw K ~ I  r b  npd- 
repov i y i ve ro .  T O ;  62 be; OJK btro i  
bpxhv [qreiv.  Gen. Bnim. ii. 6, 
742 h 17 :  06 K a h l s  6b h & y o u U r ~  
0282 701  6rd r 1  r h v  b v d y ~ q v ,  8uor 
h&yovurv, 8 r r  05rws kei yfverar, ~ a b  
r a h r q v  eZvar voplcovnrv bpxhv  dv 
abrois, % a m p  ~ q p d ~ p r r o s  6 'Af i6q-  
p i rqs,  8rr  70; fiQv bsi ~ a i  knslpou 
OLK Zurrv bpxh, r b  62 3rd r i  bpxh ,  
r b  6' he1 bnerpov, % a r e  r b  i p w ~ g v  
r b  Fcd r i  aspi r l v  roro4rwv rrvbs r b  
Cqr~Tv e7vai qqur T O ;  knelpov bpxfiv. 
Cf. note l. 
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Aristotle ma.j justly censure the Atomists for not 
having duly sought the cause of motion,' i t  is untrue to 
say that they derived motion from chance.2 Motion 
can only be called fortuitous, if by fortuitous we under- 
stand all that does not proceed from design ; but if this 
expression be taken to mean that which happens with- 
out natural causes, the Atomists are far from making 
such a statement. On the contrary, they expressly 
declare that nothing in the world happens by chance, 
but all follows of necessity from definite causes ; that 

' Arist. De Calo, iii. 2, cf. p. 
228, 2 ; i7ietaph. i. 4, end : rep:  8Q 
K L V ~ ~ U K O S ,  ~ O E V  $ a l j s  ~ T ~ P X E L  r o i s  
oiiar, ~ a i  OETOL a a p a ~ h q b l w s  r o i s  
dhhors pgedpos hqe7aav. Cf. Diog. 
ix. 33, who says of Leucippus: ~ b a f  
8' d n a e p  ~ E V ~ U F ~ S  ~ d b p o v  0 8 7 0  ~ a l  
a b t f i a ~ l s  ~ a l  ~ O ~ U E I S  ~ a l  qeopds 
~ a r d  r r v a  d v c l y ~ q v ,  %v daofa 6 ~ 7 1 ~  
06 Graaa@ei. Similarly Hippol. i. 
12, which is taken from the  same 
source. 

2 Aristotle gave occasion to this 
misunderstanding when in Phys. 
ii. 4, he made use of the expression 
ahrdPa7ov, which in this place, and 
always with him, is synonymous 
with r L X q  ; whereas Democritus 
must, htlve used the word in quite 
a different sense, if indeed he used 
i t  a t  all. It is Cicero, however, 
especially who pnt this opinion in 
circulation. Cf. N. D. i. 24, 66 : 
ista eninz jfa,qitiic Demowiti, szve 
eticcln ante Leucippi, esse corpuscula 
quedam licevia, alia aspera, rotzcnda 
alia, partim m t e m  angzdata, cur- 
vata prrtedam et quasi achcnccc; ex 
hiseffectum esse coclumatpue termm, 
mulls cogrlate natum sed cowcurszr 
quodam ,fortuito. W e  find the 
same concurszrs fortuitus also in 

c. 37, 93;  Ftcsc. i. 11, 22, 18, 42;  
Acad. i. 2, 6 ; Cicero speaks more 
truly (Fin. i. 6, 20) of a concursio 
turbulenta. The same conception 
is to be met with in the Placita 
ascribed to Plutarch, i. 4 , l ;  Philop. 
Gen. et Corn. 29 b ;  Phys. G. 9 ;  
Simpl. Phys. 73 b, 74 a ;  Eus. PT. 
Ev. xiv. 23, 2 ;  Lactant. Inst. i. 2 ; 
and perhaps also ill Eudemus, vide 
szcpm, p. 236, 2. 

As Aristotle does, P h p .  ii. 5, 
196 b, 17 sqq.. who, so far, can 
truly maintnin from his own stand- 
point, that the Atomists supposed 
the world to have come into being 
by chance. 
' Stob. Eel. i. 160 (Democr. Fr. 

Pht/s. 41) : A E ~ K ~ T T O S  ~ d v r a  K ~ T '  

bva 'y~7v,  r + v  8' a h r h v  J T ~ P ~ E L Y  
~ipap+kv?lv. h i y e r  y h p  ;v r @  asp> 
v o l .  '' 0 3 8 ; ~  x p i j p a  p5.rqv y i y v s r a r ,  
B h h b  r d v r a  ZK hdyov T E  ~ a l  6a' 
B v d y ~ ~ s . "  That Leucippus has not, 
without show of probability, been 
denied to be the author of the 
treatise m p l  v o l ,  and that this 
fragment has been ascribed to 
Democritus, we have already seen, 
p. 207, 1; but this is of no im- 
portance in regard to  the present 
question. 
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fortune has litt,le power over men, ancl chance is merely 
a name used as an excuse for our own faults.' Aristotle 
and the later writers admit that the Atomistic philo- 
sophy strongly maintained the unconditional necessity 
of all that h a p p e q 2  reduced even what is apparently 
fortuitous to it,s natural causes: and started more 

1 Demoerit. FT. iVov. 14 a p  critus); Democritus placed the es- 
Stob. Ecl. ii. 344; Eus. Pr. Ev. sence of k v d y ~ q  in the b v r r ~ u b i a  
xiv. 27, 4 : bvOpwaor rAxqs tf8whov KU: @oph ~ a l  ahqy? rijs 3Aqs. Cf. 
iahduavro ~pd@aurv i6l-17~ BBouA~qs also p. 237, 1, 4. 
(or Bvohs). Pal&  bp @povhuri' Arist, Ph,ys. iv. 2, 195 b, 36 : 
r d x q  pdX~7ar ,  r b  6k ahs?ura i v  Pfcp &[or ybp ~ a l  ei Zrrtv [j) r d x q  r b  
J / v x ~  e?J[hvsros ~ ~ U ~ E ~ K ~ E I V  Karl- airrdparovl .J) p?) BnopoGurv . o?JF;v 
~hver .  yhp ylveuOar bab r i x q s  @aulv, Bhhh 

2 Arist. Gem. Anim. v. S, 789 a d v ~ w v  e?val rr a f ~ r o v  Bplupdvov, Xua 
b, 2: Aqpd~prros  61 r b  08 &EKU ~ @ E ) s  h i y o p ~ v  & d  a87opdrov ylyv~u8ar 3) 
hkyetv (Aristotle again censures st:xqs, ozov 107 QAesiv Bab T L ~ X ~ Y  

him for this. De Resp. c. 4 i l~i t . )  eis r h v  byophv xal ~arahafle;v Sv 
advra  bvdyer ~ l s  b v d y ~ q v  07s xp irar  ZBOGAETO &V O ~ K  Gero 8 i ,  ~ T T L O V  r b  
j) $ A m s  Cic. De Fato, 10, 23 : podAsu0ai Byopduai i h e d v ~ a  dpolws 
Democritus . . . accipere maluit, 62 ~ a ' r  Qal ri)v bhhwv T ~ V  Bab r d x q s  
?ascessitate omnia fteri, pram a cor- hsyop6vov be; 7 r  ebar A a a r b  r b  
poribzrs i?dividzcis ~wttsmles motzcs afrrov, Bhh' ob r d x ~ v .  Simpl. Ph,ys. 
avellere. Similarly, ibid. 17, 39 ; 74 a (on the words which refer to 
Plut. ap. Eus. P?. Eu. i. 8, 7 :  it what has just  been quoted. ~ a f l d -  
Brefpov xpdvou apo~ar;xeuOar ri j  asp 6 aaharbs hdyos e k e v  6 bvarpfv 
h v d y ~ p  rrdvO' &aAf s r h  yeyovdra r h v  ~ h x q v )  : apbs A q p 6 ~ ~ r r o v  i b r ~ e v  
~ a l  6vra ~ a l  ibdp6va. Sext. Math. ~;pijuOar. ~ K E ~ V O S  yhp, KBV i v  15 
ix. 113 : ~ a r '  b v d y ~ q v  ~ a l  Gab ~ o u p o r o i f y  Q8dxer rlj rAXP xp?juOa(, 
Ffvqs, &S FAsyov oi repi r b v  A q p d ~ ~ r -  &AA' ;v r o b  p s p r ~ w ~ i ~ o ~ s  ob8evds 
rov,  O?JK &v ~ r v o i i o  6 K ~ U ~ O S .  Diog. @qurv ebar 74v  rhXqv ul'rlav, bva@C 
ix. 45 : mdvsa 7 e  ~ a r '  b v d y ~ q v  y b s -  p ~ v ~ ~ ~ d h ~ a ~ a b r l ' a s ,  o7ov~o3Oquav~bv 
rear, 7 5 s  Bfvqs airlas 06uqs ri js  eSpeiv r b  U K ~ T T E L V  +) r h v  Q V T E ~ ~ V  7 4 s  
yeviuews rdvrwv, fiv b v d y ~ v v  hCysr. ;Aaias, roJ 6; xarsayijva~ 707 @aha- 
Oenomaos ap. Theod. CUT. Gr. A& ~ p o 7  r b  ~ ~ a v : o v  rbv  bsrbv PQav.ra 
vi. 15, Nr. 8, 11, p. 86 and Theodo- rhv  xehdvqv arws r b  x e h d v r ~ v  bay?. 
ret,us himself says : Democritus o8rw yhp 6 E68qpus iuropsi  Simi- 
denied freewill, and gave over the larly 76 a ,  73 b. The same is as- 
whole course of the world to the serted, only in Stoical language, in 
necessity of fate. Plut. Plac. i. the  statement of Theodoretus l. c. 
25, 26 : nappevf8qs K U ~  Aqpd~prros  p. 87, tha t  Demonritus declared the 
a d v r a  ~ a r '  bvdywqv- r;7v abrhv r d x q  to  be an b877hos airfa bvOpw- 
G' F&UI ~ a ;  ei.uapp6vny K U ~  G ~ K V V  ~ a l  a:vy hdyy .  Cf. Part.  111. a, 151. 
~pdvorav ~ a ' r  ~ou~o?rordv  (this is only 3, 2nd ed. But if Democritus did 
partially true in respect to Demo- not admit chance in regard to the 
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logically than either of the earlier systems, from a 
strictly physical explanation of nature.' The Atomists 
could not of course explain natural phenomena by 
reference to design : natural necessity was to them a 
blindly working force; their system knew nothing of 
any spirit that had formed the world, or of a Providence 
in the later meaning of the word ; the reason o i  this, 
however, was not that they believed the world to be 
ordered by chance, but, on the contrary, that they ~vould 
in no respect relinquish the idea of its necessity. The 
original movement of the atoms, also, they must have 
regarded as the necessary effect of a natural cause, and 
this cause can only be sought in gravitation. Nothing 
else can be thought of, when we are told that the 
smallest bodies must necessarily be set in motion (vide 
sup~na) in empty space, that the Void is the cause of 
motion ; sometimes the Atomists conceived weight as 
an essential property of all bodies, and consequentlv, as 
corresponding to the corporeal mass of the atoms.5 I t  

particular, we may be sure that so 
logical a thinker would never have 
supposed the whole universe to be 
the work of chance. 

1 Cf. what is said by Aristotle 
on this point (besides the  quota- 
tion p. 219, 2 ;  215, l ) ,  Gem. et  Corr. 
i. 2, 315 a,  34 (he is speaking of the 
explanation of becoming, decay, 
&C.): i;hws 6; nap$ 7 8  2rrnohqs 
r e p ;  066~vbs  0 6 8 ~ ; s  ~nbLTr7lLT~v :[W 
A ? l p ~ ~ p [ r O ~ .  O ~ T O S  6 )  $OLKE phv BED; 

h n d v ~ w v  @povrluar, 467 6; ;v 74 
n&s Gra@ipcr. De An. i. 2. 405 
a, 8 : ~ ~ p d ~ p .  82 ~ a l  y~a@upurbpws 
E ~ ~ V K E V .  ~ ~ O @ T J V ~ ~ E V O S  8rh r i  rodrwv 
~ K ~ T E P ~ V .  

P. 237, 3. 
S Democritns is commonly re- 

proached with this, vide Cic. Acad. 
ii. 40, 125;  Plut. ap. Eus. b. c. 
Plac. ii. 3 (Stob. i. 442) ; Nemes. 
i&t. Horn. c. 44, p. 168 ; Lactaniins 
l .  c. According to Favonius. ap. 
Diog. ix. 34 sq., Democrit,ns eu- 
pressly opposed the Anaxagorean 
doctrine of the forming of the world 
by vo3s. How far, however, he was 
able t3 speak of a unirersai reason 
we shall enquire later on. 

"S Aristotle says (Phys. viii. 
9, 265 b, 23) when he describes the 
Atomists as those who admit no 
particular moving cause, 6rZI 6; ~b 
K E V ~ V  K I Y E Z U B ~ [  @ubrv. Sin~i la~ ly ,  
Eudemus ap. Simpl. Phys. 124 a. 

F, P. 226, 1, and also Theophr. 
De sensu, 71 :  airo or 7 6  y s  pap4 KU; 
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is also clear that the velocity of this motion corresponds 
to the mass of each atom; the large and heavier 
must fall more quickly than the smaller and lighter ; l 
moreover, i t  is expressly stated that Democritus, like 
Empedocles, represented all the atoms as having been 
originall.7 moved by their weight ; and that he explained 
the upward motion of many bodies by the pressure 
which drives up the lighter atoms when the heavier 
sink down.2 Accordingly the famous theory of Epicu- 
rus on the deflection of the atoms is characterised as a 
contradiction of Democritus, whose fatalism Epicurns 
thus sought to evade ; in reality, however, his polemic 
and that of his followers against the absolutely vertical 
fall of the atoms only applies to the older Atomistic 
philosophy: not to mention that Epicurus was certainly 
not the discoverer of the purely physical derivation of 

~ o i i @ o v  8 r a v  $roPi(y 707s p ~ y ; e ~ u r v ,  r d s o v  K L V E ~ U ~ ~ L  . . . ~ a l  oh @dvov 
h v d v ~ n  r h  &TAB s c i v r a  r k v  a h r h v  a o d r n v  ;AA$ ~ a l  udvnv r a 6 r n v  os ro l  , . . . .  , . 
EXELV 6ppqv 7 4 s  (PoPBs. K ~ V ~ ) U I V  TOTS U ~ O L X I ~ O L S  Bao8r8daur. 

Cf. in f .  p. 241. Cic. vide following note. 
Simpl. De Calo, 254 b, 27, S Cic. X. D. i. 25, 69 : Epicnrus 

Schol. in Arist. 510 b, 30: o i  y h p  cum videret, si atomi ferrentur in 
rep1 A l l p d ~ p ~ r o ~  ~ a l 8 u r e p o v  ' E ~ K O I J -  locum imferiormc, suoite pondere, 
pos r h s  &rdpovs ~ d u a s  ~ ~ O @ V E ~ S  mihil.fore in wstra potestate, quod 
ou"uas edpos Exerv @aul. 74 82 e iva l  esset earum motus certus et neces- 
r r v a  b a p i r e p a ~ w 6 0 6 p e v a  ;h ~ o u @ d -  
r e p a  5s' a h i j v  i r @ r + 5 v r w v  ;nl r b  
$VW ~ 6 P ~ ~ 6 ~ l '  K U ~  0 8 7 ~  A ~ ~ O U U ~ V  

oCror 8 0 ~ ~ 5  ~h K O ~ @ U  E ~ V U L  76 
8; flapka. (What follows i s  not 
concerned with the exposition of the 
theories of Democritus.) Similarly, 
ibid. 314 b. 37;  121 b,42;  Schnl. 517 
b, 21 ; 486 a ,  21; Ibid. Phys. 310 a :  
o i  rep>  ~ ? ) p d ~ ~ r r o v  . . . ~AEYOV,  ~ a r h  
r j l v  ;v a h ~ o i s  b a p 6 r q r a ,  K I V O ~ ~ E V ~  

r a G r a  [ r d  $ r o p a ]  8rd roG KEVO; 

E ~ K O V T O S  K U ~  p b  B v ~ r r v s o i i v r o ~  ~ a r h  

sarizrs, invenit y?~on?o&o necessitatem 
effu,qeret, puod videlicet Democritunz 
fugerat : ait atnmzmn, cum posdere 
et gravitate clirecta deorsum,feratz~r, 
declimare paululzim. I t  is evident 
the presupposition here is, that 
Democritus came to his conclusions 
through admitting that  the atoms 
exclusively foliowed the law of 
gravitation. 

Epicurus ap. Diog. X. 43.61 ; 
Lucr. ii. 225 sqq. 
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motion and of the universe which he himself violates 
by his arbitrary theories on the deviation of the atoms. 
We must, therefore, consider the movement of the 
atoms, according to the doctrine of Leucippus and 
Democritus, simply as a result of their weight, and 
consequently the earliest kind of motion must have 
been downward and perpendicular.' The difficulty that, 
in infinite space there is no above and below does not 
seem to have forced itself upon the Atomists." 

1 The opposite theory of Lewes from our head is always contrary 
(Hzst. of Phzl. i. 101) that Demo- to a motion from our feet towards 
critus ascribed no weight, but only our head, even should both lines be 
force, to the atoms, and supposed produced toinfinity. Lange, Gesch. 
weight to arise from the shock d. Mat. i. 130, approves of this ar- 
given by means of a greater force, gument, and thinks i t  may be 
cannot be supported even by the referred to Democritus. But De- 
statements quoted, p. 227, 2, and mocritus not only said that  the* 
contradicts the most trustworthy atoms actually moved in the direc- 
evidence. tion which we are accustomed to 

Cic. Fin. i. 6, vide sup. p. 236, designate as downwards, he niain- 
3 ; Simpl. De Cce20, 300 a, 45 (Schol. tained that they must follow this 
516 a, 3 7 ) .  ~ Y T L A ~ ~ E L  p ~ r a t b  r p b s  direction; he placed the cause of 
r o b s  p +  voPi(oil l~as eival- pQv Livw ~b their motion in their weight, and 
6 ;  K ~ T W .  T U ~ T ~ S  82 y ~ y d v a u ~  7 4 s  i t  was solely on this ground that 
6dtqs 'Ava~Lpav8pos pkv ~ a l  A v p d -  he could determine anything as to  
KPLTOS 8 ~ h  ~b &?TELPOV f i?ro~f0so0ai  r b  itsdirection, for we cannot perceive 
&v. kristotle does not seem to the movement in the least. But if 
have the Atomists in view in the the atoms are led downwards by 
passage De Ccelo, iv. 1, 308 a, 17 ; their weight, this below is not 
but on the other hand in Phys. iv. merely the place which, from our 
8, 214 b, 28 sqq. ; De Ccelo, i. 7. et position on the earth, appears as 
pass., he applles the above censure lower, but the place which for each 
to them. Cf. Part  ii. h, 210 sq. atom, wherever i t  may be ininfinite 
312, 2nd ed. space, is the lower, the goal of its 

Epicurus, indeed, ap. Diog. X. natural motion. But there cannot 
60, defends the theory that even be a below in this sense in infinite 
in infinite space there may be a space. I f  Epicurus overlooked this 
movement upward and downward fact and sought to defend the doc- 
in the following observation. If, trine handed down to him of the fall 
he says, no absolute Above and of the atoms against the censures 
Below (no & v w r d ~ w  a n d ~ a r w r d r ~ )  of Aristotle, by an expedient so 
be possible in infinite space, still a little in harmony with the presup- 
motion in the direction of our feet positions of that  doctrine, we need 

VOL. 11. R 
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I n  and for themselves, the atoms in their movement 
would all follow the same direction. But as they are 
unequal in size and weight, they fall (so the Atomists 
think) with unequal velocity ; they therefore impinge 
upon one another, the lighter are forced upwards by 
the heavier,' and from the collision of these two 
motions, and the concussion and recoil of the atoms, 
there arises a circular or whirling movement in which 

not be much surprised. But i t  is in- leuioribva atyue ita pluqas ( a A q y h s ,  
credible that a natural philosopher vide il?J) gignere, pue possint geni- 
like Democritus should not have tulis reddere motus ; like Epicurus 
remarked the contradiction ; i t  is  (vide Part III. a, 378, ~econd 
far more likely that  both he and edition) he opposes to i t  Aristotle's 
Leucippus regarded the h11 of proposition (ibid. ii. b, 211, 1 ; 
bodies in the void as self-evident; 312, 3), t l ~ a t  all bodies fall with 
and never proceeded to reflect that equal velocity in empty space. 
the case was that of a natural mo- Further, although the Placita, i. 4 
tion downward, and that such a (Galen. c. 7), primarily reproduce 
motion in unlimited space was the Epicurean theory merely (cf. 
impossible. Par t  111. a, 380, second edition), 

1 According to Arist. De Calo, yet this theory itself indicates the 
i r .  6, 313 b, 4, Democritus called doctrineof Democritusasits source; 
this upward motion ~ 0 7 s .  and Diogenes and Hippolytus. 

2 This conception of the origin moreover, make precisely similar 
of the circular motion from which statements as to Leucippus. Diog. 
the Atomists derived the universe ix. 31 : y f v s u 8 a i  6 ;  r o b s  ~ d u p o u s  
(rideiqlfm), is not only necessitated o&o. q5ipsaRar K ~ T '  & r o r o p + v  ?K r1 js  
by t,he interconnection of their &re:pou r o h h h  u d p a r a  ~ a v ~ o i a  r o i s  
doctrine, which cannot be satisfac- u x 6 p a u r v  els p i y a  ~cevbv ,  d r e p  Le- 
torily established in any other p o r u 0 i v r a  B lvqv  & 1 ~ ~ ~ O i ~ s u 9 a i  pLav, 
way, but is fully confimed bp all K ~ B '  % v  r p o u ~ p o C o v r a  ~ a :  ? r a v r o F a r r j s  
historical test,imony. That the K u ~ h o b p ~ v a  8 i a ~ p i v ~ u f J a ~  X W P ~ Z  r b  
original motion of the atoms was a p o i a  r p b s  r h  8 p o i a .  I a o $ p d r w v  6 ;  
in a downward direction, and that 6 r h  r b  s h ~ d o s  p q r k r r  G r ~ v u p i v w v  
only in consequence of this motion r a p r @ i p s u 8 a r ,  r h  $ v  h e m &  x w p e i v  
a portion of the atoms was driven ~ l r  r b  Z t w  K E Y ~ V ,  6 u r s p  ~ L U T T ~ ~ E Y ~ ,  
upward, is expressly stated by r h  6;  A o r r b  a u p p i v r t v  KU: r e p r a h s -  
Simplicius, vide p. 240, 2. Lucre- ~ d p e v a  u u y ~ a r a r p i x e ~ v  & h h $ h o i s  
tius contradicts this opinion in a ~ a l  r o r e i v  r p G r 6 v  r i  u C o r v p a  ac+ai- 
passage which, according to our poer8is.  EIippol. Refist. i. 12: 
previous remarks, can only refer to K ~ U ~ O U S  8; [o i ; rm]  j e v i u 8 a i  A ~ ~ E I .  
Democritus, ii. 225 : Gruviorcs po- a r a v  6;s p e r d ~ o i v o v  [ p i y a  K E V ~ Y ]  ZK 
tesse corpora, pzso citius rectunz per 707 r e p ~ 6 ~ 0 u r o s  b O p o ~ u 0 l j  T O A A ~  
inane ferzaqatn~r, iwidere ex sqero  uc6par.z K U ~  uu$$vc, r p o a ~ p o b o r r a  



all parts of the congeries of atoms are thenceforward 
involved.' 
&hA$hors u u y n h ; ~ e o 0 a r  r h  bporoa- @UrKSv r r s .  Further details 
X$pova  ~ a l  a a p a n h $ a r a  ~ h s  popqhs,  in the next note. Augustine's as- 
~ a l  ? r e p r ? r h r ~ O ~ v r w v  6;s F repa  (in- sertion, Epist. 118, 28 : inesse cola- 
stead of els ?spa we should proba- czcrsiolzi atornoruin vim puandam, 
bly read ev o& , r r vpa )  ylveuOar. a?bimalem e t  spirabilem, is rightly 
Aristotle doubtless is referring to referred by Krische, Rwsch. i. 161, 
the Atomistic philosophy in De to  a misapprehension of Cicero, 
Caio, i. 8, 277 b. l : Fire, he says, Tusc. i. 18, 42. Lange's conjec- 
takes the upward direction by ture (Gcsch. d. Mat. i. 130, 22) 
virtue of i t s  own nature, not in that Democritus supposed the cir- 
consequence of force employed by cular motion to  take place aftev the 
another, d o r e p  r r v l s  @aar rg  kohl- formation of the complex of atoms, 
$ E L  ; and perhaps Plato also refers out of which the world originated, 
to it, Tim. 62 C. How the Atomists finds no support in the tradition ; 
supposed the circular motion ori- on t,he other hand, Diog. ix. 31, 
ginated from the two rectilinear represents the u d u r v p a  n@arpoerG;s 
motions upward and downward, we as arising first from the 6 i v7 .  Simi- 
are not told. Epicurus, ap. Diog. larly Epicurus, l. C., speaks of a 
X. 61, 43 sq. speaks (without refer- Givos in the Void, dv 4 d 6 l x e r a r  
ence to the Atomists) of a lateral udupov  yiveaOar. 
motion caused by coliision and a ' This idea, in connection with 
rebound of the atoms ; the latter what has been remarked, p. 236,4, 
is also ascribed to Democritus in explains why the doctrine of De- 
the Ph. i. 26 (sxp. p. 238, 2), a s  mocrit,us is sometimes represented 
well as by Galen (sup. p. 236, l ) ,  as if the motual concussion and 
and Simplicius, Be Calo, 110 a, 1 rotation of the atoms were main- 
(Schol. 484 a, 27): r h s  b rdpous  tained to be their only motion, of 
. . . @4p~uBar  dv r+ KEY$ KU: d r r r ~ a -  which he sought no further deriva- 
~ a h a p ~ a v o d u z s  b h h 4 h a s  nvyrcpobeu- tion, cf. Diog. ix. 44 : @ipeu8ar 
Oar, ~ a l  r h s  p&v  b? r~? rdhh~uOar ,  B?r?1 8) 2v T< 8 h y  BrvovpQvas ( r h s  ~ T ~ U O U S ) .  

&v r f r ~ w u r ,  r h s  8 ;  ? r € p r ? r h ~ ~ € n ~ a l  Id. 5 45, p. 238, 2 ; Sext. Muth.ix. 
&hhr jhars  ~ a r h  T ~ V  r G v  U x T ~ p d r w v  113;  &p. stab. Eel. i. 394 (Plnc. i. - 
~ a 1 ' p e y e O f v  Ka: Oiuewv K U ~  rd&k lv  23, 3 ) :  A T J ~ ~ K ~ .  2v ydvos K L Y ~ ~ U E W S  

u ~ p ~ ~ r ~ l a v ,  Ka l  U U ~ ~ U [ V E I V  KU: o i f rw  r b  ~ a r h  wahpbv  [if the ~ h & ~ r o v  of 
' 

T+V TOY u v v B ~ r w v  Y i v ~ u ~ v  QTO~C-  the text ought not to be replaced 
heiuOar. Epicurus's remark, ap. by r r h v y 4 v I  &rre@alvero. (Ibid. 
Diog. X. 00, that this exposition 348, where the concussionof the 
requires to be completed, refers to atoms is eren statrd to be their 
the doctrine of Democritus of the only motion, and their weight is 
forn~ation of the world by means denied, sup. p.227,2.) Alexander, 
of the circular motion : ob y d p  ad Mr,ta,ph. i. 4, p. 27, 20Bon. o5;ror 
bRporup8v 6 € i  pdvov yevdu8ar 068; y h p  (Lencippus and Democritns) 
Z v o v  ?v B v 8 h ~ e r a r  ~ d o p o v  Y ~ V E U ~ ~ L  A&~OVUIV b h A ~ A o r v r r o 6 u a s  Ka: ~ p o v o -  
~ e v $  ~ a r h  r b  6 0 ~ a ~ d p 6 v o v  ;[ bvdy -  phvas rrpbs b h h $ h o v s  ~ l v c i u @ a r  r h s  
K ~ S ,  a6[euOal 0' Zws &v Q r l p y  r p o u -  &rdyous,  ?rde€v /L;VTOL jl bpX+ r i j s  
~ p o f i b p ,  Ka8dneP rev ~ a h o u p i v w ~  KLY$UEWS 707s [ T ~ s ]  l c a ~ h  @f iu tv !  0 3  

R 2 
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Through this movement of the atoms, in the first 
place the homogeneous particles are brought together; 
for that which is alike in weight and form must for this 
very reason sink or be driven to the same p1ace.l It 
follows, however, from the nature of things that not 
loose concatenations merely, but firm combinations of 
atoms must be prodl~ced; for as the variously shaped 
particles are shaken together, many must necessarily 
adhere and become entangled one with another, must 
h ~ y o u u . v ~ ; l  y8p  ~ a r B  r j l v  bhhqhoru-  Math. vii. 116 sqq. (cf. Plut. Plac. 
wiav pia ids t 'urr K [ W ~ U L S  ~ a l  06 K U T ~  iv. 19, 3, and Arist. Eth. A? riii..2), 
@ibrv ,  6ur6pa 82 5 plaros r i j s  ~ a r b  that it is a universal law that like 
$Bbrv. 068i yhp,  etc., sup. p. 227,2. consorts with like : ~ a l  yhp  CGd, 
Cic. De f i lo,  20, 46 :  aliam enim Qvurv, dpoyev6ur Sy'orut .$uvayshd- 
punadam vim motz~s habeant [erat ,  h s  aeprurepal a e p r u ~ ~ p $ u r  ~ a l  
[atomi] n Democrito impulsionis, y6pavor yepdvorur ~ a l  d?rl 7 6 v  dhhwv 
piam pla,qam (vide previous note) bhdywv. But he considered that  
ille appellat, a te, Epicure, gravi- the cause of this lay not in a 
tatis et ponderis. Simpl. De Ccelo, tendency inherent in the primitive 
260 b, 17 (Schol. 511 b. 15): ;he- substances, but in the mechanical 
yov BE> K I V E ? U ~ ? ~ L  r &  ?rpdra . . . ;v motion, the size and form of the 
rW: b ~ ~ i p ~   KEY^ Blq.  (Mullach, p. atoms, as we see from what follows : 
384, quotes from Phgs. 96 : Aspd-  h u a i r w s  8; ~ a l  ?rep1 7 d v  bqbxwv, 
wprros $ 6 ~ ~ 1  b ~ i v q r a  hElywv r a  d r o p a  ~ a r d ? r ~ ~  6pljv z t i p ~ u r r  ;?rI T E  r d v  
?rhvyq KllJ€?UOal $vU lv ;  but the ~ o ~ ~ r v e v o ~ ~ v w v  U~EppdTwv Kal ;?rl 
words are not in our present pas- rdw ?rap$ r$ur  ~ u p a r w Y l j u r  +[+L8wv. 
sage.) For the same reason Aris- 8 ~ 0 ~  p&v ~ a r b  ~ b v  r o i  ~ o u ~ i v o v  
totle, Be bcelo, iii. 2, 300 b, 8 sqq. ; Givov 8 r a ~ p r r r ~ d s  Q a ~ o i  @ET& @ a ~ d v  
ii. 13, 294 b, 30 sqq., asks the ~ d u u o v r a r  ~ a l  ~ ~ r O a >  p e r h  ~prB6wv 
Atomists what was the original ~ a l  rvpo l  per&, aupdv, 8 ~ o u  82 ~ a r h  
and natural motion of the atoms, 71/v TO;  ~ i p a r o s  ~ f v v u r v  a i  pkv 
since this forcible motion presup- ~ T I ~ - ~ $ K E E S  +q+i8e~ EIS T ~ V  a2rbv 
poses a natural one? It is quite r 6 r o v  rqur  i?np-r$~eur &O;ov~ar, a I  
conceivable that the downward mo- 6; ?repr@ep6ss r q u r  ?repr$ep6uc. (The 
tion in empty space, which seemed rest appears to be added by Sextus 
possible to the Atomists, though himself.) Cf. Alex. &U. ATat. ii. 
not to Aristotle, may have been 23, p. 137 Sp.: 6 ~ ~ p d ~ p r ~ d s  T E  

left without notice, because De- ~ a l  airrbs bno$olas T E  y lv~uOac 
mocritns presupposed, without ex- ~ i O ~ r a r  Kal T $  8pora $6peuBar ~ p b s  
plicitly stating, that this was the I& 8pora. &AA$ ~ a l  E ~ S  r b  ~ o r v b v  [l. 
natural motion of the atoms. ~ e v b v l  r d w a  $LpsuOar. Simpl. 

' Cf. the passages quoted, p. Phys.-7 a : ?ra+u~6var y h p  ~b 8porov 
242, 2. Democritus himself re- 3?rb 708 6po;ov ~ r v ~ 7 u O a i  ~ a l  $6peuOac 
marks in the fragment ap. Sext. 7 b  av-y-y~vij apbs d h A M a .  
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embrace and impede one another in their course,' so 
that some will even be retained in a place which is not 
suited to their nature ; and thus from the combination 
of atoms compound bodies are formed. Each of these 
complexes separating itself from the mass of primitive 
bodies is the germ of a world. These worlds, accorcling 
to the Atomists, are innumerable ; for the number of 
atoms being infinite, and empty space being unlimited, 
atoms will be found in the most various places. As 
moreover the atoms are infinitely various in size and 

' Arist. De Calo, iii. 4 (sup. p. 
216, 2) ; Gen. et Cow. (sup. p. 215, 
1)  KaL uvvrr8kpcva 6; ~ a :  rrepmhe~d- 
peva yevv$v. Philop. ad. h. l. 36 a, 
seems to be only inventing ; Hip- 
pol. Reft~t. i. 12, vide p. 242, 2 ;  
Galen vide p. 243, ; Strabo in Cic. 
Acnd. ii. 38, 121 : Simpl. DB Calo, 
133 a, 18;  Schol. 488 a, 26 :  
uraurd~erv 6b [ r h s  &rdpovs] ~ a l  
$dpeoBar Zv r$ KEY$ 6rd r e  r h v  &WO- 
fior6rqra ~ a i  r h s  dhhar r h s  e;pv,uQuas 
Gra@phs, +epophvas 6h Zp~Larerv ~ a l  
rreprxh~~eu8ar rreprahofchv rora6rqv + uvp+a&erv pkv airrh ~ a l  ahqulov 
ebar ~ o r e i ,  p!mrv phvror piav 26 
IKE~IYWV 066' 4vrrvaoCv ysvv4 . . . 
703 6; mppE'verv 7 8 s  06uLas per' 
Bhhhhwv pixpr srvbs airrlrar r h s  
i ~ a h h a y h s  ~ a l  785 &vrrh+/11/€1~ rLjv 
crwpdrwv. r h  phv yhp airrrjv ebar 
u ~ a h v v h ,  7 8  6; & Y K L U C P ~ ~ ~  (cf. 
with this p. 224, 1) r h  6; iihhas 
&vapiBpovs ijCovra Gra@opds. id 
~ o u o i h v  08v xpdvov u+(;rv airr(;rv 
burixeu8ar vopL[e~ ~ a l  u v p p i v ~ ~ v ,  
2ws 1uxuporhpa 71s Z K  70; xeprhxov- 
70s bvdycq aapayevophvv ~ a l  6ra- 
a e ; q  ~ a l  p p l s  ahrhs Graurrelpy. 
Ibid. 271 b, 2 (Schol. 514 a, 6)  on 
the passage quoted from Aristotle : 
sahras 6; [ T ~ S  &rdpous] pdvas 

Z ~ q o v  (Leucippus and Democritus) 
uvvexeii .  r h  yhp dhha rd  f i o ~ o ~ v r a  
uvvexij B@? rrpoasyyl~crv &kh+/hors. 
6121 ~ a l  r $ v  sophv &uljpovv, & ~ d h v u r v  
rrjv ~ T T O ~ & V W V  A ~ ~ O V T E S  r+v ~ U K O F -  
uav r o p h v .  tea: Brh roCro ohs' 21; 
6vbs ~ o h h h  y~veu8ar 8heyov . . . 
o t i e  ;K rrohhLjv $v ~ a r '  &h+j%€lav 
cruvex6s, &AA& r? u u p n h o ~ i j  rLjv 
&7d,uwv L a u r o v  :v 6 0 ~ e i v  yLveuOar. 
r $ v  66 u v p a h o ~ h v  'A86qpirar 2 n d ~ -  
AaErv d~dhouv  & U W E ~  A ~ ) , U ~ K ~ L ~ O S .  
(Also some of the  MSS. have 
aeprrrh66er instead of 2~ahhdEet in 
the passage from Aristotle.) 

According to Aristotle (De 
Calo, iv. 6, 313 a, 21 ; cf. Simpl. 
ad. h. 2. 322 b, 21 ; Schol. 518 a, 
l), Democritus explained the phe- 
nomenon that flat bodies of a sub- 
stance specifically heavier than 
water can yet float upon water in 
this way. The warm substances, 
he said, arising out of the water 
would not allow them to sink; and 
in the same manner he conceived 
the earth as a flat disc borne up 
by the air. He therefore supposed 
that, by rotation, that  which is 
lighter might easily come into a 
lower place, and the heavier into a, 

higher place. 
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shape, the worlds formed from them will display the 
greatest diversity; yet i t  may also happen that some of 
them are absolutely alike. Lastly, since these worlds 
had a beginning, so are they subject to increase and 
diminution, and finally to destruction ; they increase 
as long as other substances from without unite with 
them ; they diminish when the contrary is the case ; 
they are annihilated if two come into collision, and 
the smaller is crushed by the greater; and in their 
internal construction likewise they are subject to per- 
petual ~ h a n g e . ~  

' Aristotle doubtless has the 
Atomistic philosophy in view when 
(Plzys. v i ~ i .  1, 250 b, 18) he says : 
6aor bnelpour T E  ~ d a p o u s  sSval 
qau r  KU). r o b s  p2v y f y v ~ ~ ~ O a r  robs 6B 
qOsipeuBar r G v  ~ d u p w v ,  BE[ qau rv  
~ l v a r  y i v ~ u r v  ; for the words robs  
phv yrv .  can only be understood of 
CO-existent worlds like those of the 
Atomists, and not of successire 
worlds, as heldbyAnaximander and 
Heracleitus. The refutation of the 
opinion that there may be several 
worlds (De Cmlo, i. 8) must also 
refer to CO-existent worlds. Later 
writers are more explicit: o i  +;v 
y b p  breipous 7 6  rh4Osr robs  ~ d a p o u s  
i r roB6p~vor ,  &S o i  r e p i  'Ava~ ipav6pov  
(that this is a misunderstanding 
has already been shown, Vol. I. 
257 sq.) K d  AEhK l r rov  Ka1 ~ l j p d -  
~ p r r o v ,  . . . ~ L ~ O ~ ~ V O U S  aLrobs ~ a i  
~ O ~ r p o p i v o u s  ~ ~ T & ~ E v T o  h' & ? F € L ~ U V ,  
l i hhwv  &v &l yrvop&vwv, dhhwv  
6; @Os1pop6vwv. Id. De Ca?lo, 
91 b, 36, 139 b, 5 ; Schol. in 
Arist. 480 a, 38, 4139 b, 13;  Cic. 
Acad. ii. 17, 65 : ais Demomitum 
dicere, inaumerabzles esse mundos, 
et  puzdem sic puosdam inter se non, 

solum similes, sed unclipzde pe~fecte 
et absolute ita pares, ut inter eos 
aihil prorsus intersit, et eos qzridem 
innumernbiles : iternque honzines. 
Diog. ix. 31 of Leucippus: ~ a l  
U ~ O L X E ? ~  q q u r ,  K ~ U ~ O U S  r' :K r o L r w v  
brsfpous  bar ~ a l  6raAd~uOar sis raG- 
r a .  Ibid. 44 of Democritus : bne;pous 
7' K ~ U ~ O U S  KC21 Y ~ ~ ~ l j ~ O b ~  K U ~  

@Oap70hs. Ibid. 33, supra 236, 3 ; 
Hippol. Refut. i. 13 : b ~ s l p o u s  6; 
~Svar  ~ d u p o u s  (Zheysv 6 A l j p d ~ p . )  KU; 

p ~ y 6 O e ~  6ra@ipovras, i; r l u r  62 p+ 
 bar ?$Arov p762 aehhvvv,  b r r a r  6 &  
p ~ i c w  [-OUS] r G v  rap' Gpiv  ~ a l  Ev 
r r u r  T A E ~ W  [-OUS]. ~Tva r  8; r G v  
~ d a p w v  dv rua  r h  F raa r4para ,  ~ a l r 5  
pkv ~ A E ~ O U S  r$ 62 Bhdrrous,  ~ a l  
r o b s  pkv a3&uBar robs  6;  b ~ p d c ~ r v  
robs  82 ~OLverv,  ~ a l  r?j $v yivsuOar 
r r j  62 ht - ine~v,  ~ O e l p ~ u O a 6  62 ahrobs 
IT' bhh$hwv  r p o u r l r r o v r a s .  € b a r  
6b Zvious ~ d a p o u s  hp4pous c4wv  K U ~  

q u r G v  ~ a l  r a v r b s  6 y p o i  . . . &K- 
p d r ~ r v  6h ~ d a p o v  i'ws &.v pvK6r l  
6dvqrar EtwObv rr r p o u h a p ~ d v s r v .  
Stob. Ecl. i. 418 : A q p d ~ p ~ r o s  @eel- 
peu8ar .ibv ~ d a p o v  r o i )  ~ C ~ < O Y O S  

v r ~ G v r o s .  
Cf. p. 248, 3. 



FORMATION OF THE WORLD. 247 

The way in which our world originated is thns more 
particularly described.' M7hen by the concussion of 
many atoms of different kinds, one mass of atoms had 
been separated in which the lighter portion had been 
driven upwards, and the whole had been set in rotation 
by the encounter of the opposite  movement^,^ the bodies 
pressed outwards placed themselves in a circle outside 
of the whole, and so formed around it a kind of husk.3 
This covering grew thinner and thinner, as parts of it 
were gradually carried by the motion into the centre, 
while, on the other hand, the mass of the incipient 
world was gradually increasing by the atoms continu- 
ally added to it. The earth was formed from the 
substances which had sunk down into the centre ; and 
the sky, fire, and air from those which went upwards. A 
portion of these shaped themselves into balls of denser 
mass, which at  first were in a damp and miry state ; 
but as the air which carried them round with i t  was 

Diog. ix. 32, after the qnota- 
tion on p. 242,2 : r o C r o  6' ozov fiphr)a 
LQiurauBar ,  ?rsprdxov.r' Bv iav.rG 
?ravroia  u B p a . r a .  ~ a ~ b  r h v  r o $  
p E l u ~ ~  ~ Y T ~ ~ E L U L V  T E ~ L ~ L Y O U ~ ; V W I ~ ,  
h e ~ r b v  ylveu8ar r b v  ?ripr[ hphva, 
uu$~adv.rwv &E; r S v  ~ U V E X O V  ~ a i  
&ri+auurv r i j s  BLvqs. ~ a l  O&W pkv 
ysv;uBac .r+v ??v, u ~ p p e v d v r w v  r S v  
;vex06v.rov Bal r b  p l u o v .  a 5 d v  r e  
r r d ~ r v  r b v  ~ F F ~ L ~ X O V ~ ~  o&v 6pIU;va 
a @ ~ u 0 a e  K U T ~  r + v  d 7 r i ~ p u u l v  r & v  
; ~ W B E V  ~ W ~ ~ T W Y .  6Lvp T E  +ePbP~vov 
a i r b v  %v &v <?re$adu?l . raCra inrrc- 
riLu0ac. r o b ~ w v  8 ;  Tcva b u p a h e ~ d -  
p a v a  s o r ~ T v  u h u r q p a  ~b p i v  ?rpSrov 
~ d e u y p o v  teal ?rqhSBes, (qpavt lhvra  
[B;] K.; ?repc+epdpeva ubv rh 70; 

Bhov 6fvy eir' ~ ~ ? r u p w f % v r a  r + v  r S v  
& u r i p w v  &?roT€hkuar qbbu~v. I n  

agreement with this, vide the ex- 
position ap. Plut. Plae. 1, 4, con- 
cerning which see p. 242, 2. 

Cf. p. 248, 2. 
This is also to h e  found in 

Stob. Eel. i. 490. Stobzus adds 
that  the crust is formed (chiefly) 
of hook-shaped atoms. Cf. Galen, 
c. 11, p. 267 X. 

"n reference to this, Metro- 
dorus the Democritean is censured 
ap. Plut. li'ac. Lun. 15, 3, p. 928, 
for representing the earth as sink- 
ing into its place by its own 
weight; the sun, on the contrary, 
as  pressed upward like a sheath 
by its own lightness, and the stars 
as moving like the scales of a 
balance., 
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forced through the ascending masses, and set in stormy 
whirling motion, they gradually dried, and the swift 
motion kindled them, and so the stars arose.' I n  a 
similar manner by the pressure of the winds and the 
influence of the stars the smaller particles were forced 
out of the earth ; these ran together as water into the 
hollows, and so the earth condensed into a firm mass,2 
a process which, according to the theory of Democritus, 
is still continually going on.3 I n  consequence of the 
earth's increasing mass and density, it attained its 
fixed place in the centre of the world, whereas in the 
l~eginning, when i t  was still small and light, it had 
moved hither and thither.4 

The notions of the Atomists respecting the universe 
are therefore tolerably in harmony with the ordinary 

1 Cf. on this point, besides the 
quotations just given, and i?f. note 
4, Hippol. i. 13:  7 0 2  62 rap '  4p ; v  
~ d u p o v  ~ ~ d r e p o v  r h v  y j j v  r L j v  & u r p w v  
yevdu8ai .  Diog. ix. 30 : rods  r e  
~ d u p o u s  y [ v r u 8 a i  u o u d r w v  t l s  r b  
K E V ~ V  6 p r i ~ r d v r ~ v  ~ a l  b h h ~ h o i s  
? ~ t ~ i r h s ~ o p ~ v w v .  &c r t  ~ j j s  K L P ~ ~ U E W S  

~ a r h  r h v  ai;Squiv airrLjv ylvsuBai 
r h v  r L j v  Bu7kpmv $duiv .  Ibzd. 3 3  : 
~ a l  r d v r a  +v r h  b u r p a  61b ~b  r d x o s  
r j j s  $ o ~ & s ,  r b v  81 i $ h ~ o v  Snb rL j v  
hu r ;owv  bKrupoiiu8a1, r 4 v  6;  ueh$vqv 
T O ;  r v p b s  Qh iyov  p ~ 7 a h a p ~ d v f l v .  
Theod. Car. Gr. A$. iv. 17, p. 59. 
Democritus, like Anaxagoras, re- 
garded the stars as masses of stone, 
which have been kindled by the 
revolution of the heavens. 

Plac. i. 4 : ~ o h h f s  61. %hqs 
&L r e p i e i h q p p i v q s  ;v rfi y$, r r u ~ v o u -  
u t v q s r e r a d r v s  K a r h  r h s  i ? ~ b  7 t h  
r v e v p d r w v  7~hvyb.s KU; r h ~  i n b  r 1 v  
h u r i p w v  a3pas (solar heat and the 

like), n p o u e 8 h i ~ t r o  n z s  6 ~ L K ~ O ~ E -  

phs u x q p a r r u p b s  r a d r q s  ~ a i  r + v  
6yphv $durv i y d v v a  ~ E U U ~ L K L ~ S  8; 
a8711 8 i a ~ s l p ; v l ~  K C C . T ~ @ ~ ~ E T O  r p b ~  
r o b s  KOLAOUS r6nous  ~ a i  8uvapCvous 
Xop j j ua l  T E  ~ a l  u r L [ a r  4 ~ai? a b ~ b  
r b  %Fop ~ ~ ~ u r h v  ~ K O L A U V E  r obs  ;TO- 

~e ipCvovs  r d ~ o u s .  This exposition, 
though primarily Epicurean, may, 
perhaps, in the last resort be 
referred to Democritus. This is 
probable, both on internal evidence 
and from a comparison with the 
theories about to be quoted. 

According to  Arist. iMeteor. 
ii. 3, 365 b, 9 ;  Alex. i~ h. 1. 95 a, 
b ; Olympiod. in, h. l. i. 278 sq. Id.. 
he supposed that the sea would in 
time dry up through evaporation. 

Pluc. iii. 13, 4: ~ a r '  i p x h s  
P i v  rhd [suOa i  r b v  y?v g q u i v  6 Aq -  
p d ~ p i r o s  6 id  r t  p r ~ ~ d r ~ r a  KU) K O U @ ~ -  
r q r a ,  ~ w v w 8 e ; u a v  62 r 4  xpdvy  ~ a i  
papuvBeiuav ~ a r a u r i j v a r .  
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opinion. Surrounded by a circular layer of tightly 
compressed atoms, i t  swims in the infinite Void ; l  its 
centre is the earth ; the space between the centre and 
the fixed external envelope is filled with air in which . 
the stars move.2 The earth, they agreed with the 
ancient physicists in supposing to be an exceedingly 
flat cylinder, which supports itself on the air by means 
of its breadth. The stars are, as already stated, bodies 
of a terrestrial nature, which have become heated by 
the revolution of the sky: like Anaxagoras, Democrilus 
asserted this particularly of the sun and moon : he also 
agreed with his predecessor in representing them both 
as of a considerable size ; and the moon as a kind of 
earth, for he recognised in its face the shadow of moun- 
t a i n ~ . ~  The statement that these two heavenly bodies 
had originally been, like the earth, the nucleus of other 

' A t  any rate we are told no- 
thing of a movement of the entire 
universe ; the Atomists seem to  
hare been of o p i n i o ~  that, through 
its circular motion, the tendency of 
weight in a downward direction 
would be overcome. 

2 Plac. iii. l 0  : A E ~ K I X P O S  r u p -  
a a v o r r s i j  [ r h v  ~ i j v ] ,  A ~ p d ~ p r r o s  8 ;  
8 r u ~ o e r 8 $  r @  a h d r ~ ~ ,  Ko~h'qw 8 2  
7 b  p l a o v .  The last clause does not 
mean, as I formerly supposed, that 
the earth is hollow, but that  it is 
depressed in the centre, and ele- 
vated towards the edge, cf. Schaefer, 
Astron. Geogr. d. Gr., Elenzb. 1873, 
p. 14 ; Arist. BB Cdo,  ii. 13, 294 
b, 13 : ' A v a E ~ p ; v q s  8 ;  ~ a l  ' A v a t a y d -  
pas  ~ a i  ~ q p d ~ p t ~ o s  r b  ~ h d r o s  a ' f r ~ o v  
€&a[ @ a u i  7 0 6  p d w ~ t v  a j r j j v .  0 6  ? h p  
~ d p v r r v  &AA' d ? r i r r w p a r i [ ~ i v  r b v  h d p a  
T ~ P  K ~ T D ' ~ E V  . . . 7 b ~  f i )  OLK &02178 
p ~ ~ a u ~ i j v a i  rdr rov  i ~ a v b v  i6'0dov r @  

K ~ T W ~ E Y  + P E ~ E ~ V ,  % U X E ~  r b  i w  ~ a i s  
K h ~ + d 8 p a r s  %wp, cf. p. 245, 2. 

Cic. Pm. i. 6, 20 : 801 Demo- 
crito maqfies videtur. Stob. Ec2. i. 
532 : [ r b v  i jh rov l  ~ ~ p d ~ p ~ r o s  pi i6pov 
3) ~ E i r p o v  ~ L ~ X U P O V ,  rporr+v 8; ~ I v E -  
u 0 a r  E)K r i j s  ~ e p ~ @ ~ p o d a q s  a 6 ~ b v  81~47- 
u r w s .  Ibid. 5 5 0 :  [ ~ b v  a r h j j u q v ]  
' A v a E a y d p a s  ~ a i  A ~ ~ ~ K ~ L T O S  U T C ~ ~ W -  

p a  ~ L & X U ~ O V ,  CXBV 2v k a u 7 4  a ~ 8 i a  
~ a l  bpq ~ a ;  @ d p u y y a s  (and in the 
same words, Theodor. Cz~r. Gr. Aff. 
iv. 21, 23). Ibid. 564, concerning 
the face of the moon. Cf. follow- 
ing note ; and as  to the light of the 
moon, pp. 230,3, and 2 4 8 , l .  When 
i t  is s a ~ d  in Diog. ix. 44, that  the 
sun and moon consist, like souls, 
of smooth and round atoms, i.e. of 
fire, this can only refer to the fire 
which was afterwards added ~o 
their earthly nucleus. 
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universes, and that the sun only subsequently became 
filled with fire,' when its circle grew larger, may be 
brought into connection with the rest of the Atomistic 
cosmology through the theory that the sun and moon, 
at  an earlier st,age of their formation, had been taken 
hold of by the masses circulating about the earth's 
nucleus, and so had become part of our univer~e.~ The 
opinion of Leucippus and Democritus concerning the 
order of the stars is variously given.3 Their orbits, 

Plut. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. i. 8, 
7 :  ijhlou 61: ~ a l  achSv~ls yivaulv 
@vac, ~ a r '  l61uv @dpeaOar ra3ra  
(namely a t  the time of their ge- 
nesis) pgGkrrw ronapdnav Zxovra 
Oepphv @4urv, pj6k p;Iv ~ a e d h o v  
Aaprpord~qv ,  roLvav~iov 6; QEw- 
porwpdvgv r1j nap1 7hv yCv @Crrer. 
yayovdvar yap Q K ~ T S P O V  TOGTWV npd- 
T E P O Y  &L ~ a r '  l6iav SrroBohQv rrva 
~du,uov, Sarcpov 6; p~yeOonoroupivov 
7 0 3  rrapi rbv jjhiov K ~ K A O U  Qvanoh7- 
+Oijvar Qv abr@ 7b &p. 

That the sunand moon should 
have originated in a different 
manner from the other heavenly 
bodies, might appear necessary on 
account of their size. The state- 
ment of Diogenes, that the sun, ac- 
cording to Leucippns, was kindled 
by the stars, quoted p. 248, 1, 
and no doubt connected with what 
has just been cited from Plntarch, 
seems also to show that the case 
of the sun and moon was peculiar. 

Vccording to Diog. ix. 33 
(concerning L~ncippus), the moon 
was nearest, and the sun farthest 
from the earth, the other stars 
being intermediate between them ; 
this reminds us of the statements 
quoted, Vol. I. p. 599, 2, concerning 
Parmenides. According to Plu- 
tarch, Plac. ii. 15, 3, reckoning 

from the earth, the moon came 
first, then Venus, the Sun, the 
other planets, the fixed stars. Ac- 
cording to Gitlen, H. Ph. 11, p. 
272 (also less fully, ap. Stob. Ecl. 
i. 508), they came in the follow- 
ing order : moon, sun, planets, 
fixed stars; according to Hippol. 
R~ftbt. i. 13, thus : moon, sun, 
fixed stars; the planets, the dis- 
tance of whicn, as  before noticed, 
was differently given by Demo- 
critus, seem to have been omitted 
through the negligence of the 
transcriber. According to Lucre- 
tius, v. 619 sqq. Democritus ex- 
plained the devia5on of the sun's 
course a t  the solstices by saying 
that each heavenly body followed 
the movement of the sky with less 
and less velocity, the nearer i t  
approached the earth: ideopue m- 
liwqui paulatim sobm cum posterio- 
ribus signis hferior multo puod 
sit, ptcam fervida signn (the signs 
of the Zodiac in which the sun is 
in summer, cf. v. 640) et magis hoe 
lanam. So that the sun is passed 
by the fixed stars, and the moon 
by a11 the hearenly bodies, and 
again overtaken; which gires the 
appearance of the sun and moon 
going in an opposite direction from 
the rest. The words ap. Plut. 
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those philosophers thought, were originally (before the 
inclination of the earth's axis) parallel to the earth's 
surface ; their motion consequently was a lateral revo- 
lution,' the direction being in all cases from east to 
west ; their velocity increased with the distance of the 
stars from the circumference of the universe, and there- 
fore the fixed stars outstrip the sun and the planets, 
and these again are swifter than the The fire 
of the stars, other writers say, they believed to be 
nourished by the vapours of the earth4 The theories 
of the Atomists on the inclination of the earth's axis,5 

TUC. Lun. 16, 10, p. 929 : " K R T ~  

maiOpqv, +qu; ~ q p d ~ p i ~ o s ,  i a ~ a p d v q  
7 0 6  ~ ~ J W T ~ [ O Y ~ O S  [4 U E A ' ~ V ~ ]  6T0hap- 
pdvsr ~ a i ' i 3 Q ~ s r a r  ~ b v  5hrov: do not 
affect the present question ; for 
K R T ~  u ~ d C p q v  does not mean ' close 
by,' but ' directly opposite ; ' 
properly, 'lying in a straight line.' 
as  we find ap. Simpl. De Calo, 226 
a, 20 (Schol. 502 b, 2 9 ) ;  Seneca, 
Qu. Nut. vii. 3, says : Demowitus 
puoqzce . . . suspicari se uit plurea 
esse stollas, pure czbwnnt, sed nec 
mumerum illccrum posuit necnon~ina, 
no?~du?n comprehensis puinque side- 
rtbm mcrsibz~e; but it does not follow 
from this that Democritus did not 
allow the ngmher of the planets 
to have been five Seneca's mean- 
ing appears to have been this : 'At 
that  time the five planets had not 
only been long universally known 
in the eastern lands visited by our 
philosopher, but they had also 
been admitted into the astronomi- 
cal system of the Pythagoreans.' 
Moreover the title of a treatise: 
arp l  r 1 v  T A u u ~ T &  (Diog. ix. 46) 
is against the supposition. What 
Democritus really said was proba- 
bly this, that besides the five 

known planets, there might be 
others; which Seneca heard at 
third hand, and misunderstoud. 

' This seems probable, from 
their theory, shortly to be men- 
tioned, of the inclination of the 
'earth, and from the corresponding 
statements of Anaximenes, Anaxa- 
goras and Diogenes, with whom the 
Atomists in their ideas about the 
form and position of the earth are 
entirely agreed. 

"In:. Plnc. ii. 16, 1. 
S Lucr. l. c. p. 250, 3. 

According to Enstath. in Od. 
xii. p. 1713, 14  Rom. Democritus 
explained Ambrosia the food of the 
Gods, in reference to the nourish- 
ment of the sun by vapours. 

According to Plutarch, Plac. 
iii. 12, they supposed that t,he 
earth inclined towards the south, 
which Leucippus explained by the 
lesser density ofthewarmerregions, 
and Democritus by the weakness 
qf the southern part of the mpr-  
E X O V  : the opinion of both philoso- 
phers is no doubt the same: the 
warmer part of the universe filled 
with lighter and more movabie 
atoms offers less resistance to the 
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on solar and lunar eclipses,' on the light of the stars 
and the milky way: on  comet^,^ and on the great 
cosmical year: can be only briefly mentioned in this 
place. Democritus in regard to most of these points 
agrees with Anaxagoras. Some other astronomical 
observations which are ascribed to this philosopher we 
may be allowed to pass over in silence, and in respect 
to the few further theories he is said to have held 

pressure of the earth's disc, and 
therefore i t  inclines to that side. 
I n  that case i t  is difficult to see 
why the water does not all run 
towards the south, and overflow 
the southern countries. Cf. the 
theories of Anaxagoras and Dio- 
genes on the same subject (Vol. I. 
p. 293, 4) ; also the following note. 

According to Diog. ix. 33, 
Leucippus had taught Z ~ h s h s r v  
3ht0v K U ~  a e h ~ v q r  7@ ~ ~ ~ h f b e a l  7hv 
y?v rpbs,aeoqpl3piav, which is mean- 
~ngless. The words, T$ K E K ~ ~ U ~ U ~ ,  

&C., as  is shown by what follows, 
must originally have stood in the 
same connection as the passage 
just quoted from the Placita ; and 
other reasons must have been as- 
signed for the solar and lunar 
eclipses. But i t  is possible that 
Diogenes may himself be responsi- 
ble for the conft~sion. 

"emocritus thought t,hemilky 
way was composed of many small 
stars in close proximity; in regard 
to its peculiar light, he supposed 
with Anaxagoras that the other 
stars were enlightened by the sun, 
and that we see in them, not their 
own, but the sun's light reflected ; 
whereas the stars of the milky 
way lie in the shadow of the earth, 
and consequently shine by their 

own light. Arist. Meteor. i. 8, 
345 a,  25, and his expressions are 
repeated by Alex. in h. 1. 81 h ;  
Olympiodorus, in h. l. p. 15 a ; i. 
200 Id. ;  Stob. &l. i. 576: Plut. 
Plac. iii. 1 , 8  ; Macrob. Xomn. Scip. 
i. 15 ; see also Ideler, ad Meteorol. 
i. 410, 414. 

Democritus, like Anaxagoras, 
supposed the comets to be a col- 
lection of severai planets, so near 
t,o one another, that  their light 
was united. Arist. 1MEteor. i. 6, 
342 b, 27, 343 b, 25;  Alrx. in h. 1. 
p. 78 a, 79 b ; Olympiodorus, in. 
h. l. i. 177 Id.; Plut. Plac, iii. 2, 
3 ; cf. Sen. Qu. Nat. vii. l1 ; Schol. 
in Arat. Dioseirn. 1091 (359). 

Democritus assigned to this 
great year, 82 ordinary years and 
28 intercalary months (Cens. Di. 
Nat. 18, 8 ) ;  that  is, he supposed 
that in this time the difference be- 
tween the solar and lunar year was 
equalised; 82 solar years being 
equal to 1012 (= 12 X 82 + 28), 
which gives nearly 293 days for 
each lunar month, if the solar year 
be reckoned a t  365 days. 

Cf. Mullach, 231-235; ibid. 
142 sqq. on Democritus's astrono- 
mical, mathematical, and geogra- 
phical writings, of which, however, 
we know little except the titles. 
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relating to the sphere of inorganic nature, a bare 
enumeration must suffice.' 

111. 00rganic Nature. Man : his kmozoledge and his actions. 

The enquiries of Democritus in regard to organic 
beings included not only animals, but plants; he was, 
however, chiefly occupied with mankind2 From a ~ h i l o -  
sophic point of view, his anthropology alone is worthy 

He supposed that  earthquakes 
were caused by the action of sub- 
te r r~neau  water and currents of air 
(Arist. 1Meteor. ii. 7, 365 b, l ; this 
is repeated by Alex. in h. l. Sen. 
Naf. Q%. vi 20) ; thunder, light- 
ning, and hot blasts ( x p v u ~ l p )  he 
tries, ingeniously enough (ap. Stob. 
i. 594), to explain by means of the 
nature of the clouds which engen- 
der them ; and the various effects 
of lightninp, ap. Plut. Qu. Gonv. 
iv. 2, 4, 3 (Democr. Fr. Phys. ll), 
he accounts for by saying that some 
bodies oEer resistance to it,  while 
others allow it to pass through. 
Wind arises when many atoms are 
pressed together in the air into a 
small space : when they have room 
to spread, there is a calm. The 
overflowings of theNile he explains 
thus : When the snow melts in the 
northern mountains, the evapora- 
tions are carried by the north wind 
of the latter part of the summer 
towards the south, and fall in the 
Ethiopian mountains (Diod. i. 39 ; 
Athen. ii. 86 d ;  R u t .  Plac. iv. 1, 
4 ; Schol. Apollo*. Rhod. in Argon. 
iv. 269). Sea-water, he supposed, 
like Empedocles, to contain sweet 
water as well as salt, and that the 
fiqhes were nourished by i t  (Blian. 
H. Anim. ix. 64). Of the magnet 
we have already spoken, p. 230, 1. 

The rules about the weather must 
also be referred to Dernocritus, ap. 
Mullach, 231 sqq. 238 (Frapn. 
Philos. i. 368 sq.), so far as they 
may be considered a t  all genuine ; 
on the other hand, what is ascribed 
to him, ibid. 238, 239 sq. (Fmqnz. 
i. 372 sq.), concerning the finding 
of springs, out of the Geoponica, 
cannot belong to him ; as the De- 
mocritean Geoponica (on whicb, cf. 
Meyer. Gcsch. d. Botamik. i. 16 sq.) 
are wholly spurious. 

The list of his writings, ap. 
Diog. ix. 46 sq., mentions : al~iar  
~ s p l  uxeppd~wv ~ a )  +UTBV ~ a l  
K U ~ T B V ,  al~lar xepl [$wv yr. aepl 
avepdxou + ; U ~ O S  4 ...P: a a p ~ b s  B', 
xspl voJ, T .  aZu~$arov; also the 
books rep: xv,uBv and xspl xpotv 
partly belong to the same category. 
Baclrhuisen T.Brinck, in Philologus, 
viii. 414 sqq., has collected from 
the spurious letter of Democritus 
to Hippocrates rep1 qdaros BvOpL- 
xov, and other sources, the pro- 
bable fragments of the treatise 
xepl b v O p d ~ o ~  qdu~os. In this trea- 
tise perhaps the words may have 
stood which are censured by Sext. 
Math. pii. 265; Pyrrh. ii. 23, but 
which cannot of course have been 
intended as an actual definition : 
Lvepoadr 2urrv a T ~ V T E E  I~~EY.  
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of attention; such of his observations on plants1 and 
animals as have been handed down to us consist merely 
of isolated remarks arid conjectures. Even his theories 
on generation and the development of the fetus: on 

Plants, the empty channels of about hares in Mullach, 254, 103 
which run straight, grow more (Fragm. Philos. i. 377, 13 from 
quickly, but last a shorter time, Geopon. xix. 4) is clearly not his. 
because the nutritive substances, According to Plutarch's Pla- 
though circulating more swiftly cite, he supposed that the seed is 
through all their parts, are also secreted from all parts of the body 
carried off more swiftly, Theophr. (v. 3, 6, cf. Arist. Gen. Amim. iv. i. 
Caus.Pla?zt. i.8,2; ii. l1,17. What 764 a, 6 ;  i. 17, 721 b, 11 ; Philop. 
is quoted by Mullach, p. 248 sqq. Gen. Anim. 81 b ;  Censor. Di. Nut. 
(Fvngm. i. 375 sq.), from the Geo- c. 5, 2), and that i t  is found in 
pomica concerning various agricul. women, and also an organ con- 
tura! growths, cannot be certainly nected with i t :  he seems to have 
traced to Uemocritus. Cf. previous distinguished its visible consti- 
note. Concerning the soul of plants, tuents from the atoms of fire or 
vide iqfra. soul concealed in them. (Pluc. v. 

The passages collected by 4, 1, 3 : further particulars result 
ilIullach, 226 sqq. (Fragm. i. from his doctrine of t,he soul.) 
366 sq.) from Xlian's History of The continuance of t.he fetus in 
Animals relate to the following the maternal body causes its body 
subjects: that  the lion does not to resemble that  of the mother 
csme into the world blind, like (Arist. Gen. Anim, ii. 4, 740 a, 35, 
other animals; that fishes feed whose statement is amplified by 
llpon the sweet portions of the sea- Philoponus, cld h. l. 48 b, obviously 
water; concerning the productive- on his own authority and not on 
ness of dogs snd swine, the nn- that of Den~ocritus). The process of 
fruitfulness of mules (cf. also Arist. formation begins with the navel, 
Ge?z,. Anim. ii. 8,  747 a, 25, para- which retains the fetus in the 
phrased in his usnal'manner by uterus (Fr. Phys. 10, vide zqqfra); 
Philop. ad h. 1. 58 b), and the at  the same time, howerer, the 
origin of these hybrids ; on the coldness of the air assists in closing 
formation of stags' horns ; on the the maternal body more firmly, 
differences of bodily structure be- and in keeping the fetus in repose 
twken oxen and bulls; on the ab- (Elian,  H. Aphim. xii. 17). The 
sence of horns in bulls. To external .parts of the body, espe- 
Delnoeritus nlay likewise be re- cially (according to  Cens. Di. Nut. 
ferred the observations, ap. Arist. 6, 1) the head and the stomach, are 
Part. Anim. iii. 4,  665 a, 31 on the formed previously to the internal 
entrails of bloodless animals ; Gen. (Arist. l. c. 740 a, 13. Philopo- 
Aqzinz. v. 788 b, 9 (Philop. ad h. l. nus asserts, no doubt quite arbi- 
119 a), on the structure of teeth ; trarily, and on no other evidence 
Hist. Anim. ix. 39, 623 a, 30, on than this passage, that, according 
the webs of spiders. The statement to Democritus, p;1 f)v 73 ~apG;a 
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which the ancient physicists were so prone to speculate, 
are not of a kind to demand our particular attention. 
We may mention, however, that in agreement with 
several of his predecessors he represented men and: 
animals as arising from terrestrial slime.' l 

Man, on account of his bodily structure and form, is I 
to Democritus an object of the highest admirationS2j 
I n  his description of the human body he not merely 
attempts to describe its parts according to t,heir position 
and nature with as much exactitude as the then state 
of these enquiries allowed, but he praises t,heir utility 
and importance for the life of man with such fervour 
that, is spite of his general tendency to a purely me- 
chanical explanat'ion of nature, he approaches the tele- 
ology which has always been chiefly con~zected with the 
study of organic life, and-which even then, in the person 
of Socrates, had begun a successful conflict wit.11 the 
efvar 711 ~ ~ E T T L K S V  KU; T O L ~ T L K $ Y  and Diovenes, indicates rnquirieq 
Gh~ap~v, Bhh' 2 ~ 7 6 s ) .  The sex of about anbimals ; for i t  refers to the 
the child depends on the relative cotyledons which are absent in the 
proportions of the paternal and human body. 
maternal seed, emanating from the ' This is primarily asserted of 
sexual organs (Arist. I. c. 764 a, 6, men by Censorinus, Di. hbt .  4, 9 ; 
whose observations are enlarged and his statement is placed beyond 
upon by Philoponus, 81 b, doubt- question by the analogy of the 
less more accurately than by Cen- Epicurean doctrine. The same 
sorinus, Di. Nat. 6, 5 ;  similariy appeitrs to be intended in the 
Parmenides, vide Vol. I. p. 601,4). mutilated and imperfect notice in 
Abortions are caused by super- Galen, Hist. Phil. c. 35, p. 335. 
fcetation (Arist. l. c. i ~ .  4, 769 b, According to Fulgentius, 
and following him, Philop. 90 b). Myth. iii. 7, he praised theancients, 

' The child gets its nourishment referring to Homer, 11. ii. 478, for 
t,hrough the mouth, even in the assigning the various parts of the 
womb, by sucking a part of the human body Do different gods-the 
u t ~ r u s  corresponding with the teats head to Zeus, the eyes to Pallas, 
(Plac. v. 16, 1 ; cf. Arist. Gem. An. &c. According to David, EcRoZ. in 
ii. 7, 746 a, 10). The last-men- Arist. 14  b, 12, he called man a 
tioned theory, which Censorinus p t ~ p b r  ~6upos. 
(l. c. 6, 3) also att,ributes to Hippo Cf. B. Ten Brinck, l. c. 
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naturalism of the ancient physics. The fortress of the 
body is given in charge to the brain, which is the lord of 
the whole, to whom the power of thought is entrusted ; 
the heart is called the queen, the nurse of anger, and is 
armed with a coat of mail against attacks ; in regard 
to the organs of the senses and of speech, it is shown 
how suitable they are for their functions, &c.2 Demo- 
critus, indeed, never says that they are so fashioned for 
definite ends with design and set purpose; he does 
not actually proceed teleologically, but as he traces the 
r e s ~ ~ l t  not to a fortuitous concurrence of circumstances 
but to nature as Unity,4 which does nothing without 
reason and necessitg,5 he approaches as nearly to the 
teleology which he despises as is possible from his own 
point of views6 

The soul on the hypotheses of the Atomistic doc- 
trine can only be conceived as corporeal, but its material 
snbstance must be of a kind to explain its peculiar na- 
ture. This, according to Democritus, lies in animating 

Cf. p. 258, 2. 8 e 8 ~ ~ r o h P y r l . r a r .  
2 Cf. in respect to the organs Vide szcpra, p. 237 sq. 

of sense the words which are quoted This is not, however, carried 
by Heracleides (ap. Porph. in Piol. to such an extent that we need 
Harm. (in Wnllisii Opp. Math. T.) doubt his being the author of the 
ii. p. 215 : (4 &KO+) ~ ~ 8 o ~ e i o v p C 0 w v  above description. We find the 
o 3 c a  &vet r + v  +wv+v &yyeLou 8 i~v1.  same theory in Plutarch's quota- 
3 8 ~  ?&p E I C T K P ~ V E ~ U ~  ~ a i  d v p ~ i .  tion, De Am. Prol. c. 3, p. 495 ; cf. 

Cf. Arist. l ) e  Respir. 4 (wafra, Fort. Rom. c. 2, p. 317 : d y b p  
p. 259, 2). I n  the words T.  +h<. l p + a h b s  ?rprjrov Qv p$rp?lur (&S 
bv8p. l. c. No. 2 8 :  i j  8;  b u h p a r o s  + v a t  A T J ~ ~ K ~ L T O S )  rEy~vpqfldhrov 
;v p ~ ~ o i c r  +hurs d[&rev[e a a v r d -  udhov ~ a i  ' rhdvqs ; p @ h ~ r a t ,  ?re?upa 
p o p q a  u n h d y x v w v  y i v e a ,  i t  is pos- ~ a l  Kh?pa 74 ytvo,u(vy ~ a p n 4  ~ a l  
sible that &dparos may belong to p6AAovrr. We shall see in the 
the supreme worker ; if indeed we course of this chapter that Demo- 
ought not to substitute bdparos. critus had na difficulty in combin- 

Vide previous note, and No. ing with his materialism the re- 
26 : ~UYvqrov h b  + A E ~ ~ ~ W Y  T E  K U ~  cognition of the spiritual in nature 
vehpwv a h i y p a  . . . @Glrros 8 x 0  and in man. 
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and motive force: the soul is that which effects the 
movement of living beings. But this i t  can only do 
if i t  is itself in constant motion, for the mechanical 
motion, which alone is recognised by the Atomists, can 
only be produced by what is moved. The soul must 
therefore consist of the most movable substance-of 
h e ,  smooth, and round atoms-in other words, of fire.1 I 
And the same results from the second chief quality of 
the soul, which appears side by side with its vivifying 
force-the power of thought, for thought likewise is a 
motioa2 These fiery particles were consistently supposed 
by Democritus to be diffused throughout the whole 
body; the body is animated in all its parts because 

P. 234. ?j $ux i ) ] .  +uxhv  $V ybP ~zvayal r a h ~ b  
2 Arist. Ue An. i. 2, 403 b, 29 : ~ a >  v o w ,  r o G r o  8' E S V ~ L  r B w  r p d r ~ v  

$ a s :  y a p  &ror ~ a i  s p d r w s  +vx+v ~ a l  b6rarpCrwv s w p d r w v ,  I C L V ~ ~ I K ~ Y  

~ G a r  r b  KIVOGV. o i q t l i v r ~ s  82 r b  p+ 62 81B p ~ ~ p o p i p ~ l a v  KQ] r b  ux+pa.  
K I V O ~ ~ E V O Y  a h b  h v 8 f x t s t l a ~  K I V E ? ~  r i v  62 s ~ q p d r w v  E h ~ 1 v ~ r d r a r 0 v  r b  
~ ( T E ~ O Y ,  r G v  K I V O V ~ ; V W Y  r~ r h v  +UX+ a $ a ~ p 0 ~ 1 6 2 ~  h i y e t .  rotoU^rou [scil. 
hn fha f l ov  &a[ .  aee2 A q p d ~ p t r o s  ~ i i ~ 1 u q r d r a r o v ]  8' E ~ V U I  r b v  VOGV Kai 
p2v r G p  7 1  KU: f kPpdv  $ q s ~ u  a h r h v  r b  rGp.  Cf. Ibid. c. 4, 5, 409 a, 10 
€>a[. cixelpwv y B p  i l v rwv  s x r l p d ~ w v  b, 7, and the following notes, espe- 
~ a l  8 r d p w v  r b  o$arpo~r6? r i p  ~ a :  cially p. 259, 2. That Democritus 
q u x h v  ~ i y a l ,  o?ov dv r$ a ip r  78 regarded the soul as  composed of 
KahodpEva t 6 u p a r a ,  etc. (vide p. warm and fiery substances, and of 
225) d,uo[ws 62 ~ a l  A ~ d K ~ r r o s .  smooth and round atoms, is as- 
r o d r w v  62 TB  s@arpoer6+ +uxhv ,  812 serted by many writers, e.g. Cic. 
r b  p d h r o r a  3rd a a v r b s  8hvauBar 61a- 5"ls.s~. i. 11, 22 ; 18, 42 ;  Diog. ix. 
Gbvsrv r o b s  ro1odrous ( i) l~upobs (this 44 ; R u t .  Plac. iv. 8, 4 (Stob. i. 
expression, with which cf. p. 223, 796, the same thing is asserted of 
1, seems to show that Aristotle Leucippus). Nemesius, Nat. Hum. 
is not merely advancing his own c. 2, p. 28, explains the round 
opinions, but quoting from Demo- atoms which form the soul as  'fire 
critus) ~ a !  ~ ~ v e i v  7 2  A O L T ~  K I Y O ~ ~ E Y ~  and air,' and Macrobius, Somn. i. 
~ a l  ahrc l ,  S a o ~ a p f l d v o v r e s  r h v  q u x h v  14 ,  as ' Spiritus; ' but these are in- 
 bar r b  r a p d x o v  r o i s  [Gors r h v  accuracies, resulting perhaps from 
K [ u ~ ~ u ~ v .  Ibid. 405 a, 8 : A q p d ~ p r r o s  a confusion with Epicurus's doc- 
62 s a l  y ~ a + v p w ~ r d p w s  ~ i p $ ~ e v d a o @ q -  trine of the soul; or from Demo- 
v d p ~ v o s  8rB rLr r o d r w v  [SC. 7 0 6  K I V ~  eritus's theory of the breath, men- 
~ L K O ~  ~ a l  ~ V W P I U ~ L K O G ]  O K ~ T E P O U  [SC. tioned infra. 

VOL. 11. S 
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there are atoms in all, which, according to their nature, 
are involved in perpetual motion and also move t,hat 
which surrounds them: l indeed, he goes so far as to say 
that there is a soul-atom between every pair of bocly- 
atoms.2 But this does not mean that the movement of 
the atoms must be the same in all parts of the body; 
on the contrary, according to Democritus, the various 
faculties of the soul have their seat in different parts 
of the body: thought in the brain, anger in the heart, 
desire in the liver.3 ViThen, therefore, later authors 
assert that he assigned the whole body to the irrational 
part of the soul as its abode: and the brain or the heart 
to the rational part, the statement, though not wholly 
to be discarded, is only partially c ~ r r e c t . ~  On account 

1 Arist. De Am. i. 3, 406 b, l 5  : 
ivror 8; ~ a l  K L V E ~ V  @ a ~ \ l  r j jv  + u X $ ~  
r b  u d p a  dv 4 du~Lv &S a6711 ~ r v e ? r a ~ ,  
ohv  Agpd~prros . . . ~ ~ v o u p ~ v a s  rvdp 
cpgur rhs b8larp6rous ucpalpas 8r& r b  
xs@u~lvar  pg86xore ~ ~ V F L Y  UUPE-  
@ ~ A K E L V  ~ a l  K L Y F ~ U  r b  u d p a  &v, 
which Aristotle compares to the 
fancy of Philippus the comic port, 
that  Dzdalus gave motion to his 
statues by pouring quicksilver 
into them. Henceat the beginning 
of c. 5 he says: efmp ?idp E ) ~ r r v  4 
$vX+ i v  x a v ~ ;  r @  aluOavopt'vw CL- 
parr .  We find the same, probably 
quoted from Aristotle, in  Iambl. 
ap. Stob. i 024, andmore concisely 
in Sext. Math. vii. 340; cf. Macrob. 

Adpositn, alternis varinre ac nectere 
membra. 

Lucretius thought that the atoms 
of the body were much more nu- 
merous than those of the soul ; and 
that the latter were therefore dis- 
tributed a t  wider intervals than 
Democritus supposed. 

I n  this sense Democrifns, x .  
bvOpLxou cpharos, Fr. 6, calls the 
brain cpliha~a Gravo'r'7ls ; B. 15 the 
heart BaurAls 6py$s ~ ~ O q v d s  ; Fr. 
17 the liver, E'xrOuplgs afrrov. 

Plut. P l a ~ .  iv. 4, 3 : Aqp6- 
~prros ,  ' E X ~ K O U ~ O S ,  81pep$ r h v  $U- 

X ~ Y ,  rb p i v  A O Y I K ~ V  FXOUUOV dv r @  
OLpa~r  ~aOr8pvp6vov, r b  8' &AOYOV 
K ~ O '  8Anv rhv  U ~ Y K O I U ~ V  TO$ uhuaros 

l. c. 8rsurapp~vo;. fhkod. Clcr. G;. A$. 
Llicret. iii. 370 :- v. 22, p. 73 : ' In?ro~pdrgs p&v yhp 

Illud i n  his rebzcs ?cepunpuam sztmere KU; Agpd~prros  KU: n h d ~ w v  dv +KC- 
possis, -ro$ro [ r b  4 y ~ p o v l ~ b v ]  i8phaOar 

Dernocriti auod scincta viri sententiu ~ l p 6 ~ a a r v .  
posit, The Plncila manifestly con- 

Corpo~isatqueanimiprimo~dia,si~z- fuse the doctrine of Democritus 
gztla priuis with that of Epicurusl(on wh:ch, 
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of the fineness and mobility of the soul's atoms, there 
is danger lest they should be forced out of the body 
by the air that surrounds us. Against this danger 
Democritus says we are protected by our inspiration, 
t,he importance of which lies in its constantly intro- 
ducing new fiery and vital matter into the body; this 
in part replaces the soul-atoms that pass off; and also 
and chiefly hinders by its counter current those which 
are in the body from gaining egress; thus enabling 
them to resist the pressure of the onter air. If the 
breath is impeded, and if this resistance is in c,onse- 
quence overcome by the force of the air, the internal 
fire wastes away and death is the r e s ~ l t . ~  As, however, 
cf. Par t  III. a., 386, second edition). rorohrwv dv r @  bvanveiv. K W A ~ E I Y  

I n  Theodoretus the conception of ?hp abrh ~ a 1  r h  dvundpxovra E'v rois 
the $yspovr~bv, a t  any rate, is inter- [dots E'KKp[vE(~eal, uuvavefP~ovra  r b  
polated. uuvdyov ~ a l  .~nlyvdov. ~ a l  @v 6; &S 

1 That expiration also helps &v 86vwvrar r o i r o  rroreiv. Similarly 
towards this purpose is clear from De Respir. c. 4 : A q p d ~ p r ~ o s  F 871 
Arist. De An. i. 2 (following note); pkv :K 7% Bvarrvo4s ~upBa:ver rr 
for the exit of older fiery particles rois &vaxv;ovur Aiyer, q d u ~ w v  K W -  

corresponds to the entrance of new. hhsrv i~Oh[BeaOar r h v  J/uxfiv. 05 
This is said more definitely, hut pdvror 7' As r o h r o ~  y' & E K ~  T O L ~ U ~ -  

no doubt only on the authority of aav racro r;lv pdurv ob8lv eYppgaev. 
the passage in Aristotle, by Philop. ,b'Aws ?hp Sa?rep ~ a l  oi dhhor p u a l ~ ~ )  
De Am. H ,  15 ; Simpl. DB An. 6 a, ~ a \ l  ozror oh8kv l i ~ ~ e r a r  rijs r o l a h ~ ~ ~  - 
and the scholia on m. &vanvofs ;  airias. A6ysr 6' As 4 +uX)I Ka> rb 
Simpl. De Am. 165 b. Oeppbv rabrbv r h  rrpira uxfipara 

2 Aristotle, DC As. i. 2, con- r i v  u@arpoe~8iv. ~uy~prvof iCvwv 03" 
tinues : 61b ~ a >  ro3 @v b'pov € h i  a b 7 & ~  37th r o i  mepriXovros ~ K B A [ B o ~ -  
r3/v b v a ~ v o ~ v '  ( ~ ~ v d y o v r o s  yhp r o l  ror BohOe~av y b ~ a e a r  r ) I v  bvarrvo+y 
~ e ~ i i x o v r o s  r h  udpara  (Philop. ad. @ s u l v  ( v  ybp r+ bbpr aoAhv bpr- 
h. l. B, 15, in xgrceinent with the Bpb: ebar rrjv rorohrwv, h ~ a h e i  
lltomistic presuppositions, aesigns d~ecvor volv KU) + I J X ~ V  bva~v6ovro. 
as a reason for this, the coldness 01% ~ a l  E ~ U ~ ~ V T O S  r u l  hdPos U U V E ~ U L ~ V -  

of the rreprfxov ; cf. also Arist. De r a  ~ a i r a  ~ a l  bvsfpyovra rjlv BAi$rv 
Rrspir. C. 4, 472 a, 30) : K U )  E'Kehl- ~whherv  r)Iv dvoi7uav dv rois r&ulr 
pov.ros r i v  u , y q p d ~ w v  r h  ~ a p d x o v r a  8ri'dvur q v x 6 v .  KU: 81h roi7ro 2" 76 
TOTS [dors rjlv ~fvpgurv 81h r b  pqL?1B) bvarrveiv Ka) h~nveiv  ebar r b  ($v Kal 
abrh +pepeiv pq86~07e ,  B o f i ~ e l a ~  b b ~ e v $ ~ K € l v .  8rav y h p  apart r b  as-  
yvetreal Ohpa8ev E'rrerud~rwv bhhwv pr6xov a~,vOhipo~ ~ a l  p q ~ Q r r  edPaeev 

S 2 
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the fire is not extinguished instantaneously, i t  may also 
happen that vital action may be restored when part of 
the soul's substance has been lost. I n  this way sleep is 
explained; in that case only a few fiery particles have 
left the body.' The same process more completely car- 
ried out produces the phenomenon of apparent death.2 

~lurbv  61vqrar bvefpyerv, p+ GvvapL- 
vou &va~veiv ,  r d r ~  u u p ~ a L v e ~ v  rbv  
tkivarov 707s (dois  EZVUL yBp 7 b v  
Odvarov r h v  rt jv rorod~wv U X ~ ~ ~ T W V  

;K 70; udparos bt08ov i K  r f l s  70;  

rrepiLxoc,ros Z K O A ~ ~ E W S .  Why all 
creatures die however, and what is 
the cause of respiration, Democri- 
tus did not say. 

1 Thus much seems to result 
from the theories of the Epicu- 
reans concerning sleep (Lucret. ir. 
91 3 sqq.). 

2 Cf. on this point the fragment 
of Proclus's commentary on the 
tenth book of the Republic, which 
was first communicated by Alex. 
Morus on Ev. Joh. 11,39,  p. 341 ; 
and first corrected by Wyttenbach 
ad Plut. de s. Num. Vind. 563 B 
(Animadverss. ii. 1, 201 sq.) ; and 
Mullach, Demow. 115 sqq. De- 
mocritus had written a treatise on' 
the apparently dead, a subject 
much discussed in  antiquity (vide 
the writers just mentioned, and 
what is quoted, p. 120, n., on the 
person brought to life by Empedo- 
cles when apparently dead) ; and 
also a treatise, ?rep: rOv ;v $ 8 0 ~ ~  
in which. as Proclus says, he en- 
p i r e d  r d s  rbv  dnoOavdvra r r d ~ r v  
bvaBiGva~ 6 u v a ~ d v ;  but the only 
answer is that i t  is possible the 
person was not really dead. To 
these enquiries about the resusci- 
tation of the dead, the graceful 
fable seems to refer which Julian 
(Epist. 37, p. 413 Spanh., printed 

in Mullach, 45) relates, of course 
from older writers ; namely, that 
Democritus, to comfort King Darius 
for the death of his wife, told him 
that, in order to recall her to  life, 
i t  was only necessary to write upon 
her grave the names of three men 
who were free from sorrow (Lucian, 
Denzon. 25, relates the same thing 
of Demonax). Pliny may perhaps 
have been thinking of this story 
when he says (H. N. vii. 55, 189) : 
reuiviscendi prolnissa a Democrito 
vanitns, qui non revkit ipse ; but i t  
is also possible that these words 
may allude to a passage in Demo- 
critus's treatises on magic, from 
which Pliny, ignorant of criticism 
as he is, quotes only this much ; 
and that Julian's anecdote, which 
gives a moral turn to the supposed 
magic, may likewise have reference 
to a statement that Democritus 
could raise the dead, or had left 
instructions how to do it. At any 
rate, the passage in Pliny is con- 
cerned only with magical arts, 
which the imagination of later 
fabricators has ascribed to the 
naturalist of Abdera ; and not with 
the doctrine of immortality, which 
Is altogether irrecoucileable wit.h 
his point of view. Even the words. 
qui non revixit ipse, which would 
be meaningless as applied to ano- 
ther life, show this: RGthis, there- 
fore, entirely mistaken (Gesch. d. 
Abendl. Phil. i. 362,433),  and so is 
Bracker (Hist. Crit. Phil. i. 1195), 
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If, however, death has really taken place, and the atoms 
of which the soul is composed are completely separated 
from the body, it is impossible that they can ever 
return to it, or that they can maintain themselves in 
combination outside the body.' 

Democritus, therefore, does not deny that there is a 
difference between soul arid body, nor that the soul is 
superior to the body. The soul with him is the essen- 
tial in man, the body is only the vessel of the soul,2 and 
he admonishes us for this reason to bestow more care on 
the latter than on the former ; he declares corporeal 
beauty apart from understanding to be something 
animal; * he says the glory of animals consists in 
bodily excellences,5 that of man in moral; he seeks 
the abode of happiness in the soul, the highest good in 
a right disposition ; G he makes the son1 answerable for 

whom he follows, in his inference 
that  Democritus was an adherent 
of the Persian doctrine of the 
resurrection. 

This lies so entirely in the na- 
ture of the subject that we scarcely 
require the testimony of Iambli- 
chus ap. Stob. Eel. i. 924 ; Lactan- 
tius, Inst. vii. 7 ;  Theodoretus, 
Cur. Gr. A$. v. 24, p. 7 3  ; and the 
Plncita, iv. 7, 3, to disprove the 
belief of Democritus in immor- 
tal i ty;  more especially as i t  is 
nowhere stated that  Epicurus dif- 
fered from him in this respect; 
and, considering the great import- 
ance ascribed by Epicurus to the 
denial of immortality, the venera- 
tion with which he and his school 
regarded Democritns seems to ex- 
clude any disagreement between 
them on this subject. Democr~tus 
thus expresses himself, ap. Stob. 

Floril. 120, 20 : iwror O v q r i j s  @duros 
8 t b h u u ~ w   oh^ ~ 1 8 6 ~ ~ s  ~ Y ~ ~ W T O I ,  EUYFI-  
8 6 u r  6 ;  7 2 s  dW r @  fliy KaKOfpa'ypO- 
udvqs ,  7bw 7 i j s  P ~ o r i j s  X p d w ~ v  2w 
r a p a x f j u r  ~ a l  @dporar  r a h a r ~ w p d -  
ouur,  ~ E L G E ~  ~ e p l  7 0 6  p e r &  r h w  T E -  

A e u r h w  p u 0 o ~ h a a r ~ o w r ~ s  x p d v o v .  
The obscure statement in the 
Placitn, v. 25, 4, that Leucippus 
referred death to the body only, 
cannot be taken into account. 

~ K ~ ~ W O S  is a common designa- 
tion for the body with Democritus, 
FT. i i r .  6, 22, 127. 128. 210. 

V r .  Mor. 128 : bwOpdaorur Bp- 
pd8row q u x i j s  p l h h o v  +) a d p a r o s  
?rorieuOai h d y o w .  p;w y b p  
T E A F W T ~ ~ V  U K ~ W E O S  p 0 ~ 0 ~ p L q w  dp%oi,  
u ~ f i v e o s  6; i u x b s  dvsu A o y r u p o 6  
+ u x + ~  038dw r r  b p ~ L w w  ~ L 0 q u r .  

Ibzd. 129. 
Ibzd. 127. 

"7.1, &c. Further details iirf. 
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the injury it causes to the body; l he cantrasts the 
endowments of the soul as divine with those of the 
body which are merely human; he is even said to have 
reckoned the intellect of man among the di~ini t ies .~ 
This, however, presents no contradiction to the mate- 
rialism of the Atomistic philosophy, if we place our- 
selves at its own point of view. The soul is something 
corporeal, like all other things ; but since the corporeal 
substances are as various as the form and composition 
of the atoms of which they consist, i t  is also possible 
that one substance may have qualities which belong to 
no other; and if the sphere be regarded as t,he most 
perfect shape, Dernocritus may alsohave held that that 
which is composed of the finest spherical atoms, fire, or 
the soul, exceeds all else in worth. Spirit is to him, as 
to other materialists: the most perfect body. 

From this connection of ideas, we can now see in 
what sense Democritus could assert that soul or spirit 
dwells in all things, and that tliis soul, distributed 
throughout the whole universe, is the Deity. As he 
identifies reason with the soul, and the soul with the 

Plut. Utr. Alz. a?, CV. S. lib. 
(Pht .  Pragrn. l), c. 2, p. 695 W., 
Democrit~~s says that.if the body 
a~raigned the soul for abuse and 
ill-treatment, the soul would be 
condemned. 

Ibid. 6 : 6 rb +uxijr byaeb 
B P e 6 p ~ ~ ~ ~  rb O E L ~ T F ~ U ,  d 8b 7 6  
U K ~ ~ Y E O S ,  T ~ Y € ' ~ W ? T ~ & .  

Cic. N. D. i. 12, 29: D B ~ I O -  
critw pz~ i  turn imagines . . . ,in 
Deorunz nurnero rdert . . . tum 
sciemtiam intelli.qentiamque nostram. 
We are justified in regarding this 
statement as historical eridence ; 

for though Philodemus, whom 
Cicero here follows, is apt  to dis- 
tort the opinions of the ancient 
thinkers, yet there is generally 
some basis of fact underlying his 
assertions : he reckons among the 
gods of a philosopher all that that  
philosopher describes as divine, 
even in the widest sense. Demo- 
critus, however, may well have 
called vocs Osius, and in a certain 
sense B E ~ S  also. 

For example, Heracleitus, 
the Stoics, &c. 
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warm and fiery substance, he must necessarily find in 
all things exactly as much soul and reason as he finds 
light and warmth. He therefore considers that in the 
air much sot11 and reason is distributed : how other- 
wise could we inhale from it. soul and reason ? l He 
also ascribed life to  plant^,^ and even in corpses he 
probably thought there remained a portion of vital heat 
and ~ensation.~ This warm and animate element he 
seems to have described as the Divine in things: and 
so it may well have been said in the later form of ex- 
pression that he regarded the Deity as the World-soul 
and Reason, formed out of round atoms of fire.5 Such 

' Aristotle, in  the passage 62 irrl yi~poi? yoipav Zxerv svv6uews). 
quoted, De Respir. c. 4 : 2v yhp T @  The thing, however, i s  not quite 
&dpi rrohbv bpi0pbv s2vai rrjv roiod- beyond question: Cicero says, Tzcsc. 
rwv, & Kah~i  t l ~ ~ i v o s  voGv ~a lJIux4v .  i. 34, 82 : ~zum igitzlr aliyz~is dolor 
Theophr. DC Senszc, 53 : 8uy 2p- aut omni%o post mortem se?aszcs i n  
JIuxdr~pos 6 h40. corpore est ? ncmo id pz~ident dicit, 

2 Plut. Qu. Nat. 1, 1, p. 9 11 : etsi Denzoc~ih~n% insimulat Epicurzas : 
(@ov ybp Zyyeiov rb  +urbv tTvai oi Democritici negant. According to 
rep1 II~drwva KU; 'AvaEaydpav K U ;  this passage i t  would seem that  the 
A q p d ~ ~ r r u v  ofovrai. PS.-Arist. De statement of Democritus was either 
Pla7zt. C. 1, 815 b, 16 : 6 62 'Avata- limited to the time before the corpse 
ydpas ~ a l  6 A ~ y d ~ ~ r r o s  ~ a l  6 'Ep- becomes completely cold, or that  he 
as6o~h$s ~ a l  vo7v ~ a )  yvrjurv ~27ruv ascribed to thedeitd an infinitesimal 
ZXELW r h  @U&. portion of soul, but neither con- 

Plut. Plrrc. iv. 4, 4:  6 62 sciousness nor feeling. 
~ q y d ~ p ~ r o s  rdvra fis~dxeiv @qul Cic. N. D. i. 43, 120: tunz 
$vxls  rroiZs ~ a l  r h  v e ~ p b  rBv uwpd- principia rnepzitis p u ~  sunt i n  eode7n 
rwv .  6idrr bsl Gca@avis rrvos tJcppo7 .zcniuerso Deos esse dicit. Thesepcin- 
~ a l  a1utJqr1~oij p ~ r ; ~ e r ,  roi) WAE~OUOS cipia nza7rtis are manifestly what 
Granvsop6vou. Joh. Damasc. Parnll. Aristoth means in  the passage just 
S. ii. 25,40. Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. quoted-the fine and round atoms. 
iv. 236 : Aqyd~p .  r h  v e ~ p h  rrjv Cf. on this point, p. 262, 2 ; 
uwpdrov aiotJdvtu8ar. Similarly, 263, 1. 
Alexander i n  Topica, 13 (also Par- Stob. Eel. i. 56 ; Plut. Plac. 
menides, vide Vol. I. p. 602). I n  i. 7, 13, ap. Eus. PT. E u .  xiv. 16, 
accordance with this last passage, 6 ; Galen, H. Ph. c. 8, p. 251, whose 
Philippson changes " yr~p07 " into imperfect. text Krische (Forsch. i. 
" U E K ~ O ~ ~ , "  ap. Theophr. De Sensu. 157) rightly refers to the more 
71 : ($qrri [Aqpd~p . ]  yLveu0a1 y&v complete passage, ap. Cyrill. c. Jul. 
Z~aurov ~ a i  d v a ~  ~ a r '  bh$tJeiav, /6iws i. 4 : voiv yhv yhp eEbar rbv Oebv 
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language is, however, inaccurate and misleading, for 
when Democritns speaks of the Divine, he means not only 
no personal being, but no one being a t  all ; not a soul, 
but merely the substance of souls,l fiery atoms, which 
produce life and motion, and where they are congregated 
in larger masses, reason also ; this is very different from 
the one force that moves the Universe, in the sense of 
Anaxagoras's voGs or Plato's world-soul.2 Other writers 
therefore, who deny that he held the theory of a spirit 
forming the world and a Divinity r ~ ~ l i n g  it, are more in 
accordance with the truth. The spiritual from his point 
of view is not the power above matter collectively; i t  is 
a part of matter ; the only motive force is gravity and 
the sole reason why the soul is the most movable of all 
things, and the cause of motion, is that the substances. 
of which i t  consists are on account of their size and 
shape the most easily moved by pressure and impact. 
The doctrine of spirit did not result from the general 
necessity of a deeper principle for the explanation of 
nature; i t  primarily refers only t,o the activity of hu- 
man souls ; and though analogues of these are sought 
in nature, yet the statements of Democritus concerning 
spirit differ from the corresponding statements of Anaxa- 
goras and Heracleitus and even of Diogenes. The point 
of difference is this: that he considers spirit, not as the 
power forming the world, but only as one substance side 
by side with others ; here his doctrine is less advanced 
than that of Empedocles, which in many respects it 
much resembles ; for Empedocles maintains the ration- 
; u x u p ; ~ e r a ~  ~ a ;  abrbs, rrh;lv ;v r u p l  ' Princirpin meatis, as Cicero 
u+a1po~r6oi, ~ a i  aLrbw ~2wai r + v  roii rightly says, ZLpxal voepai. 
~ d u p o u  +uxfiv. ' Vide sup. p. 239, 3. 
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ality which he attributes to all things to be an internal 
quality of the elements; Democritus on the contrary 
represents it as a phenomenon resulting from the mathe- 
matical construction of certain atoms in their relation 
to the others ; l sensation and conscionsness are merely 
a consequence of the mobility of those atoms.2 

Of the faculties of the soul Democritus seems to 
have bestowed most attention on those of cognition; 
at any rate, tradition tells us of his  attempt,^ to explain 
these a.nd no others. According to what we have seen 
of his theories, he co~ild only start, generally speaking, 
from the presupposition that all presentations consist of 
corporeal processe~.~ In  particular he explained the 
perceptions of sense as well as thought. The former he 
derived from the changes which are produced in us by 
means of external impressions ; and since every opera- 

' Whether this is a defect or, spirit, and are only to be under- 
as Lange, Gesch. d. Mat. i. 20, be- stood in this connection. 
lieves, a merit in the theory of Stob. Exc. e Joh. Damase. i i .  
Democritus, or whether i t  may 25, 12 (Stob. Flwil. ed. Mein. iv. 
perhaps be both, the logical de- 233) : Achrtr~nos, Anpo~pdrqs  ( - 6 ~ ~ r -  
relopment of a one-sided point of 70s) r&s alaOhasis ~ a i  7hr vo4usis 
view, I need not here enquire. It 6repoi~af rs  frval 70;  u ~ p a r o s .  
is a11 the less necessary sinceLange Arist. Mefc~ph. iv. 5 ,  1009 b, 
has acknowledged the substantial 12, of Democritus and others: 6rB 
correctness of my representation; r b  Saohap~dvelv 9pBvnulv r h v  
hut he at  the same time remarks : aTuOqaiv, radrqv 6' sbar bAho[wurv, 
' The want in all materialism is r b  @aivdpevov ~ a ~ h  7;7v aTuOqaw b t  
this : that i t  ends with i ts  expla- h v d y ~ q s  &A778ks ~ b a f  qaurv. Theoph. 
nation of phenomena where the DC Sp,nwc, 49: A q p d ~ p r ~ o s  8;. . . 
highest problems of philosophy ~4 bAAoro~uBar a o r d r b  aic8dv~uOar. 
begin.' Theophrastus goes on to observe, in 

This may also explain why reference to the unanswered ques- 
the theories of Democritus on the tion of Democritus-whether each 
spiritual in nature are here men- sense perceives what is like itself 
tioned for the first time : his inter- or what is unlike, that this may 
prett~tion of nature did not require admit of a double answer : so far 
these theories; they resulted from as the sense-perception is a change, 
his contemplation of the human i t  must proceed from what is hete- 



266 THE ATOMISTIC PHILOSOI'HY. 

tion of one body upon another is conditioned by touch, 
it may be said that he represented all sensation as con- 
tact,l and all the senses as various kinds of touch.2 This 
contact, however, is not merely direct contact, i t  is more 
or less the result of the emanations without which the 
interaction of things on each other wonld be inexplicable. 
As these emanations penetrate through the organs of 
sense into the body, and spread through all its parts, 
there arises the presentation of things, sensible percep- 
t i ~ n . ~  But in order that this result should be attained, 
on the one hand there must be a certain strength in 
the impression, a certain amount of permeating atoms ; 
and on the other, their material constitution must cor- 

rogeneous, so f a  as like can only 
affect like (sup. p. 221,2),from what 
is homogeneous. Cf. p. 267, 2. 

l Vide sup. p. 230. 
Arist. De Sensu, c. 4, 4-12 a,  

29 : A ~ ~ ~ K P L T O S  82 ~ a l  of ~ A E ~ U T O L  

TGV ( P U ~ I O A ~ ~ W I J ,  8uor ~ 4 ~ o v u r  rep)  
a luBf iue~s ,  &rorcL7a76v T L  aorolurv. 
r d v ~ a  yhp 7 8  a i u f l q ~ h  B n ~ b  rorolurv. 
~ a k o r  ei OYTW 7067' ZXFL, Fijhov &S 
~ a i  T& 6hhwv a;uOfiuewv i ~ d u r q  
6@fi 71s durfv. 

Theophr. De Sensu, 54: 670- 
r o v  Fh ~ a ;  r b  p+ pdvov TOTS 8ppaurv 
&AA& ~ a l  ~y 6 h h y  uc6pa.r~ pera8~8d- 
var 7 4 s  ~ ~ U O ~ U E W S .  (Pqui y8p 6th 
~ 0 ~ 7 0  ~ e v d r q 7 a  KU> 5ypdrqra C X E L V  
8eiv rbv  d(PflaApbv, b' h m h i o v  
F l x q ~ a r  ~ a l  T$ 6 h h o  u b p a ~ r  rapa- 
8186 5 5 :  in hearing, the agi- 
tated air penetrates through the 
whole body, but especially through 
the ear, 8 ~ a v  6; E)v~bs ~ k v q ~ a i ,  
u ~ ~ 8 v a u B a r  61B ~b ~ d x o s .  This is 
further explained by what follows. 
g 57: b ~ o r o v  6; wai 61' b v  ( 6 ~ .  62 
r b  Srov, better: 67. F Q  ~ a l  Y8rov) 
HUT& &v 7 b  uGpa T ~ V  qdpov €lbl&val 

~ a i  8rav Eiuihep 618 7 5 s  &KO?S 8ra- 
xeiu0ar ~ a r h  r i v ,  %urep 08 ~ a i s  
b ~ o a i s  &AA' ;hy T$ udparr 
afuOqurv 08uav. 08 yhp ei wai u11p- 
rduxer Tr T$ &KO$, 6rh TOGTO ~ a l  
alufldvrrar. rduars y d p  [sc. ra is  
atuB~ueur] 7067d ye 6poLws rote? 
wal 03 pdvov ~ a i s  a ia f l~uearv ,  &AA& 
K ~ L  T$ +UXP His opinion in re- 
gard to the other senses has not 
been transmitted to us, but i t  is 
clear from. the above quotation 
that  he assumed, not merely in 
smell and taste, but also in the 
perceptions of touch, the entrance 
of emanations into the body ; since 
he could only explain sensation as 
a contact of the whole soul with 
outer things. For the sensation of 
warmth seems also to result from 
the nature of this contact. 

Vide szbpra, p. 231, 2 ; 233, l ; 
Theophr. D e  Senszs, 55. The tones 
penetrate indeed through the whole 
body, but in greatest numbers 
through the ears, 6rb ~ a i  ~ a ~ h  pkv 
r b  6 ~ x 0  u S p a  obw aluBdveu6'ar, 
rarS~p 6B pdvov. 
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respond to that of the organs of sense ; for as like can 
only work upon like,' so our senses can only be con- 
cerned with what is like them ; we perceive each thing, 
as Empedocles taught, with that part of our nature 
which is akin to it.2 If, therefore, Democritus believed 
that much is perceptible which is not perceived by us, 
because i t  is not adapted to our senses; and admitted 
the possibility that other beings might have senses 
which are wanting to i t  was quite consistent with 
his other presuppositions. 

' Vide sz~p., p. 221, 2. 
Theophr. De Seasu, 50. TVe 

see when the eyes are damp, the 
cornea thin and firm, the internal 
tissues porous, the channels of the 
eyes straight and dry: K R ~  ~,LKJIO- 

u x q p o v o i ~ v  [sc. o i  6+OaApo>] r o i s  
b n o r v n o v p l v o r s .  Sext. Math. vii. 
116 : naharb .  y d p  r r s ,  i s  r p o ~ i n o v ,  
&VW~?EV napb. TOTS @ U ( T I K O ~ S  K U A ~ E T ~ ~  

6 d t a  r e p i  r o C  r h  Z p o r a  r r j v  b o l w v  
e b a r  y v w p ~ u r l ~ d .  ~ a i  r a d r q s  &305e 
,&V KR; A ~ , U ~ K P L T O S  K ~ K o p l l r k ~ a l  7b.s 
~ a p a p v O l a s ,  namely in the passage 
given on p. 244, 1. That the pas- 
sage really stood in this connection 
is established by Plnt. Plac. iv. 
19, 3, where an extract from i t  is  
introduced with the words : A 7 p 6 -  
~ p r r o s  ~ a 2  7 8 8  b ( p a  @ q u ) v  fir dporo- 
u X $ p o v a  O p d n r ~ u O a r  u h p a r a  ~ a i  u o y -  
~ a A r u 8 E i u 6 a r  s o i s  i K  7 5 s  +wvi js  
O p a h a p a u r .  (cf. inf. p. 269) " K0AOlbs 
yhp r a p b .  ~ o h o r b v  i~c lver , "  etc. On 
the principle that  like is known 
by like, vide Arist. De An. i. 2, 
405 b, 12 :  those who define the 
nature of the soul by i ts  intellec- 
tual faculty, make it one of the 
elements. or bomething composed 
of several elements: h ~ y o v r e s  r a -  
p a r h q u l o s  & A h ? j A o ~ s  r h + v  dv6s 

(Anaxagoras) + a d  ?&p y r v r j u ~ s -  
uOar r b  b'porov r @  dpo[rp. 

Stob. Exc. e Joh. Dnmasc. ii. 
25, 16 (Stob. Floril. ed. Nein. ir. 
033) : A q p d ~ p l r O s  T h s i o u s  E&RL 

r h s  a l u O $ u ~ r s  ~ r j v  a i u O q r G v ,  r4 62 
p +  b v a h o y ~ [ ~ r v  r h  ar 'uOqrh  r @  x h h -  
Oer ~ a v O c i v c r v .  That this state- 
ment, which in its present form 
is so strange, originally had the 
meaning assumed in the text, is of 
course merely a couject~we. 

Plnt. Plac. ir. 10, 3 (Galen, 
c. 24, S. 303): A q p 6 ~ p r r o s  ~ A Q ~ O U S  
sivar a?uOhuers r e p >  rb.  & h o y a  c @ a  
K R ~  (1. 5, as Gal. has) ?rep: r o b s  
Oeobs KRL uo@ods. This, as i t  stands, 
can only be an inference drawn by 
some opponent, and not Deniocri- 
tus's oan  assertion ; but i t  clearly 
shows us what Democritus really 
said. He must have asserted that 
animals might have senses which 
vere wanting in other creatures, 
and from this an adversary, pro- 
bably a Stoic, deduces the conse- 
quence, which seems to him ridicu- 
lous, that a knowledge is ascribed 
to irrational natures, which is not 
possessed by the highest intellec- 
tual natures-gods and wise men. 
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As to the several senses, we hear of no peculiar 
views as held by Democritus except in regard to sight 
and hearing. The rest are discussed by him indeed, 
but beyond the general theories noticed above, he does 
not appear to have advanced anything essentially new 
with respect to them.' He explained the perceptions 
of sight, as Empedocles did, by the hypothesis that 
emanations fly off from visible things which retain the 
form of the things ; these images are reflected in the 
eye, and are thence diffused throughout the whole 
body ; thus arises vision. But as the space between the 
objects and our eyes is filled with air, the images that 
fly off from things cannot themselves reach our eyes ; 
what does so is the air which is moved by the images 
as they stream forth, and receives an impression of 
them. Therefore it is that the clearness of the percep- 
tion decreases with distance, but as a t  the same time 
emanations are going out from our eyes, the image of 
the object is also modified by these.3 Thus i t  is very 

Theophr. De Sensu, 49 : rep:  
; K ~ U T ? / S  8' $87 r G v  bv p g p ~ t  [aIuOh- 
uewv] a s l p l ~ a r  ALyetv. 57 : K U ~  

rep1 p&v ~;+EWS ~ a i  B K O ~ ~ S  O ~ ~ W S  

bao8l6wur. r b s  G' t ihhas a iuO~uets  
ux t6bv  dpolas a o t ~ i  r o i s  ~ A e ~ r r r o l s .  
The short statements on the sense 
of smell, l .  c. 82, and De Odor. 
64 contain nothing particular. Cf. 
p. 232, 3. 

Ef8mAa, as they are usually 
called (Diog. ix. 47 mentions a 
treatise by Democritus rep1 ei8B- 
Awv). According to the Etymol. 
Mugn., sub voce f i s l~eha ,  Democri- 
tus himself made use of this word, 
and in that case we ought, no 
doubt, to substitute " ~ E L K E A U "  for 

8eiv, instead of " 8fvv," as Mullach 
thinks (and with this a 3 r b  agrees), 
in Simpl. Phys. 73 b (Democr. Fr. 
P@. 6 ) :  A q p d ~ p i r o s  &v O ~ S  p v u t  
'. 6 e i v  bab aavrbs  Bao~pfveaOai 
aavroiwv ~ / 8 k v , "  a S r  6; ~ a :  h b  
r i v o ~  a i r las  p+ A&~EL, h o t ~ e v  &ab 
r a ~ r o p & o v  K U ~  rbx?/s yevvpfv ~ 3 r d .  

The above is deduced from 
Arist. Ds Sensu, c. 2,  435 a, 5 : 
A ? ~ ~ ~ K P I ~ O S  G' a r t  pkv 86wp e?val 
pqu t  [ r h v  br+tv] A d y ~ l  KahGs, 871 8' 
oferat r b  6ppfv eivar r h v  Zp+aulv 
(the reflection of objects in the  
eye), 03 Kahrjs. roGro pkv ybp  cup- 
j3alvel, a r t  r b  Sppa hciov, etc. r b  
p i v  o8v r h v  b$tv eTva1 %Bares bhqtlks 
p iv ,  06 p L v r o ~  u~pj3alvet  ~b 6pgv 5 



evident that our sight does not represent .things as they 
are in themselves.' The explanation of hearing and 
sounds is the same.2 Sound is a stream of atoms pass- 
ing from the resonant body, which sets in motion the 
air that lies before it. In this stream of atoms, and in 
the air which is moved by it, atoms of like form, ac- 
cording to a lam noticed above, come t~ge the r .~  When 
these reach the atoms of the soul, sensations of hearing 

v"6wp, bhh'  5 Gra+av;s. Alex. in h. r$ ohpav$ E Y ~ .  We find a less 
l. 97 a ; Theophr. De &en.su, 50 : exact statement in Plut. Plac. iv. 
dp4v pkv oBv r o r s i  rij E'p+ducr ' r a h -  13, 1 (cf. Mullach, p. 402) : seeing 
r v v  8' i6;ws h i y r r  r h v  yhp Zp@aurv arises, according to Lenrippus, 
0 6 ~  s38bs E'v 75 ~ d p ? l  yLvetr0ar, &AA& Democritus and Epicurus : ~ a r '  
rbv8E'pa r b v  pssa@ T ~ S  o'rl/rws ~ a l r o v ^  c168hwv ~ 1 a ~ ~ I u e r s  Kal ~ a r d  r r v o v  
dpopivou rvrroiu0ar ,  u ~ u r ~ h h d p ~ v o v  8 ~ r i v o v  r f u ~ p r u r v  p ~ r h  r1/v ~ p b s  r b  
S T ~  7 0 6  6 p o p d v o ~  ~ a l  70; 6pLjvros . S B O K E ~ ~ E ~ O ~  Zvu+raurv r d h t v  6 ~ 0 -  
( 8 n a v r o s  y h p  &l yi,euOal r i v a  d r o p -  urpr+ovoBv ~ p b s  r h v  brl/rv. How 
PO$".) Zrrr i ra  r o 6 r o v  u r ~ p r b v  OYvra the eye, in the opinion of Dema- 
~ a l  b h h d x p o v  2p+aIvsu8ai 707s 6 p -  critus, ought to be formed in order 
paurv Sypuis. ~ a l  r b  p;v n v ~ v b v  06 to see well we have already found, 
6 4 x ~ u B a r  ~b 6' Sypbv 6;Zvar .  Theo- p. 267,2. We are told that he also 
phrastus repeats the same state- explained the reflections of mirrors 
ments afterwards (in 5 51, where, on the theory of ~ i 6 w A a ;  videPlut. 
however, " r u n o i p r v o v "  is to be Plac. iv. 14, 2, parall. Cf. Lucret. 
read for " T V K ~ O ~ ~ ~ E ~ O V " ) ,  in his dis- iv. 141 sqq. 
cussion of this theory, and adds to ' Vide p. 231. 
them what is quoted on p. 266, &c. Theophr. l. c. 55-57; cf. . 
In  support of his theory on images, 53 ; Piut. Plac. iv. l 9  ; Gell. N. 
Democritus appeals to the visible A. v. 15, 8 ; Mullach, 342 sqq.; 
image of the object in the eye Burchard, Democr. Phil. de Sens. 
(Alex. l. C.) : the fact that we can- 12 ; cf. p. 266, 3 ; 267. 2. 
not see in the dark he explains, Vide p. 244, 1. By means of 
according to Theophrastus, 5 55, this conception Democritus, as  i t  
by the supposition that the sun seems, sought to explain the rela- 
must condense the air before i t  tions and musical properties of 
can retain the images. Why he tones which he discusses in the 
did not imagiue that these images treat'ise m. fiu0pGv ~ a l  I;ppov[Ts 
themselves entered the eye, instead (Diog. ix. 48). A tone, he might 
of their impression on the air, we say, is so much the purer the more 
can see from the notice, ap. Adst. homogeneous are the atoms in the 
De A ~ L .  i. 7, 419 a, 15: 06 y h p  flux of which it consists, and the 
Kah6s r o 6 r o  h t y r r  A v p d ~ p i r o s ,  old- smaller these atoms are, the more 
prvcs, E; y6vorro K E Y ~ Y  r b  p e ~ a t b ,  acute is the tone. 
6 p i u 0 a i  Bv b ~ p r p l j s  ~ a l  ~i pt5ppqE E'v 
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are the result. But  although sounds enter through 
the whole body, we only hear with our ears, for this 
organ is so constructed that i t  absorbs the largest mass 
of sounds and affords i t  the quickest passage, whereas 
the other parts of the body admit too few to be per- 
ceptible to us.' 

Thought has the  same origin as perception. That 
which perceives, and that  which thinks, is one and the 
same.% Perception and thought are both material 
changes of the soul's body? and both are occasioned, like 
every other change, by external irnpres~ions.~ If this 

1 From this point of view, the 
phvsiological conditions of an acute 
sense of hearing are  inrestigated 
ap. Theophr. $ 56. 

2 Arist. De Am. i. 2, 404 a, 27 : 
;KE;VOS [ A q p d ~ ~ i r o s ]  p&v 'ybp &TAGS 
ra3rbv J/vX+v ~ a l  voGv r b  ?hp 
h ~ q O & s  ~ T v a i  r b  cpaivdpcvov (cf. p. 
272) 6rb Kah& xoriiuai rbv 

"Opvpov (in whom, however, this 
?S not to be found concerning 
Hector ; vide the commentators 
on this passage, and on Metuph. iv. 
5, and Mullach, 346) : &S " E ~ r w p  
K E ~ '  bhAocppovEwv. oh 8;1 xpjjrai  
v@ &S Bvvd,uei rrv> xspl r1/v &h+Osra~, 
&AA& ra3rb  h i y ~ r  J /vx$v  ~ a l  volv. 
Ibid. 405 a, 8, sup. 257, 2 ; iMetaph. 
iv. 5, 1009 b, 28 (infm, 271, 1 ) ;  
Philop. De Am. A,  16 o, B, 16 ; 
Iambl. ap. Stob. Ekl. i. 880 :. oi 62 
xspl ~ q p d ~ p i r o v  x d v r a  r b  E ~ V  rLjv 
Gvvdp~wv els r h v  o3uLav ahrFjs [ri is  
+vx+sJ ovvdyovuiv. To this belongs 
what is ascribed to Denlocritus in  
the traditional :ext of Stob. Floril. 
116,45 : but instead of Democritus 
we should doubtless read A v p o ~ h -  
6ovs (vide Heimsoth. Demncr. de 
An. Doctr. p. 3), for the words are 
j, Herod. iii. 134, who puts them 

into the mouth of Atossa, a ~ d  in- 
directly of Democedes. 

Stob. cf. &,S. p. 271, l ; Arist. 
Melaph. iv. 5 ; Theophr. De Semszc, 
72 : &AA& rep1 p i v  ro t rwv  Z O ~ K E  
[ A v p d ~ ~ . ]  U U Y ~ K O ~ O U ~ ~ K ~ V ~ ~  70% 
noroiurv 8hws r b  I # ~ O V E ~ V  ~ a r h  r h v  
;i~hor'wuiv, ijxep durlv bpxarordrv 
FdEa. xdvres  ?bp oi nahaio: ~ a l  oi 
xoiqra'l ~u.1 uoI#o~ ~ a r b  r h v  6ldOtbrv 
bxo6r6daur r b  cppov~iv. Cf. Arist. 
De An. iii. 3, 427 a, 21 : oi' y e  
bpxa7oor r b  cppoveiv ~ a l  r b  aiuOdveu8ar 
ra;rbv t?vai I#aurv, for which, to- 
gether with Empedocles' verses 
quoted p. 169, 2, Homer, Od. s ~ i i i .  
135, is 'quoted, perhaps from De- 
mocritns, with the observation : 
X ~ V T E S  yhp oSror wotiv uwpar i~b l i  
b u x s p  r b  aluOdveuOai GnoAapBd- 
vovgiv. Cf. the following note. 

Cic. Fin. i. 6, 21 : (Bemoeriti 
sunt) atomi, iname, imagines, pue 
idola aominalzt, quorum Ccursione 
non solum viclcamus, sed etiam 
cogitemus. Plut. Plac. iv. 8, 3 ; 
Stob. Floril. iv. 233 Mein. ; No. 
18, Leucippus, Democritus and 
Epicurus : r h v  al'uQqaiv Kal r h v  
vdqaiv ylveoOai ~IGrShwv FY(w0rv 
xpourdv~wv, pqBevl ybp < ~ i / 3 d h h e ~ v  
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movement is of such a kind that the soul is placed by 
i t  in the proper temperature, i t  will apprehend objects 
rightly, and thought is healthy ; but if, on the contrary, 
i t  is unduly heated or chilled by the movement im- 
parted to it, it imagines false things, and thought is 
diseased.' Though i t  is difficult to see, upon this 
theory, how thought is distinguished from sensible 
percepti~n,~ Democritus is very far from ascribing the 
same value to them. He calls sensible perception the 
p s 6 ~ r 6 p a v  x w p l s  7 0 7  ? r p o u ~ l ~ r o v r o s  vhovra, b s  qpcvo3vras pkv ~ a l  rob9 
~ i 8 d h o v .  Cf. Democr. ap. Sext. ?rapa@povo~vras,  bhh' 0 6  ~ a 6 r d .  
iMath. vii. 136 (supra, p. 231, 3). Brandis (Rhein. Mus. 11. 

1 Theophr. b .  c. 58 : ?repi 6; 7 0 7  Xiebuhr u7zd Brandis, iii. 139, GP.- 
q o o v ~ i v  i v ~ l  ~ o u 0 3 r o v  E Y P ~ K E Y ,  a r t  R6m. Phil, i. 334) supposes a n  
y b ~ r a ~  u ~ p p Q r ~ ~ s  E ) x o ~ u ~ ~ s  7 6 s  ' u~~mittelbares A~nez~wden der 
Jluxijs T ~ V  KLY~ULY.  Zbv 8 ;  Afome und des Leeren' (a direct 
~ t ~ ; 8 ~ ~ p 6 ~  71s 9 ? r ~ p ~ $ v x p o s  y i v n r a r ,  intuition of the atoms and the 
p ~ r a h h d r r ~ r v  @cf .  8 tdrr  xa i  r o b s  void), but i t  is difficult to see how, 
~ a h a r o b s  K ~ A S S  ~ 0 6 0 '  6?rohaa~iv ,  according to Democritus's presnp- 
2 u r i v  & h h o @ p o v ~ i v .  ZUTE ( p a v ~ p b v  positions, the atoms and t,he void 
3 r r  K ~ ~ U E L  r o i l  uL5paros T O L E ~  7b could act upon our s o d s  otherwise 
qpoveiv. Instead of the words than in the things compounded 
p ~ r B  7.  ~ [ v q u ~ v ,  Ritter, i. 620, of them, nor how these things 
would substitute " ~ a r h  r ~ v ~ p ~ a r v . "  could act upon our souls except 
I had myself thought of ~ a r B  r h v  through the senses. Nor does 
KLVVULV.  But i t  now appears to me Johnson's att,empted explanation 
that the traditional text, also re- (p. 18 sq. of the treatise mentioned 
tained by Wimmer, is in order, p. 208, 1) enlighten me. Ritter's 
and that Theophrastus intends to proposal (Gesch. d. Phib. i. 620) i s  
say: the qpovr iv  (the right judg- better: viz. to identify clear or 
ment of things, in contradistinc- rational knowledge with the sym- 
rion to  B h h o q p o v ~ ~ v ) g a i n s  entrance metrical state of the son1 (ride 
when the condition of the soul pro- previous note); only in that. case we 
dnced by the movement in the must assume whatisnerer ascribed 
organs of sense is a symmetrical to Democritus, and in itself seems 
condition. This statement of Theo- highly unlikely, that in his opinion 
phrastus is elucidated by the cita- every sensible perception disturbed 
tions on p. 270, 2, and also by the symmetry of the soul. It 
Arist. Metaph. iv. 5 ,  1009 b, 28: seems to me most probable that  
q a a i  6 ;  x a l  r b v  "Opqpov r a 6 r v v  Democritus never tried to establish 
; x o v r a  +akeuBar  7 1 v  6d&av ( that  psychologically the superioriby of 

. all presentations are equally true), thought to  sensible perception. 
871 Z T O ~ ~ U E  r b v  " E K T O ~ U ,  b s  ;$a.;?) Vide Brandis, Gesch. d. Entw. 
dnb r ? s  ~ h q y ? s ,  ~ ~ i d a r  khhoqpo-  i. 145. 
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dark, and the rational perception alone the true ; the 
real constitution of things is hidden from our senses ; 
all that they show us belongs to the uncertain phe- 
nomenon; our intellect only discovers, what is too 
subtle for the senses, the true essence of things, atoms 
and the v0id.l Though we must start from what is 
manifest in order to know what is hidden, i t  is thought 
alone which can really unfold to us this knowledge." 
If, therefore, Aristotle athributes to Democritus the 
opinion that the sensible perception as such is true: 
the statement is founded merely on his own inferences ; 4 

because the Atomistic philosophy did not distinguish 
between the faculty of perception and that of thought, 
therefore Aristotle concludes that it can have made no 
distinction between them in respect of their truth.5 I t  

l Authorities hare already been k ~ $ O ~ t a v  seems to belong to this 
given, p. 219, 3 ; 225, 3. See also connection, only no doubt the text 
Cic. Acad. ii. 23, 73. Later writers is corrupt: yLvsuOar $v perhaps 
have so exprrssed this as to assert arose out of ( r b )  rparvdpevov, and 
that Democritns ascribed reality to k a u r o v  may be a mistake for 
the intelligible alone (Sext. Math. '' ~ K ~ U T W . ' '  
viii. 6 )  and dellied sensible pheno- As he himself indicates in the 
mena, which he maintained existed passage from the Metaph.ysics: 
not in actuality but only in our 65 B v d - y ~ ~ s  is to be connected not 
opinion (Ibid. vii. 135). with eivac but with +aul, so that 

2 Sext,. MnLh. vii. 140 : ~ c d r r ~ o s  the meaning is : 'because they hold 
68 rpia ~ a ;  ahrbv ZAqzv ~ i v a r  ~ p r -  thought to be the same as sensa- 
r $ p [ a .  ri js  P&V 7 t h  ~ ~ $ A W V  Kara- tion, they must necessarily declare 
A$$EWS C& ( ~ a l v d p ~ v a ,  &S +surv the sensible phenomenon to be 
' ~ v a ~ a - y d ~ a s , b v  d d  T O ~ ~ ~ A ~ ~ ~ K ~ L ~ O S  true.' 
2rarvei {~;ls$ueor 68 rhv  Zvvorav. That such procedure is not 
aipt'oews Fi ~ a l  +uyijr 7h ndev. The unusual with Aristotle may be seen 
' criteria' must here be laid, as well from numerous examples. The 
as the whola expositioc, to the ac- very passage in  Metaph. iv. 5 
connt of the narrator. contains only inferences of this 

Gen. et Corr. i. 2 (nzlp. 219, 2); kind upon which he founds his 
De An. i. 2 (s t~p.  270, 2 j  ; Metaph. complaint against some of the 
iv. 5 ( sup .  266, 4). Likewise natural philosophers, thitt t,hey 
Theophr. De Sr~~su,  71 (sup. 263,3). deny the law of contradiction. We 
yLvcu8a~ $v i ~ a u ~ o v  ~ a ;  ~ b a c  ~ a r '  have, therefore, no ground for the 
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is impossible, however, that Democritus could arrive 
at  that conclusion without contradicting the fundamen- 
tal conceptions of his system ; for if things in reality 
consist only of atoms which our senses do not perceive, 
the senses plainly do not instruct us concerning the 
true nature of things ; and if Democritus, like Parme- 
nides and Empedocles, declared Becoming and Decay 
to be unthinkable, he could not escape the conclusion of 
those philosophers, that perception deceives us with 
the appearance of Becoming and Decay, nor could he 
maintain the opposite assertions attributed to him by 
Aristotle. He himself tells us indeed quite distinotly 
how far he is from so doing. It would have been no 
less impossible for him to admit these further conclu- 
sions : viz., that if sensation as such be true, all sensations 
must be true ; consequently if the senses in different 

theory (Papencordt 60, Mullach themselves (rb ?zhsO;s, De An. and 
415)  that Democritus altered his Gel&. et Corr.) even more decidedly 
opinion on thls point, and discarded than by the interconnection of the 
the evidence of the senses which a t  passages quoted. The theory which, 
first he had admitted. Though he according to Johnson, Aristotle at- 
may with time have modified his tributes to Democritus could not 
views in regard to certain parti- have been charged upon him as an 
culars (Plur. Virt. Mor. c. 7 ,  p. erroneous opinion arising from a 
448 A), i t  does not follow that lie confusion ofthoughtwith sensation. 
could entertain a t  different times ' Philop. himse!f attributes 
opposite convictions on a subject this proposition to him, De An. B, 
like the one we are considering, i 6  : &vrr~pus yap ~ b e v  [6 Aspd~pr-  
with which the very foundations ros] arr rb &~nBks ~ a l  rb @arvdpevov 
of the Atomistic system are inter- raZr6v ;urr, ~ a l  oLG&v Gra@Cperv ?;lv 
woven. As little can we allow (with bhh6erav ~ a l  rb  ryi alc8~uer qaivd- 
Johnson, l. c. 24 sq.) that Aristotle's penov, &AA$ rh ~ a ~ v d p e v o v  i ~ d u ~ c p  
language bears this construction : ~ a l  rb  GOKOGV COGTO ~ a 1  e2uar &AV- 
' Democritus supposed that the B&, blr~rep ~ a l  Ilporaydpas Zheysv. 
phenomenal is actually present ob- But Philoponus has probably no 
jectively, though it may not be in other authority than the passages 
harmony with our presentation of in Aristotle, from which such 
i t  to ourselves.' This interpreta- a theory cannot be deduced. Nor 
tion is contradicted by the words can we take much account of the 

VOL. IT .  T 
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persons or at  different times declare the contrary con- 
cerning the same object, these opposite declarations 
must be equally true, and therefore also equally false ; 
and thus we can never know how in truth things are 
constituted.' He says no doubt that every thing con- 
tains atoms of the most diverse forms, and that this is 
the reason why things appear so different,ly ; but i t  
does not follow from thence that. the Real itself, the 
atom, has simultaneously opposite qualities. He also 
complains of the narrowness of human knowledge ; he 
declares that truth lies in the depth; how things 
really are constituted we know not ; our opinions change 
with external impressions and corporeal  condition^.^ 

assertion of Epiphanius, Exp. Fid. truth of sensible perceptions, vide 
1087 D, that Lencippus tanght: sup. p. 231, 3) 6rb A ' q p d ~ p ~ r o s  y i  
~ a 7 h  @ a v ~ a u f a v  ~ a :  G d ~ q u r v  r b  qqurv $ror 0 6 6 ; ~  € b a r  bhq8;s $ Bpiv 
r d v r a  yfveuOar ~ a l  pg6kv ~ a r b  &A$- y' b6qAov. Plut. Adw. Col. 4, 1, p. 
Berav. 1108 : ; y ~ a h s ;  6' a67G [sc. Aqpo- 

l Cf. Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 ~ p k y  d K o A ~ T ' ~ s ]  npGrov, 871 TGY 
a, 38 : dpofws 62 ~ a :  rep1 ~b qar- xpaypdrwv  Z ~ a u r o v  e i r h v  06 p l ~ h o v  
vdpeva bhhOera (for the theory that ro iov 9 roiov elvar, U U ~ K ~ ~ U K E  r b v  
all phenomena and presentadons Blov. Sext. Pyrrh. i. 213. Also 
are true, cf. the beginning of this the doctrine of Democritus is akin 
chapter) ivfors { K  r G v  aiu0~17U7v to that of the sceptics: b?rb y h p  700 
ih6hvOt-v. r b  $v y b p  bA'qOkr 05 r o i s  pkv yhvcb  qafveuOar 7 b  pdhr, 
nAtj6er ~plveu6ar o?ovrar ~ ~ O U ~ K E L V  70:s 8; n r ~ p b v ,  r b v  A q p d ~ p r ~ o v  z r r -  
01%' b h r y d r q ~ r ,  r b  8' a k b  70;s pkv hoyi{euOai qaur r b  ~ $ T E  y h v ~ t  a6rb  
yhvrtb yevop;vors B O K E ~ V  ebar 707s elvar phre  ~ r ~ p b v ,  ~ a l  81b roi370 gat- 
86 rrKpdv. 6u7' e? a d w e s  E~apvow +O;yyeuOar r h v  " 06 p l ~ h o v  " qwvhv, 
?f ndvres nape+pdvovv, 660 6' $ rpeis U K E ? T T I K + ~  06uav ; an opinion which 
irylarvov 8 v o i v  e r ~ o v ,  ~ O K E ~ Y  &v Johnson D. Semsei,ul. d. Demokr. 23, 
~ O ~ T O U S  ~ d p v e r v  K$ xapaqpove?~, ought not to treat as  historical evi- 
706s 6' dhhous 06. b r  6; ?roAAo?s dence without further examination, 
T& bhhwv r d w v  r h v a v r i a  rep:  r G v  Vide previous note, and p. 
a 6 r d v  qafvsutlar ~ a l  $@v, ~ a :  a674 224, 1. 
6;  : ~ d u . ~ y  npbs a6rbv 06 r a 6 r h  n a r b  Ap. Sext. ilfutl~. vii. 135 sqq., 
r h v  aYu6qurv be1 BOKE~V.  xoia o8v besides the quotation, p. 225, 3 :  
r06 rwv  bAq0: 4 + E L ~ ~ G  &6'qh0~. 0 6 6 ; ~  'l i r e $  p& VVv $71 0Tov ~ K a b r d v  ~ u r r v  

p l M o v  -d6e ?j r d 8 ~  bh'q8+, &AA' $ 0 3 ~  $urrv 06 t v v i ~ p ~ v ,  aoAAax.fi 
dpoIws (essentially the reasons 6~6$Awrar." " y r v d u ~ e r v  .re X@ 
given by Democritus against the &vtJpwrov rG8e 74 ~ a v d v r ,  871 i ' r e ? ) ~  
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Lastly, he admits that the names of things are arbi- 
trarily chosen ; l which might have been made use of 
in a sceptical sense. But that he meant by this to 
declare all knowledge impossible, is not credible. Had 
such been his conviction, he could not have set up a 
scientific system, or discriminated true knowledge from 
obscure and confused opinion. Moreover n7e are told 
that he expressly and fully contradicted the scepticism 
of Protagoras,2 which, according to the above statements, 
he must have shared ; and that he sharply censured the 
eristics of his time.3 The later sceptics themselves 

ba~hhaura i . "  6vhoi  pkv 8 1  ~ a l  
o z ~ o s  6 hdyos,  871 0 6 6 2 ~  Y6pev r e p )  
O ~ ~ E Y ~ S ,  &AA' i a ~ # v u p [ ~  ; K ~ ~ T O I U I V  

G 6dtrs." " rcalror 84hov z u ~ a r ,  871, 
&re$ 0 7 0 ~  ~ K ~ u T O ~ ~ ,  ~ I V ~ U K E ~ V ,  QV bad- 

;cr~iv." Ap. Diog. ix. 7 2 :  
"'iTE$ 8 i  0 6 6 1 ~  Y ? ~ E Y .  i v  &JOG ybp 5 
bhnOeLg (the last is also ap. Cic. 
Acad. ii. 10, 32). Such passages 
as  these are doubtless the only 
foundation for the remark of Sex- 
tus, Math. viii. 327, that the em- 
pirical physicians dispute the possi- 
bility of demonstration : T ~ X  a 6 i  
ua'r ~ q p d ~ p m o s ,  I'rrxvpGs ybp a675 
81$ &v Kavdvwv b v ~ ~ l p v u e v ,  indi- 
rectly, otherwise ~ d x a  would be 
unnecessary. 

l Frocl. i9a Crnt. 16 supposes 
that  the d v d p a ~ a  are O;aer accor- 
ding to  Eemocritus. I n  support 
of t,his view he brings forward 
a o ~ b a ~ p o v  iud$porrov and vr5vvpov, 
and contends that  many words 
have several meanings, many 
things several names; and also 
many things which, judging from 
analogy, we might expect to ha re  
a distinct desicnation have none ; 
he seems likewise to have appealed 
to  the change of the names of per- 

sons. The further development of 
these arguments as given bp Pro- 
clus cannot be referred to  Demo- 
critus. Cf. Steinthal, Gesch. d. 
Sprachwissemsch. bei G T . ~ .  Rh. 76, 
137 sqq., with whose explanation 
of these expressions I do not, how- 
ever, entirely agree : the vLvu,uov 
especially, he seems to me t o  have 
misconceived. Some linguistic 
writings of Democritus, on the 
authenticity of which we cannot 
decide, are mentioned by Diog. ix. 
48. 

Plut. l. c. : b h h h  ~ o o o F ~ d v  y e  
A q p d ~ p l ~ o s  BaoBci 70; vopL[erv, p+ 
pzhhov  ebar .roiov f i  T O ~ O V  7 2 v  
a p a y p d ~ w v  ~Kaurov ,  %are  n p w ~ a -  
ydpa 76 UO@LUT? r o k o  EITLVTL 
p e p a ~ 6 u 9 a r  KU: yeypu@;var aohhb  
~ a l  ar9avb apbs a 6 ~ d v .  Sext. Nath. 
vii. 389 : rriuzv p i v  o3v @av.raufav 
O ~ K  €'fa01 71s hh?)OG 8rb TFPL- 
'TpOah~, K C G ~ ~ J S  8 7 E  A~pdKpl709 K U ]  

6 n h d ~ w v  b v ~ ~ h i y o v ~ e s  7$ n p o ~ a -  
ydpa ~ ~ L ~ ~ u K o v .  Cf. ibid. vii. 53. 

F?. 145. ap. Plut. Qu. Conv. 
i. 1, 5, 2 ; Clem. Strom. i. 3, 279 
D. he complains of the AE&'EL~~W~ 
Or)pd~opes,  cqhwra'r T E X V U ~ ~ ~ W V ,  (pi- 
6 d v ~ e c s  ~ a l  i p a v r s ~ l ~ r c e s .  
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point out the essential difference between his dnctrine 
and theirs; ' and even Aristotle records his testimony 
(which harmonises ill with the supposed denial of all 
knowledge), that of all the pre-Socratic philosophers he 
concerned himself the most with definitions of concep- 
t i o n ~ . ~  MTe must, therefore, suppose that the complaints 
of Democritus as to the impossibility of knowledge are 
intended only in a narrower sense : only of the sensible 
perception does he maintain that i t  is limited to the 
changing phenomenon, and guarantees no true know- 
ledge. On the other hand, he does not deny that reason 
may be able to perceive in the atoms and the void the 
true essence of things, though he deeply feels the limita- 
tions of human knowledge and the difficulties in the way 
of a profound enquiry. It is quite compatible with all 
this that he should not be deterred by the abundance 
of his own knowledge and observations, from warning 
us in the spirit of Heracleitus against indiscriminate 

Sext. Pyrrh. i. 213 sq.: Bia- 
@dpws pdvroi  x p 6 v r a i  79 " o h  pi th-  
AOV" @wvg 07 T E  Z K E ~ T L K O ~  ~ a l  oi 
b r b  r 0 7  A ~ ~ O K ~ L T O U .  Z K E ~ V O L  p2v 
y b p  b r b  r o l  p q B C r ~ p o v  ~ 2 v a i  
r c i r ~ o v u i  r q v  @WY+V, $PETS 8;  Z7ri 
7 0 6  b y v o ~ i v  r d r ~ p o v  b p @ &  
7 ~ p a  fi 0 6 8 6 7 ~ p 0 V  7 j  d b r l  T ~ V  

@a~vopivwv.  r p o B q h o r d ~ q  84  Y ~ V E -  

r a i  5 B i d ~ ~ i u i s .  8 rav  6 ~ q p d ~ p i r o s  
hiy? " Z T E ~  Bb d ~ o p a  ~ a l  KFV~V."  

hree pkv yhp  A ~ Y E L  bvr'71 r o i )  &AV- 
%EC~. ~ a r '  k @ e i a v  B& 6@~urc iva i  
ht 'ywv ~ d s  r e  &rdpous ~ a i  r b  K E V ~ V ,  

871 ~ L E V ~ ~ V O X E V  $p&V . . . ~ E p 1 7 7 b ~  
olpai hi-yeiv. 

Part. Anirn. i. 1, cf. Vol. E 
185, 3 ; Metaph xiii. 4 ; 1078 b, 27 : 
Z W K ~ ~ T O U S  Bi rep i  r h s  f i e l ~ h s  b p ~ r h s  

7rpayparruopCvov ~ a i  r s p l  ~ O ~ T W Y  

bpl[~ub'ai Kaedhou [ ~ T O ~ V T O S  r p d r o u  . 
r 6 v  p i v  yBp @ u u i ~ B v  Zrl p i ~ p b v  
~ v p d ~ p i r o s  i jqa70 pdV0v KU: hp;- 
u a r d  r w s  r b  e ~ p p b v  ~ a l  r b  +uxPdv, 
&c. (vide sup. Vol. I. 505, 3) ; Phys. 
ii. 2 ; 194 a, 81 : d s  pbv y h p  robs  
boxulous brophC+avri BdEeiev &v 
elvab [G @6uis] T<E Zri pi- 
~ p b v  yhp  71 pipos ' E p r e 8 0 ~ h i j ~  Kai 
A n p d ~ p i r o s  70; E?~OUS KU.1 707 71 $V 
~ L a i  3j$avro. That Democritus did 
not altogether satisfy later demands 
in this respect, we see from the 
proposition censured by Aristotle, 
Part. An. i. 1, 640 b, 29;  Sext. 
Math. vii. 264: dvOpwrds Zu~i 8 
r d v r s s  SBMEV. 
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learning, and from placing thought higher than em- 
pirical knowledge; ' that he should assert that men only 
arrived at culture by degrees, having borrowed, as he 
thinks, some arts from the animals ; that they at  first 
strove only to satisfj their most necessary wants, and 
then, in the course of time, to beautify their life ; on 
which account Democritus insists all the more that 
education should come to the help of nature, and by 
the remodelling of the man, bring forth in him a second 
n a t ~ r e . ~  We recognise in all these sayings a philosopher 
who does not undervalue the labour of learning, and 
does not content himself with the knowledge of external 
phenomena, but by no means a sceptic who absolutely 
despairs of knowledge. 

A philosopher who discriminates the sensible phe- 
nomenon from true essence so decidedly as Demo- 
critus does, cannot fail to seek the problem and 
happiness of human life in the right constitution of 
mind and temperament, and not in submission to the 
external world. Such a character is stamped on 
all that has been handed down to us of his moral 
views and principles. But however clear this may be, 
and however numerous the ethical writings which are 
attributed to him (sometimes indeed unwarrantably), 

l Fr. Mor. 140-142 : ?roAAol Philodem. De Mus. iv. (Vol. 
ao~u,uaeiee vdov 0 3 ~  ;xovur.-?roAv- Hercul. i. 13.5, ap. Mullach, p. 237). 
v o t ~ v  06 ao~vpaeivv ~ L T K ~ E L V  xpQ.- On this suhject cf. Arist. Metaph. 
p? ndura E'rrfarauear ?rpoe6peo, p$ i. 2, 982 b, 22. 
~ d v r w v  bpae4s ykup. I must aban- FP. Illor. 133: 5 @huts ~ a l  ,d 
don nry previous doubts as to the 6 ~ 6 ~ x 1  rrapa~h4urdv t'urr. ~ a l  yap 
Democritean origin of these frag- 5 Ft6axh pera$jvupoi rbv iiu0pw~0v 
ments, as, according to the above pha$fivupoGua F& pvatonorier. 
remarks, they harmonise well with Cf. Mullach, 213 sqq. Lort- 
the views of this philosopher. zing in the treatise named on p. 

' Plut. Solert. Aninz. 29,l, p. 974. 208, 1. The fragments on morals 
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he was still far from the scientific treatment of Ethics 
which was inaugurated by Socrates. His ethical 
doctrine in regard to its form is essentially on a par 
with the unscientific moral reflection of Heracleitus 
and the Pythagoreans; l we can see indeed a distinct 
view of life running through the whole, but this view is 
not as yet based upon general enquiries concerning the 
nature of moral action, nor carried out into a systematic 
representation of moral activities and duties. In  the 
manner of the ancient ethics, he considers happiness as 
the aim of our life: pleasure and aversion are the 
measure of the useful and injurious ; the best thing for 
man is to go through life, enjoying himself as much, and 
troubling himself as little, as pos~ible.~ But Democritus 
does not conclude from this that sensuous enjoyment is 
the highest enci. Happiness and unhappiness dwell not 
in herds or in gold, the soul is the abode of the d;emon : 
not the body and wealth, but uprightness and intelli- 
gence produce happiness (FT. 5 ) ;  the goods of the 
soul are the divine goods, those of the body, the 
(which, for the sake of bre~i ty ,  I de virtute quidem dicta. 
quote only according to the num- Fr. Mor: S : o8pos Evp+op;wv ~ a \ r  
bers in this collection), ap. 1Vlull. &Evp+ophwv rJp$rs ~ a l  b r ~ p r i q .  TO 
Denzocr. 160 sqq. ; Frag. Philos. i. the same effect Fr. 9 (cf. Lortzing, 
340 sqq. p. 28 ; instead of the incompre- 

' Cic. F&. v. 29, 87 :  Demo- hensible ~ € p [ q f C p a ~ d T ~ ~ ,  we might 
critus neglected his property quid conjecture r r p q ~ ~ b v ) .  FT. 2 : 
yuaerems nliud, sisi beatam uitam? bprurov bvOprSrry r b v  BLov BrdYe~v 
qtsapn si etiana in verum coynitiolze & S  r ~ t i u ~ a  € 6 0 ~ p ~ 6 ; ~ 7 1  KaI BhdXru- 
ponebat, tamen ex illa investiga- r a  hvrqt'dvrr, which is so expressed 
tione mnturae consequi volebat, zct in Sextns (szbp. p. 272, 2), as to 
esset bono amimo. Id enim ille szcm- make the sensations the criterion 
mum bonum, ~36vpiav  et saepe &Bap- of desire and detestation. 
BIav appellat, i.e. animzcm terrore S Fr. l : ~Bt ia~povfq  $vx+s ~ a i  
liherum. Sed haec etsi pmeclare, ~ a ~ o s a r p o v i q  o b ~  E'v Bou~fipaur ol -  
nondum tame~t et pe~ol i ta .  Pauca K ~ E L ,  038' ;v xpvu@, +UX+ F o i ~ ~ h -  
elzim, neyue ea ipsa e%ucleate ab hoc prov Gaipovos. 
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human.' Honour and wealth without wisdom are an 
uncertain possession,2 and where reason is wanting, man 
knows not how to enjoy life or how to overcome the 
fear of death.3 Not every enjoyment therefore is desir- 
able, but only the enjoyment of the beautiful: it is 
fitting that man should bestow more care on the soul 
than on the body: that he may learn to create his joy 
out of himself.6 In  a word, happiness according to its 
essential nature consists only in cheerfulness and well- 
being, a right disposition and unalterable peace of 
mind.7 These, however, will become ihe portion of 
man the more surely, and the more perfectly, the more 
he knows how to keep measure in his appetites and 
enjoyments, to discriminate the useful from the in- 
jurious, to avoid what is wrong and unseemly, and to 
limit himself in his actions and wishes to that which 
corresponds with his nature and ability.* Contentment, 

Fr. 6, vide sup. p. 262, 1. 
"m. 58, 60. 

8'r. 51-56. 
4 Fr. 3 ; cf. 19. 

Fr. 1 ~ 8 ,  vide sup. p. 261, 3. 
Fr. 7: aLrbv  E'[ i a v r o 3  shs 

~ ( ~ $ r a s  ;8r[dp€vov haP,!3dvsrv. 
Cic. sup. p. 278, 1 ;  Theod. 

Cur. Gr. Aff. xi. 6, vide p. 98, 2 ;  
Epiph. E.tp. Fid. 1 008 A A; Diog. 
ix. 45 : r i h o s  6' s?vai ?+v s68vPlav, 
06 r + v  a6r+v o3uav r1j ?so$, & S  

Zvror s a p a ~ o h u a v r s s  Z [ q y ~ u a v r o , b ~ -  
h& ~ a 8 '  $v yahvv6s  ~ a l  ~Lura8l ; )s  ;I 
+X+ Frdyer, drrb pqFsvbs r a p a r r o -  
pCvq cpdflov 8 6erurFarpnvlas dhhou 
rrvbs ad8ovs. KUAE? F aLr+v ~ a l  
~ L s u r 2 )  ~ a i  xohho?~ dhhors 6vdpau1v. 
Stob. Eel. ii. 76: r h v  8' sL81lplav 
~ a i  eLeur2, ~ a l  bppovfav u v p ~ s r p l a v  
.re ~ a l  brapa[ lav KUAE?. uvvlu.ra- 

u0ar F' ahr+v ;K 70s F~oprupoG Kal 
T ~ S  8 l a ~ p [ u € w s  7 2 ~  ? ~ O Y & Y .  Kal 
roGr' c7var r b  ~ ~ h h r u ~ d v  r e  ~ a l  
uvpcpop6rarov bvOpdrors. Clem. 
Strom. ii. 41 7 A : A q p d ~ ~ .  ;v 
r @  sepl rChous r + v  eL0uplav [ ~ L A O S  
eSvar BLF~UKEL]  $v ~ a l  E L E U ~ A  rpouq-  
ydpevuev. Cf. the following note. 
Uing. 46 and Seneca, Tranpu. An. 
2, 3, mention a treatise, r. ~ 3 8 ~ -  
plqs, which is probably identical 
with the e6eur2, described by Dio- 
genes as lost. What Stobzus calls 
Ataraxia is designated by Strabo, 
i. 3, 21, p. 61, as  b8auuaurla, and 
by Cicero, l ,  c ,  as b8ap8La. 

Tide the previous note, and 
Fv. 20: bv8pdsoru~  y d p  ~ L B v p l q  
y lverar  p ~ r ~ r d r q r r  r4p+ios K ~ \ L  Blov 
~ U ~ , L L E ~ P ~ ? ) ,  r h  8; h s f ~ 0 v . r ~  ~ a l  h p -  
Bdhhovra  p e . r a ~ i s r e i v  7 6  + L A ~ E I  KU\( 
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moderation, purity of deed and thought, culture of the 
mind, these Democritus recommends as the way to true 
happiness. He allows that happiness is reached only 
with labour, that misery finds man unsought (FT. 10) ; 
but he maintains notwithst,anding that all the means of 
happiness are assured to him, and that i t  is his own 
fault if he makes a wrong use of them. The gods give 
man nothing but good ; only man's folly turns the good 
to evil ; as the conduct of a man is, such is his life.2 
The art of happiness consists in nsing and contenting 
oneself with what one has got. Human life is short and 
needy and exposed to a hundred vicissitudes : he who 
recognises this will be satisfied with moderate possessions 
and not require anything beyond necessaries for his 
happiness. What the body needs is easily earned ; that 
which makes trouble and difficulty is an imaginary want.3 

peydhas ~ r v $ u t a s  ?,an-orierv re $ U X ~ ,  

a i  6' ;K peydhwv G r a u r q p d r ~ v  KIYE- 

dpevar (that which moves back- 
wards and forwards between two 
extremes) r r j v  +vXE'wv o6re ~ S u r a -  
066s e h ;  0 6 ~ ~  f60up01. I n  order to 
escape this, Democrit~is advises 
that  we should compare ourselves, 
not with those who have a brighter 
lot, but a worse, that so we may 
find i t  easier: d ~ i  ~ o i u r  Guvaroiur 
~ X E L V  r h v  yvdpqv  ~ a i  T O ~ U L  ~ a p e o i i u l  
hprdeuOar. Fr. 118 : He who with 
a good courage does righteous 
deeds is happy and free from care ; 
he who despises the right is 
troubled by feitr and by the re- 
membrance of his deeds. Fr. 92 : 
r b v  ~60up icu0ar  p i h h o v ~ a  xph p$ 
T O A A ~  rrp+uu~rv p+re  1819 p + r ~  
tvv$,  p$; 6uu' Bv ?rp+uup h i p  
r e  8dvaprv aipieudar r h v  buuroG ~ a l  
~ d u l v ,  &c. ;I ?hP E S O Y K L ~  8u@a- 

A&TT€POY T<S ~ E Y U A O Y K ~ ~ J S .  Cf. 
iW. Aul-el. iv. 24 : '. ' O h l y a  ?rp<uu~," 
p?u lv  (who, i t  is not stated) " ei 
~ E A A E I S  E ~ ~ U ~ ~ U E ~ U . ) )  

Fr. l 3  : oi 0601 r o i u l  bv0pd- 
?rorur 8160iiur rhyaBb rrdvra ~ a l  ?rd- 
Aar ~ a l  vGv, nAhv brr6ua Bha /3~pb  
K U ~  bvrc@c~da. rd8e 6' OS ~ d h a r  
o h c  viiv 0eol bv0pd?rolar 8wpdovra: 
&AA' a6rol  ~O~UGELTI  E)p?r~Ad[ouur Grb 
vdou r v + A d r q r a  ~ a 1  h y v ~ p o u t i ~ q v .  
E'r. 11. Fr. l 2  : h d  %v qp iv  7 h -  
ya0B y i v ~ r a r ,  hnb r r j v  a 2 r i ~ v  ~ a l  C& 
~ a ~ h  i?rauplu~olpe0' &v . r r j v  6; 
~ a ~ r j v  Z ~ r b s  eYqp~v (we could re- 
main free from it). Cf. Fr. 96:  
Most evils come to men from 
within. FP-. 14, sup. p. 238, 1. 

Fr. 45 : ro iur  6 rp6nos i u r 1  
e 6 r a ~ r o s ,  rov~E'orur  ~ a l  Blus .$uvr6 
raKrar. 

Fr. 22, cf. 23 and 28:  r b  
x p ~ ~ o v  o&, b ~ d u o v  [perhaps, - w v j  
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The more a man covets, the more he requires ; insatiable- 
ness is worse than the extreme of want. (Fr. 66-68.) 
To him, on the contrary, who desires little, a little 
suffices; restriction of desire makes poverty riches.' 
He who has too much, loses that which he has, like 
the dog in the fahle (FT. 21); through excess every 
pleasure becomes a pain (37) ; moderation, on the other 
hand, increases enjoyment (35, 34), and ensures a satis- 
faction whieh is independent of fortune (36). He is a 
fool who desires what he has not, and despises what is 
at his command (3 i )  ; the sensible man enjoys what he 
has, and does not trouble himself about what he has 
not.2 The best is therefore always the right measure, 
excess and deficiency come of eviL3 To conquer one- 
self is the noblest victory (Fr. 75); he is the valiant 
man who conquers, not enemies merely, but desire 
(76) ; to overcome anger indeed is difficult, but the 
rational man becomes master of it (77) ; to be right- 
minded in misfortune is great (73), but with under- 
standing, we can conquer (74) trouble. Sensuous 
enjoyment affords but short pleasure and much pain ; 
and no satiating of appetite: only the goods of the 
soul can give true happiness and inward ~ontentment .~ 
Wealth gained by injustice is an evil;6 culture is 

X ~ [ F L ,  d 6; xpljcwv 05 Y L ~ ~ U K E I .  
The neuter r b  xP$[ov I formerly 
referred to the body, and I still 
think this is possible; though I 
admit that Lortzing's (p. 23) read- 
ing, according to which r b  xp$[ov 
is the beast and d Xpyi[wv mar,, 
makes good sense. 

' Fr. 24, cf. 26, 27, 36 sq., 38 
sq.; cf. Fr. 40, on the advantage 

enjoyed by poverty, of being secure 
from jealousy and enmity. 

FT. 29, cf. 42. 
FT. 25:  ~ a h b v  Zn: rravri 7 b  

Lov, irmp,!3oh+ 6b ~ a l  R ~ e r r L ~ s  olr 
p01 ~ O K ~ E L .  Cf. FT. 33. 

FT. 47, cf. 46, 48. 
Vide supra, p. 279, 7, 8. 

."I. 61, cf. 62-64. 
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better than possessions; l no power and no treasures 
can be equivalent to the extension of our kn~wledge.~ 
Democritus demands therefore that not merely deed 
and word: but the will also: shall be pure from in- 
justice ; that man should do good, not on compulsion, 
but from conviction (Fr. 135), not from hope of reward, 
but for its own sake ; and should keep himself from 
evil ( l l7) ,  not from fear, but from a sense of duty; he 
should be more ashamed before himself than before all 
others, and avoid wrong equally whether i t  will be known 
to no one or to all: he says that only that man pleases 
the gods who hates wrong ; the consciousness of doing 
right alone brings peace of mind (Fr. 111) ; doing 
wrolig makes a man more unhappy than suffering 
wrong (224). He extols wisdom, which guarantees us 
the three greatest goods-to think truly, to speak well, 
and to act rightly; he holds ignorance to be the cause 

Fr. 136. With this Lort- 
zing, 23, connects with much pro- 
bability Fr. 18, Stob. li'loril. 4, 71, 
if indeed by the ef8wAa Za0ijrr 
(Meineke has this word instead of 
a i u O q r r ~ b )  the emptiness of the 
ostentatious man is meant to be 
described. 

Diongs. ap. Eus. Pr. Eu. xiv. 
27, 3 :  A ~ p d ~ p ~ r o s  y o i h  a h b s ,  6 s  
q a u r v ,  fiodAeu0ar pGhhov 
p [ a v  ebpriv a h t o h o y i a v ,  ?) r $ v  n e p -  
oGv oi Baarheiav yeviu8ac. 

Fr. 103, 106, 97, 99. 
Fr. 109: &yaObv oh r b  p$ 

~ ~ L K ~ E I Y ,  &AA$ 7 b  ( O ~ A E L V .  Cf. 
Fr. 110, 171. 

FT. 160 : X a p ~ u r ~ ~ b s  (bens 
ficent'i OLK 6 R h i ~ w v  sobs r h v  &UUL- 

' Fr. 107, cf. 242. 
Democritus, according to 

Diog., ix. 46 : Suid. ~ p 1 r o - y .  (cf. 
Scho1.-Bekker in 11. 0, 39; Eus- 
tath. ad 11. 0. p. 696, 37 ; Rom. 
Tzetz. ad Lycophr. v. 519 ; Mul- 
lach, p. 119 sq.), had composed a 
work, Tprroyhvera, in which he 
explained the Homeric Pallas and 
her other names as wisdom: &L 

~ p l a  yfyverar  d t  a h j s ,  & ~ d v r a  r h  
&vOpB?rrva u v v i x e ~ ,  namely, €3 hay:- 
S ~ ( r 0 a l ,  h i y e t v  Kahirs, 6pOirs s p d r r e ~ v .  
Lortzing, p 6, considers this an 
interpolation, and I do not deny 
that i t  may be so; but such alle- 
gorical language does not seem to 
exceed that which is elsewhere 
ascribed to Democritus and his 
contemporaries (cf. p. 251. 4 ; 
255, 2 ;  287, 3 ; Par t  III. a, 300, 
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of all faults ; l and recommends instruction and practice 
as the indispensable means of perfection ; he warns men 
against envy and jealousy,3 avarice4 and other faults. 
All that has been handed down to us of the writings of 
Democritus shows him to have been a man of extensive 
experience, acute observation, earnest moral tempera- 
ment and pure principles. His utterances, too, con- 
cerning social life correspond with this character. The 
value of friendship, with which Greek ethics was so 
deeply penetrated, he rates very highly ; he who has no 
righteous man for his friend, he says, deserves not to 
live; but the friendship of one wise man is better 
than that of all fools (Fr. 163) ; in order to be loved, 
however, a man must, on his side, love others (171), and 
this love is only fitting when it is not defiled by any 
unlawful passionO6 So also Democritus recognises the 
necessity of the state. He declares indeed that the 
wise man must be able to live in every country, and 
that a noble character has the whole world for its 
fatherland: but at  the same time he says that nothing 
is so important as a good government, that it embraces 
all things and everything stands and falls with it; he 

2nd ed.). I t  is quite different from 
that employed by the Stoics (ibid. 
308, 1). Besides, the words need 
not necessarily have formed part 
of the main content of the treatise, 
they may have been merely an 
introduction to some moral reflec- 
t~on.  

' Fr. 116 : &papriVs a ? d ~  4 
ipa6'fq 70; K ~ ~ U U O V O S .  

Fr. 130-134, 115, cf. 85 sq., 
235 sq. 

Fr. 30, 230, 147,167 sq. 

FT. 68-70. 
Fr. 162, cf. 166. 
Fr. 4 : Gi~aros Zpws bvu&f- 

Uros d+LeuBar ~ahr jv ,  which 
1VIullach does not seem to me 
rightly to understand. 

' FT. 225 : BSpl CO$$ n i u a  y+j 
8ar4 .  +vx+js ybp byatlijs narpls 6 
tdprras ~dupos. 

FT. 212 : rh  ~ a r b  r$v rrdhlv 
X ~ E B V  r f v  Aorarju phyrura ;lydeutlar 
8 ~ ~ s  dtcrar €3, p$r€ ~ ~ A O V E L K ~ O V ~ ~  

aaph rb  E'rrer~is p4re 1uxbv iovr$  
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thinks the distress of the commonn7ealth is worse than 
that of individuals; l he mould rather live in poverty 
and freedom under a democracy, than in plenty and 
dependence with the great (Fr. 211). He acknow- 
ledges that nothing great can be accomplished except 
by unanimous cooperation (Fr. 199), that civil discord 
is under all circumstances an evil (BOOj  ; he sees in law 
a benefactor of men (187), he requires dominion of the 
best (1 9 1-1 94), obedience to authority and law (1 89 sq., 
197), unselfish care for the common good (212), general 
willingness to help others (215) ; he deplores a state of 
things in which good rulers are not duly protected, 
and the misuse of power is rendered easy for evil 
rulers ; and in which political activity is connected 
with danger and mi~fortune.~ Democritus is therefore 
at  one with the best men of his time on this ~uhjec t .~  
His opinions on marriage are more peculiar ; but their 

u ~ p r r 1 0 ~ ~ e v o v  r a p h  r b  x p q u r b v  roi7 
Suvoi7. a d h r s  y 8 p  € 9  &yop;v$ BE- 
y i u r q  6p0wuis durr .  ~ a l  dv rohrcp 
a d v r a  &L, ~ a i  ro111rov u w ~ o p 6 v o v  
a d v r a  ud@rar ,  ~ a i  r o k o v  +BEIPO- 
pdvou r h  m d v r a  r3ra+O~Lp~rar. Plut. 
&U. Col. 32, 2, p. 1126 : A q p d ~ p .  
$v  a a p a 1 v ~ i r 6 v  T E  K O A L ~ L K ~ P  T Q X Y ~ Y  

p e y i ~ ~ v v  O ~ U U V  &8l8duK€50ar K U ~  

robs T ~ L O U S  ~ I ~ K E L V ,  h+' 8 v  r h  PE- 
y d h a  ~ a i  h a p n p h  yrvovrar r o i s  &v- 
Bpdaors, cf. Lortzing, p. 16 

' Fr. 43 3: haopiv  (vv+ r i j s  Q K ~ -  
u r o v ~ a h ~ n w r i p v  0 3  y h p  6 a o h r i a r r a r  
d h a l s  E'ar~oupias. 

FP. 205, where, however, the 
text is not quite in order. Fr. 214. 

So I understdnd Fr. 213 : 
r o ? u ~  x p q ~ r o i u r  06  (up+epov &PE- 
AE'ovras r o i a r  [ r i ) v ]  ; w ~ ( ; I v  & h h a  
ap$uuerv,  etc.; ior tdken in an 

unconditional sense, this warning 
agw.inst political activity would 
not be in harmony with t h e  other 
princ~ples of Democritus. Cf. in 
addition to the above quotations 
Fr. 195. 

' What Epiphanius, Exp. Fid. 
1088 A, relates of him: that  he 
despised existing authority a.nd 
acknowledged only natural right, 
that he declared law to be An evil 
invention, and said the wise men 
should not obey the laws but live 
in freedom,-is manifestly a mis- 
apprehension. The art of exegesis 
as practised at  a later date might 
easily h d  in the citations, p. 219,3, 
the universal opposition of vdpos 
and +hurs, little as this applies to 
civil laws. 
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peculiarity is not on the side where from his materialism 
and his seeming eudaemonism we might expect to find 
i t  : a higher moral view of marriage is indeed wanting 
in him, but not more so than in his whole epoch. 
What chiefly offends him in marriage is not the moral, 
but the sensual element of this relation. He has a 
horror of sexual enjoyment, because consciousness is 
therein overcome by desire, and the man gives himself 
over to the debasing charm of the senses.' He has also 
rather a low opinion of the female sex ; and desires to 
have no children because their education withdraws me11 
from more necessary activity, and its results are uncer- 
tain;3 and though he acknowledges that the love of 
children is universal and natural, he esteems i t  more 
prudent to take adopted children whom one can choose, 
than to beget others in the case of whom i t  is a chance 
how they turn out. Though we must allow that these 
opinions are onesided and defective, we have no right 
on that account to raise against the ethical principles 
of Democribus, as a whole, objections which we do not 
raise against Plato in spite of his community of wives, 
nor against the Christian votaries of asceticism. 

Whether Democritus has connected his ethics with 

1 FT. 5 0 :  tvvouulv &rrorrAvtfv 
(T,ULKP+ ;$UUUTUL ybp dv0pwrros Z[ 
&~b'~drrov(to which should probably 
be added ~ a ;  &?rouaG7a~ rrhvy? 
T ~ V L  pcpi~dpcv~s, cf. Lortzing 21 sq.). 
Fr. 49:  tud,~cvoi dv0pwrror ij8ov~ar 
K ~ L  u@r ylvt.rar drrcp ~ o i u r  &@PO- 

8ruib~ocur. 
FT. 175, 177, 179. 
Fr. 184-188. Theodoretus, 

Cur. Gr. A$. xii., censures De- 

nkocritus for declining marri:cge 
and the possession of children 
because they would be a disturb- 
ance to him in his eudemonism, 
brit this is a misunderstanding; 
the bvslar, which Democritus fears, 
refer to the trouble occasioned by 
misguided children. Theodoretns is 
only quoting from Clemens, Strom. 
ii. 421, c., who does not, however, 
express himself so decidedly. 
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his scientific theories in such a manner that we must 
regard them as essentially part of his system, is another 
question ; and I can only answer it in the negative. 
There is indeed a certain connection between them, as 
already observed; his theoretic elevation above the 
sensible phenomenon must have inclined the philosopher 
in the moral sphere also to ascribe small value to ex- 
ternai things ; and his insight into the unchangeable 
order of nature mnst have awakened in him the con- 
viction that it was best to find satisfaction and content- 
ment in that order. But so far as we know, Democritus 
did little himself to elucidate this inter-dependence ; 
he did not enquire into the nature of moral activity 
generally, but promulgated a number of isolated ob- 
servations and rules of life, which are connected cer- 
tainly by the same moral temper and mode of thought, 
though not by definite scientific conceptions; these 
ethical propositions, however, stand in so slight a con- 
nection, that they might one and all have been ad- 
vanced by a person to whom the Atomistic doctrine 
was entirely alien. However remarkable and meri- 
torious therefore the ethics of Democritus may be, and 
willingly as we accept them as a proof of the progress 
of moral reflection, also evinced contemporaneously by 
the Sophistic and Socratic doctrine, we can, neverthe- 
less, only see in them an outwork of his philosophical 
system, which can have but a secondary importance in 
our estimate of that system. 

I t  is the same with the views of Democritus about 
religion.' That he was unable to share the belief of 

1 C f .  for what follows Krische, Forschzcfzgen, 146 sqq. 
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his nation as to the gods is evident. The Divine, in 
the proper sense, the eternal essence on which all 
depends, is to him only Nature, or more accurately, the 
totality of the atoms mdved by their weight and form- 
ing the world. If the gods are substituted for this in 
popular language, it is merely a form of expression.' 
I n  a secondary manner be seems to have designated 
the animate and rational elements i11 the world and in 
man as the Divine, without meaning by i t  anything 
more than that this element is the most perfect matter 
and the cause of all life and thought .Voreover he 
perhaps named the stars gods, because they are the 
chief seat of this divine fire ; and if he had also as- 
cribed reason to them, this would not have contradicted 
the presuppositions of his system. In  the gods of the 
popular faith, on the contrary, he could see only images 
of the fancy: he supposed that certain physical or 
moral conceptions had originally been represented in 
them, Zeus signifying the upper air ; Pallas, wisdom, 
&C., but that these forms had afterwards been erro- 
neously taken for actual beings, having a personal 
exi~tence.~ That men should have arrived at  this opinion, 

Fr. Mor. 13, supra, 280,-1. 
Similarly, FT. Nor. 107: povvo 
0so$r~&s, 8uorur ZxOpbv .rb 6.6~- 
KIELV. Fr. Mor. 250: 0ciou vdou 
7 b  &E: 8 r a A o Y ; ~ ~ u ~ a l  K U A ~ V .  In  
the qnotation, p. 267, 4, the men- 
tion of the gods, as is there shown, 
cannot belong to Democritus, who, 
however, might still have spoken 
of them hypothetically. 

Cf. p. 262 sq. 
S Tertull. Ad Nut. ii. 2 : Gum 

relipuo igsi superno Deos ortos De- 

moc~itus susyicatur; this is prob- 
ably a reference to the origin of 
the stars ; i t  might also, less fitly, 
be connected with the existences 
present17 to be discussed, from 
which the ~ r 8 w A a  emanate. That 
the stars were regarded as gods is  
shown by the explanation of am- 
brosia, noticed p. 251, 4. 

Clemens, Cohort. 45 B (cf. 
St'trom. v. 598 B, and concerning 
the text, Mullach, 359 ; Burchard, 
Demoar. de Nens. Phil. 9 ; Papen- 
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he explained partly from the impression which extra- 
ordinary natural phenomena, such as tempests, comets, 
solar and lunar eclipses, &C., produce on them,' and 
partly he believed it to be founded on real observations 
which were not rightly understood. Free therefore as 
is his attitude in regard to the popular religion, he 
cannot resolve to explain all that it relates of the phe 
nomena of higher natures, and their influence on men, 
absolutely as deception : i t  might rather seem to him 
more consistent with his sensualistic theory of knowledge 
to derive these conceptions also from actual external im- 
pressions. He assumed, theref~re,~ that there dwell in 

cordt, 72): BOev o3K b a e r ~ d r w ~  d 
~ g ~ ~ d ~ ~ r r o s  r 6 v  AoyLwv BvOpLnwv 
bhlyovs +gulv bva reLvav~as  r h s  
xe ipas i v r a i 8 a  iiv v i v  + i p a  K a h i O p € ~  
o i  'Ehhgvcs  r d v ~ a  (this seems to 
be incorrect, though i t  was doubt- 
less in the N S  used by Clemens ; 
perhaps we shwld read r d v r e s ,  or 
still better, r a r i p a )  ALa uvOkaOar. 
~ a l  (a Ds or vopl(civ Ds seems to 
have dropped out here) n d v r a  0 8 ~ 0 s  
0 5 8 ~ ~  Kal F180i KU: h+alPierar Kal 
f iaa ihcbs ozros r B v  ndv rwv .  On 
Pallas, vide a. 282, 8. 

'Sext. Math. ix. 19. Demo- 
critus is of the number of those 
who derive the belief in gods from 
rstraordinary natural phenomena : 
6pGvrcs y d p ,  +gut ,  78 bv 707s PE- 
rsdporr naOf ipara o i  ~ a h a r o l  r G v  bv- 
Bpdnwv, ~a0clrrep f3povrhs ~ a l  b u -  
r p a n h c  ~ e ~ a u v o d s  r e  K U ~  &urpwv  
~uvdBovs  (comets, so also p. 252, 
3 ; Krische. 147) t h l o u  r e  K U ~  cc- 
h i /vgs ~ K ~ E ; $ E L S  ? 8 € 1 p ~ 7 0 ~ ~ 7 0 ,  O E O ~ S  
o i d p ~ v o i  T O ~ ~ W V  a1rLovs ~Zvar .  

2 Sext. Mnth. ix. l 9  : Agpd- 
~ p r r o s  F; eY8whd r r v d  +7J61v ;PT€- 

~ d c c r v  70% bvOpLrr~rs, ~ a l  7 0 6 7 0 ~  

r h  pkv  eZval & Y U ~ O T O L ~ ,  r h  F2 KaKo- 
 old. &OEV K U ~  € 8 ~ ~ 7 ~ 1  e h h d y x ~ v  
(so I read, with Krische, p. 154 ; 
Burchard, I. c. and others, for 
~ h ~ d y w v  on account of the pas- 
sages quoted. in.f.) ruxe;v c i8dhwv.  
ebar  F& r a i r a  p c y d h a  r e  Kai +reP- 
peyd0q ~ a l  Fduq~Oapra &v, O ~ K  &@- 
Oapra F;, apongpaLvetv r e  r h  p&- 
h o v r a  r o i s  bvOpLaors, Oewpohpeva 
~ a l  @wvbs b @ i i v r a .  (Thus far also, 
almost word for word, the anony- 
mous commentary on Aristotle's 
De Divin. p. s. ; Simpl. De Anima, 
p 148. Ald. ; and, very similarly, 
Themist. on the same work, p. 295. 
Sp. Both substitute ~ J h d x w v  for 
~ L h d y w v ,  and leave out before Srrep- 
pey6Oq the words p e y d h a  ~c ~ a i ,  
which are no doubt glosses.) BOcv 
r o i r w v  a h r i v  cpavraulav haf idvres 
o i  rraharo: bnevdguav e?var Oebv p g -  
Oevbs lEhhou r a p h  raG-a bvros Oeoi 
705  &$Oaprov @ i u l v  ; X O ~ T O S .  Cf. 

4 2 :  r b  Fk eY8wha clvar dv ry^ 
r ~ ~ r ; x o v r ~  6rrcp+vjj ~ a l  ~ Y O ~ W ~ O E L ~ E ~ S  
~ x o v r a  pop@hs, ~ a l  Kal?dAou r o c a i r a  
dno ia  f i o ihe ra r  a 6 7 4  b v u n h d r r ~ r v  
A ~ J ~ ~ K P I ~ O S ,  ? ~ a v r e h & s  ZUTI Guunapd- 



RELIGION AND THE GODS. 289 

the air beings who were similar to man in form, but 
superior to him in greatness, power, and duration of 
life : these beings manifest themselves when emanations 
and images, streaming forth from them and often re- 
producing themselves at  a great distance, become visible 
and audible to men and animals, and they are held to 
be gods, although in truth they are not divine and im- 
perishable, but only less perishable than man. These 

8eKrov. Plut. Aemil. P. c. 1 : Cicero, an Epicurean is speaking, 
A ~ p d ~ p ~ r o s  pQv yhp ~ L ; ~ ~ u f J a i  @JUL who introduces as many absurdities 
b ~ i v ,  saws E L A ~ Y X W V  Ei8dhwv ruYxd- and contradictions as possible into 
vw,uev, ~ a l  r h  u ~ p ~ v h a  ~ a l  r d  the doctrines of Democritus, in 
xpqurh piihhov jlPiv P K  703  n ~ p r -  order the more easily to turn them 
ixovros,  3 r h  +a3ha ~ a l  r b  a ~ a r h ,  into ridicule.) Clemens, Strom. 
ovp+6prlrar. Def. Orac. c. 7 :  &I V. 590 C :  r h  yhp abrh ( A q p d ~ ~ . )  
8; aspdxprros, E L X ~ ~ E Y O S  ~ h h d y x w v  T E ~ O I ~ ~ K E V  eY8wha 70% bvepdro~s  
€i8dhwp rvyxdverv, 85Aos 3v  8.rEpa TpO~n~?rrov?.a KQ:  rois bhdyors SW'ors 
G w ~ p d n e h a  ~ a i  yo~i3qp&s y r v d a ~ w v  bnb r$s  t'eias o&u;as, where 6~Ta oLda 
Zxovra npoarp6ue~s rrvhr K U ~  Sppds. designates natura puae imagines 
Cic. (who also mentions this theory fundat, the beings from whom the 
in Divin. ii. 58, 120), N. D. i. ef8wAa emanate. Cf. Ibid. Cohort. 
12, 29 : Democrittcs, pui tz-rm ima- 43 D (the first principles of Demo- 
gines eartcmpue n'rcuitus in Beorum critus are the atoms, the void and 
numero refwt, tzcm iilam naturam, the dawha) and Krische, 150, 1 ; 
puae imagines fundat ac mittat, Max. Tyr. Diss. xvii. 5 : the Deity, 
tum sczentiam intelligentiamque according to Democritus, was h p -  
nostram (cf. on this point, p. 262 ra6'ks (sc. $+, therefore like to 
sq.). Ibid. 43.120 : tum enim censet men). From a misunderstandicg 
imagines divinitate praeditas inesse of what was said by Democritus 
in uniuersitate rerum, tz~m pen- concerning the beneficent and male- 
cipia meatis, quae szcnt in eodem ficent nature of these existences, 
universe, Deos esse dicit; tum ani- and perhaps through the instru- 
mantes imagines, puae vel prodesse mentality of some fbrged writing, 
nobis soleant vel nocere, hem in- no doubt arose the statements of 
grntes quasdam imagines tan- Plinius, H. N. ii. 7, 14, that Demo- 
taspt~, ut universum mundum critus supposed there were two 
complectantur ext,rinsencs. (This deities, Pana and Bene)cium. 
latter is certainly a perversion Iren. Ad*. Her. ii. 14, 3, even 
of the doctrine of Democritus, confounds the atomistic d8wAa with 
occasioned probably by the~men-  the Platonic ideas. For the rest, 
tion of the pep~ixoy ,  which we cf. the account of the Epicurean 
also find in Sextus and Plutarch; doctrine (Part m. a, 394 sqq. 2nd 
we ought, moreover, to  remember ed,), 
that  in both these passages of 

VOL. IT. U 
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beings and their images are partly of a beneficent, and 
partly of a destructive nature ; for which reason Demo- 
critus, we are told, expressed a wish that he might meet 
with fortunate images : from the same source, lastly, he 
derived presages and prophecies, for he thought that 
the phantoms unfold to us the designs of those from 
whom they emanate, and also what is going on in other 
parts of the world.' I n  fact, they are nothing else than 
the dsmons of the popular belief,2 and Democritus may 
so far be considered as the first who, in mediating be- 
tween philosophy and the popular religion, entered 
upon the course so often pursued in after times, viz., 
that of degrading the gods of polytheism into d%mons. 
Together with this physical view of the belief in gods, 
some words of his have been transmitted to us, which 
refer to its ethical imp~rtance.~ In  no case did he 
think himself justified in assuming an antagonistic 
position to the existing religion, and to the order of 
the commonwealth ; i t  may, therefore, be true of him- 
self, as i t  was asserted of his followers, perhaps only on 
account of the Epicureans: that they took part in the 
accustomed religious services : from the Greek stand- 
point this ~vould be quite in order, even on the princi- 
ples of Democritus. 

Of a similar kind are some other doctrines in which 
Democritus likewise follows the popular faith more than 

Cf. p. 291, 1. 1. Cf. also F?. 242 : x p $  r h v  p i v  
2 The demons were supposed e 6 a i B ~ ~ a v  @avspZs dv86irtvua0ar, r $ s  

to be long-lived, but not immortal. 6; b A ~ 0 s f a s  0 a p j o b v ~ w s  ?rpotu~aaOar .  
Cf., not to mention other references, These words, however (as Lortzing 
Plut. Def. Orac. c. 11,16 sq. p. 415, remarks, p. 15), do not sound as if 
418, and sup. p. i52,  1 ; 172, 1. written by Democritus. 

Fr. Mor. 107 ; vide sup. 2 8 i ,  Orig. C. Gels. vii. 66. 
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his physical system, though he tries to bring them into 
harmony with it. Thus besides what we have just 
been speaking of as to the manifestations of superior 
beings, he believes in prophetic dreams, and seeks to 
explain them also by the doctrine of images. As dreams 
in general (so we must tinderstand him) arise because 
images of all possible things reach sleeping persons, so 
under certain circumstances, he thinks, i t  may also 
happen that these images (like the words or features 
which we perceive in waking) may reflect the conditions 
of soul, the opinions and designs of others ; and thus 
dreams arise, which instruct us concerning much that 
is hidden. But these dreams are not thoroughly trust- 
worthy, partly because the images are in themselves 
not always equally clear and forcible, partly because 
on their way to us, according to the constitution of 
the air, they are subject to greater or lesser changes.' 
The theory of emanations and images is also employed 
to justify the superstition, so prevalent in Greece even 

l Plut. Qu. C ' 0 7 2 ~ .  ~111.  10, 2 :  Qpphs, h a w  E'vdpepovs ~ a l  buvyxh -  
@ q u l  A ~ ~ ~ K P I ~ O S  E ' y~a~a f luuuoGuea i  TOUS @ u h d ~ ~ o v r a  apoupL[p r h s  FIKB- 
~h eY6wha 6th r i j v  adpwv E;S r b  vas ' TOGTO 68 p h h i o s a  ao rs i  61' 
u d p a r a  ~ a l  aoreiv T ~ S  KaTh r b v  ELipos h ~ l o v  75% +optis y ~ v ~ p C v q ~  
Bavov S$EIS E ' a a v a @ ~ p d p ~ v a .  @OIT@Y b ~ w h d r o v  ~ a l  r a x e f a s  d 6; @Brvo- 
6; r a 6 ~ a  u a v ~ a ~ d B s v  b a i d v ~ a  KU) awpivbs, c'v $ @vhAo$Poe; ~b Fivi jpa, 
U K E U ~ ~ Y  ~ a l  ipar ;wv cal @VT;W pdhr-  aohh?v b w p a h i a v  Cxwv Ka: rpaXd- 
u r a  6h <$wv 5ab udhou n o h h o ~  ~ a l  TvTa,  ~ [ U U T ~ & # J E L  ~ a l  ~ a ~ a ~ ~ i a e r  
~ E ~ ~ ~ T ~ T O S ,  06 pdvov z x o v r a  pop@o- a o h h a x j j  r 8  Ef8wha ~ a i  ~b dvapyis 
~ i6e;s  roG u d p a ~ o s  ~ ~ p s p a y p i ~ a ~  air+Gv ?Efrnhov ~ a l  & U ~ E Y ; S  a o l r i  ~ i j  
Q p o r d ~ q r a s  . . . bhhh ~ a i  r i j v  ~ a r h  B p a 6 v ~ i j r r  7 5 s  aope:as ELpavpodpevov, 
$VX+Y ~ t v q p d ~ w v  K R ~  B O U A E U ~ ~ T W ~ .  &uaep a5 a d h i v  apbs 6 p y d v . r ~ ~  ~ a l  
~ K ~ U T Y  ~ a l  t e i j v  KU) r a e r j v  Bp@duers 6 ia~aropdvwv  h K 0 p d a ~ o v ~ a  a o h h h  KR; 

&vahapf ldvoi ,~a uuv t@;h~suOat ,  Kal ~ a x b  K o p 1 ~ 6 p ~ v a  r h s  ip@duers V O E ~ ~ S  

~ p o u a f a r o v - a  p e ~ b  T U ~ T W V  & d r e p  ~ a l  U ~ ~ ~ U Y T L K ~ S  ~ a o ~ f 8 w u ~ v .  These 
Zp$vxa  + p d ( ~ i v  ~ a l  6 ~ ~ u r d ~ h e i v  TOTS theories are alluded to in Arist. 
S n o S ~ ~ o p i v o r s  r b s  r h v  p s e r i v ~ w v  De Divzn. p. S. c. 2, 464 a,  5, 11 ; 
a b ~ a  6dtas ~ a l  61ahoyrupobs ~ a l  R u t .  PZac. v. 2 ;  Cic. Dtwzn. i. 3, 5. 

U 2 
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to the present day, of the effect of the evil eye : from 
the eyes of envious persons images, he thinks, proceed 
which carrying with them something of their temper, 
trouble those with whom they settle.' The argument 
for the inspection of offerings, which our philosopher 
also approved, was ~ impler .~  Whether ancl in what 
manner, lastly, he connected the belief of the divine 
inspiration sf the poet with his other doctrines, we are 
not told ; but he might very well suppose that certain 
souls, of a favourable organisation, receive into them- 
selves a greater profusion of images and are set by them 
in livelier motion than others ; and that in this consists 
the poetic faculty and temperament. 

4. The Atonzistio Doctrine as a zuho18; its historical place 
and import;  late^. adherents of the School. 

THE character and historical position of the Atomistic 
philosophy have been variously estimated in ancient 
and modern times. I n  the ancient order of succession 
the Atomists are always included in the Eleatic school ;4 

Plut. Qu. Conv. v. 7, 6. 
2 Cic. Divin. i. 57, 131: Demo- 

oritus autem censet, sapienter insti- 
tuisse veteres, ut hostiarum immola- 
tarum inspicerentz~r extn, quorum 
ex habitu atque ex colore tum salu- 
britatis tum pestilentiae signa 
percipi, nonnunquam etiam, quae 
sit vel sterilitas a g r m m  vel fer- 
tilitas futura. The limitation to 
these cases proves that only such 
changes in the entrails are intended 
as are effected by natural causes, 
and Democritus seems on this 
subject less explicit than Plato, 
E m .  71. 

Democritus, ap. Di.Chrys. Or. 
53. "OWpos @hu~os Aaxhv 8sa<ohuVs 
BrLv K ~ U ~ O V  E ) T E K C ? $ Y ~ ~ ~  'HCt~70~0~. 
Id. ap. Clem. Strom. vi. 698 B : 
T O L V ~ ? ~  6 i  ilaua piv hv ypd@v~ PET' 
~v8ovuraupo~ ~ a l  irpo7 ~ e 6 ~ a . r o s  
(2) KaA& ~ t i ~ . r a  Z U T ~ .  Cic. Divin. 
i. 37, 80: Negat enim sine furore 
Democritus quenquam poztam mag- 
num esse posse. 

' By Diogenes, Pseudo-Galen, 
Hippolytus, Simplicius, Suidas, 
Tzetzes. I n  the first three i t  ap- 
pears from the place assigned to the 
Atomists, and in all from their 
statements as to the teachers of 
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Aristotle generally places them with Empedocles and 
Anaxagoras, sometimes classix~g them with these philo- 
sophers among the physicists,' and sometimes remark- 
ing upon their affinity with the E l ea t i c~ .~  In  modern 
times the order of these ancient lists has been followed 
by a few writers only, who describe the Atomists as a 
second branch of the Eleatic School, as EIeatic physic- 
i s t ~ . ~  The more usual course is, either to reckon them 
among the Ionian physicists$ or to place them as a 
particular form of philosophy among the later schools." 
But  even in this case their relation to predecessors and 
contemporaries has been variously stated. Though i t  
is generally admitted that the Atomistic doctrine at- 
tempted to combine the conclusions of the Eleatics 
with experience, yet opinions are not agreed as to how 
far i t  was influenced by other systems, and especially 
by those of Heracleitus, Anaxagoras and Empedocles. 

Leucippus and Democritus (vide 
sup. p. 207, l ; 210, n). On the 
same presupposition, P lu t~rch ,  ap. 
Eus. PT. Ev. i. 8 ,  7, places Demo- 
critus immediately after Parme- 
nides andZen0 ; Cicero's Epicurean, 
N. D. i. 12, 29, places him with 
Empedocles and Protagoras after 
Parmenides. 
. ' Metaph. i. 4, 985 b, 4. 

For example, Gm. et C m .  
i. 8 ; vide s%pra, 215, 1. 

e.g. Degerando, Geschich. d. 
Phil. i .  83 sq. of Tennemann's 
translation, Tiberghien, flu? lagknh- 
ration des colznaissances hz~maines, 
p. 176. Similarly, Mullach, 373 
sq.; Ast, Gesch. d. Phi!. 88 ,  pla.ces 
the Atomistic philosophy under the 
category of Italian idealism, al- 
though he elsewhere charact,erises 

i t  as Tmnemann does. 
* Reinhold, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 

48, 53; Brandis, Rhein. MZLS. iii. 
132, 144; Gr.-riim. Phil. i. 294, 
301 ; Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 
87, 95 ; Hermann, Gesch. und 
System d. Plat. i. 152 sqq. 

Tiedemann, Geist d. s-pek. 
Phil. i. 224 sq.; Buhle, Gesch. d. 
Phil. i. 324 ; Tennemann, Gesch. d. 
Phil. 1 A, i. 256 sq. ; Fries, Gesch. 
d. Phil. i. 210 ; Hegel, Gesch. d. 
Phil. i. 321,324 f ; Braniss, Gesch. 
d. Phil. S. Ka,nt, i. 135, 139 sqq. ; 
vide sup. Vol. I. p. 168 ; Striimpell, 
Gesch. d. Theo~et. Phii. d. Gr. 69 
sqq. ; vide Vol. I. p. 209, l ; Haym, 
Allg. Em. !Sect. iii. vol. xxir. 38 ; 
Schweger, Gesch. d. Phil. p I 6  ; 
Gesch. d. Gr. Phil. p. 12, 43 ; 
Ueberweg, i. p. 25. 
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While some see in i t  the completion of the mechanical 
physics, which were founded by Anaximander,' it seems 
to others a development of the Weraeleitean stand- 
point, or, more accurately, a combination of the eon- 
ceptions of Heracleitus and those of the Eleaties," an 
explanation of Becoming, as held by Heracleitus, by 
means of the Eleatic Be i~ lg .~  Wirth places the Atomists 
side by side with Heracleitus ; because Heracleitus 
maintained Becoming, and the Atomists the plurality 
of things: as against the Eleaties ; Marbach connects 
them not only with Heracleitus, but with Anaxagoras; 
Reinhold and Brandis, and likewise Striimpell, derive 
the Atomistic doctrine from the double opposition to 
the Eleatic doctrine of the One, and to the dualism of 
Anaxagoras ; lastly, Brandis regards i t  as the coranect- 
ing link between Anaxagoras and the Sophists. At an 
earlier period, Schleiermacher and Ritter7 had still 
more decidedly reckoned the Atomists among the Soph- 
ists, and had declared their doctrine to be an unscientific 
corruption of the Anaxagorean and Empedoclean philo- 

l Hermann, E. c. 
Hegel, i. 324 sqq. takes this 

view, observing: I n  the Eleatic 
philosophy, Being and non-Being 
appear in opposition; with Hcra- 
eleitus both are the same and both 
equal ; but if Being and non-Being 
be conceived objertively, there rc- 
sults the opposition of the Plenum 
and the Vacuum. Parmenides set 
up as his principle, Being or the 
abstract universal ; Heracleitus the 
process ; to Lencippus belongs the 
determination of Being in its actu- 
ality. Cf. Vendt, zac Tennemnnlz, 
i. 322. 

Haym, l. c. ; Schwegler, Gesch. 
d. Phil. 16 ; cf. the first edition of 
the present work, i. 212. Schweg- 
ler, on the contrary, Gesch. d. 
Griech. Phil. 43, treats the Atom- 
istic philosophy as a reaction of 
the mechanical view of rature 
against the dualism of Anaxagoras. 

Jahrb. d.  Gegenw. 1844,722 ; 
Idee d. Gottheit. p. 162. 

Or, as Brandis says, Anaxa- 
goras and Empedocles. 

Gesch. d. Phil. 72, 74 sq. 
' Gesch. d. Phil. i. 589 sqq. 

against him ; Brandis, Rhein. Mus. 
iii. 132 sqq. 
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sophy. This view must here be examined, as i t  com- 
pletely destroys the position which we have assigned to 
the Atomists, and must affect our whole conception of 
&heir system. 

This conception is founded partly on the literary 
character of Democritus, and partly on the content of 
his doctrine. In  regard to the former, Ritter "rids 
much to censure. Some words that the philosopher 
uses a t  the beginning of a treatise evince arrogance ; 
of his travels and his mathematical knowledge he speaks - 

vainglorious~y, his language betrays laypocritical enthu- 
siasm ; even the innocent remark that he is forty years 
younger than Amaxagoras, is meant as an ostentatious 
comparison with that philosopher. In  respect of the 
character of the system, all this would be of no impor- 
tance. Even supposing that Democritus may have been 
vain, it does not follow that the doctrine he taught was 
an empty form of Sophistry, if indeed the doctrine were 
his alone. This is not, however, the case ; for though it 
is remarkable how his name, both with adversaries and 
admirers of the Atomistic philosophy, from Epicurus 
and Lucretins down to Lange, has caused that of his 
master to be forgotten: yet i t  is certain that his physics 

Gesch. d. Phil. i .  594-697. 
hp. Sext. Mnth. vii. 265 (who 

sees in i t  only apretentious boast) ; 
Cic. Aead. ii. 23, 7 3 :  7 d 8 e  A iyw  
arep) 7 0 v  ~uP?rdv7ruv. 

According to  Diog. X. 7, eren 
Epicurus would not reckon Leucip- 
pus (whose work was perhaps 
wholly unknown to him) as a phi- 
losopher (&AA' 0682 A E ;  ~ i a r r d  Y 

a L v a  yeyevijmda; qqac ~ ~ h b u o ~ o v ) ,  
nor his successor, Hermarchus ; 

while other members of the school 
regarded him (Epicurus) as  Demo- 
critus's teacher. Lucretius never 
mentions him. Lange, in the 15 
pages which he derotes to  the 
Atomists, only once refers to him 
(p. 13) in the remark : ' h doubtful 
tradition ascribes to him the pro- 
position of the necessity of all that 
happens ; ' for the rest, he so ex- 
presses himself that anyone not 
previously acquainted with the true 



in all their essential features are derived from Leucippus." 
But these censures are in themselves most u n j u ~ t . ~  As 
to the statement of his age in 'comparison with Anaxa- 
goras, we know nothing of the connection in which it. 
stood ; such statements however mere not uncommon 
in  a,ntiquity. The opening words of his book are 
simply an announcement of what it contains. His 
self-confidence does not exceed, and often does not 
nearly equal, that with which Neracleitns, Parmenides 
and Empedocles express themsel~es.~ Lastly his lan- 
guage, though ornate and fervid, is never stilted and 
affected; what he says of his travels and of his geo- 
metrical knowledge may have stood in a connection in 

state of the case would suppose on which Lange lays so much stress, 
Democritus alone to be the founder belong, therefore, to  Leucippus, 
of the Atomistic system. whom he passes over so unaccount- 

' For instance, the reduction ably in silence-a faet, the recog- 
of generation and decay to the nition of which would not indeed 
union and separation of underived have unduIp diminished the great 
matter. the doctrine of atoms and merit of Democritus, bat would 
the void, ride sup. p. 215, l ; 217, have corrected exaggeratednotims 
1 ; 220, 3 ; the perpetual motion of his originality and importance. 
of atoms (236, l), which he can Cf. Braudis, Bhcin. Mm. iii. 
only hare deduced. from their gra- 133 sq. ; also Marbach, Geseh. d. 
vity, the concussion of the atoms, Phil. i. 87. 
their rotary motion, and the forma- S Cf. a s  to Parmenides, Parm. 
&ion of the world, which resulted v. 28 ( x p d  6; us ?rdv.ra ?rv@faOa~, 
from it. (p. 242,2) ; the conceptions &C.) ; v. 33 sqq., 45 sqq. (Vol. I. 
(somewhat different from those of p. 584, 1) ; as to Empedocles, Emp. 
Democritus) on the shape of the v. 24 (424 K ;  40"2 M) sqq.. 352 
earth, the order of the heavenly (389 K ;  379 M) sqq. (vide sup. 
bodies, the inclination of the earth's p. 11 8, m,). I f  Democritus is to 
axis (249,2 ; 250, 3 ; 251, 5) ; the be regarded as a Sophist on the 
nature of the soul (258, I)-all this strength of one expression, which, 
shows that Leucippus had treated i n  truth, is not more boastful than 
of cosmology and the theory re- the beg-inning of Herodntxs's his- 
specting living beings, though pro- t,ory, what would Ritter h a ~ ~ e  said 
bably not so profoundly as his suppysing, like Empedocles, he had 
disciple. The fundamental con- represented himself as a god wan- 
eeptions of the Atomistic physics, dering among mortals? 
which are precisely those portions '' Vide ssp. p. 210, 211, 
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which special motives might have given rise to i t ;  and 
speaking generally, a man cannot be considered a Sophist 
because he asserts in a suitable place a thing of which 
he has in truth every right to be proud. 

But the Atomistic philosophy itself, we are told, 
bears throughout an antiphilosophical character. In  
the fizst place, i t  is alleged,' we find in Democritus an \ 

undue predominance of Empiricism over speculation,- 
an unphilosophical variety of learning ; this very ten- 
dency, secgdly, he erects into a theory, for his whole - 
doctrine of knowledge seems intended to annihilate the 
possibility of true science and to leave nothing but 
the idle satisfaction of erudition ; thirdly, his physical = 
system is wholly deficient in unity adideal i ty,  his law 
of nature is chance ; he acknowledges neither a god nor 
the incorporeality of the soul, and the result of all 
this is that, fourthly, departing from the character of 'f 

Hellenic philosophy, he entirely separates the mythical 
element from the dialectical; and finally, his ethics 
evince a low view of life, and a mind given up to ego- 
tistic cavilling and mere enjoyment. 

Most of these censures have been already refuted 
in the course of our exposition, or at any rate consider- 
ably modified. It may be true that Democritus accu- 
mulated much more empirical material than he was 
able to master with his scientific theory, although he 
entered more deeply and particularly into the explana- 
tion of phenomena than any of his predecessors. But 
this is the case with most of the ancient philosophers, 

' Sehleiermaeher, Gesch. d. 601, 614 sq. ; 622-627. 
Phil. 75 sq. ; Ritter, p. 597 sq. ; 
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and i t  must be so with every philosopher who unites 
c~mprehensive observation with philosophical specula- 
tion. Is Democritus to be blamed because he did not 
neglect experimental science, and tried to base his 
theories upon an actual knowledge of things, and thence 
to explain the particular? Is i t  not a merit rather 
than a defect he should have embraced a larger sphere 
in his enquiry than any other previous philosopher, and 
in his insatiable thirst for knowledge should have des- 
pised nothing, whether small or great ? This zeal for 
collecting materials could only be detrimental to his 
philosophical character if he had neglected, or explicitly 
discarded, the intellectual knowledge of things, in order 
to bask in idle self-saEciency in the light of his own 
erudition. But all that we have seen in the foregoing 
pages has shown how far he was from this; how de- 
cidedly he preferred thought to sensible perception, 
how industriously he laboured to  explain natural phe- 
nomena from their causes.' If, in so doing, he en- 
counters that which in his opinion cannot be derived 
from any ulterior principle,2 we may, perhaps, perceive 
in this a proof of the insufficiency of his theory, but 
not a Sophistic neglect of the question respecting 
ultimate causes : and if the difficulty of the scientific 
problem forces him to complain of the futility of 
human kn~wledge,~ he may well claim to be judged 
by the same standard as his predecessors, and not to 
be considered a Sophistical sceptic for sayings which, 
coming from a Xenophanes, or a Parmenides, an Anaxa- 

Vide sup. 271 sqq. S With Ritter, p. 601. 
2 Vide sulm, p. 236, 4. * Vide p. 274. 
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goras or a Heracleitus, would gain for these philosophers 
the reputation of scientific modesty. It is also made 
a subject of reproach that he recommended moderation 
even in the pursuit of knowledge, and consequently ' 

undertook his enquiries only for his own gratification 
and not in the interests of truth.' But in the first place 
this is not compatible with the other charge of super- 
fluous learning, and secondly, we can only wonder how 
so true and innocent a remark could receive such an 
interpretation. If  even however he had said, what in  
fact he never does say in so many words, that we should 
strive after science in  order to be happy, i t  would only 
be to reiterate the assertion, a hundred times repeated, 
of the most honoured thinkers of all ages; and we 
should have no right to represent as a base-minded 
Sophist, a man aho with rare devotion gave his life 
to science, and who, as it is related, would have re- 
fused the kingdom of Persia in exchange for a single 
scientific di~covery.~ 

But the scientific theory advanced by Leucippus 
and Democritus is no doubt unsatisfactory and one- 
sided. Their system is throughout materialistic : its 
specific object is to dispense with all Being save cor- 
poreal Being, and with every force save that of gravity: 
Democritus declared himself in express terms against 
the voGs of Anaxagoras."~ut most of the ancient sys- 
tems are materialistic : neither the Early Ionian School, 
nor Heracleitus, nor Empedocles recognised any im- 

l Ritter, 626, onaccount of Fr. Ritter's representation, but what 
Nor. 142 : p+ ncivra F ' r r iurada~  follows is] rrdvrwv hpatJ+s y6vg. 
rrpoOdpeo, p+ [ZnL r?j nohupaeiy bviq- Vide s q .  p. 282, 2. 
e+s, we should expect, according to S Diog ix. 34 ; cf. 46. 
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material essence ; even the Being of the Eleatics is the 
Plenum or the body, and i t  is precisely the Eleatic 
conception of Being which forms the basis of the 
Atomistic metaphysics. The Atomists are only dis- 
tinguished from their predecessors by the greater 
severity and consistency with which they have carried 
out the thought of a purely material and mechanical 
construction of nature ; this can scarcely, however, be 
counted to their disadvantage, since in so doing they 
merely deduced the consequences required by the whole 
previous development, and of which the premisses mere 
already contained in the theories of their predecessors. 
We therefore mistake their historical significance if we 
separate their system from the previous natural philo- 
sophy, with which it is so closely connected, and banish 
it under the name of Sophistic beyond the limits of 
true science. I t  is likewise unjust to maintain, on 
account of the multiplicity of the atoms, that this 
system is altogether wanting in unity. Though its 
principle is deficient in the unity of numbers, it is not 
without unity of conception ; on the contrary, in at- 
tempting to explain all things from the fundamental 
opposite of the Plenum and the Vacuum, without re- 
course to further presuppositions, it proves itself the 
result of consistent reflection, striving after unity. 
Aristotle is therefore justified in praising its logical 
consistency and the unity of its principles, and giving 
the preference to i t  in that respect as compared with 
the less consistent doctrine of Empedocles.' This 

1 Tide on this poilit what is from De Gen. et Corr. i. 8 ; i. 2; 
quoted (p. 215, 1; 219, 2; 239, 1; De An. i. 2. 
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would sufficiently disprove the further statement that 
it sets chance upon the throne of the universe ; but we 
have already seen how far the Atomists were from so 
doing.' All that can truly be said is that they acknow- 
ledge no ultimate causes and no intelligence working 
to an end. Even this peculiarity however they share 
with most of the ancient systems, neither the princi- 
ples of the Early Ionians nor the world-creating Neces- 
sity of Parmenides and Empedocles can be credited 
with more intelligence than the Necessity of Demo- 
critus, and Aristotle in this respect makes no distinc- 
tion between the Atomistic philosophy and the other 
 system^.^ Can the Atomists then be blamed for pro- 
ceeding in the direction of the contemporary philosophy, 
and for bringing its tendency to a scientific completion by 
the discarding of unwarranted suppositions and mythical 
imagery? And is it just to praise the ancients when 
they declare the Necessity of Democritus to be mere 
chance, while the same statement in regard to Empedo- 
cles, who in truth gave greater occasion for it, is received 
with censure ? 

The atheism of the Atomistic philosophy is merely 
another expression for the same defect. But this also 
is found among others of the ancient philosophies, and 
at  any rate it is no proof of a Sophistic mode of 
thought. That Democritus denied the popular gods 
can, least of all, be imputed as a fault to him ; on the 
other hand, he held that the belief in gods was no mere 

l P. 236 sqq. a, 5 sqq.; Gen. et Cow. ii. 6,  333 
Vide Php. ii. 4 ;  Metaph. i. b, 9, 334 a. 

3, 984 b, 11. Concerning Empe- Cf. Ritter, p. 605 ; cf. 524. 
docles especially, Phys. viii. 1, 252 
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delusion, and sought for something real which might 
have given rise to it : an attempt deserving of all respect, 
however imperfect may seem to us his solution of the 
problem. Even this measure of blame, however, must 
be limited l when we perceive that Democritus, in his 
hypothesis of the ~28wha,  only does in his way what so 
many others have done since his time : namely that 
he explains the popular gods as daemons, and in this 
adheres as logically as possible to the presuppositions of 
his system. Moreover, if he has purified his exposi- 
tion from all mythological ingredients, this is not, as 
Schleiermacher asserts, a fault but a merit which he 
shares with Anaxagoras and Aristotle. The fact that 
even a purer idea of God is wanting in the Atomistic 
system is a graver matter. But this want is not peculiar 
to Sophistic ; the ancient Ionian physics could only 
logically speak of gods in the same sense as Democritus ; 
Parmenides only mentions the Deity mythically; Em- 
~edocles speaks of him (irreapectively of the many 
demon-like gods which are in the same category as 
those of Democritus) merely from want of consistency. 
With Awltxagoras first, philosophy attained to the dis- 
crimination of spirit from matter; but before this step 
had been taken the idea of Deity could find no place in 
the philosophic system as such. If, therefore, we under- 
stand by the Deity the incorporeal spirit, or the creative 
power apart from matter, the whole of the ancient 
philosophy is atheistical in principle ; and if it has in 
part, notwithstanding, retained a religious tinge, this is 
either an inconsistency, or i t  may be due to the form of 

Vide sup. p. 291. 
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the exposition, or perhaps is the result of personal faith, 
and not of philosophic conviction ; in all these cases, 
however, the best philosophers are those who prefer to 
set aside the religious presentation rather than adopt it 
without philosophical warrant. 

The ethics of Democritus are not indeed so closely 
connected with the Atomistic system as to furnish any 
criterion of that system. Nevertheless Ritter brings 
forward some unreasonable objections to them. In their 
form they are certainly eud~monistic, inasmuch as 
pleasure and aversion are made the standard of human 
actions. But in all the ancient system, happiness 
stands at  the apex of Ethics, as the highest end of life ; 
even Plato is scarcely an exception ; and if happiness is 
conceived by Democritus in a one-sided manner as 
pleasure, this merely proves a defective scientific basis 
in his ethical doctrine, and not a self-indulgent dispo- 
sition.' The principles of Democritus themselves are 
pure and worthy of respect ; and Ritter's objections to 
them come to very little. It is said that he was not 
strict about truth, but the maxim from which this is sup- 
posed to be taken, asserts something entirely different.2 
Also he is blamed for depriving the love of country of 
its moral value, and for tinding nothing mo~a l  in the 
conjugal and parental relation : onr previous discussion, 
however, will show that this censure is in part wholly 

l Even Socrates, as a rule, to speak; the same thing that is 
founds moral activities on a merely thus expressed in Fr. 124 : o i ~ f i b v  
eudtemonistic basis. iAevOcpfws r r a $ $ s u ~ ~  ~ h ~ s v v o s  8; 5 

2 I t  is in Fr. Mor. 125 : dAqOo- TO? rarpoG. Moreover, even Socra- 
~ U O & I V  xpsZlv anou Ar5i:ov; but this, tes and Plato, as everyone knows, 
i t  is clear, only meane that it is maintain that under certain cir- 
often better to keep silence than cumstances a lie is allowable. 
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unfounded, and in part greatly exaggerated, and that it 
might be with equal truth applied to many who are 
never reckoned among the Sophists.' Lastly, with re- 
gard to his wish that he might meet with favourable 
E Z ~ W X ~ ,  Ritter observes with all the force of x prejudice : 
An entire surrender of life to accidental occurrences is 

the end of his teaching.' Such a wish may indeed sound 
somewhat strange to us, but in itself, and regarded from 
the Atomistic standpoint, it is as natural as the desire 
for pleasant dreams or fine weather ; how little Demo- 
critus makes inward happiness dependent on chance, 
we have already shown.3 

But the whole comparison of the Atomistic philo- 
sophy with Sophistic doctrines is based upon a view of 
those doctrines that is much too indefinite. Sophistry 
is here supposed to be that mode of thought which 
misses the true and scientific attitude of mind. This, 
however, is not the nature of Sophistic teaching as 
seen in history, which rather consists in the withdrawal 
of thought from objective enquiry, and its restriction 
to a one-sided reflection, indifferent to scientific truth ; 
in the statement that man is the measure of all things, 
that all our presentations are merely subjective pheno- 
mena, and all moral ideas and principles are merely 
arbitrary ordinances. Of all these characteristics we 
find nothing in the Atomists: who were accordingly 

1 Not to mention what has been * Braniss says (p. 135) in proof 
already quoted of other philoso- of the similarity between the Atom- 
phers, we find the same cosmopoli- istic doctrine and that of the 
tanism ascribed to Anaxagoras as Sophists, ' that  i t  regarded spirit, 
to Democritus. as  opposed to the objective in space, 
. Ritter, i. 627. as  merely subjective,' but this is not 

Vide p. 2 3 8 , l ;  278.3 ; 280,l. accurate. The Atomistic system, in 



RELATION TO PARMENIDES. 305 

never reckoned as Sophists by any ancient writer. They 
are natural philosophers, who are commendedl and 
regarded with preference by Aristotle for their logical 
consistency ; and it is precisely in the strictness and 
exclusiveness of a purely physical and mechanical ex- 
planation of nature that the strength and weakness of 
their system lies. We have, therefore, no ground a t  
all for separating the Atomistic philosophy from the 
other physical systems; and we can rightly define its 
historical position only by assigning i t  to its true place 
among these. 

What that place is, has already been generally indi- 
cated. The Atomistic doctrine is, like the physics of 
Empedocles, an attempt to explain the multiplicity and 
change of all things, on the basis of Parmenides' propo- 
sition concerning the impossibility of Becoming and 
Decay-to escape the conclusions of Parmenides' system 
without questioning those first principles-to save the 
relative truth of experience as against Parmenides, while 

common with ot,her physical sys- apparentlytakinginterestinthings, 
terns, has amongits obj~ctiveprinci- subjective thought is only con- 
ples no spirit separate from matter ; cerned with itself, its own explana- 
but we have no right to turn this tions and hypotheses, but supposes 
negative propositionintoa positive i t  will attain in these objective 
one, and say that they place spirit truth. &c. Part of this might be 
exclusively in thesubject; for they asserted of any materialistic sys- 
recognise an immaterial principle tem, and the rest is refuted by 
as little in the subject as  out of what has just been said against 
it. Braniss, p. 143, justifies his Ritter, 1. 
statement with the remark that Vide p. 30C, 1. 
the Atomistic philosophy opposes Of all the pre-Socratic philo- 
to inanimate nat,ure only the sub- sophers, none is more frequently 
ject with its joy in the explanation quotecl in the physical writings of 
of natnre, as ~ p i r i t  ; in pl;%ce of Aristotle than Democritus, because 
truth i t  introdures the subjective his enquiries entered most particu- 
st,ririnpafter trnth (after trzcth, the larly into letails. 
real knowledge of things) ; while 

VOL. 11. X 
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its absolute truth is renounced-to mediate between 
the Eleatic point of view and that of ordinary opinion.' 
Of all the earlier doctrines, therefore, it is most closely 
allied with that of Parmenides-allied, however, in a 
double manner : directly, inasmuch as i t  adopts part of 
his propositions ; indirectly, inasmuch as i t  contradicts 
another part, and opposes thereto its own definitions. 
From Parmenides i t  borrows the conception of Being 
and non-Being, of the plenum and vacuum, the denial 
of generation and decay, the indivisibility, qualitative 
simpleness, and unchangeableness of Being; with 
Parmenides, it- teaches that the cause of multiplicity 
and motion can lie only in non-Being; like him i t  
discards the perception of sense, and seeks for all truth 
in the reflective contemplation of things. In  opposition 
to Parmenides i t  maintains the plurality of Being, the 
reality of motion and quantitative change, and, in con- 
sequence, that which most clearly expresses the oppo- 
sition of the two points of view, the reality of non-Being 
or the Void. In  the physical theories of the Atomists, 
we are reminded of Parmenides by several particulars,2 
and especially by the derivation of the soul's activity 
from warm matter; but on the whole the nature of the 
subject was such that the influence of the Eleatic doc- 
trine could not be very considerable in this direction. 

With Melissus also, as well as Parmenides, the 
Atomistic philosophy seems to have had a direct his- 

Vide supra, p. 210 sqq., cf. p. is surrounded by a fixed sheath ; 
229 sq. the genesis of living creatures from 

e.g. the conception of the slime, the statement that a corpse 
universe, which, according to the retains a certain kind of sensation. 
second portion of Parmenides'poem, 
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torical connection. But if there is no doubt that Leu- 
cippus is indebted to Melissus, Melissus, on the other 
hand, seems to have bestowed some attention on the 
doctrine of Leucippns. For example, if we compare 
t.he arguments of Melissus with those of Parmenides 
and Zeno, it is surprising to find that in the former the 
conception of the Void plays a part which it does not in 
the latter ; that not only the unity of Being, but like- 
wise the impossibility of motion, is proved by means of 
the unthinkableness of the Void ; and the theory of 
divided bodies which only enter into connection through 
contact is expressly controverted.' This theory is found 
in none of the physical systems except that of th'e 
Atomists; who alone attempted to explain motion by 
means of empty space. Are we then to suppose that 
Melissus, to whom no especial intellectual acuteness is 
ever ascribed, himself originated and introduced into 
its proper place this conception which was so important 
for the subsequent Physics, and that the Atomists first 
borrowed from him what was one of the corner-stones 
of their system ; or is not the opposite supposition far 
more probable, viz., that the Samian philosopher, who 
in general was more closely allied with the doctrines 
of the contemporary natural philosophy, so carefully 
studied that conception, only because its importance 
had been proved by a physical theory which derived 
the motion and multiplicity of all things from the 
Void ? 

Vide supra, Vol. I. p. 632, 2 ;  szcpm, 215, 1,Vol. I. 632, 2) cannot 
635 sq. be brought forward against this. 

VlJe p. '228, l; 229, 1. Aristotle here certainly reprasents 
Arist. Geqa. et Cwr. i. S (vide the Eleatic doctrine, from which 

X 2 
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Whether in their polemic against the Eleatics, the 
Atomists were at  all under the influence of the Hera- 
cleitean system cannot he stated mith certainty. I n  
regard to Democritus, it is in itself probable, and is 
confirmed by his ethical fragments, that the treatise of 
Heracleitus was not unknown to him ; for not merely do 
particular sayings of his agree with Heracleitus, but his 
whale theory of life closely resembles that of the Ephe- 
sian ph4Iosopher.l Both seek true happiness not in 
externals, but in  the goods of the soul ; both declare a 
contented disposition to be the highest good; both 
recognise as the only means to this peace of mind, the 
limitation of our desires, temperance, prudence, and 
subordination to the course of the universe ; both are 
much alike in their pdlitical views.2 That Leucippus, 
on the other hand, was acquainted mith the Heracleitean 
doctrine, and made use of it, cannot be so distinctly 
maintained ; but all the theories of the Atomists which 
brought them into collision with Parmenides, lie in 
the direction which Heracleitus inaugurated. If the 
Atomistic system insisted on the reality of motion and 
of divided Being, it was Heracleitus who maintained, 

he passes to Leucippus, primarily 
according to  Melissus, but as  his 
chief concern is to show the rela- 
tion between the Eleatic and Ato- 
mistic systems, without any special 
reference to the particular philoso- 
phers of the two schools, we ought 
not to conclude from this that he 
regarded Leucippus as dependent 
on bIelissus. 

l Such as the statements about 
eucyclopwdic learning, s q .  p. 277, 
1, compared with what is quoted 

from Heracleitus, Vol. I. ,510, 4 ; 
336,5, the proposition that  the soul 
is the dwelling place of the daemon, 
p. 278, 3, cf. 98, 5 ;  the theory that 
all human art arose from the imi- 
tation of nature, p. 277, 2, cf. 92, 
2 ; the utterance quoted p. 10, 2, in 
reference to which Lortzing, p. 19, 
cites PS.-Galen, 3p. Iarp. 439, xix. 
449 K, where these words are 
ascribed to Demoeritus: & V ~ ~ W R O L  
rL ~ a i  &vt?pwnos n r i m t s .  

Vide p. 97 sq., 277 sq. 
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more decidedly than any other philosopher, that the 
Real is constantly changing and sundering into oppo- 
sites ; if the Atomists derive all things from Being and 
non-Being, and believe all motion to be conditioned by 
this opposition, Heracleitus had previously said that 
strife is the father of all things, that every motion pre- 
supposes an opposite, and that everything is, and equally 
is not, that which i t  is. Being and non-Being are the 
two moments of the Heracleitean Becoming, and the 
principle of the Atomists that non-Being is as real as 
Being, might without difficulty be derived from the 
theories of Heracleitus on the flux of all things, if for 
absolute Becoming, relative Becoming-Becoming from 
an unchangeable primitive matter-were substituted in 
deference to the Eleatics. The Atomists, further, are 
in accord with Heracleitus in their recognition of an 
unbroken interdependence of nature, in which, despite 
their materialism, they acknowledge a rational con- 
formity to law.' Like him, they hold that individual 
worlds arise and perish, while the whole of the original 
matter is eternal and \imperishable. Lastly, the cause 
of life and consciousness is sought by Democritus in 
the warm atoms which are diffused throughout the uni- 
verse, as well as the bodies of living creatures; and 
this theory, in spite of all divergences as to details, 
greatly resembles the doctrine of Heracleitus concerning 
the soul and the universal reason ; while the phenomena 
of life, sleep, and death, are explained in both systems 
in a similar manner. All these traits make it probable 

' Vide supra, p. 236 sqq.; cf. Cf. 256 sq.; 262 sq.; cf. 79 
39 sq. sq. 
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that the Atomistic philosophy was influenced in its be- 
ginning, not only by the doctrines of the Eleatics, but 
of Heracleitus : if even, however, i t  arose independently 
of the latter, a t  any rate the thought of change and 
Becoming, of multiplicity and of divided Being, is so 
predominant in it, that i t  must, from the state of the 
case, be regarded as a union of the Heracleitean stand- 
point with the Eleatic, or, more accurately, as an attempt 
to explain the Becoming and plurality of derived things 
on the hypothesis of the Eleatic fundamental doctrines, 
from the nature of the primitive Being.' 

The Atomistic system, therefore, proposes to itself 
essentially the same problem as that proposed by the 
system of Empedocles. Both start from the interest of 
natural science, to explain the generation and decay, 
the plurality and change of things. But both concede 
to the Eleatics that the primitive Reality can neither 
decay nor alter in its nature or constitution. Both, 
therefore, adopt the expedient of reducing Becoming 
and Change to the combination and separation of uc- 
changeable substances, and since this is only possible, 
and the multiplicity of phenomena is only explicable, 

Wirth seems to  me less accu- 
rate when (vide sucpra, p. 254, 2) 
he co-ordinates the Atomists and 
Heracleitus with this observation : 
' I n  the Eleatic doctrine there lies 
a double antithesis, ag ~ i n s t  Be- 
coming and against plurality ; the 
former concept,ion, that of Be- 
coming, was taken from Heraclei- 
tus, the l a~ te r ,  that of plurality, 
from the Atomists. For  on the one 
hand, as Aristotle perceives (vide 
supm, p. 210 sqq.), the Atomists 
are as much concerned i n  the 

vindication of Becoming and 
Change as  of plurahty ; on the 
other, their method is essentially 
distinct from tha t  of Heracleitus 
in that they return to the Eleatic 
conception of Ueing, and expressly 
recognising this conception, attempt 
to  explain phenomena ; whereas 
Heracleitus not only does not 
recognise the conception, but in 
fact most decidealy annuls it.' 
Moreover, there is a chrono1ogic;tl 
interval of some decades becmeen 
them. 
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if these unchangeable substances are many, both sepa- 
rate the one primitive matter of the earlier philosophers 
into a plurality-Empedocles int,o four elements, the 
Atomists into innumerable atoms. Both systems, there- 
fore, bear the stamp of a purely mechanical explanation 
of nature; both recognise only material elements, and 
only a combination of these elements in space ; even in 
the particulars of their theories as to the way in which 
the substances combine and influence one another, they 
are so very similar that we need only develop the con- 
ceptions of Empedocles more logically to arrive at  
Atomistic definitions.' Lastly, both dispute the truth 
of the sense-perception, because it does not show us the 
unchangeable first principles of things, and deludes us 
with an actual Becoming and Decay. What distinguishes 
the two theories from each other, is merely the severity 
with which the Atomistic philosophy, discarding all other 
presuppositions, develops the thought of mechanical 
physics. While Empedocles unites with his physical 
theory mythical and religious notions, we here encounter 
only a dry naturalism ; while he sets up as moving 
forces the mythical forms of Love and Nate, move- 
ment is explained by the Atomists in a purely physical 
manner as the effect of weight in the Void ; while he 
attributes to the primitive substances a qualitative 
determinateness from the beginning, the Atomists, 
maintaining more strictly the conception of Being, re- 
duce all qualitative differences to quantitative differ- 
ences of form and mass; while he limits the elements 
according to number, but makes them infinitely divi- 

l Vide s u p ,  p. 134. 
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sible, the Atomists more logically go back to indivisible 
primitive bodies, which, in order to explain the plurality 
of things, are canceived as infinite in number and infi- 
nitely various in form and size; while he makes the 
union and separation of matter alternate periodically, 
the Atomists find the perpetual union and separation of 
the atoms based on their eternal motion. Both systems, 
therefore, follow the same tendency, but this tendency 
is mtIre simply and logically developed in that of the 
Atomists, which so far occupies a higher place scienti- 
fically than the system of Empedocles. Yet neither 
bears in its main features such decided traces of de- 
pendence on the other that we should be justified in 
ascribing the doctrine of Empedocles to Atomistic in- 
fluences; the two systems seem rather to have been 
developed simulta?zeously from the same presuppositions. 
Only when the Atomistic philosophy goes more into de- 
tail, as in the doctrine of emanations and ~28i~wXa, in 
the explanation of the perceptions of the senses, and 
the theories on the origin cf living creatures, does an 
express obligation to Empedocles become probable, the 
more so as he was much reverenced by the later ad- 
herents of the Atomistic school.' But this further de- 
velopment of the Atomistic doctrine is apparently the 
work of Democritus, in regard to whom there can he no 
doubt that he was acquainted with the opinions of his 
famous Agrigentine predecessor. 

No influence of the ancient Ionic School can be 
traced in the Atomistic system ; a knowledge of the 
Pythagorean doctrine is indeed ascribed to Democritus,z 

1 TTide the potat ion from Lucretius, p. 185, 1. Vide p. 210. 
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but whether i t  was already possessed by Leucippus we 
do not know. If this were in truth the case, the ma- 
thematical and mechanical character of the Atomistic 
doctrine might have some connection with the Pytha- 
gorean mathematics, and in proof of the similarity of 
the two systems, me might refer to the Pythagorean 
Atomistic doctrine of Ecphantus,' and to the remark 
of Ari~totle,~ in which he compares the derivation of 
composite things from atoms with the Pythagorean 
derivation of things fxom numbers. In  respect to 
Ecphantus, however, we might more easily suppose 
that his theory had beea influenced by the Atomists. 
Aristotle's comparison of the two doctrines proves 
nothing as to any real c~nnection Letmeen them; we 
must, therefore, leave the question undecided, whether 
or not the founder of the Atomistic doctrine received 
any scientific impulse &om the Pythagoreans. 

Lastly there remains the enquiry concerning the 
relation of the Atornists to Anaxagoras ; but as this can 
only be pursued aftex we have acquainted ourselves with 
the opinions of that philosopher, i t  must be postponed 
to a future chapter. 

As to the history and adherents of the Atomistic 
philosophy after Democritus, tradition tells us little. 
Of Nessus, or Nessas,3 the disciple of Democritus, we 
know nothing but his name. A disciple of this Nessus, 
or perhaps of Democritus himself, was Metrodorus of 

1 Vide Vol. I. p. 527. p? aacpOs 8q~ou^aiv,  aPws 70i7ro 
2 De C d o ,  iii. after the words j3obAovrar A&yriv. 

quoted p. 216, 3 : rpdrrov ydp r rva  S Diog. ix. 58 ; Aristocl. vide 
~ a i  OSTOL r d v r a  7 h  8vra  roioGurv following note. 
B o ~ O ~ O ~ S  ual dl; BprOpGv. ~ a i  yhp EL 
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Chius,' who seems to have been one of the most im- 
portant of these later Atomists. 

While agreeing with Democritus in his fundamental 
doctrines, concerning the plenum and v a c ~ u m , ~  the 
atoms: the infinity of matter and of space: the plurality 
of worlds: and also resembling him in many particulars 

1 Diogenes, l .  c. mentions both 
statements, Clem. Strom. i. 301 D, 
and Aristocl. ap. Eus. P?. Ev. xiv. 
19, 5, mention Protagoras and 
Metrodorus ; Suidas, A q p d ~ p .  cf. 
~ ; C ) W Y  the latter, Democritus's 
disciple; Aristocles ap. Eus. Pr. 
Ev. xiv. 7 ,  8, says on the contrary 
that  Democritus was the instructor 
of Protitgoras and Nesstts, and that 
Metrodorus was the dishiple of 
Nessas. The name of Metrodorus's 
father, according to Stobaus, Eel. 
i. 304, was Theocritus. '0 XZos is 
the usual appellation of this Me- 
trodorus to distinguish him from 
other philosophers of the same 
name, especially the two from 
Lampsacus, of whom the elder was 
a disciple of Anaxagoras, and the 
younger of Epicurus. But he is 
nevertheless son~etimes confounded 
with them ; for instance, in Simpl. 
Phys. 257 b, where i t  can only be 
through an orersight that the Me- 
trodorus to whom in common with 
Anaxagoras and Archelaus is at- 
tributed the theory of the creation 
of the world by vo is  is designated 
a s  the Chian. The statements of 
the Placitu (except ii. 1, 3, where 
' Metrodorus the disciple of Epi- 
curus ' is mentioned), of the Eclo- 
g a  of Stobaeus? and of the pseudo- 
Grileu concern~ng Metrodorus, re- 
late to the Chian, those in Stobaus' 
Florilegium to the Epicurean. 

2 Simpl. Phys. 7 a (according to 
Theophrastus) : ~ a >  M ~ T P ~ G W P O S  8; d 

Xios Bpxhs uxs6bv r b s  a 3 r h  r o i s  
sspl A q p d ~ ~ ~ r o v  sorsi r b  sA+jpss ~ a l  
r b  K E Y ~ Y  r d s  spdras  alr las 6noO&~- 
vos, d v  r b  p2v by r b  68 p 3  Sv sivar, 
aepl Gi rGv dhhwv l6iav rrvb norcirar 
r l )v  PEIOo80v. SO also Aristscl. ap. 
Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 19, 5 :  Metr. is 
said to have been instructed by 
Democritus, &pX& 6k bnopfivauOar 
r b  shijpss KU.1 r b  K E V ~ V  %v r b  p i v  bv 
r b  6; 6v sivar. 

S Srob. Eel. i. 304; Theod. Cur. 
Gr. Affect. iv. 9, p. 57, according to 
whom he called the atoms b3ralpsra. 
On the void, in particular, cf. Simpl. 
l. c. p. 152, a. 

Plut. Plac. i. 18, 3 ; Stob. 
Ecl. i. 380;  Simpl. l. c. 35 a, cf. 
following note. 

Stob. i. 496 (Plut. PZac. i. 5, 
5 ; Galen c. 7, p. 249 K) : Msrpd- 
Gwpos . . . ~ g u i v  dronov sLar hv 
/.L€ydAp ~ € 6 1 ~  U T ~ X U V  ysvvqei j~al  
Ka'r i:va Kdupov hv 7 @  &s€lpp. 871 
8; &ssrpor ~ a r d  r b  sA?Oos, 65Aov ;K 

70; dsrrpa r d  afrra eivai. sl yhp 6 
~ d u p o s  ~ E T C ~ U U ~ E I I O S ,  r d  6' &ra 
s d v r a  dnrrpa, QF, %v 88e d ~ d u p o s  
y&yovev, &vdyKq L ~ R E ~ P O U S  sival. 8 7 0 ~  
ybp 7 8  a l r ra  ~ d u r a ,  h ~ s i  ~ a l  r b  &no- 
rsAkupara. afrra 62 (adds the nar- 
rator) ~ T O L  ar' dropor 4 7 6  urorxeia. 
There is again mention of the 
All in the singular, when Plutarch 
ap. Eus. Pr. Eu. i. p. 12 says: 
Mqrpda. 6 Xios it8rov sSvai Qqui 7b 
sav, drr si jiv ysvuqrbv hK 70s pl) 
6 ~ 7 0 s  Bv 3v,  dnrrpov 6B, 871 &t6lov, 
oir ybp 88ev Sptaro, 036; nipas oirGb 
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of his explanation of nature,' he was separated from 
him as a physicist by many opinions peculiar to him- 
self; and as a philosopher, by the sceptical inferences 
~ehevr?! )v .  &AA' 0561: ~ r v i i u e w s  per;- critus, he explained as the Q h r a ~ b s  
~ e r v  7 8  X%. ~ r v e i u 0 a r  y d p  &6hvarov, K ~ K A O S ,  probably meaning that i t  
p +  p ~ O ~ u r d p ~ v ~ v ,  peOiurau0ar  6 i  was a circle of light left behind by 
b v a y r a i o v  6 r o r  € is  r h i i p e s  3 els the sun on his way through the 
K E U ~ V  (but this would seem to be heavens (Plac. iii. 1, 5 ; Stob. 574 ; 
impossible, since in the r i i v ,  the Gal. c. 17, p. 285). Like Anaxa- 
totality of things, all the void and goras and Democritus he called 
all the full are contained). Even the sun a pd6pos 3 r 6 r p o s  Grrirupos 
here there is no contradiction to (Plac. ii. 20, 5 ;  Gal. 14, p. 276;  
the atomistic standpoint, for the less precisely, Stob. 524, rhprvov 
atoms and the void are eternal, h d p x c r v ) .  Also his exp1;tnatioxi of 
and if within the infinite mass of earthquakes (Sen. Tat. Qu. vi. 19) 
atoms motion has never begun and as caused by the penetration of the 
never ceases, yet this mass as a external air into the hollow spaces 
whole (and only as such is i t  spoken within the earth, must have been 
of) because of its infinity can never suggested to him by Democritus, 
be moved. Metrodorus could per- who however ascribed that phe- 
fectly, therefore, in regard to it, nomenon even more to the action 
adopt the doctrine of Melissus on of water than to currents of air 
the eternity, unlimitedness, and (sup. p. 253, 1).  No doubt there 
immobility of Being (that he did were many other theories in which 
so is proved by the comparison in he agreed with Democritus, but 
Vol. I. 553 sqq. ; even the false which have not been handed down 
deduction of the unlimitedn~ss of to us, because the compilers chiefly 
the world from its eternity reap- quote from each philosopher those 
pears here), and we may disregard opinions by which he was distiu- 
the conjecture that Eusebius in his guished from others. 
excerpt has mixed up two accounts, Especially his thearies about 
one relating to Melissus and one the formation of the world seem to 
to Metrodorus. On the other hand, have been very distinctive. He is 
thereis  between the words quoted said (Plac. iii. 9, 5) to have re- 
above, and the words which directly garded the earth as a precipitate 
follow them, a lacuna which no from the water, and the sun as a 
doubt is the fault, not of Plutarch, precipitate from the air ; this is, 
but of the compiler of the Eusebian indeed, but a modification of the 
extracts. conceptions of Democritus, and 

l Thus he agreed with Demo- with i t  agrees what is quoted, p. 
critus (vide supra, p. 252, 2)  that  247, 4. On the other hand, the 
not only the moon and the other statement of Plntarch is much 
planets, but also the fixed stars re- more remarkable (ap. Eus. i. 8,12) : 
ceive their light from the sun (Plut. a u ~ v o 6 p s v o v  61: r b v  a k J i p a  r o r e b  
Plac. ii. 17, 1 ; Stob. Eel. i. 518, v e i p h a s ,  e h a  86op,  8 ~ a l  ~ a r r b v  Q r l  
5.58 ; Galen, H. Ph. c. 13, p. 273 r b v  qhrov uj3evv6var a i r ~ b v ,  ~ a i  a d h r v  
K); the milky way, unlike Demo- tiparo6pcvov i [dn.rcu0ar .  x p d v y  6 8  
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which he drew from the doctrine of Democritus. For 
example, he not only questioned the truth of the sense- 
perception,' but declared that we could know nothing, 
not even whether we know something or nothing-.2 Yet ' 
he cannot have intended in these propositions to abolish 
on principle all possibility of knowledge, as in that case 
he would neit,her have professed the chief doctrines of 
the Atomistic system, nor would he ha,ve occupied him- 

xfiyvva6ar r @  &p@ rbv ijhtov ~ a i  
xoreiv d~ 706 Aa,urp06 66aros bard- 
pas, v h ~ r a  rs ~ a i  4pJpav ZK 76s 
c~bCurws Kal F ) & ~ + E w s  ~ a l  ~ ~ 0 6 -  
AOU rbs Z K ~ ~ ~ + E L S  b~or~hs iv .  The 
words sound as if Metrodorus 
had supposed the stars to be gene- 
rated each day afresh through the 
influence of the sun on the atmo- 
spheric water; but even if this 
portion of his cosmogony has been 
misrepresented, and he in real~ty 
only accounted in this way for the 
$rst product~on of the stars, i t  
would still be a considerable di- 
vergence from Deinocritus. What 
is further said of the daily ex- 
tinction and rekindling of the pun 
has more similarity with the the- 
ory of Heracleitus than of Demo- 
crltus. Like Anaxagoras, Metro- 
dorus is said to hare regarded the 
stars as wheel-shaped (Stob. 51 0), 
and like him also to have assigned 
the highest place in the universe 
to the sun, the next highest to the 
moon ; after them came the fixed 
stars and planets (Plac. ii. 15, 6 ; 
Gal. c. 13, p. 272). According to 
Plac. iii. 15, 6. he explains the fact 
of the earth's remaining In its place 
in the fo,lowing manner : p768v dv 
70: UIKEIV r6ry uGpa ~tvtiaOar, ei 
pfi rrs xpo8urrs j) ~a6eA~huers K ~ T '  

dvipyt~av. 6rb pq61 r$v yijv, re 
~erpivqv @var~ds, ~rvr?at'ar ; the 

same view which is brought for- 
ward by Plato and Aristotle 
against the Atomistic hypotheses 
about weight. Cf. further his 
theories on the Dioscuri (PI. ii. 18, 
2);  on shooting stars (Plac. iii. 2, 
11 ; Stob. i. 580) ; thunder, light- 
ning, hot blasts (PI. iii. 3. 2 ; Stob. 
i. 590 sq.) ; clouds (Plut. ap. Eus. 
2. c. ; on the other hmd, Plac. iii. 
4, 2 ;  Stob. Floril. ed. Mriu. iv. 
151, contain nothing of impor- 
tance); the rainbow (Plac. iii. 5, 
1 2 ) ;  the winds (Plac. iii. 7, 3);  
the sea (Plac. iii. 16, 5) ;  and the 
quotations in the previous note. 

l Ap. Joh. Damasc. Parall. r9; 
ii. 25, 23 ; Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. 
iv. 2, 34. The proposition, +ru6e7s 
~~~1 721s aiaO~uers, is ascribed to 
Metrodorus, as  well as to Demo- 
critus, Protagoras, and others. 
Similarly Epiph. l. c. : 0682 rais 
aia6fiasur 6ri rpoaixerv, 8oKfiarl 
ydp iar1 rdr ndvra. 

Aristocl. ap. Eus. Pr. Eu. xiv. 
19, 5. At the opening of a trea- 
tise rep1 @hasws, Metrodorus said : 
066~1s 4pGv o66kv oBev, 066' abrb 
ro6ro a6rspov 0?6apev j) O ~ K  0?8apcv. 
The same thing is quoted in Sext. 
Math. vii. 88 ; cf. 48 ; Diog. ix. 
58 ; Epiph. Exp. Fad. 1088 A ; 
Cic. Acad. ii. 23, 73 ;  the iast a s  
serts that  i t  stcod wbitio Zsbri pui 
est de ~atzcra. 
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self so closely with physical enquiries; they must, 
therefore, be regarded merely as an exaggerated expres- 
sion of his mistrust of the senses, and of his judgments 
concerning the actual state of human knowledge. The 
truth of thought he does not seem to have disputed.' 

Anaxarchus of Abdera? the companion of Alexander: 
celebrated for his heroism under a torturing deakh,4 is 
said to have been taught by Metrodorus: or by his 
disciple, Diogenes. He too was reckoned among the 
precursors of Scepticism but the only thing that can 

1 Aristocles, l. C., cites from him 
the statement: Zrr r d v r a  durlv, 6 
&v r l s  vo$uai. This may be taken 
to signify, 'a l l  is for each man 
what he thinks of it' (cf. Euthydem. 
inf.) ; but the meaning may also be 
'the all is that which we can think 
included in it ;' so that i t  expresses 
the worth of thought as contrasted 
with perception. Similarly E m p e  
docles (vide sup. 169, 5) opposes 
v o ~ i v  to the senses. On this sub- 
ject, cf. p. 225, 3. 

2 H e  is described as an inhabi- 
taut of Abdera, Diog. ix. 58 ; Galen. 
H. Phil. c. 3, p. 234 K, and c. 2, 
p. 228, wliere instead of "Ava&zyd- 
pas,' ' 'Av$ [ap~os '  is to be read, a s  
even Diels now admits. 

3 SO Diog. ix. 58. More defi- 
nitely Clem. Strom. i. 301 D ; and 
Aristocles, ap. Eus. xiv, 17, 8, 
name Diogenes as the teacher of 
Anaxarchus. The native city of 
this Diogenes was Smyrna ; hut, 
according to Epiph. Exp. Fid. 1088 
A, Cyrene was also mentioned. 
Epiphanius, on whom, however, 
we cannot certainly rely, says that  
his philosophical standpoint was 
the same as that of Protagoras. 

4 Concerning him, Luzac, Lee- 

tiones Attic@, 181-193. 
He had fallen into the hands 

of his enemy, the Cyprian prince 
Nicocreon, and was by his command 
pounded in a mortar ; unconquered, 
he called out to the tyrant : ~ r i a u a  
rbv ' ~ v a t d p x o v  OdAa~ov, ' A v d ~ u p X ~ v  
06 mloocis.  The circumstance is 
commonly narrated with various 
minor details ; cf. Diog. 1. c. ; Plut. 
Virt. Mor. 10, p. 449 ; Clem. Stro?z. 
iv. 496 D ; Valer. Max. iii. 3, ext. 
4 ; P l ~ n .  H. Nat. vii. 23, 87; Ter- 
tull. Apolo.get. 50 ; PS. Dio Chrys. 
Or. 37, p. 126 R (ii. 306 Dind.). 
Wiedemann, in the Philoloyus, 
xxx. 3, 249, 33, refers to other 
testimonies. 

PS. Galen. H. Phil. 3, p. 234 
K, reckons him among the sceptics, 
and Sext. Math. vii. 48, includes 
him, with Metrodorus, among those 
who admitted no criterion of truth. 
Also in p. S7 sq. he says : Many 
think this of ilIetrodorus, Anax- 
archus and Monimus ; of Metro- 
dorus, because of the remark 
quoted above ; of Anaxarchus and 
Monimus : Brr u ~ ~ v o y p u @ i ?  &l- 
Kauav r b  bvra, 70% 62 ~ a r h  &vous 
i) pavfuv ?rpour~rrrou~i raOra ZrpoiG- 
uBai bni~af iov .  
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be quoted as evidence of this is a contemptuous ex- 
pression about the doings and opinions of men, which 
does not assert more than we constantly find apart from 
a11 connection with any sceptical theory. Other ac- 
counts represent him as an adherent of the Democritean 
theory of nature.' He may also be connected with 
Democritus when he declares happiness to be the highest 
end of our e f f~ r t s .~  On the other hand, he diverges 
from him in his more precise conception of the prac- 
tical problems of life, with which his philosophy was 
mainly concerned, in two directions. On the one side 
he approaches C y n i c i ~ m ; ~  he praises Pyrrho's indif- 
ference ; he confronts external pain with that con- 
temptuous pride which appears in his famous utterance 
while he was being pounded in Nicocreon's mortar; he 

1 Ap. Plut. Tranqu. An. 4, p. ix. 37). Cf. Galen, H. Phil. 3, 
466 ; Valer. Max. riii. 14, ext. 2, 230 ; a philosophic sect might be 
he is represented as bringing before called ;K r 6 ~ o v s  ~ a i  6dyfiaros, 
Alrxander the doctrine of the I u r r ~ p  6 4 6 6 ~ t p 0 ~ ~ K h .  6 y k p  'Avdtap-  
infinity of worlds, which would be x o s  r6hos r f s  ~ a r '  abrbv ~ 3 a y w y i j s  
:is inappropriate to a sceptic as the (1. bywy.)  7 1 v  eGBa[poviav h y e v ,  
language agreeing with the utter- Diog. Proam. 17. Many of the 
ances of Democritus (szcp. 277, l), philosophers are named brrb 6ra- 
quoted in Clem. Strom, i. 287 A ;  fJ6uewv, &S oi E 6 6 a [ p o v r ~ o i ,  Clear- 
Stob. 34, 19 on r r o A u p a 8 f ~ ,  which, chus ap. Athen. xii. 548 b:  7 0 s  
thouph useful to the wise man, 1s E66a~pov[~~v~aAoup6vwv'Ava~dp~~. 
declared to be very injurious to the Thus Timcn speaks, ap. Plut. 
person who chatters about every- Yirt. Mor. 6, p. 446, of his Bap- 
thing without distinction; a state- uaA6ov r e  nal + p a v & s ,  his K ~ V E O V  

ment which Bernays, Rh. Mus. p6vos, and Plut. Alex. 52, calls 
xxiii. 375, also proves to have come him IFlav r ~ v b  rropeudpevos 25 d p ~ f s  
from the mechanist Athenreus (ride 66bv E'v q ~ A o u o @ l a  ~ a l  665av cihV$bs 
Wescher's Polwrcdtipue des Grecs, bsepo$las ~ a l  dhrywplas r 0 v  uvvfi- 

S 4, 292). Bov. 
2 I t  IS to this statement.andnot Diog. ix. 63. Once when 

to his &adBera ~ a l  f 6 ~ 0 h h  70; B ~ O U  Anaxarchus had fallen into a bog, 
(as Diog. ix 60, asserts), that he Pyrrho passedby withouttroubling 
owes his avvellation 6 E i 6 a r f i o v [ ~ b s  himself about him, but was vraised 
(Diog. and'elem. l. c. ; Sext. vii. 48 ; by Anaxarchus for his b6;al$opav 
Athen. ri. 250 sq.; Xlian V. H. ~ a l  l i u ~ o p y o v .  
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takes many liberties with the Macedonian conqueror,' 
corrupting him at the same time with flatteries, couched 
in the language of hone~ty .~  On the other side, in his 
personal conduct he contradicts his principles by an 
effeminacy and self-indulgence for which he is censured 
in many different quartersa3 Anaxarchus was the in- 
structor of Pyrrho t,he S ~ e p t i c . ~  Nausiphanes also seems 
to have been indirectly connected wit,h Metrodorus, at 
least he is described as a follower of Pyrrho's scepticism, 
and at  the same time as the teacher of Epicurus; we 

1 Cf. the anecdotes, ap. Diog. pleasure, and proves i t  by many 
ix. 60. Dingenes himself calls at- examples. Ap. Plut. Alex. -52, 
tention to the different account in Callisthenes says to him, when the 
Plutarch, Plut. Qz6. cmv. ix. 1, question was under diecu~sion 
2, 5 ; 2331. V. H. ix. 37 ; Athen. vi. whether i t  were warmer in Persia 
250 sq. (according to Satyrus) ; or in Greece, he must., doubtless, 
even the last seems to me t,o con- have found it colder in Persia since 
tain not flattery but irony, as is in Greece he had exchanged his 
presupposed by Alexander'sanswer. cloak for three coverings ; bnt 

I know not how otherwise to even Timon says, ap. Plut. Yirt. 
regard his behaviour after the Mor. 6, p. 446 : his q6uis $8ovorh4lt; 
murder of Clitus (Plut. Alex. 52, drew him aside against his better 
adprinc. incr. 4, 1, p. 781 ; Arrian, knowledge. To see in all this, as  
Exp. Alex. iv. 9, g), on which Flu- Luzrc does, only a peripatetic 
tarch observes, that through it he calumny the final motive of which 
made himself greatly beloved, but lies in the enmity between Callis- 
exercised the worst influence over theues and Anaxarchus, seems to 
the king: and I see no reason to me hazardous, though I attach 
mistrust the narrative of Plutarch. no undue importance to the asser- 
On the other hand, i t  may be true tion of Clearchus. 
that it was not Arraxarchus, as  * Diog. is. 61,63, 67 ; Aristocl. 
Arrian says, l. c. 9, 14. 10, 7, pre- ap. Eus. I. c. and 18, 20. 
facing his statements with Adyos Diog. Proam. 15, where to- 
K U ~ ~ X E L ,  but Cleon. (so Curt. De gether with him a certain Nau- 
Reb. Alex. viii. 17, 8 sqq.), who sicgdes. otherwise unknown, is in- 
recommended to the Macedonians troduced as a disciple of Democri- 
the adoration of Alexander. That tus and an instructor of Epicurus, 
Alexander valued rbv piv &P,UOVLK~V X. 7 sq. 14 ; ix. 64, 69 ; Suid. 
(1. rbv e&fia~povi~bv)  "AvCi~ap~ov, 'EWIK. ; Cic. N. D. i. 26, 73. 33, 93 ; 
Plutarch likewise observes, Plut. Sext. Math. i. 2 sq. ; Clemens, 
Alex. Virt. 10, p. 331. Strom. i. 301 D. According to 

S Clearchus sp. Athe%. xii. 548 Clem. St~om. ii. 417 A, he declared 
b, reproaches him with love of d~a~a?rA?lt:a to be the highest 
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may, therefore, suppose that, like Metrodorus, he com- 
bined an Atomistic theory of physics with a sceptical view 
of human knowledge.' In general, among the successors 
of Democritus, the Atomistic philosophy seems to have 
followed the sceptical tendencies which might so easily 
be deduced from its physical presuppositions, though i t  
did not itself abandon these presuppositions ; while 
previously and contemporaneously, a similar modifica- 
tion of the Heracleitean physics was undertaken by 
Cratylus and Protagoras, and of the Eleatic doctrine by 
Gorgias and the Eristics. Whether Diagoras, the famous 
Atheist, who became proverbial in antiquity, can he 
rightly included in the school of Democritus, appears the 
more doubtful since he would seem to have been older, 
or at  any rate not younger, than Democritus, and not a 
single proposition of his philosophy has been rec~rded.~ 

good, which was called by Demo- 
critus &Oappla. As to his relation 
with Epicurns ef. Part 111. a, 342, 
2nd ed. 

1 This connecbion between Epi- 
curos and Metrodorns, through 
the medium of Nausiphanes, may 
hare giren rise $0 thk statement 
(Galen. H. Phil. c. 7, p. 249 ; Stob. 
Eel. i. 496), that Metrodorus was 
the ~ a 0 q y ~ ~ ) l s  ' E ~ c ~ o h p o v .  

2 Concerning Diogenes, vide 
Diodorus xiii. 6 end; Jos. c. Apim. 
c. 37 ; Sext. Math. ix. 5, 3; Suidas, 
sub voce; Hesch. De Vir. Illustr. 
sub voce; Tatian, Adu. Gr. c. 27; 
Athenag. Supplic. 4 ; Clemens, Co- 
hort. 15 B ;  Cyrillus, c. Jul. vi. 
189 E ; Arnob. Adu. Ge9l.t. iv. 29 ; 
Athen. xiii. 611 a ; Diog. vi. 59. 
From these passages we get the 
following result : that Diagoras 
was born in Melos, and was at 

first a dithyrambic poet ; that he 
originally feared the gods but 
became an atheist, bwause a fla- 
grant wro~lg committed against 
him (as to which particular ac- 
counts differ) rem;~ined unpunished 
by the gods; he was then con- 
demned to  death in Atheus for 
blasphemous words and action.;, 
especially for divulging the mys- 
teries, and a reward offered for 
delivering him up ; in his flight he 
wns lost in a shipwreck. Aristo- 
phanes already alludes to his 
atheism, Clouds, v. 830 (01. 89, l ) ,  
and to his condennation, Birds, v. 
1073 (01. 91, 2). Cf. with this 
last quotation Backhuysen v. d. 
Brinck, v. Lectt. ex Hist. Phil. 41 
sqq. His condemnation is also as- 
signed by Diodoras to 01. 91, 2 ;  
the statements of Snidas t h ~ t  he 
flourished in 01. 78 (wh,eh Euse- 



Of the Democritean philosopher Bion of Abdera,' we 
know no partic~~lars whatever. 

111. ANAXAGORAS.2 

1. Principles qf 7~is system: Hatter ancl Mind. 

ANAXAGORAS, born about 500 B.c . , ~  was a contemporary 

bins likewise maintains in his This date, preriouslyaccepted 
Cl&rola. on 01. 78), and was set free universally, has been recently dis- 
by Democritus from imprisonment, puted by Muller, Frn,qm. Hist. ii. 
mutually confute one another. I n  24 ; iii. 5 M ;  Ii. F. Wermann, De 
the accounts of his death, perhaps Phibs. 10%. wfatihzrs, 10 sqq. ; and 
he is confused with Protagoras. A Schwegler ( G F s c ~ .  d. Giech. Phil. 
treatise in which he published the p. 35 ; cf. I i i ; i 7 ~ .  Gesch. iii. 20, 2);  
mysteries is quoted under the and the life of Anaxa@r?s has 
title of @ p 6  yror ~ d y o r ,  or b r a -  been placed 31 years earher, so 
x v p y i [ o v ~ e s .  that his birth would fall in 01.61, 

1 Diog. iv. 58. What is said by 3 (534 B.c.), his death in 01. 79, 
the comic poet, Damoxenus, ap. 3 (462 B.c.), his residence in Athens 
Athen. 102 a, on the popularity of between 01. 70, 4, and 78, 2 (497- 
the physics of Democritus, relates 466). An attempt had already 
to the Epicurean physics, and only (1842) been made by Balthuysen 
indirectly through these, to the von den Brinck ( Var. Lectt. de Hist. 
Democritean philosophy. Philos. Ant. 69 sqq.) to prove that 

On the life, writings and doc- Anaxagoras was born in 01. 65, 4, 
trine of Anaxagoras, vide Schau- came to Athens a t  the age of 20 in 
bach, Aaaxagora Claz. Frugmenta, 01. 70, 4, and left the city in 01. 
&C., Leipzig, 1827, where the ac- 78, 2. I opposed this view in the 
counts of the ancients are most second edition of the present work, 
carefullycollected; Schorn. Anaxa- and at  p. 10 sqq. of my treatise, 
gore Claz. et Diogenis A-poll. De Hermodoro (Marb. 1859), with 
Fragmenta, Bonn, 1829 ; Breier, almost uni~ersal  acquiescence. I t  
Phil. d. Anaxag. Berl. 1840 ; would seem from Diog. ii. 7, that  
Xrische, Forsch. 60 sqq. ; ZBvort, Apollodorus probably, after Deme- 
Dissert. sur la vie et ZCL doctrine trius Phaler. (Uiels, Rh. ,&,.S. 

d'dnuxugore, Par. 1843 ; Mullaoh, xxxi. 28), placed the birth of Anax- 
liragm. Philos. i. 243 sqq. Among agoras in 01. 70, 1 (500-496 B.c.). 
modern writers, cf. the treatise of Still more definite is the statement 
Gladisch and Clemens, De Philos. (ibid. with the prefix Adyc~ar) that 
Anax. Berl. 1839 (quoted Vol. I. he was 20 a t  the invasion of Greece 
p. 35). Concerning older mono- by Xerxes, and lived to the age of 
graphs, especially those of Carus 7 2 ;  that  his birth took place in 
and Hemsen, cf. Schanbach, p. 1, 01. 70, 1 (500 B.c.), and his death 
35;  Brandis, i. 232 ; Ueberweg, i. in 01. 88, 1 (528, 7 B.c.); and 
g 24. though the traditional text of Dio- 
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genes, I. C., represents Apollodorus 
a s  assigning 01. 78, 1 as the year 
of his death, we should doubtless 
read (as most agree) dfl8opq~our6s 
instead of by8oq~oar?s. The con- 
jecture of Bakhuysen v. d. Brinck 
(p. 722, that t,he number of the 
Olyrnp~ad should be retained, but 
that insfead of r~Owq~4va1 ' 4 ~ ~ 7 7 -  
~Cwac should be substituted, has 
little in i ts  favour. The ordinary 
theory is confirmed also by Hippol. 
Refut. i. 8, who, no doubt, places 
the b~,ufi of this philosopher in 01. 
88, 1, merely because he found this 
year mentioned as the year of his 
death, and erroneously referred i t  
to the time of his BK~Q.  With 
this agrees also the statement of 
Demetrius Phal. (ap. Diog. l. C.) ,  

in his iist of the archons : ?ip[aro 
$uhouo@~iv 'AQ$vqurv &ri Kahhfov, 
&Ljv E ~ K O C L  DV, without even 
changing (with Menrsins, &c,, cf. 
Menage, ad h. I. ; Brandis, Gr. 
Rom. Phil. i. 233 ; Bakhuysen v. 
d. Brinck, l. c. 79 sq. ; Cobet in his 
edition) KahhLou into ~ahhld8ov, as 
these are only different forms of 
the same name. A Knlliades was 
Archon Eponymus in 480 B.C. 
We therefore get the year 500 B.C. 
as the birth-year of Anaxngoras. 
Only we must suppose Diogenes or 
his authority to have misunderstood 
the statement of Demetrius, who 
must either have said of Anaxago- 
ras : +$ptaro ~rhouo+~iv KahhLou, 
or more probably, 4p5 $thou. 
' A ~ + ~ W ~ B I  bp~ovros XahhLou ; for in 
that  case #p& @h. could not relate 
to the appearance of Anaxagoras as 
a teacher, for which the age of 20 
would be much too young, but only 
to the commencement of his philo- 
sophic studies. What could have 
induced him to come for this pur- 
pose a t  the very moment when the 
armies of Xerxes were pouring 

down upon Athens, to a city which 
neither then, nor for many decades 
previously, had harboured any 
noteworthy philosopher within its 
walls ? (Schaubach, 14 sq. ; ZB- 
vort, 10 sq., etc. propose that with- 
out changing the name of the 
archon, " ~euuapd~ovra " should be 
substituted for E ~ K O U L  ; that  is, 
' M ', should be substituted for 
' K ;  so that Anaxagoras would 
have come to Athens a t  the age of 
forty, in 456 B, when Pallias was 
archon.) Now i t  is true that Dio- 
dorus, Eusebius and Cyrillus assign 
dates to Democritns, which are not 
compatible with this; for if Demo- 
critus (as Diodorus, xxir. I l ,  sz.ys) 
died in 01.94, l (403 ,  ~ B . c . )  a t  the 
age of 90, or if (as Ensebius and 
Cyrillus say, vide szq. 209) he was 
born in 01. 69, 3, or 01. 70, Anax- 
agoras, who was 40 years older 
(Diop. ix. 41 ; vide sup. p. 209), 
must have been a t  the beginning 
of the fifth century a man of from 
33 to 41 years old. But there 
are many important reasons to be 
urged against this theory. In  the 
first place, i t  is not only Eusebius 
and Cyrillus who, in their dates, 
are guilty of so many contradic- 
tions, and in the case of Democritus 
incredible contradictions and errors 
(examples may be found in regard 
to Eusebius in my treatise,, De 
Hermodoro, p. l 0  ; cf. also P r ~ p .  
Ezt. X. 14, 8 sq. ; xiv. 15, 9, where 
Xenophanes and Pythagoras are 
made contemporary with Anaxago- 
ras, and Euripides and Archelaus 
are nevertheless called his disci- 
ples. As to Cyrillus, i t  is enough 
to remember t,hat in C. Ji~l. 13 b, 
he assigns the & ~ p +  of Democritns 
simultaneously to 01. 70 and 86 ; 
and Parmenides to 01. 86, and 
makes Anaximenes the philosopher, 
no doubt by a confusion with the 
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rhetorician of Lampsacus, a con- 
temporary of Epicurus. Cedren. 
l 5 8  C, also describes him as a 
teaeller of Alexander the Great) ; 
but also Diodorus who, in  chrono- 
logical accuracy, is not to be com- 
pared with Apollodorns. Hermann 
thinks tha t  the three statements on 
the date of Democritus, viz. of Apol- 
lodorns, Thrasyllus and Diodorus, 
are to be traced back to this : that  
they are all founded on a previous 
notice, according to  which Demo- 
critus was born 723 years after 
the destruction of Troy ; and each 
calculated the date after his own 
Trojan era (placed by Apollodorns 
in 1183, by Thrasyllus in 1193, 
by Diodorus, in agreement with 
Ephorus, in 1217 B.c.) ; and that 
they then determined the date of 
Anaxagoras according to tha t  of 
Democritus. Even if this were 
true, i t  would not follow that Dio- 
dorus is right, and that the other 
two are wrong ; in itself, however, 
the conjecture is not probable. 
For, on the one hand, i t  cannot 
even be proved tha.t Ephorus as- 
signed the destruction of Troy to 
1217 (Bakhnysen v. d. Brinck, 
Philol. vi. 589 sq., agrees with 
Boeckh and Welcker in saying 1150 ; 
and Miiller, Ctes. et Chronogr. 
Frqm. 126, does not seem to me 
to have proved anything to t,he 
contrary) ; only this much is clear 
from Clemeus, Stronz. i. 337 A ;  
Diodorus, xvi. 76 ,  that he fixed 
the migration of the Heraclidre in  
1070 or 1090-1 B.c.; and it is, 
moreover, very improbable that  
Apollodorus and his predecessor, 
Eratosthenes, a'rrived a t  their con- 
clusions about the dates of Demo- 
critus and Anaxagoras, in the way 
that  Hermann suggests. For  De- 
mocritus's own statement, that  he 
composed the pr~pbs Grd~oupos in 

the 730th year after the destruction 
of Troy, mwst have been well known 
to them ; indeed, from Diog. ix. 41, 
it would seem that Apollodorns 
founded his calculation of Demo- 
critus's birth-year upon this very 
statement. B I : ~  in that case they 
could not possibly have placed the 
birth of the philosopher in the 
733rd year of the same era in the 
730th year of which he had com- 
posed his worlr ; they could only 
have found its date by making the 
statements of Democritus as  to his 
epoch correspond with their era 
instead of his own. I n  rrgnrd to 
Anaxagoras, however, Demetrins 
Phalereus, and others, ap. Diog. 
ii. 7 ,  are in accord with them, who 
cannot certainly have arrived a t  all 
their theories through a wrong ap- 
plication of one and the same Tro- 
jan era. Even to an Eratosthenes, 
an Apollodorus, or a Thrasyllus, it 
would be impossible t o  ascribe so 
careless a procedure as that with 
which Hermann credits them. I n  
the secolsd place, Diodorus liiniseif, 
Hermann's chief witness, agrees 
with the a b x e  testimonies con- 
cerning Anaxagoras; since in xii. 
38 sq., when discussing the causes 
of the Peloponnesian war, he ob- 
serves : ' The embarrassment i n  
which Pericles was placed by his 
administration of the public trea- 
sure was increased by some other 
accidental circumstances : the pro- 
cess against Pheidias, and the 
charge of Atheism against Anaxa- 
goras.' Here the trial of Anilxa- 
goras is assigned, with the greatest 
possible explicitness, to the time 
immediately preceding the Pelo- 
ponnesian wnr, and consequently 
his birth in the beginning of the 
fifth or the end of the sixth 
century. Hermann's explanatory 
comment (p. 19), that upon occa- 
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sion of the charges against Phei- 
dias, the old complaints against 
Anaxagoras were revived, is so un- 
natural that scarcely any one could 
admit it,. ' The enemies of Peri- 
cles,' says Diodorus, ' obtained the 
arrest of Pheidias : rca: a3roF r o F  
~ [ E ~ I K A ~ ~ u s  ~ a r ~ y d p o u v  i ~ p o u u ~ ~ a v .  
~ p b s  62 r o h r o l s  'AvaSay6puv 7 t r  
u o @ i a ~ ~ v ,  S i G d u ~ a h o v  &WTU I Iepl -  
~ h d o u s ,  &S Q r r ~ b o l v r a  als r o b s  O E O ~ S  
E ' a v ~ o ~ c i v r o v v .  Who can believe 
that  Diodorus would have thus ex- 
pressed himself if he had been 
alluding, not to a susp~cion attach- 
ing to Anaxagoras, who was then 
living, but to the charges that hzd 
been bronght against a man who 
had been dead for thircy years? 
The present forms, 6 1 6 d a ~ a A o v  
6 v r a  and b a e p o l v r a ,  alone 
would prove the contrary. Plu- 
tarch also (Pericl. 32) places the 
aceasation of Anaxagoras in the 
same period and hirtorical connec- 
tion ; and he also observes, Nzc. 23, 
upon the occasion of a lunar eclipse 
during the Sicilian campaign, 
' Anaxagoras, who was the first to 
write openly and clearl? on lunar 
eclipses, o h '  abrbs ?raka~bs,  o 8 r ~  
6 hdY0s Zv8o(os (acknowledged by 
public opinion), on account of the 
disfavour in which the physical 
explanation of nature was at  that 
time held in Athens, his opinions 
were, however, received with cau- 
tion and in a narrow circle.' Plu- 
tarch, therefore. agrees with Dio- 
dorus, that Anaxagoras was in 
Athens until nem the beginning 
of the Peloponnesian war. No 
argument against this can be de- 
rived from the fact that Satyrns, 
ap. Diog. ii. 12, names Thucydides 
(son of Melesias) as the accnser of 
Anaxagoras ; for Sotion (ibid.) had 
designated Cleon as such, who only 
attained to any celebrity towards 

the end of Pericles's life (Pltlt. 
Per. 33); and, according to Plut. 
Per. 32, the + f i @ ~ n p a  against those 
who denied the gods, and taught 
I'vXetarsiolngia, was the work of 
Diopeithes, who is mentioned by 
Aristophanes (Birds, v. 988) as 
still alive (414 B.c.). Nor is i t  
prejudiced by the circumstauce on 
wh,ich Brandis, Gesch. d. Entw. i. 
120 sq., greatly relies, that Socra- 
tes, in Plato's Phedo, 97 B, derives 
his Itnowledge of the Anaxagorean 
doctrine, rot  from Anaxagor~s 
himself, but from his treatide. 
Plato might, no doubt, have 
brought him into personal connec- 
tion with Anaxagoras, but that he 
must have done so, if Anaxagoras 
was in Athens until 434 B.c., can- 
not be maintained. Thirdhy, it 
tells against Hermann's view that 
Xenophon (Mem. iv. 7, 6 sq.) and 
Plato (Apol. 26 D) treat Anaxago- 
ras as the physical philosopher 
whose doctrines and writings mere 
universally lcnown in Athens to- 
wards the end of the fifth century, 
just as  they were represented by 
Aristophanes in the Clouds. Now, 
if he had left Athens, more than 
sixty years before, nobody would 
have remembered him and his trial, 
and the enemies of philosophy 
would have directed their attacks 
against newer men and doctrines. 
Plato, in the Cratylz~s (409 A), the 
date of which cannot possibly be 
earlier than the two last decades 
of the fifth century (Plato attended 
the lectures of Cratylus about 409- 
407 B.c.), describes Anaxagoras's 
theory of the moon as something 
8 E ' K E ~ V O S  v e w u r ~  ~ E - ~ E Y .  More- 
over, Euripides (born 480 B.c.) is 
called a disciple of Anaxagoras 
(inf. 328, l ) ,  and if he himself 
seems to betray that he was so 
(vide Vol. 11. a, 12, third edition), 
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thid presupposes that  the philoso- 
p h w  did not (lie before 462 B.c., 
several years after he had qnitted 
Athens. I f  it be objected that the 
authors who attest this relation of 
Enripides to Anaxagoras are comr 
paratively recent, there is a valid 
;Lnswer even to t,hat objection- 
For, according to  Athenzus, v. 220 
b, the ' Callias ' of Bschines the 
Socraticcontained: r1jv 706 Kahhfou 
apbs rhv nmdpa F~a$ophv ~ a l  711 
~ p o 8 i ~ o u  'Aval;ay.:pou 7 3 ~  GO$LU- 
TGV 8 1 a p d ~ $ ~ i v  (mockery) ; he had 
consequently connected Anaxagoras 
and Prodicus with Callias, who was 
not born at  the time when, accor- 
ding to H ~ r m a n n ,  Anrzxagoras left 
Athens. Hermann's only resource 
in this difficulty is the conjecture 
that we should read l'Tpwraydpou 
instead of ' ~ v a t a y d ~ o u  in  Athenzus. 
( l?e  Aesch. Socrat. RePipzc. 14.) But 
t h ~ s  alteration is quite arbitrary, 
and no reason. can be assigned for 
i t  except the impossibility of re- 
conciling the traditional t,ext with 
Eermann's hypothesis. That An- 
axagoras, according to the language 
of the time, might have been called 
a Sophist, i s  clear from Vol. I. p. 
302, 1, and will be made clearer 
further on (int: Cllwp. 111. L%$.). 
Hermann expre~sly acknowledges 
this, 1)iodorus himself (vide stfpro) 
calls him so, and the witme involved 
no evil impltation. Why then a 
Socratic like iEschines should liare 
objected to  class him with other 
Sophists it is hard to  see ; for 
Socrat,es himself, in  Xenophon's 
iWem. ii. 1, 21, pilsses a muchmore 
farourable judgment on Prodicus 
than on Anaxagowe. .Hermann 
thinlcs, lnst,ly, tha t  as Callias wits 
still (ap. Xen. Hellen. vi. 3 .2  sq.) in 
01. 102, 2 (371 %.C.) oconpied with 
state affairs, he could no longer 
have attended the lectures of 

Anaxag?ras; and as his father, 
Hipponlcus, fell a t  Delium in 424 
n.c., he could not before that  date 
have been represented as  favouring 
the Sophists. But, against this we 
have not only Plato's account, 
whicli makes Protagoras even be- 
fore the beginning of the Pelopon- 
nesian war eatertain a number of 
the most distinguished Sophists, 
but  the still more decisive proof 
that  Callias's younger hdf-brother 
Xanthippus was already married 
before the ge t r  420 (Flut. Per. 24, 
36 ; cf. Plato, Aot .  314 E). If  we 
add to  these arguments the fact 
that Anaxagoras (as will be shown 
a t  the end of this chapter), not 
only was strongly influenoed by 
Parmenides, whose older cgntem- 
porary, according to  ETermann, he 
wts, but in al l  probability studied 
Empedocles and Lencippus, the 
correctness of the popular theory 
as  to his date will no longer be 
donbtful. No argument agrinst 
this can be founded on the state- 
nlellt in Plutarcb, Themist. 2, tha t  
Rtesimbrotns asserted that Thenlis- 
tocles had listened to the teaching 
of Anaxagoras. rind had occupied 
himself mith Melissus Fon though 
Plut. Cinzon, 4 says of Stesimbro- 
tus that he was nepl rhv a6~bvdpoir 
T L  X P X V O Y  7@ KLI*wv~ y~yovcbs, this 
evidence c m  be no more worthy of 
belief in regard to Anassgoras 
than to Melissus, who was somewhat 
younger, and nst older than Anam- 
goras, according to  the reclconing 
of Apollodorus ; and we have the 
choice between two alternatives--- 
either to suppose that Themistocles, 
during his stay in Asia Minor 
(474 to 470 KC.), actually came in 
contact ( i t  conld not hnre amounted 
to more than this) with dnaxago- 
ras, who was then in Lampsacus, 
and with Nelisws ; or that the 



of Empedocles and Leucippus. This learned man,' who 
is also named with distinction among the most ancient 
mathematicians and a~tronomers,~ came from his native 

writer, whose work, according to  disciple of ~ e k o e r i t u s ,  and Cemo- 
Plut. Per. 36, was composed more crit,us the disciple of the Persitjns, 
than forty years after Themisto- whom Xerxes brought into his pa- 
cles's death, and of whose untrust- ternal house ; but  this i s  little to  
~vorthiness Plntarch (Per. 13, 3G ; the purpose, for the supposed 
Thenlist. 24) fi~rnishes conclusive discipleship of Protagoras ema- 
proofs, is in this case also speaking nates, as will be shown, from very 
groundlessly, or inrent,ing with doubtful sources; and as to  the 
some ulterior purpose. To me the Persian instructors of Democritus, 
1;ttter is far  the more probable. we hare already seen (szcp. p. 210) 
As little can be said for the state- that the story is altogether un- 
ment tha t  Archelaus, the disciple worthy of credit. 
of Anaxagoras. was regarded by ' K h a ~ o p ~ v i o s  is his usual ap- 
Panaetins as the author of a con- pellation. His father, according to 
solatory poem addressed to Cimom Diog. ii. 6, &c. (cf. Schaubach, p. 
after the death of his wife (Plnt. 7). was called E~egesibulns, or also 
Ginz. 4), for this is apparently a hubulils ; on amount of his wealth 
mere conjecture, as to the truth of and good family he occupied a pro- 

. which we know nothing ; and even minent position. 
if we accept i t  as true, we are al- T h a t  Anaxagoras urasso,there 
together ignorant how long this is no doubt, but how he arrived a t  
poem was composed before Cimon'~ his extensive knowledge i t  is no 
death .(450), how old Arcl~elans longer possible to discover. I n  
was a t  the time, and how much the Flao"ox-;l, he was usually placed 
younger he wa.6 than ilna3tagoras. after -4naximenes, and therefore 
Plutarch, who assigns the flight of was called the disciple and sncces- 
Anaxagoras from Athens to  the sor of that philosopher (Cm. h'. D. 
period immediately preceding the i. 11, 26 ; Diog.. Procem. 14, ii. 6 ; 
Peloponnesian war, thinks, how- Strabo, xir.  3, 36,. p. 645 ; Clem. 
ever, that  the chronolo~y is in Stronz. i. 301 A.; Simpl. Phys. 6 
favour of the opinion of Pannetius. h ;  Galen. H. Phil. c. 2, &c. ; cf. 
For  similar reasons, we should not Schaubach, p. 3 ; Krische, Fwsch. 
be justified by the statement (even 61) ; but this is. of course, a 
were i t  correct) that  Socrates was wholly unhistorical combination, 
a disciple of Anaxagoras, in assign- the defence of which ought not to 
ing Anaxagoras's residence in have been attempted by ZBrort, p. 
Athens to the firbt third of the 6 sq. ; the same theory seems to 
fifth century. I hare  already have been adopted by E u s ~ b i u s  
~hown,  however. elsewhere (Part (Pr. Ev. X. 14, 16) and Theodore- 
11. a, 47, third edition) how little tus (Cur. Gr. Aff. 22, p. 24, c€. iy. 
this statement is to be trusted. 45, p. TT), when they represent 
Hermann alleges in support of his him as the contemporary of Py- 
theory, that i t  is only on his c d -  thagoras and Xenophanes, and 
culation that Protogoras can be the when Eusebius places his & ~ p h  in  
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city Clazomenze l to AthensY2 where in his person philo- 
sophy first became naturalised ; and though throughout 
his many years' residence in this city, he had to struggle 
with the mistrust and prejudice of the majority of the 
inhabitants: yet there were not wanting intellectual men, 

Oi. 70-3 and his death in 01. 79-2. 
What is said about a journey of 
Anaxagoras to Egypt for the pur- 
poses of cnltura, by Ammian, xxii. 
16, 22 ; Theod. Ctrr. Gr. A$. ii. 
23, p. 24;  Cedren. Hist. 94 B;  
cf. Valer. viii. 7, 6, deser~res no 
credit. Josephus brings him into 
connection with the Jews (C. Ap. 
c. 16, p. 482), but this is  not cor- 

' rect. The most trustworthy ac- 
counts are entirely silent as  to his 
teachers and the course of his 
education. From love of know- 
ledge, i t  is said, he neglected his 
property, left his land to be pasture 
for sheep, and finally resigned his 
property to his relations (Diog. ii. 
6 sq. ; Flat. Hipp. JZbj. 283 A ;  
Plut. I'ericl. c. 16 ; De K B e  Al. 
8 ,8 ,p .S31;Cic .  Tz~sc.v.39, 115; 
T'alcr. Max. viii. 7, ext. 6, &c. ; 
Schaubach, 7 sq. ; cf. Arist. Eth. 
N. vi. 7, 1141 b, 3) ; nor did he 
trouble himself about politics, but 
regarded the sky as his fatherland, 
and the contemplation of the stars 
as his vocation (Diog. ii. 7, l 0  ; 
Eudem. Eth. i. 5 ,  1216 a, 10;  Philo, 
Etern. M. p. 939 B; Iamb. Profrept. 
c. 9, p. 146 Kiessl. ; Clem. Strorn. 
ii. 416 D ; Lactant. Ia8tit. iii. 9, 
23;  cf. Cic. De Orut. iii. 15, 56. 

l PS.-Plato, Anterust. ; Procl. 
in Ez~clzcclid. 19 65 sq. Friedl. (after 
Eudemus): ~ohhrjv i$fi$aro ~ a r b  
y~cup~rpLav; Plut. De Exil. 17 
end. I n  after times, some pre- 
tended to know the very mountain 
(Mimas, in the neighbourhood of 

Chi3s) on the summit of which 
Ansxagoras pursued his astrono- 
mical observations (Philostr. Apoll. 
ii. 5, 3). With his mathematical 
knowledge are also combined the 
prophecies which are ascribed to 
him ; the most famous of these, 
the fabled prognostication of the 
much talked of meteoric stone of 
Aegospotamus, relates to an oc- 
currence in the heavens, and is 
brought into connection with his 
theory of the stars: Diog. ii. 10 ; 
Ael. H. Anim. 1% 8 ;  Pliu. H. 
Nat. ii. 58, 149 ; Plut. Lysund. 12 ; 
Philostr. Apollon. i. 2, 2, riii. 7, 
29 ; Ammian. xxii. 16, 22 ; Tzetz. 
Chil.ii. S92 ; Suid.'Avatay. ; Schau- 
bach, p. 4O sqq. 

According to the account of 
Diog. ii. 7, prefaced with qaob, he 
lived in Athens for thirty years. 
I n  that  case his arrival there must 
have taken place about 463 or 
462 B.C. For the rest, in regard to 
dates, cf. p. 321 sqq. 

S Zeuo of Elea is also said to 
bare lived for a while in Athens, 
ride Vol. I. p. 609, 1. 

Cf. the passage fromPlut.Xc. 
23 discussed szbpm, p. 324 ; Plato, 
Apol. 26 c, sq. ; and Aristophanes, 
Clozcds. Even the appellation No%, 
which is said to hare been given 
him, was no cloubt rather a nick- 
name than a sign of respect and 
recognition (Plut. Pericl. 4; Timon, 
ap. Diog. ii. 6 ; the later writers 
quoted by Schaubach, p. 36, pro- 
bably copied from them). 



who souglit his instructive society ; l  and in the great 
Pericles especially he found a protector whose friendship 
was a compensation for the disfavour of the populace.' 
When, however, in the period immediately preceding 
the Peloponnesian War, the enemies of that statesman 
began to attack him in his friends, Anaxagoras became 
implicated in a charge of denying the gods of the state, 
from which even his powerful friend could not altogether 
shield him; he was therefore obliged to quit at hen^,^ 

1 Besides Archelitus and Me- 
t rodo~us  (who will be mentioned 
later on) and Pericles, Euripides 
is  also spoken of as a disciple of 
Anaxagoras (Diog. ii. 10,45 ; Suid. 
Eirpi+. ; Diodor. i. 7 end ; Strabo, 
xiv. 1, 36, p. 645 ; Cic. Tzasc. iii. 
1 4 , 3 0 ;  Gell. N. A. xv. 2 0 , 4 , 8 ;  
Alexander Aetolus, whom he 
quotes ; Heracl. A1lt.q. Horn. 22, 
p. 47 ; M. Dionys. Halic. Ars 
Rhet. 10, 11, p. 300, 355 R, &c. ; 
cf. Schaubach, p. 20 sq.), and he 
himself seems to allude to the 
person as well as  to the doctrines 
of this philosopher (cf. Vol. 11. a, 
12,3rd ed.). According to dntyllus 
ap. Marcellin. V. Thuyd.  p. 4 D, 
Thncydides had also heard the 
discourses of dnaxagorits. T1l;~t 
i t  is a mistake to represent Em- 
pedocles as his disciple, lms been 
shown, p. 187, cf. p. 118;  for evi- 
dence that Democrates and So- 
crates could not hare been so, cf. p. 
210 and Part  11. a, 47, 3rd ed. 

On Pericles' relation to An- 
axagoras, cf. Plut. Per. 4, 5, 6, 16 ; 
Plato, Phedr. 270 A ; Alcib. i. 118 
C ; Ep. ii. 31 1 A ; Isocr. X. 61.7166~. 
235 ; PS.-Demosth. Amator. 1414 ; 
Cic. Brut. 11, 44 ; De Orat. iii. 34, 
138; Diodor. xii. 39 (szap. p. 323); 
Diog. ii. 13, $C., ap. Scl~aubach, p. 

1') sq. But, tI1is relation became 
t,he prey of anecdote and scandal- 
mongirs (even no doubt a t  the 
time) ; among their idle inventions 
I include the sti~tement in Plnt. 
Per. 16, which is not very happily 
explained by Eackhuysen v. d. 
Brinck, that once, when Pericles 
could not look after him for il long 
time, Anaxagorxs fell into great 
distress, :~nd  had almost rcsolred 
to starve himself when his pi~tron 
opportunely interposed. 

S Concerning these events, cf. 
Diog. ii. 12-15; Plut. Per. 32 ; 
,Vie. 23 ; Diodor. xii. 39 ; Jos. c. 
Ap. ii. 37' ; Olympiad. iw iWeteo~ol. 
5 a, 1, 136 Id. (where, in opposi- 
tion to a.11 the most trnstworthy 
evidences, Anaxagoras 7s repre- 
sented as having returned) ; Cyrill. 
C. Jul. vi. 189 E;  also Luciiln, 
Thzon. 10 ; Plato, Apol. 26 D ; 
Laws, xii. 967 C. ; Aristid. OraL 
45, p. 83 Dind. ; Schaubach, p. 47 
sqrl. The details of the trial are 
varioosly given. Most accounts 
agree that Anaxagoras was put in 
prison, but some say that  he 
escaped with the help of Pericles ; 
others that  he was set a t  liberty, 
but banished. 'J'he stntement of 
Satyrus, ap. Diog. ii. 12 (as to the 
real meaning of which Gladisch, 



and betook himself to Lampsacus,' where he died, about 
the year 428 B . C . ~  His scientific! theories had been em- 
bodied in a treatise of which valuable fragments have 
been pre~erved .~  

The doctrine of Anaxagoras is closely related to the 

Anax. ZC. d. ISOCT. 91, offers a rery 
inlprobabln conjecture), that he 
was accused, not only of aut'P~la 
but  also of p$ru,ubs, stands qdite 
alone. As to  the date of the charge 
and the accusers, vide p. 323 sq. 

That he founded a school of 
philosophy there, is very insuffi- 
ciently prored hy the st'ttement 
of Ensebius, Pr. Ea. X. 14, 13, 
that  Archelaus took charge of his 
school a t  Lampsacns; and from 
his :~d~rancecl age, it is not likely. 
Indeed it: is a question whether the 
conception of a school, generally 
speaking, can rightly be applied to 
him and his friends. 

"These dates are given by 
Diog. ii. 7 in part after A~ol lo -  
dorus; vide sup. $1. 321 ; that  a t  
the time of his trial he was old 
and weali, is mentioned also by 
Hieronymus, ap. Diog. 14. The 
assertion that  he died from volun- 
tary starvation (Diog. ii. 15 ; Suid. 
'Ava&ry. and &?ronap~spficas) is 
very surpiicious : i t  seems to have 
arisen either from the anecdote 
mentioned p. 328, 1, or froin the 
statement of Hermlppus, ap. Uiog. 
ji. 13, that  lie killed himself, from 
grief on account of the disgrace 
tha t  came upon him through his 
trial. This anecdote, however, as 
we have said, is Tery doubtful, and 
relates to sometl~ing else ; the as- 
sertion of Hermippns cannot be 
reconciled either with the fact of 
Eis residence in Lampsacns, or 
with what we know of the equa- 
bility with which Anaxagoras bore 

his cbndemnation and banishment, 
as well as other misfortunes. The 
people of Lampsscus honoured his 
nlemory by a public funeral, by 
altars, and (according to Bl ian ,  
dedicated to NoCs and'Ah+Ot~a) by 
a yearly festival which lasted for 
a cent.ury (Alcidamas, ap. Arist. 
Rhet, ii. 23, 1398 b, 15 ; Diog. ii. 
14 sq. ; cf. Plut. Praec. Gm. h'e@. 
27, 9 ,  p. 820; A d .  V. I$. ~ i i i .  19). 

This, like most of the trea- 
tists of the ancient philosophers, 
bears the title ?repi @Lceos. For  
the fragments of which cf. Schau- 
bach, Schorn and Nullach. Be- 
sides this treatise he is said 
(Vjtruv. vii. Pref. 11) to have 
written on Scenography; and, ac- 
cording to Plutarch, De Exil. 17, 
p. 607, he composed a treatise in  
prison, or more properly, a figure 
which related LO the squaring of 
the circle. Srhorn's notion (p. 4), 
that the author of the work on 
Scenography is another person of 
the bame name, is certainly inccr- 
rect. ZBvort:s conjecture seems 
more plausible-that the treatise 
on Scenography formed part of the 
treatise nepi @LUEWS, and that this 
n n s  his only work ; as Diogenee, i. 
16, nodoubicn niore ancient antho- 
rity, giros ns to underscand. Of 
other writings there are no definite 
tmces (ride Schaabach, 51 sqq.; 
Ritter, Geschich. d. Ion. Plzil. 208). 
For the opinions of the ancients 
on Anaxagoras cf. Schaubach, 35 
sq., cf. Diog. ii. 6. 
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contemporaneous systems of Empedocles and Leucippiis. 
The common starting point of all three is found in the 
propositions of Parmenides on the impossibility of gene- 
ration and destruction ; their common aim is the ex- 
planation of the actual, the plurality and variability of 
which they acknowledge ; and for this purpose they all 
presuppose certain unchangeable primitive substances, 
from which all things are formed by means of combi- 
nation and separation in space. Anaxagoras, however, 
is distinguished from the two other philosophers in his 
more precise definitions concerning the primitive sub- 
stances and the cause of their motion. They conceive 
the original substanoes without the qualities of the 
derived : Empedocles as elements qualitatively distinct 
from each other, and limited in number ; Leucippus as 
atoms, unlimited as to form and number, but homoge- 
neous as to quality. Anaxagoras, on the other hand, 
supposes all the qualities and differences of derived 
things already inherent in the primitive matter, and 
therefore conceives the original substances as unlimited 
in kind, as well as in number. Moreover, while Empe- 
docles explained motion by the mythical forms of T,ove 
and Hate, and therefore in reality not at  all ; and the 
Atomists on their side explained i t  mechanically by the 
effect of weight, Anaxagoras came to the conclusion 
that it can be only understood as &he working of an in- 
corporeal force ; and he aocordingly opposes to matter, 
mind, as the cause of all motion and order. On these 
two point.; all that is peculiar to his philosophy, so far 
as we are acquainted with it, may be said to turn. 

The first presupposition of his system lies, as before 
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remarked, in the theorem of the unthinkableness of 
absolute Becoming. ' Of generation and destruction 
the Greeks do not speak correctly. For nothing is 
generated nor destroyed, but out of existing things 
everything is compounded, and again separated. The 
right course, therefore, would be to designate generation 
as combination, and destruction as separation." Anaxa- 
goras, accordingly, is as unable to conceive generation 
and destruction in the specific sense of the words, as 
Parmenides ; for this reason he also maintains that the 
totality of things can neither increase nor diminish ; 2  

and in  his opinion it is an improper use of language to 
employ such expressions a t  all.3 I n  truth, the so-called 
Becoming of the nem and cessation of the old, is only 
the change of something that previously existed, and 
continues afterwards ; and this change is not a yualita- 
t,ive, but a mechanical change : the substance remains 
what it was, only the mode of its composition changes ; 
generation consists in the  combination, destruction in 
the separation, of certain  substance^.^ 

1 FT. 22 Schazih. 17 Muli. : r b  b h h h  n d v ~ a  Yua a;&. 
6 ;  y:veu%ar ~ a \ r  an6hhuu8ar o t ~  dp- In  th.e fragment just quoted 
6;s vop~[ovurv oi " E ~ h q v c s .  ob8ku " uopl[erv " seerns to allude (as, in- 
y h p  xp?jpa y l v e ~ a r ,  066; &ndAhu~ai ,  deed, the mention of ""EAhqu~s"  
&AA' bn' hdvrwv x p q p d ~ w v   up- wotlld lead us to suspect) to the 
pLGy€Tai T E  ~ a \ r  6 l a ~ p ~ v e ~ a 1 ,  ~ a i  current expression, which corre- 
o 8 ~ w s  &v bp%&$ ~ a h o i ~ u  rd T E  Y ~ E -  sponds with the " vdpy  " of Em-  
u%ar uuppiuyeu%ar ~ a l  ~b B ~ d h h u -  pedocles and Democritus (p. 124, 
u%ar 8la~piveaOal. The treatise of 1 ; 219, 3). and with the " :@OS " 
Anaxngoras did not hegin with of Parmenides (V. 64, vide sup. 
these words; but that is, of course, Vol. I. p. 584, l), and is therefore 
no reason why they should not form not quite accurately translated by 
the starting-point of his system. 'believe,' 

"FP. 14: ~ o u ~ c ' w v  6; o8rw 6ra- Arist. Phys. i. 4, 187 a, 26: 
K € K ~ ~ ~ ; V W V  " / IY&UK€LY xpl), 871 ?T&YTR ~ O I K E  8; ' A U O ~ R ~ ~ ~ R S  &Z'€lpa 0 8 7 ~ s  
ot6;v :hduaw <GT>V 0662 TA;W. oh ~ i q e + j ~ a r  [7& U T O ~ X E ~ R ]  Frh ~b i n o -  
y&p b v w u ~ b v  n r i v ~ w v  TA;W €bar ,  happrlverv T ~ U  uorrqv 665av &v 
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In  this manner a plurality of original substances 
was a t  once admitted ; but whereas Empedocles and the 
Atomists maintain the simplest bodies to  be the most 
primitive, and accordingly ascribe to their primitive 
substances, besides the universal qualities of all matter 
only the mathematical characteristic of form, or the 
simple quallties of the four elements, Anaxagoras, on 
the contrary, believes that t he  individually determinate 
bodies-such as flesh, bones, gold, &C.-zre the most 
primitive, and that the elementary substances are only 
a mixture,' the apparent simpleness of wllich he explains 

@ u u r ~ d v  E ~ V U L  kh~b'lj, &S 06 yrvopi- 
VOU O ~ ~ E V ~ S  ;I( T O ;  p+ ~ ~ 7 0 s '  8ih 
r o i r o  yhp o5rw hlYovurv, '' q v  6 p o i  
r h  x d v r a "  K$ " ~ b  yfveo6ar rordvbe 
K U ~ ~ U T ~ K E V  h h h O l 0 6 ~ 6 a l ~ '  0i 6; 
o&yxprcrv xaj Grdwprvrv. h r  6' ;K 

r o i  yfveu8ai' 25 bhh7jhwv rhvav~f ia '  
E'vurrijpxev hpa, etc. The words r b  
y f v .  - hhhoroiu6ar seem to me to 
contain, like the preceding words, 
a direct citation ; so that  we should 
translate the passage thus : ' For 
therefore they say al l  things were 
united togethey,' and ' Becoming 
means to change,' or they also. 
speak of cotnbination and separit- 
tion. There is another allusion 
to  these words i n  Gen. et Cow. i. 1, 
314 a ,  13:  airo or 'Avatay6pas y e  T ~ V  

o l ~ e l a v  @wv+ i )yrdsuev .  hdyer yo7v 
&S ~b yiyvemOa[ ~ a i  bn6hhudlar 
raLrbv K U ~ ~ U I ~ ~ K E  r$ bhhoroiuBar 
(which is repeated by I'hilop. ccd 
A. l. p. 3). In  any case, we find 
in this a confirmation of the state- 
ment that Anaxagoras expressly 
reduced Becoming ' to &Ahoiwurs 
(cf. p. 71); when, therefore, Por- 
phyry (ap. Simpl. Phys. 34 b), in 
this passage of the  Physics, pro- 
poses to refer the words r b  y iv~uear ,  

etc., to Anaxime~les instead of An- 
axagoras, he is errtainly ill error. 
On u h y ~ p i o r s  anrl 6ibrrpr~rs, vide 
Metaph. i. 3 (following note) and 
Gm. Aqb. i. 18 (iq? p. 334, 1). 
Later testimonies reiterating tha t  
of Aristotle, ap. Schanbach, 77 
sq., 136 sq. 

Brisr. Gem. ot C'orr. i. 1, 314 
a, 18 : 6 pav ydp (Anaxag.) T& 6~010- 
p p i j  u ~ o r x e 7 a  r7i6qurv o&v i u r o i v  
~ a l  U d o ~ a  KU; pvehbv KU; rr%~ dhhwv 
Bv t ~ d u r o u  U W ~ V U P O V  (SC. r$ 8hy ,  
as Philoponus, cld h. 1. 3 a, rightly 
explains) r b  Pdpos Zurfv . . . 
Zvavriws 6; @aivovrar A&yovres oi  
rrepi 'Ava(aydpav TOTS aepi 'EprreGo- 
~ h i a .  6 $v 9qar a i p  ~u.1 58wp 
Kai BF'pa Kai yijv U r o r ~ ~ i a  T d b ~ a p a  
~ a k  &TA; ~ l v a r  pEhhov 3) a d p r a  ~ a i  
6 u r o . i ~  ~ a i  ~h rora ira  r d v  6porope- 
pirv, oi 6; TUGTU pav Cll~hl KU: UTO- 

X E ~ U ,  yijv 8; ~ a l  rrlp ~ a l  56wp KU: 

&+a a h v 0 e ~ a .  r ravu~epplav  yap 
~ o d r w v  (for they, the four 

elements, are an assemblage of 
t,hetn, the determinate bodies). 
Similarlj, Do Cmlo, iii. 3, 302 a. 
28 : ' ~ v a ~ a ~ d p a s  8' ' E p r r ~ 6 o ~ h e i  
;vavriws h i y e [  n e p i  r d v  u r o r ~ e i w v .  
6 yhp rr3p Kal y 5 v  K U ~  r h  oh- 



by saying that, on account of the alnalgczmation of all 
pssible determinatesubstances, not one of these is per- 

uroixa roi5ro~s urorXe?d +qutv e2var 
uwpdrwv K ~ L  uvyflrTuOar rdv? 

;K rohrov, 'Ava(ay6pas 62 r~bvav- 
riov. rh  yhp 6poroprp;i uro~xrTa 
(hiyw 6' oror udpaa K U ~  hurofiv Kai 
rBv T O L O ~ ~ T W V  Fcrcaurov), bLpa 6; ~ a l  
?rCp pPypa r o ~ r o v  ~ a i  TBU &hhwu 
u?reppdrwu ndvrwv . etar yhp d ~ d -  
repov abrBu ;( bopdro~ ~ ~ O L O ~ E ~ B V  
~dvrwv ~Oporu~iuwv. I n  like man- 
ner Simpl.,inh. Z.,sup.Vol. 1.p 233, 
l ; 236, l ; cf. Theophr. H. IJlant. 
iii. 1 , 4  ; 8 i d .  ap. Simpl. Phys. 6 b ; 
Lucret. i. 834 sq. ; Alex. Aphr. De 
Nixt. 141 b ; cf. 147 b ; Diog. ii. 8, 
etc., ride p. 333 sq. This seems 
to be contradicted by Arist. Me- 
taph. i. 3,984 a, 11 .: ' ~ v a i a ~ d p a s  6b . . . bsc[povs rba; +qur rhs bpxds. 
U X E G ~ W  yhp tlnavra rh dporopefi, 
~a tJdsep SGop 3 a3p, o8rw yiy- 
veu0ar K U ~  bndhhvula[ $?jar uvy~pi- 
urr ~ a i  Gra~~luer ~dvov, &hhws 6' 
0 t h  -yLyv~uOar 067' BndhAuuOar, 
&AA& iira9hvecv ir$ra. But the words 
~aOdn~p 86wp 3 si7p may also signify 
that the conception of 6 p ~ ~ ~ p ~ p ; ~  
is explained through them by 
Aristotle only in his own name; 
while, a t  the same time, uxr6bv in- 
dicates that Anaxagoras did not 
reckon ail which Aristotle includes 
under this conception as primit i~~e 
substances (Ureier, IJhilos. d. Alzax., 
40 sq., after Alexander, ad h. l.) ; 
or, still better, the words may be 
an allusion to what has previously 
been qnoted from Empedoclcs : for 
he maintains that all bodies of 
equal parts, as well as the elements 
(according to Empsdocles), origi- 
nate only in the given manner, 
through combination and separa- 
tion (cf. Bonitz, i w  h. l.). The 
passages, as  Schwegler remarks, 

only assert the same thing as the 
fragment quoted, p. 331, 1, and we 
have no reason (with Scliaubach, 
p. 81) to mistrust the express 
statements of Aristotle in the two 
passages first quoted. Philoponus 
indeed, Gen. et Cow. 3 b, contra- 
dicts his statement with the asser- . 
tion that the elements also belong 
,to the class of things that hare 
equal parts. But this is of little 
importance; for if we may argue 
from other analogies, this theory 
has only been invented by Philo- 
ponns from the Aristotelian con- 
eeption of that which has equal 
parts. The mode of conception 
which Aristotle ascribes to Anaxa- 
gows, moreover, perfectly agrees 
with the general tendency of his 
doctrine; since he supposes that 
no quality, perceptible to sense, 
appears in the original mixture of 
substances, i t  may also seem to 
him natural that, after its first 
imperfect separation, only the 
most universal qualities, the ele- 
mentary, should be observable. 
Moreover, Anaxagoras (vide 2nfi.a) 
does not suppose the four elements 
to be equally primitive ; but, first, 
he makes fire and air separate 

air arise water 2nd earth. When 
Heracleitus, Allcg. Horn., 22, p. 46, 

themselves, and out of fire and r 

ascribes to Anaxirgoras the theory 
wliich is elsewhere ascribed to 
Xenophanes--that water and earth 
are the elements of all things (not 
merely of men, as Gladisch says, 
Anaz. a. d. 1sr.j-he can only 
have arrived a t  that incomprehen- 
sible statement through the verses 
there quoted from Exripides, the 
supposed disciple of Anaxagoras. 



ceived in its distinctive individuality, but only that 
is perceived wherein they all agree.' Empedocles and 
the Atomists hold that the organic is formed from the 
elementary; Anaxagoras, conversely, that the elementary 
is formed from the constituents of the organic. Aristotle 
usually expresses this by asserting that Anaxagoras 
maintained the bodies of similar parts ( T A  ~ ~ L O L O ~ E ~ ? )  

to be the elements of things: and later writers call his 
primitive substances by the name of 6 p o ~ o p C L ; P ~ ~ a ~ . 3  

l I n  the same may perhaps that  
seemingly colourless light arises 
from the mixture of all coloured 
lighcs. 

2 Vide, besides the quotations 
in the note before the last, Gel&. 
Amim. i. 18, 723 a, b (on the opinion 
that the seed must contain in itself 
parts of all the members) : 6 ahrbs 

ybp hdyos &~LKEV dval ~Bros 7 6  
'Avataydpov, r ! j  pq0;v yLyvea0ar rGv 
iporopspiv. Phys. i. 4 ,  187,a. 2$: 
&nerpa rd  re ~ U . O L O ~ E ~ ~  ~ a i  ravavrra 
(rorei 'Aval;ay.). Ibid. iii. 4,  203 a, 
l 9  : Baor 6' drrsipa ~oro7ur 78 uror- 
xsia, ~a0drrep 'Ava(aydpas ~ a i  ~ 7 7 ~ 6 -  
Kprros, 6 phv ;K rGv 6poropspGv d 6' 
8~ 75s ?~avur~p~Las  rGv u~qpdrwu, 
7- Brpfi U V V C X ~ S  r ? ~  . $ X E L ~ O V  ebai 
cpaurv. Metaph. i. 7 ,  988 a, 28 : 
'~vataydpas 6; rhv &v 6poropspBv 
brerplav [bpxhv hdysl]. De Cdo, 
iii. 4 : ?~pGrov pkv 08v $71 O ~ K  ECTLY 
6nsrpa [TB uro~xeia] . . . 0~0~vrhov  
~a ' r  apB~ov robs rrdvra r &  hporopept 
urorjysia aoro6vras, Ka0dnsp 'Avata- 
ydpas. Gen. Asim. ii. 4 sq., 740 
b, 16, 74 i  b, 13, citn scarcely be 
quoted in this connection. 

The word is first met with in 
Lucretius, who, however, uses it, 
not in the plum1 for the several 
primitive tlrments, but in the sin- 
gular, for the totality of these; 

so that 4 ipoiopdpsla is synonymous 
s i t h  rb iporopepjj (SO a t  least his 
words seem to me best explained ; 
Breier, p. 11, explains them some- 
what differently); for the rest he 
gives a sufficiently accurate ac- 
count, i. S30 :-- 
munc et Anffixaqora scrzstemur ho- 

maomeriam, 
yuam Graii memorant, &c. 

p~ineipio, rerzsm yuom dicit ho?na?o- 
mwium (ul. primipiunz rer. 
yuam d. horn.) 

ossa videlicet e pauxillis atyzce 
mi?&utis 

ossihrss hie, et de pazcxiWis atyzle 
minutis 

eiscesibus eiscus gigni, sangzle?tyzre 
ereari 

sanguinis Cter se multis coiuntibu' 
guttis, 

ex aztriyue putat ?laicis consistere 
posse 

azc?u.m, et de terris terram concres- 
eere parvis 

ig~tibus ex +pis, wmorem umoribzcs 
esse, 

cetera co?zsimili jsgit ratioione pzc- 
tatpue. 

The pli~ral6poropQ~rar is first found 
in later writers. Plut. Pericl. c. 
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Anaxagoras himself cannot have employed these 
expressions,' for not merely are they wholly absent from 
the fragments of his treatise? but they can only be ex- 
~ l a ined  ih connection with Aristotle's use of language.3 

4 : vocv . . . b a o ~ ~ l v o v r a  r h r  Sporo- 
pepelas. Sext. Pyrrh. iii. 33 : TO> 

asp1 'Ava taydpav  ?rCaav a l a O v ~ ? v  
a o r d r q ~ a  pep; 7 a i s  6 p o l o p ~ p ~ i a l ~  b r a -  
Ae ixovurv .  Math. X. 25, 2 :  o i  y h p  
b r d p o u s  E ~ T ~ V T E S  $ S+oropsptias $ 
S y ~ o v s .  5 254. Diog. ii. 8 : h p x k s  
88 r b s  dpoiopepsias. Ka@d7Tsp y b p  ;K 
r S v $ q y p d ~ w v  AryopCvwv r b v  x p v u b v  
uuvsu rdva i ,  o 5 r w s  ;K r l j v  dporopepSv 
~ L K ~ & V  ~ W ~ & W Y  7 b  G'UYKEKP[- 
u0ac. Sirnpl. Phys. 258 a :  d 6 d ~ e i  
68 hCyerv 6 ' A v ~ . ,  Z r r  hp06 r d v r w v  
Sv rwv  ~ ~ q p d r w v  ~ a ;  + p ~ ~ o d v r w v  r b v  
tiaerpov n p b  r u i j  Xpduov, ~ o u h q O ~ ~ s  6 
K U U ~ O T O L ~ S  YOGS 8 ~ a ~ p i v a ~  r &  ef6q 
(kinds of things, not as the word 
has been translated, ' ideas ; ' i t  
seems to refer to Anaxag. Fr. 3). 
i l a sp  bporoPtpt:as ~ a h ~ i ,  ~ i v q o r v  0.3- 
r a i s  Ive?ro;quev. Ibid. 33 a, 106 
a, 10, and Porphyry and Themis- 
tius, who are both cited by him 
here (Phys. l 5  b, p. 107 Sp.). 
Philop. Phys. A, 10;  Ibid. Gem. et 
Cow. 3 6; Plut. Plnc. i. 3, 8 
(Stob. i. 296) : ' A v a t a y .  . . . b p x d s  
&V $ Y ~ W V  r d s  ~ ~ O L O ~ E ~ E ~ ~ S  &?re+$- 
v a r o ,  and af-er the reasons of this 
theory have been discussed: b a b  
r o i j  o8v Bpora r d  pipl ~ T v a c  dv 75 
rpo+?j 70% ~ ~ V Y W ~ ~ V O L S  d p 0 1 0 p ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~  
a8 rds  ~ K ~ A E U E .  

l Schleiermacher was the first 
to announce this (on Diog. Werke, 
iii. 2, 167; Gesch. d. Phil. 43), 
afterwards Ritter (Ion. Phil. 211, 
269 ; Gesch. d. Phil. i. 303) ; Phi- 
lippson y r h ~  bvep. l 88 sqq.) ; Hegel 
(Gesch. d. Phd. i. 359) ; and subse- 
quentlyBreier(Phi1. d. Anaz. 1-54), 
with whom modern writers almost 

without exception agree, arid whom 
we chiefly follow in our exposition, 
places it beyond a doubt by a 
thorough enquiry into this whole 
doctrine. The opposite theory is 
held by all the earlier writers, and 
Ly Schaubach, p. 89 ; Wendt, zz~ 
I'e?z~cnzann,, i. 384 ; Brandis. l. c. 
245 (otherwise in Gesch d. Entw. 
i. 123): Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. 
i. 79 ; ZBvort, 53 sqq. 

In  places where we should 
have expected the words r b  dporo- 
psp i j ,  as in Fr. i. 3, 6 (4), Anaxa- 
goras has ankppa ra ,  or, still more 
indefinitely, Xp$pa ra .  Cf. Simpl. 
De Calo, 268 b, 37 (Schol. 513 a, 
39): ' A v a t a y .  r h  d p ~ r o p e p i j  070v 
u d p ~ a  ~ a ' r  6 u r o i v  KU; r b  r o c a l r a ,  
8 x e p  u x i p p a r a  d r d h f r .  

Aristotle designates by the 
name of d P o ~ o p ~ p ~ s  ( Gleichthcilig) of 
like parts, bodies which in all their 
parts consist of one an& the same 
substance, in  which, therefore, all 
parts are of like kind with each 
other and with the whole (cf. on 
this point Gem. et Corr. i. 1, and 
Philop. in  h. l. p. 332, l ; ibid. i. 
10, 328 a, 8 sqq. ; Part. Anim. ii. 
2, 647 E, 17, where 6 + 0 i o p ~ p i s  and 
7 b  pipes Spdvupov r @  B h y  express 
the sanie idea. Alexander, De 
Mkt.  147 b:  h v ~ p ~ r ~ & ~ i j  p i v  r b  
;K 8 r a @ ~ p d v r w v ~ ~ ~ S v  u ~ v t a r G r a ,  &S 
~ p d u w n o v  ~ a l  x e l p ,  bporopspi j  F i  adpt. 
71s [TE]  KUL dCT;, ~ C S  KU; U ~ , U  KC21 
+h;+, 8hws  Bv r b  pdpra 707% BAOLS 
d u r ;  auvdvvpa ) ,  and he distinguishes 
from the r iporoprpks on the one 
band, the elementary (which, how- 
ever, is reckoned with the dporo- 



He certainly cannot have spoken of elements, for this 
term was first introduced into philosophy by Plato and 
Aristotle ; l and the primitive substances of Anaxagoras 
are besides, in accordance with what we have already said, 
something different from the elements. His meaning 
is rather that Ghe substances of which things consist, are 
in  this, their qualitative determinateness, underived and 
imperishable; and since there are innumerable things, 
of which no two are perfectly alike, he says that there are 
innumerable seeds, not one of which resembles another: 
p ~ p h s ,  S Z L ~ .  p. 332 ,  1, and De Calo, is there very decidedly: ? r d v ~ a  8; 
iii. 4 ,  3 0 2  b, 1 7 )  ; and on the other, ~ a i 7 ~ a  pdpia c lva i  bper?s, o b x  &S 

the so-called organic in the mm- r b  703  x p v u o i  pdpra 8poid Zu r t v  
rower sense. In this graduated bhhf ihots  xa l  T @  8 h  06 pdpid ~ U T L Y ,  

scale, formed by these three kinds, bhh' OS 7h  r o i  r p o u d r o u  pdp ia  ~ a l  
he always indicates the lower as r4  8hY 05 pdpiri du r r  ~ a l  bhhf iho is  
the constituent and condition of the Lvlpora.  The eomprel~ensive ap- 
higher; the d p o i ~ u e p i s  consists of plication of this distinction, how- 
the elements ; the organic, of the ever, which we find in Aristotle, is 
snbstances of like parts; to the wanting in Plzto. According to 
dporopepQs belong flesh, bone, gold, what has been said, the expla- 
silver, &c,; to the organic, or of nation in the Placita, l. C.; Sext. 
unlike parts, the face, hands, &C., Math. X. 318  ; Hippol. Refi~t. X. 7, 
vide Pirt. Anim. ii. 1 ; De Gen. of the Homoeomeries as 8pora r o i s  
Anim. i. 1 ,  7 1 5  a,  9 ; Meteor. iv. S ,  yevvwp/vois, is incorrect. 
3 8 4  a, 3 0 ;  De Cceb~, iii. 4 ,  3 0 2  b, ' Cf. p. 1 2 6 ,  1. 
1 5  sq., Hist. Anim. i. 1 : r r j v  dv ro?s Fr. 6 ( 4 )  : 5 aBppr5rr r d v ~ w v  
c&ois poplwv T P ~  phv d u r i v  Lu6veera,  ~ ~ v p d r w v ,  70; r e  8iepoG ~ a :  TO$ 
8 u a  8iarpe7rai  is dporopep?, o7or &po;, ~ a l  r o i  0eppo; ~ a l  7.0; $ v x p o i ,  
U ~ ~ K E S  EIS udpxas;  i-b 8; U ~ Y B E T ~ ,  ~ a i  TO;  h a p r p o ;  xa i  TO; <o@epo3, 
8 u a  EI)E bvopo iop~p f i ,  O&Y X E ) ~  O ~ K  xa l  y e s  r o h h ~ s  dr,o6uvs xa: u r s p -  
EIS p i p a s  8 i a i p ~ i i a i  068; r b  r p d b w -  pd rwv  &KE:PWY T A ' ~ ~ O U S  o b 8 b  d o l ~ d -  
?rev EIS r p d u w r a .  Further delails r w v  & h h ~ h o r s .  ob8i  y b p  r r j v  dhhwv  
in Breier, l. c. 1 6  sqq.; Ideler on (besides the substances already 
the Meteor. l. C., where references named, the Beppbv, &C.) ob6Qv ZOLKE 
to Theophrsstus, Galen, and Plo- 79 idp.*, r b  &epov. Fr. 1 3  ( 6 ) :  
tinus. are given. I n  the discrimi- Z~epov  o68hv (besides v o h )  d u ~ r v  
nation of like and unlike parts, 8potov oir6evl i r i p y  L re ipwv  E'dv~wv,  
Plato anticipated Aristotle (Prol. Fr. S : ZTEPOY 8; 038dv E I u ~ i v  8polbv 
3 2 9  D, 3 4 9  C); the expression oL8epl d h h y .  The infinite number 
d p o i o p ~ ~ ~ s ,  it  is  true, does not oc- of primitive matters is often men- 
cnr, which is another proof of its tioned, e.g. in Fr. 1 (in$ p. 3 3 8 , l ) ;  
Aristotelian origin, but the idea e.g. FT. 1 ; Arist. Metaph. i. 3 ,  7 ;  
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but they are different in shape, colour, and taste.' 
Whether this statement relates only to the various 
classes of the original substances, and to the thin& 0s com- 
pounded from them, or whether the individual atoms 
of matter of the same class are also unlike each other, 
is not specified, and this question was probably not 
entertained by Anaxagoras ; nor is there any trace of his 
having brought the infinitely heterogeneous character 
of the primitive substances into connection with more 
general metaphysical considerations ; it is most pro- 
bable, therefore, that, like the Atomists, he founded it 
merely upon the multiplicity of phenomena as shown 
by experience. Among the opposite qualities of things, 
me find the ~at~egories of the rare and the dense, the 
warm and the cold, light and dark, moist and dry, 
brought into especial prominence ; but as Anaxagoras 

Phys. i. 4, iii. 4 ; De Calo, iii. 4 p. 21, defend "E vETar, but this 
(sup. p. 332, l ; 334, l); Da Melisso, makes no proper sense), r o h h d  7 6  
c. 2, 975 b, 17, &C., vide Schaubach, ~ a l  r a v r o i a  Bu T ~ U L  702s UUYKPLVOP& 

71 sq. Cicero, Acad. ii. 37, 118, says vors (this will be further discussed 
Anaxsgoras taught : mccterialn in- later on) ~u.1 r r d p u a r a  r d v r w v  
fiiisitam, sed ex ea particzalas similes x p r l p d r w u  KU: iG6as r a v r o k z s  E " ~ o v r a  
i ~ t m  se minzctas, but this is only a Ka'r ;~cporhs ~ a i  ?jGovds. On the 
wrong interpretation of the dporo- nlean~ng of $ 6 0 ~ 1 ,  ride Vol. I .  p. 
PEP?, which he no doubt took from 291, 2, and supra, p. 38, 1. Here 
his Greek authority; in order to also i t  may be translated 'smell,' 
correspond with obFiv B o r ~ d r w v  in but ' taste '  is much more appro- 
FT. 6.weshouldhere read dissinzibs. priate. I t  is most probable, how- 
I n  favour of this conject~lre we ever, that the word, like the German 
might quote Aug. Civ. D. viii. 2 :  'Schmecken' in certain dialects, 
de particzafs inter se dissinzilibus, unites both significntions without 
corpora dissimilia (vide infia, any accurate distinction. 
Anaxagorean School ; Archelaus). Like that of Leibnitz, as- 

' Fr. .? : rour;wu 8; OSTWS B ~ d v -  pibed  to him by Ritter, Ion. Phil. 
~ w u  xph 80~k~ivE)v~ivai(thi~reading, 218 ; Gesch. d. Phil. i. 307, that 
suggested by Sirnpl. De Calo, 271 everything maintains its indiridual 
a, 31 ; Schol. 513 b, 45, is rightly character through its relation to  
adopted by Schaubach and BIul- the whole. 
lach : Brandis, p. 242 ; and Schorn, Fr. 6 ,  p. 836, 2 ; Fr. 8 (6) : 

VOL. 11. z 
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supposed the particular substances to be original, with- 
out deriving them from one primitive matter, the per- 
ception of these universal opposites cannot have the 
same importance for him as for the Physicists of the 

0 oreans. ancient Ionian School or for the Pytha; 
All these different bodies Anaxagoras then conceives 

as originally mixed together, so completely and in such 
minute particles, that not one of them was perceptible 
in its individuality, and, consequently, the mixture 
as a whole displayed none of the definite qualities of 
things.' Even in derived things, however, he believes 
the separation cannot be complete, but each must 
contain parts of for how could one come out of 

B X O K ~ L Y P ~ ~ I  b r d  ? E  70; BparoC r b  
r v ~ v b v ,  t a l  b r b  TOC $uxpoC71 Bcppbv, 
xa l  h r b  TOO [o+spoi r b  haplrpbv, 
KU: h b  70C 8 ~ ~ ~ 0 5  7 b  [?lpdv. F?. 
19 (S): r b  p i v  T U K V ~ V  KU; ~ L E P ~ V  

K U ~  $ v ~ p b v  gal { ~ @ € ~ b v  2vBd8~ CUP€- 
~ L p v u e v ,  &flu vOv 4 y i j ,  r b  6; bpatbv 
t a l  r b  Beppbv ~ a \  ~b E v p b v l ~ e ~ d p q u ~ ~  
er's r b  rpdaw roC a;Oipos. Vide p. 
339, 1. I t  is no doubt in reference 
to these and similar passages that 
Aristotle, I'hys. i. 4 (sup. p. 334, 2), 
calls the 6polopcpq also ; v a v ~ f a  (cf. 
Simpl. Pkys. 33 b ;  ibid. 10 a). 

Fr. 1 (opening words of his 
treatise) : bpoC r d v r a  x p h p a r a  ;i^v, 
hrcrpa xa l  rAq8os t a l  a p r ~ p o r ? r a ,  
t a l  ybp  ~b up i tpbv  ~ T E L P O Y  $V. t a l  
~ d v r w v  bpol  2dvrov 0 b 8 b  E L ~ ~ A O Y  
(al. Fv8vhov) qv  b r b  u p r ~ p o r i j ~ o s .  
Simplicius, who reports these words 
in Phys. 33 b, repeats the first 
clause on p. 106 a ; but what he 
there adds is his own emendation ; 
Schaubach, therefore, is in error 
when he makes a separate f r a g  
ment of it, p. 126. Similarly his 
Fr. 17 b, ap. Diog. ii. 3 (as is 

rightly maintained by Schwn, p. 
16 ; Krische, Forsch. 64 sq. ; 
M~~llach,  248), contains not the 
very words of An~ragoras, but 
m~re ly  an epitome of his doctrine, 
connected with the comm~ncement 
of his treatise. On the other hand, 
Simpl. De Ccelo, 271 a, 15 (Schol. 
513 b, 32), has retained the words 
which Mollach passes over: ' l  %grc  
r G v  ~ ~ O K ~ L V O ~ ~ V W V  p+ ~i8Elval r b  
rh i jBos p $ r ~  hdyq  @$re 8pyy." Fr. 
6 (4): wplu 62 bro~prve?jvar  raGra ,  
r d v r o v  b,uo3 i d v r o v ,  0382 ~ p o r h  
eii6qAos ($G&) $V 0 b 8 ~ p h l .  ~ X E K ~ ~ U E  

ybp  4 a ~ p p ~ [ t s  7rdvrov x p q p d ~ w v ,  
etc. (vide p. 337, 1). The expres- 
sion bpoG r d v r a ,  which became a 
proverb among the ancients, is  
continually allnded to  ; e.g. by 
Plato, Phado, 72 C ; Gory. 465 D ; 
Arist. Pkys. i. 4 (suppm, p. 331, 4) ; 
Mcfnph. ir. 4, 1007 b, 25, X. 6, 
1056 b, 28, xii. 2, 1069 b, 20 (cf. 
also Schwegler) ; Schaubach, 65 
sq. ; Schorn, 14 sq. 

Fr. 3, supra, p. 337, l ; cf. 
Schaubach, p. S6 ; Fr. 5, ilgra, 
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another if it were not in i t ;  and how could the transition 
of all things, even of the most opposite things, one into 
another, be explained, if they were not all of them in 
a11 ? l  If, therefore, an object appears to us to contain 

p. 341,3  ; Fr. 7 ( 5 )  : 8s n a v r )  srav-rbs 
poipa E'vegrr r h + v  vdou, Zurr OLJL E;  
KM; v6os gvr. E;.. 8, i17$r~.ra, p. 341, 3; 
E'r. 11 (13): 0b ~ e ~ d p r u r a r  r b  Bv 
;v1 KduflY 0$6i &7roKdKoaral ?TBA&EY, 

~b eepphv 703  quxpoc OCTE 

~b quxpbv ;LT& 7.07 %ep,zoG. FT. 12 
(6), which is referred to  in  Theopllr. 
np. Simpl. Phys. 36 b :  Bv I rav~l  
r d v r a  0632 xwpls Zurrv ~7var.  Ahhb 
Irciv-ra xavrbs  po7pav p e r d ~ e r .  ~ T E  8; 
r 0 6 h d ~ r u r o v  ).L;] EYurrv slvar, O$K &v 
Gbvarro xwpruOtvar, 0%' &v hLav h+' 
(Cod. D better: i@' cf. Fr. 8) 
iwv-ro; yeviuRar, &AA' 8aep (or 8 w r )  
Irrp1 dpxhv ,  e7vcr (this word secrns 
to  he correct) ~ a 1  Y D U  r c i v ~ a  6p0i .  BY 
n l u r  6; a o h h h  k u r r  ~ a )  r i j v  ;TO- 

KplvopE'V~~ i$a?rA<8os Z V  rois  ~ € [ [ U U [  
r e  ~ a l  Bhdrrour (' and in all things, 
even those divided from the original 
iuter~nixture, i.e. individual th~ngs,  
are substances of different kinds, 
in  the least, as much as in the 
greatest.' The same idea is thus 
expressed a t  the commencement 
of the fragment : fuar poipal eiur 
T O ;  r e  psycihou ~ a i  706 c ~ p l ~ p 0 6 ) .  
This is frequently repeatod by 
Aristotle (vide the following notes). 
Alex. De Senszc, 105 b ; Lucret. i. 
875 sq. &c. ; vide Schaubach, 114 
sq., SS, 9 6 ;  Philop. Phys. A 10, 
and Simpl. Ph!gs. 1106 a, do not 
express this quite correctly when 
they say that in every Homceomeria 
al l  others are present. 

' Arist. Phys. iii. 4, 203 a, 23 : 
6 pbv (Anaxag.) 6~roGv rGv poplwv 
elval p f y p a  6,uoLws r @  7rau71 Grh r b  
6pqv 67105~ 85 6rouoU~ yryvdptvov.  
8vreOBev yhp ZUIKE ~ a l  b p 6  TOT& 

ncivra ~ p G p a r a  @dvar ~'iV51, O ~ O Y  

$ 8 ~  4 ubp[ ra'i rd3e r b  buroUv KO.; 
OZTWS 6710%. K ~ \ L  Irdvra &pa. ~ a l  
6,ua T O ; V U V .  h p x h  ybp ob pdvov Zv 
~K&UT$ BUT: 7 % ~  ~ [ C ~ M ~ ~ U F W S ,  &AA& 
Kal ~ c i v s w v ,  etc., which Simpl. i ? ~  
h. l. p. 106 a, well explains. Il1id.i. 
4 (after the quotation on p. 331,4) : 
E Z  y b p  a5.v pkv r b  y ~ v d ~ e v o v  &vLiy~q  
~ i r e u 8 a r  3) 86 $VTWV 4 B K  p;I ~ Y T O V ,  

rodrwv 3; r b  pkv BK p? jlvrwv 
yivea0ar b 6 b v a ~ o v  . . . .rb hornhv 
$ 3 ~  uupf3alvctv i [  &vciyx?;s hvdwluav 
2[ 0 1 ~ 7 ~ ~  p21, na; ivuaapxdvrmv y i -  
vecr0a1, F r i  pl~pdr11Ta 38 rLjv ; ~ K W V  

d t  BvaruOfirwv $p7v. 3rd +arr a2v  Bv 
rravr~ p e p i x ~ a r  6rdrr T ~ V  :K wau'ibs 
iBpwv yrvdpvov .  @dveuffac 62 Fra- 
r$dpovra ~ a l  rrpouayop~beaOar Trtpz 
&hh$hwv BK TUG pdhruR' iaepCxov- 
7 0 s  81h 7rhjjOos i v  r $  ;LI[EI rGu 
& ~ e ~ p w v  e;hr~prvLjs p& ybp ghov 
h a u ~ b v  3 pE'hav 3 yh!JK?J 3 urtpKC7 .i) 
6uroGv o i r ~  ervar, 8rov 32 ~ A t i a r o u  
E"Kau7.o~ fxEr, ~ o i r o  ~ J K E ~ U  €?war .rhv 
@burr roU 7rpLyparos. I n  the Pla- 
cita, i. 3, 8, and Sinipl. l. c,, the 
doctrine of the b p ~ ~ o p e p ?  is de- 
rived more immediately from the 
observation that in the nourish- 
ment of our bodies the differen~ 
substances contained in the body 
are formed from the same means 
of nutrition ; but that Anaxagoras 
was also thinking herein of the 
transmuBtion of inorganic matter 
is shown hy his famous assertion 
tha t  snow is black (that is, there 
is in  it the dark as well the light); 
for the water of which it consists 
is black (Sext. Pyr.rh. i. 3 3 ;  Cic. 
Acad. ii. 23, 72, 31, 100, and after 
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some one quality to the exclusion of other qnalities, 
this is only because more of the corresponding sub- 
stance than of other substances is in i t ;  but in truth 
each thing has substances of every kind in iC,, though i t  
is named from those only which predominate.' 

This theory is certainly not without difficulties. If 
we accept the original mixture of matter in its strict 
meaning, the mixed substances could not retain their 
particular qualities, but must combine into a homo- 
geneous mass ; we should consequently have, instead of 
a medley consisting of innumerable different substances, 
a single primitive matter, to which none of the quali- 
ties of particular substances would belong, like the 
Infinite of Anaximander, to which Theophrastus reduces 
this mixture of Anaxagoras? or the Platonic matter, to 
which it is reduced by Ari~totle.~ If, on the other 

him Ladant. Inst. iii. 23 ; Galen, 
Be Simpl. Medic. ii. 1 B ; xi. 461 
Xiihn. Schol. in Iliad, ii. 161). 
The sceptical propositions which 
were deduced even by Aristotle 
from the a b o ~ e  theory of Anaxa- 
goras will be discussed later on. 
Ritter (i. 3 0 7 )  .explains the sen- 
tence, 'all is in .all,' to mean that 
the activity of all primitive con- 
stituents is in each of them; bnt 
this seems to me compatible nei- 
ther with the unanimous testimony 
of the ancients, nor with the spirit 
of Anaxagoras's doctrine. 

l Vide in addition to the two 
last notes Arist. Metaph. i. 9,991 a, 
14, and Alex. in h. 1. A criticism 
of Anaxagows's doctrine concern- 
ing the Being of all things is to be 
found in Arist. Phys. i. 4. The 
distinction between matter and 
quality of which I have made use 

for the sake of clearnebs is, of course 
in this form, alien to Anaxagoras, 
vide Breer, p. 48. 

? Vide sz~p., Vol. I. p. 2 3 3 ,  l ; 
2 3 6 .  

Metnph i. 8, 989 a,  3 0  (cf. 
Bonitz, ad h I.) : ' A v a [ a y d p a s  6' 
E; r r s  6 ~ 0 h L i f l o r  8d0 h i y ~ l v  U ~ O L X E ? ~ ,  
p d h ~ u r '  FLY 6 ~ o A d ~ o 1  K U T ~  Adyov, Bv 
d ~ ~ i v o s  abrbs p i v  ob Fr$pOwuev, $KO- 
hodOqut p i v r '  &v 2E a v d y ~ q s  707s 
Z ~ c i y o u u r v  a 3 r d v  . . . 87s y h p  
0 5 0 ; ~  ;;v & X O K E K ~ I ~ ~ Y O ~ ,  8Fjhov &S 
ob0iv q v  hhqt'is E ~ T E ~ V  ~ a r h  rFjs 
obulas Z K E I Y ~ S  . . . 0 5 r e  y h p  ~ o r d v  
r r  0 % ~  r e  a b ~ b  ~ S v a r  o h e  moubv 0 8 r e  
rI. ~ G v  y a p  2v piper r r  h e y o p i v w v  
el8Gv 6 ~ F j p x e v  &v a L r 4 ,  r o G r o  82 
B8dvarov p ~ p r y p d v w v  YE ~ d v r w v .  
$87 y h p  &v b ~ ~ ~ i ~ p r r o  . . . ;K 6+ 
7 0 6 r w v  uvp@uLver h i y e w  a b r $  7 h s  
h p x b s  r d  r e  $v ( r o G r o  y h p  &hoGv 
~ a l  &pry&) KU: O ~ T E ~ O P .  O&Y T ~ ~ Z P E V  
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hand, the determinate qualities of the substances are to 
be maintained in the mixture, it becomes evident, as in 
the system of Empedocles, that this mould be impossible 
unless the ultimate atoms were incapable of division or 
of ama.lgamation with others ; and thus we should arrive 
at  the indivisible bodies, which are likewise by some 
writers ascribed to Anaxagoras.' Not only, however, is 
he himself far from holding the t,heory of one uniform 
primitive matter: but he expressly maintains that the 
division and increase of bodies goes on to infinityS3 

~b 16pru~ov rplv 6pruBjivar ~ a i  PE- D, agrees word for word with 
7auxeiv ef8ous rrv6s. ~ U T E  h & ~ € 7 a l  Math. X. 318 ; and in an extract 
p2v 067' ;pads 0 6 7 ~  ua@Bs, Bohhera~ from a Pythagorean, i. e., a neo- 
pivrur rr rapaxh~uiov 707s T E  Bu- Pythagorean treatise, ib. X. 262, 
r~pov A ~ ~ O U U L  ~ a l  707s vcv @aivo- we read: oi ybp b~dpous E ~ I T ~ Y T E S  

pE'vors pBhhov. .4 Bporop~pslas 4 6yrtous 8 KorvGs 
' Never indeed in express words ; voq~b udpara ; similarly, ibid. 254. 

for Simpl. Phys. 35 b. only says Among modern writers R i t ~ e r  (i. 
that the primitire substances do 305) is inclined to regard the pri- 
not separate chcmiccclly, any fur- mitive seeds as indivisible. 
ther;  not that they cannot be This is clear from our pre- 
dil-ided in regard to spacr. And vious citations from Aristotle. We 
(ap. Stob. &b. i. 366) i t  is evi- may refer also, however, to  Ph,ys. 
dently by a mere transposition of iii. 4 (sup. p. 334, 2) ,  where h@+ 
the titles that the atoms are at- designates the mechanical combi- 
tributed to Anaxagoras and the nation, as distingoished from the 
holnceomeries to Leucippus. Yet ebemicnl (pL5is) ; and to the dis- 
some of our authorities seem to cussion, Gen. at Corr. i. 10, 327 b, 
look upon the homreomeries as mi- 31 sqq., where Aristotle evidently 
nute bodies, e. g., Cicero in the has in view the Anaxagorean doc- 
passage quoted sup. p. 336, 2 ; but trine mentioned shortly before. 
especially Sextns, who repeatedly Stobsus, Eel. i. 368, is therefore 
nlontions Anaxagoras with the right when he says: 'Avatdy. 7hs 
various at,omists, Democritus, Epi- ~~duecs  ~ a r h  ~apdO~urv ylvro8ar &v 
curus, Dioclorus Cronus, Heraclei- a r o r ~ ~ i w v .  
des and Asclepiades; and iclenti- Fr. 5 (15): 0676 ybp 707 
fies his 6poiopepB with the &rapor, upc~pol y i  <c71 76 Y E  ;Adxru~ov, 
the E'hdxiu~a rta: hpspJj u d p a ~ a ,  hhh' ~hauuov &EL rb yap ibv OLK 
the bvappor ii-y~or (Py~rh .  iii. 32;  ~"CTL ~b p+ o h  ebar (1. TO@ O A K  
Jhtth. ix. 363, X. 318). That he €bar. I t  is impossible that Being 
is here following older accounts, should be annihilated by infinite 
me hare the less reason to doubt, division, as others maintain ; vide 
since Hippol. Refut. X. 7, p. 500 s q .  Vol. I. 616;  11. 218) : &AA& 
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His primitive substances are, therefore, distinguished 
from the atoms, not merely throuigh their qualitative 
determinateness, but through their divisibility. He  - 
also contradicts, quite as emphatically, the second fun- 
damental doctrine of the Atomistic system, when he 
disputes, on insufficient grouncis it is true, the presup- 
position of empty space.' His opinion is, that the 
different substances are absolutely mixed, tvithont there- 
fore becoming- one matter ; Empedocles had also main- - 
tained this in regard to the mixture of the elements in 
the Sphair~s, perceiving, as little as Anaxagoras, the 
latent contradiction. 

But if a ~vorld is to be formed from these snbstances, 
t l~ere  must be in addition an ordering and moving 
power, and this, as our philosopher believes, can only 
lie in the thinking essence, in spirit or mind ( G e i ~ t ) . ~  
The reasons for this theory are not given in a general 
manner in the fragments of Anaxagoras's treatise ; but 

~ a ' r  70; , . L E ~ ~ A O U  ~ E I  ZUTL ,UE?{UV ~ a l  
f u o v  h a r ' r  r @  U ~ I K P @  r;Z$Oos jin- 
crease has as many gradktions as 
diminution ; literally, there is as 
~nuch  great as small). x p b r  i w u r b  B i  
E'&aurdv i u ~ r  K U ~  & y a  K U L  t ~ , u i ~ p d v .  
E? y k p  hu ? r a v r i ,  ~ a ? r r i L v  ;K r r a v r l s  
Z K K ~ I V E ~ U L ,  KU; hnb r o i i  E ' h a X ~ u r o v  
~ O K ; O Y ~ O S  ~ K K ~ ~ @ $ U F T U ;  T 1  ~ h U 7 7 0 V  
Z i c t l v u v ,  ~ a l  ~b y ~ y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  80icdov 87rd 
T w o s  2je icp;Oq d w u ~ o l  ,uef[ovos. FT. 
12  ( 1 6 ) :  r ~ i ~ h d ~ ~ u r o v  8 u r 1 v  
t b a r .  

l Arist. Phys. iv. G ,  213 a ,  22: 
o i  ,&v o 8 v  ~ E L K Y ~ Y U L  ~ T E I ~ ~ , U C V O L  8 7 1  
OGK JUTIY [ K E V ~ U ] ,  06x 8 B o h h o v r a r  
h i y e r s  o i  dv t l pwr ro r  K E Y ~ V ,  7 0 G r '  2 6 ~ -  
A ~ Y X O O O I V ,  &AA '  ~ ~ U ~ ~ ~ Y O V T E S  Ad-  
~ O I J U L V ,  & u ~ ~ p  ' A v a t a y d p c l s  KU: of 
s o G i o v  r b v  r p d s o v  W~YXOVTES. 

~ ~ ~ I ~ E I K V ~ O V U I  y&p $71 & r r  r l  B &;lp, 
U T ~ E , ~ A O ~ ) Y ? E S  r o b s  ~ U K O ~ S  KU; ~ E I K -  

Y ~ Y T E S  &S ; U X V ~ ~ J  B ~ a l  E v u r o -  
A u p , 8 d v o u r t s  du TUTS ~ h r $ h 8 p a c s  (cf. 
also p. 135, R). Lucret. i. S43 : 
aec tame?& esse acllu iclenz [Anaxag.] 

ex pnrte in rebus ilaane 
concedzt, neqzie corpor;bzisJize?n esse 

secn7zdl.s. 

So I translate, with other 
writers, the N o i s  of Anaxagoras, 
although the t v o  expressions do 
not  exactly coincide in their mean- 
ing; for the German language 
contains no more exact eqairalent. 
Tbe precise co~eeption of v o i s ,  
indeed, call only be taken from 
the explanatiens of hnasagoras 
himself. 
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they result from the characteristics by which mind is 
distinguished from the various substances. Theee are 
three-the singleness of its nature, its power, and its 
knowledge. Everything else is mixed with all things, 
mind must be apart from all, for itself; for only i f  i t  
is unmixed with other things, can i t  have all things in 
its power. It is the rarest and purest of all things ; 
and for this reason i t  is in all essences entirely homo- 
geneous; as to other things, no individual thing can 
be like another, because each is compounded in a par- 
ticnlar manner out of different substances. Spirit, on 
the contrary, has no heterogeneous particles in i t  ; i t  is, 
therefore, everywhere self-identical; in one substance 
there will be more, in another less of it ; but the smaller 
mass of spirit is of the same nature as the greater; 
things are distinguished only according to the quantity, 
and not by the quality of the spirit inherent in them.' 

Fr. S (6; : TA p2v dhha nav- 
sbs poipav Z X E L ,  vdos 66 E'UTI ~ T E I P O Y  

KU; abro~par2s  ~ a 1  pi,ucrc~ai oS6eul 
Xpj,uarr, ahhh posvos alrbs 29' 
hwu~oc ~ U T L V .  E; p? ybp 29' Q W U T O ~  

$v, bhhd T F W  E'p6pr~ro dhhy,  PETET- 
XEV &v h n d v ~ w v  Xpq,udrw~, ~l E'$- 
p r ~ r d  TEY (;v T U V T ~  yhp ravrbs 
poipa i vcu~rv ,  Sur tp  E'v ~ o i s  npda0ev 
poi h&hearar) K U ~  E'~8hvev &v ah1-b~ 
r b  u ~ ~ p ~ p ~ y p F I v a ,  &UTE pq6~vbs 
Xp;lparos aparE'erv 6poLws, 6 s  ~ a l  
poiivov E'dvra 29' twvrol.  FUTI  rybp 
h t n r d r a ~ d v  T E  vdvrwv x p q p d ~ w v  
K E L  ~ a @ a p C ~ a ~ o v  . . . ravrdraur 
6; 0661-v ~ n o ~ p l v ~ r a r  kepov bnb 706 
& r & P ~ ~  nh+v Y ~ O U .  1'60s Bi &S 

6poids E'UTI ~ a l  6 pdcwv KD; 4 ihdu- 
uwv. &'TEPOV 8; 0 6 6 ; ~  ~ U T L V  8porov 
o66~vi  ithhy, bhk' ~ T E O V  (SO Preller, 
Hiet. Phil. Gr.-Roqiz. $ 53, and 

Mullach, instead of 8rw ap. Simpl. 
Phys. 33 b) vhc;ura &L, r a S ~ a  i v -  
8qhdrara i v  ~ K U U T O V  E ' U T ~  wa) 3v. 
The same is repeltted by later 
writers in  their own mode of ex- 
presslon; cf, Plato, Crat. 413 C :  
~ & a i  6; r b  BL!KUIOV 8 A ~ ~ E L  'Ava[ayd- 
pas, VOCV ETVUL T O ~ T O .  adToKpdropa 
ybp a h b v  6vTa K U ~  od0€vk pcplypk- 
vov n d v ~ a  qqalv a b ~ b v  K D U ~ E T Y  T& 

npdypara 6rI n d v ~ w v  idvra. Arist. 
1Mctuph. i. S (sz~p. p. 340, 3) ; Phys. 
viii. 5, 258 b, 21:  there must be 
something that moves, and i s  itself 
unmored. 6rb ~ a i  'Ava.aEaydpas hp. 
0;s A ~ Y E I ,  ~ b v  VOGV braeij $ d u ~ w v  
ua; &pry$ ~ivar ,  E'ner6fincp K K I ~ U E W S  

bpx+v abrbv rorei ~Zvar. OSTW ybp 
8v pdvos ~rvolq ~ K ~ V ~ T O S  &v ~ a k  spa- 
roiq bpiyhs &v. De An. i. 2, 405 
a, 13 :  'Avactaydpas 6' . . . &?X+ 
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To spirit must also belong absolute power aver matter, 
the motion of which can only proceed from spirit.' It 
must, lastly, possess an unlimited kno~ ledge ,~  for only 
through its knowledge is i t  in a position to order all 
things for the best: vo$s must, therefore, be simple, 
because it could not otllerwise be all-mighty and om- 
niscient, m d  i t  must be all-mighty and omniscient, 
that it may order the world : the fundamental idea of 
the doctrine of voGs, and the idea chiefly brought for- 

ye  r b v  voijv ~ [ Q P T ~ L  p d h r u r a  r rdvrwv.  
I ;Ld~ov yozv + q d v  ai)rbu r G v  h r w v  
arrAoGv r b a r  Kai &pry% r e  KU; KU- 

Qapdv; 405 b, 1 9 :  'Ava t .  SQ pdvos 
i r ra9i j  +vu;v ~lvavar 7bv  voCv K&> KOL- 

U ~ V  0 6 6 2 ~  0 i ) f l ~ ~ )  7 6 ~  &AAWU ~ X E L Y .  

TOLOGTOS 8) CV PGS yvwpieT ~ a i  8 th  
rfv' a i r l av ,  o h '  Z K E ~ ~ O S  e f p q ~ ~ v ,  
o&' ZK r G v  ~ I p q p ~ u w v  uup@auEIs 
2 u r ~ v .  Ibid. iii. 4, 429 a, 18 : 
B v a l y ~ q  Ipa ,  rrLivra v o ~ i ,  &pry$ 
~ L a r ,  Yuwep +qu;u 'Avataydpas, G a  
 pare, roCro 8) ZUTLY, Iva yvwplcq 
(this is Aristotle's own comment) : 
~apep+arvdpevov y&p K W A ~ E I  T X  BA- 
A67p~ov xai & v r ~ + ~ d r r e r .  By the 
apathy which is attributed to voCs 
in some of thzse passages Aris- 
totle understands i ts  unchange- 
ableness; for, according to 1Wetuph. 
v. 21, he describes as  ~ a g d s  a 
P O [ O T ~ S  K ~ Q '  $,v &Ahoiou^u@ai Zv8dxe- 
r a t  (cf. Breier, 61 sq.). This 
quality is a direct consequence of 
the simpleness of voCs; for since, 
according to Anaxagoras, all 
change consists in a chitnge of the 
parts of which a thing is composed, 
the simple is necessarily unchange- 
able. Aristotle may therefore have 
derived this conception from the 
words of Anaxagoras quoted above. 
But Anaxagoras may perhaps him- 
self have spoken of it. I n  this 

qualitative unchangeableness, how- 
ever, there is not a s  yet the im- 
nlovableness in space, the B K ~ ~ T O Y  
which Si,mpl., Phys. 285 a: derives 
from Aristotle. Further evidence 
repenting that  of Aristofle ap. 
Schaubach, 104. 

Aiter the words " K U ~  Ka6ap&- 
ra~ov,"  Anaxagoras continnes, Fr. 
83 : KU: y v h p ~ v  ye  wcpl wavsbs r rc rav  
YUXEL ~ a ' r  I U X ~ E L  pdyturou.  5ua  T E  

+uX4v ZXEI  K ~ L  r &  p6cw ~ a :  r 8 ; h d u u w  
Pdvrwv V ~ O S  K ~ ~ T ~ E L .  Ka; T ~ S  TEpL- 
X W ~ ? ~ C L O S  C U ~ X ~ C ~ S  vdos k ~ p d -  
rquev,  $ a r e  r reprxwp~uar 7 ; / v  bpx?jv. 
Cf. note 3, and p. 343, 1. The in- 
finity which is ascribed to it in the 
last passage seems chiefly to rcfer 
to the power of WOGS. 

Vide previous note, and the 
following words : ~ a >  7i t  uuppiuyd- 
peval T E  KUL b?rospil.dpeva ~ a l  61a- 
~ p ~ v d p s u a  ~ d v r a  &yuw vdos (which 
are also quoted by Simpl. Be Cmlo, 
271 a, 2 0 ;  Echo!. 513 b, 35). 

Anaxagoras continues : ~ a l  
6 ~ o i a  i p ~ h h e v  & T € u ~ a t  ~ a i  6 ~ 0 i a  qu  
~ a )  &rua vGv 6 7 1  K R ~  d ~ o i a  fuTal ,  
rralvra G r e ~ d a p q u ~  vu'os ~ a l r 3 v  T E P L -  

xdpwuiv rau'rnv, 41 vGv r r ~ p r ~ ~ p d e r  
7 d  T E  t i r r p a  K U ~  6 jjhros K$ 4 ueh?jvq 
~ a l  i Bhp K ~ L  6 ai9bp oi  brro~prvd- 
p ~ v o r .  Cf. what i s  quoted, Vol. I. 
286, 1, from Diogenes. 
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ward by the ancient mriters,l lies in the conception of 
world-forming force. We must, therefore, assume that 
this was actually the point from which Anaxagoras 
attained his doctrine. He knew not how to explain 
motion, by means of matter as such ;' and still less the 
regulated motion which produced a result so beautiful 
and so foil of design as the world. He would not have - 

recourse to an irrational Necessity, nor to Chance: and 
so he assumed an incorporeal essence, which has moved 

cence and ordered matter: that he really had such an es, 
in view cannot well be doubted, as his emphatic asser- 

Plato, Phado, 97 B (inf. p. 
351, 1) ; Laws, xii. 967 B (ibid.)  ; 
Crat. 400 A:  r i  8 6 ;  ~ a l  r j u  rib 
tihhwv Srclvrwv @hurv oL r i u r ~ h e t s  
'Ava[aydpa voGv ~ a l  $v,yjv ~Tvar r j v  
8ra~oupoiiuav K U ~  ~ x o u u a v ;  Arist. 
Hetaph. i. 4, 984 b, 15 :  the most, 
arcient philosophers knew only of 
material causes ; in  course of time 
i t  became evident that  to  these a 
moving cause must be ridded ; and 
a t  last, after prolonged enquiry, i t  
was aclcno~vledged that  both were 
ins~ficient to explain the beauty 
and design of the system and course 
of the universe: voGv 84 r i s  ~ i n h v  
E'v~ivar Ka8drep ;v 707s @ O L S  ~ a l  ZV 
rij @;CTEL rbv afrrov K ~ U ~ O U  ~ a i  
7 5 s  rdEews rduqs ,  o&v V ~ @ W V  d @ d q  
rap' EIKG hdyovras robs ?rpdrepov. 
Plut. Pericl. c. 4 : 707s h o r s  xprjros 
oh rdx7v  068' d v d y ~ o v ,  6laconp4- 
uews BpX.;)v, Bhhh voGv Zninrqoa 
Ka8apbv ~ a l  ticparov, F ) , L L ~ E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ O U  
rois dhhois, d r o ~ ~ l v o v r a  r & s  bporo- 
p~pelas.  Further details p. 346 sq., 
and in Schaubach, l52 sqq. 

? This is clear from the state- 
ment to  be mentioned later on, 
that  the primitive mixture before 
the working of mind upon it had 

been unmoved: for i t  is in  that 
primitive state that the essence of 
the corporeal presents itself purely 
and absolutely. What Aristotle 
quotes (Phys. iii. 5. 205 b, 1) con- 
cert~ing t,he repose of the infinite 
does not belong here. 

S That he explicitly repudiated 
both is asserted by later writers 
only: Alex. Aphr. Dc An. 161 a ,  
m (De B'ato, c. 2 )  : hiysr yhp ('AvaE.) 
p76kv rGv yivoplvwv ylveuBar 1<a8 
eipappdvqv, dhh' eivar K E V ~ V  roiiro 
rou"vopa. Plut. Plnc. i. 29, 5 (Stob. 
&l. i. 218 ; Theodoret, Gr. +fit 
Cur. ri. p. 8 7 ) :  'Avatay.  Kai or 
ZTW~KOL d8qhov a1rLav dvtJp~aIvy 
hoyrupy^ (rhv rhXqv).  I n  point of 
fact, however, the statement con- 
tains nothing improbable, even 
though the words employed by our 
authorities may not be those of 
Anaxagoras. Tzetz. in II. p. 67, 
cannot bc quoted against it. 

As is asserted by Philop. De 
An. c, 7, 9 ;  Procl. i?z. Parnz. ~ i .  
21 7 Cons. ; and is presupposecl by 
al l  philosophers from Plato on- 
wards, according to their idea of 
voiis. Tide especialiy Aristotle, p. 
343. 
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tion of the pre-eminence of mind above all else can rest, 
on no other basis; and though it may nob be wholly 
due to the inadequaoy of his language, that the con- 
ception of the Incorporeal comes out vaguely in his des- 
cription'-though he may actually have regarded spirit 
as a more subtle kind of matter, entering into things 
in extension 2-this does not interfere with his general 
pnrpose.3 Our experienoo affords no other analogy for 
incorporeality and for design towards an end than that 
of the hurnax~ spirit ; and it is, therefore, quite natural 
that Anaxagoras should define his moving cause, ac- 
cording to  this analogy, as thinking. But because he 
primarily required spirit only for the purpose of ex- 
plaining nature, this new principle is neither purely 
apprehended, nor strictly and logically carried out. On 
the one side, spirit is described as a nature that knows 
and exists for i t ~ e l f , ~  and thus we might suppose we had 
reached the fuli coneeption of spiritnal personality, of 
free, self-conscious subjectivity; on the other hand, it 
is also spoken of as if i t  were an impersonal matter, or 
an impersonal foree ; i t  is called the srtbtlest of all 

Vide i?$rfm and ZBvort, p. 84 
"99. 

The pmof of this lies partly 
in the  words A E X T ~ T ~ T O V  X ~ V T O I  

~ p ' i p d - y w v  (B'?. S ,  p. 343), h116 espe- 
clally In what will imnlediately be 
olxersed on the existence of v o l s  
in things. 

The  same half-materialistic 
presentations of v o i s  are also to 
be found among philosophers who' 
iil theory maintain the opposition 
of mind and m a t ~ e r  most empha- 
tically. Aristotle, for instance, 
 hen he conceives the terrestrial 

sphere as surrounded by the Deity, 
can scarcely be considered free from 
them. When, therefore, ICcrs, Ueb. 
Xenoyha7zes, p. 21, finds no proof 
that Anaxagoras taught an Im- 
~naterial pririciple uneuten2ed in 
space, this does not touch the 
matter. He probably did not teach 
it in so many words, but his design 
is nevertheless to distinguish v o i s  
in ~ t s  nature from all con~posite 
things. 

* p o s v o ~  a@' ~ W U T Q ~  ZOTL (Fr. 
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things,' it is said that parts of it are in  particular 
and tthe amount given i s  designated by the ex- 

pressions ' greater and lesser ~ p i r i t , ' ~  while no specific 
distinction is observed between the lowest stages of life 
and the highest stages of r a t i ~ n a l i t y . ~  Though we 
ought not to conclude from this that  Anaxagoras of set 
purpose wished to represent spirit as impersonal, these 
traits will prove that he had not as yet the pure idea 
of personality, nor did he apply it to spirit ; for a.n 
essence, parts of which inhere irr other essences as their 
soul, cannot with any propriety be caller1 a personality ; 
and when we further observe that precisely the dis- 
tinctive tokens of personal life, self-consciousness and 
free self-determjnat,ion, are nowhere ascribed to V O ~ ~ S , '  

that  its existence for self (bisiirsichsein) primarily re- 
lat,es only t,o the singleness of its nat,ure, and would 
hold good just as much of any substance with which no 
other s~tbstacces are mingled ; finally, that knowledge 
was not unfreguently attributed by the ancient philo- 
sophers to essences whiCh were indeed temporarily per- 

l &cp. 346, 2. the similar expressions of the r a -  
B. 7, vhere also the second rious accounts (sup, p. 343) des- 

v d o ~  can only be understood of a cribe, indeed, like the one quoted 
poipa vdou. Arist. Be An. i. 2, p. 343, 1, absolute power over 
401 b, l : 'AvaEaydpas 6' q7.l-ov matter, but  not freewill; and so 
8raba$~i  T C ~ ;  ai)rGv (on the nature the knowledge of NoGs chiefly rc- 
of the soul). rroAAaxo6 ?&p r b  Iates to its knowledge of primitive 
afirov roG ~ a h o i s  ~ a i  dpOGs 7bv voGv substances, and what i s  to be 
Aiyar, iripwflr 6; r o G ~ o v  dvar 7+7v formed out of them. Whether 
+ J X ~ V .  6v dl~aur yhp airihv 6.xdprcrv NoCs is a self-conseious Ego, and 
rois S$ors, ~u.1  L E V ~ A O ~ S  rca'r pr~pois whether its action proceeds from 
~ a l  rrp;ors KU> & ~ L , U W T ~ ~ O ~ S .  Cf. free will, An;rxagor;ls probably 
what -. was quoted froin Dlogenes, never thought of asking, because 
Vol. I. p. 287, 1, 7. he only required NoGs as world- 

FT. S ;  cf. p. 343. forming force. 
% Cf. szcp. note 2. "S is clea? from the cocnec- 

For airro~par ls ,  Fr. 8, and t i ~ n  of S just quoted. 



sonified by them, but were not seriously regarded as 
persons, as ilidividuals; l when all this is borne in mincl, 
the personality of the ilnaxagorean spirit becomes very 
uncertain. The truth probably is, that Anaxagoras de- 
fined, indeed, his conceptioii of voCs according to the 

Thus Heracleitns, and after- of Diogenes, the matter from which 
wards the Stoics, regarded fire as  all things are formed by condenea- 
a t  the same time the world-intelli- tion and rarefaction, can be so re- 
genr-e ; Heracleitus represents man garded. That it must be a person, 
a s  inhaling reason from the sur- became ' the self-conseions princi- 
roundinm a i r ;  with Parmenidrs ple in man is air,' is more than a 
though?is a n  essential predicate of hazardous inference. I n  that case, 
Being, of the universdl material the air of Anaximenes, the warm 
snbstance ; Philolaus describes vapour of He~acleitus, the ronnd 
number as a thinking nature (sup. atoms of Democritus and Epicurns, 
Vol. I. p. 371, 2), and Diogenes the corporeal in the doctrine of 
(Vol. I. p. 287, 7) believes he can Parmenides and the blood in that 
transfer all that Ana,xagoras had of Empedocles-would each be a 
said of mind simply to the air. self-conscious personality. It by 
liven Plato may be rnentiotled in no means follo~vs from &hat I have 
this connection, for his world-soul said tliat Diogenes was ' not in 
is conceived according to the anit- earnest ' when he asserted tha t  the 
logy of human personality, but air has kuowledge ; he is certainly 
with a very uncertain personality in earnest, but is still so far from 
of its own ; and a t  the beginning cle;tr conceptions on the nature of 
of the Critias, he invokes Cosmos, Imow!edge, that he suppos~s that  
the derived god, to impart to the thisquali ty,just asmuchaswarmth, 
speaker true knowledge. Wirth extension, etc., mily be attribnt,ed 
(d. Idee Goltcs, 170) objects to  the to lifeless, impersond matter. But 
two first of these analogies, that if matter is thereby necessarily 
Heracleitus and the Eleat ic~,  in personified, there is still a great 
the  conceptions just referred to, clifference between the involuntary 
transcend their own principles ; personification of that which is in 
but  our previous exposition will itself impersonal, and the conscions 
serve to  show how untrue this is. setting up of a personal principle. 
H e  also discovers, in my view of Still less can be proved by the 
Diogenes, merely a proof of the ~ngthical personification of natural 
bias, which will see nothing but objects, which Wirth also qnotes 
Pantheism everywhere in philoso- against me: if the sea was per- 
phy (as if the doctrine of Diogenos sonified as Oceanus and the air as 
wauld not have been truly panthe- Here, thace gods werediscri~ninated 
istic, and in that case only, if he had froxi the elementary substances by 
made the personal Deity into the their human forms. Water as sz~ch, 
substance of all things). For my air as such, were never regarded 
part,  I do not see what we are to as  persons, either by Homer or 
understand by a person, if the air  Hesiod. 
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analogy of the human n~ind,  and in attributing tllought 
to  it, ascribed to  it a predicate which strictly belongs 
only to a personal being ; but that 11e never consciously 
proposed to himself the quest,ion of its personality, and, 
i n  consequence, combined with these perscmal concep- 
tions others which were taken from the analogy of 
impersonal forces and substances. QTere it even true, 
as later writers l maintain, probably without foundation,2 
that he describes voGs as Deity, his theory would be only 
on one side theistic ; on the other it is naturalistic, and 
it's peculiar character is shown in  this: that spirit, in  
spite of its distinction in  principle from the corporeal, 
is also conceived as a force of nature, and under such 
conditions as could apply neither to a personal nor to a 
purely spiritual n a t ~ r e . ~  

Cic. Acad. ii. 37, 118 : in or- completed, that spirit is not actu- 
di~~mndducfas[part iculas]  nmente ally conceired as a subject inde- 
diuina. Sext. Math. ix. 6 : voGv, pendent of nature, because though, 
8s 6 6 7 1  KUT' a h b v  066s. Stob. Eel. on the one hand, it is represented 
i. 56 ; Thomist. Orat. xxvi. 317 c;  as incorporeal and thinking; on 
Schaubach, l 5 2  sq. the other, i t  is regarded as an ele- 

For not merely the fragments, mert  divided among individual 
brit the majority of oar te~timonies natures, and working after the 
are silent on this point; and those manner of a physical force. 
which allude to it are not very Krische, Forsch. 65 sq., expresses 
trustworthy about such things. himself quite in accordance with 
The question, however, is not very this view, Gladisch, however 
important, since NoGs, in any case, (Anas. U.  d. fir. 56 ; xxi. et pms.j, 
does, in fact, correspond with and F. Hoffmann (Ueber die Got- 
Deity. tesidee des Anax, Socr. ZG. Platon, 

a Wirth says, d .  C., that  ' in the Wiirzb. 1861). Der dualistische 
doctrine of Anaxagoras there is a Theismus des Anax. tc~zd der Mo- 
theistic elenzent.' I hare not the notheismm d. S o h .  u. P1. ; in 
least ground for denying this, nor Fichte'sZeit~chrilft~f. Philos N. F. 
have I denied it, as he supposes, in xl. 1562, p. 2 sqq.) have attempted 
the Jahrb. d. G~genw. 1844, p. 826. to prove that our philosopher's 
A11 that I maintained, and do main- doctrine of God was pure Theism. 
tain, is this: that the breach be- But neither of these writers has 
tween spirit and nature, though shown how the pure and logically 
begon by Anaxagoras, was not developed concept of personality 



This will become still clearer when we perceive that 
even the statements concerning the efficient activity of 
spirit are chargeable with the same contradiction. So 
far as spirit is to be an intelligent essence which, out of 
its knowledge and according to its predetermined pnr- 
pose,' has formed the world, the result must have been 
for Anaxagoras a teleological view of nature ; for as the 

i s  compatible with the statement 
tha t  Noiis is divided among al l  
living crratures, and that the va- 
rious classes of these creatures are 
disti~guishcd indeed by the quan- 
tity, but not by the quality of this 
vocs inhering in them. Hoffmann, 
however. expressly allows tha t  the 
two things are not compat,ible (F. 
Zeatsclzr$ft, p. 2.5); bilt when he 
deduces from this tha t  we cannot 
' seriously :scribe to  Anaxagoras 
the doctrine that NoGs is a essence 
which has parts and citn be divi- 
ded, so tha t  parts of i t  abide in  
ot,l~er natures as their soul,' this is 
(if we may say so michout offe'ence) 
t o  tnm the question upside down. 
What  may be ascribed to Anaxa- 
goras we can only judge of from 
his own statements, which, in this 
case, are  explicit enough; and if 
these statements are not altogether 
compatible with each other, we can 
only conclude that Anaxagoras was 
not quite clear about thc conse- 
quences of his own point of riew. 
All that I maintain is this: I do 
not deny that Anaxagoras conceived 
his NoGr as an intelligent nature, 
worlring according to design ; but 
I do deny that he combined with 
the conception of such a nature, all 
the presentat,ions which we are ac- 
customed to  connect with the idea 
of a personal being, and excluded 
a l l  those which we exclude from 

that  idea ; and thtt he may have 
proceeded in this way (not, as Ilofim. 
F. Zeitschr?ft, 26, says, n ~ u s t  hare 
done so), I conclude, among other 
reasons, from the circumstitncc, 
that many noteworthy philosophers 
have actually taken this coursp. 
To find fault with this opinion of 
mine on the score of ' Halbheit' 
(l. c. 21) is strange; if I say that 
Anaxagoras remained ha.lf-way, 
this is something different from 
my remaining half-way. But  my 
adversary has not suffici~ntly dis- 
criminated the historical question : 
how did Anaxagoras conceive the 
Deity as  WOGS? from the dogmatic 
question, how ought we to conceive 
i t  7 Whereas i t  is quite immate- 
rialforour conceptionof the person- 
ality of God, whether Anaragoras 
and other ancient philosophers had 
or had not this conception, and 
whether they appreherided or de- 
veloped i t  more or less purely or 
imperfectly. 

This is inclicated in the words 
(p. 344, 3): d ~ o i a  E " p r h A c v  E"uea-  
Bar ~ L E K ~ ~ ~ ~ U E  ~ 6 0 s .  Anaxagoras 
perhaps also spoke of mind as sus- 
taining the universe, cf. Suid. ' A v a -  
[ay. (Also ap. Hqokrn t ion ,  Ce- 
dren. Chroli. 158 C) : voGv ~ d v r w v  
@povpbv E ~ V .  But i t  does not 
follow tha t  he himself employed 
the expression, qpoupds. 
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spirit itself is conceived after the analogy of the human 
spirit, so must its operation be conceived; its activity 
is the realisation of its thoughts through the medium 
of matter-activity working to an end. But the physical 
interest is mllch too strong with our philosopher to allow 
of his being really satisfied with the teleological view 
of things; as the idea of spirit has been in the first 
inst.ance forced upon him by the inadequacy of the 
ordinary theories, so he makes use of it only in cases 
where he cannot discover the physical causes of a phe- 
nomenon. As soon as ever there is a prospect of arriving 
a t  a materialistic explanation, 21e gives i t  the preference; 
spirit divides matter, but i t  does this in a mechanical 
manner, by the rot,atory movement it produces; all 
things are then developed according to mechanical 
laws from the first motion, and spirit only enters as a 
Beus ex nzuchincc wherever this mechanical explanation 
fails.' Still less, even when it is present, is any special 

' Plato, P h ~ d o ,  97 B : ;AA' ~ a l  &vayryvd~ fcav  dprj &v8pa r @  
Bvovuas pQv T o r e  ZK PrPhlou rrvbs,  pkv v@ ob8hv X P ~ , U ( I C V O V  od3d Trvas 
B, 'Ava(aydpov, hvay~yvLuaov- a;r fas d x a i r r d p ~ v o v  e;s r b  6 r a ~ o n w c b  
TOY ~ a l  h i yov ros ,  Bs l lpa v a t s  E ) U T ~ V  r b  apdypara ,  h ipar  82 ~ a l  ai0dpas 
6 6rarcoupGv r e  nal T ~ V T W V  afrros, K U ~  88ara airrdpevov ~ a l  &AA& n o h h b  
r a d q  6+ r $  airLr;l ~ u O q v  r e  ~ a l  bal  g r o ~ a ,  etc. ; Laws, xii. 967 B : 
EY?io(EI p01 rpdaov ~ r v b  €3 ZXELV r b  ~ a l  TLVES Qrdhpav  r o C ~ d  'ye a h b  
r b v  voilv ~ ? v a i  adv rwv  aYrrov, ~ a l  ~ a ~ a l r l v 6 v v ~ i ~ l v  ~ a l  T ~ T F ,  h i y o v r ~ s  
$mudpIIv, E; roil8' 0 8 ~ ~ s  ?XEI, r d v  &S ~ 0 5 s  € i q  5 8ra~ inorJp1 ]~&s  7 rdv r  
YE voilv ~ o ~ p o U ^ v r a  x d v ~ a  ~ a l  &au- h a  ~ a r '  obpavdv. o; 6; a b ~ o l  adhrv  
r o v  ~rOQvar ra6T1, 8np 8.7 ~ ; h r r u r a  & , u a p r d v 0 ~ 7 ~ s  $ V X * S  Q I ~ U E W S  . . . 
&?l. ei 06" TLS ~ 0 6 h o i r o  r h v  a j r lav  i x a v g  &S e i x ~ ? v  cnos i v i r p e $ a v  
~ i r p e b  nepl ; ~ d u r o v ,  6arj yi 'yverai 4 ~ d h r v ,  havro4s 82 xohb pChhov. T $  
&ndhhv.rai 4 Fur [ ,  ~ o i r o  6c> rep i  y&p 8i) apb r i j v  dl(~pdrmv a d v r a  
a8roil e);Pciv, P ~ A T ~ U ~ O V  a h r 6  ahrois r b  ~ a r '  obpavbv 
i u ~ l v  4 ~Svar G) Ahho 6rroiiv n d a ~ ~ r v  peva ~ E U T ~  char h~Owv ~ a l  7 5 s  ~ a l  
4 aoreiv, etc. ; but when I came to nohh i j v  t ihhwv Bi1/6~wv uwpdrwv 6ra- 
know his treatise better (08 R), v ~ p d v r w v  r & s  a i r las  navrbs  r o i l  
Bxb 8 b  8avpaur4s 8hni6os, 2 dra+e, rcdupov. Aristotle's language i s  
$ x ~ , u ~ P  $ F ~ ~ ~ E V O S ,  dl~er8;I apoPZlv quite i n  accordance with this. On 
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~ 6 L e  assigned to it in t,he world. Anaxagoras not only 
is silent as to any personal interference of the Deity in 
the  course of the universe, but we find in him no 
trace even of the  thought of a Divine government- 

t h e  one hand h e  acknowledges that  rr rGv bvrwv, &AA' &S b?rb robrwv 
a n  essentially h igher  principle was  r h s  K ~ V $ U E I S  oUYuas hiyouurv. Later  
discovered i n  v o h ,  t h a t  i n  it all  wr i ters  w h o  repeat t h e  judgment  
t h i n g s  are referred t o  t h e  Good, or o f  Plato and Aristotle are cited b y  
final cause, b u t  on  t h e  other h e  Schanbach, p. 105 sq. I n  t h i s  
complains, partly i n  t h e  words o f  place i t   ill sufEce t o  quote S impl .  
t h e  Phccdo, t h a t  i n  t h e  actual de- Phys. 73 b : ~ a l  'Avat.  6; rbv voiv 
velopment o f  t h e  s y s t e m  t h e  me- dduas, 8 s  Qqurv EIi6wos, ~ a l  ahro- 
chanicitl causes are brought  for- parf(wv r b  m h h h  u u v l u r ~ u r .  
ward  andmind i s  onlyiiitroduced as L T h e  Placita attributed t o  
a stop-gap. Besides t h e  quotations Plutarch, i. 7 ,  5 (also ap. Eus.  PP. 
o n  p. 344, 4 ; 346, 6, v ide  Metaph. Eu. xiv.  16, 2), say,  indeed : 6 6' 
i .  3, 984 b, 20: 01 p&v 08v o 8 r w ~  '~vaEay6pas  +qUlv, b s  E ~ U T ~ ~ K E L  Kar' 
ir?rohap~dvovrcs ( A n u x . )  EIpa 707 bpXbs  7 8  u h p a ~ a  V O B S  [S&] a&?& 
~ a h 6 s  r h v  a/rLav b p x i v  ~?ual  rGv 8 1 ~ ~ d u p q u e  O E O ;  Kal r b s  Y E V ~ U E L S  

5 v ~ w v  iOeuav ~ a l  r h v  roiadrqv ~ O E V  &V 8hwv 2aoLqu~v, and a f ter  men- 
$ K ; V ~ U L S  >8dPxcr TOTS 06uiv ( c f .  C. t ioning t h e  similar exposition o f  
6 end.)  ; xii .  10, 1075 b, 8 : 'Ava- Pla to  ( i n  t h e  T h a u s )  i t  i s  added:  
,$aydpas 62 &S Klvoiv r b  byaObv KOIVGS 08v &~aprdvouurv b p + d ~ e p o ~ ,  
bp,y15v. 6 ykp vo is  KCVE?, ;AA& ~ i v e ;  Brr rbv  O ~ b v  B?rolquav d a r u r p ~ @ d l ~ ~ .  

rrvos; x iv .  4, 1091 b, 1 0 :  vov TGV bve?~?rfvwv, 4 ~ a l  ~01)1rov 
r b  y~vvi juav  ap27ov $ P r ~ r o v  rrfliarrr xdprv rbv  ~ d u p o v  ~ a r a u ~ E u d ( 0 v r a  . . . ' E p m B o ~ h i j s  T E  K L ( ~  'AvaEayd- r b  y h p  pa~dpiov ~ a l  &Qflaprov (Gov 
pas. B u t  o n  t h e  contrary h e  says, . . . Bhov bv repi r i v  U V V O X ~ ~  r q s  
i n  chap. i. 4, 985 a, l 8 :  t h e  an- l6Las ~h6arpovLas ~ a l  b+Oapalas bvc- 
cient philosophers have  n o  clear a r u r p c ~ 6 s  E'UTL r Q v  bvOpwxlvwv 
consciousness o f  t h e  impor t  o f  apaypdrwv. ~ a ~ o 6 a l p w v  8) Bv 
the ir  principles-'Ava[ay6pas r e  i P Y d ~ o u  B ; K ~ v  ~ a l  r 6 ~ r o v o s  bxOo- 
y8p pqxavfi xpijrai 74 v$ ~ p b s  7+v +op&v ~d p~prpvGv E I S  r h v  r o i  K ~ U -  

~oupo?rortav, ~ a l  8rav b a o d ~ u p ,  6th pou ~ a r a u ~ e v $ v .  B u t  t o  see i n  
riv' airiaa g[ & v d y r ~ s  C)ur;, rdre t h i s  passage ' a n  explicit  and 
T a p i h ~ t r  a h b v ,  E'v 6; rois bhhors clear testimony o f  Plutarch, which  
wdvra plhhov airrlrar rGv yiyvo- makes .  all further enquiry super- 
pdvwv 4 vo3v. C. 7, 988 b, 6 :  r b  fluous,' t o  believe t h a t  ' P l u t a r c h  
6' 03 ~ E K U  a; aPd&rs K U ~  a; perabo- ascribes so definitely t o  Anaxa- 
h a )  KU: ai  KLV$UEIS, rpdrov piv riva goras t h e  superintending care o f  
h ~ y o ~ ! u r v  a7rrov, o3sw ( a s  final vois,  even  i n  h u m a n  a f fa irs ,  t h a t  
cause)  6' oh hdyovurv, oh&' B v n ~ p  h e  even  m a k e s  it a ground o f  cen- 
~ i $ u ~ s v .  oi p&v yhp voiv  h i y o v r ~ s  sure t o  t h i s  philosooher' (Gladisch,  
% +rhlav h s  hyaObv p i v  rr ~ a h r a s  Asaz. d. U .  IST. 12'3; c f .  l65), re- 
TBS ai7;as rrOiauiv, (13 phv &S quires all t h e  prejudice ::nd hasti- 
l v E K  d r e  T O ~ T W Y  4 Sv 4 YrYvdrevdv ness in to  w h i c h  t h e  l ive ly  desire 
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of that belief in Providence which had such great im- 
portance with philosophers like Socrates, Plato, and 
to sulmtantiate a favourite opinion tion. When Gladisch further (p. 
often 11etrays writers not otherwise 100 sq., 118) puts into the mouth 
deficient in learning or in the a r t  of our philosopher the propositions 
of methodical enquiry. Glaiisch that there is not,hing out of ordel 
knows as  well a,s any of us that  and irrational in nature; that  vosg 
the I'lncita, in  their presrnt form, as the arranger of t,he universe 1s 
are not the work of Plutarch, but also the author of all W-hich is 
a much later compilation, patched usnally regarded as evil,-this is 
trigether from various, and some- more Than can be proved. Arist. 
times very doubtful, sources; be- Metuph. xii. 1'0, 1075 b, 10, blames 
sides, he cannot be so nuacquainted Ar~axagoras indeed because rb  
with Plutarch's theological riews 2vavr:ov ph no~$uar 74 &ya8{ ~ a l  
as not to admit thar i t  ~ ~ o u l d  be r@ VG, I J U ~  we ought not to con- 
in~possible for him to ha re  raised clude from this that  he referred 
such objections against the belief evil also to the causalit,y of vois,  
in Providence, a i d  especially for i t  is likewise possible tha.t he 
against Plato's conception of i t ;  never attempted to sol~re the 
he can ~carcoly dispute that  the problem of the existence of evil ; 
&picurean origin of this belief and 1Veta~Jc. i. 4, 984 b, S sqq., 
appears absolutely certain at  the 32 sq., unmictakeably favours the 
first glance (cf. ~ ~ ~ i t h  the pxssaee latter  vie^. The passage in Alex. 
we are considering the quotations ad. Metqh. 4 h, 1 ; Bun. 553 b, 
jn P a r t  III. a, 370-320, 2nd ed.); 1 Br. : 'Avataydpa 6; d vois 706 €3 
and get he speaks as though we re  ~ a l  K ~ K ( ; I s  p6vov 3v n o ~ q r ~ ~ b v  
were here concerned with the un- alrtov, Jts  e i p q ~ ~ v  (sc. 'Ap~uror.),  
doubted testimony of PLzltcirch. would in no case prore much, for 
The supposed Plutnrch does not i t  would merely he an inference, 
even say what Gladisch finds in and by no means a necessary infer- 
him : he only gives as Anaxago~.as's ence, from the principles of Anax- 
own statement the same passage as agoras (for Anaxagoras might 
al l  other writers, viz., tha t  the equaily well hare d'erired erilfronl 
Divine No% formed the world : matter, as Plato did). It is, how- 
when he attributes to Anaxagoras erer, manifest (as even Gladisch 
the belief in a Divine Providence inclines to admit) that  we ought 
over men, this is simply an infvr- here to read " KaAGs " for " ~ a ~ i b s . "  
ence of the Epicurean m7110 was Arist. i'1Ietcph i. 3, 981 b, 10, and 
enabled by i t  to apply the usual Alexander himself, p. 25, 22 Eon. 
objections of his school against 537 a, 30 Er. describe the voGs of 
that belief, to the Anaxagorean Anaxagoras as the cause of the €3 
doctrine. This inference, however, ~ a l  ~ a h i s .  Still lrss can be inferred 
has as historical evidence 110 higher from Themist. Phys. 58 11 (41 3 Sp.): 
valuethan, for example, the equally ' According to Anaxagoras nothing 
Epicurean exposition in Cic. .h7 B. irrational and unordered finds place 
I.  11, 26 (cf. Krische, Forsch. G G ) ,  in  nature.' He is rather in this 
according to which voGs is a passage opposil-ig Anavagoms frorii 
endowed with sensation and n~o- his own standpoint. 

VOL. 11. A A 
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the Stoics. Whether this be matter for praise or blame, 
in any case it proves t,hat the inferences which would 
result from the conception of an ~mniscient framer of 
the world, ordering all things according to set purpose, 
were very imperfectly dravn by him; that he conse- 
quently cannot have apprehended this conception itself 
purely, or  made clear to himself all that i t  involves. 
Anaxagoras's doctrine of spirit is thus, on the one side, 
the point to  which the realism of the older natural 
philosophy leads np beyond itself; but on the other 
side, the doctrine still rests to some extent on the 
ground of this realism. The eause of natural Becoming 
and Motion is sought for, and what the philosopher 
finds is spirit; but because he has sought this higher 
principle primarily for the plxrpose of explaining nature, 
he can only employ i t  imperfectly ; the teleological view 
of nature is immediately changed into the mecllanical 
view. Anaxagoras has, as Aristotle says, the final cause, 
and he uses it merely as motive force. 

2. Origim nrad Xystenz of the Universe. 

IN order to form a world out of the original chaos, 
Mind first produced a t  one point of this mass a rotatory 
motion, which, immediately spreading, involved in its 
action an ever-increasing portion of the mass, and ex- 
tended itself further and further.' This motion, 

l FP. 8 (sup. p. 343,  1) : ~ a i  ahhov,  note 3 .  I n  this description, 
7:s x e p r ~ w ~ ~ a r o s  r ? s  u ~ ~ ~ n a ' r r v s  voGs Anaxagoras seems t o  have pri- 
~ K ~ ~ T ~ U E V ,  %UTE a e p ~ x w p f i u a r  7 S v  marily in view the idea of a fluid 
Bpx.liv. ?rpSrov &nb 70; r p 1 ~ p o G  mass, into which, a body being 
5pEaro ?r~prxwp?uar  h e r r e  zhdov cast, there arise whirling eddies, 
~ e p r e ~ d p ~ ~ ,  ~ a l  n e p r x w p ~ a s r  i n 1  spreading ever further and further. 
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through its extraordinary swiftness, effected a division 
of the substances, which were in the Grst instance 
separated into two great masses,' according to the 
most universal distinctions of dense and rare, cold 
and warm, dark and bright, moist and clry ; 2  and the 
reciprocal action of these is of decisive importance in 
the further conformation of things. Anaxagoras called 
them Aether and Air, including under Aether all that 
is warm, light and rare ; and under Air all that is cold, 
dark and dense.3 The dense and moist were driren by 
the rotation into the centre, and the rare and warm. 

, without, just as in all eddies of water or air the 

Perhaps i t  was some expression of K ~ T E ~ X E V ,  Bpqd repa  YLaerpa ddv ra .  
this kind which g,zve rise to the r a i r a  y b p  p d y r u r a  CYEUTLU E)" r o i u r  
erroneous stdtemi'nt of Plotinus, u6paau r  ~ a i  ah+Oci' fral peydOei'. 
E ~ L ~ z .  ii. 4, 7, that the p i y p a  is wa:er. Fr. 2 : ~ a ' i  ybp i Ethp ~ a i  6 

For the warm and dry are b n o ~ p l v e r a r  Bab  7 0 7  ?r rpr t 'xovros 7 0 6  
with Anaxagoraa, as with the other rohhuv^.  ~ a l  r d y e  asprdxov t i a ~ c p d v  
physicists, identical with the rare 8 u r r  r b  ~ A f O o s .  Arist. De Ca?Zo, iii. 
and light, vide i?lfre, note 3. 3 (sup. p. 332, l )  : h i p a  62 ~ a i  nGp 

.FT. l 8  (7) : dael  l j p t a r o  6 pTypa  r 0 6 r w v  ~ a l  r & v  t i h h ~ v  r a r p -  
vdos ~ r v d e t v ,  b n b  7 0 7  I ~ I V E O ~ ~ V O U  p d r w v  a d u r w v  . . . & b  ~ a i  y i y venea r  
~ a v r b s  & a ~ ~ p [ v e r o ,  K%; 8uov ~ ' K [ V V U E P  a d v r '  6% r 0 6 r w v  (air and fire). r b  
6 vdos a& r o 6 r o  81eKp i~q '  KIVEO- ' yap n6p  Kai r b v  a iedpa ?rporayoprher 
~ Q Y W Y  G2 ~ a i  8 c a ~ ~ r v o ~ E ' v w v  i j  acpr -  r a i r r d .  Theophr: Be Sensu, 59 : 
~ L p q u r s  a o h h @  p Z h h o v  Baoiee 871 r b  pkv pavbu ~ a l  h ~ a ~ b v  Ocppby 
G r a ~ p i u ~ u O a r .  FT. 21 (11): o h w  r b  6; a u ~ v b v  ~ a l  ?raxb Guxpdv.  
r o ~ r d w w  a ~ p r ~ w ~ ~ d v r w v  r e  ~ a i  &TO- % u a r p  ' A v a t .  Giarpei r b v  6dpa  ~ a l  
~ ~ r v o p i v w v  irnb r c  ~ a l  r a x v -  r b v  ai8E'pa. That Anaxagoras un- 
r i j ~ o s .  P i v v  82 i j  r a x v r h s  T O L ~ E L ,  i j  derstood by &her the fiery eia- 
62 r a x u r + s  a i r rdwo oirGev; FOLKE rnent, is also confirmed by Arist. 
x p h p a ~ r  r h v  r a x u r f r a  i J v  w7v De Calo, i. 3, 270 b, 2 4 ;  Meteor. 
ddv rwv  X p q p d r ~ v  dv i vOPdno ru r ,  i. 3, 339 b, 21 ; ii. 9, 369 h, 14. 
B h h b  x t i v7ws  a0hhanha r r :ws  r a x 6  Similarly, Plut. Plac. ii. 13, 3 ; 
6 ~ 7 1 .  Fr. S, 19, ~ i d e  p. 337, 3. Simpl. De Lklo, 55 a, 8, 268 b, 

S This theory,already advanced 43 (Schol. 475 b, 32, 513 a, 39) ; 
by Ititter ( Io~L.  Phil. 266, Gesch. d. Alex. iVefeoro2. 73 a, 111 h ;  Olym 
Phil. i. 321) and Z h o r t ,  105 sq., is piodorus, Meteorol. 6 a (Arist. 
basehipon the follo~ving passages. 1Weetetor. ed. Icl. i. IN), where we 
APLUX. Fr. 1 (after what is quoted, read in addition that Anaxagoras 
p. 338, l ) :  r d v l a  y b p  &+p 7~ ~ a l  aiBhp derived aiOhp from a%w. 

A A 2 
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heavier elements are carried towards the ceutre.' 
From the lower mass of vapour water was at  length 
secreted, and from water earth ; from earth stone is 
formed .Dhrough the action of cold.2 Detached masses 
of stone, torn away from the earth by the force of the 
revolution, and having become incandescent in the 
ather, illumine the earth ; these are the stars, includ- . 
ing the sun.3 By means of the sun's heat the earth, 
which a t  first cunsjsted of slime and mud: .was dried 

B. 19, ride sup. p. 337, 3, 
cf. Ariet. De Calo, ii. 13, 295 a, 9 ; 
Jfeteor. ii. 7 ; Simpl. Phys. 87 b ;  
Be Calo, 235 b, 31 sqq. The 
words of Anaxagoras are follo\red 
by Xippol. Befit .  i .  S, and less 
accurately by Diog. ii. 8. 

2 Fr. 20 ( 9 )  : B?rb rovrlwv 
haonprvoy.ivwv uvpx~yvurar  yij. i c r  
phv yhp 7 d u  v€@€hdv 88wp & x o K ~ ~ -  
vtsac, ;K 68 705 56aros y+ ;K F k  
~ i j s  7 5 9  h:%or u v P ~ ~ y v v v r a r  i r b  
r o t  +xpot. The doctrine of the 
elements cannot be ascribed to 
Anaxagoras, either on the strength 
of this passage, or on that of the 
Aristotelian texts quoted p. 332, 1 ; 
331, 2. I n  his system i t  would 
h a r e  had quite another meaning 
from tha t  of E~qpedocles; cf. the 
prerions note, and Simpl Be Celo, 
269 b, 14, 41 (Schol. 513 b, l ) ,  
281 a, 4. 

3 Plnt. Lysand. c. 12 : dvar 82 
nal rGv t iu~pwv ~ K ~ U T O V  &K ;v 5 
T ~ + U K E  xhp?. ALB$F~ yhp 6vra Bapia 
~ d ~ n e l v  phv & V T E ~ E ~ U F L  nal TEPL-  

K A ~ V E I  70;  al8;pOs, ; A K E U % ~ L  8; b?Tb 
Bias a ~ r y y d p ~ v o v  [-a] Givy ~ a l  .rdve~ 
75s  ?r~pr+opEs, &S ZOU na). r b  apGrov 
2npa7$t?q p4 T E U E ~ V  ~ E ~ P O ,  r d v  
+~xpGu  nal pap6wv &rro~~rvo~&vwv  
107 aavrds. Plac. ii. 13 ,3 :  'Avatay. 
~ b v  a ~ p ; ~ t I p ~ v ~ v  aiOipa ~frplvov pku 

~Svar nurh T+V 06ufav. rij 8' ~ 3 r o v ( ~  
7% K F ~ I F I ~ U E W S  &vap?rd~nvra ~ 6 -  
'rpDUS ;K 76s  75s  nai nnra@h;tav7a 
.iob.rous i )urrp~niva~.  Hippol. 1. c. : 
8A1ov 82 nal arh$vqv na; ? rdv~a  T &  

harpa h[Oovs ~Svar &~?rhpous avgrrEpr- 
A?~@EJ~vras i nb  rijs T O ;  a18ipos 
aepi@opEs. That Acaxagorss Le- 
liered the stars to be stones, and 
the sun in particular to be a red- 
hot mass (hi8os Grdaupos, pfriipos 
F~drv~ms) ,  we are repeatedly in- 
formed. Cf. (besides Inany other 
passages quoted by Schaubach, 
139s qq., 159) Plato, ApoZ. 26 D, 
Laws xii. 967 C.; Xenoph. Mem. 
it-. 7, 6 sq. According to Diog. 
ii. 11 sq., he appealed in support 
of t,his o,pinion to the phenomenon 
of meteoric stones. What  is said 
in tile Plrtcita, as to the terrestrial 
origin of these stony masses, is con- 
firmed by the passages in Plutarch ; 
and not only so, but from the whole 
interconnection of his doctrines, i t  
is impossible to see how he could 
have imagined stones arose except 
from the earth, or a t  any rate in 
the terrestrial sphere. Cf. the 
last two notes. The sun and moon 
must hare arisen a t  the same time 
(Eudem. ap. Procl. in Tim. 258 C). 

Cf. the following note and 
Tzetz. in IZ. p. 42. 



up, and the water that was left became, in consequence 
of evaporation, salt and bitter.' 

This cosmogony labours under the same diffic~~lty 
that  we find in  all attempts to explain the origin of 
the  universe. I f  on the one hand the substance of 
the world, and on the other the world-forming force, is 
eternal, how comes it that, the morIcI itself, a t  a definite 
moment of time, began to exist ? We have no right, 
however, on that account to explain away the statements 
of our philosopher, which throughout presuppose a be- 
ginning of inotion in time ; or t o  adopt the opinion of 
S i m p l i c i ~ s , ~  that Anaxagoras spoke of a. beginning of 
motion merely for the  sake of argument, without really 
believing in  it.3 H e  himself adopts the same tone in 
speaking of the  beginning of motion and the original 
intermixture as in treating of other subjects, and he 
nowhere implies by a single word that what he says 
has any other than the obvious sense. Arist,otle ancl 
Eudemus 9 0 t h  so ~lnderstood him ; and, indeed, it is 
impossible to see how he could have spokeil of a con- 

Diog. ii. 8 ; Plut, Plac. iii. s So Bitter, lola. Phil. 250 sqq. ; 
16, 2 ; IIippol. Rgfut. i. 8. Alex. Geschd. Phil. i. 318 sq.; Br,tnclis, 
iweteor. 91 13, ascribes to  A.naxn- i. 250; Schleiermaeher, Geseh. d. 
goras the statement (ririst. liteor. Phil. 44. 
ii. 1, 358 h, 13) that  the taste of ' Phys. viii. 1, 250 b, 21: 
sea-water is caused by the admix- yhp ~ K E ~ U O S  ['Avat.], hp07 rdvrwv 
ture of certain enrthy ingredients ; oYv~wv ~ a l  4pepohvrwv rbv  tlnc1pov 
only this admixture is not brooght xpdvov, ~Lvqrrv Zpaorijuar ~ b v  voGv 
about (as Alerander seems first to ~ a l  Frarpiva[. 
haye conclud~d from the passage Simpl. Phys. 273 a :  6 6 ;  
in Aristotle) by percolation through E38qpos p l p + ~ ~ a ~  T G  'Ab,ataydp~ 03 
the earth, but r ~ s u l t s  from the pdvov Sri- p4 T P ~ T E P O Y  031iav tipta- 
original constitution of the fluid, aOaf T O T E  A ~ ~ E L  74v  K I V ~ U W ,  &AA' 
the earthy portions of which re- 871 ~ a l  a ~ p i  T O ;  FcapCverv 3 Afitrrv 
n~ained behind in the process of nor; ~ a p i h r n e v  ci?rc;v, ~al?rcp O L K  
evaporation. I v ~ o s  qavepoi. 

Phys. 267 b. 



tinnal increase of motion without presupposing a com- 
mencement of that motion. Simplicius, on the other 
hand, is no more to be trusted in  tbis case than when 
he  applies the intermixture of all substances to the 
unity of the Neo-Platonists and the first separation 
of opposites to the  world of ideas ; ' but, in regard to  
the  inherent difficulties of his presentation, Anaxagoras 
may easily have overlooked them, as others have done 
before and since his time. With more reason we  may 
ask whether our philosopher supposed there would be a t  
some time or other a cessation of motion, a return to 
the  original state of the un iver~e .~  According to the 
most trustworthy witnesses he did not express himself 
clearly on this point ; but his language respecting the 
increasing spread of motion does not sound as if he 
contemplated any end to  i t ,  nor is there any connect- 
ing link with such a conception in  his system. How 
should voih, after once bringing the world into order, 
again plunge it into chaos? This statement had its 
origin, no doubt, in a misunderstanding of that which 
Anaxagoras had said about the world and its alternating 
 condition^.^ Lastly, it is inferred from an obscure 

l Phzjs. 8 a ; 33 b sq. ; 106 a ; 
257 b ; vide Schaubach, 91 sq. 

As Stobzus. Eel. i. 416, main- 
tains. Since he classes Anaxagorms 
in this respect with Anaximander 
and other Ionians, we must under- 
stand his statement as  referring to 
an alternate construction and de- 
struction of the world. 

3 Vide p. 357, 5 ; cf. Arist. 
Phzjs. viii. 1, 252 a, 10 ; Simpl. 
De Calo, 167 b, 13 (Xchol. 491 b, 
10 sqq.). This last passage cannot 

be quoted in favour of the opposite 
view, for it only asserts that Anaxa- 
goras seems to regard the motion 
of the heavens and the repose of 
the earth in the centre as eternal. 
J t  is stated more defiilitely in Simpl. 
Phys. 33 a, that he regarded the 
world as imperishable; but i t  is 
doubtful whether this is founded 
on any express statement of Anaxa- 
goras. 

S z ~ p ~ a ,  p. 354, 1. 
According to Diog. ii. 10, he 
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fragment of his treatise ' that Anaxagoras believed in 
many universes similar to our own;2 but this conjec- 
ture I must also discard. For even it' we attach no 
weight to the testimony of St~baeus,~ that Anaxagoras 
taught the unity of the world; jet, as he himself 
describes the world as one, he must certainly have re- 
garded i t  as an interdependent whole, and this whole 
can only form one universal system, sinee the move- 
ment of the original mass proceeds from one centre, 
and in the separation of matkel; like parts are brought 
into one and the same place-the heavy going down- 
wards, the light up.cvards. This fragment must there- 
fore refer, not to a distinct universe, but to a part of our 
own, most probably to the moon.5 Beyond the world 

maintained tha t  the mountains 
around Lampsacus would some 
time in the distant future be 
covered with the sea. Perhaps he 
was led to this conjecture by obser- 
rations like those of Xenophanes 
(Vol. I. p. 569). 

Fr. 4 (10) : hv8pLnovsre uv,u?ra- 
yijvai ~ a l  riihha [Ga 8ua +vx$v EYxer, 
K R )  roTur ye hv8phnorurv ebar Kai 
~ d h r a s  uuvy~'7&vas K R ~  i pya  Kare- 
~~euaupE'va,  Bunep ?rap' $/&TV K R ~  

fiiAr6u T E  ah70~u~v  €?var K R ~  U E A ~ Y ~ Y  
K R ~  T ~ A A R ,  B U T E ~  ?rap $piu, K R ~  742, 

y$u alroiur ( P ~ E I V  noAAd r e  ~ a l  
T R Y ~ O ? R  GV ; K E ~ V O L  7 h  ~V?$?UTR U U U E -  

Y E I K ~ , ~ E Y O I  $S C$V O ~ K ~ ~ T I V  X P i 0 ~ 7 ~ l .  
Simpl. P7zy.s. G b, speaking of this, 
makes use of the plural, 703s K&- 

upovs; but this is of no im- 
portance. 

Schaubach, 119 sq. 
Eel. i. 496. 
FT. 11, sup. p. 338, 2. 
The words (the context of 

which we do not knov) may refer 

eithw to a different part of the 
earth from our own, ox to the earth 
in a former state, or to another 
world. The first is aot  probable, 
as  i t  could not be asserted of a 
different part of the wosld, that i t  
likewise had a sun and moon., for 
Anaxagoras, entertaining the no- 
tions he did of the form of the 
earth and of the Abore and Below 
(vide p. 360, 3), caniiot have be- 
lieved in antipodes, in regard to 
whom the observation might hare 
been in place. The second ex- 
planation is exclucled by the present 
forms ~Tvar, +hcrv, xp60v~ar .  There 
remains, therefore, only the third, 
and we can but suppose that the 
moon is intended; moreover, we 
know that Anaxagoras elsewhere 
says i t  is inhabited, and calls i t  an 
earth. I f  a moon is also assigned 
to it, this would then signify that. 
another star is rtlated to the moon 
as the moon i s  to the earth. 
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spreads infinite matter, of which more and more is 
drawn into the cosmos,l by means of the advancing 
vortex. Of this infinite ~ i a x a ~ o r a s  said it rested in  
itself, because i t  has no space outside itself i n  which it 

I n  his theories concerning the arrangement of the 
uiiiverse, Anaxagoras is f9r the most part allied with 
the ancient Ionian physicists. I n  the midst, of the 
whole rests the earth as a flat cylinder, borne, on ac- 
count of its breadth, up011 the air.3 Around the earth 
the heavenly bodies moved a t  the beginning, laterally; 
so that the pole which is visible to us stood always per- 
pendicularly over the centre of the  plane of the earth. 
Afterwards the position of the eart.h became oblique, 
and on account of this the stars, during part of their 
course, go under it.4 As to  the order of the heavenly 
bodies, ,4naxagoras agreed with all the more ancient 
astronomers in  placing the sun and moon next the  
earth ; but he thought that between the moon and the 
earth there were other bodies invisible to us : these, as 
well as the earth's shadow, he supposed to be the came 
of lunar e~ l ipses ,~  while eclipses of the sun were caused 

' Vide supr(r, p. 35-4, l ; 355, 3. 
Arist. Phys. iii. 5, 205 b, l : 

~ v a t a y d p z s  6' b r d a w r  h&yel r e p i  
75s 70; & ~ E L P O U  ~ O Y ~ S .  ~ r ~ p ( [ e ~ v  
?bp a h r b  a h r d  q q a r  r b  dacrpov. 
T O U ^ T O  871 dv d h h o  y b p  
oirSiv xapr;xei.  Cf. what is quoted 
from Xelissns, Vol. I. p. 635. 

Arist. De C@lo, ii. 13, vide 
supm, p. 249, 2 ; Metro?. ii. 7, 365 
a, 26 sqq.; Diog. ii. 8 ; Hippol. 
Izpfut. i. 8 ; Alex. Meteor. 66 b, 
and others ap. Schaub. 174 sq. 
According t o  Simplicius, Be Cmlo, 

167 b, 13 (Schol. 491 b, IO), he 
mentioned the force of tile rot%tion 
as  a further reason for the ciait~s- 
eence of the el~rtll ; but Simplicius 
seems here to be xuiwarrantab!y 
transferring to  him what Aristotle 
says of Eknpeclocles ; cf p 156. 2 , 3 .  

"iog. ii. 9 ; Pht. Plac. ii. 8 ; 
also Hippol. i. 8 (cf. Vol. I. p. 293, 
4 ;  and sup. 251, 1). 

EIippol. l .  c. p. 22 ; Stob. Ecl. 
i. 560. accord in^ to Theouhrastns. 
also ~ i o ~ .  ii. 71 ; cf. &l. I. p: 
455, 3. 



solely by the passing of the moon between the earth 
and sun.' The sun he held to be much larger than it 
seems to  us, though he had no idea of its real size.2 
As we have already seen, he described i t  as a glowing 
mass of stone. The moon he believed to have moun- 
tains and valleys like the earth, and to be ii~hnbited by 
living beings;3 and this, its terrestrial nature, he 
thought, explained why its own light (as shown in lunar 
eclipses) was so dim;  its ordinary briglater light he 
derived from the reflection of the sun, and though it is 
not to be supposed that he himself made this discovery,5 
yet he was certainly one of the first to introduce it 
into G r e e ~ e . ~  How Be accounted for the annual revo- 
lution of the  sun, and the monthly changes of the  

Hippol. l. C., also the observa- 
tion : 0370~ & @ ~ J P I U E  ?~pLjros 7 b  T E P ~  

7hs <lih€i+sls KU; $ W ' F I U ~ O ~ S ,  cf. 
Plnt. Axe. c. 2 3 :  d ?bp rprjros 
u a ~ i a r a 7 6 ~  7~ ? T ~ Y T W Y  ffa$jah€h- 
~ a r o v  rep1 u s h + v ~ s  xorauyaupBv 
~ a i  UK&S hdyov 61s y p a p l ~  rr.a~a86- 
pwus 'Ava[aydpas. 

' According t o  Diog. ii. 9 ;  
Xippol. l. C., he said i t  was larger, 
a~!d accorcling to Plnt. Plnc. ii. 21, 
many times larger than the Pelo- 
ponnesns, while the moon (nccorcl- 
ing to  Plilt. E'(Lc. L. 19, 0, p. 932) 
?+-as the same size as  that peninsula. 

Plato, ApoL. 26 D :  ~ b v  $v  
4jh~ov hlt?ov r$?jalv ~2va1 r+v 8B 
oeh$v?jv yijv. Uiog. ii. 8 ; Eippol. 
l. c. ; Stob. i. 560 yamlE. (sz~pra, p. 
249, 3 ) ;  Anaxag.' fi. 4 (suprn, p. 
359,l). From Stob. i. ,564, i t  woald 
seem (and i t  i s  besides probable 
in  itself) tha t  A~axagoras con- 
nected with this the face in the 
moon; according to Sc!?ol. Apoll. 
Bhod. i. 498 (vide Schaubach, 151), 

cf. Plut,. Fac. L. 24, 6, he explained 
the fable tllat the Nernoan lion hacl 
fallen horn the  heaveus by the 
conjecture that he miglit ha re  
come from the moon. 
' Stob. i. 564 ; Olympiad. in  

31steor. 15 b, i. 200 Id. 
Parmenides maintainacl this 

before him, and Empedocles con- 
temporaneously with him, ride 
Vol. I. p. 600, 2, and sup. p. 156, 8. 
The former, r. 144, for this rcason 
calls the moon: v v ~ ~ r + a i s  r e p i  
ya7av hhduevov bhhd.rprar QGs. On 
the other hand, the discorery i s  
wrongly ascribed t o  Thales (Vol. I. 
p. 225, l).  

Plato, Crat. 400 A : 8 Z K E ~ Y O S  
rAi.aS.1 U E W U T ~  F ~ E Y E Y ,  871 5 U E A ~ Y ~  

hxb 70; $hiou ~ X E L  ?b +G?. Pltlt. 
RLC. Luw. 16, 7, p. 929 ; Hippol. 
l. C . ;  Stob. i. 558;  cf. p. 356, 3. 
According to  Plutarch's Piac. ii. 
28, 2, the Sophist Antiphon still 
thought the wJon shone by her 
evil light. 
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moon, cannot be discovered with certainty.' The stars 
he supposed to be, like the sun, glowing masses, the 
heat of which we do not feel on account of their dis- 
tance and their colder surroundings; like the moon 
they have, besides their own light, a light borrowed 
from the sun ; in this respect he makes no distinction 
between planets and fixed stars: those to which the 
sun's light cannot penetrate a t  night, because of the 
earth's shadow, form the milky w a y . V h e i r  revolution 
is always from east to west.4 From the close juxtaposi- 
tion of several planets arises the phenomenon of comets5 

How Anaxagoras explained the various meteoro- 
logical and elemental 'phenomena is here only shortly 
indicated: as we must now examine, in detail, his 
theories respecting living beings and man. 

1 From Stob. Ec1.i. 526; Hippol. from the breaking forth of the 
I .  c. we only learn that  the pe- zthereal fire through the clouds 
riodical return of both is derived (Arist. Meteor. ii. 9, 369 b, 12 ;  
from the resistance of the condensed Alex. ad h. 1. 111 b ; Plut. Plac. 
air driven before them; and the iii. 3, 3 ; Hippol. I. c. Sen. Nnt. 
reason the moon returns oftener in Qu. ii. 19 ; cf. ii. 12, less precisely 
her course than the sun, is said to Diog. ii. g), similarly hurricanes 
be that  the sun by his heat warms and hot blasts ( I U @ V  and rpq- 
and rarefies the air, and so conquers 51$p, Plac. I. C.)  ; other winds from 
this resistance for a longer period. the current of air heated by the 
Cf. Vol. I. p. 276, 1. sun (Hippol. l. C.) ; hail from 

Hippol. l. c. and supra, p. vapours, which, heated by the sun, 
356, 3. ascend to an altitude a t  which they 

Arist. Meteor. i. 8, 345 a, 25, freeze (Arist. Meteor. i. 12, 348 b, 
and his commentators : Diog. ii. 9 ;  12 ; Alex. Meteor. 85 b, 86 a ; 
Hippol. l. C. ; Plut. Plac. iii. 1, 7, Olymp. Meteor. 20, ap. Philop. 
cf. p. 252, 2. Meteor. 106 a, i. 229, 233 Id.) : 

"lut. Plac. ii. 16. Democri- falling stars are sparks which the 
tus was of the same opinion. &e on high emits by reason of 

5 Arist. Meteor. i. 6 ; Alex. and it,s oscillation (Stob. Eel. i. 580 ; 
Olympiad. ad h. I. suprci, p. 252,3 ; Diog. ii. 9 ; Hippol. l. C.)  ; rain- 
Diog. ii. 9; Plut. Plnc. iii. 2, 3 ; bows and mock suns are caused 
Schol. in Amt. Diosem. 1091 (359). by the refraction of the sun's rays 

Thunder and lightning arise in the clouds (Plnc. iii. 5, 11 ; 
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3. Organic Beings. Man. 

IF, in opposition to the prevalent opinion of his time, 
our philosopher degraded the stars into lifeless masses 
which are moved by Mind in a purely mechanical 
manner, through the rotation of the whole, in living 
beings he recognises the immediate presence of Mind. 
' I n  all things are parts of all except Mind, but in some 
Mind is also.' l 'That which has 3 soul, the greater 
things and the smaller, therein rules Mind.'2 In  
what way Mind could exist in particular things he 
doubtless never inquired ; but, from his whole exposi- 
tion and mode of expression, it is clear that there 
floated before him the analogy of a substance which is 
in them in an extended manners3 This substance, as 
has already been shown, he conceived as homogeneous 
in all its parts, and he accordingly maintained that the 
mind of one creature was distinguished from that of 
another, not in kind, but in degree : all mind is alike, 
but one is greater, another less.4 It does not, however, 
follow from this that he necessarily reduced the dif- 
ferences of mental endowment to the varieties of cor- 
poreal s t ru~ tu re .~  He himself speaks expressly of a 
8chol. Yemet. ad 11. p. 547)  ; earth- the melting of the snow on the 
quakes by tha penetrating of the Ethiopian mauntalns (Diodor. i. 
a ther  into the hollows by which 38,  &c ). Vlde on these subjects 
the earth is pierced (Arist. Meteor. Schaubaeh, 170 sqq., 176 sqq. 
ii. 7 ;  Alex. ad h.  1. 106 b ;  Diog. Fr. 7, vide p. 272, 1. 
ii. 9 ; Hlppol. l. c. ; Plut. Plac. ill. B'?. 8 ,  p. 343, 1. K ~ ~ T E ~ V ,  as 
15, 4 ; Sen. Nut. Qu. vi. 9 ; Am- is clear from what immediately 
mian. Marc. xrii. 7 ,  11, cf. Ideler, follows, indicates moving force. 
Arzat. Meteorol. i. 5b7 sq.) ; the Cf. .%r~st. szc-p. 347, 2 .  
rlvers are nourished by rain, and 3 Vide sup. 345 sq. 
also by the subterranean waters Cf. p. 343.  
(Hippol. l. C p. 2 0 )  : the innnda- "S is  thought by Tennemann, 
tions of the Nile are the result of i. a ; i. 326 sq. ; Wendt, ad h. l. p. 
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various amount of mind,' and this is quite logical 
according to his own presuppositions. Also, when he 
said that man is the most sensible of all living beings, 
because he has hands,%e probably did not mean to 
deny the aclvantage of a superior order of mind,3 but 
is merely employing a strong expression for the value 
and indispensability of hands.4 Nor can me suppose 
that, Anaxagoras regarded the soul itself as something 
corporeal, as air. On the other hand, Aristotle is right 
in asserting that he made no distinction between the 
soul and Mi-nd,%nd in transferring to the soul upon 
this presupposition what Anaxagoras primarily says of 
Mind, that it is the moving Mind is always 
and everywhere that which moves matter. Even if a 

417 sq. ; Ritter, lmz. Phil. 290 ; 
Gssch. cl. Phil. i. 328 ; Schaubach, 
188 ; ZBvort, 135 sq., &c. 

' I n  the Placita, v. 20, 3, the 
opinion is ascribed to  llini that  all 
living beings have active, but a l l  
have not passive intelligence ; this 
he cannot possibly have said ; and 
in order to express the fipecial pre- 
rogative of man abore animals, the 
sentence must be invcrte~l. 

Sr is t .  Part. Ani~iz. iv. 10, 
687 a, 7 : 'Avataydpas p;v o8v @ v G ~ ,  
6rh r5 xeipas 2x6111 @ p o u ~ p L ~ a r o ~  
 bar rGv @WV ~ V ~ P W ? T O U .  Cf. the 
verse in Sgncellns, Chrom. 149 c, to 
which the dnaxagoreans are there 
said to appeal: xerprjv 6hhupbv~v 
Z#EI rohhpq~ts 'AB4vv. 

This is also shown by the 
obserraticn of Plutarch, Ue For- 
tun&, c. 3, p. 98 : ' in respect of our 
bodies, we are far surpassed by the 
beasts : ' 2 , u ~ e r ~ i ~  8; ~ a i  ~ a ;  
GO@;? ~ a l  .rixvp ~ a r &  'Avataydpav 
6fpGv T E  ahT(;rv xpdp€ea ~ a i  f ih ir~o-  

pW KD.1 B,fi;hyopcv Ka? $6pop€v K U ~  

& Y O ~ E V  6~hhapf iduov~e~.  
' Plac. iv. 3, 2 : oi F' &?i 'AvaEa- 

ydpov brpocr6ij Cheydv re ~ a 1  ~ G p a  
[rhv J/ux$v]. This theory is more 
definitely ascribed to Anaxngoras 
ancl hrcheiaus, ap. Stgb. Eel. i. 
796 ; Tbeod. Cur. Gr. A$ v. 18, 
p. 72 ; cf. Tert. Dc A71. c. 12 ; 
Simpl. De Am. 7 h ;  ap. Philop. De 
An. B. 16 (Anaxagoras drscribed 
the soul as a self-moving number) ; 
Erandis, Gr.-Rom. Phil. i. 261, 
rightly substitutes Z E P O K P ~ T ~ E .  Cf. 
ibicl. c. 5. 

De An. 1: 2 ;  sup. p. 347, 2 ;  
ibid. 405 a, 13 : 'Avataydpas G' COLICE 
pkv ~ T E P O Y  A ~ ~ E I Y  +VX$V T E  ~ a l  VOSV, 
Burrep eriropev ~ a l  ?Tpd~€pov, xpijrar 
6' &p@oiu As @heel, ~ h h v  Bpx4v 
ye etc. vide p. 343, 1. 

1. c. -1.04 a, 25 : BpoLws 62 rral 
%vaE~~yd~as E ~ V U I  hdyel TQU 
K ~ V O ~ U ~ V ,  Kal E? TLS 6hhLls €fp:p?lK€V 
rb &v G~Lvqr~c YOGS. 
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beisg moves itself, i t  must be Jlind which produces 
this motion, not only mechanically, from ~vjthout, but 
from within ; in such a being, consequently, Mind itself 
must dwell-it becomes in him a sori1.l 

This animating influence of mind Anaxagoras re- 
cognises even in plants, to vhicli, like Empedocles and 
Democritus, he ascribes life and sen~ihility.~ The 
origin of plants he explains in accordance with the 
fundamental ideas of his system ; for he supposed their 
germs to come from the air? which, like the other 
elements, is a mixture of all possible seeds.4 In  the 
same manner the anirvlals originally arose ; the slimy 
eartli was fructified by the germs contained in the 
~ t h e r . ~  This was asserted contempo;.aneously by Em- 

1 Cf. p. 363. 
SO Plut. Qz6. N. c. 1, p. 911 ; 

PS.-Arist. De Plaqat. c. 1, 815a, 15 ; 
b, 16 ( s q .  p. 159,4;  263 ,  2): d ,u&v 
'Ava[aydpas ~a'r  [@a ~ G a r  [rh ~ I I T & ]  

~ a l  ij6~uOar ~ a l  hv~eTu€Jar €;re, r1j .re 
Bnoppog rGv $hhhwv ~ a i  7fi ab@jasr 
roi?ro i~kap@dvwv. According to  
the same treatise, c. 2, he also 
attributed breath to plants; on the 
other han4, Arist. Dc Respir. 2, 440 
b, 30, refers rrdvra to @a only. 

3 Th~ophr .  H. Plant. iii. 1 ,  4 :  
'~va[a~dpcrs ,u&v 718 hkpa advrov 
$d:iKwV ~ ~ F L V  u ~ & ~ ~ a r a .  KU: raika 

r @  56a~r y~vv@v 
T& (PUT&. Whether it is meant tha t  
plants are still produced in this 
manner is not clear. According to 
Arist. De Plant. c. 2, 817 a, 25. 
Anaxagoras called the sun the 
father, and the earth the mother 
of plants ; but this is unimport;tnt. 

4 Cf. 011 this subject p. 332, 1. 
5 Yet their higher nature seems 

to be indicated i11 the deriration of 

their seeds, not from the air and 
moisture, but from the fiery ele- 
ment, the wther. 

"rrn. Adv. IIaer. ii. 14, 2:  
A1zaxagorn.s . . . . do,qnzntizraz~it, 
fnctn n?~imalin decide?atibus e ccdo 
ill, t e ~ r n q w  scmi~ziilz~s. Hence Euri- 
pides, Chrysipp. Fr. 6 ( 7 ) :  souls 
arise from aethereal sceds, and 
return after death to the aether, a s  
the body returns to the earth from 
v.hlch it sprang. This is not con- 
tradicted but rather completed Ly 
what we read in Iiippol. Refut. i. 
8, p. 22, and Diog. ii. 9 :  [@a 62 
r)Iv BpX)Iv Iv Gyp$ ycvhu8a1, per& 
r a i r a  B& d[ bhhhhmv, and, t@a 
yev4u8ar $5 6ypoG ~ a i  B~puoG ~ a l  
y~86ovs' ~ U T E P O V  cihhfih~v. 
According to Plut. Plac. ii. 8, this 
happened befure the inclination of 
the plane of the earth (sup. p 360, 
4) ; as Anaxagoras doubtless as- 
sumed because the sun might t,l~en 
work upon the earth without in- 
terruption. 
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pedocles, previously by Anaximander and Parmenides, 
and subsequently by Democritus and Diogenes.' An- 
axagoras also agrees with Empedocles and Parmenides 
in his theories on generation and the origin of the 
sexes.2 Of his opinions about animals, excepting the 
assertion that all animals breathe: tradition has told us 
nothing of any importance; and the same may be 
said (with the exception of what has already been 
quoted) of our information concerning the corporeal 
life of man.5 The statement that he represented the 
soul as perishing a t  its separation from the body is very 

Vide sz~p. p. 159 sq. ; Vol. I. p. 282, 5) that the seed comes from 
pp. 256, 601 ; Vol. 11. 255, 1; Vol. the marrow. . 
1. 295. Also the Anaxagoreans, Arist. De Respir. 2,470 b, 30. 
Archelaus (\ride i~lfia), and Euri- The Scholia ad h. l. (after Simpl. 
pides, ap. Diodor. i. 7. De An.Venet. 1527), p. 164 b, l 6 7  a. 

"ccording to Aristotle, Gen. Wi th  Diogenes, this theory, which 
Aqeim. iv. 1. 793 b, 30 ; Philop. he s l la~ed with Anaxagoras, stands 
Gen. An. 81 h, 83 b ; Diog. ii. 9 ; in  connection with his riew of the 
Hippol. l. c. (certain divergences, nature of the soul. With Anax2.- 
ap. Censorin. Di. Nat. 5, 4. 6, 6, 8 ;  goras this is not the case (vide p. 
Plut. Pla,e. r. 7 , 4 ,  need not be con- 365, 6) ; but the thought must have 
sidered), he supposed that  the male beenobvious to him, that  all things, 
alone furn7shed the seed, the female in order to  live, must inhale vital 
only the place for i t  ; the sex of warmth. Cf. p. 365, 6. 
the child i s  determined by the We haw only the obseiva- 
nature and origin of the seed ; boys tions in Aristotle, Gen. Anim. iii., 
spring from t,ho right side of the tha t  he thought certain animals 
uterus, and girls from the left. copulate through the month ; and 
Cf. sup. \TO1. I. p. 601, 4 ;  Vol. 11. ap. Athen. ii. 57 d, that he called 
p. 162,5. Censorinns further says the white in  the egg the milk of 
that he thought t,he brain of the birds. 
f e t u s  was formed first, because all According to  Plut. Plac. v. 
the senses proceed from this ; that 25, 3, he said that sleep merely 
the body was formed from the concerned the body and not the 
&hereal warmth contained in the soul; in support of which he no 
seed (which harmonises well with doubt appealed to the activity of 
what is quoted in 365, 6), and that the soul in dreams. According tc  
the child received nourishment Arist. Part. An. iv. 2. 677 a, 5, he 
through the navel. According to (or possibly his disciples only) de- 
Gens. 5, 2, he op -osed the opinion rived feverish diseases from the 
of his contemporary Hippo (Vol. I. gall. 
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uncertain; ' and i t  is a question whether he ever ex- 
pressed any opinion on this point. From his own pre- 
suppositions, however, we must necessarily conclude 
that mind, as such, is incleed eternal, like matter; but 
that  mental individuality is, on the contrary, as perish- 
able as corporeal. 

Among mental activities Anaxagoras seems to have 
kept that of the intellect primarily in view, as indeed 
knowledge appeared to him personally (vide infra) 
to be the highest end of life. But though he de- 
cidedly gave the preference to  thought over sensible 
perception, yet he seems to have treated more at length 
of the latter than of the former. I n  contradiction to 
the ordinary theory, he adopted the view of Heracleitus, 
that the sense-perception is called forth, not by that 
which is akin, but by that which is opposite to it. 
That which is of like kind, he says, makes on its like 
no impression, because it introduces no change in i t ;  
only the unlike works upon another, and for this reason 
every sense-perception is united with a certain d i~ t a s t e .~  

1 Plut. I. c. under the title iii. 2, &C., if they are historical, 
a o r i p o u  E'urlv h v o s  4 0dua7os, wonld rather seem to show that  he 
+uXQS ?j u B p a r o s  ; continues : € b a r  regarded death as a simple neees- 
6 1  ~ a l  +uxfis Odvarov r b v  F laxwpl -  sity of nature, without thinking 
up6v.  This statement is the more of a future life after death; but 
untrustworthy, as the proposition this inference would be llkewise 
that  death concerns the body only, uncertain. 
and not the soul, is referred to  Theophr. De Sensu, 1 : rep1 
Leucippus, and on the other hand, F' a l ' u 8 4 u ~ w s  a i  pkv aoAAa1 ~ a 1  KaOd- 
Ernpedocles, in  spite of his belief Aou Fdlar 640 ~ l u i v .  o i  p;" y d p  79 
i n  immortal~ty, is credited with dpoLy ?rotov^urv, o i  6; r i j  i v a v r L y .  
the theory that  it concerned both. To the former belong Parrnenidt.~, 
It is piain that no inference can be Empedocles, and Plato ; to the 
drawn from the expression ap. latter Anaxagoras and Heracleitns. 
Diog. ii. 11 ; Cic. Tusc. i. 43, 104 5 27:  'Avataydpas 6 ;  yLvsu0ar p ; v  
(vide i ~ f i  371, 5): and the utter- ~ o i r  2vavrLors r b  y h p  i i p o ~ o v  bra8ks 
ances, ap. Diog. ii. 13, X I .  V. H. bnb r o i  dpoiou.  rcatl' Z ~ d u r q v  6 ;  
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The chief confirmation of his theory lay however, he 
believed, in  the consideration of the several senses. 
We see because of the reflection of objects in  the 
apple of the eye : this reflection is formed, according 
to Anaxagoras, not in the part which resembles the 
objact in colour, but which is different; as the eye is 
dark, we can see in the day if the objects are illumi- 
nated ; but in certain instances the opposite is the case.' 
Similarly with touch and taste ; we receive the impres- 
sion of heat and cold from such things only as are warmer 
or colder than our body ; we perceive the sweet with the 
bitter, tlie fresh with the salt element in o~rselves.~ So 
we smell and hear the opposite with the opposite ; the 
more precise explanation of smell is that it arises from 
respiration; of hearing, that the tones are transmitted 
to  the brain tllrougll the cavity of the skuiL3 In  
respect to all the senses, Anaxagoras believed that large 
organs were more capable of perceiving the great and 

?rerpkirar GiaprOp~b. After this has 
been shown in detnil, he continnes, 

29:  &rauau 8' afueourv p f rh  
h6nlls (similarly in 17) 8rrfp &v 
Gdt~lev &~dho l l~ov  d v a ~  .rj 6?ro%du~c. 
T Z U  yhp ~b ZLuXporou k~r6psvou  nduov 
?raphx~i, as we clearly see in those 
sensible impresbions, which are  
especially strong and lasting. Cf. 
p.-89, 2.- 

1 Theopljr. l. c. $ 27. 
2 1. C. 25 (cf. 36 sqq.), where 

it is tllns expressed: the'sensation 
folloms K ~ T &  rbv  ~ A A E L ~ L U  rhv  &d- 
UTOU. advra  yhp 2uundp~~rv  <v +piu. 
Cf. with the last proposition the 
quotations from Anaxagoras, p. 
338 sq., from E'armenides, TTol. I. 
p. 165, 3, and from Empedocles, 

suyvn, p. 165. 3. 
1.. C. Concerning hearing and 

tones, ot,her writers tell us a few 
further particulnrs. According to 
Plut. Pluc. ir.  19, 6, Anaxagoras 
beliered that  the voice was caused 
by the current of air p~ocesding 
from the speaker striking against 
condensed air and retllrning to the 
ears ; in this way also he explained 
the echo. According to Plut. Qu. 
%v. viii. 3,  3, 7 sq., Arist. Probl. 
XI. 33, he thought that the air 
was made to vibrate with a tremu- 
lous motion by the heat of the sun, 
as we see in solar motes ; and that 
in consequence of the n ~ i s e  that 
results from this, we hear less dis- 
tinctly by day than by night. 
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distant, ar.d smaller organs the small and near.' As to 
the share of voik in the sense-perception, he does not 
seem to have expressed any definite opinion, but to 
have presupposed, notwithstanding, that vo8s is the 
percipient subject, while the senses are merely organs 
of percehtion.2 

Bnt if the sense-perception is conditional on the 
nature of the bodily organs, me cannot expect that i t  
should reveal to us the true nature of things. Every 
corporeal thing is an intermixture of the most various 
ingredients; how then can any object be purely re- 
flected in it ? Spirit alone is pure and unmixed : it 
alone car1 separate and distinguish things ; i t  alone can 
procure us true knowledge. The senses are too weak 
to ascertain truth. This Anaxagoras proved from the 
fact that we do not perceive the minute atoms which 
are intermingled in a body, nor the gradual trailsitions 
from one state into the oppo~ite.~ That he therefore 
denied all possibility of knowledge,4 or declared all 
presentations to be alike true,-we cannot suppose, 

l Theophv. i. c. 29 sq. ~ z r a  ?K fJar6pov E ~ S  BCir~pov ~ a r b  
2 This seems to be conveyed o ~ a y d v a  ?rapcyxQorp~v,  06 8vvijaerai 

by the words of Theophrastus, De 4 b'qir G i a ~ p i v s ~ v  rbs  ?rap& p i ~ p l v  
Xenszc, 38. He says Clidemus p~ra,BoAbs, ~ a ; ? r ~ p  rpbs . r t v  @daiv 
(vide imfrr~) supposed that the i t r ro~sipivas.  The fnrther reason, 
ears do not themselves perceive that the senses c ~ n n o t  distinguish 
objects, but transfer the sensation the const,ituent,s of tliings,is alluded 
to vois, 05% ~ L T T E P  ' A a a ~ a y 6 p a s  to in the passages quotecl, p. 272,2, 
& p x ~ v  ?rote? xdvrwv  rbv volv.  and in the stat,ernent (Plac. i. 3, 9;  

3 Sext,. Math. vii. 90 : 'A.  L s  Simpl. De Calo, 268 b, 40 ; Schol. 
du8sveis 8iaBcihhwv 7 b s  aia015u~rs, 513 a, $2) that the so-called 
" dxb &@avpd.rvros a6rEv," +vui$ dpoiopspa are perceived, not by the 
" 06 6vvaroi  ;UPEV KPLUELY ~LiAvfJis senses, but by the reason alone. 
(RP. 25). r [Oqoi  S& ?riurrv ahr l j v  Cic. Acnd. i. 12: 44. 
7 4 s  b ~ i u r f a s  r t v  ?rap& p r ~ p b v  7 l j v  Arist,. Metaph. ir. 5, 1000 b, 
X P ~ p d ~ ~ ~  d t a ~ h a y $ v .  E? v b p  6d0 25: 'Avataydpov 62 ~ a i  Bad@6kyPa 
~ d B o i p ~ v  XpLS,uara, p d ~ a v  KR: ~ V K ~ V ,  pvqpov~dsra i  rpbs r i rv  Eraipov rivBs, 
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since he himself states his opinions with full dogmatic 
conviction ; as little can n-e infer, as Aristotle does, 
from the doctrine of the mixtu~e of all things, that he 
denied the law of contradiction; l for his opinion is 
not that opposite qualities belong to one and the same 
thing as such, but that different things are inextrica- 
bly intermingled: the inferences which a later writer, 
rightly or wrongly, derives froin his propositions ought 
not to be ascribed to himself. He regards the senses, 
indeed, as inadequate; he admits that they only in- 
struct us imper'fectly as to the nature of things ; yet he 
argues from phenomena to their hidden  cause^,^ having 
really attained to his own theory in this and no other 
way ; and as the world-creating Mind knows all things, 
so the portion of Nind which is in man must be allowed 
its share in this knowledge. When it is said that he 
declared reason to be the criterion: this is true in fact, 
though not literally. He doubtless never attempted any 
precise definitions of the nature and distinctive character 
of t h ~ u g h t . ~  

The moral life of man was, in all probability, not 

iirr .rota%' a6.rois Zurar 7& 6vra 07a 
8v S~ohdflwu~z,,  which, if the tradi- 
tion is true, no doubt is only in- 
tended to assert that  things contain 
for us another meaning when we 
consider them from another stand- 
point; the course of the world 
will correspond to our wishes, or 
contravene them, according as we 
ha-re a right or a wrong theory of 
the world. Cf. also Ritter, 10%. 
Phil. 295 sq. The alteration which 
Gladisch, An,ax. U. d. hr. 46, pro- 
poses in the words of Anaxagoras, 
and the explanation he gives of 

them, hardly require a refuta- - - 
tion. 

l Metc~pph. i r .  4. 5, 17, 1007 b, 
25, 1009 a, 22 sqq. 1012 a, 24, xi. 
6, 1063 Is, 2 4 ;  Alex. ita Metciph. 
p. 295, 1 Bon. 684 a, 9 Br. 

Szcpra, p. 272, 2. 
Sext. Math. vii. 91 : 'Avat. 

KorvGs T ~ V  hd~0ZJ X P L T ~ P L O P  ~ ~ ~ ( 1 1 .  
This we must infer from the 

silence of the fragments, and of all 
testimony: even Philop. De AB. 
C 1, 7, does not ascribe the Aris- 
totelian definitions: " d ~uptas  Asyd- 
~ E Y O S  YOOS 6 ~ a 7 h  r1/v ppdv~utql) 
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included by Anaxagoras in the sphere of his scientific 
enquiry. There are, indeed, some isolated expressions 
of his, in which he describes the contemplation of the 
cosmos as the highest task of man,' and blames the 
superficiality of the ordinary view of life; and traits 
are related of him which evince an earnest and yet 
gentle dispo~ition,~ a magnanimous indifference to 
external po~sessions,~ and a quiet fortitude in distress ;" 

" 6 vocs BTAU?~ &vrrfloha7s rois 
rp-pdyuaurv & V T I ~ ~ A A W V  3) gyvw 4 
O?JK +vw," to  the philosopher h i i -  
self; he only makes use of them 
in the discussion of his doctrines. 

1 Eudem. Eth. i. 5, 1216 a, 10 
(and others, p. 326, 2), says (prefix- 
ing @aalv)  : Anaxagoras replied 
to  the question why life has any 
value : 700 O~wpiiuat [ Z V E K ~ ]  TBV 
o6pavbv KU> rbv  m p l  rbv aaov ~ d a p o v  
r d t ~ v .  Diog. ii. 7 : apbs rbv e I n 6 v ~ a .  

0 6 8 ; ~  COL ~ ~ A E L  75s  a a r p l 8 0 ~  ;" 
" ~ L @ h p ~ t ,  +v,  <p01 yBp ~ a i  u@d8pa 
p&hcr 75s rrarpi8os," 8€@as ~ b v  oitpa- 
v6v. He calls his country the 
heavens either because his interest 
and his thoughts are a t  home 
there, or because of the theory 
mentioned p. 365, 6, on the origin 
of the soul ; or in allusion to both 
a t  once, he may mean that the 
heavens from which our soul 
hp-ings are the worthiest object 
of itsrnterest. 

Eudem. 1. c. c. 4,  1215 b, 6 : 

vopl<~rs, '&AA' 670kos &v. r l s  cot 
@avel?l." 

3 Cic. Acad. ii. 23, 72, praises 
his grave and dignified demeanour ; 
Plut. Per. c. 5, ascribes the well- 
known seriousness of Pericles to 
his intercourse with Anaxagoras ; 
and Blian, V. H. riii. 13, relates 

that  he was never seen to laugh ; 
on the other hand, the anecdote 
told of him in Plut. Pmcc. Ger. 
Reip. 27, 9,  p. 820;  Diog. ii. 14, 
t h i ~ t  on his death-bed. he asked, 
instead of any other honoars, that 
the children might have a holiday 
from school on the anniversary of 
his death, shoorrs a genial and 
kindly disposition. 

Cf. what is said, p. 326, 2, on 
the neglect of his property. All 
the more incredible is the calumny 
ap. Tert. Apologet. c. 46. The- 
mistius, Ovad. ii. 30 C, uses 8r~ard-  
repos 'Avataydpou proverbially. 

Accordinq to Diog. ii. 10 sqq. 
he replied to the news of his con- 
demnation (this, however, is also 
told by Diog. ii. 35, of Socrates) 
that ' the Athenians a s  W-ell as 
himself have been long ago con- 
dcmned to death by nature:' to 
the observation, " E)a~~pfiOvs 'Aev- 
valwv," " 0 6  p i v  08v, &AA' ~ K ~ ~ V O L  

;poi7;" to a condolence upon his 
being forced to die in banishment, 
' i t  is the same distance everywhere 
to Hades ' (this is  also in Cic. Tusc. 
i. 43, 104);  to the news of the 
death of his sons: f j 8 ~ r v  alrobs 
Ovqrobs yrvv6aas. The last is  told 
by Plut. Cons. ad. Apoll. 33, p. 
118 ; Panaetius ap. Plut. Coh. Iva, 
16, p. 463 E, and by many others, 
but of Solon and Xenophon as well 

B 2 



372 ANAXAGORAS. 

but we know of no scientific rules belonging to this 
department,' and even the statements mentioned above 
are not taken from the treatise of our philosopher. 

Nor did he enter much into the subject of religion. 
The charge against him was made, indeedt on the score 
of atheism, that is, denial of the gods of the state ; but 
this censure was only based on his theories about the 
sun and moon : as to the relation of these theories to 
the popular faith he had doubtless hardly expressed an 
opinion. The same is probably the case in regard to 
his naturalistic explanation of phenomena, in which 
his contemporaries were accustomed to see miracles 
and  portent^.^ Lastly, he is said to have been the first 
to interpret the Homeric myths in a moral sense ; 
but it would appear that in this respect he is wrongly 
credited with what really belongs to his disciples: 
and especially to Metrodorus ; for if the allegorical 

as Anaxagoras, vide Schaubach, 
p. 53. 

' The statement of Chmens, 
Stvom. ii. 416 D (repeated bp 
Theod. Cur. Gr. A$ xi. S, p. 152) : 
' ~ v a ~ a ~ d ~ a v  . . . r h v  0eapfav $dvar 
T O ;  /Xou T ~ ~ O S  eSua~ ~ a l  7 1 v  &?Tb 
.radrqs dAsv0~plav, is no doubt de- 
rived simply from the ethics of 
Endemus (supra, p. 371, 1): 

Vide the writers clted p. 
328, 3 ; Iren. ii. 14, 2,  calls him 
for this reason Aw~xagoras, pui et 
atheus eognominntm est. 

Such as the much talked of 
stone of Bgospotamos, ap. Diog. 
ii. 11, and the ram with one horn, 
q. Plut. Per. 6. 

Diog. il. 11 : ~ O K E ?  8; V ~ & O S ,  
Ka0d @qur +aawp?vos ;v r r a v r o G a ~  

uadar  ~Zvar mp:  &PET+ ~ a l  Gr~aro- 
udvqs. 2x1 ?TA/OW G& rpourijvar 705 
h6yov Mqrp6Gapov rbv  Aapqa~qvbv  
yvdpryov 8vra ahro;, Sv ~ a l  ~ p S r o v  
u ~ o u 8 d ~ ~ a r  70; rrorqroi wrpl r1/v 
$ U U ~ K + P  ~ p a ~ p a ~ ~ i a v .  Heraclit. 
Alleg. Homer. c. 22,  p. 46, has no 
connection with this. 

Syncell. Chron. p. 149 C :  
6puqve;touar 6; oi 'AvaEaydpror .robs 
~ U R ~ G E I S  ~ E O ~ S ,  voSv y i v  ~ b v  Afa ,  
T+,U G; 7ixvqv,  a e ~ v  Ka1 76 .  
x e r p b ,  etc. Vide p. 364, 2. 

Vide concerning Metrodorus 
(who is  also mentioned by Alex. 
,Weteorol. 91 b, and Simpl. Phys. 
257 b, as a disciple ef Anaxagoras, 
and in Plato's Ion. 530 C, as a 
solemn expounder of the Homeric 
poems), Tatian. C. Graec. c. 21, p. 
262 D : ~ a >  MqrpdGupos Gi d Aap- 



RELATION TO PREDECESSORS. 373 

interpretation of the poets is altogether more in har- 
mony with the taste of the Sophistic period; the moral 
interpretation is least of all suited to Anaxagoras, who 
paid so little attention to ethics. Of him we may ven- 
ture to say that, in his enquiries, he confined himself 
entirely to physics. 

N.-Anaxlagoras i n  relation to his predeaessors. Character 
ar~d  Origin of his Doctrine. T7~e Ar~aaagorean School : 
-4rchelaus. 

WE have already observed, in regard to Empedocles 
and Democritus, Melissus and Diogenes, that in the 
course of the fifth cent~xry the various schools of phi- 
losophy and their doctrines were gradually beginning to 
exert a livelier and more important influence over one 
another. The example of Anaxagoras only confirms 
our observation. This philosopher seems to have known 
and made use of most of the ancient doctrines: from 
Pythagoreanism alone he stands so entirely aloof that 
we can disoern no influence, however indirect, from 
that quarter upon his doctrines, nor even an invo- 
luntary coincidence between the two systems. On 
the other hand, the influence of the Ionian physicists 
is unmistakable in his doctrine of primitive opposites,l 

+ C ~ K ~ V ~ S  ZY 74 aepl 'Ofi$pou Aiav 
e h f i 8 0 ~  ~ L E ~ ~ E K ~ U L  X ~ Y T L Y  EIS bhAq-  
yopiav perdYuv.  U ~ E  ybp ' H p a v  
d r e  ' A ~ ~ V Z V  0 6 r e  A l a  rui i r '  ~ T v a l  
Qqurv, $ r e p  oi T G ~ S  ~ e p i ~ 6 A o v ~  abroTs 
~ a \ r  r &  r ~ p d v ~  I ( c ~ % ~ ~ ~ ~ u ~ v T E s  v u p d  
(ouui, Q ~ U E O S  82 irrrourdueis 
u r o ~ ~ e L w v  8 l a ~ o u p $ u s l s .  We might 
just as well. adds Tatiau, explain 
the fighting heroes as merely sym- 

bolical persons; and according to 
Henychius ( ' A y a p i p . ) ,  Metrodorus 
ac t~~al ly  interpreted Agamemnon 
as the ether. But as  a rule, as  
nlay be seen from Tatian's censure, 
allegory was not employed by him 
in respect to the human figures of 
the Homeric poems. 

l P. 355, cf. Vol. I. p. 250, 
272, 2. 
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i n  his astronomical theories,' in his views about the 
formation of the earth,2 and the origin of living 
 creature^;^ what he says of the mixture of all things 
and the unlimitedness of matter reminds us of Anaxi- 
mander and Anaximenes, and though in particnlar 
details he has no snch striking points of contact with 
Heracleitns,b yet his whole system is directed to the 
explanation of phenomena-the reality of which Hera- 
cleitus was more forward to  acknowledge than any 
other philosopher,-of change, to which all things are 
subject, and of the mnltiplicity resulting from change. 
Still more clearly can we trace in him the influence of 
the Eleatic doctrine, The propositions of Parmenides 
on the impossibility of Becoming and Decay form the 
starting-point of his whole systey. He  coincides with 
the same philosophers in mistrust of the sensible per- 
ception, in denia.1 of empty space,5 and in certain of 
his physical theories ; the only doubt is whether these 
doctrines came to him directly from Parmei~ides, or 
through the medium of Empedocles and the Atomists. 

To these his contemporsries (the Ionians and the 
Eleatics), as has been already observed, Anaxagoras is 
primarily allied. The three systems equally propose to 
themselves the problem of explaining the formation of 
the universe, the Becoming and individual generation of 

l P. 360, cf. Vol. I. p. 273 sq. 
P. 356, CL Vol. I. p. 255, 

254, 1. 
P. 365 sq. 

4 His  theories concerning the 
sense-perception, howerer ( s u p .  p. 
367 sq.), seem to betray the influ- 
ence of Heracleitns. 

5 S q .  p. 342, 1. Ritter (i. 

306) thinks that this may have 
arisen independently of Eleatic in- 
fluences, out of the polemic againct 
Atomists or Pythagoreans ; but, 
considering the unmistakeable in- 
terdependecce of the Anaxagorean 
and Parmenidean doctrines on the 
whole, i t  seems to me improbable. 

Cf. p. 365, 6 ;  366, 2 ;  368, 2. 
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beings, and the changes and multiplicity of phenomena, 
without, however, maintaining an absolute Becoming 
and Decay, and a qualitative change of the primitive 
matter, or giving up any part of the Parmenidem 
theories concerning the impossibility of these processes. 
To this end they all adopt the expedient of reducing 
generation to the union, and decay to the separation of 
substances, which, being underived and imperishable, 
change in that process, not their quality, but only their 
place and relation in space. But in their more precise 
definitions the three systems differ. A plurality of 
original substances they must all indeed assume, in 
order to make intelligible the rnudtltiplicity of derived 
things ; but to these substances Empedocles ascribes 
the elementary qualities ; Leueippus and Democritus 
merely the universal qualities, which belong to every 
corporeal thing as such ; Anaxagoras, the qualities of 
determinate bodies. I n  order to account for the innu- 
merable differences in  ~11e nature and constitution of 
derived things, Empecloclefi maintains that the four 
elements are mingled in infinitely various proportions, 
the Atomists hold that the homogeneous matter is 
divided into an infinite number of primitive bodies of 
various shapes, while Anaxagoras says that the innu- 
merable substances are capable of the most various 
intermixture. The primitive substances, therefore, are 
conceived by Empedocles as limited in number and 
differences of kind, but infinitely divisible ; by the 
Atornists, as unlimited in number and variety of form, 
but indivisible; by Anaxagoras, as unlimited in number 
and distinctions of kind, and infinitely divisible. 



Lastly, in  order to explain motion-on which all gene- 
ration of derived things is based-Empedocies adds to 
the four elements two moving forces ; but as these are 
wholly mythical forms, the question as to the natural 
cause of motion remains unanswered. The Atomists 
find a purely natural cause of motion in weight; and 
that this may operate and produce the infinite mul- 
tiplicity of movements, they introduce empty space 
between the atoms. Anaxagoras feels indeed the neces- 
sity of adding to matter a moving force ; he does not, 
however, seek this in a mythical image, external to 
nature and reality, but recognises i n  spirit or mind the 
natural ruler and mover of matter. 

I n  the further application of his principles to the 
explanation of nature, Anaxagoras is also in many 
respects agreed with Empedocles and Democritus. All 
three begin with a chaotic mixture of primitive sub- 
stances, out of which they say the world arose by means 
of a whirling motion, self-engendered, in this mass. 
I n  their conceptions of the universe there is hardly one 
important difference between Anaxagoras and Demo- 
critus. As Democritus regarded the three lower ele- 
ments as a medley of the most various kinds of atoms, 
Anaxagoras saw in the elements generally a medley of 
all seeds.' All three philosophers are in accord about 
several theories, such as the obliquity of the ecliptic,2 
the animate nature of plants,3 the origin of living 
beings fro= the terrestrial slime ; Ernpedocles and 

l Cf. p. 225, 1, with 332, l ; Vide p. 157 ,5 ;  251,5;  360,4. 
Aristotle uses the same expression, P. 173, 3 ; 263, 2 ; 365, 2. 
rravo~ep,ula, i n  both cases. P. 365, 6;  366, 1. 
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Anaxagoras also in regard to the generation and de- 
velopment of the fetus ; l and, at  any rate, the first and 
last-named of these theories are so remarkable that me 
cannot regard the coincidence as fortuitous. 

Although, however, i t  thus appears unquestionable 
that the above-mentioned philosophers are not merely 
allied as to their doctrines, but that they actnally and 
historically influenced one another, i t  is not so easy to 
determine which of them first advanced the propositions 
that are common to all three. Anaxagoras, Empedocles 
and Leucippus are contemporaries, and tradition has not 
told us which was the first to promulgate his system. 
Aristotle indeed says of Anasagoras, in a well-known 
passage, that he was earlier as to his age, and later as 
to his works, than Emped~cles.~ But whether this 
means that his doctrines appeared later, or that they 
were more matured, or on the other hand, more imper- 
fect, than those of Empedocles, it is not easy to dis- 
cover.3 If we try to decide the cluestion according to 

' Pp. 162; 366, 2. 
' i%Ietnph. i. 3, 984 a, 11: 

' ~ v a [ a y d p a s  6; . . . r? P i u  $hrKLa 
rpdrepos Qv r o d ~ o u ,  TOTS 8' < p y o ~ ~  
Q u r ~ p o s .  

3 The worrls allow of all three 
interpretations. I n  regard to tlie 
first, even if Breier (Phil. cl. ATLUX. 
85) is right in saying that  Fpya 
cannot refer to the writings, the 
Opera omnicc ; nothing hinders our 
translating the text  thus : ' h i s  
achievements fall later.' BIorc- 
orer, as what is later is as a rule 
riper and more advanced, S a r ~ p o s  
may also be used in this sense; 
and Aristotle, c. 8, 989 b, 5 ,  19, 
actually says of .4naxagoras: if 

me cleduce the consequence of his 
theories, %ws *av pavelq Karvonpe- 
nerrr&pws Akywv . . . B o b ~ e ~ a r  p k v ~ o -  
-11 ~ a p a ~ h ; ) u 1 0 v  T O ~ T  ~ ~ T E ~ O V  ~ ' ~ O U U L ;  
and ill still closer correspondence 
with our text, De Ccelo, iv. 2, 308 
b, 30 : w a k e p  ZYTES k p X a ~ d r ~ p o ~  r q s  
vcv $ ~ r ~ i a s  ~ a ~ v ( 3 r ~ ~ w s  dvdqaav T E P :  

r r j v  vGv h e ~ 8 E ' v . r ~ ~ .  On the other 
hand, Qarcpov also designates tha t  
which is inferior to something else 
in  value. Cf. Arist. ilfetaph. v. 
11, l081 b, 22: r b  y h p  b r r e p t ~ o v  
T$ Guvdpe~ ~ p d ~ e p o v ,  and Theo- 
phrast. ap. Simpl. Ph,gs. G b, who, 
wing  the same expression con- 
~yersely, says of Plato : ~ o b r o r s  
barysvdpevos n h c i r w v ,  79 p i u  6dEg 



the internal relation of the doctrines, we shall probably 
be drawn in two opposite direct,ions. On the one hand, 
i t  mould seem that Anaxagoras'a derivation of motion 
from spirit must be later than the mythical derivation 
assigned to i t  by Empedocles, or the purely material 
explanation i t  receives from the Atomists ; for in the 
idea of Spirit l-tot only is a new and a higher principle 
introduced into philosophy, but this principle is the 
same with which the subsequent development is chiefly 
connected ; whereas Empedocles, in his conception of the 
moving forces, approximates to the mythic cosmogony, 
and the Atomists do not advance beyoncl the pre-So- 
eratic materialism. On the other hancl, howevar, the 
theories of Empedocles and tbe Atomists appear to be 
more scientific in regard to the primitive snbstances 
than those of Anaxagoras ; for Annxegoras places the 
qualities of derived things immediately in the primitive 
substances, while the other two systems seek to explain 
those substances by reference to their elementary and 
atomistic constituents : consequently, the procedure of 
ital 7ij B U Y ~ , U E * E (  ? ~ p L r ~ p o $ ,  70;s 6; the primitive suEst,znces wlth 
x p d r o l s  e a r s p o s .  This signification which ocr text is concerned, Aris- 
is given to the words of our text tot,le could not possibly have rated 
by Alexander, p. 22, 13 Bon. 534 the doctrine of Anaxagoras higher 
b, 17 Er. The words, thus uni1t;r- than that of Empedocles, which he 
stood, contain a rhetorical ancl not himself followed. But i t  may be 
a logical antithesis ; for, in point that in the predicate 7 0 3  i;oyois 
of fact, there would be nothing S u r s p o s  he had in view the whole 
surprising in the older view being of Anaxagoras's doctrine, in which 
the less perfect; but if Theophras- he certainly recognised an essen- 
tus  could express himself as he tial progress, as compared with 
does (l. C.), Aristotle may have said previous philosophers, and that 
the same in the same sense. If, his observation was merely in- 
on the contrary, we understand by tended to explain why he had 
S a ~ e p o s  the riper, there arises the placed Anaxagoras, in spite of his 
difficulty (of which Alexander re- age, immediately after Empedocles. 
minds us), that  in  the question of 
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the Atomists is more thorough, because they are not 
content with attaining sensibly perceived substances, but 
derive these, individually and collectively, from some- 
thing still more primitive. This might incline us to sup- 
pose that the Atomists appeared later than Awaxagoras, 
and Empedocles a t  any rate not earlier; and that it was 
precisely the inadequacy of Anaxagoras's explanation of 
nature which cansed them to abandon Spirit as a sepa- 
rate principle side by side with matter, and to set up a 
uniform and strictly mate~ialistic theory.' 

But the opposite yiew has nevertheless preponder- 
ating reasons in its favour. I n  the first place, it has 
already been shown that Empedocles was acquaintecl 
mith the poem of Parmenides, and that he  took from 
that source what he says on the impossibilii.,y of gene- 
ration and decay. If we compare mith this Anaxa- 
goras's utterances on the same s~lbject,3 we find that 
the thoughts and expressions in them exactly harmonise 
mith those of Empedocles, whereas they have no similar 
connection mith the corresponding verses of Parmenides. 
The passages in Empedocles therefore presuppose an 
acquaintance with Parmenides, and can be explained 
on the basis of such an acquaintance, without any as- 
sistance from Anaxagoras ; conversely, the statements 
of Anaxagoras can perfectly be understood on the sup- 
position that he was acquainted with Empedocles's 
poem : there is nothing in t11e.m that implies a direct 
obligation to Parmenides. This relation of the three 
systems ma,kes i t  highly probable that Empedocles first 

Cf. p. 293 sq. v. 36 sqq., 40 sqq. 69 sqq., 89, 92 
P. 195 sq.; 161 sq. (p. 122, 1, 2 ;  123, 1, 2 ;  124, 1). 

"up. 331, 1, 2, 3 ; cf. Eqvecl. 



derived his statement that all generation is the union, 
and all decay the separation, of substances, from the doc- 
trine of Parmenides of the impossibility of Beooming ; 
while, on the other hand, Anaxagoras first borrowed 
the theory from Empedocles: and this conjecture is 
confirmed when we observe that it harmonises better 
with the other presuppositions of Empedocles than with 
those of Anaxagoras. For to identify generation with 
mixture, and decay with division, must have been easy 
to a philosopher who regarded the elementary substances 
as the original principle out of which the partioular 
was formed, merely through combinahion ; and who, in 
connection with this, considered the uniting power as 
the truly divine and beneficent, and the intermixture 
of all matter as the most blessed and perfect state. It 
is, on the contrary, much less easy if, with Anarragoras, 
we regard particular substances as the most primitive, 
their original intermixture as an unordered chaos, and 
the separation of the mixed substances as the special 
work of the spiritual and divine essence. In  that case 
the generation of individual beings must be derived 
primarily from the separation, and in the second place 
only from the union, of the fundamental substances ; 
while their decay must be brought about by their return 
to the elementary condition of intermixture.' Among 

Steinhart (Ally. L. 2. 1846, 
Xoubr, p. 893 sq.), on the other 
hand, thinks that the doctrine of 
the generation of individuals from 
mixture and separation does not 
hdrmonise with the four primitive 
sltbstances of Empedocles ; i t  could 
only have been an organic part of 
n doctrine in which the phjsical 

el.ements were not the simplest. But 
what is mixture, if not the genera- 
tion of a composite something from 
sometliing more simple ? If. tliere- 
fore, all things arose out of inter- 
mixtore, the simplest substances 
must be the most primitive; as  
indeed all me~hanical physicists, 
except Anaxagoras, have assumed 
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the othef theories of Anaxagoras, especially in what he 
says of the sense-perception, he seems sometimes to 
contradict Empedocles, and sometimes to show traces 
of his influence.' We may therefore suppose that the 
philosophical opinions of Empedocles were published 
before those of Anaxagoras, and that Anaxagoras made 
use of them. 

The same holds good of the founder of the Atom- 
istic School. Democritus certainly seems to have 
borrowed much from Anaxagoras, especially in his 
astronomical conceptions, in which he is allied with 
the older theory of Anaximander and Anaximene~.~ 
Anaxagoras, on the contrary, seems to be referring 
to Leucippus when he refutes the doctrine of empty 
space in its details by physical experiments. When he 
expressly asserts the unity of the world, and protests 
against the division of primitive  substance^,^ he can 
scarcely have in view any other adversary than the 
Atomistic philosophy. The Pythagoreans, who alone 
of all the other schools might be intended, give quite 
another meaning to the conception of the Void; and 
the older enemies of this conception, Parmenides and 
Heracleitus-who were anterior to the Atomistic theory 
-bestow on i t  no detailed refutation. The Atomistic 
philosophy seems to have been the first to arouse 
serious discussion as to the possibility of empty space.4 
There is doubtless a reference to this philosophy, also, 

for this very reason, and do as- 1 ; 248 sqq. 
sume, even to the present day. Vide sz~pra, p. 342, 1 ; FT. 11, 

' Cf. p. 367, 2;  368, 2 ;  with sfcpra, p. 338. 2. 
p. 165, 3. "Cf. p. 306. 

* Vide supra, p. 3 6 0 , 3 , 4 ;  374, 



in the remark l that there can be no 'smallest,' since 
Being cannot be annihilated by division ; for here the 
theory of indivisible bodies is directly s~~pported by the 
assertion that things are annihilated by infinite divi- 
sion : which, indeed, had already been pointed out by 
Zeno, though he gave a different application to the  
theory. Anaxago~as's denial of a blind Fate  has also 
been said, though less cert'ainly, t'o have reference to 
the Atomists : there is no other system to which i t  
would better apply. I should therefore suppose that 
Leucippus must have preceded Anaxagoras in  his doc- 
trine, and that ~naxaigoras had directed his attention 
to it. That this was quite possible chronologically we 
have already seen in the course of our discu~sion.~ 

The special philosophic importance of Anaxagoras 
1 Vide szqra, p. 341, 3, cf. p. 8porov. Mullach's interpretation 

-218; Vol. I. 614. puod etiam A?zaxagoras o s t  end i t 
2 Tridestcp. p. 345,3, cf.p. 238 sq. i?$lzitzcm szci simile esse (so far, ac- 

P. 306. cording to Fr. 8, supra, p. S43, 1, 
4 Furt,Iler confirmation of this s s  vocs is infinite, and a t  the same 

might be found in the treatise De time nCs Bfioios), introduces a 
Melisso, c. 2, 976 a, 13. Accord- thought that, is superfluous and 
ing to the most probable reading, irrelevant to the context, and is 
though this is partly founded on besides contradicted by Z h i y x ~ i v ;  
conjecture, W-e are there told: ~ a l  for though this word is used not 
yhp 8po~ov o&w h6yei rb  nCv ~Zvai, merely for 'refute,' but also for 
obXl &F &AA . . . ~ r v l  (Mullach 'prore,' yet i t  always designates 
completes this in agreement with a proof by which an opposite 
Beck, dhhor i7QPw TLV:, I should opinion is refuted. But as the 
myself conjecture dhhy 5fioidv n v r )  writer does not expressly say that 
8nep ~ a :  'Avataydpas (Beck rightly Anaxagoras contradicted the 
substitutes Anaxagoras for 'ABqva- opinion of Melissus concerning the 
ydpas, which :hve find in Cod. Lips.) homogeneous nature of the dneipov, 
B A ~ Y X E ~ ,  871 8p010v 7 b  &TFLPOY.  ~b his language may also be nnder- 
61 8 p o ~ ~ v  i r i p y  8poiov, 8 u ~ e  660 4 stood thus : <Even Anaxagoras con- 
nhclw 6vra o i r ~  &v $v 068' dneipov tradicts the opinion that the drrei- 
~Svar. These ~vords, i t  seems to pov must be homogeneous, so far 
me, can only be understood, to as he represents the infinite mass 
mean that Anaxagoras contradicted of the primitive matter as  consist- 
the theory that the Unlimited is ing entirely of heterogeneous parts.' 
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is based upon the doctrine of veils. With this doctrine 
his theory of matter is, however, so intimately connected 
that the one is conditioned by the other. 34atter in 
itself, as he represents it in the primitive state before 
Spirit had begun to work upon it, can only be a chaotic, 
motionless mass ; for all motion and separation must 
come from Spirit. But matter must nevertheless con- 
tain all the constituents of derived things as such ; 
for Spirit creates nothing new: it only divides what 
actually exists. Conversely, Spirit is necessary, be- 
cause matter, as such, is unordered and unmoved, and 
the activity of matter is restricted to the separation of 
substances, because they are already supposed to contain 
within themselves all their determinate qualities. The 
one doctrine is so directly given in the other that we 
cannot even enquire which was the earlier and which 
the later; for this conception of matter could only 
result if an incorporeal moving cause, distinct from it 
and working in this particular manner, were main- 
tained : and such a moving cause could only be 
maintained if the nature of matter were conceived in 
this particular way and no other. Both definitions 
are so far equally original-they merely indicate 
the two sides of the opposition of Spirit and matter, 
as conceived by Anaxagoras, If we ask how this 
opposition itself arose- in the mind of our philosopher, 
an answer has already been given in the course of 
the present discussion.' Ancient physics recognised 
only corporeal nature. With this corporeal nature 
Anaxagoras cannot satisfy himself, because he knows 

' P. 345. 
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not how to explain from such a cause the movement of 
nature, the beauty and design of the universe, especially 
as he has learned from Parmenides, Empedocles and 
Leucippus, that the corporeal substance is something 
underived and unchangeable, not moved dynamically 
from within, but mechanically from without. Accord- 
ingly, he discriminates Spirit, as moving and ordering 
force, from matter ; and as he finds all order conditional 
on a division of the unordered, all knowledge condi- 
tional on discrimination, he thus defines the opposition 
of Spirit and matter : Spirit, he says, is the dividing and 
discriminating force, and consequently is itself simple 
and unmixed ; matter is that which is absolutely mixed 
and composite : a definition which ~vas closely connected 
with the traditional ideas of chaos, and more recently 
with the doctrines of Empedocles and the Atomists 
concerning the primitive state of the universe. If, 
however, matter really consists originally in a mixture 
of all things, and the operation of moving force in a 
separation of them, things as these definite substances 
must already be contained in the original matter, and 
in place of the elements and atoms the so-called Ho- 
moeomeries are introduced. 

The fundamental conceptions, therefore, of the An- 
axagorean system are without difficulty to be explained 
as resulting partly from the theories of earlier and con- 
temporary philosophers, and partly from such considera- 
tions as might easily and naturally occur to its author. 
Such being the case, me can the more readily dispense 
with the other sources of this doctrine, which some even 
among the ancients sought to derive from I-Iermotimus, 
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the mythical magician,' or from the wisdom of the East ; " 
hut these views have so little to recommend them that 
there can scarcely be a doubt of their groundlessness. 
As to any dependence of Anaxagoras on Orientaldoctrines, 
there exists no tradition on which the smallest reliance 
can be placed, nor does the nature of his system render 
it in any may probable.3 Hermotimus is manifestly not a 

' Arist. Metaph. i. 3, 984 b, 
18, after mention of v o l s  : Q a v ~ p 3 s  
pBv 08v 'Avataydpav ';byev h+dyevov 
7 0 6 ~ ~ ~  &v A ~ ~ W V ,  a i d a v  F ~ X S L  

r r p d ~ ~ p o v  'Ep,ud~rpos 6 Kha[o,uhlos 
~ixeiv .  The same is repeated by 
Alexander, &C., ad h. l. (Schol. in. 
Ar. 536 b) ; Philop. ad h. l. p. 2 ; 
ap. Simpl. Phys 321 a ;  Sext. 
Math. ix. 7 ; Elias, Cret. in Greg. 
Naz. Orat. 37, p. 831 (in Carus, 
hTachg. W. iv. 341), with no other 
authority for the statement except 
this t rxt  of Aristotle. 

2 To these belong the state- 
ment already mentioned, p. 326, 
2, that Anaxagoras visited the 
East and especially Egypt; also 
the hypotheses of Gladisch (Die 
Rel. ul~d die Philosophic Anairay. 
zcnd die Israeliten), and some of 
the ancients (on whom cf. Anaxag. 
utzd d. Isr. p. 4) ,  who would cou- 
nect him with Judaism. 

3 How inadequate are the au- 
thorities for Anaxagoras's visit to 
Egypt, we have already seen in 
the notice of them, p. 326, 2. Not 
one is less recent than the last 
decade of the Fourth Century after 
Christ ; even T'alerius Maximus 
does not speak of a journey to 
Egypt, but only of a dizizctina pere- 
g~ilzatio, while the property of An- 
'axagoras was laid waste, and i t  is 
very possible that he was thinking 
of Anaxagoras's residence inatheus, 

or of nothing definite. Bat eren if 
he had named Egypt as the destina- 
tion of this journey, his evidence 
could easily be contradictpd, and 
the saying concerning the grave 
of Mausolus, which Diog. (ii. 10) 
puts into the mouth of our philo- 
sopher (who died 19 Olympiads, 
i.e. 76 years, before i t  was built), 
would scarcely lend i t  any confirma- 
tion. If i t  be urged that  the Greeks 
from the time of Anaxagoras were 
so inclined to place their scientific 
greatness in connection with Egypt; 
that i t  is improbable an Egyptian 
journey, known to have been under- 
taken by this philosopher, should 
have received no mention, we can 
only infer from the corfiplete 
silence of all authoritieq on the 
subject, that nothing whatever was 
known of such a journey. Con- 
cerning the hypothesis of Gladisch, 
I have already given my opinion 
on the general presuppositions and 
collective result of this, Vol. I. p. 
36. The interpretation of facts 
to suit the interest of arbitrary 
combinations, with which he is 
there censured, is not wanting in  
the present case. For example, 
from the doomas of the Old Testa- 
ment, not only does he deduce, p. 
19, the doctrine of pre-existent 
matter (for which the Alexandrian 
Book of Wisdom is cited among 
other evidence as perfectly valid 
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historical contemporary of Anaxagoras, but a myt,hical 
f i g ~ ~ r e  in the past, who has only been associat,ed with 
Anaxagoras by the idle ingenuity of later writers.' 

testimony) ; but also the Anaxago- Cels. iii. 3 ; Tert. De An. c. 2, 44, 
rean Homoeomeries (p. 48);  and who adds that the inhabitants of 
conversely, from Anaxagoras (as Clazomenw erected a shrine to Her.  
has been shown, p. 352, 1) he de- motimus after his death. Thirdly, 
rires, by the most inadequate Hermotimns i s  mentioned by Hera- 
reasoning, the Jewish notions of cleides ap. Diog. viii. 4 sq. among 
the government of the universe. those in whom the soul of Pytha- 
The doctrine of the Old Testament goras had dwelt in its previous 
of the creation of t,he world by the wanderings ; and this is repeated 
direct Divine behest is represented by Porph. V. Pyth.; Hippol. Rejtrt. 
as in all essentialrespects ' entirely i. 2, p. 12 ; Tert. De Am. 28, 31. 
the same' (p. 43) as that of Amitx- That the statement refers to the 
agoras, of the first movement of Hermotimus we are discussing 
matter by volis, from which move- there can scarcely be a doubt, 
ment all things arise in a purely though Hippolytus erroneously 
mechanical manner. A parallelism calls him a Samian. But since in 
that is institut,ed in such a way these narrations Hermot,imus ap- 
can be of no assistance from an pears as a fabulous personage of 
historical point of view. the distant past, i t  is obvious that 

1 The statementsof the ancients the statement which Aristotle men- 
in regard to Hermotimus (t,he most tions must be devoid of all his- 
complete collection ha.s been made torical foundation; not to mention 
by Carus, ' Ueber die Sage??. won the modern writers who would 
Hermotimzcs,' Nachg. Werke, iv. even make Eermotimus the teacher 
330 sqq., and previously in PGlZc- of Anaxagoras (vide Carus, 334, 
born's Beitriige) are of three kinds. 362 sq.). This statement no doubt 
The first has just been quoted originated in the myth, in an 
from Aristotle, &c. Secondly, i t  attempt to find in the separation 
is asserted that, Hermotimus had of the soul from the body, which 
this wonderful faculty - that his is related of the old soothsayer. an 
soul often quitted his body for a analogue of Aaaxagoras's distinc- 
long time, and after i ts  return to tion of mind and matter. I t  is 
the body would give news of things possible that Democritus may hare 
a t  a distance; but once his enemies been the author of this interpre- 
took advantage of this state to tation, cf. Diog. ix. 34. Similar 
burn his body as if he had been legends are found in -India, as  
dead. Thus Pliny, H. N. vii. 53 ; Rohde shows, l. c. ; and it, may 
Plut. Gen. Socr. c. 22, p. 502; well Ee that the story, like other 
Apollon. Dysc. Hist. Gomn~entit. c. myths and some of our fables 
3. All three, however, are evi- about animals, may have had its 
dently dependent on the same rise there: whether we suppose i t  
source (probably Thopompus; cf. to have been brought by the an- 
Rohde, Rhein. Mzds. xxvi. ,558); cestors of the Helleues in Tery 
Lucian, Musc. E n s  c. 7 ;  Orig. c. ancient times from their Asiatic 
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W7e may therefore discard all these conjectures, and 
consider the  doctrine of Anaxagoras as the natural pro- 
duct of the previous philosophic development. And it 
is also the  natural end of that  development. For if in 
Spirit a higher principle has been found througll which 
nature itself is conclitioned, and without which neither 
the movement of nature nor its order and design can 
be explained, there arises henceforwart? the demand 
that this higher cause of nature shall also be recognised, 
the one-sided philosophy of nature comes to an end, 
and along with nature, and even before it, spirit be- 
con;es an object of investigation. 

The school of Anaxagoras did not itself take this 
course. We are indeed reminded of the Sophists in 
33[etrodorus's allegorical interpretations ; l but on the 
other hand Archelau~,~ the only disciple of Anaxagoras 

home, or to h a ~ e  come by way of Proam. 15;  Ens. xiv. 15, 9 ;  Aug. 
further Asia to the Ionians on the 6. c,. and from thence emigrated to 
coasts. Athens. The same presupposition, 

l P. 372, 6. or a negligent use of the source 
Archelaus, son of Apollo- employedby Clemens, seems to have 

dorns, or, according to  others, of given rise to the astounding asser- 
Myson, is described by most writers tion (Diog. ii. 16 ; cf. Schaubach, 
a s  an Athenian, but by some as a Anax. 22 sq.) that he first trans- 
Milesian (Diog. ii. 16; Sext. Math. plauted Physics from Ionia into 
rii .  14, ix. 360; Hippol. Rqfict. i. 9;  Athens. Most. probably, however, 
Clemens, Cohort. 43 D ; Plut. Plac. both the first and second of these 
i. 3, 12 ; Justin, Cohort. c. 3 ; and statements are merely inferences 
Simpl. Phys. 6). That  he was a from tlie supposed connection of 
scholar of Anaxagoras we are fre- the 6rzFoxh. Cf. p. 329, 1. The 
quently told (cf.,besides the writers same judgment, must be passed on 
just cited, Cic. Tt~sc. T. 4, 10 ; the statement (Cic., Sext., Diog., 
Strabo, xiv. 3, 36, p. 645 ; Ens. Simpl. I. c. : 10, Ari~toxanzcs upzd 
PP. Ev. X. 14, 6 sq. ; August. Civ. Diol~les ap. Diog. ii. 19, 23, X. 21 ; 
D. viii. 2). According t o  Euse- Eus. PT. Ev. X. 14, 9, xiv. 15, 9, 
bius, l. c., he first presided in Lamp- xv. 62, 8 ; Hippol. i. 10 ; Galen, 
sacus overthe schoolof Anaxagoras, H. Phil. 2, &C.) tha t  Socra.tes was 
whose successor he is called, ap. his disciple. This is not historical 
Clem. Xtrom. i. 301 A;  Diog. tradition, lout a pragmatical con- 

c c 2 
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of whom we know any part ic~lars ,~ remained faithful to 

jecture, shown to be improbable no fixed theory of philosophy, but 
not merely by the silencr of Xeno- occupied himself merely with par- 
phon, Plato, and Aristotle, but  also ticular investigations. Arist. Me- 
by the mutual relation of the doc- teor. i i  9,370 a, 10, says he eupposed 
trines of the two men, and by the >ightning to be *only a phenomenon - 
philosophic character of Socrates. of light, like the glittering of water 
(Cf. P a r t  11. a, 47 .sq., 3rd ea.) in motion. 'Theophrastus, H. Ph. 
The accounts concerning 'the doe- l. C., says that, according to him, 
trine of Archelaus would lead us to plants consist of the same sub- 
conjecture that i t  was expounded stances as  animals, ouly that they 
in writings. A book of Theophras- are  less pure and warm ; and 
tus about him, which is mentioned (Cnfis. Plant. i. 10, 3) that  t,he 
by Ciog:v. 42, was perhaps on1.y a colder plants flower in winter, the 
section of 'a larger work. Simpl. warmer in summer. The sitme 
1. caseems to refer toTheophrastns's author (1. c. iii. 23, 1, sq.) mentions 
B~JS~GS and not to  this exposi- his opinion on the best time for 
tion. sowing ; and (V. 9, 10) his view 

The dnaxagorean school ('Ava- concerning a disease of the vine ; 
taydperor, Plato, Cmt. 409 B ; lastly he tells us (DeS~ssz~ ,  38) that  
Syncell. Ch~on. 149 C ;  oi An' Clidemus expressed some opinions 
'Ava&rydpou, Flut. .Plac. iv. 3, 2-of on ahe perceptions of the senses : 
?repi 'AV. in the texts which Schau- alaOdveaOar yclp @qur rois d@OaApois 
bach, p. 32, quotes .is merely a piv(soWimmerreadsinsteadof~d- 
paraphrase)is s~metimesmentioned vov) 871 Gra@avsis. ra is  8' b ~ o n i s  87r 
withont any further account of it. F ' p ~ i n r w v  d d+,p KLVC? ra is  82 $ulv 
A trace of its ipflnence has already i@rh~opdvoIJ~  i b v  hElpa, ro;rov yhp 
come before us (p. 7 0  sq.) in the dva~iyvuaOar~ 7 5  88 yhduup robs 
treatise of the pseudo-Hippocrates, ~ u p o b s  ~ a i  ~b Ocpphv 7b  auxpbv, 
v .  8 r a f r ~ s .  A stholiast on Plato's 8rb .ib rrop@;/v d v a r  7 4  8' ~ A A V  
Gorgias (p. 345, E~kk.)  calls the adparr ?rap& p iv  raCr' o;O>v, abrtjv 
sophist Polus an Anaxagoreau; but 6: ~oi57wv ~ a i  rb Orpubv ~ a i  r b  bypb 
this is evidently an inference un- ~ a l  r b  6vavr ia  pdvov 8 i  rbs b ~ o ; l s  
justifiably drawn from 4 6 5 3 .  I n  aSrhs p2v ob8kv ~plverv, cls 68 rbv 
regard to Clidemus,also,it seems to voCv Fra?rdp?rrcv. oirx %crap 'Avata- 
me doubtful whether.Philippon i s  ydpas BpX;/v TOLE? ?rdvrwu (of all- 
right in assigning him to the school sense.perceptions) rbv voCv. This 
of Anaxagoras ('TAT hvOp. 197), alone shows tha t  Clidemus did not 
though I cannot agree.with 'Ideler share the philosophic opinions of 
(Arist. Meteorol. i. 617 sq.), who Anaxagoras; and, indeed, nothing 
makes him an adherent of gaped*  is anywhere said of him in a philo- 
cles. It would rather appe& that  sophicpdint.of view. That he is a 
this natmalist, who is me~tioned ilifferent person from Clidemus, or 
by Theophrastus (H. Plant. iii. Clitodemus the historian (Xiiller, 
1, 4) after Anaxagoras and Dio- Hist. Gr. i. 359 sqq.), with whom 
genes, and again (Dc Se?zsu, 38) he is identified by Meyer, Gesch. d. 
between them, and whom we may Botanik, i. 23 sqq. and others, is 
probably regard as a contemporary pror~ed by Xirchner, Jahrb. f. 
of Diogenes and Democritus, hsd Philol. Suppl. N. F. vii. 501 sq. 



the physical tendency of his master, and while he 
sought to soften Qwn his dualism, approximated some- 
what to the ancient materialistic physics. But even 
in his case our information is very scanty. We are 
told that in respect to ultimate causes he agreed with 
Anaxagoras; that, like him, he assumed an infinite 
number of small bodies of equal parts, from which all 
things arise by means of me~hanical combination and 
separation, and conceived these substances as originally 
mingled together ; but that he distinguished Spirit from 
the corporeal as the power which rules over it.' The 
original mixture of all substances he (approximating 
herein to Anaximeues and the ancient Ionic school) sup- 
posed to be like air; which, indeed, Anaxagoras had re- 

Simpl. Phys. 7 a (after Theo- 
phrastus): ?v pbv r$ yevCu~r roii 
edupov ~ a ;  707s iehhors rebpCraf 7 r  

(p~pcrv'i6rov. r h s  b p x h s  68 r h s  airrhs 
8L6wu[v Zanep 'A,va[aydpas. oihor 
pkv 0% &refpous r @  rh?j8rr ~ a l  
&vop.oyrvsis r b s  b p x h s  h ~ y u v u r  r h s  
dporopcpcfas ~ L O ~ Y T E S  Bpxas. (The 
latter also in Dc Ccelo, 269 b, l ; 
Schol. i?b Ar. 513 a;.) Clem. Cohort. 
43 D :  oi pkv a2rrjv r b  dnrrpov 
~ a 6 4 p v v u a r ,  t v  . . . 'Ava[aydpas . . 
its; . . 'Ap~E'Aaos.  ~ O ~ T W  pkv Y E  
B p p w  r b v  voiiv 2 z e a r q t ~ d r ~ v  r?j 
hrerpiq. Hippol. R g t ~ t .  i. 9 : 08ros 
f(pq r h v  pT[rv 7 % ~  ~ A ? ] S  hpufws 'Avo- 
[aydpa r a s  r e  h p ~ h s  iL(ua6rws. 
Aug. Cia. D. viii. 2 : etianz @se de 
pafiiculis imter se dissinzilihus, 
gtazbws singzlla ptcacyue Jiere?&t, ita 
omnia constare pzilauit, zct i?~esse 
etiain nze?~te?n diceret, qtue corpora 
dissinzilia, i. e. illas particzalns, 
eo??junge~&do et dissi.pa?zdo agerret 
omnia. Alex. Aphr. De Mixt. 141 
b: Anaxagoras and Archelnue were 

of opinion that dpotopepij . . . rrva 
helps ebar adpara ,  85 &v 5 rLjv 
aIu8qr3v y6veurs awpdrwv,  y r v o p l v ~  
~ a r h  u 6 y ~ p r u r v  KU; ff6v8rurv, where- 
fore they are both counted among 
those who regard all ~n iv tu re  as a 
mass of substantially separ:tte mat- 
ters. Philop. De Aa. B 16,: Arclie- 
laus helongs, to those 8aor r ip? j~aur  
r b  rCv  finb roi ,  1,o3 ~ c ~ r v ~ u f f a a  

T h r o u g h  this theory, which 
is confirmed by m l ~ a t  immediately 
follows, the statement that Arche- 
laus held air to be the primitive 
matter may easily be combined, as 
i t  appears to me, with the othel: 
accounts. Cf. Sext. Mnth. ix. 360 : 
' d p x  . . . bkpa [ Z A E ~ E  zdvrwv  eivar 
bpXhv  ~ a l  u ~ o r x r i o v ] .  Plut. Plac. 
i .  3, 12 (word for word the same: 
Justin, Cohort. c. 3 end) : ' A p x .  
. . bipa ieneipov [bpxhv  bne(p?jvaro] 
~ a l  r h v  rep; a2rbv r u ~ v d r ~ ~ a  ~ a i  
pdvwurv. T O ~ T W V  6h r b  phv ebar riip 
r b  6k 3 6 ~ ~ .  
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garded as a mixture of primitive substances of various 
kinds, but still only as a part of the original mass." 
Rloreover, while dnaxagoras strongly insisted on the un- 
mixed nature of Spirit, Archelaus, i t  is said, represented 
Spirit as mixed with matter; so that in air animated 
hy Spirit, he had a principle similar to that of Anaxi- 
menes and Diogenes, but different from theirs by reason 
of its dualistic ~ornposition.~ He also agreed with these 
philosophers in describing the first separation of the 
primitive mixture as rarefaction and ~ondensation.~ 
I n  this first separation the warm and the cold were 
divided, as had been taught by Anaximander, and also 
byAnaxagoras ; but, as the original mixture was already 
declared to  be air, Archelaus (herein differing from 
Anaxigoras) called these two principal masses of derived 
things fire ancl Following the example of his 
master, lie regarded fire as the active, and water as the 
passive element ; and since he tried to explain the 
formation of the universe in a purely physical manner 
from their joint operation, i t  might seem as if these 
material bases mere the ultimate cause of the universe, 
and that Spirit had no concern with it. This cannot, 

P. 365, 3. B ~ p p b v  ~ a l  bypdv. Herm. Iwis. c. 
? Hippol. l. c,: oBros 8; r i  v 4  5 : ' A p x  brrocpa~vdpcvos 7811 8Arcv 

d v u a d p ~ c r v  r r  r38dws p i y p a .  &p.p~hs Bcppbv K U ~  +vxpdv. Hippol. 
Stoh. Ecl. i. 56, may so far be l. c .  : ~ S v a r  6' dpX+v r l r  KLV;IUEWS 

correct: ' A p x .  &ipz ~ a l  v o f v  r b v  r b  Brro~plveoOar (so Duncker, after 
Bsdv, i.e., he may have characterised Roper and Ritter) ha' hhhQhwv r b  
air  and Spirit as the eternal and Beppbv ~ a l  .rb +uxpXv, ~ a l  ~b phv 
divine. Bcppbv ~ ~ u r ; u B a r ,  r b  61: +uxpbv 

Plut. Plac. ; vide 389, 2. 4 p s p r j .  Cf. Plato, Sopi'L. 242 D:  
V i d e  Vol. I. p. 250, and Vol. 6 6 0  62 k'rspos d?rBv, hypbv Ka; t ~ p b v  

11. p. 365. ?) Beppbv ~ a l  J i~ ixpbv,  s u v o r r i ~ c r  r e  
Plnt. Plac. l .  C., Diog. ii. 1 6 :  a b ~ h  KU; d ~ 6 l B ~ u r .  The reference t o  

EArye 6; 6 6 0  a i r l a s  &at y e v t u r w s ,  Archelaus is not, however, certain. 
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however, have been the meaning of Archelaus ; he no 
doubt supposed, like Anaxagoras, that spirit produced 
a vortex in the primitive infinite mass, and that from 
that vortex arose t,he first division of heat and cold, 
from which all other things spontaneously proceeded. 

I n  the division of matter the water ran together in 
the midst ; through the influence of heat, part of this 
evaporated and ascended as air, another part coizdensed 
and became earth; from the earth came the stars, 
which are detached portions of earth. The earth, 
which is a very small part of the universe, is kept in 
its place in the rotation by t,he air, and the air by fire. 
The surface of the earth must, according to Archelaus, 
be depressed towards the centre ; for if i t  were absolutely 
level, the sun would rise and set everywhere at  the 
same time. The stars at  first revolved laterally around 
the earth, which, on acoount of its raised edge, lay in 
perpetual shadow; only when the inclination of the 
heavens began, could the light and warmth of the sun 
operate upon the earth and dry i t  u p 2  I n  all these con- 
ceptions there is little to distinguish Archelans from 

1 Vide previous note and Sto?,. obscure m~pibfi~i, ~ u p l  TE~L$~)Z?TUL,  
l. c. : 0 ;  p k v ~ o ~  ~ o u p o ~ o ~ b v  7bv vocv. as Diog. continues : 8 6 ~ ~  pkv Smb 

2 The above results from Hip- 700 htpos, d 61 Smb 76s 701 nuphs 
p01. lac. cit., where, however, the ,ntpr$opirs ~ p a ~ ~ i r a r .  Hyk, l'orso- 
text is very corrupt; and from krc~t. Phil. i. 247 sq., proposes to  
Diog. ii. 17, where the traditional transpose the sentence thus : Knob 
reading is equally inadmissible in pLv aepl$P~i molc5 @v, ~aOb 8; ~ l s  
its meaning. According to this r b  a i~p i6 t s  u ~ v i u ~ a r a r  &Qpa ysvv4v. 
the ~ o r d s  run thus : ~ t l ~ d p ~ v d v  But what then would be the mean- 
qqnr r b  SGwp Snb 701  O~ppoi), ~aOb ing of n ~ p r j f i ~ i ?  I n  the same 
pkv tls ~b muprj6~s uuvLu~ara~, mor~iv passage is the statement 7hv 6h 
yfiv. K ~ O X  Fk rreprpfi~i, bdpa yevr4v. Odha~rav dv ~ o i s  fcoihors 61b 7ijs 
For muprj8ss Ritter, i. 342,  reads y6s $OoupLvtlv ~ u v r u ~ d v a r .  I n  this 
ruprj6ts ; perhaps we should sub- way no doubt the taste of sea- 
stitute for this ?rgAi6es, and for the water was explained. 



392 ANAXA G ORAS. 

Anaxagoras,' whom he likewise resembles in his opinions 
concerning living beings, so fhr as we are acquaintecl 
with them. The cause of animation in all creatures is 
S ~ i r i t , ~  which Archelaus seems to have connected with 
the air that they brea the .Vhey first arose from the 
heat of the sun : this produced from the terrestrial 
slime various kinds of animals, which were no~irishecl 
by the slime and only lived a short time ; subsequently, 
sexual propagatioii was jntroduced, and men raised 
themselves above the other creatures by their arts and 
 manner^.^ Concerning his other theories about men 
and animals, nothing has been told us; but i t  seems 
reasonable to conjecture that in them also he followed 
Anaxagoras, and that, like him and other predecessors, 
he bestowed special attention on the activities of the 
sensese5 The statement that he believed in the exist- 

Cf. p. 355 sq., 360. Arche- 
laus (vide sepra, 362, 6) also agrees 
with Anaxagoras in his expiann- 
tion of earthquakes, ap. Sen. Qu. X. 
vi. 12. 

Hippol. I. c. : vocv 82 AE'yer 
aCatv hp@heuOat M o i s  bpofws. xp$-  
uauBar yhp ~ n a o r o v  nal r f  v u w ~ ~ d r w v  
8ay  r b  pkv BpaBvr6pws r b  6; r a p -  
~ i p m r .  Instead of xp$aauBar we 
should read no doubt xpijuBar, and 
instead of the obscure words, r r j v  
awpd.rwv i5ay 74 uhpar r  bpoiws, as 
Ritter suggests ( Ion. Phil. 304). 

a This, I conjecture, partly 
from his general theones on Spirit, 
discussed above, and partly from 
the testimonies quoted, p. 364, 4. 
Also the fact that that opinion wus 
attributed to Anaxagoras is most 
easily explained on this theory. 

* Hippol. l. C.:  aepi 6b [&v 
@quiv. 8 ~ 1  B e p p a r v o ~ ~ ~ ~ s  75s  yj is r b  

n p i r o v  74 rcarh p;pos [ndrw 
Saov r b  Beppbv ~ a i  r b  JIuxpbv 

hpiuyero, bvs$~a[vero r(i r e  i ihha [@a 
r o h h b  nai budpota a d v r a  r h v  a h l v  
61airav. ?xovra i n  r i j ~  ih&os rpe@6- 
peva, $v 8; 6hiyoXP6i~ia. Surepov 6b 
ahrois ~ a l  5 6 t  bhh$hwv ybveurs 
b v i ~ ~ q  ~ L E K ~ @ ~ U ~ Y  &v@pwnoi b r b  
r i v  YLhhuv, nu1 $ y ~ p d v a ~  nai z,d@ovs 
nal rdxvas na1 adhers nal 7 b  &hha 
u u ~ 6 a r ? ~ a a v .  The same is to be 
found in part ap. Diog. ii. l 6  ; cf. 
p. 365, 6. A misapprehension of 
this tr:idition seems to have oiven 
rise to the statement of ~ p ? ~ h a -  
nius, Exp. Fid. 108'7 a, thdt Arche- 
lans thought all things originated 
from eart,h, which he regarded as 
the Erpx? r i v  8hwv. 

There seems to be an allusion 
to this in t,he short notice, ap. 
Diog. ii. 17: a p i r o s  8; E?TE ( t u v i ) ~  
ybvearv T + ~ J  TO$ dipos ? ~ h i j [ r v ,  where 



ence of an infinite number of worlds ' is, no doubt, 
founded on a misapprehension. 

Some writers maintain that Archelaus occupied 
himself with ethical enquiries as well as physics, and 
that he was in this respect a precursor of Socrates." 
In  particular, he is said to have sought the origin of 
right and wrong, not in nature, but in c ~ s t o m . ~  These 
statements, however, seem to have arisen from the im- 
possibility of conceiving the supposed teacher of Socrates 
to be without an ethical philosophy; and confirmation 
of this presupposition was looked for in a passage which 
originally had quite another meaning.4 That Archelaus 
accomplished anything important in the sphere of ethics 
is improbable, from the silence of Aristotle, who never 
once mentions him. 

But although the school of Anaxagoras remained 
faithful, as he himself did, to physical investigations, yet 
however rp(;1ror is incorrect, ride passage in Archelaus's treatise as 
sup. p. 368, 3. that quoted on p. 392, 4, from Hip- 

' Btob. Eel. i. 496, vide stcpra, polytus. Archelaus in  that  case 
Vol. I. p. 262, 3. had merely said that  men.were a t  

Sext. Milh. vii. l 4  : 'Apx first without law or morals, and . . . 7 b  p v u r ~ b v  K U \ L  ? O L K ~ Y  [ p ~ ~ f i p -  only attained to them in course of 
X E ? ~ ] .  Diog. ii. 16 : ? ' ~ L K E  8; K U ~  time ; and from this, later writers 
O ~ T U S  ;i+auBa~ 7 5 s  ~ O ~ K G S .  KU\L yhp deduced the sophistical statement 
nspl vdpmv w ~ @ r h o u d m v ~ ~  &a> ~ a h i r v  that right and wrong are not 
rtai 6r~alwv.  rap' us Z'*r~pdr?ls 74  founded on nature. Bitter's ex- 
a$t+uar abrbr ~ 6 p ~ i v  ~ T E A ? ~ @ ~ ? I .  planaiion of this proposition 

Diog. l. c. : iAsye 61 . . . r h  (Gosch. d. Pilil. i. 344): ' TbaLgood 
c$a h ~ b  7 4 s  Ihdos yevv~85var.  #a\r and evil in the world arise from 
r b  8~Kalov E&UL ~ a ' r  r b  aluxpbv o t  the distribution (vdpos) of the 
@bucr &A& v6,uy. primal seeds in the world,' seems 

4 ,4t any rate  in Diogenes the to me impossible : this signification 
remarkable combination of the two of vdpos is not proved by any of 
propositions concerning the genesis the analogies which he adduces. 
of animals, and the origin of right Diogenes, moreorer, certainly took 
and wrong, would lead us to sup- the sentence which he quotes only 
pose h a t  his iitterances are ulti- in its ordinary meaning. 
mately derived from the same 
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the new principle which he had introduced into physics 
necessitated an altered direction of enquiry ; and thus 
he is immediately connected with the phenomenon 
which marks the end of the previons philosophy, and 
the transition to a new form of scientific thought-viz., 
the rise of Sophistic opinion. 

y 
5 111.-THE S O P H I S T S . '  

1. Origin of the Sophistic doctl-ine. 

PHILOSOPHY, until about the middle of the fifth century, 
was confined to the small circles which the love of 
science had assembled in particular cities around the 
authors and representatives of physical theories. Sci- 
entific enquiry concerned itself but little with practical 
life. The necessity of theoretical instru~tion was only 
felt by a few, and as yet the attempt had never been 
made on an extended scale to make soience common 
property, and to found moral and political activity on 
scientific culture. Even Pythagoreanism can hardly be 
regarded as such an attempt ; for in the first place i t  
was only the members of the Pythagorean Society on 
whom its educating influe~ce was exerted ; and secondly, 

Jac. Geel, Historia witica 
Sophiatarunz, pui Secratis etate 
Atl8eqzisJl09-zee~t~q1t (Abva acta lite- 
raricc societ. Rhegio-Traject. P. IT.), 
Utr. 1823. Hermann, Plat. Phil. 
pp. 179-223,296-321. Bxumhawer, 
qisptctafio literaria, puam v i n ~  Ro- 
phistce hnbz~eri7zt Athenis ad etatis 
sue disc@llnam nzores ac stz~dki 
in~mutmda (Utr. 1144), a labori- 
ous work, but wi~hout  important 

results. Grote, Hist. qf Greece, 
viii. 474-544; to which diseussions 
I shall often have occasion to refer, 
on account of their very great im- 
portance. Schapz, Beitr. e. vorso- 
krat. Phil. azes Plato, 1. H. Die 
Sophistea. G&. 1867 ; Siebeck, 
LTeh. Soprates lIer6. z, Sophistip; 
U?ztwsnlch. s. Ph,il. d. Gr. 1873. p. 
1 sqq. ; Ueberweg, G~uqzdr. i. 27. 
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its science had no immediate reference to practical life : 
Pythagorean morality is a kind of popular religion ; 
Pythagorean science, conversely, is physics. The prin- 
ciple that practical capability is conditioned by scien- 
tific culture was, generally speaking, quite alien to 
antiquity. 

Meanwhile, in  the courrse of the fifth century, 
various causes combined to alter this state of things. 
The mighty impulse which Greece had received since 
the Persian wars, and Gelon's victory over the Carthagi- 
nians, must, in its subsequent influence, have deeply 
affected Greek science also, and the relation of science 
to the nation a t  large. Through a magnanimous en- 
thusiasm, a rare devotion on the part of &l1 individuals, 
these extraordinary successes had been attained: a 
proud self-reliance, a youthful desire for action, a pas- 
sionate strllggle for freedom, glory and power, were 
their natural result. The traditional institutions and 
national customs became too narrow for a nation that 
was spreading itself on all sides : the old constitutional 
forms could nowhere, except in  Sparta, maintain their 
ground against the spirit of Lhe age-the old cnstoms, 
even in Sparta, mere unable to do so. The men who had 
staked their lives for the independence of their country 
would not suffer their interest in the conduct of its affairs 
to  decline; and in the greater number, and the most 
intellectually active of the cities,' a democracy arose to 
power which in course of time was able without diffi- 
culty, to seh aside the few barriers of law yet remaining. 

l Especially in Athens and among her allies in Syracuse, and the 
otlier Sicilian colonies. 
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Athens, who by her glorious deeds had become the 
ruling centre of Greek national life, and since Pericles, 
had also united in herself more and more the scientific 
powers and efforts of the nation, was foremost to pursue 
this coixrse. The result was an incredibly rapid pro- 
gress in all spheres, an active rivalry, a joyful straining , 
of all the powers which, let loose by freedom, were 
guided by the great genius of Pericles to the highest 
ends; and so this city was enabled within a single 
generation to attain a height of prosperity and power, 
of glory and culture, of which history affords no parallel. 
With the increase of culture the claims on individuals 
necessarily increased, and the customary means of edu- 
cation were no longer sufficient. Education hacl, till 
then, been limited to  music and gymnastic, together 
with some elementary arts ; everything further was left 
to the unmethodicalr practice of life, and to the personal 
influence of relatives and fellow-citizens.' Eren politics 
and the ar t  of oratory, so indisperisable to a statesman, 
were learned in the same manner. This method had 
indeed produced the most brilliant results. From the 
school of practical experience the greatest heroes and 
statesmen went forth, and in the ~t~ords of the poets- 
of Epicharmus and Pindar, of Sirnonicles and Bacchy- 
lides, of Xschylus and Sophodes-an abunclant store of 
practical wisdom and observation of mankind, of pure 
moral principles and profound religious ideas, was de- 
posited in the most perfect form, for the benefit of all. 
But just because men had gone so far, they found i t  
necessary to go farther. If a higher cultivation of 
taste and intellect, such as could be attained in the 

Vicle Vol. I. p. 77. 
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accustomed way, was universally disseminated, the man 
who wished to distinguish himself was forced to look 
around him for something new. If all were habituated, 
through political activity and multifarious intercourse, 
to a keen apprehension of the relation of things, to 
rapid judgment and resolute action, only a special train- 
ing could give decided ascendency to individuals ; if an 
appreciative sense of the beauties of language and the 
subtleties of expression were quickened in  all, speech 
required to be treated in a more artistic manner than 
heretofore; and the value of this artistic eloquence 
became necessarily greater as more importance was 
attached, in the all-powerful popular assemblies, to the 
momentary charm and impression of the speeches. For 
this reason there arose in Sicily, independently of the 
Sophists, and almost contemporaneonsly with them, the 
rhetorical school of Corax. But the necessities of the 
time required not merely a methodical introduction to 
rhetoric, but scientific instruction onceriling all things 
of value in practical, and more especially in civil, life ; 
and if Pericles himself did not disdain to feed his re- 
fined and commanding spirit upon intercourse with 
Anaxagoras and Protagoras, the disciples of this scien- 
tific culture might the more confidenkly expect to benefit 
-as it became easier for a receptive intellect, by the 
proper use of dialectic, to discover weaknesses and con- 
tradictions in the ordinary notions about ethics, and 
thereby to attain, even as against the most skilled 
and experienced men of practice, the consciousness of 
superiority.' 

l Cf. the remarkable conversa- biades, Xen. &!em. i. 2, 40 sq. 
tion between Pericles and Alci- 
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Philosophy, in its earlier one-sided physical tendency, 
could not satisfy this need ; but i t  had itself arrived at  
a point where its form must of necessity undergo a 
change. I t  had started from the contemplation of the 
external world ; but already Heracleitus and Parmenides 
had shown, and all subsequent systems had agreed with 
them, that the senses cannot teach us the true essential 
nature of things. These philosophers did not indeed 
on that account cease to regard the explanation of 
nature as their proper task : they hoped to establish by 
reason that which is hidden from sense. But what right 
had they to this assumption until the specific character 
of intellectual thought and its object, as distinguished 
from the sensible perception and sensible phenomenon, 
had been more closely investigated ? If thought, like 
perception, acts according to the nature of the body 
and of external impressions,' it is not easy to under- 
stand why the one should be more trustworthy than the 
other ; and all that the early philosophers, from their 
various standpoints, had said against the senses may he 
said universally against the human faculty of cognition. 
If there is nothing besides corporeal Being, the mis- 
trust of the Eleatics and the principles of Heracleitus 
may be applied to all reality. They had contended 
against the reality of the Many by showing the contra- 
dictions that would result from its divisibility and ex- 
tension in space : and the reality of the One might be 
questioned on the same grounds. Heracleitus bad 
said that nothing is fixed except reason and the law of 
the universe ; and i t  might with equal right be asserted 

1 Vide Vol. I. p. 602; Vol. 11. pp. 79, 171. 
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that the law of the universe must be as changeable as 
the fire of which it consists-our knowledge as change- 
able as the thing to which it relates, and the soul in 
which i t  dweils.' The ancient physics, in a word, con- 
tained in its materialism the germ of its destruction. 
If  there be only corporeal Being, all things are extended 
in space and divisible, and all preseiitations arise from 
the working of external impressions upon the corporeal 
soul-from sensation 3 therefore, if the reality of di- 
vided Being and the trnth of the sensible phenomenon 
be renounced from this standpoint, truth and reality 
are altogether cancelled, all things are resolved into a 
subjective appearance; and, with the belief in the 
cognisability of things, the endeavour after the know- 
ledge of them must likewise be a t  an end. 

As Physics thus indirectly paved the way for an 
altered tendency of thought, so this tendency was di- 
rectly forced upon Physics from without. Though we 
ought not, perhaps, to lay much stress upon the fact 
that the later physicists, as compared with the earlier, 
bestow far more attention on the study of man, and that 
Democritus, already a contemporary of the Sophists, 
also occupied himself to a great extent with ethical 
questions-yet we must in any case regard the Anaxa- 
gorean doctrine of Spirit as the direct preparation for 
the Sophistic doctrine, or, more accurately, as the 
clearest indication of the change which was even then 
taking place in the Greek theory of the world. The 

1 That such inferences were of this section. In  regard to 
really deduced from the doctrines Heracleitus i t  has already been 
of the Eleatics and Heracleitus shown, p. 115, l ; and in regard to 
willbe shown in thefourth Chapter the Atomists, p. 314 sq. 
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v05s of Anaxagoras is not, indeed, the human mind as 
such; and when he said that voGs rules all things he 
did not mean that man has all things in his power by 
means of thought. But he harl nevertheless created - 

the concept,ion of mind out of his own consciousness, 
and though it may have been treated by him as a force 
of nature, in its essence i t  was not distinct from the 
mind of man. Consequently, when others transferred 
what Anaxagoras had said of Mind to the human mind 
-the only Mind given in our experience-they went 
only one step farther upon the road which he had 
opened-they reduced the voGs of Anaxagoras to its 
basis in actual fact, and set aside a presupposition which 
must have seemed to others untenable: they allowed 
that the world is the work of the thinking essence ; 
but as the world was to them a subjective phenomenon, 
so the world-creating conscionsness became human con- - 
sciousness, and man became the measure of all things. 
Sophistic did not directly arise from this reflexion. The 
first appearance of Protagoras, at  any rate, can hardly 
be assigned to a later date than the development of 
Anaxagoras's doctrine, and we know of no Sophist who 
had any express connection with that doctrine. But 
the doctrine shows us, speaking generally, an alteration 
in the attitude of thought to the outer world ; whereas - 

previously, the grandenr of nature had so absorbed man 
that he was carried away, and became self-forgetful in his 
admiration of it, man now discovered in himself a power 
which, distinct from everything corporeal, orders and 
rules the corporeal world ; spirit appears to him some- 
thing higher as compared with nature ; he turns from the 
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investigation of nature, in order that he may be 
occupied with himself.' 

That this would immediately take place in the right 
way was hardly to be expected. With the culture and 
brilliancy of the epoch of Pericles there went hand-in- 
hand an increasing relaxation of the ancient discipline 
and morality. The undisguised self-seeking of the 
greater States, their tyrannical conduct to the lesser, 
even their successes, undermined the public morals; 
the ceaseless internal feuds opened a wide field for 
hatred and revenge, for avarice, ambition, ancl all the 
passions; men accustomed themselves to the violation, 
first of pilblic, then of private rights, and the curse 
of all self-aggrandising policy was fulfilled in the most 
powerful cities, such as Athens, Sparta and Syracuse : 
the recklessuess with which the State trampled upon 
the rights of other States destroyed in its own 
citizens respect for right and laws2 And when indi- 
viduals liad sought their glory for a while in devotion 
to the ends of the coinmon selfishnes2: they began to 
apply the same principle of egoism in an opposite 
direction, and to sacrifice the welfare of the State to 
their own in tere~ts .~  Moreover, as democracy in most 
of the States increasingly threw aside all the restraints 
of law, the most e~travaga~nt notions were formed con- 

1 A similar relation to that  s NO more forcible rmson could 
between Anaxagoras and the So- be given for the Sophistic theory 
phists is to be found later between of egoism than that  brought for- 
Aristotle and the post-Aristotelian ward by the Platonic Callicles 
philosophy, with its practical one- (Gory. 483 D), and afterwards 
sidedness, and its abstract subjec- repeated in Rome by Carneades 
t idty.  Cf. Part  III. a, i3, 2nd ed. (vide Part  111. n, 467, 2nd ed.), 

Cf. in reference to this Par t  that in politics men only proceed 
11. a, 23, 3rd ed, on these principles. 

VOL. 11. D D 
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cerning popular government and civil equality ; there 
grew up a licentiousness which respected no customs or 
proprieties,' and the perpetual alteration of the laws 
seemed to justify the opinion that they arose without 
internal necessity, merely from the whims, or the 
interests, of those temporarily in power.2 Finally, the 
advancing culture must itself have more and more re- 
moved the limits which were formerly set by morality 
and religious faith to selfishness. The unqualified 
admiration of home institutions, the simple presupposi- 
tion, so natural to a restricted stage of culture, that 
everything must be as we have been accustomed to 
see i t  a t  home, necessarily vanished before a wider 
knowledge of the world and of history, and a keener 
observation of mankind.-or the man who had once 
accustomed himself to ask for reasons in everything, 
traditional usage naturally lost its sanctity; and he 
who felt himself superior to the mass of the people in 
intelligence would not be inclined to venerate, in the 
resolutions of the ignorant multitude, an inviolable 
law. Nor could the ancient belief in the gods hold 
its place before the growing enlightenment ; the reli- 
gious services and the gods themselves belonged to the 
things which some nations regard in one way, and some 
in another; moreover, the old myths contained much 
that was incompatible with the purer moral conceptions, 
and newly attained insight'. Even art contributed 

1 Here again Athens is an ex- Cf. on thls point the quota- 
ample ; the fact itself requires no tions that  will be cited litter on 
confirmation; in place of all other in  connection with the Sophistic 
evidence we may refer to  the mas- theories on right and law. 
terly description in the Republic, S Cf., for example, Herod. iii. 
viii. 557 B sqq., 562 C sqq. 38. 
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to the undermining of faith. Plastic art, hy its very 
perfection, made men recognise in the gods the work 
of the human mind, which in ar t  actually proved that 
it was capable of creating from itself the divine irlesl, 
and was free to control it.' But  still more dangerous - 

for the traditional customs and religion must have been 
the development of poetry, and, above all, of the drama, 
the most effective and popular kind of poetry. The 
whole action of the drama, comic as well as tragic, is 
based npon the collision of duties and rights, of views 
and interests, upon the  contradiction between traditional 
usage and natural laws, between faith and the specula- 
tions of reason, between the spirit of innovation and 
the predilection for what is old, between versatile 
cleverness and simple rectitude-in a worcl, upon the 
dialectic of moral relations and d ~ t i e s . ~  The more p'er- 
fectly this dialectic unfolded itself, the lower poetry 
descended from the sublime study of the moral wl~ole 
to the relations of private life, the more she sought her 
glory (after the manner of Euripides) in  the subtle 
observation and accurate dissection of dispositions and 
motives, the  more the gods were subjected to  human 
standards, and the weaknesses of their anthropomorphic 
nature exposed,-the more unavoidable was it that the 
drama should serve to nonrish moral doubt, to under- 
mine the old faith, and along with pure and exalted 
utterances, to bring into circulation some that were 

The most flourishing period prepared: we neecl only think of 
of art,  even of religious ar t ,  seems the artists of the fifteenth and six- 
in general to occur when some form teenth centuries. 
of f i~i th is beginning t,o wauer, P a r t  11. a, 4, 3rd edition. 
and its trarisfmnation is being 
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frivolous and dangerous to morals.VOf what use was 
it to recommend the virtue of the ancients, and to 
complain, like Plristophanes, of the modems, if every- 
one was alike quitting the standpoint of past times, 
and making merry in a wanton humour with all that 
had then been holy ? The mhole epoch was penetrated 
with a spirit of revolution and of progress, and none of 
the existing powers was in a position t o  exorcise it. 

It was impossible that philosophy should not be 
infected by this spirit. Essential points of contact with 
i t  mere already to be found in the systems of the 
Physicists. When Parmenides and Heracleitus, Em- 
pedocles, Anaxagoras and Democritus with one accord 
distinguish between nature and traditional custom, he- 
.t%veem truth and human tradition, this distinction 
needed only to be applied to the sphere of practice in 
order to maintain the Sophistical view of the positive 
element in morals and law. If several of these plzilo- 
sophers had expressed themselves with bitter contempt 
in regard to  the senselessness and folly of mankind, the 
conclusion was not far to seek-that the opinions and 
laws of Chis foolish multitude were not binding on 
the wise. In  respect to religion, this declaration had 
long since been made. The bold and telling assaults 
of Xenophanes had given a shock to the Greek popular 
belief, from which it never again recovered. Hera- 
cleitus agreed with him in a passionate polemic against 
the theological poets and their myths. Even the 
mystical school of the Pythagoreans, even the prophet 

The charactsr of &;reek poetry more at  length in the introduction 
in the fifth century is discussed to the second part of this work: 
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Empedocles, appropriated this purer conception of God, 
which, outside of philosophy-not unfrequently in  the 
verses of 'a Pindar, an Bschylus, a Sophocles, an Epi- 
channus-gleams out amidst the luxuriant growth of 
mythical imagery. The stricter physicists, lastly-such 
as Anaxagoras and Democritus-occupy towards the faith 
of their conntry an attitude of complete independence : 
k11e visible gods, the sun and moon,are in their opinion 
lifeless masses; and whether the guidance of the uni- 
verse be entrusted to a blind natural necessity or to a 
thinking mind, whether the gods of the popular creed 
are quite set aside, or are changed into the ~ 1 8 w h a  of 
Demoeritus, makes no great difference as far as any 
connection with the existing religion is concerned. 

More important however for .the purpose of our 
enquiry, than all that we have been considering, is 
the whole character of the earlier philosophy. All 
the factors which promoted the development ~f a 
xeptical mode of thought, were also of necessity 
favourable to moral scepticism; if truth, speaking 
generally, disappears from corzsciousness on account 
of the deceptions of the senses and the flux of pheno- 
mena, moral truth must likewise disappear from it. If  
man is ihe measure of all things, lae is also the measure 
of what is commanded and permitted ; and if we cannot 
expect that all men should conceive things in the same 
manner, neither can we expect that all men in their 
actioils should follow one and the same law. This scep- 
tical result could only be escaped through a scientific 
method, which should be able to reconcile contradic- 
tions by the union of that which is apparently opposed, 
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to  distingsish the essential from the unessential, to 
point out abiding laws in changing phenomena and in 
the capricious actions of men; and, in this manner, 
Socrates saved himself and philosophy from the errors 
of the Sophists. Bat i t  was bere, precisely, that all 
the earlier philosophers failed. Starting from a limited 
observation, they brought forward now one, and now 
another cluality in things: to the exclusion of all other 
qualities, as their first pri~ciple. Even those among 
them who sought to combine the opposite principlee of 
Unity and A!Lultiplicity, Being and Becoming--viz. 
Empedocles and the Atomists-did not get beyond a 
one-sided physical and materialistic theory of the 
world ; and though Anaxag-oras completed the material 
causes by the addition of Mind, he only apprehendec! 
Mind as a force of nature. The one-sidedness of their 
procedure made the ancient philosophers not merely 
incapable of opposing a dialectic which combated these 
partial notions by means of one another, and cancelled 
them by each other, but in the progress of reflection 
they must necessarily hare been forced to adopt it. If 
the Plurality of Being were maintained, the Eleatics 
proved that All is One ; if its Unity mere asserted, this 
was met by the consideration which had led the later 
Physicists beyond the Eleatic doctrine-viz., that with 
Plurality all concrete qualities of things must likewise 
be given up. If something emchangeable were sought 
us the object of thought, Heracleitus upheld the uni- 
versal experience of the variability of phenomena. If 
the fact of their variability were admitted, then the ob- 
jections of the Eleatics against Becoming and Being 
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had to be overcome. I f  natural enquiries were pursued, 
the ne\~\.ly-awakened consciousness of the higher im- 
portance of spirit turned aside the enquirer. I f  moral 
duties were attempted to be established, no point of 
fixity could be found i n  the vortex of opinions and 
usages, and natmal law seemed to lie only in  the justi- 
fication of this caprice, in the dominion of subjective 
pleasure and advantage. This uncertainty of all scien- 
tific and moral convictions was first brought to an end 
by Socrates, who showed how the various experiences 
were to be weighed against each other dialectically, and 
combined in  general conceptions, which teach us to  
know the unchangeable essence of things in the change 
of their accident,al characteristics. The earlier philo- 
sophers, to whom this method was still strange, could 
not n-ithstand him-ttheir one-sided theories mutually 
destroyed each other. The revolution which was then 
being accomplished in all the spheres of Greek life 
took possession also sf  science, and philosophy became 
Sophisticism. 

2. The Elr.te~lznZ Ilistory of the Sop7~ists. 

The first person who is mentioned ' ss having come 
forward under the name and with the pretensions of a, 

The fullest acconnt of Prota- 
goras is giren by Frei in his 
Qz~esti,,~aes P~otagoree (Bonn, 
1845); this is merely confirmed and 
supplemented as to details, hy 
0. Weber, Qn~estio?zes P~otagoree 
(Marb. 1850), and T'itringa, De 
P~ot .  Tita et I'hilos. (Gron. 1853). 
Of the earlier ~ r i t e r s ,  Geel, Hist. 

Crit. Sol~h. p. 68-120, is unimpor- 
tant ; the nionograph of Herl~st  in  
Petersen's Philo1.-Histor. Sttcdien 
(1832), pp. 88-164, contains much 
matter, hut treats it rather super- 
ficially ; Geist, De Protngme Vztn, 
Giessen, 1827, confines h~mself t o  
a short discussion of the biography 
of Protagoras. 
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Sophist is Protag-oras,' of Abdem2 The activity of 
this man extends over almost the whole of the second 
half of the fifth century. Born about 480 B.c., or 
perhaps somewhat earlier: from his thirtieth year up- 

' All writers, from Plato down- 
w;ards, describe him as  a native of 
Abdera (Prot. 309 C ; Rep. X. 600 
C). Eupolis, according to Diog. 
ix. 50,  &C., calls him instead a 
Teian, but this is only a difference 
of expression. The Abclerites 
were called Teians because their 
city was a colony of Teos. I n  
Galen, H. PhiZ. c. 8 ,  instead of 
Protagoras the Elean, Diagoras the 
Xelian should be substituted. The 
father of Protagoras is sometimes 
called Artemon, sometimes Mean- 
drius, also Maeandrus or Mcnander; 
vide Frei, 5 sq. ; Vitr. 19 sq. 

I n  Plato, P r o t .  316 B, sqq., he 
says himself that  the Sophistic a r t  
is of ancient date, but that those 
who practised i t  formerly disguised 
themselves under other names: d721 
o6v ~ O G T W V  T ~ V  ~ v a v r f a v  $nauav d8bv 
;hhhv@a,  dpohoyrj T E  a o @ ~ u r 4 s  
~ S v a r  ~ a i  r a t 8 ~ 4 ~ 1 v  & v % p ~ ~ o v r ,  &c. 
I n  reference to this we read further 
on, 349 A : a d  y' &va@av8bv ueavrbv 
bao~7Jpv[dpEvos € is  ~ d v r a s  robsr 'EA-  
Avvas ao@rur?v i r o v o p d a a s  rrravrbv 
&n;cpqvas rar8ehuews ~ a >  bpt . r ls  
G r 8 d a ~ a h o v  apGros r o h r o u  pru0bv 
b(r8aas &puuuBar. (The latter state- 
ment is repeated i n  Diog. ix. 52 ; 
Yhilostr. V. Soph. i. 10, 2 ;  Plato, 
Hipp. Mnj. 282 C, &C.) When in 
the Ilfeno, 9 1  E, certain predecessors 
of the Sophists are mentioned, this 
does not refer to Sophists proper, 
but to  the persons previously spolisn 
of in P r o t .  316 sq. 

The dates in the life of Prota- 
goras are uncertain, a s  with most 
of the ancient philosophers. Apol- 

lodorus, ap. Diog. ix. 56,  assigns 
his most flourishing period to 01. 
8 4  (444-440 B.c.). That he was 
col~siderably older than Socrates 
we learn from Plato, P r o t .  31: C, 
where i t  is said that there was 
none of those present of whom he 
might not hare been the father 
(though this remarlt may not be 
intecded literally) ; from P ~ z .  
318 B. l i icret .  1'71 C ,  and from the 
circumstiince that the Platonir So- 
cratrs often speaks of him ( T h e e t .  
164 E sq., 168 C, D, 171 D. l%fe?zo, 
91 E ; cf. Apol. 19 E) as dead: and 
in the Meno, l ,  c. he is said to have 
nearly attained the age of serenty. 
I n  regard to the time of his drath, 
the words in the iMe?zo: &L ~ l r  
r 4 v  4 p i p a v  rau'rqv; E ; ~ O K I ~ & V  0 6 8 ; ~  
n i n a v r a r  imply that  he beloilgecl to  
the distant past ; and if the state- 
ment of Philochorus, ap. Dicg. ix. 
55, is correct, that Euripides, ~7110 
died in 406 or 4 0 i  B.c., a.lluded to  
him in Ixion, he cannot be stipposed 
to have lived beyond 408 B.C. Thitt 
this theory is not contradicted by 
the verse of Timon, ap. Sext. Mnfh. 
ix. 57, has already been' shown 
by Wermann ( Z e i t s c l ~ r .  .f. Alter- 
thzavzsu~ 1834, p. 364),  Frei, p. 62, 
&c. The assertion (Diog. ix. 54) 
that his accuser Pythodorus was 
one of the Fotw Hundred, makes 
i t  probaiile that his trial took place 
in the time of the Four Hundred; 
though i t  must be granted to the 
writers namtd above that this does 
not absolutely follow ; and another 
testimony (in,!: 409, 2j  designates 
Euath1u.s as his accuser. The other 



wards l he passed from one Greek city to another, offer- 
h g  his instructions in exchange for payment, to all 
who sought t,o gain practical ability and higher mental 
culture ; a ~ d  so brilliant was his success, that the 
youths of the educated classes everywhere flocked to 
authorities in  favour of his perse- a, 24, he asked, indecd, a fixed 
cution by the Four Hundred (cf. sum, but left i t  to his pupil to  
Frri.  76; Weber, 19 sq.) are un- decide a t  the erid of the instmc- 
certain. The statement tha t  he tions what he would give; if tke 
was nine$ years old a t  his death price seen~ed to him excessive. 
( b l o t ,  ap. Diog. ix. 56 ; Schol. ad All the more improbable is the 
Plnt. RI?. X. 600 C), which con- well-known story of his law-suit 
tradicts the testimony of Plato, with k!':nathlus, ap. Gell. v. 10 ; 
followed also by Apollodorus cap. Apul. Floril. i;.. 18, p. 86 Eild. ; 
Diog. ix. 56), deserves no attent~on. Diog. ix. 56 ; Marcellin, XIhet. G?. 
Accordingto the foregoing evidence, Ecl. Welz, iv. 179 sq. Especidly 
the conjecture (Geist, 8 sq. ; Frei, a s  Sext. ikfath. ii. 96 ; Prolegg. ia 
64 ; Vitringt, 27 sq.) that  his birth Hcmzogcw. ; Rhet. Gr. Ed. !ATalz, 
was in 48v B.C. and his death in iv. 13 sq.; Sopater, in Hrrmog. 
S11 B.C. does not make him a t  all ibid. u. 6, 65, iv. 154 sq.; Max. 
too old; his birth may probably I>e P h n .  I'rolegg. ibid. v. 215 ; Doxo- 
assigned still more accnrately to pater, Prolegg. ibid. vi. 13 sq., say 
481-2 (Diels, Rh. Mz~s.  xxxi. 44); the saEe of Corax andTisias. The 
on the other hand, Scbanz, I .  c. 23, case here supposed of an nnanswer- 
doubtless goes too. far in assignihg able question seems to hare been a 
his birth to 490-487, and his death faronrite theme for sophistic rhe- 
to 420-417 B.C.  Cf. the detailed torical exercises; if Pythagoras's 
cliscassion of Frei, p. 13 sqq., and 6 i ~ n  S d p  plu8oi (Diog. ix. 55) was 
Weber, p. 12. genuine, me might assume that this 

According to Plato, Mem, 91 theme had been discassed in it ,  
E ;  Apollod. ap. Diog. ix. 56, he and that the anecdote arose from 
practisedhis profession as a Sophist thence ; if i t  wits not genuine, the  
for forty years. opposite assumption, that the anec- 

Vide p. 408, 3 ; 411, 1 ; Plato, dote gave occasion to its fabrica- 
Theet. 161 D, 179 A. The fee tion, has more in its favour. Ac- 
that  he asked (for a ?hole course) cordlng to biog. ix. 54 ; cf. Cramer, 
is said by Diog. ix. 50, 52 ;  Anccd. Paria, i. 17'2 (Frei, 76), 
Quiatil. iii. 1, 10: &c. (Frei. 165) Euathlus was named by Aristotle 
to hare bcen 100 nlins, and Gell. as the person who accused Prota- 
v. 3, 7, speaks 01 a pccta?zin i?$gens goras of atheism; but this is 
a?mun. Tlie snm is no doubt perhaps only the ignorant rrpeti- 
greatly exaggerated, though i t  tion of an expression relating to  
appears from P ~ o f .  310 D, that  he the laysuit about his payment. 
demanded considerable remunera- According to Diog. ix. 50, Prota- 
tion. According to Plato, Prot. goras also collected money from 
328 B ; Arist. Eth. AT. ix. 1, 1161 those present for single lectures. 
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him and overwhelmed him with admiration and with 
gifts.' Resides his native city,2 Sicily and Magna 
Grzcia are mentioned as the scene of his labours, but 
especially Athens; where not only Callias, but also 
Pericles and Euripides sought his society; the exact 

' The most vivid account of 
the enthusiastic ~7eneration ac- 
corded to Protagoras, is given by 
Plato, Prot. 310 D sqq., 314 E sq., 
&c. Cf. Rep. X. 600 C ( i n f . 418 ,  l )  ; 
T h e ~ t .  161 C ; as to his gains we 
read in the Meno, 91 E, that his ar t  
yielded more than that  of PheYdias 
to  himself and ten other sculptors ; 
Athenzus, iii. 113 c, speaks pro- 
rerbially of the gains of Gorgias 
and Protagoras. Dio Chrys. Or. 
l i r .  280 R, cannot be quoted as 
e~idence to the contrary, as is 
shown by Frei, p. 167 sq. 

According to B l i a n ,  V. H i r .  
2 0 :  cf. Snid. n p w ~ a y .  Schol. ad. 
plc&. Bep. X. 600 C ,  his fellow 
citizens called him hdyos. Faro-  
rinus, ap. Diog. ix. 50, sltys, through 
a mistake for Diogenes (vjde s t y .  
p. 213. n . )  : uo@;a. 

His  residence in Sicily in 
mentioned in Plato's &eater E@- 
pins, 282 D, which, however, itself 
i s  not very trustworthy. There is 
a reference to Lower Italy in the 
statement that he gave laws to the 
Athenian colony in Thurii (Hem- 
cleid. ap. Diog. ix. 50, and Frei, 65 
sqrl., Weber, 14 sq.: Vitringa, 43 
sq.), since he no doubt himself in 
that case accompanied the colonists. 
From Sicily he may have pone to 
Cyrene, and there formed a friend- 
s h ~ u  with the mwthematician Theo- 
dorus. xvhom Plato mentions, Theet.  
l 6 1  B, 162 A. 

Protagorns was repeatedly in  
Athens, for Plato (Prot. 310 E) 

represents him as speaking of a 
former visit which took place n 
considerable time before the second, 
to  which the dialogue is assigned. 
Plato makes this second visit Begin 
before the commencement: of the 
Peloponnesian War, for tha t  is, 
irrespectire of triflinq anachro- 
nisms, the sapposed date of the 
dialogue, nrhi~h was held on the 
second day after the arrival of the 
Sophist (vicle Steinhart, Pln,tow9s 
Werke, i. 425 sqq., and my treat.ise 
on the Platnn. A~aachronismetz, Ahh. 
d .  Berl. Akad. 1873;  Phil. Hist. 
KZ. p. 63  sq.). That Protsgoras 
was a t  that time in Athens, we 
find also from the fragment, ap. 
H u t .  Cons. ctd Apoll. 33, p. 118, 
and Perzol. c. 36. Whether he re- 
mained there until his exile, or 
continued his wanderings in the 
interim, we are not told, but the 
latter supposition is far the most 
prol~ahle. 

S I n ,  regard to Callias, the 
famous patron of the sophists, who, 
according to Plat,o, Apol. 20 A, had 
expended more money upon them 
than everyone else put together, 
this is well known from Plato 
(Pvctaq. 314 D, 315 D, Cmt. 391 
B), Xenophon (Sy?np. i. 5 ) ,  &C. 

I n  regard to Euripides, we gather it 
from the quotations, p. 408, 3, and. 
also from the statement (Diog. ix. 
54), that Protagoras read aloud 
his treatise on the gods in Euri- 
pides' house. In  regard to Pericles, 
vide the quotations from Plutarch 
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date and duration, however, of his residence in these 
different places we cannot precisely ascertain. On ac- 
count of his treatise concerning the Gods, he was perse- 
cuted as an Atheist, and obliged to leave Athens; in 
his voyage to  Sicily he was drowned: his treatise was 
burnt for political reasons.' Of his doctrine nothing 
is known to us;  he is said to have heen a pupil of 
Democritus,"but this, in  spite of Hermann's opinion 
to the contrary,3 I consider to be as fabulous4 as the 

i n  the previous note; for e w n  if 
the anecdote mentioned in the 
s e c o ~ d  quotation be merely a piece 
of gossip, such gossip would have 
been impossible unless the inter- 
conrse of Pericles with Protagoras 
had been a recognised fact. Con- 
cerning other disciples of Prota- 
goras, vide Frei, 171 sqq. 

l The above is attested by 
Plato, T h e ~ t .  171 D ;  Cic. N. D. 
i. 28,  63;  Diog. ix. 51 f, 54 sq.; 
Ens. PT. Ezl. xir. 10, l 0  ; Philost,r. 
V. Soph. i. 10 ; Joscph. c. Ap. ii. 
37 ; Sexr. iMath. ix. 56, &c. ; bnt 
the evidence is not agreed as to 
the particular circumstances, and 
especially as to whether Protagoras 
lef t  Athens as an exile or as a 
fugitive. VideFrei, 75 sq.; Iiriscl~e, 
Forsch. 139 sq. ; Vitringa. 52 sqq. 
' Disgoras' is substituted for Pro- 
tagoras in Valer. iMttx. I., i. ext. 
7 ; but this is of no importance. 

The oldest evidence for this 
is an Epicurean let,ter, Diog. ix. 
53 : ~ p i r o s  r ? v  K a h o u p i v ~ v  r h h q v ,  
&p' 3 s  r h  @ o P r : a  @ a u ~ d [ o v u ~ v ,  E ~ ~ E V ,  

8s q q u r v  ' A p t ~ r o r i h ~ s  dv 74 T E ~ >  

r ra r8rLas  @opuo@dpos y h p  q v ,  i s  ~ a i  
'Enhcovpds a 0 4  @TUG, K U ~  ~ o c ~ o v  r b v  
r p 6 r o v  $p07  r p b s  ~ q p d q ~ r o v ,  ( & h a  
~ E ~ E K & S  b @ B d s  ; Id. X. 8, Timocrates, 
a pupil of Epic~~ras,  who afterwards 

quarrelled with him, reproach'ed 
liimwith despising all other philoso- 
phers, and with having called Plato 
a sycophant of Dionysins, and Aris- 
totle a dehauchee ( ~ U W ~ O S )  @oppo- 
@dpov r e  n p w r a y d p a v  KU> y p a @ d a  
~ v p o ~ p i r o ~  ~ a l  i v  ~ h p a i s  y p d p p u r a  
8 1 8 d ~ K t l ~ .  The sitme is as~erted by 
Snidas, n p w r a y d p a s  K o r h ~ q ,  @UP,LLO- 
@dpos, by the Scholiast in Plato's 
Kep. X. 600 C,  and some~vhat more 
a t  length from the same Epicurean 
letter, by Athen. viii. S54 c. 
Lastly, Gellius v. 3 elaborates the 
story still further, but without ad- 
ding any djtfrrent features. Pro- 
tngoras is also called the pupil of 
Democritils 'oy Philostr. V. Soph. 
i. 10, 1 ; Clem. Strom. i. 301 D, 
and Galen, H. l'hil. c. 2 ; and the 
statement in Diilgenes is based 
upon the same assumption. 

De Pi~ilos. I o n i c .  Btatt. 17, cf. 
Zeitschr. fiir Alttrthumsw. 1834 ; 
369 F. Gesch. d. Plat. 190. Vitringa 
follows him, p, 33 sqq. ; Rrandis 
also giros credit to the statement 
of Epicurus, mhile Mullach, De- 
nzocr. Fvagm. 28 sq., Frei, 9 sq., 
and others, contest it, 

My reasons are these. 111 
the first place there is no credible 
testimony for the sratement. I n  
regard to our authorities, Diogcnes 
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statement of Philostratus, according to which he was 
instructed by the Magi '--the same, who, according t o  
others, were the teachers of Democritus h im~el f .~  Of 
his writings, which were tolerably n~trnerous,~ only a 
few fragments have been preserved. 

Qorgias of Leontium was a contemporary of Prcta- 

and Athenens name as their source gether uncertain, contradicts the 
only the Epicnreau letter ; Snidas most trustworthy theories as  to the 
and the Scholiast of Plato depead chronological relation of the two 
only on Diogenas; the representa- men (cf. p. 209, 321 sqq.), and since 
tion of Gellius is evidently a mere we shall yresently find that  there 
amplification of that which Athe- is not a trace of Demccritean influ- 
n s u s  relates as from Epicurns. ence in the doctrines of the Soph- 
All these testimonies, therefore, ists. we may venture to regard the 
are  wholly derived from the state- whole as most probably an unhis- 
ment of Epicurus. What value, to~ ica l  inr~ention. 
however, can we ~ t t a c h  to this V. Soph,. i. 10, l. His father, 
when we see what slanders tbe Meander, by his magnificent re- 
writer permits himself, in the ception of Serxes, is said to have 
same letter, against Plato, Aris- obtained t.he instruction of the 
torle, and others? (As to the Magi for his son. Dino in his 
conjectare of its spuriousness, We- Persian History mentions Prota- 
ber, p. 6, which is not justified by goras and his father, but  i t  does 
Diog. X. 3, 8, I say nothing; nor not follow from this, as Weber 
can I attribute any weight in  the supposes, p. 6, that  he related the 
discussion of the question to above story of the Magi, though 
the W-ords of Protagoras in the the thing is possible. The story 
Scholium i n  Cramer's AneccZ. Paris, is irreconciiable with the state- 
i. 171.) The statement of Epi- ment of Epicurns; for, according to  
curus is perfectly accotlnted f i r  by the latter, he was only a day- 
the contemptuousness of this phi- labourer, while in the former he 
losophcr (whose self-satisfied vanity appears as the son of a rich man, 
depreciated all his predecessors), who gained ths  favour of Serxes 
even if i t  had no further founda- by his princely gifts and hospi- 
$ion than the above-mentioned no- tality. 
tice of Aristotle. The statements Cf. p. 210 n. 
of Phiiostratus, Clemens, and the The scanty  statement,^ of the 
pseudo-Gnlen may ultimately have ancients concerning these will be 
had the same origin; in any case founcl in Frei. 176 sqq.; Vitringa, 
they cannot claim more credit 113 sq., 150 sq. ; cf. Rernays, 
than other statements of the same K a ~ a ~ d h h o v r ~ s  des Prot., Rh. Mtcs. 
authors concerning the 81a8oxS. vii. (1830) 464 sqq. ; those which 
But the discipleship of Protsgoras claim our attention mill be men- 
t o  Bemocritus, besides being alto- tioned later on. 
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goras, perhaps somewhat antenior tp hirn.l He  also 
came to Athens, where he made his first appeafauee in 
the year 427 B.c., at the head of an embassy to solicit 

1 Vide Foss, De Go~,yia Leoqz- fixed a t  108 years (Plin. H. N. vii. 
tin0 (Halle, 1828). who traats of 48, 150;  Lucian. Macrob. c. 23 ; 
him far more particularly and ex- Cens. Di. Nat. 15, 3 ; Pbilost,r. v. ; 
haustirely than Gee1 (p, 13-67); Soph. 49-4; Schol. ad Plato. 1. c . ;  
Frei, Beitriiqc z. Gesch. d o  Griech. ; cf. Valer. Max. ~ i i i .  13, ext. 2), 
So~his t i l~ ,  Rheilz. Mus. vii. (1 850) sometimes at, 109 (Apollodor. ap. 
527 sqq., viii. 268 sqq. The native Diog. viii. 58;  Quintil. iii. 1, 9 ; 
city of Gorgias is  unanimously Olympiod. l. c. Suid.), sometimes 
stated to hare been Leontini a t  107 (Cic. Cato, 5, 13), some- 
(Leontiun~). On the other hand, times at  105 (Pausan. vi. 17, p. 
the statements as to his date differ 495), sometimes less precisely at; 
considerably. According to Pliny, more than 100 (Demetr. Bp. 
H. N. xxxiii. 4, 83, in 01. 70, he ap. A t h ~ n .  xii. ,548 d), came to  
had already erected a statue to an end subsequently to the death 
himself of massive gold in Delphi : of Socrates. This is clear from 
here, however there nlust be a mis- Quintilian's eridence, l. C., accord- 
take in the calculation of the Olym- ing to the pertinent remark of 
piads, whether arising from the Foss (p. 8 sq.), also from Xeno- 
author, or the transcribers. Por- phon's statements concerning 
phyry ap. Suid. szrb voce, assigns Proxcnns. the pupil of Gorgias 
him LO 01. 80 : Suidas himself cle- (Anabas. ii. 6. 16 sq.), also from 
clares him to be earlier. Eusebins Plato (Apol. 19 E), and from the 
in liis Chrolzicle places his acme in sbatement (Pausan. vi. 17, p. 405) 
01. 86. According to Philostr. Y. that Jason of Pherae highly es- 
Soph. i. 9, 2 (on which little stress teemed him (vide Frei, Bh. M. 
can be laid), he came to Athens vii. 535) ; this agrees with another 
$611 yqpilo~wv. Ofympiodorus i n  statement, that Antiphon, who was 
Gorg. p. 7 (Jcihn s Jahrbb. Sup- born about the time of the Persian 
plementb. xiv. 112), makes him War (the second, no doubt), is  
twenty-eight yeilrs younger than called rather younger than Gorgias 
Socrates ; but the statement on (Pseudoplut. Vit. X : Orat. i. 9, 
which this is  founded, that he p. 832, with which cf. Frei, I. c. 
wrote in 01. S4 (444-440 B.c.) xepl 530 sq.). According to all ihese 
q6aews implies the contrary. The indications, Gorgias can scarcely 
safest clue, though it may not be hare lived earlier than Foss, p. 11, 
altogether accurate, is to be found and Dryander, De Antiphonte 
in the two facts that in 01. 88, 2 (Halle, 1838), 3 sqq. suppose, viz. 
(427 B.c.), he appeared in Athens from 01. 71, 1 to 98, 1. But he 
as the ambassador of his colintry may perhaps have been later (as 
(the date is given in Diog. xii. 53, Xriiger, ad CI.il2ton Fasti Hell. p. 
cf. Thucyd. iii. 86), and that his 388 thinks), and Frei may be more 
long life (cf. Plato, P h ~ d r .  261 B ; correct in assigning his birth proxi- 
Plut. Def. Crac. c. 20, p. 420), the mately to 01. 74, 2 (483 B.c.), and 
duration of which is sometimes his death to 01. 101, 2 (375 B.c.). 
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help against the Syracusans.' Already much esteemed 
in his own country as an orator and teacher of rhetoric: 
he charmed the Athenians by his ornate and flowery 
!anguage,3 and if it be true that Thucydides and other 
important writers of this and the succeeding epoch 
imitated his style; he must be allowed to have exercised 

1 Vide, conc~rni~lg thisembassy, 
the previous note and Plato. Hipp. 
l?@'. 282 B ;  Paus. 1. c. Dionys. 
Jud. Lys. c. 3, p. 468 ; Olympiad. 
i;z Gorg. p. 3 (likewise Plnt. Gem. 
Soc. c. 13, p. 583, in itself not 
indeed hist,orical eridence), and 
Foss, p. 18 sq. 

2 This appears prohable from 
the expressions of Aristotle ap. 
Cic. Brzct. 13, 46, and especially 
from his having been sent as am- 
bassador to Athens. Hardly any- 
thing besides is known of Gorgias' 
previous life, for the names of his 
fat,her (ap. Pans. vi. 17, p. 494, 
Kar~nantidas, ap. Suid., Charman- 
tidas), of his brother (Herodicus, 
Plato, Go~g. 448 B, 45G'B), and 
of his brother-in-law (Deicrates, 
Paus. I. C.) are immaterial to us ; 
and the statement that Empedocles 
had been his teacher (vide on this 
point Frei, Rh. Mus. viii. 268 sqq.) 
is not established by Satyrus ap. 
Diog. viii. 58 ; Quintil. I. C., Suidas, 
and the scholia on Plato's Gorgias, 
465 D ; and i t  cannot be deduced 
from the language of Aristotle, 
quoted p. 119, q~ote. However 
credible i t  may be, therefore, 
that Gorgias may hare receivad 
impulses from Empedocles, as an 
orator and rhetor, and may also 
have appropriated something from 
his physichl theories (as we may 
infur from Plato, ixeno, 76 C ; 
Theophr. FT. 3 ; De Ig~gwe, 73) ; i t  
is questionable whether this in- 

volves actual discipleship, and 
whether moreover the remark of 
Satjras, which primarily refers to 
the rhetoric of Gorgias, does not 
rest upon mere conjecture, perhaps 
even upon the passage in the 
Meno. The same may be said of 
the statement in the prolegomena 
to Hermogenes, Rhet. Gr. ed. Wale, 
iv. 14, where Gorgias is represented 
as having been taught by Tisias, 
with whom, according to Pausan. 
vi. 17, he c~ntended in Athens. 
To infer from Plut. De Adzcl. c. 23, 
p. 6 4 ;  Cold. Pmec. 43, p. 144, 
that Gorgias led an immoral life 
is the less justifiable, as the anec- 
dote in the second of these passages, 
concerning his married life, con- 
tradicts the express testimony of 
Isocretes T. B V T L ~ ~ U .  1557, that he 
was unmarried. 

Diodor. l. c. ; Plato, H+p. 
l. c. ; Olymp. I .  c. ; ProLe,qg. iw 
Hermog. Rhet. Gr. ed. Wale, iv. 
l 5  ; Doxopater, ibid. vi. 16, &c. ; 
vide Welcker, Kleim. Schr. ii. 413. 

4 This is said of Thucydides in 
Dionys. Ep. ii. C. 2, p. 792 ; Jtcd. 
de Thzcc. c. 24, p. 869 ; Antyllns 
ap. Marcell. V. Thuc. p. 8 ,  xi. 
Dind.; of Critias in Philostr. V. 
Soph. i. 9, 2 ; Ep. xiii. 919;  cf. 
Isocrates, who was a hearer of 
Gorgias in Thessaly ; Aristoteles 
ap. Q,uintil. Azst. iii. 1, 13; Dionvs. 
Jud. d. Isocr. c. 1, 535 ; De vi die. 
De.inosth. c. 4, 963 ; Cic. Orator, 
52, 176; Cato, 5, 13 ; cf. Plut. V. 
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considerable influence over Attic prose and even poetry. 
Sooner or later after his first visit,' Gorgias seems to 
have betaken himself permanently to Greece Proper, 
where he wandered through the cities as a Sophist," 
earning thereby much ~ e a l t h . ~  In the last period of 
Dec. Orat. Isocr. 2, 15, p.'836 sq. ; Paus. vi. 17 ; Philostr. V. 80ph. 
Philostr. V. Xoph. i.17,4, &c. (Frei, i. 9, 2 ; Ep. xiii. 919, he himself 
l .  c. 541) ;  of Agathon in Plato, delirered at  Olympia; alsoaccord- 
Symp. ?g8 C, and the Scholiast on ing to Philostr. V. S. i. 9 ;  2, 3, a 
the beginning of this dialogue, cf. discourse on the fallen in Athens, 
Spengel, Bvvay. TEXV. 91 sq. ; of and the Pythian orat'ion in Delphi. 
Bschines in Diog. ii. 63 ; Philostr. Much reliance, however, could not 
Ep. xiii. 919 ; cf. Foss, 60 sq. be placed on these statements as 
That Pericles was not a 'hearer'  such, if the facts they assert were 
of Gorgias is self-evident, and is not in themselves probable. I n  
shown by Spengel, p. 64 sqq. regard to Siivern's mistaken con- 

1 For the supposition (Prolegg. jecture that Peisthetzrus in the 
in. Hemog. Rliet. Gr. iv. 15) that Birds of Aristophanes is intended 
he remained there after his first for Gorgias, vide Foss, 30 sqq. 
visit, is contradicted by Diodor. Diod. xii. 53, and Suidas, re- 
1. C., and by the nature of the present him as asking a premium 
errand on which he went. of 100 mine, which is also sitid by 

2 I n  Plato he says, Gorg. 149 others of Protagorhs and of Zeno 
B,  that he teaches oL pdvov ZvOd6~ the Eleatic (vide p. 409, 2 ; Vol. I. 
&AA& ~ a i  &hhoOr; this is confirmed 609,?b.); inPlato's G~eeuter H@pias, 
by Socrates, Apol. 19 E, and hence 282 R, it  is asserted that he gained 
Theag. 128 A. I n  the ilfeno, 71 C, much money in Athens ; similarly 
Gorgias is absent, but  a former in Athen. i;i. 113 e ;  cf. also Xenoph. 
sojourn of his in Athens is spoken eyrnp. i. 5 ; A n d .  ii. G ,  16. On 
of. Cf. Hermippus ap. Athen. xi. the other hand, Isocrates says m p i  
505 d, where some unimportant bvrr0ldu. 155, that he was indeed 
and very uncertain anecdotes on the richest of all the Sophists with 
Gorgias and Plato are to  be found whom he was acquainted, but that 
(likewise ap. Philostr. V. Xcph. at  his death he left only 1,000 
Pro~qn. 6 ,  r n  Gorgias and Chaeri- s ta t~rs ,  whicheven if theywere gold 
phon). There is mention of a staters wouldonly amount to 15,000 
journey t,o Argos, where attend- marks (7501.). The magnificence 
ance at  his leccures m-as forbidden, of his external appearance would 
in Olympiod. i c ~  Gorg. p. 4 0 ;  seem to have corresponded with 
Proxenus, according to Xenoph. his supposed wealth as, according 
Anab. ii. 6, 16 (after 110 B.c.), to Blian,  F. H. xii. 32, he used to 
seems to hare had instruction from appear in purple raiment ; but the 
him in Bceotia. Among the writ- golden statue in Delphi is especi- 
ings of Gorgias. an Olympic dis- ally famous ; which, according to 
course is  named, which, according Paus. 1. c. and X. 1 S, p. 842 ; Her- 
to  Plut. CO?$ Prac. c. 43, p. 144 ; mipp. ap. Athen. xi. 505 d ; Plin. 



his life, tve find him in Larissa in Tl~essaly,~ where, 
after an extraordinarily long acd hale old age,2 he 
appears to  have died. Among the treatises ascribed 
to him is one of a philosophic nature ; two declama- 
tions which bear his name are probably spurious." 

Prodieus is mentioned among the disciples of 

H. A: xxxiv. 4, 83, lie himself ed. Walz, r. 545, repeats from 
erected, whereas :tccording to Cic. Dionysius of Halicarnassns. 

Oral. iii. 32, 129 ; Valer. Max. The Defence of Pc~lenzedes and 
viii. 15, ext. 2, and apparently also the Praise of Hei'e.ia. 
Philostr. i. 9, 2, i t  was erected by Opini'ons on this point are 
the Greeks. Pliny and V:ilerius divided. Geel, 31 sq., 48 sqq., con- 
describe i t  as  mttssive ; Cicero, siders the Pulnnzed~s to be genuine 
Philastratus and the so-called Dio and the Helesb spurious. Schonborn. 
Chrys. Or. 37, p. 11 5 R, as golcien, De authentia declamatio?au./jz Gory. 
Pausanias as gilded. (Bresl. 1826) defends both ; Fois, 

Plato, Meno,at the beginning. 78 sqq., and Speagel, l .  c. 71 sqq., 
Arist. Polit. iii. 2, 1276 b, 26 ; reject both. Steinhart (Plato's 
Paus. r i .  17, 495 ; Isocr. T. Bv~t66u. Wtrkc, ii. 509> 18) and Jahn, Pala- 
155. medes (Hamb. 1836), agree with the 

2 I n  regard to the length of his last writers. To me the Pala?itedes 
life, vide szqra; in regard to his appears, if only on account of its 
green and hale old age, and the language, decidealy spurious, and 
temperate life of which it was the the Heleqa rery doubtful ; but I can- 
fruit, ride Quintil. xii. 11, 21 ; not agree with Jahn's conjecture 
Cic. Cczto, 5, 13 (repeatedly in that these writings may have been 
Valor. viii. 13, ext. 2) ; Athen. xii. composed by the later Gorgias, 
548 d (Geel, p. 30, rightly conjec- Cicero's contemporary. Spengel 
tures y a a r ~ p o s  for Ergpov) ; Lucinn, may more probably be right in 
Maerob. c. 23; Stob. Floril. 101, assigning the Praise of Helem to  
21 ; cf. Foss, 37 sq. ; Mnllach, Fr. the rhetorician Polycrates, a con- 
Phil. ii. 144 sqq. According to temporary of Isocrates. 
Lucian, he starred himself to Welcker, Prodikos von Keos, 
death. One of his last sayings is Vorganger des Sokmtes. Kleila. 
reported by Blian.  V. H. ii. 35. AS'chr. ii. 393-541, prerionsly in 

Six discourses, probably also Rhein. 3Izu. 1833. 
a systeni of Rhetoric, and the Scholia ad Plat. Rep. X. 600 
treatise v. qbha~ws + r o i ;  p3 Zvros. C (p. 421 Bekk.), of whom one calls 
Vide the detailed enquiry of him the pupil of Gorgias, another 
Spengel, Z u v a y .  TEXV. 81 sqq. ; the pupil of Protagoras and Gor- 
Foss, pp. 62-109. Foss and Sch6n- gias, and a contemporary of Demo- 
born (p. 8 of his dissertation quoted critos. Suid. I T p w ~ a y .  and np66. 
below) give the fragment of the Vide, on the other hand, Frei, 
discourse on the Fallen, which Quest. Prot. 174. 
Planudes, in Hermog. Rhet. Gr. 
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Protagoras and Gorgias; but this is doubtless only so 
far true that, judging from his age, he might have been 
so.' A citizen of I ~ l i s , ~  a town in the little island of 
Ceos, renowned for the purity of the manners of its 
inhabitants ; a fellow-townsman of the poets Simon- 
ides and Bacchylides, he seems to have first come for- 
ward in his own country as an ethical teacher : whether 
i t  be true or not that he frequently journeyed, on public 
affairs? to Athens, under whose dominion Ceos stood: 
it was there only that he could find an important 
sphere of aetion. That he visited other eities is not 
altogether certain: but it is possible. Like all the 
Sophists, he required payment for his instructions ; 
the esteem, in which he was held, is attested not only 

1 This may be deduced from known to Plato from his own ob- 
Plato, for Prodicus already ap- servation, and were fresh in the 
pears in the Protagoras (perhaps remembrance of his hearers. 
indeed rather too soon) as a Sophist This is asserted by Suidas, 
of repute; and yet it is said, 317 and indirectly by Plato, P~ot.  339 
C, that Protagoras might be his E, when he calls Simonides hls 
father ; also in Apol. 19 E, he is fellow-citizen. Prodicus is always 
brought forward among the still without exception called K~ios or 
living and active Sophists ; he can Kios (vide, concerning the ortho- 
therefore neither be older, nor very graphy, Welcker, 393). 
much younger, than Socrates, and Cf. on this point the passages 
his birth may be approximately cited by Welcker, 441 sq. from 
assigned to 460-465 B.C. This Plato, Prot. 341 E;  Laws, i. 638 ; 
agrees in a general manner with A. Athen. xiii. 610; D. Plut. Mzcl. 
what is said of him by Eupolis and Virt. Kiar, p. 249. 
Aristophanes, and in the Platonic Plato, Hipp Maj. 282 C ;  
Dialogues, and also with the state- Philostr. T. Soph. i. 12. 
ment that Isocrates was his pupil Welcker, 394. 
(vide Welcker, 397 sq.) ; although What Plato says, Apol. 19 E, 
we cannot assert anything very does not appear decisive, and the 
definite on the strength of it. The accounts of Philostr. V. S. i. 12;  
description of his personality in the Promm. 5 ; Liban. Pro !Socr. 328 
Protagoras, 315 C sq. would imply Mor.; Lucian, Herod. c. 3, may easily 
that the traits there mentioned, be founded on mere conjecture. 
the careful attention to the invalid Plato, Apol. 19 E;  H*. 
Sophist, and his deep voice, were Maj. 282 C ; Xen. Symp. 1, 5, 4, 
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by the assertions of the ancients,' but by the celebrated 
names that are found among his pupils and acquaint- 
a n c e ~ . ~  Even Socrates is known to have made use 

6 2 ;  Diog. ix. 5 0 ;  according to 
Plato, Crat. 384 B;  Arist. Ehet. 
iii. 14, 1415 b, 15, his lecture on 
the right use of words cost fifty 
drachmas ; another doubtless of a 
popular kind intended for a more 
general audience (like the lecture 
on Heracles perhaps), only a single 
drachma. The pseudo-Platonic 
Axiochus, p. 366 C, speaks of lec- 
tures a t  half-a-drachma, a t  two, 
and at  four drachmas; but upon 
this we cannot depend. 

1 Plato, Apol. 19 E ; Prot. 3 15 
D, and particularly Rep. X. 600 C, 
where i t  is said of Prodicus and 
Protagoras that they could per- 
suade their friends : &S O#TE O I K ~ U V  
0 8 7 ~  r d h l v  7 4 ~  a67& 8 1 0 1 ~ ~ ~ ~  0%; 7' 

i u o v l a r  ibv p+ O@E% a h S v  z n r u ~ a -  
~ f i u w a r  7 4 s  T U L B E I ~ S ,  ~ a l  7 ~ 6 7 1 )  
15 uo+la  o B o  a @ d 6 p a  @rAolvrar .  
8 ~ 7 ~  p&vOY O&K 7 a i S  K E ~ ' . ~ u ? s  
?repr+bpovutv a l r o b s  oi i ~ a T p o r .  Also 
i t  appears from Aristophanes (cf. 
Welcker, p. 403 sq.) that  Prodicus 
was respected a t  Athens, and even 
by this poet, the relentless foe of 
all other Sophists. Though he 
may have occasionally reckoned 
him (Tayen is t~ ,  Fr. 6 )  among the 
' chatterers ; ' yet in the Clouds, v. 
360 sq., he praises his wisdom and 
prudence in contrast with Socrates, 
without irony : in the Tagenistre 
(Fr .  6), he seems to have assigned 
him a worthy r61e, and in the Birds, 
v. 692, he introduces him a t  any rate 
as a well-known teacher of wisdom. 
The proverb (ap. Apostol. xiv. 76) 
I I p o G I ~ o v  ao+r5repos (not n p u B l ~ o v  
7 0 6  K ~ u ,  as Welcker supposes, 
395) has doubtless nothing to do 
with the Sophist, but means 'wiser 

than an arbitrator : ' Apostol., who 
takes ?rpd8r~os for a proper name, 
without thinking of the Cean, has, 
as  Welcker observes, misunderstood 
the word. Welcker, p. 405, tries 
to show that this proverb occurs 
a t  the beginning of the thirteenth 
Socratic letter, where we certainly 
find " n p o B i ~ w  76 KLw ao@d~tpov,"  
but the expression here does not 
sound like a proverb : i t  relates 
only to supposed utterances of 
Simon concerning the Herncles of 
Prodicus. Even the predicate 
ao@bs (Xen. Mem. ii. 1 ; Synzp. 4, 
6 2 ;  Aeioch. 366 C ;  Eryx. 397 D) 
proves nothing, for i t  is identical 
with 'Sophist ' (Plato, Prot. 312 
C, 337 C ,  et pass.), still less does 
Plato's ironical ? r c i u u o ~ o s  KU: 0 ~ 2 s .  
Prot. 315 E (cf. Ezrthyd. 271 C;  
Lys. 216 A). 

e.g., Damon the musician 
(Hato, Lach. 197 D), Theramenes, 
himself a Cean by birth (Athen. v. 
220 b ; Schol. on Arzstoph. Clouds, 
360 ; Soid. B q p a p . )  ; Euripides 
(Gell. xv. 20, 4 ;  Vita Ezcrip. ed. 
Elmsl. cf. Aristoph. Frogs, 1188) ; 
Isocrates (Dionys. Jud. Is. c. 1, p. 
535 ; Plut. X. Orat. 4, 2, p. 836 ; 
repeated by Phot. Cod. 260, p. 
456 b, 15, vide Welcker, 455 sqq.). 
That Critias also attended his in- 
structions is in itself probable, but 
is not proved by Plato, Chnrna. 163 
D ;  nor can it be established by 
Prot. 338 A, cf. Phwdr. 267 B, that 
Hippias the Sophist wa.s influenced 
by Prodicus; of Thucydicles, i t  is 
merely said, by Narcellinus V. 
Thue. p. viii. Dind. and the Scholion 
ap. Welcker 460 (Spengel, p. 53), 
that in his mode of expression, he 
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of,' and recommended, his in~truction,~ though neither 
Socrates nor Plato assumed an attitude towards him 
really different from that in which they stood to Prota- 
goras and Gorgias.3 Beyond this we know nothing of 

took for his model the accurAcy of menial birth, he assigns to other 
Prodicus; the t ruth of which ob- teachers: &v rohhobs pkr 64 66;- 
servatiou Spengel, Zvv. T E X Y .  53 8wKa n p o 8 1 ~ y ,  rrohhobs 6; &hhors 
sqq., proves by examples from uo+ois s e  K &  @ E U R E ~ ~ O I S  hv8pda1. 
Thucydides. According to Xenoph. On the other hand, i t  is Antis- 
rSymp. 4, 62, cf. i. 5. Prodicus was thenes and not Socrates, through 
introduced to Callias, in whose whom Prodicus makes the acqnaint- 
house we find him in the  Prota- ance of Callias. 
gorns, by Antisthenes, who was also All the remarks of the Pla- 
one of his followers. tonic Socrates concerning the in- 

* ' Socrates often calls himself, struction which he received from 
in Plato, the pupil of Prodicus. Prodicus, even those in the Meno, 
M~no, 96 D :  [ ~ c v 6 v v s d ~ t ]  ad r e  have an unmistakeably ironical 
ropy;as ohx iKav&s rrerraer6tv~~var tone, and as to any historical con- 
~ a i  6p2 IIp66r~os. Prot. 341 A : tent, nothing is to be derived from 
you, Protagoras, do not seem to them, beyond the fact tha t  S~cra tes  
understand the distinctions of was acquainted with Prodicns, and 
words : oLx &ump 6yZ, Eprrcrpos Flh had ' heard lectures from him as 
7 b  paEr/r~s E ~ U I  ~ ~ ~ u B L K o v  T O U T O U ~ :  from other Sophists. That he sent 
Prodicus always corrects him, he certain individuals of his acqnaint- 
says, when h e  applies a word ance to  him does not prove any 
wrongly. C?bnrm. 163 D : np08fKOV special preference, for, according 
pupla rtvb b ~ e ~ o a  ~ E P L  B~opdrwv to  the passage in the Theretetus, he 
6ratpo7vro~. On the other hand, sent others to  other Sophists. We 
we read in Crctt. 384 B, that  he h w e  no right to make of these 
knows nothing about the correct- others, one other, viz., Evenus, as 
ness of names. as he has not hea-d Welcker does, p. 401. I n  Xen. 
the  fifty-drachma course of Prodi- Mem, iii. 1, Socrates even recom- 
cus, but only the single drachma mends the tactician Dionysodorus 
course. I n  H i p .  Maj. P82 C, to a friend. He not only takes 
Socrates calls Prodicus his Esaipos. rebukes from Hippias in the 
Dialogues like those of Ariochus Greater Hippins (301 C, 304 C), 
(366 C sqq.) and Eryxias (397 C to which I cannot attach much 
sqq.) cannot be taken into conside- weight, but from Polus, in the 
ration in regard to this question. Gorgins, 461 C ,  without expressing 

I n  Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 21, he himself in  the ironical manner 
a,ppropriates to  himself the  story which he does (Prot. 341 A) to 
of Heracles a t  the cross ways, Prodicus. H e  describes Hippias 
which he repeats in all its details, likewise as a wise man (Prot. 337 
from Prodicus; and in Plato, C), and Protagoras (Prot. 338 C, 
Thecet. l 51  B, he Pays that those 341 A), Gorgias and Polus (Go~q. 
who are not in  trayail with any 487 A); he calls the t v o  last his 

E E 2 



the life of Prodicus.l His character is described, but 
only by later and untrustworthy testimonie~,~ as licen- 
tious and avaricious. Of his writings, tradition has only 
handed down imperfect accounts and some  imitation^.^ 

friends, and in the Thecet. 161 D, 
he expresses himself as grateful 
to Protagoras with the same grace- 
ful irony as elsewhere in speaking 
of Prod~cus. Although, therefore, 
i t  may be true (Welcker, 407) that 
Plato never brings his Socrates 
into collision in argument with 
Prodicus, nor introduces any pupil 
of his who might bring discredit 
on his teacher, as Callicles or Gor- 
gias, yet this proves little, for 
neither does he introduce any such 
pupils of Protagoras and Hippias ; 
and Callicles himself is not spec& 
ally quoted as a pupil of Gorgias. 
Whether the non-appearance of 
Prodicus in the arguments shows 
a high estimation of him or the 
reverse wouldbe matter of enquiry. 
But if we recall the satirical man- 
ner in which Plato, Prot. 315 C, 
represents this Sophist as a suffer- 
ing Tantalus ; what insignificant 
and absurd parts he assigns him, 
ibid. 337 A sqq., 339 E sqq.; the 
faet that nothing special is recorded 
of him except his distinctions of 
words (vide inf.), which are treated 
with persistent irony ; and a rhe- 
torioal rule of the simplest kind in 
Phcedr. 267 B ; and that he is al- 
ways placed in the same category 
with Protagoras and other Sophists 
(Apol. L9 E ;  Rep. X. 600 C ;  
Euthyd. 277 E, and tbroughout 
the Protagoras), we shall receive 
the impression that Plato regarded 
him indeed as one of the most 
harmless of the Sophists, but of 
far less importance than Protagoras 
and Gorgim; and that he recog- 

nised no essential difference be- 
tween his labours and theirs. Cf. 
also Hermano, De Socr. Magistr. 
49 sqq. 

l According to Suidas and the 
scholiast on Plato, Bep X. 600 C, 
he was condemned at  Athens as a 
corrupter of youth to drink hem- 
lock. The fals~ty of this statement 
is undoubted, vide Welcker, 503 
sq., 524. Nor is there any ground 
for the theory that he chose this 
death voluntarily for himself. 

The scholium on Cloucls, v. 
360, which perhqs  is only re- 
peated erroneously from v. 354, 
and Philostr. V. S. i. 12. where he 
is represented as employing people 
to act as recruiting officers for his 
instructions (perhaps merely on 
account of Xen. Symp. iv. 62). 
Vide, on this subject, Welcker, 513 
sqq. On the other hand, Plato, 
Prot. 315 C, describes him, not 
merely as weak in health, but as 
effeminate. 

Of his works there are known 
to us the discourse upon H e r ~ l e s ,  
or. as  the proper title was, 'Opar 
(Schol. on Clouds, 360; Suidas, Spar 
DpdF.), the contents of which are 
given by Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 21 sqq. 
(other dcta~ls in Welcker, 406 sqq.), 
and the lectum nspl koPci.rwv Aped- 
~1170s (Plato, Euthyd. 277 E ; h a t .  
384 B, &c. ; Welcker, 452), which, 
even judging from Plato's carica- 
tures of it, must have been pre- 
served after the death of :he au- 
thor. A statement in Themist. 01: 
xxx. 349 b, would seem to imply 
the existence of a panegyric on 
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Hippias of Elisp seems \to have been almost of 
the same age as- Brodi~us.~ After khe manner of the 
Sophists, he also wandered through the Greek cities i n  
order to gain by his orations and lectures fame and 
money; and he frequently came to Athens, where he 
likewise assembled round him a circle of admirers." 

Agriculture; the imitation in the intended, and not some other per- 
pseudo-Platonic Axiochus, 366 B son of the same name; nor what 
sqq. (Welcker, 497 sqq.), a dis- relation the age of Plathane bore 
course on the mitigation of the to that of her two husbands. I f  
fear of death, and the story in the she was several decades younger 
Erycias, 397 C sqq., a discussion than the first, but the same age or  
on the value and use of wealth. not much younger than the second, 

l Mihly, Hippias von Elis, by whom she had no child, the 
Rheia. Mus. N. F. xv. 514-536; birth of the Sophist (even if he 
xvi. 38-49. was really her first husband) must 

I n  this respect he is men- be placed about 460 B.C. On.the 
tioned in the P~otagoras in the native city of Hippias all authori- 
same way as Prodicus (vide supra, ties are agreed. His supposed in- 
417, 1). So in the Hippias Maj. structor Hegesidemus (Suid. 'Im.). 
282 E, he appears considerably is  wholly unknown, and perhaps i s  
younger than Protagoras, but still only mentioned through an error.. 
old enough to come into conflict Gee1 concludes frori Athen. xi. 
with that Sophist. Xenophon, 506 sq. that EIippias was a pupil. 
Mern. iv. 4, 5 sq., depicts him as of Lamprus the musician and of 
an old acquaintance of Socrates, the orator Antiphon ; but there is  
who, at  the time of the dialogue, not the smallest foundation for the 
had revisited Athens after a long story. 
absence, and Plato's dpol. 19 E, S What tradition has told us 
presupposes that in 399 B.C. he on the subject is this: Hippias, 
was one of the foremost Sophists like other Sophists,, offered his  
of the Lime. Against, this con- instruction in different places 
current testimony of Plato and for remuneration (Plat. Apol. 19. 
Xenophon, the statement of the E and other passages) ; in t,he 
pseudo-Plutarch ( K  X. Orat. iv. Greater Hippius, 282 D sq., he 
16, 41) that Isocrates in his old boasts of havlng made more money 

had married Plathane, the than any other two Sophists to- 
:sow of the rhetorician Hippias gether. The same dialogue, I. c. 
(Suid. 'Amapehs, first says the and 281 A, names Sicily, but es- 
Sophist), cannot jnstify us in sup- pecially Sparta, as the scene of 
posing (Miiller, Fr. Hist. ii. 59; his activity; whereas, on acconnt 
Mahly, l. c. xr. 520j that Hip- of the numerous political embassies 
pias was only a little older than co which he was attached, he came 
Isocrates ; we do not even know less frequently to Athens ; on the 
whether Hippias the Sophist is other hand, Xen. Nem.  ir. 4, 5, 
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Preeminent for his vanity, even among the Sophists," 
he aspired above all things to the reputation of uni- 
versal knowledge, constantly bringing out of the 
treasury of his manifold wisdom, according to the taste 
of his hearers, sometl~ing new for their instruction and 
amusement.2 The same superficial manysidedness 

remarks only in  a single passage, that Hippias was killed in a trea- 
that after long absence he came to sonable undertaking. deserves no 
Athens and there met Socrates. more credence than the other ini- 
The Lesser Hippius, 363 C, asserts qui t~es which Tertullian ascribes to  
that  he usually a t  the Olympic many of the ancient philosophers. 
games delivered lectures in  the ' e.g. in the matter of the 
temple precincts, and a~lswored purple robe which Bl ian ,  PT. H. 
any questions that were put to xii. 32, ascribes to  him. 
him. Bohh dialogues (286 B, 363 I n  the Greater Hippius, 285 
A) mention epideictic speeches in B sqq., Socrates, in ironical ad- 
Athens. (These statements are miration of his learning, names, as 
repeated by Philostr. V. Soph. i. subjects of his knowledge, zstro- 
11.) Lastly, in the Protugorus, nomy, geometry, arithmetic, the 
315 B, 317 D, we see Hippias with scienceof letters,syllables,rl~ythms, 
other Sophists in  the house of and harmonies; he himself adds 
Callias (with whom he is also re- to these the history of the heroes 
presented as  connected in Xenoph. and founders of cities, and of 
,Symp. 4. 62), where, surrounded archaology in general, boasting at. 
by his followers, he gave informa- the same time of his extraordinary 
tion to  all questioners concerning memory. The Lesser Nippias, in  
natural science and astronomy, and the introduction, mentions a lecture 
afterwards took part in the pro- on Eomer, and, a t  p ,  368 B sqq., 
ceedings by delivering a short makes the Sophist boast, not 
discourse. We cannot, however, merely of many and multifarious 
deduce with certainty from these lectures in prose, but also of epics, 
statemcnts anything more than is tragedies, and dithyrambs, of his 
given in the text, since the repre- knowledge of rhythms and har- 
sentation in the Greuter Hippius monies, and of the dp86rqs ypap- 
is rendered suspicious by the doubt- pdrwv, of his ar t  of memory, and 
ful authenticity of tha t  dialogue of every possible technical a r t  and 
( ~ i d e  Zeitschr. f. Alterthtcmsw. skill: e.g. the fabrication of clothes, 
1851, 266 sqq.), and even the shoes, and ornaments. These 
details of the other dialogues are statements are subseqnently re- 
scarcely fi-ee from satirical ex- peated by Philostratus l. c,; by 
aggeration; while Philoshatus is Cic. De Orut. iii. 32, 127 ; Apul. 
unmistalreably employing, not in- Floril. A?. 32 ; partially also by 
dependent and historical sources, Themist. Or. xxix. 345 C sqq., and 
but merely thesePlatonicdialogues. on them is founded the treatise of 
Tertullisn's assertion, Apoloyet, 46, pseudo-Lucian, 'Inrrlas 9 ~ a h a v ~ a ~ ,  
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was no doubt characteristic also of his literary ac- 
tivity.' 

Of other celebrated Sophists who are known to us, 
it remains to mention Thrasyma~hus,~ of Chalcedon? a 

which, however (c. 3, sub init.), 
itself claims to be a produehion of 
the time of Hippias, 3Irantime 
i t  is a question how much fact 
underlies this story; for if, ca 
the one side, i t  is impossible to 
calculate to what point the vanity 
of a Hippias might be carried ; 011 
the other side i t  is  very likely, and 
the language in which i t  is clothed 
favours the supposition, that in 
Plato's account, a boastful style 
of expression, not so altogether 
childish, or, generally speaking, 
the self-complacent encyclopadic 
1;uowledge of the Sophists, may 
have been parodied in an exag- 
gpratcd manner. More reliance, 
in any case, is to be placed on the 
statement of the Protagoras, 315 
B (vide precious note), 318 E, 
that  Eippias i~structed his pupils 
in the arts (rixvar), under which 
may have been include(d, besides 
the arts named (arithmetic, astro- 
nomy, geometry, and music), en- 
cyclopsdic lectures on mechanical 
and plastic a r t ;  and on the testi- 
mony of the Memorabilia, iv. 4, 6, 
that because of his universal know- 
ledge he aimed at  saying always 
something new. Xen. Sryl~p. 4, 62. 

l The little that we know of 
his writings, or that has been pre- 
served from them, is  to be foul~d in 
Geel, 190 sq. ; Osann. Der Sophist 
Hipp. als ~rchwolog, Khein. MZLS. 
ii. (1843) 495 sq. ; Mulier, Fragin. 
Hist. Gr. ii. 59 sq. ; Nahly, L. c. 
xr. 529 sq., xvi. 42 sq. Through 
these worlis we learn something 
about the archzological treatise 

referred to in the Greater Hippias. 
Hippias himself says in a Frag- 
ment ap. Clem. 8trom. ii. 621 A, 
that he hopes in this treatise to 
compose a work collected from 
earlier poets and prose-writers, Hel- 
lenes and barbarians, and agreeable 
by reason of its novelty and variety. 
The statement ap. Athen. xiii. 609 
a, is taken from another treatise, 
the title 0fn.hich,auvayoy3~ perhaps, 
had some more definite addition. 
I n  the Greater Hippias, 286 A, 
there is an allusim, doubtless 
founded on fact, to a discourse 
containing counsels of practical 
wisdom for a young man. The 
lecture on Homer seems to hare 
been distinct from this (H*. Min. 
cf. Osann, 509). A?cording to Plu- 
tarch, Numu. c. 1, end, Hippias 
made the first catalogue of the 
victors a t  Olympus, and we have 
no reason to doubt this statement, 
as Osann does. From a treatise of 
Hippias, of which no exact title is  
given, a notice is qnoted, ap. Prokl. 
in Eucl. 19 (65 Fr.), concerning 
the Mathematician Ameristus, the 
brother of Stesichorns. Pausan. v. 
25, 1, refers to an elegy composed 
by him. What is said by Philostr. 
V. S. i. 11, of his st,yle is perhaps 
only an abstract from Plato. 

Geel 201 sq. ; C. F. Hermann, 
De Trasy7nacho Chnlcedo?~io. Azd. 
Lect., Gotting. 1848-49 ; Spengel, 
TEXV. Buv. 93 sq., where the various 
statements as to the writings of 
Thrasymachus are also to be fbund. 

The Chalcedonian is his con- 
stant appellation, but he seems to 
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younger contemporary of Socrates,' who occupies no in- 
considerable position as a teacher of rhetoric; but in 
other respects is unfavourably portrayed by Plato,3 on 
eccount of his boastfulness, his avarice, and the undis- 
guised selfishness of his principles; Euthydemus and 
Dionysodorus, the two eristic pugilists, described by 
Plato with exuberant humour, who late in life came 
forward as professors of disputation, and at  the same 
time as ethical teachers, whereas they had previously 
only given lectures on the arts of mar and forensic 
oratory; Polus of Agrigentum, a pupil of Gor- 

have spent a considerable poytion 
of his life in Athens. From the 
epitaph in Athen. X. 454 sq., it is 
probable that he died in his native 
city. 

This is to be conjectured from 
the relation of the two men in 
Plato's Republic, but on the other 
hand i t  seems probable from Theo- 
phrast. ap. Dionys. De vi die. 
Demosth. c. 3, p. 953;  Cic. Orat. 
12, 3 sq., that he considerably 
preceded Isocrates, who was born 
in 01. 86, 1 (435 B.c.), and was 
older than Lysias (Dionys. Jz~d.  de 
Lys. c. 6, p. 464, in opposition to 
Theophrastus, regards him as 
younger ; but the contrary results 
from the Platonic representation). 
As the date of the dialogue in the 
Republic is supposed to be about 
408 B.C. (cf. p. 86 sqq. of my trea- 
tise. mentioned p. 410, 4), Thrasy- 
machus must have a t  that time 
arrived to manhood. 

2 Vide imfra. 
S Rep. i. cf. especially 336 B, 

338 C, 341 C, 343 A sqq., 344 D, 
350 C sqq. That this description 
is not imaginary, we should natu- 
rally presuppose, and the opinion 

is confirmed by Arist. Rhet. ii. 23, 
1400 b, 19 ; and in a lesser degree 
by the 6 p U ~ ~ p a ~ € l 0 h ~ I / I i ~ 6 p y a 7 o ~  of 
Ephippus, ap. Athen. xi. 509 c. 
Thrasymachus, however, in the 
course of the Republic becomes 
more amenable; cf. i. 354 A ;  ii. 
358 B; v. 450 A. 

Et~thyd. 271 C sqq., 273 C 
sq. where we are further told that 
these two Sophists were brothers 
(this we have no reason to think 
an invention), that they had emi- 
grated from their home in Chios 
to Thurii (where they may have 
formed a connection with Prota- 
goras), that they left the city as 
fugitives or exiles, and travelled 
about, remaining mostly in Athens, 
and that  they were about as old, 
perhaps rather older, than Socrates. 
Dionysodorus also appears ap. 
Xen. Menz. iii. 1, as a teacher of 
strategy. The statements of Plato 
and others concerning both the 
brothers are collected by Winckel- 
mann in his edition of Euthydemus, 
p. xxiv. sqq. Grote doubts (Plato, 
i. 536, 541) whether there were 
two Sophists in Athens correspond- 
ing to Plato's description in the 
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grias," who, like his master in his later years,? confinecl 
his instructions to rhetoric ; the orators Ly~ophron,~ 
Protarchus,4 and Aleidamas: also belonging to the school 

Theatetus; and this is so far true and PS. Plut. De lVobo6i2it. 18, 3. 
that this description is (as i t  never What Arist. Rhet. iii. 3 ; Alex. 
attempts to conceal) a satirical Tap. 209, 222, relate of his mode 
parody. In  its main features, of expression, stamps him as a 
however, i t  is confirmed by Aris- pupil of Gorgias. Also the statr- 
totle and others,cf. p. 456; 467,2). ments to be discussed, ilzfra, pp. 
Grote further believes (ibid. 559) 465, 456,477 ; 487,1, coincide with 
that in the epilogue of the Euthy- this. A few uuimportant sayings 
deqnzcs (304 C sqq.), the Sophist of are also to be found ap. Arist. Polit. 
that  name is treated as the repre- l. c. Metnph. viii. 6, 1045 b, 9 ; cf. 
sentative of true dialectic and phi- Alex. ad h. l. Concerning the man 
losophy; but he has entirely nlis- himself, vide Vahlen, Rhein. ilftss. 
understood the designof this portion xvi. 143 sqq. 
of the dialogue. Cf. Par t  11. a, Plato unmistakeably de- 
416, 3. Even Euthydc.mus 305 A scribes Protarchus (to whom in 
D, proves nothing. the Philebus the principal part after 

He is described as an inhabi- Socrates is assignrd), Phileb. 58 A, 
tant of Agrigentum by the pseudo- as a pupil of Gorgias, and chiefly 
Plato, Theag. 128 A ; Philostr. V. indeed in rhetoric, for his recom- 
Soph. i. 13, and Suidas, sub voce; mendation of oratory is here 
that he was considerably younger quoted as something which Prota- 
than Socrates is plain from Plato, goras had often heard from him. 
Gorgias, 463 E. Philostrstus calls As Plato elsewherenererintroduces 
him moderately wealthy, a Scho imaginary persons with names, we 
liast on Arist. Rhet. ii. 23 (in Geel, must suppose that Gorgias really 
173) ~ a i s  7 0 ;  I'opyiov, but the had a pupil of this name; and in 
former is no doubt inferred from that  case, the conjecture (vide 
the high price of Gorgias' instruc- Hirzel, Hernzes, X, 254 sq.) has 
tions, and the latter (according to everything in its favour, that this 
Geel's just observation) from a Protarchus is the same from whom 
misunderstanding of Gorg. 461 C. Aristotle, Phys. ii, 6, 197 b, 10, 
There is reference to a historical quotes a text probably taken from 
treatise of Polus in Plato, PhacZr. a public oration. 
267 C ; Gorg, 448 C, 462 B sq. ; Alcidamas of Elza in 2Eolia 
Arist. Metaph. i. 1, 981 a, 3 (where, was the pupil of Gorgias, who after 
however, we must not; with Geel, his death undertook the leadership 
167, consider what follows as an of his rhetorical school (Snid. rap- 
extract from Polus) ; cf. Spengsl, ylas, 'AAKLB. Tzetz. Chil. xi. 746 ; 
2. c. p. 87 ; Schanz, l. c. p. 134 sq. Athen. xiii. 592 c) .  H e  was a 

Plato, Meno, 95 C. rival of Isocrates, and bitterly 
S Lycophron is calleda Sophist opposed him not only (as Vahlen 

by Arist. Polit. iii. 9, 1280 b, 10, shows : D. Rhetor Alkid. Sitzzozgs- 
Alexander, in Soph. el. Schol. 310 berichte der Wiemer Akad. H&.- 
a, 12; in Metaph. p. 533, 18 ;  Bon. Phil. KZ. 1863, p. 491 sqq., cf. 
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of Gorgias ; Xeniades, of Corinth, whose sayings remind 
us most of Protagoras ; Antirncerus, the scholar of 
Protagoras ; Evenus of Pares: the rhetorician and 
teacher of virtue, and Antiphon, a Sophist of the time 
of 8ocrates,4 not to be confounded with the famous 

especially p. 504 sqq.) in his M m -  the most distinguished scholar of 
a q v l a ~ b s ,  bnt also in the disconrses Protagoras, and intended to make 
of his that have been preserved, himself a professional Sophist. 
and are probably genuine, against From the last remark we may 
the writers of speeches or Sophists. infer that he really appeared snb- 
A second declamation bearing his sequently as a teacher. The same 
name, the denunciation of Pala- may perhaps hold good of Archa- 
medes by Ulysses, is  spurious. goras (Diog. ix. 54). Concerning 
All the particulars known of his Euathlus, vide p. 409, 2. 
writings are given by Vahlen ; the Plato, Apol. 20 A ; P h ~ d o ,  60 
fragments of them are to be found D ; Phadr. 267 A (cf. Spengel, 
in 0rc;t. Atiici, ii. 154 sqq. That Bvvay. T. 92 sq. ; Schanz, 138). 
he snrvived the battle of Pflantinea According to these passages, he 
(362 B.c.) is proved by his Messe- must hare been younger than So- 
nian oration composed subsequently crates, was a t  once poet,rhetorician, 
to that  battle (Vahlen, 505 sq.). and teacher of &per4 b ~ 8 ~ w r r f v v  r e  

l The only author who men- ~ a l  r r o A r r r ~ 3 ,  and demanded a fee 
tions him is Sextus, Mntk vii. 48, of five mine. Further particulars 
53, 383, 399, riii. 5 ;  Pyrrh. ii. 18;  concerning him in Bergk, Qrici  
according to >Lath. rii. 53, Demo- Gr. 476, and the writers there 
critus had already spoken of him, quoted. Ibid. 474 sq., for the frag- 
no doubt in the same connection in ments of his poems. 
which he had opposed Protagoras On the personality of this 
(vide sapra, 275, 2). As to his man (concerning whom, according 
sceptics1 propositions, we shall t:, Athen. xv. 673 e, Adrantus and 
have to speak further on (956). Hephestio wrote), cf. Sanppe. Orat. 
Grote, Plato, iii. 509, refers the Att. ii. 145 sqq. ; Spengel, Bvvay. 
statements of Sextus to the well- TsxvEv, 114 sq. ; Welcker, KZ. Schr. 
known Coriuthian Xeniades, the ii. 4'22 ; Wolff, Porphyr. De Philos. 
master of the Cynic Diogenes ; e z  ornc. ~ Q Z L T .  Rel. 59 sq. He is  
and Rose, Arisf. Libr. Ord. 79, to described as oa@ivs?s in Xen. 
a treatise which must have been Memor. i. 6, and is there repre- 
forged with his name; but the sented as seeking to allure to 
fact of his having been already himself the pupils of Socrates, 
mentioned by Denlocritus is here and consequently disputing wlth 
overlooked. him on three occasions ; t h ~ s  pas- 

Of this man we know nothing sage is referred to not only in Ps. 
fnrther than what is said in Prot. Plut. V. Dec. Omt. i. 2, p. 832 
315 A, that he cams from Mende (where the Sophist of Rhamnus is 
i n  Macedonia, was regarded as expressly said to be meant), but 
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orator. Critias, also, the celebrated leader of the Athe- 
nian oligarchs, and Callicles,' must be counted among 
the representatives of the Sophistic cultilre, although 
they mere far from being Sophists in  the narrower sense, 
i.e., paid and professional teachers: and the Platonic 
Callicles, from the standpoint of the practical politician, 

probably also in  Aristotle's state- 
ment about Antiphon's jealousy of 
Socrates (ap. Diog. ii. 46). Aris- 
totle calls him 'Av7. 6 r ~ ~ a r o ~ ~ d ~ o s ,  
and this agrees with Hermog. Ue 
Id. ii. 7 (Khet.  Gr. iii. 386 W, ii. 
414 Sp.), who, quoting Didymus 
t,he grammarian, distinguishes him 
by the appellation 6 K U L  r ~ p a ~ o -  
a ~ 6 x o s  ~ a i  3 v e r p o ~ p L r q s  ~ E ~ ~ ~ E V O S  

from Antiphon the rhetorician of 
Rhamnus. When Suidas nlentions 
one Antiphon as  ~ E ~ ~ T O ( T K ~ ? T O S  K U L  
haoaorbs  ~ a l  a o @ r u r ~ s ,  and a second 
as d v e i p o ~ p l ~ q s ,  113 has no doubt 
erroneously referred to different 
persons two statements derived 
from separate sources, b a t  relaking 
to the same person. Tzetzes (in 
a scholium quoted by Wol$ l. c , 
from Ruhnken) represents Anti- 
phon 6 ~ ~ p a ~ o o ~ 6 a o s  as a contem- 
porary of Alexander; but  this 
cannot weigh agaii~st the above 
more authentic and unanimous 
testimonies, and does not j u ~ t i f y  
us in distinguishing, as Wolff does, 
6 ~ ~ p a ~ o o ~ 6 x o s  from the Sophist of 
the Menzorabilin. His Adyor a s p i  
r i j s  A h q s ~ l a s  are discussed in Her- 
inog. l. c. p. 386, 387 TV ; a small 
fragment of the a' 'AA?$eias is given 
by Suidas, & 8 d ? ] ~ o s ;  some other 
writings, which are ascribed to him 
in the traditional text  of Her- 
mogeues, belong to Antiphon of 
Khamnus, as is clear from the sub- 
sequent context in 13ernogenes, 
and also from Philostr. V. Soph. i. 

15 ; and are only attributed to him 
through the carelessness of the 
transcriber, cf. Spengel, T. 8. 116. 
I n  the treatise x .  r .  b A ~ 8 s r ' a s  he 
no doubt brought forward the 
mathematical and physical theories 
to be mentioned later on ; no frag- 
ments of any system of physics of 
his (as Wol f  supposes) hare been 
handed down to  m. The interpre- 
tations of dreams, mentioned by 
Cicero, Diui?z. i .  20, 39, ii. 70, 144; 
Seneca, Cont~ou. 9, p. 148 Bip. ; 
Artemidor. OneZrocrit. ii. 14, p. 
109, Herch., seem to halle been 
taken from a separate book. 

l The principal interlocutor in  
the third part of the Gorgias, from 
481 B onwards, of whom we know 
so little that his very existence 
has been doubted. I n  farour of 
i t ,  however, we have Plato's usual 
style, as seen in other instances, 
and the definite statement, 487 C, 
which seems to be quite of an indi- 
vidual character, whether i t  be  
historical or not. Cf. concerning 
Gorgias, Steinhart, PI. Werke, ii. 
358 sq. 

Some writers would there- 
fore distinguish Critias the Sophist 
f r ~ m  the statesman of that name 
(Alex. ap. Philop. De An. C, 8 ; 
Simpl. DB An. 8 a). Vide, on the  
other hand Spongel, l. c. 120 sq. - 
Dionys. Jzrd. de 'I'huc. c. 51, and 
Phrynichns ap. Phot. Cod. 158, p. 
101 b, reckon Critias among t h e  
model ,writers of the Attic style. 
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speaks contemptuously of the uselessness of the theo- 
rists. On the other hand, in the political rules of the 
famous Milesian architect, Hippodamus," the peculiarity 
of the Sophistic view of law and of the state is not 
discernible, although the multifarious literary activity 
of the man4 is suggestive of the character of the Soph- 
i s t s . V h e  communistic theory of Phaleas the Chalce- 
donian may perhaps with more probability be brought 
into connection with the Sophistic doctrine ; i t  is a t  
any rate quite in the spirit of Sophistic innovation, and 
may easily be dednced from the proposition that exist- 
ing rights are contrary to nature ; but me know too 
little about him, to be able to determine his personal 
relation to the Sophists. In  regard to Diagoras, i t  has 
already been shown7 that we have no right to assume 
his atheism to have been based on his philosophy; and 

Goty. 484 C sqq., 487 C; 
cf. 515 A and 519 C, where Cal- 
licles, as  politician, is clearly 
distinguished from Callicles as 
Sophist. 

Arist. Polit. ii. 8. 
Concerning the date and per- 

sonal circumstances of this man, 
who is mentioned by Arist. l. c. 
and Polit. vii. l l ,  1330 b, 21, as the 
first person who attempted to la r  
out cities artistically, Hermann, 
De I3ippodamo Mzlesio (Marb P841), 
comes to the following conclusions : 
he may have been twenty-five years 
old in 91. 82 or 83, when he made 
the plan for the Piraeus, that he 
planned the city of Thurii in 01. 
8 4 ;  and in 01. 93, 1, when he 
built Rhodus, was considerably 
past sixty. Whether Hippodamus, 
the so.callledPythagorean, of whose 
treatises, r. z o h ~ r r i a s  and z. eirGai- 

povias, some fragments are given 
by S t o b ~ u s ,  nori l .  43, 92-94, 98, 
71-103, 26, is the same person (as 
Hermann believes, p. 33 sqq.), 
and whether Hippodamus the 
Sophist really had any connection 
with the Pythagoreans (ibid. 42 
sq.), cannot he ascertained. 

Arist. Polit. ii. 8 : yevdpcvos 
~o.1  mepi rbv jthhov BLov T E P L T T ~ T E ~ O S  

8rh @rhorrp~av . . . hdyros 8; ~ a i  
?rep) rjlv 8h7v +&~lv (in physics, cf. 
Metaph. 1. 6, 987 b, 1) elvar i3ov~d- 
psvos, ?rpGros r&v rrohrr~uopivwv 
2vexeLpqai rr rep1 rohlreLas cineiv 
s t s  &pIu77p. 

Among whom Hermann, p. 
18 sqq , Includes him. 

Arist. Polit. ii. 7, where he 
is mentioned as the first who de- 
manded an equality of goods. 

Vide p. 320, 2. 
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the same holds good of the rhetoricians contemporary 
with the Sophists, so far as their art is not connected 
with the Sophistic doctrine by any definite theory of 
ethics or cognition. 

From the beginning of the fourth century, the im- 
portance of the Sophists grows less and less, though 
their name is still in use for teachers of eloquence, 
and generally for all those who imparted scientific in- 
struction for payment. Plato in his earlier dialogues is 
constantly at  war with the Sophists ; in the later, they 
are only mentioned when occasion specially calls for 
it.' Aristotle alludes to certain Sophistic propositions 
in the same way that he speaks of the theories of the 
physicists, as something belonging to the past; that 
which he treats as permanent is the Eristic disputation 
which was indeed first introduced by the Sophists, but 
was not confined to them. We hear of no noteworthy 
representatives of Sophistic opinion after the time of 
Polus and Thrasymachus. 

3. The Teaching of the fJop7~ist.s coro~idered i n  its Ce%erab 
Character. 

PLATO himself complains that i t  is difficult rightly to 
define the nature of the Sophi~t .~  This difficulty lies 
for us chiefly in the fact that the teaching of the Sophists 
does not consist in fixed theorems equally acknowledged 
by all its adherents, but in a scientific mode of thought 

1 e.g. in the introduction to sophistic doctrines to be resumed. 
the Republic, where the connection Soph. 218 C, sq., 226 A, 
with fundamental ethical enqui- 231 B, 236 C, sq. 
ries causes the polemic against 
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and procedure which, in spite of the unmistakeable 
family likeness between its different bra,nches, is com- 
patible with a multiplicity of starting-points and results. 
Contemporaries designate by the name of Sophist, 
generally speaking, a wise man; ' but more particu- 
larly, one who makes wisdom his calling and profession2 
-who, not satisfied with informal and unmethodical 
influence on fellow-citizens and acquaintances, regards 
the instruction of others as his profession, and in his 
wanderings from city to city offers it for payment, to 
everyone desirous of ~u l tu re .~  As to its extent, this 

' Plato, Prot. 312 C : r f  i y r i  authors applies i t  to Socrates also 
~ L a r  r b v  U O ~ I U T ~ V  ; 'Eyd p&, 3 6' (while on the other hand Bschin. 
ss, S u m p  rouUvopa h&yer, 70Grov d v a ~  Adv. Tim. 173 describes Socrates 
r b v  r G v  uo@Ljv ; ~ r u r $ ~ o v a ,  where as a Sophist in the later sense); 
the validity of the evidence as to Diog. Apoll. ap. Simpl. Phys 32 
the use of language is not affected b ;  Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 11 ; PS.- 
by the derivation of the last Hippokr. a. & p ~ .  l a r p .  c. 20 ; Isokr. 
syllables from k r u r $ p w v ,  in the l. c. 268, apply i t  to the ancient 
manner of Platonic etymologies. physicists ; Zschines the Socratic 
Diog. i. 12 : o i 8 2  uo@ol  K R )  uo@rura:  and Diodorus to Anaxagoras (vide 
2 ~ a h o G v r o .  In  this sense Hero- stqrrr, p. 325) ; Plato, Me9z.0, SS B, 
dotus, i. 29, iv. 95, calls Solon and to the teachers of mathematics ; 
Pythagoras, and in ii. 49 the conversely, the Sophists are called 
founders of the cult of Dionysus, uo@ol, vide stqra 418, 3, end; 419, 
Sophists. The name is also ap- 4 ; cf. Plato, Apoll. 20 D. The 
plied by Cratinus, ap. Diog. i. 12, explanation of the word as ' teach- 
to Homer and Hesiod, by Sopho- evs of wisdom ' is disputed by 
cles in  the fragment ap. Schol. Hermann, Plet. Phil. i. 308 sq., as  
Pind. Isthm. v. 36, &c. (Wagner, i t  appears to me, rightly; while 
Frag. Gr. Fvngm. i. 499, No. 992) Steinhart, PZ'lnt. Lebcn, 288, 92, 
to a citharist; by Eupolis (ac- defends it. 
cording to the Schol. Ven. Z ~ L .  I1. Plato, Prot. 315 A (which ex- 
0, 410;  Eustath. i?b h. l. p. 1023, plains 312 B): IT: r & v g  p a v B d ~ ~ ~ r ,  
1 3 )  to a rhapsodist ; according to B s  uo@rus;ls 2 u d p ~ v o s ;  316 D : 
Hesych. uo@rur . ,  the designation 2 y b  62 r ; l v  u o p r u r r ~ ~ v  r C x v q v  @ q p >  
was in use for all musical artists. p i v  ~ & a r  aahardv,  etc. Epitaph on 
Androtion ap. Aristid. Qz~ataorv. Thrasymachus in Athen. X. 454 sq. 
T. ii. 407 Dind., Aristarchus ap. 5 8;  r ; x v r l  [sc. aBroG] u o p l ~ .  
Plut. Frnt. Am. i. p. 478 and Xenoph. iTfem. i. 6, 13:  ~ a l  
Tsokr. a. Bvr16du.  235 apply i t  to 7 $ v  uo+fav &uadrms robs p2v &pyv- 
the seven sages ; the first of these piou rŷ  povho,uivy a w h o i v r a s  uo+i- 
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instruction might embrace everything included by the 
Greeks in the comprehensive idea of wisdom,' and its 
task might therefore be variously apprehended: while 
some Sophists, like Protagoras and Prodicus, Euthyde- 
mus and Evenus, boasted of imparting to their pupils 
intellectual and moral culture, civil and domestic virtue: 
Gorgias laughs at such a promise, and confines his in- 
structions to rhetoric ;3  while Hippias prides himself on 
his proficiency in arts of all kinds, on his archzeological 
and physical knowledge; Protagoras, as teacher of poli- 
tics, feels himself far above this learning of the study.5 
Yet even in the art of politics many different branches 
were included ; for example, the brothers Euthydemus 

u r h s  h T o ~ a h o ~ ~ l v '  8671s 8; 8v &v 
yv@ eh+vI 6 v r a  8 1 8 d u ~ w v  8 r i  *av g x y  
hyaObv + lhov a o i e i r a i ,  T O ~ T O Y  vopi- 
~ o p e v  & 74 Kah@ ~ h y a O +  T0hf71) 
T ~ O U ~ K E L  r a G r a  T O L E ~ V ;  of. p. 409, 
2 ;  417, 7 ;  Protagoras ap. Plato, 
Prot. 316 C :  Edrov y h p  bv8pa ~ a l  
i d v r a  ESS T ~ A E L S  p r y d h a s  ~ a l  bv 
r a 6 ~ a i s  ~ e l O o v r a  r B v  vdav  rohs  
~ ~ E A ~ ~ U ~ O U S ,  & T O A E I T O I ~ ~ ~ S  r h s  r L j v  
t ihhwv avvouufas . . . i a v ~ 4  ovvai- 
v a i  B s  j 3 e h ~ l o v s  Euo,u~vous 8 i h  r h v  
iav.roG avvouulav,  etc. (cf. 318 A); 
Apol. 19 E :  zai8edeiv BvOp6xous 
i S u ~ e p  ropy ias ,  etc. r o d r w v  y i p  
k a u r o s  . . . i b v  E ~ S  i ~ d u r ~ v  r B v  
~ d h e w v  T O ~ S  V ~ O U S ,  O& Z&uri r B u  
dav rBv  TOALTBV z p o i ~ a  ~vvs7va i  C$ &v 
/3odhwv~a i ,  r a d r o v s  ntLOouui r B s  
S ~ e I v w v  ~ u v o v u l a s  & n o h m d v ~ a s  u + ~ u r  
[ uveba i  X p 4 p a ~ a  6 i 8 d v ~ a s  ~ a l  x d p i v  
xpouei8dvai. Similarly Meno, 91 B. 

Arist. Eth. N. ri. 7. 
IT$ note 5 ,  sup. 408. 2 ; 424, 

4; 426, 3. I do not think that  
the words of Prodicus, ap. Plat. 
Euthyd. 305 C (obs I lpd6.  

pe8dpia +ihoud@ov T E  b ~ 8 ~ b s  ~ a l  TO- 

AITLKOC), are intended t o  describe 
the position ascribed t o  himself by 
that Sophist. 

S Plato, Meno, 95 C ; cf. Phileb. 
58 A. Polus, Lycophron, Thrasy- 
machns, etc., p. 423 rqq. 

Sz~pra, p. 422, 2. 
In  Prot. 318 D, the Sophist 

says that it shall not he with his 
scholars as  with those of other 
Sophists (Hippias), who r h s  r k x v a s  
a h ~ o h s  ? ~ € + € v ~ d r a s  d ~ o v r a s  ~ d h i v  a6 
t i y o v r r s  dpPdhhouuiv  € is  r d x v a s ,  ho- 
y i upods  T E  K U ~  Burpovoplav ~ a l  yew- 
p e ~ p f a v  K U ~  p o u a i ~ $ v  ~ ~ ~ ~ U K O V T E S :  
by him they shall only be taught 
what suits their purpose: r b  8 ;  
pdOvyd 2 u ~ i v  e$pouhfa ~ ~ p f  r e  r B v  
O~KE~WI ' ,  ~ T O S  &v 6 p i u ~ a  T ~ V  a$~oU^  
o I ~ l a v  8 i o i ~ o 7 ,  ~ a l  r e p i  r G v  r j i s  
ndhews, axws  ~h r j l s  T ~ A E W S  8uva- 
r 6 r a r o s  &v E ~ V  Ko.1 n p d r r ~ ~ v  ~ a l  
hkyscv, in a word, therefore, the 
TOA~TLK? r d x v v ,  the introduction to 
civic virtue. 
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and Dionysodorus combined with ethics, lectures on 
strategy and military tactics,' and even Protagoras is 
said to have entered into details of wrestling and other 
arts, applying them in such a manner as to contradict 
professional men. When therefore Isocrates, in his 
speech against the Sophists, includes under that name 
the Eristic teachers of ethics and the teachers of elo- 
quence, while an opponent applies i t  to Isocrates him- 
self, on account of his studied and written speeches, 
this is entirely consonant with the language of the 
time. Every paid teacher of the arts included under 
higher culture is called a Sophist. The name relates 
primarily to the object and external conditions of in- 
struction. I n  itself it implies no judgment concerning 
the worth or scientific character of this instruction ; it 
rather admits the possibility that the Sophistic teacher 
may impart genuine science and morality as well as the 
reverse. Plato and Aristotle were the first to restrict 
the idea of the Sophistic doctrine within narrower limits 
in discriminating i t  as dialectic Eristic from rhetoric, 
and as a false appearance of knowledge, arising out of a 
perversion of the moral sense, from philosophy. The 
Sophist, according to Plato, is a hunter who, giving 
himself out as a teacher of virtue, seeks to catch rich 
young men. IFe is a merchant, a host, a pedlar, who 

P. 424, 4. writer may have composed a sepa- 
2 Plato, Soph. 232 D;  Diog. ix. rate treatise out of the discussions 

53 ; cf. Frei, 191. According to mentioned by Plato, and these dis- 
Diogenes, Protagoras wrote a cussions may have been really in 
treatise, ?rdAvs ; Frei con- the Eristic disputations or the con- 
jectures that this may be a portion tradictions. 
of a more comprehensive work on Alcidamas, vide p. 425, 5. 
the arts; but perhaps some later 
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traffics in art, a tradesman who makes money by dispu- 
tation: l a person who may no doubt be mistaken for a 
philosopher, but to whom it would be doing too much 
honour to ascribe the higher vocation of purifying men 
by means of the elenchic art, and of freeing them from 
c o n ~ e i t . ~  The Sophistic teaching is an art of decep- 

'% tion : it consists in this-that men without real know- 
ledge of the good and right, and conscious of such a 
deficiency, can give themselves the appearance of that 
knowledge, and in conversation with others can involve 
them in  contradiction^.^ It is therefore no art a t  all, 
but a flattering shadow of an art-a caricature of the 
true art of politics, which is related to it only as the 
art of dress is to gymnastic, and is distinguished from 
false rhetoric only as the setting up of principles is dis- 
tinguished from the application of them.4 Similarly, 
Ari~tot~le describes the Sophistic doctrine as a science 
confined to the unessential ; as appearance-knowledge," 
or, more exactly, as the art of gaining money by mere 
appearance-knowledge.6 These descriptions are evi- 

l S q h .  221 C, 226 A ;  cf. Rep. oduqs. Ibid. c. 11, 171 b, 27; cf. 
ri. 493 A : ~ ~ a u r o s  r d v  p r u B a p v ~ d v -  33, 183 b, 36 : oi  ~ 6 p i  robs i p r u r t -  

i 8 r w ~ i j v ,  06s 6 j )  oCror uo@rurhs K O ~ S  Adyous pruBapvoGvr~s.  Still 
~ a h o l u r ,  etc. stronger langi~age is used by the 

2 Soph. 7.26 B-231 C. pseudo-Xenophon, De Venat. c. 
8 Ibid. 232 A-236 E, 264 C 13 : oi  uo+rura> 6' ;T> 70: .d[a?rar@v 

sqq. ; cf. Mepzo, 96 A. ~ k y o u u r  KU: ypd+ouurv d?rl 74 i a u r d  v 

4 Goy. 463 A-465 C ;  Rep. xip6er, ~ a 1  o66kva o66.b A@eAoGurv. 
l. c. ; cf. Part 11. a, 509 sq., 3rd ed. 066; y h p  uo+bs a 6 7 3 v  d y l v e ~ o  obse>s 

5 Afetnph. vi. 2, 1026 b, 14 ; xi. 066' FYarrv . . . oi pQv y h p  uo+rura l  
3 ,  8, p. 1061 b, 7 ;  1064 b, 26. ?rhouuiovs ~ a ' r  vkous O q p d v r a ~ ,  or' 

G Metaph. ir. 2, 1004 h, 17 ; 6 6  grhduo+or ?r&r ~ o r v o :  K U ~  +fAor. 
Soph. El. e. 1, 165 a. 21 : Eu7t y b p  r d x a s  (happy circumstances) 6 i  
5 U O @ I U T ~ K ~ )  +arvopQvq u o @ i a  o?k7a bvBpdv 0i;'rE r l p ~ u 1 v  0 6 7 ~  b r r p a -  
6' oG, ~ a l  d uo+rar j )s  ~ p q p a r t u r j ) ~  COUUI. 
&nb +arvopkvps uo@ias &AA' O ~ K  

VOL. 11. F F 
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dently in part too narrow, in part too broad, to afford 
us trustworthy information concerning the peculiar 
character of the phenomenon me are considering-too 
narrow, because from the outset the idea of the wrong 
and untrue is included as an essential characteristic 
in the conception of the Sophistic doctrine; too broad, 
because they do not represent that doctrine in its defi- 
nite historical aspect, as i t  actually appeared at a certain 
period, bnt as a universal category. This is the case, 
in a still higher clegree, with the language of the more 
ancient accounts. The conception of a public instruc- 
tion in wisdom tells us nothing as to the content and 
spirit of this instruction, and whether i t  was imparted 
for payment or not, is in itself quite unimportant. If, 
however, we colisider the circumstances under which the 
Sophists made their. appearance, and the earlier customs 
and culture of their nation, these traits will serve in 
some degree to explain their peculiar character and 

- 

significance. 
The previous method of education and instruction 

among the Greeks provided indeed distinct teachers for 
particular arts and accomplishments, such as tvriting, 
arithmetic, music, gymnastic, but left everyone to re- 
ceive his general training and education simply through 
intercourse with his family and acquaintance. It some- 
times happened, no doubt, that individual youths allied 
themselves with some man of special repi~tation, in 
order to be introduced by him to p~iblic affairs ; l or 

1 Thus Plutarch in his life of Mnesiphilus, who, as Flutareh ob- 
Themistocles representstllat states- serves, belonged neither to the 
man, in the beginning of his public orators, nor to the  pvar~o'r prA6- 
career, as seeking intercourse with uopoi, but aimed at  distinguishing 
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that teachers of mirsic or other arts attained, under 
certain conditions, to a more extended sphere of per- 
sond and political influeoce.' I n  neither ease, how- 
ever, is there question of any formal instruction, any 
directions, based on certain rules, for practical activity, 
but only of such influence as, without any express 
edilcational purpose, must naturally result from free 
personal inter~ourse.~ Not one of the ancient Physicists 
can be supposed to have opened a scllool of his own, 
or given instruction in the way that was afterwards 
customary : the communication of their philosophical 

himself by what was then called this case, as in Plato, ~S'yfnp. 20; D, 
coqia, the 6erv6rqs aohr~hah gal seems to designate both the S~)phist 
Gpaar~pros a6v~ais ,  on the gronnd and the crafty man) concealed his 
of an old family tradition of Solon; avocatioll as teacher of Pericles 
%v oi p7i t  ~ a t r a ,  adds Plutarch, in politics. nnder the mask of a 
6r~aviIca?s r i [av~cs  ~dxvars  aai pwa- musician. Similarly, Protagoras, 
yaydvr~s  Itrb ,&v apd[ewv T ~ V  ap. Plat. flynzp. 203 D, maintains 
&arcaarv robs hdyovs aoq~ara:  tha t  the a r t  of t,hc Sophists is 
rpouqyope607juav. very ancient, but f r o n ~  fesr of the 

1 e.g. Damon, cf. Plut. Per. 4 ; dislike attaching to them, they 
Plato, Lnch. 180 D ;  AZcib. i. 118 had all before him concealed i t ;  
C, and Pythoclides. cf. Plut,. l. c. ; some having callpd theniselves 
Plato, Prot. 316 E; Alcib. i. 118 C .  poets, a s  Homer, Orpheus, Simo- 

2 Plntarch has drawn this dis- nides, &c. ; others eymnasts; others 
tinction quite oorrect,ly (Them. 2) again musicians, as Agathocles md 
when he says tha t  those persons J?ythoclides. Here i t  is in fact 
were called Sophists who trans- conceded what Prot., 317 B, ex- 
ferred political training from prac- pressly cleclares, acd  ~ v l ~ v t  was of 
tied a c t i ~ i t y  to speeches ; Sophists course self-evident in most of tha 
in the sense allt~ded to p. 430, 3, above-mentioned cases, viz.. that  
can only be said to exist where the the distinguishing mark of those 
arts and skill, which hitherto had who were called Sop11ist.s in  the 
been attained by. practice in the ~pecial  sense-the 6fiohoy~5 ao- 
treatment of actual cases, are hence- + r a r ~ s  ~Svai KO:  rai8~6erv bv@p;~uts  
forth founded on theoretical in- -was absent in the predecessors 
strnction (h6yoi) and the universal of Protagoras ; they are uoqol, 
rules of a r t  which are thus im- like the seven wise men, but not 
parted. Plutarch also says, less U O @ ~ G T ~ ~ ,  according to the mean- 
aecnrately (Per. 4). tha t  Damon ing of the word in the time of 
being an d ~ p o s  a o @ i a ~ i s  (which in Socrates. 

F F 2  
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doctrines seems to have been entirely confined to the 
narrower circle of their acquaintance, and to have been 
conditioned by the relation of personal friendship. If 
a Protagoras and his successors departed from this 
custom, it argues a two-fold change in the popular 
estimation of science and scientific teaching. On the 
one hand, such teaching was now declared to be indis- 
pensable for everyone who desired to distinguish him- 
self in active life : the previous capability for speech 
and action attained merely by practice was condemned 
ss unsatisfactory : theoreticalstudy, and the knowledge of 
universal rules, were announced as necessary.' But on 
the other hand science, so far as the Sophists troubled 
themselves about it a t  all, was essentially restricted to 
this practical problem. It is not in knowledge as such, 
but simply in its use as a means of action, that its 
worth and importance are ~ o u g h t . ~  The Sophistic doc- 
trine, therefore, stands on the 'boundary line between 
Philosophy and Politics ; ' practice is to be supported 
by theory, and enlightened in regard to its ends and 
means ; but theory ig to be merely a help to practice. 
This science is, in its general aim and purpose, a phi- 
losophy of enlightenment and nothing more. 

From this point of view alone can we rightly 
criticise the disputed question concerning the pay- 

1 This fundamental distinction differed from Damon and others 
between the instruction of the in the superior amount of know- 
Sophists, and the purely practical ledge and ability wllich they 
instruction of the prerions teachers, brought to the exercise of their 
is overlooked by Grote, viii. 485 profession. 
sq., when he maintains that  the Cf. also p. 430, 3. 
appearance of the Sophists was S Vide s z p a ,  p. 431, 2. 
nothing new, and that they only 
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ment accepted by the Sophists. AS long as the im- 
parting of philosophic opinions and knowledge was 
on the same line with all other educational intercourse 
between friends, there co~~ld ,  of course, be no question - 
of payment for philosophic instruction : the study of 
philosophy was, like instruction in it, even with those 
who wholly devoted themselves to philosophy, an affair 
of free choice. This is the light in which both were 
regarded by Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, and conse- 
quently the idea of remuneration for instruction in 
philosophy was energetically opposed by these men as 
a gross indignity. Wisdom, in the opinion of the 
Soerates of Xenophon, like love, should be bestowed as 
a free gift, and not sold.' He who teaches any other art, 
says P l a t ~ , ~  may take wages in return, for he does not 
profess to make his pupil just and virtuous ; but he who 
promises to make others better must be able to trust to 
their gratitude, and should therefore require no money. 
Aristotle expresses himself in a similar s t r a h 3  The re- 
Iation between teacher and pupil is with him no business 
connexion, but a moral and friendly relation, founded 
on esteem ; the merit of the teacher is not compensated 
by money-it can only be rewarded by gratitude of the 
same kind that we feel towards parents and towards the 
gods. From this point of view we can well understand 
the harsh judgments that were passed on the earnings of 
the Sophists by Plato and Aristotle, as we have seen, 
p. 432 sq. That the same judgments, however, should 

' Mm.  i. 6. 13;  vide s1qra, 223 D sqq. The same in Isocr. 
p. 430, 3. Adv. Soph. 5 sq. 

Gory. 420 C sqq. ; cf. SopB. Eth. N. ix. 1, 1164 a, 32 sqq. 
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now be repeated, that in an age in which all instruc- 
tion is usually given by salaried and paid teachers, and 
by such as on this very account would have been con- 
hidered Sophists in  Greece, the teachers of the fifth cen- 
tury before Christ should, merely because they demandec! 
payment for their instructions, be treated as mean- 
spirited, self-seeking, araricious men-is a flagrant 
injustice, as Grote justly maintains.' Where the ne- 
cessity for scientific iiistruction is more extensively felt, 
and in coilsequence a separate claqs of professional 
teachers is formecl, there the necessity also arises that 
these teachers should be able to support tl~emselves 
by the labour to  which they devote their time and 
strength. Even i n  Greece this nntural demand could 
not be ignored. A Socrates, in his magnaniinous con- 
tempt for the necessaries of life, a Plato and an Aris- 
totle, with their ideal theory of the relation between 
master and teacher-an ideal fostered by their own 
easy personal circumstances, and by the Relienic preju- 
dice against all industrial activity-may have disdained 
all remuneration for their teaching ; and the mass of 
the people may have been the more ready to blame 
the Sophists for their gains, which were represented, 
no doubt, as muell greater than they actually were; 
for in this case the universal ill-mill of the nl~culti- 
vated man towards mental work the labour and trouble 
of which are unknown to him, was combined with 
the jealousy of natives towards foreigners, of demo- 
crats towards the teachers of the upper classes, of the 
friends of the old against innovators. I n  point of 

G. c. 493 sq. 



TIiEIR FEES POR INSTR UCTION. 439 

fact, however, as has been well observed,' there was no 
reason why the Sophists, especially in  foreign cities, 
should have given their instructions gratuitously, or 
should have themselves defrayed the cost of their 
maintenance and of their journeys. Even Greek cus- 
tom in no way forbade payment for intellectual posses- 
sions-painters, musicians and poets, physicians and 
riletors, gymnasiarchs and teachers of all kinds mere 
paid; and the Olympic victors received from their 
native cities rewards of money as well as prizes, or 
even themselves collected contributions in  their con- 
querors' wreaths. Nor can the theory of payment for 
philosophic teaching be condemned without further 
:~rgument, even from the ideal standpoint of Plato and 
Aristotle ; it does not necessarily follow that the scientific 
activity of the teacher or his moral relation to his 
pupil should thereby be corrupted; for, i n  analogous 
cases, the love of the wife for her husband is not affected 
by the judicial obligation of the husband to maintain 
her, the gratitude of the restored patient to '  the physi- 
cian is not deteriorated by his fee, nor that of children 
to  their parents by the circumstance that the parents are 
bound by lam to  support and educate them. That the 
Sophists should have asked payment from their pupils 
and hearers could only be turned to their disadvantage if 
they hacl made exorbitant demands,and had shown them- 
selves generally in  the pursuit of their calling to be cove- 
tons a i d  dishonourable. But i t  is only in regard to some 
of them that this can be proved. Even in  antiquity, no 
doubt very exaggerated notions were rife concerning 

1 Welcker, M .  Schr. ii. 420 sqq. 
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the payments they claimed, and the riches which they 
amassed; ' but Isocrates assures us that not one of 
them had made any considerable fortune, and that their 
gains did not exceed a moderate a m o ~ n t . ~  And though 
i t  is quite possible that many, especially among the 
younger Sophists, may have deserved the reproach of 
selfishness and covetousness,3 i t  is a question whether 
we ought to apply to a Protagoras and a Gorgias the 
descriptions of sophistic teaching which men, to whom 
all payment for philosophic instruction appeared a t  the 
outset as something vulgar and shameful, bad copied 
from the Sophists of their own time. Protagoras, a t  any 
rate, showed great consideration for his pupils when 
he left the amount of his fee to he decided by them- 
selves in  doubtful cases ; and that there was a difference 
in  this respect between the founders of Sophistic 
teaching and their successors, is indicated by Ar i~ to t le .~  

' Vide the statements on this 
subject, p. 409, 2 ; 410, 1 ; 415, 3 ; 
418, 1 ; 421, 3. 

n. Bv~iBdu. 155 : SAWS pQv o8u 
oi16~ls ~3peO$uesai .rSv ~ahovpivmv 
a o $ i ~ r G v  ?roAA& xp$para strhheC;d- 
peuos, &AA' oi pkv Ev Ahlyoi~, 01 
6' i v  ~ b v u  p ~ ~ p l o i s  7bv  Blou 8raya- 
y d v ~ ~ s .  Tide the statement as to 
Gorgias (quoted p. 415, 3), who 
amassed more wealth than any of 
the Sophists, and had neither 
public nor family expenses. We 
must not suppose that  the Sophists 
earned as much as the actors. In 
later times, the fee for a course of 
instruction seems to have been 3-5 
m i n a  Evenus in  Plato, Apol: 
20 B, asks 5 ; Isocrates who, like 
other rhetoricians, took 10 mine 
(Weleker, 42S), ridicules the Eris- 

tics (Adv. Soph. 91, because- the 
whole of virtue was to be had from 
them for the absurd price of 3 or 4 
minae ; while in Hel. 6, he blames 
them for only caringfor the money. 

Cf. p. 424, 3 ; 433 sq. 
' As Grote (Hist. o f  Gr. viii. 

494) rightly observes. " 
Cf. p. 409, 2. 
I n  the passage quoted by 

Welcker, 8th. iiT ix. 1, 1164 a, 22 
sq., where this custonl of P~otagoras 
as to payment is mentioned, and 
Aristotlr then goes on to say that  
i t  was different W-ith the Sophists, 
i.e. with those of his own time: 
these no donbt were obliged to 
demand payment in advance, for 
no one after getting to know their 
science would hare giren them any- 
thing for it. Xenoph. De Venal. 
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If we consider impartially the circumstances under 
which these men arose, and the accounts which have 
been preserved of them, we are not jnstified in charging 
the Sophists as a body, and especially those of the earlier 
generation, with niggardliness and avaric9. 

But although we must protest, on behalf of the So- 
phists, or at  any rate of many of the most important of 
them, against a prejudice which for more than two 
thousand years has done more than all besides to injure 
their good name, two things must yet be borne in mind. 
In the first place, the introduction of payment for 
scientific instruction in that period, whatever we may 
think of its moral justification, is at  any rate a proof of 
the change already adverted to in the general estimation 
of the worth and importance of scientific knowledge-a 
sign that now,instead of honest enquiry, satisfied with the 
knowledge of the actual, that knowledge only is sought, 
and regarded as worthy and attainable, which may be 
employed as a means to other ends, and consists less in 
general mental culture than in certain practical capa- 
bilities. The Sophists claimed to teach the special 
tricks of eloquence, of worldly prudence, of the manage- 
ment of men; and i t  is the prospect of the resulting 
advantage, the possession of political and oratorical 
trade-secrets, which they, as indispensable guides, hold 
out before everything else to the youth of the period.' 

13, is less conclusive : we know referring to othrr philosophers and 
no one 8v.r~~' or' v i v  a o @ i u r a 2  teachers of virtue, in which case 
&yaBbv i~olsrrav ; for i t  is doubtful the viv ao+iu~al would coincide 
whether the author intends by the with the  a o q ~ a ~ a i  ~ a k o d ~ e v o ~  pre- 
older Sophists with whom he com- viously mentioned. 
pares the Sophists of his time, ' Proof of this will he given in 
Protagoras, &C., or whether he is  the description of the Sophistie 
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Secondly, experience shows that it was a most dangerous 
thing, under the circumstances of that time, to place 
the higher education and preparation for piiblic life ex, 
clnsively in the hands of teachers who were dependent 
for their maintenance on the payments of their pupils. 
As human nature is constituted, scientific activity ~vonld 
inevitably by such an arrangement become dependent 
on the wishes and necessities of those who sought in- 
struction, and were in a position to pay for it. These 
pupils would chiefly estimate its value by the advantage 
which they might hope from it, for their personal ends ; 
very few wo~xld look beyond, and recognise the use of 
studies, the practical application of which did not lie 
reerly to hand. A nation would require to be penetrated 
in  an unusual degree, and far more than was the case in 
Greece a t  that time, with the value of pure and inde- 
pendent enquiry, if science as a whole did not sink, 
under t,heee conditions, into mere technical skill, and 

instruction. Cf. also p. 431,5, and 
Plato, Symp. 217 A sqq., where 
Alcibiades treats Socrates as a 
Sophist when he would give him 
al l  he possesses in order r d v r '  
brcoihat 8aa?rrp oi7ros $ 8 ~ 1 ,  while 
Socrates, by his purely moral con- 
ception of their relation, makes 
him feel the difference of his in- 
struction from tha t  cf the Sophists. 
The Sophists, i t  is true, are nct 
named here, but the way in which 
Alcibiades a t  first treated his rela- 
tion with Socrates shows what 
pupils of his class were accustomed 
t o  seek and to expect from their 
instructors. The same holds good 
of the remark of Xenophon, Mem. 
i. 2, 14 sq., that  Critias and Alci- 

biades did not seek intercourse 
with Socr~ tes  in order to become 
like him in character, but  vopl -  
o a v r e ,  E; b p ~ h ~ u a h q v  I ~ e [ v y ,  y e v i -  
u8ar Bv i ~ a v w r d r w  ~ i y e r v  T E  ~ a l  
a p d r r r r v .  The fact thht the So- 
phists announced themselres as  
teachers of rirtue and improvers 
of men does not altcr the case, for 
i t  may well be asked wherein 
virtue (or more properly, ability, 
fitness, b p ~ ~ 4 j  is to be found : the 
b p a ~ h ,  for instance, which Entl~y-  
demus and Dionysodorus promise 
to  gire to their scholars more 
quickly than all other teachers 
(Plato, Ezcthyc7em. 278 D), is en- 
tirely different from v h a t  we call 
virtue. 
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become restricted more and more under a long con- 
tinuance of them to supplying the mass of men with 
the crafts and knowledge which they considered advan- 
tageous, as quickly and easily and pleasantly as possible. 
In  the  circumstances under which the Sophistic in- 
struction was given there lay a great clanger for the 
thoroughness of enquiry and the earneatness of the 
philosophic mind ; and this danger was further in- 
creased by the fact that most of the Sophists, without 
any settled abode, and without any interest in the 
State, were thus without the restraint which citizenship 
affords to men in respect to their moral life and the 
moral side of their professional activity.' That circum- 
stances themselves led to  this result cannot, however, 
alter the matter. It is uncleniably true that, for 
talented and cultivated citizens of small States, travels, 
and public lectures, were in those times the only means 
of obtaining recognition for their attainments and a 
comprellensive sphere of action, and the discourses of a 
Gorgias and a Hippias a t  Olympia are not in them- 
selves more blameworthy than those of an Heroclotns ; 
it is also true that  i t  was only po~sible by means of 
payment for instruction, to open the profession of 
teacher to all who mere capable of it, and to collect iiz 
one place the most multifarious powers ; the effects, 
however, of such an institution are not on that account 
cancelled. I f  the Sophistic teaching involved from the 

' cf. Plato, Tinz. 19 E:  r b  Fi r e  /%as o;EcpG ~ I ~ K ? J K ~ S ,  & ~ T Q ~ O V  

r i v  roc#m~r&v 7 6 ~ 0 9  a: voAhGv pkv gpa @~houd@wv kv8pGv 3 ~ a i  ?rohr~i- 
~ d y o v  Ka'r K ~ A ~ v  f i ~ h w v  pdh' ij*aer- ~ r j r  (it is incapable of rightly un- 
pov + y ~ p a l ,  $oBoipar F&, pnrrws, il derstanding the old Athenians). 
T E  rhav?/rby bv ~ a r h  ~ ~ A E L S  o i ~ i ? j r ~ r s  
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outset the limitation of the scientific interest to the 
useft11 and practically advantageous, this one-sidedness 
was greatly increased by the dependence of the Sophistic 
teachers upon the wishes and taste of their hearers, 
and the more deficient in scientific and very soon after 
in ethical content the Sophistic instrncbion became, the 
more inevitable it was that i t  should speedily be 
degraded into a mere instrument for the acquirement 
of money and fame. 

Though this disregard of purely scientific enquiry jn 
and for itself presupposes a sceptical temper, yet the 
most important of the Sophists never expressly declarecl, 
and the rest only implied by their general procedure, 
that, they had broken with the previous philosophy 
because they thought a scientific knowledge of things 
impossible. When man despairs of kno~ledge, there 
remains to him only the satisfaction of activity or en- 
joyment; for his intellect, which has lost its object, 
there arises the task of producing an object from it- 
self; its self-confidence now becomes absorption in 
self, duty ; knowledge becomes will.' So the Sophistic 
philosophy of life is entirely based upon doubt of the 
truth of knowledge. But this makes a fixed scient,ific 
and moral attitude impossible to i t  ; i t  must either 
follow the old opinions, or, if i t  criticises them more 
closely, it must come to the conclusion that a moral law 
of universal validity is as impossible as a universally 

Examples may easily be found Cicero, &c , the ' Illamination ' of 
in  the history of philosophy: i t  is the last century, the conneetior, 
sufficient for our present purpose between Xant's ' Critique of the 
t o  recall the practical tendency of Reason, and his Morality,' and 
Socrates, and the later eclectics, similar instances. 
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recognised truth. It, cannot therefore claim to instruct 
men as to the end and aim of their activity, and t o  
furnish moral precepts : its instruction must be limited 
to the means through which the ends of individuals, of 
whatever kind those ends may be, can be attained. 
But for the Greeks all means are comprehended in the 
art of speech. Rhetoric, as the universal practical 
art, forms the positive side to the Sophists' negative 
morality and theory of knowledge. It therefore quits 
the sphere with which the history of philosophy is 
concerned. We will now examine more particularly 
the different aspects of the phenomenon which we are 
considering. 

4. The Sophistic Theory of Kt~owledge and Erislie 
Disputation. 

EVEN among the most ancient philosophers we find 
many complaints of the limitations of human know- 
ledge, and from the time of Heracleitns and Parme- 
nides downwards, the uncertainty of the sensible percep- 
tion was acknowledged from the most opposite points 
of view. Rut it was not until the appearance of the 
Sophists that these germs were developed into a uni- 
versal scepticism. For the scientific establishment of 
this scepticism, they took as their starting-point, partly 
the doctrine of Heracleitus, partly that of the Eleatics ; 
that the same result should hare been attained from 
such opposite presuppositions may be regarded, on the 
one hand, as a true dialectical induction through which 
those one-sided presuppositions cancel one another; 
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but it is at  the same time suggestive of the Sophistic 
doctrine, which was concerned, not with any definite 
view of the nature of things or of knowledge, but 
only with the setting aside of objective philosophical 
enquiries. 

Protagoras based his scepticism on the physics of 
Heracleitus. He  is not. indeed, an actual adherent of 
that philosophy in its full extent and original import ; 
what Heracleitus had taught concerning the primitive 
fire, and its changes and gradations-generally speaking, 
of the objective constitution of all things-could not be 
appropriated by a Sceptic as he was. But he at least 
adopted from the Heracleitean philosophy, in order to use 
them for his own purposes, the general propositions of 
the change of all things, and the opposing streams of mo- 
tion. According to Protagoras, all things are in constant 
motion ; l  but this motion is not merely of one kind : 

l Plato, Tiled. 152 D, 157 A sq. p. 70). The praterite is used here 
(r/de sup. 18,2), ib. l56 A, expresses as  in the Aristotelian expression, 
this in the following manner: &S r b  7 ;  q v  r G a ~ .  W e  can, therefore, 
W% ~ L v q u r s  q v  ~ a i  &AA" rrapb roGro neither attribute this pure mo- 
oLF&v, tha t  he is not thinking, how- tion t o  Prot. (Frei, 79), nor ac- 
ever, of motion without something case Plato of an inrention (Weber, 
moved-a 'pure motion1-but only 23 sqq.), justified by Sextus, who 
of a motion the subject of which declares of Protagoras in Stoical 
is constantly changing, is clear language (Pyrrh. i. 217) : qqa'rv  
from 180 D, 181 C, D, where he 01% 6 741 % A ~ V  P E U U ~ ~ V  s7va1, 
uses these words, x d w r a  ~ l v € ? r a r ,  r b  j60:uqs 8; a&r+s UVIEXGS ~ r p o u f i ~ u ~ ~ s  
w d v r a  ~ l v ~ i c i B a r ,  1r2v b p @ o ~ d p w s  bwri 7Gw ~ T O ~ O ~ ~ U E W V  y L ~ v ~ u f i a ~ .  
~ r v s i u B a r ,  $rP6psvdv 7 6  ~ a l  hhhoroi -  I n  Theatetus, 181 B sqq., i t  is 
~ E U O V ,  and also from 156 C sqq. : further shown that  the moticrn of 
~ a i r a  x d t t r a  pkv ~ l v s h a l  . . . all things, assumed by Protagoras, 
$Epr.rar y a p  ~ a i  ;v $op@ a L r S v  $ mnst be defined not merely as  @p&, 
~ i v ~ u r s  ~ r i @ v x ~ w .  &c. (and the same but as Bhholwuls ; but i t  is clear, 
texts prove tha t  4 v  does not imply, from the same passage, tha t  Pro- 
as  Vitringa xsgerts, p. 83, tha t  tagoras himself had not explained 
originally only motion was, but himself more particularly on tho 
that  all is, nccordi~hg to its essen- sul~ject. 
tial nature, motion; cf. Schanz, 
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there are innumerable motions, which, however, may all 
be reduced to two classes, since they consist either of 
doing or suffering.' Only through their action, or their 
being acied upon, do things receive their particular 
qualities ; and as doing and suffering can belong to a 
thing only i n  relation to other things with which it is 
brought into contact by motion, we ought not to 
attribute any quality or definiteness to anything as 
such: it is only because things move towards each 
other, mingle, and work upon one another, that they 
become determinate : we can never say, therefore, that  
they are something, or, in general, t'hat they are, but 
only tha t  they become something, and become." 

Theet. 156 A, continues : 7% same-no donbt originally taken 
61 ~ r v $ m w s  ado ~ 8 4 ,  eh$Ber p&v from these passages-in Philop. 
&xsrpov ~ I C ~ T E ~ O V ,  8dvaprv 8; ~b pkv Gen. et Cow. 4 b, and Bmmon. 
xoreiv <xov ~b 6; rrduxcrv. This is Categ. S1 b, Scho!. in Arist. 60 a, 
furtherexplained a t  157A: neither 15, where the proposition o t ~  <bar 
action nor suEering belongs to  a @arv & p r ~ p i u v v  o68rvds is ascribed 
thing absolutely in and for itself; to Protagoras (Frei, p. 92, con- 
but  things act or are acted upon I J ~  jectures, probably erroneously, that 
meeting with others to  which they these are his very words). It is 
are  related in an active or pas3ive also expressed in the langoage of 
manner; the same can therefore later terminology by Sextus, l. c. 
be active in relarion to  one thing, thus : robs hdyous n d v ~ w v  T&V 
and passive in relation to another. q5arvopivwr~ irno~~iaBar ;v r!j SA?~, 

. The language in this exposition is words which do not seem to me 
for the most part Platonic, but we rightlv explained either by Peter- 
are not justified in  denying alto- sen (Phil. Hist. Stud. l l 'i), Branclis 
gether to Protagoras the distinction (i. 52S), Herinann (Plat. Pi~il. 297, 
between actire and passive motion. 142), Frei (p. 92 sq.), or Weber (p. 

2 Theet. 152 D,  156 E (sup. 36 sqq.). These words do not assert 
18, 2), 157 B : ~b 6' 06 6ei, As tha t  the causes of all phenomena 
d T&V UO@V hdyos, o h  r i  ~ U Y -  lie only in the material, but rather 
x w p ~ >  03re 7 0 6  oUUT' ;p06 O ~ T E  the converse, that in matter, in 
r i s e  0th' Z ~ t i v o  O ~ T E  dhho 0 6 6 ; ~  things as such, irreapectively of 
o"vopa 8 r~ &v fur$ ,  hhha K ~ T &  edurv the manner in which we apprehend 
cpBiyyeuBar yryvdpsva ~ a l  eoroLpeva them, the germ of all things, the 
K U )  iLnohhdp~va ~ a i  hhhorodpwa. equal possibility of the most 
(The form of the exposition seems various phenomena is given, tha t  
to belong to Plato.) W e  find the everything, as Plot. Adu. Col. 4,2, 
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Through the meeting of these two kinds of motion our 
presentations of things arise.' Where an object comes 
in  contact with onr organ of sense in  such a manner 
that the object acts upon the organ, and the organ is 
acted upon, there arises in the organ a definite sensa- 
tion, and the object appears endowed with determinate 
q ~ a l i t i e s . ~  But these two results occur only in  and 

says in explaining this theory of 
Protagoras, is ~ L A A O Y  TOTOY fi  
r o i o r * ;  and as Sextus himself goes 
on to explain, GhvauOar r h v  Bhvv,  
8uov ;@' i a u r f l ,  a d v r a  sivar 8 u a  a i iur  
@aiverar. 

1 I t  is not quite clear whether 
he simply identifird active motion 
with that of the a1u0qrbv and pas- 
sive with that of the aYu0quts (as 
Schanz, p. 72, believes), or whether 
he rega.rded the motion of the 
a iu0q rbv  and the o f u 0 q u ~ s  only as 
definite kinds of active and passive 
motion. The latter opinion seems 
t o  me the more probable, partly 
for the reason that if Protagoras 
ascribed to things an objective 
existence, independently of our 
presentative consciousness, as he 
undoubtedly did, he must also 
have assumed a reciprocal action 
of things upon one another, and 
not merely an action upon our- 
selves ; partly because the remark 
(157 A, vide sup. p. 446, 2) tells 
the same way, viz., that the iden- 
tical thing that  in relation t,o one 
thing is active, in relation to 
another thing may be passive : for 
in respect of our afuOqurs the aiu8q- 
7bv is always active ; i t  can only be 
passire in respect of other things. 

Theet. 156 A, after what is 
qnoted, p. 446, 2 : ;K 66 7 4 s  r o h r w v  
dprh las T E  nu1 TP[$EWS apbs b h h v h a  
y i y v e ~ a r  i ~ y o v a  ~ ~ 4 8 6 1  phv dnerpa, 

6/6ufia 68, r b  p i v  aIu0nrbv,  r b  68 
aib-8vurs, bsl u u v s ~ n L a r o u u a  KU: yev-  
vwpdvv p e r &  707  a~uOqro i l .  The 
aiu8$uers are called &IS, d ~ o a l ,  
~ u @ p $ u t r s ,  +L.$FIs, ~ a h u s r s ,  ;I6ovai, 
A h a r ,  ini8ufi la1, @6por, etc. ; to the 
aiubqrbv belong colours, tones, &c. 
This is then further explained: 
2xer6hv 03v 6 p p a  Kal dhho  r r  7Gv  
r o h ~ ~  [ v p p i r p ~ v  (an object which 
is so formed as to  act upon the 
eye) ahvurduav  ysvvf iup r1/v  h e u ~ d -  
r V r d  r e  ~ a l  a L 0 ~ p u r v  a l r ?  ~ L p + u r o v ,  
h O ~ K  t iv a o r s  i y d v e r o  i ~ a r ; ~ o u  
Z K E ~ V W V  apbs dhho  iA0dvros,  r d r ~  
6+, p € 7 4 3  ~ E ~ O ~ & W V  7 5 s  phv $$EWS 
?rpbs 7 6 P  h@@ahpGv, 7?5 68 A E V K ~  

7q :os  npbs r o i l  uuva r ro r1~ rov ros  7 b  
xpLjpa, d pbv 6 @ 0 a ~ p b s  d p a  @EWS 

8,uaAews QyE lv~ ro  Kai 6p@ 6 b  r d r s  ~ a l  
&-ydvsro off71 6qrs &AA& h@Oahpbs 
6pGw, r b  66 [wyyevquav r b  x p 6 p a  
h ~ u ~ d r v r o s  ? I C ~ I E ? T ~ $ U ~ ~  K U ~  E)Y;YETO 

03 h s u ~ d r q s  a3 d h h h  h e o ~ d v  . . . 
~ a ' r  r & A a  6 1  o i k o ,  u ~ h v p b v  K ~ I  
0sppbv ~ a l  ~ c i v r a ,  r b v  a l r b v  r p d ~ r o v  
i n o ~ g n r i o v  a l r b  pkv  ~ a 0 '  a 6 r b  p $ i v  
char, etc. The various relations 
in which things stand to the senses 
seem to have been derived by 
Protagoras from the greater or 
lesser swiftness of their motion, 
for i t  is said (156 C) that some 
more slowly, and consequently 
only attain to what is near, others 
more quickly, and attain to mhat 
is farther. The former would 
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during this contact; as the eye does not see when it is 
not affected by some colour, so the object is not 
coloured, when it is not seen by any eye. Nothing 
therefore is or becomes, what it is and becomes, in  and for 
itself, but only for the percipient s~tbject l the object, 
however, will naturally present itself differently to the 
percipient subject, according to the constitution of the 
latter:  things are for each man, that which they 
appear to him ; and they appear to him, as they must 
necessarily appear, according to his ovn state and 
condition: Man is the measure of all things, of Being 
that it i s ;  of non-Being that it is no t ;  there is no 

answer for example to the percep- 15, and Vitringa, p. l06 beliere), 
tions of touch, and the latter to but to Democritus. 
those of sight. Plato proves this, 157 E sqq., 

Vide previous note, and 1. c. by the example of dreamers, sick 
157 A : BUTE 25 hrdvrwv rohruv persons and lunatics, and observes 
&rep ?tpx<s ;hiyopcv,  oS6iv ebar that sinee they are differently con- 
$v aSrb ~ a 0 '  ahrb, &AA& rrvl be1 stituted from those who are awake 
yiyueuOar, etc. (Vide szq~ra, 18, 2 ; and in good health, different per- 
447 l), 160 B :  heincrar 64,  o?par, ceptions must necess?rily result 
4piv bhhfihors, err' Zupiu, eival, sfre from the contact of things with 
yryvdprOa, ykyveuear, F'rslrep $@v 4 them. At 158 E, however, he 
b v d y ~ q  7 4 v  o$ufav u u v 6 ~ i ~ > v ,  U U Y ~ E ?  does not seen1 to refer this answer 
6; ob6evl rBv ~ E A A W V ,  obB1 a3 $p> explicitly to Protagoras, but gives 
aSrois. &hh4hors 64 hshrsrar uuv6e- i t  rather as the necesssry comple- 
66uOa1, BUTE eYrt rrs ~Svai rr dvopd[er, tion of his theory. This makes i t  
rrvl tLar 4 rrvbs 4 r p i s  ri Pqriov the more probable that  the similar 
abr4 ,  EYTE yiyv~uOar, etc.; cf. PhwrZo, statements and arguments ap. Sext. 
90 C. Simila~ly Arist. iMetaph, ix. Pyrrh. i. 217 sq. ; Amman. and 
3, 1047 a, 5 : aiu8qrbv obsiv E"urar Philop. in the passages quoted, s q .  
wh aiu6'avdpevov. b a r e  r b v  IIpwra- p. 447,  1 ; David, Schol. i l z  Arist. 
yo'pov ~ 6 y o v  uvp~; luerar  h k y e ~ v  60 b, 16, were not taken from the 
abrois. Alex. ad h. I. and p. 1010 treatise of Protagoras, but, like 
b, 30 ; p. 273, 28 Bon. ; Hermias, those of the Theetetus, are merely 
Irris. c. 4 ; Sext. Pyrrh. i. 219 : r h  the comments and additions of the 
6 i  pq8evl rLjv ?tvOp~rwv ~)arvdpeva several writers. 
066; Zurrv. On the other hand, the Theet. 152 A : qqul ydP rou 
word quarohdyor, in Arist. De An. [ n ~ w r . ]  ~ d v r w v  Xpqpdrwv p;rpov 
iii. 2 ,  426 a, 20, alludes, not to LivOpwrov ~Ivar, rGv $v 8vrwv &S 
Protagoras (as Philop. ad h. l. O urr, rGv 8i ph 8vrwv, &S 0 6 ~  EYurrv. 
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The same sentence, sometimes with 
this addition and sometimes with- 
out, is often quoted: by Plato, 
Thest. 160 C;  Crc~t. 385 E; Arist. 
Metaph. X. 1, 1053 a, 35;  xi. 6 ;  
Sext. Mffith. vii. 60 : Pyrrh. i. 21 6 ; 
Diog. ix. 51, &c. (vide Frei, 94). 
According to  Theet. 161 C, Prota- 
goras said this, ~ P X d p ~ v ~ ~  7% &A??)- 
0 . l ~ ~ .  As there is also mention of 
the bhfieera of Protagoras, 162 A, 
170 E ;  cf. 155 E, 166 B ;  Crat. 
386 C, 301 C, i t  seems probable 
that the treatise in which the 
sentence occurred had the title 
'Ah$eera (as the SchoZ. ad I'heet. 
161 C maintains). I t  does not, 
however, ap ear impossible that 
Plato himserf first called i t  so, 
because Protagoras had therein 
often and emphatically declared 
that he would make known the 
true state of things in opposition 
to ordinary opinion. According to 
Sext. Muth. vii. 60, the words stood 
a t  the beginning of the KaraBdh- 
Aovres, and Porph. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. 
X. 3, 25, says that Protagoras in 
the hdyos asp1 so6 bvrop opposed 
the Eleatics, which no doubt was 
the case in the work from which 
the words in the Thestctus are 
taken. But perhaps Porphyry 
designates this work according to 
its contents, and the proper title 
was KaraSdAhovrss (sc. hdyor), or 
'AhfiOera 3 KaraB.; possibly the 
two books of 'AvriAoylar ap. Diog. 
ix. 55, may be only another ex- 
pression for KaraBdAAovres. Cf. 
Frei, 176 sqq.: Weber, 43 sq.; 
Bernays, Rh. Mm. vii. 464 sqq.; 
Vitringa, 11 5 ; Schanz, Beitr. S. 

Vorsokr. Phi1 1 H,  29 sqq. ; Bethe, 
Vers. eQzer Wiird. d. Sophist. Re- 
dekunst, 29 sqq. The meaning of 
Protagoras's maxim is  usually 
given thus:  oya &v 8 0 ~ 6  E ~ d r r v  
~ora37a K ~ I  ~Svai (Plato, Cmt. 386 

C. Similarly Theret. 162 A ;  cf. 
eic. Acacl. ii. 46, 142), rb S O K O ; ~  
i ~ h u r y  r06ro ~ a l  eSvai rrayfws 
(Arist. Metaph. xi. 6 ; cf. iv. 4, 
1001 b, 2 2 ;  iv. 5 ;  Ale%. ad h. l. 
and elsewhere ; David, Schol. in. 
Arist. 23 a, 4, where, however, 
what is said in the Euthydemus, 
287 E, is transferred to Prota- 
goras) aduas T ~ S  +avrar[as ~ a 1  shs 
%[as bhveeis 6adPx~rv Ka1 ra7v ap6s 
I r  eSvai rhv dhQ0eiav (Sext. 12lmth. 
vii. 60;  cf. Schol. in. Arist. 60 b, 
16). Bnt here dso, if the account 
is true, the meaning can only be, 
that what appears to anyone in a 
certain manner, is for him as i t  
appears to him. Plato, Theret. 
152 A, expressly says this, and is 
unjustly censured by Grote (Plato, 
ii. 347, 353, 369) for having left 
i t  unnoticed. The expressions 
made use of by the authors men- 
tioned above are, as is often self- 
evident, not the expressions of 
Protagoras. The same may be 
said of Plato's observation that  
knowledge according to Protagoras 
consists in sensation and nothing 
besides (cf. next note) ; and of the 
inference of Aristotle (1. c. Metaph. 
iv.), and his commentator (Alex. p. 
104, 16, 228, 10, 247, 10, 258, 12 
Ron. 637 a, 16. 653 a, 1. 662 a, 4. 
667 a, 34 Br.), that according to 
Protagoras self-contradictory as- 
sertions could at  the same time be 
true. The statement of Diog. ix. 
51 . Reye rs ,uq8;v E?VUL +uxqvaapb 
rhs aiuOfirsrs, for which he refers 
to the Theetetus, seems either to  
have been deduced from the pro- 
position that things exist only in 
the act of perception, or (as appears 
to me more probable) to be a mis- 
take for the other proposition that 
;arurfip? is nothing else tban 
afuOqurs. What Themistius says, 
Analyt. Post. p. 25 Sp.; Schol. ifi 
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objective truth, but only subjective appearance of truth, 
no universally valid knowledge, but only opinion.' 

The same result is attained by Gorgias from the 

Arist. 207 b, 26, on Protagoras's 
view of knowledge, is no doubt 
deduced from the passage in Aris- 
totle, which does not refer to 
Pr0tagora.s a t  all. 

' Grote (Plato, ii. 32'7 sqq.) 
indeed cloubts whether Protagoras 
himself founded his proposition, 
' N a n  i s  the measure of all things,' 
in the manner supposecl in the 
text, upon Herncleitus's theory : 
Schuster goes still further (Herakl. 
29 sqq.); he not only maintains in 
connection with his obserr-ations 
on Heracleitus (discussed supra, p. 
93 sq.), that  neither Protigoras 
nor Heracleitus arrived a t  a theory 
of knowledge through metaphysical 
principles, but he also beliei~es that 
Protagoras assumed the existence 
of knowledge, and that i t  coin- 
cided with afu8quis and the opinion 
based upon aYuRquis This last 
statement is destitute of a l l  foun- 
dation, and is besides irrecon- 
cileable with every tradition con- 
cerning Protagoras that  we possess. 
I n  the first place the proposition 
(Theet. 151 E, 160 D) : oir~ lhho 
71 Bur~v E)?~~u~?jpq 3 afuequis, is 
not (as even Schnster observes) di- 
rectly attributed to  Protagoras by 
Plato. Plato expressly says (152 
A ;  cf. 159 D), tha t  Protagoras 
enunciated this in another form: 
(rpdaov 7ivB lhhov), in so far as 
results from his words : advrwv 
~pqpdrov phpov lvOpwnos, that 
there can he no knowledge tran- 
scending appearance, and eonse- 
quently (since +a;vsa0ai = ar'uffd- 
verSai, 152 B) transcending aYuBquis. 
.But in that  case, i t  is clear that  

this proposition, in thc connection 
in which i t  stands 11-it11 Plato, can- 
not mean that there is a knowledge 
and this kno~r-ledge consists of 
afuSquts, but inatller the converse: 
there is no objective Iinowledge, 
for there is no knowledge that  i s  
anything but afuRquis, and aYuRvurs 
is mere appearance and nothing 
else: this is evident from Theet. 
152 A sq., 161 D, 166 A sqq., $c. 
But  al l  our witnesses without ex- 
ception say the same: they all 
declare that, according to Prota- 
goras, that is true for every man 
which appears to him true, which 
is directly contrary to the propo- 
sition ' that there is an E'niu~lpq.' 
We must, if we adopt this, under- 
stand by imur?jpv a presentation 
tha t  is only staZy'eclive1.y true, a 
mere fancy (9avrauia, The& 152 
C). I t  would be more reasonable 
to doubt whether Protagoras had 
really established his proposition 
in the manner that Plato sqposes. 
Plato, as I have repeatedby ob- 
served, does not seem to have kept 
strictly to the form of Protagoras's 
exposition; but we have no reason 
to deny to Protagoras the essential 
content of the theory which Plato 
puts into his mouth, or to  douht 
its connection with the physics of 
Hcracleitus, even supposing tha t  
Sextus, Pyrrh. i. 216 sq., Muth. vii. 
60 sqq., is not to be considered an 
original source, which he certainly 
is in respect to part of his state- 
ments. It is difficult to see how 
Plato arrived a t  his exposition, if 
Protagoras himself had not fur- 
nished an occasion for it. 
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opposite point of departure. In his treatise on Nature, 
or the non-existent,' he sought to prove three proposi- 
tions-(l) Nothing exists; (2) If anything be assumed 
to exist, it is unknowable ; (3) If even i t  is knowable, 
it cannot be imparted in speech. The proof of the filfi.r.sZ 
proposition is entirely based on the theories of the 
Eleatics. c If anything existed,' said Gorgias, ' i t  must 
be either existent or non-existent, or both a t  once.' But 
(A) it cannot be non-existent, because nothing can a t  
the same time exist and not exist ; and non-Being would 
then, on the one hand, as non-Being, not exist ; but, on 
the other hand, so far as i t  is non-Being it would exist ; 
further, as Being and non-Being are opposed to each 
other, we cannot attribute existence to non Being with- 
out denying it to Being ; but existence eannot be denied 
to B e i ~ g . ~  Just &S little, however, (B) can what exists 
be existent, for the existent must either be derived or 
underived-it must be either One or Many. (a )  It 
cannot be underived; for what is not derived, says 
Gorgias, in agreement with Melissus, has no beginning, 
and what has no beginning is infinite. But the infinite 
is nowhere-it cannot be in some other, for in that case 

l A detailed extract from this 
treatise, but in his own words, 
is  given by Sext. Math. rii. 65-87, 
a shorter one by the pseudo-Arist. 
DB Melisso, c. 5 ,  6. FOP its  title, 

TUG p+ 6 ~ ~ 0 s  2;) T. @LCEWS, we 
are indebted to Sextus. Rose's 
doubt of its authenticity (Arist. 
Lzhr. Ord. 77 sq.) seems to me 
not adequately justified either bp 
the silence of Aristotle concerning 
the scepticism of Gorgias, nor by 
the fact thet Gorgias n his1 ater 

life confined himself to rhetoric. 
The statement that nothing exists 
is ascribed by Isocrates, Hel. 3 ,  
a. B v ~ L ~ ~ u . ,  268, to his master 
Gorgias, in  the former of these 
passages, with express reference 
to the writings of the ancient 
Sophists. 

2 Sext. 66 sq. and (though 
~oniervhat differently, which per- 
haps is the fault of the text) the 
treatise on Melissus, c. 5, 979 a, 
21 zqq. 
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it mould not be infinite ; nor in itself, for what compre- 
hends must be some other than that which is compre- 
he,nded. But that which is nowhere exists not a t  all. 
If, therefore, Being is underivecl, i t  is non-existent.' If, 
on the other hand, we suppose i t  to be derived, i t  must 
have arisen either from Being or non-Being. But 
from Being nothing can be derived; for if Reing be- 
came another, i t  ~vould be no longer Being: and as 
little can it have arisen from non-Being :. for if non- 
Being does not ex?&, the proposit,ion would apply that 
out of noth~ing nothing comes ; and, if it exists, the 
same reasons hold good which make a derivation from 
Being imp~ssible .~ (b)  Being can neither be One nor 
Many. Not One; for what is really One @an have no 
corporeal magnitude: and what has no magnitude is 
n ~ t h i n g . ~  Not Many ; for every plurality is a number 
of unities: if there is no unity, there is also no plu- 
rality.* (cj If we add to this that Being cannot be 
movecl since all motion is change, and, as such, would 
be the Becoming of non-Being ; since, furthermore, all 

1 Cf. Vol. I. p. 638, 1 : 618, 2. also that they could not both simul- 
Sext. 68-71, De Mel .  979 b, taneously he true. 

20 sqq. The latter expressly refers Be iyel. 979 h, 36 (according 
to illelissns and Zeno, ride szlpm, t o  &111llach's supplement: ~ a i  %v 
Vol. I .  615, 2 ; 627 sq. Sextns &v O;K &v 86vanl?ar ~Tvai, 8rr bud,ua- 
gives the conclosion of the a l p -  rov &v ~b :v. .rb ydp buhaa~dv, 
ment more simply : he ~nerely says + ~ u i v ,  oLG;v, Zxwv yvdpgv aapaxhg- 
that  from non-Being nothing can uiav T$ .roF z6vwvos hdyy (ride 
come, for that  which produces szqgra, Vol. I. 615, 1 ) .  Gorg. ap. 
another, must first exist itself; and Sextus, 73, proves a t  greater length 
he adds that Being cdnnot at  the that  the One can be neither a aoubv, 
same time be derired and unde- nor a uvvcx;s, nor a pE'ye@os, nor a 
rired, since these terms exclude one o+a. 
another. Perhaps, however, this Sext. 74 ; De 1Me1. 9 i 9  b, 37 
may be his own addition. Sextus, (according to Foss and Mull.); cf. 
after refnting the tx-o alternatives Zeno, I. c. ; and Melissus, szcpm, 
of a dilemma, is fond of showing Vol. I. p. 638, 2. 
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motion presupposes a division, and every division is a 
cancelling of Being,' i t  is evident that Being is as un- 
thinkable as non-Being. (C) But if Being is neither 
existent nor non-existent, i t  plainly cannot be both at  
once ; and thus, as Gorgias believes, his first proposi- 
tion, ' that nothing exists,' is proved. 

The proofs of the two other propositions sound 
simpler. If even sometlaing existed it would be nn- 
knowable ; for the existent is nothing that is thought, 
and what is thought is nothing that exists, otherwise 
what everyone imagines for himself must necessari1.y 
have an actual existence, and a false presentation would 
be impossible. But if Being is nothing that is thought, 
i t  is neither thought nor known-it is ~nknowable.~ If, 
llowever, it were even knowable, i t  could not be im- 
parted in words. For how can intuitions of things be 
produced by mere tones, when, in fact, words arise con- 
versely, from intuitions ? Moreover, how is i t  possible 
that the hearer in hearing the words should t<ink the 
same as the speaker, since one and the same cannot be 
in different and different persons ? Or if even 
the same were in several individuals, would i t  not neces- 

SO in the treatise on Nelissus, 
980 a, l ; cf. supra, Vol. I .  p. 634. 
I n  Sextas this pro3f is absent, but 
i t  is nut likely that Gorgias made no 
use wha te~er  of the arguments of 
Zeno and Melissus against motion. 
From his procedure in other cases, 
176 may conjecture that  he set up 
a dilemma, and showed that Being 
enn neither be moved nor unmoved. 
There seems, therefare, to be a 
lacuna in this place in  our text. 

Sext. 75 sq.; cf. the remark 

supra, 453, 2. 
De Mel. 980 a, S, where, 

however, the commei~cement is 
mutilated and not satisfactorily 
amended by Mullach; while Seu- 
tus, 7 7 4 2 ,  introduces much matter 
of k.is own. 

Sext. 83-86, who here agitin 
no doubt intermingles his own 
comments ; more completely, but 
with a text that is not altogether 
certain, De Melisso, 980 a, 19 sgq. 
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sarily appear to them differently, since they are different 
persons and in different places ? These arguments are 
in part purely sophistical ; but, a t  the same time, real 
diffic~~lties are touched by them, especially in respect to 
the thircl proposition : and the whole might well have 
been regarded at  that period as a formidable attempt 
to establish doubt as to the possibility of know- 
ledge.' 

No other Sophist seems to have taken snch pains 
about the complete justification of scepticism, a t  least, 
there is no tradition of any attempt of the kind. All 
the more general, however, was the agreement in the 
result which was common to the Heracleitean and Ele- 
atic scepticism, the denial of any objective truth, and 
though this denial was in very few instances based upon 
a developed theory of knowledge, yet the sceptical 
arguments of a Protagoras or a Gorgias, a Heracleitus 
or a Zeno, mere, notwithstanding, eagerly utilised. The 
observation which was perhaps Rrst made by Gorgias 
after the precedent of Zeno, that the One cannot be 
at  the same time R!tany, and that therefore the union 

1 On the other hand, Grote 
(Hist. of GP. viii. 503 sq.) is carried 
too far by his predilection for the 
Sophists, when he sajs  tha t  the 
demonstration of Gorgias relates 
only to the Thing-in-itself of the 
Eleatios. The Eleatics only re- 
czgnised as reality the essence 
l y i q  beyond the phenomenon ; as 
aga~ns t  them, Gorgias (he says) 
shows with good reason that such 
a ' Thing-in-itself ' (' uitm-pheno- 
~nelsal Something oriVounze?~o?~ ')does 
not exist, and can neither be re- 

cognised nor described. Of such a 
limitation our authorities contain 
not the slightest hint ;  Gorgias 
arwtes quite generally and uncon- 
di:ionally that nothing can exist 
or be known or be expressed. The 
Fleatios themselves, however, did 
not distinguish between the phe- 
nomenon and that  which lies 
behind i t ;  but only between the 
true theory of things and the false. 
A double Being, phenomenal and 
absolute, was first held by Plato, 
and in a certain sense by Aristotle. 
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of a predicate with a subject is inadmissible-seems 
to have found special favour.' With the propositions 
of Protagoras concerning the relativity of our presenta- 
tions, may be connected the statement of Xeniades that 
all opinions of mankind are false ; and if X e n i a d e ~ , ~  in  
contradiction to a presupposition of the physicists, a t  
first latent, but since the time of Parmeiiides explicitly 
recognised, regdrded generation as a Becoming out of 
nothing, and decay as pure annihilation, he  may have 

Cf. Plato, Soph. 251 B :  80ev 
ye ,  oTpal, COTS r e  V ~ O L S  ~ a i  yspdvrwv 
TOTS d$ipaO6u~ 0u;vqv a a p ~ u ~ e v d ~ a -  
p ~ v .  eh0bs Yhp bvrihaa6uOar ?ravrl 
rrpd~eipov, &S b6ZIIvarov r d  r e  r o h h k  
t v  ~ a l  r b  8v aohhh  ~Tvar,  Kal 64 aov 
~a fooutrrv  u h ~  ;rSv.res byaObv h i y s i v  
&vt)pwxov, b h h h  r b  byaObv bya- 
Obv, rbv  8; &vOpw?rov fcv0pwr0v. 
Plato here certainly has Antis- 
thenes and his school primarily in 
view; but  that his remark is not 
confined to them, is clear from 
Philebus, 14 C, 15 D, where he 
describes i t  as a common and uni- 
versal phenomenon that young per- 
sons, in their dialectical disputa- 
tious, used sometimes to convert the 
One into the Many, and sometimes 
the Many into the One ; and to dis- 
pute the possibility of the Many in 
the One. Aristotle, Phys. i. 2, 185 
h, 25, i s  still more explicit : iOopu- 
@oivro 6; ~ a l  oi Sur~por  rrSv bpxalwv 
(Heracleituswaspreviously named), 
8rws  pb dpa y i u ~ r a r  a0rois r b  a h b  
$v ~ a l  ?rohhd. 61b oi p;v r b  Zurrv 
&qeihcv, &urep A U K ~ @ P W V ,  oi 6; r h v  
AkErv p~re$phOpr(ov, $71 6 &vOpw?ros 
oh h e u ~ d s  ibrrv,  b h h h  h ~ h e d ~ w r a l ,  
etc. I f  Lycophron allnded to this 
statement, i t  probably was not first 
circulatrd by Antisthenes, but was 
borrowed by him from Gorgias, 

who was the teacher both of 
Antisthenes and Lycophron ; cf. 
p. 425, 3. Damasc, De P~ilzc .  c. 
126, p. 262, says that the statement 
was indirectly made by Protagoras, 
but  explicitly by Lycophron ; this, 
however, is no doubt founded merely 
on an inaccurate reminiscence of the 
passage in Aristotle. 
' Cf. p. 426, i. This is to be 

found ap. Sext. M. rii. 53: Eevrd- 
67s 6; 6 Kop;vOros, 05 ~ a ;  A ~ p d ~ ~ r r o s  
pipvqrai ,  a d v ~ '  ehrhv 9 ~ ~ 6 5  KU; 
?riuav qavrauiav ~ a )  61tav J/tZII6e- 
uOar, ~ a l  QK COG p b  ;vros aiiv r b  
yrvdpevov y lve~Oai ,  ~ a i  els r b  p* 
6 v  r i v  r b  @ B E I P ~ ~ E V O V  ~ ~ € ~ p € U ' 8 a r ,  
6vudper ~ i j s  abrjjs g x e ~ a r  76 Eevo- 
q d v ~ i  u r d u ~ w s .  The latter, how- 
ever, relates only to the supposed 
scepticism of Xenoph;tnes : we 
cannot deduce from i t  that Xeni- 
ades' point of departure was the 
Eleatic doctrine. The statement 
as to generation and decay is only 
compatible with that  doctrine. if 
Xeniades used i t  to prore that 
generation and decay are altogether 
impossible. The proposition that  
all opinions are false, is also men- 
tioned by Sextns, vii. 388, 389 ; 
\-iii. 5 : he reckons Xeniades among 
those who admitted no criterion, 
M. vii. 48 ; P. ii. 18. 
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been moved to it hg Heracleitus's doctrine of the flux 
of all things. Perhaps, however, he asserted this only 
hypothetically, to show that generation and decay are 
as unthinkable as a Becoming ant of nothing and into 
nothing, Others, like Euthydemns, no doubt inter- 
mingled the theories of Heracleitus and the Eleatics. 
This Sophist maintained on the one hand, in the spirit 
of Protagoras, that all qualities belong t'o all things a t  
all times equally and simultaneously; l on the other, he 
deduced, from the propositions of Parmenides; the con- 
clusion that no one can err or say what is false, and that 
it is consequently impossible to contradict oneself, for 
the non-existent can be neither imagiiled nor uttered3 
This statement, however, we meet with elsewhere, partly 
in combination with the Heraicleito-Protagorean Scep- 

l Plato, Crat. 386 D, after the Euthydemus argues that i t  is not 
citation af Protagoras'sproposition, possible to tell a lie, for he who 
' Man is the measure of al l  things : ' says something, always says what 
&AA& ,u+v o26Q K ~ T '  B3BdF~pdv ye, is, and he who says what is, says 
o?par, uol 8 0 ~ ~ :  T ~ U L  akvra Spulws the t ru th ;  what is not, cannot be 
ebai rcal brl. 01%; yhp hv 08761s ETEV said, for nothing can be done with 
oi plv xp~ur01:  ,o{ F; ~ o v ~ p o l ,  € 2  that which is not. The same 
b,uo[ws Eiaaur icar atr aps~+ ~ a i  ~ a d a  thesis is short,ly summed up, 186 
E%. Sextus, Math. vii. 64,  couples 6, thus : qtu8e hdysrv o h  Zu7r . . . 
Protagoras with Euthydemus and 068; BO(~{GLU ; after Dionysodorus 
Dionysodorus: C& yhp apds T L  ~ a l  has previously clemonstrated that  
~ Z C O L  76 C E  bv ~ a l  rb  hh~0 ;s  &nohe- as one cannot say what is not, it is 
Aoirrau~, whereas Proclus, in  Crat. likevvise impossible that different 
5 41, repeating the assertions in persons should say different things 
Plato, '  remarks that Protagoras of the same o b j ~ c t ;  for if onesays 
and Enthydemus agree indeed as sometliing different from the other, 
to their result, but  not in their they cannot be spwking of the 
points of departure. This, how- same object. This statemect also 
ever, id scarcely t rue;  cf. what i s  appears in Isoer. Hcl. 1, where, 
quoted. p. 447, 2, on Protagoras, lio~verer, it seems to relate to Ani- 
with the proposition of Euthy- tisthenes (concerning whom, cf. 
demus. Part  11. a, 256, 1 ,  3rd ed.), for the 

V c i v n z .  v. 39 sq., 6 4  sq., ride elder sophists are expressly con- 
sup. Vol. I. 584, l ; 585, 3. trast.ed with the upholclers of this 

I n  Plat,o's Ezlthyd. 283 E sqq., opinion. 
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ticism ; l  and thus we may with probability assume that 
observations of different kinds and starting from dif- 
ferent standpoints may have been employed without 
any strict logical connection, in order to just,ify the 
general distaste for scientific enquiries and the sceptical 
temper of the time. 

The practical application of this scepticism is Eristic 
disputation. I f  no opinion is true in itself and for all 
men, but each is true for those only to whom it appears 
to  be true, then every statement may with equal right 
be opposed by another ; there is no proposition the con- 
trary of which would not be equally true. Protagoras 
himself deduced this fundamental principle from his 
theory of kn~wledge ,~  and though we are not told that 
others stated it so broadly, yet the nature of their pro- 
cedure throughout presupposed it. Serious physical or 
metaphysical enquiries are not ascribed by tradition to 
any of the Sophists. Hippias, indeed, loved to make a 
display of his physical, mathematical and astronomical 
acquirements,3 but a thorough enquiry into the subject- 

1 Thus Cratylus (vide szq. p. rally : r i ,  y h p  p? Bv O ~ E  Biavo~iuOal  
11 3 sq.) says in the Platonic dia- r r v a  0676 AE'yerv. ohuias y h p  0 6 6 ; ~  
logue bearing his name, 429 D, oh6apij 7 b  p.;/ bv P ~ ~ & X ~ r v .  
that we can say nothing false : Diog. ix. 51 : T P S ~ O S  <+l) 660 
x d s  y h p  Bv . . . h i ~ w v  y 6  r r s  -roiko, hdyous e f v a ~  aepl a a v r b s  a P d y ~ a r o s  
8 h i y e r ,  p $  7 b  8 v  Aiyor  ; ?j oL r o l ~ d  & v ~ i ~ r ~ + 6 v o u s  bhA6Aors. o?s ~ a i  uuvq- 
E)urr 7 b  I ) E U ~ ~  A ~ Y E L V ,  7 b  p.;/ 7 h  j v ~ a  p h a  (be used them in dialectical 
h d r e r v ;  and in E~bthyd. 286 C, we questions) r p i 7 o s  7 0 h 0  apdcas. 
read, in reference to the previously Clem. Rtrom. ri. 647 A: " E h h s v i s  
quoted statement of Diony~odo~us : q a a r  n p w ~ a y d p o u  a p o ~ a r & p [ a v r o s ,  
~ a l  ybp oi &,U@) npw'raydpav u+dBpa r a v ' r )  hdvy Adyou ~ V ~ ~ K E ~ ~ C ( E V O V  a a -  
d ~ p i v r o  a L r @  ~ a l  oi &l aahard-  p r u ~ ~ v d u 8 a i .  Sen. Ep. 88, 43: 
.repor (cf. also Diog. ix. 53). Cf. Protagoras ait, de omwi re i~a utranz- 
Anlmon. in Categ. Schol. ia Ar. 60 queparfelm disputari posse ex @quo 
a,  17. In  Xoph. 241 A,, 260 D, the et de hac ipsa, a n  om7zi.s res iw 
statement that there is no untruth utramque partenz dispz6tnbilis sit. 
is ascribed to the Sophists gene- Vide sup. p. 421 sq. 
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matter of these sciences could not be expected of him, 
and though Antiphon, in his two books upon Truth,' 
alluded also to physical subjects, his attempt to square 
the circle shows that he had no special knowledge of 
these subjects. What is related of him in  this connec- 
tion is either borrowed from others, or else falls short of 
the general level of natural science a t  that time.3 Pro- 
tagoras not only himself refrained from giving instruc- 
tion in  physics, but Plato describes him as ridiculing 
that of Hippias ; and Aristotle tells us that, true to 

' On which, cf. p. 426, 4. 
2 This attempt is mentioned by 

Aristotle, Phys. i. 1, 185 a ,  17 ; 
Soph. El. c. 11, 172 a, 2 sqq., but 
is expressly described as that of a 
dilettante. According to Simpl. 
iDhys. 12 a ,  which Endemus here 
seems to follow (Alexander i?z h. l. 
confuses the solution of Antiphon 
with another; in the text in the  
Physics he seems to hare appre- 
hended it rigktly), i t  simply con- 
sisted in drawiug a polygon in the 
circle and measuring che superticial 
content of the polygon ; for ha 
thought that  if only sides enough 
were given to  the polygon, i t  would 
coincide with the circle. 

S The Placita, ii. 28, 2 (Stob. 
Eel. i. 556; Galen, H. Ph. c. l5 ,p .  
281 ; Joh. Lyd. De Meno, iii. S ,  
p. 39), ascribe to him the opinion 
(which was also held by Anax- 
agoras, ride sup. p. 361) that the 
moon shines with her own light, 
and that when we do not see this, 
or  see i t  imperfectly, i t  is because 
the light of the sun orerpowers 
that  of the moon. Accor2ing to 
Stob. Ecl. i. 524, he thought the 
sun was a fire, nourished (as Anaxi- 
mander and Diogenes also held, 

ride sup. Vol. I. 253, 295 sqq.) by 
the vapours of the atmosphere; 
and its diornal course is the result 
of its constantly seeking fresh 
nourishment instead of that  which 
has been consumed. According to 
the same authority, i. 558, he ex- 
plained lunar ecllpses (in agree- 
ment with Heracleitns, vide szp. 
1). 58, 2)  as the inversion of the 
boat in which the fire of the mooa 
is kept. According to the Placita, 
iii. 16, 4 (Galen, H. W. c. 22, p. 
299 ,, he said the sea rvas fmned  
13y the exudation of the earth 
.caused by 11ell.t (according to the 
opinion of Anaxagoras, vide sup. 
p. 357, 1). Galen, in Hippocr. 
Epickin. T. xvii. a, 681, quotes a 
passage from the treatise named 
above, in which a meteorological 
phenomenon (it is not quite clear 
what phenomenon it is) is ex- 
plained. 

4 Vide szcpra, p. 431,5. ' When 
therefore Tertullian (De Am. 15, 
towards the end) ascribes to  Pro- 
tagoras the opinion .that the seat 
of the soul is in the breast, this 
must refer to some incidental re- 
mark, and not to an anthropological 
theory. 



his sceptical standpoint, he found fault with astronomy 
becanse the actuai positions and courses of the  stars do 
not coincide with the figures of the astronomers ; l  if, 
therefore, he wrote upon  mathematic^,^ he must have 
taken the line of denying its scientific certainty and 
confining its practical application within narrow l i rnih3 
Gorgias may have employed certain physical theories 
occasionally for his own purposes," but his scepticism 
likewise must have deterred hi.m from independent en- 
quiry in  this sphere, and such enquiry is never ascribed 
to him. Nor do we hear anything of natural science 
in connection with Prodicus, Thrasymachus, or other 
famous  sophist^.^ Instead of an objective interest in 

-,.l d4etaph. iii. a, 2, whicb is is conlbined with this, is given by 
repeated by Alexander, acl R.. l., Socratcs in his own name. 
and amplified probably on his own A treatise of Prodicus is 
authority bp Aselepius (Schol. i7b named indeed by Galen, De EZe?iz. 
AT. 619 b, 3). This statement is i. 9 ; T. i. 417 K ;  De Phys. 
referred to by Syrian, Jfetuph. 21, ii. 9 ;  T. ii. 130 ,  under the title : 
l .  C., Bagol. rep1 9hu~ws or T.  $hurwr bv8ph- 

=pi pa8qPd~wv, Diog. ix. 5 5 ;  r o v ;  and Cicero says, De Orat. iii. 
cf. Frei, 189 sq. 32, 128 : Quid de Prodico Chio? 

H e  may easily hal-e ad-mitted quid de Thrnsymacho Chalcedonio, 
such a n  application, and even have de Protagorn Abderitu loquar? 
given positive instruction in regard qzLorzcm zsnusqrcispue pluri.nzzanz tern- 
to it. According to Diog. 1. c. ancl poribz~s illis etinm de natzcrcr rerum 
Plato, Soph. 2&2 D (inj'i-a,. 461, l), et dissertiit et scripsit. But that 
he also wrote about the a r t  of this trratise of Prodicns really 
wrestling; according to Aristotle contained physical enquiries is not 
(vide szhpra, 411, 2) he invented a proved by the title. Cicero in the 
pad for porters. passage quoted only wants to show 

4 Sopater, Arafp. [?T. Rhet. G?. eeteres doctores auctoresque cliceudi 
riii. 23:  ropy. ph6pov ebar h6ywv azcllth?iz geuz~s dis2~~ctutioibis CL se 
rbv fihtbv (where there is perhaps, aliel~zrn~ pzctosse scnqerqzbe esse im 
however, a confusion with Anam- omizi oratiouis rutiose cersatos, and 
goras). Plato, Meno, 76 C: Bohhrr for this purpose he instances, be- 
oZlv COL KUT& ropylav & T O K ~ : ~ W ~ R L ;  sides tliose just mentioned, not 
. . . OI'IKOGV h6yrre b n o ~ ~ o d s  rrvas oi~ ly  the example of t he  universal 
7 6 ,  Zvrwv KRT' ' E p r e 6 0 ~ ~ 6 a  . . . artist,  Hippias, but the offer of 
~ a ;  ndpovs, etc. The definition of Gorgias to give lectures on any 
colours, on the other hancl, which giren theme. Here, therefore, we 
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the knowledge of things, there is only the subjective 
interest in  the exercise of a formal art  of thought and 
speech, and this must find its sole task ill the confuting 
of others, when once any positive conviction of its own 
is renounced. Eristic disputation, therefore, was directly 
involved in the Sophistic teaching ; Zeno having pre- 
pared the way, we find in Gorgias a demonstration which 
is thoroughly eristic ; a t  the same time, Protagoras 
distinctly brings forward Eristic as a separate art, for 
which he himself wrote an introduction ; and it finally 
becomes so inseparable from the Sophistic doctrine, that 
the Sophists are shortly designated by their contempo- 
raries as Eristics; and their doctrine is defined as the 
art  of making everything doubtfi~l, and of contradicting 
every ~ t a t e m e n t . ~  In this, however, the Sophistic 

have to do, not with natural ~ h i l o -  
sophy, but  with orations ; it is, 
morzoser, a question how far 
Cicero's own knowledge of the sub- 
ject extended, and whether he may 
not have inferred too much from 
titles such as asp1 q'~&cews, r e p >  7 0 7  
Bvros, or still mwe probably from 
the ambiguous remark of a pre- 
decessor on the difference between 
forensic and epideictic oratory. (Cf. 
Welcker, 522 sq.) BIoreouer the 
fact t,hat Critias (according to 
Arist. De An. i. 2, 405 b, 5, which 
statement the commentators merely 
repeat) supposed the soul to be 
blood, inasmuch as sensation has 
i ts  seat there, does not justify us i n  
the conclusion tha t  he occupied 
himself systematically with natural 
philosophy. 

1 Diog. ix. 52 : ~ a l  r h v  Gtdvotav 
2 9 s l s  apbs r o 8 v o @ a  ~ L E A B X O ? J  ~ a >  7 b  
v+ d a t n o h d ~ o v  'yivos 7 G v  d p t c 7 t ~ ~ v  

E'y4wwqeev (these words seem to 
have been taken fromsolne tolerably 
ancient authority), forwhich reason 
Tilndg Says of him, dpt[iFsvar €3 
E I B ~ S .  I n  55 Diogenes n~entions 
a ~ + v q  d p r c r r ~ L j v ,  the nature of 
which we may see from the passage 
quoted from Aristotle (infra, p. 
462, 1); and Plato says (Soph. 
232 D )  that  from the writings of 
Sophists we may learn 7 8  rep1 aaccjv  
T E  K a )  ~ a 7 8  p i a v  b ~ d c r q v  T Q X V ~ V ,  

86: apbs & a u r o v  a h b v  7 b v  GV- 
p ~ ~ ~ p y b v  b v r s t a ~ i v  . . . ~8 n p w r a -  
ydpera aspi  T E  r d h q s  ~ a l  rL jv  &AAWV 
7exvLjv. 

Plato, Soph. 225 C : 7 b  6 6  ye 
&CEXVOY (SC. COG ~ V T L A O ~ L K O G  ,aiPos) 
K ~ L  ?rep) G r ~ a l w v  a h 9 v  ~ a i  bGLwv 
~ a >  aspi  r G v  &AAwv 8Aws bp@rap7- 
70Gv $P) o i ) ~  E ) p t ~ r t ~ b v  a 5  h iYsrv  
~iOic,ueOa. The Sophistic doctrine 
then consists in applying this a r t  
of disputation in such a manner as  
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teachers proceeded very unmethodically. The different 
artifices which they employed were collected from all 
sides, just as they presented themselves ; and the attempt 
was never made t o  combine these various tactics into a 
theory, and to arrange them according to fixed points 
of view. The Sophists cared nothing for any scientific 
consciousness about their method, but only for its direct 
application to partict~lar cases, and they therefore made 
their disciples learn qlxite mechanically the questions 
and fallacies which most cnmmonly came before 
them.' 

We get a vivid picture of the Sophistic art of dis- 
putation, as it was constituted in later times, in Plato's 
dialogne of Euthydemus, and in Aristotle's Tre a t' ~ s e  on 

to earn money. Similarly i t  is 15. As to other enquiries, he says, 
maintained further on (232 B sqq.) he has only had to complete what 
to be the general characteristic of others had begun ; rhetoric, for 
the  Sophist that he is & v r r h o y r ~ i ) s  example, had from small beginnings 
rep1 advrwv  vpbs bp@ruB?jrqurv, gradually developed to a consider- 
and consequently i t  is paid, 230 D able extent, through the instru- 
sqq., that the art  of the Sophists mentality of a Tisias, a Thrasyma- 
resembles the Elenchic art of So- chns, a Theodorns: r a d r n s  6b 7% 

crates, if only as the wolf resembles a p a y p a r ~ l a s  06 7b p l v  qv  r b  6' o b ~  
the dog. Cf. 216 B, where the qv  n p o ~ ~ ~ r p y a u p E ' v o v ,  bhh' o68iv 
expressions 8tbs E'heyKrr~bs and r a w  navreAOs h r ? p x ~ v .  ~ a l  y i p  r1 jv rep1 
n ~ p i  r i s  FprSas ~ u ~ o a 8 a ~ d r w v  are robs d p r u r ~ ~ 0 b ~ h 6 ~ 0 ~ ~ p ~ u 8 a ~ v 0 ~ v r w  
intended for the Sophists perhaps Sfioia r r s  $v 6 aal8svurs T$ ropylov 
in conjunction with Megarian aud npaypar~L?.  hdyovs ybp  or' pkv bqro- 
Cynic Eristics. Similarly Isocrates pr~oSs oi  62 d p w r ~ r 1 ~ o b s  ZSLFouav 
dssignates them as r S v  n rp i  r i s  i~pav8dverv,  eis oOs n h e l u r d ~ l s  
Zpt8as 6~arprf3dvrwv, r 6 v  n. r .  Zp. ; p n k r ~ ~ v  $$9quav i l c d r ~ p o ~  robs 
~ a h r v 6 o v p ~ v w v  (c. S0ph. 1, 20, cf. &hh.hhwv ~ d y o v s .  8 1 6 ~ ~ ~  r a x e i a  pkv 
Hel. l), and Aristotle (vide fol- ~ ~ T E X V O S  8' qv  6 6~8auKaAla r o i s  
lowing note) as o i  asp; robs ~ ~ L G T L -  p a u 8 d v o ~ u ~  nap' a 6 r i v ,  06 y i p  r i x v ~ v  
wobs ~ d y o u s  p ru8apvo3vr~s  (cf. Plato, &AA& r b  bnb r c s  rhxvqs  8 1 6 6 v r ~ s  
srqra, p. 433, 1). Even Demo- nar6rdsrv 68~hdpBavov ,  as if a shoe- 
critus complains of the disputatious maker (says Aristotle) were to give 
people and their fallacies, supa,  his pupil a number of ready-made 
p. 275, 3. shoes instead of instruction in his 

Arist. Soph. El. 33, 183 b, trade. 



ERISTIC DISPUTATION. 463 

Fallacies; l and though we must not forget that the 
one is a satire written with all poetic freedom, and 
the other a universal theory which there is no reasoll 
to  restrict to the Sophists in the narrower sense, or to 
anything historical, yet the harmony of these descrip- 
tions one with the other, and with other accounts, shows 
that we are justified in applying them in all their es- 
sential features to the Sophistic teaching. What they 
tell us is certainly not much to its advantage. The 
Eristics were not concerned about any scientific result ; 
their object was to  involve their adversary or interlo- 
cutor in confusion and difficulties from which he could 
find no way of escape, so that every answer that he 
gave seemed incorrect ; and whether this object was 
attained by legitimate inferences, or surreptitiously by 
means of fallacies, whether the interlocutor was really 
or only apparently vanquished, whether he felt himself 
vanquished, or only seemed to the auditors to be so, 
whether he was merely silenced or made ridiculous, it 
did not matter in the least.3 If a discussion is uncom- 
fortable to the Sophist, he evades it ; i f  an answer is 

l Properly the ninth book of 
the Topica, vide Waitz, AristoZ. 
Org. ii. 528. As to particular 
fallacies qooted by Ari.itotle, cf. 
Alexander in the Scho1,ia; Waitz, 
in his Commentary; Prantl, Gesch. 
d. Log. i. 20 sqq. 

The d f $ u ~ r a  ;pwr.;lpara, of 
which the Sophist boasts, Euthy- 
dcm. 275 E, 276 E. 

CL the whole of the Euthy- 
demus, and Arist. Soph. El. c. 1 
(cf. c. 8, 169 b, 20), where the 
Sophistic demonstration is shortly 

defined as uuhhoyru~~bs ~ a i  Zheyxos 
f$arvdpevos p&v O S K  AV 66. 

In  Soph. El. c. 15, 174 b, 28, 
Aristotle gives the rule from the 
standpoint of the Sophists : 6ei 62 
~ a i  hf$rorap6vovs roi, hdyov 7 8  horrh 
rLjv Z ~ r ~ ~ r p q p d v ~ v  d ~ r ~ i p v ~ r v  . . . 
d ~ r ~ e r ~ q r 6 o v  8' z v i o r ~  ~ a :  r P b s  $hho 
r o t  ~L)~qplvou. ~ K E ~ V O  Z~hapdvras,  
dhv p+ rpbs r b  K E ~ , U E Y O V  Zxp rrs 
drrrxeipe;~. B r ~ p  5 A v ~ d f $ p ~ v  iroiquc, 
x p o ~ h q 8 ~ v r o s  hhpav Z ~ K W , L L L ~ [ F L Y .  
Examples are given in Euthydem. 
287 B sqq., 297 E, 290 A, etc. 
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desired of him, he insists on asking questions ; l if any- 
one tries to escape from ambiguous questions by closer 
definition, he demands yes or no;2 if he thinks his 
adversary knows of an answer, he begins by deprecating 
all that can possibly be said on that side; if he is accused 
of contradicting himself, he protests against bringing 
forward things that are done with long ago: if he has no 
other resource, he stupifies his adversaries with speeches, 
the absurdity of which precludes any reply.5 He tries 
to  hoodwink the diffident 'man by a swaggering mode of 
address: t,o smprise the thoughtful man by hasty infer- 

' Ez~thyd. 287 B sq., 295 B sqq. LE) 7 h  aLr8 A+, &AA& ~ a l  xcpl ~ r j v  
2 Soph. El. C. 17, 175 b, 8 : 8 a2r6v. ub 6' Tuws 6rb r b  nohtlpa6'hs 

T' dn~<~roCur v i v p k v  q ~ r o v  n p d ~ ~ p o v  ~&ar  n ~ p l  &v a i )~r jv  0 L 6 i n o r ~  T A  
6; plhhov  oi 2pro~rro1, r b  8 val ?j aSr8 hhysts. Plato, Gocy. 490, 
0'; b?ro~p~veu6'ar. Cf. Etbthyd. 295 puts the same into the mouth of 
E sq., 297 D sqq. Socrates and Callicles ; so perhaps 

S Thus Thrafiymachus in Flat. i t  may actually have been said by 
Rep. i. 336 C, challenges Socrates the historic Socrates. 
to sa7 what is justice : ~ a l  8nws POP example in the Etbthy- 
p01 p? d p ~ i s ,  871 7 b  660v duri p$' Clemzcs, where the Sophists at  last 
8rr r b  &@;hrpov p $ '  871 r b  AUULTE- admit that they lrnow and under- 
hoCv p78' 871 r b  KEp8a h iov  pv6J 871 stand all things, and even as little 
~b [uP+;pov, bhhb ua@Gr por ~ a l  ch~ldren understood how to count 
&KprPrjs hhye 8 T L  Bv h 6 - y ~ ~ ~ .  &s 2yA the stars, mend shoes, &c. (293 D) ; 
O E K  &no8i[opur, 2bv Q ~ ' A O W S  T O L O ~ T O U S  that  puppies and sucking pigs are 
h i y p r ,  with which cf. the answer of their brothers (29s D) ; and the 
Socrates, 337 A. finale, when the adversary lays 

4 This is done with the most down his arms and all break forth 
delightful ndoetQ in Brthydem. in wild excitement, Ctesippns ex- 
287 B : s k ' ,  ;+p, 2 2 h ~ p a r e s ,  claim~, n v r n b ~ ,  8 ' H ~ ~ K A E L s  ! and 
~rovuod6wpos hohafichv,  OQTWS EY Dionysodorus answCrs : ndrepov 
~ p d v o s ,  &ure S ri) nprjrov ~ T n o p ~ v ,  051 6 'HpaKAijs nuand5 2urrv 4 6 
v i v  &vap~pv; lu~er ,  ~ a l  EI T L  nipuuiv nvan8t  'Hpa~hi j s .  
E ~ T O V ,  v i v  bvapvqu0?ju~r, 70;s 8) dv In  Bep. 336 C, Thrasyrnachns 
r@ napdv~r  A E Y O ~ ; ~ O L S  OLX 1: 7 1  inti-odnees himself into the con- 

; Similarly Hippias ap. Xen. versation with the words : r i s  ;p is  
iven?.  iv. 4, 6, says ironically to  rrdhar 9huap;a GEL, 2r ~ ~ K P ~ T E S ,  ~ a l  
Socrates : h r  ybp ub B K E ~ V U  7 8  a27h rL E ~ v ~ J @ J O E  npbs hhhfhous  6 n o ~ a -  
Aiysrs, h dy; ndhar nor;  uov -$KOUUU; 7 a ~ h l v d p E v o ~  Spiv ~ 6 7 0 ; ~  ; in  the 
to  which Socrates replies : 8 66 ye h'uth.qdemzu, 283 B, Dionysodorus 
~ 0 6 7 0 ~  B E L Y ~ T E P O ~ ,  2 'Innkc, 03 pdvov begins thus : 2  par& 76 K U ~  
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ences,' to betray the inexperienced man into surprising 
statements2 and clumsy  expression^.^ Assertions that 
were only intended to have a relative meaning and a 
limited application, are taken absolutely ; that which 
holds good of the subject is transferred to the predicate ; 
from superficial analogies are deduced the most extrava- 
gant conclusions. It is maintained, for instance, that 
it is impossible to learn anything, for a man cannot 
learn what he already knows ; and he cannot seek for 
that of which he knows nothing: the wise man can 
learn nothing, because he already knows, and the foolish 
man nothing, because he does not understand ; more- 
over, he who knows anything knows all things, for the 
man who knows cannot be also ignorant ; %e who is the 
father or the brother of anyone, must be the father 
and brother of everyone; for a father cannot be not 

6peis O; tlhho~ . . . 7 r d r ~ ~ o v  T ~ ~ ~ E T E  adversary into wrong expressions, 
rav^~a A&yovres, i) . . . u~ouBd<er~ or if he expressed himself rightly, 
(similarly Callicles, Gory. 481 R) ; into the opinion that he was com- 
and when Socrates has said that mitting faults), Soph. El. c. 14, 32, 
he is in earnest. Dionysodorus still and the aorFjuai b80heuxeiv, ibid. c. 
warnshim: u~daer ~ ~ Y , ~ ~ Z L ~ K P ~ T E S ,  13, 31. The latter consisted in 
B~wr p+ Ccapvos Cu~r & vsv h6yeis. obliging the enemy to repeat the 

1 Soph. El. c. 15, 174 b, 8 : ideaof the subject in theprediaate: 
uqd8pa 6; ~ a :  7rohhd~rs 7roi~i B O K E ~ Y  e.q. ~b UL/.L~U ~ o t h d r ~ s  { I V ~ S  ZUTLY, 
E'h7h&yx@ai rb pdhia~a  U O ~ L U ~ L K ~ Y   CUT^ 8; 6:s U L P ~ ,  ~urru bpa 6)s 61s 
rru~o$dv~7pa rGv dp~rdvrwv,  rb K O ~ V .  
p$?v u u h h ~ ~ ~ u a p ~ v ~ u ~  p+ i p d r ~ p a  This seems to hare been a 
7roieiv rb 7eh~~ra iov ,  &AA& UUPXE- favourite fallacy of the Sophists, 
pavrr~&s ~ l ~ e i v ,  &S u ~ h h e h o y i ~ ~ ~ -  and many different applications of 
vous, " O Z K  tlpa rb ~ a l  ~ d . "  i t  are quoted : by Plato, Meno, 80 

Vide Soph. El. c. 12, where E ;  Et~thyd. 275 D sq., 276 D sq. ; 
various artifices are suggested by by Aristotle, Soph. El. c. 4, 165 b, 
which the interlocutor might be 30 ; cf. Metaph. ix. 8, 1049 b, 33 ; 
entrapped into false or paradoxical and Prantl, G~seh. d. L0.g. i. 23. 
assertions. Euthyd. 293 13 sqq., where 

Among the Sophistic devices the most absurd consequences are 
which Aristotle mentions is the deduced from this. 
Solecism (this was to mislead the 

VOL. 11. H H 
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a father, or a brother not a brother.' If A is not B 
and B is a human being, A is not a human being.2 If 
the negro is black, he cannot be white, even as to his 
teeth3 If I sat yesterday in a certain place, but to- 
day sit there no longer, i t  is a t  the same time true and 
not true, that I sit there.4 If a bottle of medicine does 
a sick man good, a cart-load of the remedy mill make 
him still better.5 Questions mere raised such as that 
of the veiled person: and difficult cases imagined, such 
as the oath to swear falsely,? and the like. The most 
fruitful mine, however, for Sophistic art was afforded 
by the ambiguity of 1anguage;"nd the less the 
Sophists were concerned with real knowledge, and 
the smaller the advance in that period towards the 
grammatical definition of words and propositions, and 
towards the logical distinction of the various categories, 
the more unrestrainedly could the intellect run riot in 
so wide a sphere, especially among a people so expert 
in speech, and so accustomed to linguistic catches and 
riddles, as the G r e e k ~ . ~  Equivocal expressions were 

' Euthyd. 297 D sqq., with the and similar catches are mentioned 
same argumentative exaggeration. by Aristotle, LSoph. El. c. 24. 

Soph. El. C. 5, 166 b, 32. ' Some one has sworn M, commit 
Ibid. 167 a, 7 ; cf. Plato, a perjury; if he actually commits it, 

Phileb. 14 D. is this E ~ O P K E ~ V  or ~ P L O P K E ~  ? Soph. 
Soph. El. c. 22, 178 b, 2 1 ;  El. C. 25, 180 a, 34 sqq. 

C. 4, 165 b, 30 sq. Arist. Soph. El. c. 1 ,  165 a, 
Euthyd. 299 A sq., where 4 :  F& rdwos ~ 3 @ v ; u r a ~ d s  E1671 ~ a i  

there are others of the same kind. G ~ p o u r B ~ a ~ o s  6 6rh ~ i r v  dvopd~wv,  
A veiled person is shown, because words, being universal de- 

and one of his acquaintances is  signations, are necessarily ambigu- 
asked whether he knows him; if ous, cf. Plato, Rep. 454 A, where 
he says yes, he says what is untrne, Dialectic is characterised as the 
for he cannot know who is hidden Grarpeiv ~ a r '  ef67~. audEristic as  the 
behind the veil ; if he says no, he custom ~ a r '  aSrb r b  8vopa 6rd~erv  
equally says an untruth, for he 703 he~B6vros 7 % ~  ~ V ~ V T ~ W L T I V ,  

does know the veiled person. These Examples are numerous, not 



taken in one sense in the first proposition, and in 
another in the second ; l that which gave a right mean- 
ing only in combination was separated ; that which 
ought to be separated was united ; the inconsistency 

only in the comic poets, but also 
in the common proverbial expres- 
sions. Arist,otle speaking of the 
Sophistical play on words alludes 
to those hdyor yehoar, which are 
quite according to Greek popular 
taste, e.g. : rro.ripa r i v  BoGv Zp- 
rrpoaOev ~ ~ [ F T U L  ; o S 8 d p a ,  &AAt 
o"?rruOtv bp$w. Similarly Arist. 
Rhet. ii. 24, 1401 a, 13 quotes : 
a~ou6aiov €ha1 p%, for from i t  come 
the pvarqpra. 

For example : T A  K U K ~  bya6d. 
r h  yhp 6hovra &ya6h, r h  62 K U K ~  

8 6 0 ~ ~ ~  (Soph. El. 4, 165 b, 34).- 
Bpa S 6p4 T L S ,  TOGTO 6pij ; 6pa; 68 
rbv ~ i o v a ,  Sure  t p @  d ~Lwv.-2pa S 
U; $$S €Gat, 70670 u3  $$S ESVRL; 
q$s 6; hLOov &ar, a;  bpa @$S hL8os 
~&ar.-B~' ZUTI uryBvra hdyerv, etc. 
-(lbid. 166 b, 9, and c. 22, 178 b, 
29 sqq.). Of the same calibre, and 
partly identical with these, are the 
fallacies in the Euthydemt~.~, 287 A, 
D, 300A, D, 301 C sqq.).-8pa ~ a i ~ a  
4yei  u h  ~Svar, Lv &v bppSys Kai h[$ 
nor air~ois xpGjaOai 8 T L  8v bodhp; 
h?rer6Q obv d,aohoysis e?var ~ b v  Aia 
~ a i  703s MAOUS O E O ~ S ,  spa ZEFUT: 
COL ~ 6 ~ 0 3 s  &~06duOai, etc. (Ezcth. 
301 E sq. ; Soph. El. c. 17, 176 b, 
1 : d bvOpwrrds duri r i v  @wv ; vaf. 
~ ~ G j p a  bpa d buRpwrros 7 i v  (4wv). 
'What  someone has had, and has 
no longer, he has lost; therefore 
if of five stones he lose one, he has 
lost ten, for he has ten no longer.' 
' I f  a man who has several dice, 
gives me one of them, he has given 
me what he had not, for he has not 
only one ' (Soph. El. c. 22, 178 b, 
29 ~44.). TO; KUKO; U ? ~ O U ~ U ~ O V  7b  

f.~dRqpa. u?rov6aiov bpa pcitlq,aa r b  
K R K ~ V .  Euthydem. ap. Arist. Sop$. 
El. c. 20, l 7 7  b, 46 : the amhiguity 
lies here in f.~d@pa, which may 
either mean knowledge in the sub- 
jective sense, or the object of 
knowledge. 

SO in the Euth,yd. 295 A sq9. 
' Thou knowest all things always 
with i t  (the soul), therefore thou 
knowest all things always.' Roph. 
El. c. 4, 5,1G6 a, 168 a :  'Two and 
three are five, therefore two is five, 
and three is five ; ' ' A and B is a 
person, whoever, therefore, strikes 
A and B has s t n ~ c k  one person and 
not several,' and the like. Ibid.'c, 
24, 180 a, 8 :  r h  ebar rLjv K R K L ~ V  
rr hya8dv. 4 yAp +pdvlluLs io-.rrr 
~ I F L U T S ~ ~  TGY K R K ~ Y ,  but if i t  be 
(so the conclusion must have run) 
t'nrur6pq 7 d v  K a ~ i v ,  i t  is also T $  

~ i v  KRKGV. 
E.g. Euthgd. 298 D sq. (cf. 

Soph. El. c. 24, 179 a, 34) : 'You 
have a dog, and the dog has 
puppies' : oS~oGv ?rar+p &v ads 
~ G ' T ~ v ,  %UTE U ~ S  ?r~7+p Y ~ Y Y E ~ R L .  
Soph. El. c. 4, 166 a, 23 sq. : 
6vva7hv K R O S ~ E Y O V  / ~ R ~ I ( E L Y  ~ a i  p+ 
ypci$ov~a Y ~ ~ $ E L Y ,  and the like. 
Ibid. c. 20, 177 b, 12 sqq., where 
the following are given as falla- 
cies of Euthydemus: 2p' oT6as oL 
v6v o5aas dv n ~ ~ p a ~ e i  T ~ L $ ~ F I S  hv 
Z L K E A L ~  &v ; (' DO you know, being 
in Sicily, that there are ships in 
the Pirsus ; ' or : ' Do you know in 
Sicily, the ships that are in the 
Piraeus 7 ' This last interpretation 
results from Arist. Rhet. ii. 24, 
1401 a, 26. Alexander's explana- 



465 THE SOPflISTS. 

of language in the use of words was employed for 
small witticisms and railleries,' &c. In all these things 
the Sophists knew neither measure nor bounds. On 
the contrary, the more glaring the extravagance, the 
more laughable the statement, the more exquisite the 
absurdity in which the interlocutor was involved, the 
greater was the amusement, the higher the renown of 
the dialectic pugilist, and the louder the applause of 
the listeners. Of the great Sophists of the first genera- 
tion, indeed, we may with certainty assume, even 
judging from Plato's descriptions, that they never 
descended to this level of charlatanism and buffoonery 

tion of the passaoe does not seem 
to me correct): 36 ZITCLV, hyaObc 
8 v r a  U K U T ~ U  poxtlqpbv ~ 7 v . a ~  ;-2p' 
h ~ q e i s  EineTv ?v% $CL U; y&youas ;- 
05 ~ [ e a p L < ~ v  ~ ~ E I S  B 6 ~ a p i v  C O ~  ~ t e a -  
pi<erv. ~ 1 e a ~ l u a r s  %v d p a  03 Kl8apl&a. 
Aristotle, in all these cases, ascribes 
the fallacy to the U ~ V ~ E U L S ,  the false 
combination of words, and this is 
quite right ; the ambiguity is based 
upon the fact that the mods:  
?rarhp &v 6 6 1  +UIIV, may either 
mean 'he is, being a father, yours.' 
or ' i t  is he who is your father; '  
that ~ a e 4 p ~ v o v  Bai?l [~rv  GtvariJar 
means ' to be as a person sitting in a 
position to go,' and also ' to be in a 
position to go sitting ; ' that hyaebv 
6 u r a  U K V C ~ U  p 0 ~ 8 q p b v  E?VUL means 
' to  be a good cobbler and a bad 
(man) ' and ' to be a good cobbler 
and a bad cobbler; ' that E??~E?v vGv 
$71 u L  ~ ; y o v a ~  means ' t o  say now 
that  you came into the world ' and 
also ' t o  say that you now came 
into the world,' &c. 

Soph. El. c. 4, 166 b, 10 c. 22; 
Aristotle calls this ?rap& r b  u x 4 p a  
r + s  A ~ ~ E W S ,  and quotes as an ex- 

ample, 2p' i v i ? < x ~ ~ a r  r b  a 3 r b  B p a  
? r o r ~ i v  T E  KU: ? r ~ ? r o r q ~ i v a r  ; 06. &AA& 
phw dp@v y d  r r  B p a  KUI i w p a ~ d v a r  r b  
c S ~ b  K U ~  K U T ~  r a L r b  i v 8 d x ~ r a t ,  for 
the fallacy here arises from the 
analogy of ?roisiv r r  being applied, 
on account of the similarity of the 
grammatical form, to &p@v TL. To 
the same class belong the state- 
ments of Protagoras, caricatured 
by Aristophanes (Clozcds, 601 sqq.), 
on the gender of words, that ac- 
cqrding to the analogy we must 
say 6 p4vts  and 6 ~ f i h q t  (Soph. El. 
14, 1'73 b, 10). Concerning another 
kind of grammatical paralogism, 
the play upon words nhich are 
distinguished only by their pro- 
nunciation and accents, as ob and 
08,  6 L 8 o ~ e v  and ~ L ~ ~ M E v  (Soph. El. 
c. 4, 166 b, o. c. 21), Aristotle 
hinisplf says that examples of i t  
never came across him either in 
the writings of the Sophists, or in 
oral tradition, because these fal- 
lacies are always detected in speech, 
to which the arts of the Sophists 
always had reference. 



ETHICAL DOCTRINES. 469 

and childish delight in foolish witticisms ; but their 
immediate successors, from all that we know, appear to 
have done so, and they themselves a t  any rate prepared 
the way for this degeneracy. For they were incontes- 
tibly the founders of Eristic disputation.' If, homever, 
we once enter on the downward path of a dialectic which 
cares not for truth of fact, but only for the display of 
personal prowess, i t  is no longer ~ossible to halt a t  will : 
pugnacity and vanity have full sway, and allow them- 
selves all the advantage which this standpoint affords ; 
and such a dialectic will claim the right to exercise 
this principle until i t  is refuted by a higher principle. 
The Eristic off-shoots of the Sophistic teaching are, 
therefore, as little accidental as the insipid formalities 
of Scholasticism in later times, and if we are bound to 
discriminate between the quibbling of a Dionysodorus 
and the argumentation of a Protagoras, we ought not to, 
forget that the one is the lineal descendant of the other. 

5. T h e  opinions of the  S o p l ~ i s t s  coneeru,ing Pirtue and  Just ice,  
Poli t ics  a n d  Beligiola. T h e  Sophistic Rhetoric. 

THE remarks at  the conclusion of the last chapter may 
also be applied to the Ethics of the Sophist. The 
founders of the Sophistic doctrine did not proclaim the 
theory of life corresponding with their scientific stand- 
point so unreservedly as their s~~ccessors-in some cases 
they did not proclaim i t  a t  all ; but they scattered the 
seeds from which by a historical necessity i t  could not 
fail to be developed. Although, therefore, we must 

"Cf. p. 461 sq. 
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always distinguish between the beginnings of Sophistic 
Ethics and the later and more completed form, yet we 
must not on that account overlook their mutual inter- 
dependence and their common presuppositions. 

The Sophists professed to be teachers of virtue, and 
they regarded this as their peculiar task, because they 
did notkelieve in the scientific knowledge of things 
and had no taste for it. The conception of duty seems . 

to have been accepted by the elder Sophists in the same 
sense, and with the same indeterminateness, as by their 
compatriots generally at that time. They included 
under this name all that aceording to Greek ideas con- 
stituted the capable man ; on the one side all practical 
and usef~~l  arts, including bodily activity, but especially 
all that is of value in domestic and eivil life ; ' on the 
other side, ability and uprightness of character. That 
the latter was not excluded, and that the Sophistic 
teachers of the first generation were far from opposing 
on principle the prevailing moral theories, is clear from 
all that we know of their Ethics, Protagoras, in 
Plato's dialogue, promises his pupil that every day that 
he passes in his company he shall become better, he 
will make him a good father of a family and a brave 
citizen ; he calls duty the most beautiful of all things ; 

Cf. p. 431 sq. Now, there- 
fore, we meet with attempts a t  
political theories, e.g. the treatise 
of Protagoras. r e p 1  r o h r ~ ~ i a s  (Diog. 
ix. 55j and the works mentioned, 
szpa,  p. 428, of Hippodamus and 
Pt!aleas, of whom the former, ac- 
cording to Aristotle, opens the 
series of theoretical politicians in 
Greece. To these also the famous 
axposition of Herodot~ls (iii. 80-82) 

belongs which, though somewhat 
more detailed, might well form part 
of an independent theoretical dis- 
cussion such as the Sophists loved, 
in historical language, concerning 
the value of the three forms of go- 
vernment (cf, p. 173, l ; 473, 6) ; 
possibly it may hare been actually 
taken from a discussion of this kind. 

Pmt. 318 A, E, sq. (sup. p. 
430, 3 ;  431 5). 
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he does not regard every pleasure as a goocl, but only 
pleasure in tJhe beautiful ; nor is all pain an evil.' I n  
the mythus2 which Plato has chiefly taken from a 
treatise of Protagoras we read : ' The beasts have their 
natural means of defence ; to men, the gods have given 
for their protection the sense of justice and the ab- 
horrence of wrong (6k7 and al6&sj ; these qualities 
are implanted in every man by nature, and if they 
should he wanting in anyone, that person could not be 
tolerated in any commonwealth : in political questions, 
therefore, all have a voice, and all take part, by means 
of instruction and admonition, in the moral education 
of youth.' Justice appears here as a law of nature, the 
subsequent distinction of natural and positive right is 
still alien to the orator. The natural disposition re- 
quires to be cultivated, Protagoras says, by instruction, 
but on the other hand instruction can only attain its 
end when nature and habit come to its aid.4 Gorgias 
declined, indeed, both the name and the responsibility 

Prot. 349 E, 351 B sqq. I n  on the other hand, Rh. Mus. vii. 
what is said 349 B, on the parts 466, believes that this is the title 
of virtue, there can scarcely be of a rhetorical work. I am in- 
anything really derived from Pro- clined to refer i t  to the Politeia. 
tagoras. Vide the words from the &yas 

1. c. 320 C sqq. hdyos of Protagoras, in Cramer, 
Steinhart, PI. Wenhe, i. 422, Anecd. Paris. i. 171 (Mnllach, Fr. 

doubts this, because the mythus is Philes. ii. 134, 9 )  : q d ~ e w s  KU: 

quite worthy of Plato, but why d a ~ h ~ e w s  6 1 8 o a ~ a ~ f a 8 e ~ ~ a r .  tca1 &rrb 
bhould i t  be t,od good for Prota.. v ~ d r ~ r o s  8; bpEapivous Be i  pavtld- 
goras? The language has a pecu- verv. Here the question is already 
liar colouring, and the thoughts suggested, which Plato asks a t  the 
and their investiture are quite in beginning of the Meno, and with 
the style of the Sophists. From which philosophy has so greatly 
what work it is taken i t  is impos- occupied itself eITer since the time 
sible to discorer ; Frei, 182 sqq., of Socrates, viz. how instruction is 
thinks, and others agree with him, related on the one hand to natural 
that i t  is from the  treatise, ?rep1 disposition, and on the other to 
r i j s  <V bpx? ~araurduews ; Bernays, moral practice? 
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of a teacher of virtue; at  any rate, in his later life; 
but this does not hinder him from speaking about 
virtue. He did not, however, attempt any general 
definition of its nature,' but described in detail wherein 
consisted the virtue of the man and of the woman, of 
the old man and of the boy, of the freeman and of t,he 
slave, without departing from the prevailing ~p in ion .~  
Plato does not accuse him of immoral principles ; Gor- 
gias rather hesitates about proceeding to the inferences 
of a Calli~les.~ Nor did Hippias, in that discourse in 

1 Plato, Meno, 95 B : rr' 6al 64 ; Welcker, KZ. Schriften, ii. 522 sq.) 
oi  u o @ r u ~ a f  uor oBror, & r e p  phvor E L  6; ,Bo6Aer y u v a r ~ b s  bper?v, 05 
2?ray/iAAoura;, 6 o ~ o h ' r  6 ~ 6 d u ~ a A o r  xaAe?rbu 6reAOe;v, 8 r r  6ei a&r+v 7?v 
ervac &peGjs ; - ~ a l  ropyr'ou p d ~ r u r a ,  olxlav €8 o i ~ e i v  u8(ouudv 7~ 7 8  
if $ h ~ ~ a r c s ,  r a i k a  byzpar, 8rr  OLK Fv60v Kal K ~ ~ ~ K O O V  oBuav 70; bv8pbs. 
dv more airro; r o t 7 0  b ~ o b u a l s  h- K U ~  &AA? he71 ?rar?ibs &pc?+ Kal BvAelas 
u ~ v o u p i ~ o v ,  &AA& Kai r r j u  dhhwv ~ a l  d$Pevos ~ a l  ?rpeuPuriPou bvFpbs, 
Karayeh$, 87av k ~ o d a ? ?  S a r a ~ v o u -  E I  p2v ,Bodher F ) A E u @ ~ ~ o u ,  eI 62 B O ~ A E L  
~ ( V W I .  b h h h  Aiyerv o f e ~ a r  6eiv 7ror~iv 60()lhou. xa: t ihhar 7rdpnohhar &p tsa l  
Gervobs. Cf. Gorg. 440 A ; Phileb. eibiv, %UTE O ~ K  d?ropla ehreiv bperrls 
58 A. ?rip1 8 r r  ~"UTL. K ~ B '  i ~ c i u ~ ~ v  ydp  r r j v  

2 Arist. Polit. i. 13, 1260 a, a p d E e ~ v  KU] &v $ A L K L ~ ~ V  ~ p b s  8 ~ a -  
27 : The moral problem is not the u r o v  t"pyov ; ~ d u ~ ~  GpLjv 4 &per$ 
same for different persons ; we EUTLV, A U ~ ~ T W S  82, olpar, i3 B r j ~ p a -  
ought not, therefore, to define 7e5, ~ a l  5 ~ a ~ l a .  The more g ~ n e r d  
rirtue universally as Socrates does: definitions which are extorted from 
~ o h b  yhp dpe~vov  hiyouurv 01 dta- Meso (73 C, 77 B) cannot with 
pr6poi7vres r h s  iperhs,  i5urep Top- certainty be ascribed to Gorgias, 
?:as. After this evidence we may though some isolated expressions 
the  more readily ascr~be to Gorgias of his may perhaps be employed in 
himself what Plato in the Memo, them. Plutarch, Mu2. Yirt. p. 242, 
71 D sq., puts into the mouth of quotes a few words from him on 
the discipleof Gorgias,witllexpress female virtue. FOSS, p. 47, rightly 
reference to his master: r i  @$S applies to rirtue t,he apophthegm 
k p e r ~ v  dvar ; . . . 'AAA' oL XaAe?rbv, ap. Procl. ad Hesiod. Opp. 340, 
iS ~ ~ K ~ u ~ E s ,  e l ~ t i v .  r p r j r o v  p&, E; Gaisfbrd, on Being and appear- 
Bobher, hv6pbs kper;lv, ;46rov, 8 r r  ance. 
a&? E'ur1v bv6pbs bpe.rR, i ~ a v b v  eba t  Gorg. 459 E sq., cf. 482 C, 

~ i j s  adhews ~ p d r r e r v  ~ a i  ~ p h -  456 C sqq. Likewise what Plu- 
T o v i a  70;s pkv $lhous €8 aureiv tarch quotes from him, De Adulnt. 
70;s 6' ix6pobs K ~ K G S ,  ~ a l  a6rbv et AWL. 23, p. 64: 'We must not, 
€tr~aj%iu6al pv6;v ro ioFrov ~ a 6 e i v .  indeed, require from our friends 
(Cf., in regard to this principle, wrong-doing, but we must be ready 
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which he imparted rules of life to Neoptolemus through 
Nestor,' set himself in opposition to the customs and 
opinion5 of his c~untrymen.~ As to Prodicus, i t  is well 
known that his doctrine of virtue was approved, even 
by those who, in other respects, had no leaning to the 
Sophists. His He~ccdes,~ which gained for him so 
much praise, portrayed the worth and the happiness of 
virtue, and the pitifulness of an eEeminate life, given 
over to the pleasures of the senses, In  a discourse on 
wealth he seems to  have taught that riches in them- 
selves are not a good, but that all depends upon t h e i ~  
employment ; for the licentious and intemperate i t  is a 
misfortune to possess the means of satisfying their 
 passion^.^ Lastly, a discourse upon death is mentioned, 
in which he described the ills of life, praised death as 
the deliverer from these ills, and silenced the fear of 
death with the reflection that death can affect neither 
the living nor the dead; not the living, for they are 
still alive, and not the dead, for they exist no more.5 
Pn all this, there is little to be found in the way of new 
thoughts and scientific definitions," but as little on the 

to do wrong for them,' hardly 
contradicts the preralling moral 
notions, while i t  presupposes In a 
general manner the idea of right. 

The substance of these 1s 
girenin the Greater H~ppzas, 2 8 6 8 ,  
no doubt correctly : Neoptolemas 
asks Nestor : ~ o i d  ibr1 aahb ;'KLTV- 
B~dpara ,  & Ziv rrs i a 1 ~ ~ 8 ~ d o a s  d o s  
Zjve;Fo~lpr5ra~os y t v o r ~ o .  p ~ r d  ra6-r~ 
64 h + ~ v  1urlv 6 Ndmwp ~ a ;  ir~orr- 
eiptvos a6rG ~ d p n o h h a  vdprpa aa; 
adyaaha. 

L H e  there boasts of the success 
of his lectures in  Sparta. 

Ap. Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 21 sqq. 
* Eryxins, 395 E, 396 E, 397 D. 

Axioehz~~, 366 C, 369 C. That 
what follows, especially the argu- 
ments for the belief it1 immortality, 
370 C sqq., is likewise borrowed 
from Prodicus seems to me impro- 
I~able ; and the author does not in  
any way assert it. This very cir- 
cumstance, however, speaks for the 
credibility of the previous re- 
ferences to that Sophist. 

Heracles at  the cross-ways is 
only a new investiture of thoughts 
which Hesiod had already brought 
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other hand of Sophistic cavilling at  moral princip1es.l 
Prodicus appears here rather as a panegyrist of the old 
customs and theory of life: as an adherent of the school 
of the practical sages and gnomic poets, of Hesiod and 
Solon, Simonides and Theognis. If, therefore, the So- 
phistic morali$ were to be judged of from the relation 
in which the first Sophists placed themselves to the 
thought of their nation, there would be no ground for 
any distinction between them and the ancient sages. 

This, however, is not the true state of the case. 
Although the founders of the Sophistic teaching may 
have been unconscious of raising an opposition to the 
prevailing principles, their whole point of view must 
have tended in that direction. Sophistic opinion is in 
itself a transoending of the previous moral tradition : 
by its very existence i t  proclaims this tradition to be 
inadequate, If we had simply to follow common habits 
and customs, special teachers of virtue would be un- 
necessary, every man mould learn by intercourse with 
his family and acquaintance what he had to do. If, on 
the contrary, virtue is made the object of special in- 

forward in the well-known passage 
on the path of virtue and of vlce. 
'E. K. '8% 285 sqq  With the pas- 
sage of the Ergxias Welcker, p. 493, 
justly compares sayings of Solon 
(vide s q .  Vol. I. p. 116, 2), and 
Theognis (vide v 145 sqq., 280 
fiqq., 315 sqq., 719 sqq., 1155). 
The same author shows (p. 502 
sqq.) that the euthanasia of Axio- 
chus is specially grounded upon 
Gean customs and theories of life ; 
and at p. 434 he makes this general 
remark : ' The wisdom of Prodicus 
(111 Plato) might be said to be 

older than Simonides, if i t  did not 
transcend the simple notions of the 
poets, and were deficient in philoso- 
phic definiteness and importance.' 

L I agree with Welcker (p. 
532) that the semi-endzemonistic 
basis of the moral admonitions in 
the discourse on Herscles are not 
far removed from the standpoint 
of ordinary Greek morality (which 
Plato frequently ceilsures for this 
reason, e.g. in the Phedo, 68 D sqq.). 

His Praise of Agriculture i s  
rightly brought into connection 
with this, by Welcker, p. 496 sq. 
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struction, it can neither be asked nor expected that this 
instruction should be limited to the mere tradition of 
ancient usage, or to  the imparting of rules of life which 
do not affect moral conduct: the teachers of virtue 
must do as the Sophists did from the first-they must 
enquire wherein virtue consists, why it deserves to be 
preferred to vice, &c. To this q~~est ion,  however, on 
the  presupposition of the Sophistic standpoint, only 
one logical answer was possible. I f  there is no truth 
of universal validity, there can be no universally valid 
law; if man in his opinions is the measure of all 
things, he is so also in his actions : if for each man 
that  is true which appears to him true, that which 
seems to  each right and good, must be right and good. 
I n  other words, everyone has the natural right to  
follotv his caprice and inclinations, and if he is hindered 
from doing so by law and custom, i t  is an infringement 
of this natural right, a constraint with which no one is 
bound to comply, if he has the power to break through 
or evade it. 

These inferences were very soon, indeed, actually 
drawn. Though we may not consider as an adequate 
proof of this the  words which Plato puts into the 
mouth of Protagoras on the subject,' since they pro- 
bably exaggerate that Sophist's own declarat i~ns,~ yet 
the promise to make the weaker case the stronger* 
has a suspicious sound ; for, if the orator can venture 
to boast that he is in  a position to help wrong to gain 

l Theat. 167 C :  076 y' BP V ~ d e  s2bp. p. 470. 
i ~ d u ~ y  rrdhe~ Fkara ~ a l  K R A ~  S o ~ i j  On the meaning of this 
~ a v ^ r a  ~ a l  ~ G a r  abr* Iws BP ah2c promise, ride i7g: 488, 1. 
voplSy. 
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the victory, faith in the inviolability of right must 
necessarily be shaken. It was still more endangered 
by the discrimination and opposition of natural and 
positive right, that favourite theorem of the later 
Sophistic ethics which we hear first clearly and def- 
nitely enunciated by Hippias. Xenophon represents 
this Sophist as disputing the moral obligation of laws, 
because they so often change,' while he acknowledges 
as divine or natural law only that which is everywhere 
equally observed ;2 but how little of such law exists, his 
archzological enquiries might have been sufficient to 
show him. I n  Plato he says that law, like a tyrant, 
compels men to do much that is contrary to  nature. 
These principles soon appear as the Sophists' general 
confession of faith. In Xenophon: the young Alcibiades, 
the friend of tlie Sophistic doctrine, already expresses 
himself in the same manner as Hippias, and Aristotle 

l Menz. iv. 4, 14, after Socrates 
has reduced the conception of jus- 
tice to that of lawfulness : vdpous 

6', ;@vr & Z ~ K ~ U T E S ,  T ~ S  &V 71s 
~ y ~ a a i r o  anou8aiov np6ypa  d v a i  4 
r b  n ~ i 8 ~ u O a i  a l ro is ,  08s ye  n o h h d ~ i s  
airrol o i  ~ L ~ E V O L  & T O ~ O K L ~ ~ G U Y ~ E S  
f i e ~ a r L 8 ~ ~ r a i  ; 

1. c. 19 sqq., Hippias allows 
that there are also unwritten laws, 
which proceed from the gods ; but 
amolly these he will only reclron 
those which are everywhere recog- 
nised, such as veneration of the 
gods and of parents; while on the 
other hand, for example, the pro- 
hibition of incest, being againit 
the custom of manv nations. is not 
included in the nukber. ' 

Pmt. 237 C. - 33.7 C 
Hem. i. 2, 40 sqq. 

Soph. El. c. 12, 173 a, 7 : 
n h ~ i c r r o s  62 rdnos I u r l  roG aoieiv 
napd8o[a h&rv B o a ~ p  KU; d KaAAi- 
KAGS I v  rcj I'opyia Y d y p a n r a ~  hdywv, 
~ a l  oi B p ~ a i o r  8; n d v r ~ s  GOYTO 
uu,uBalvsrv, nap& r b  ~ a r b  @6arv ~ a :  
~ a r b  rbv vdpov, E'vavrla yap  ~ G a i  
@dofv ~ a l  vdpov, ~ a ;  r h v  8 i ~ a i o u d v q v  
~ a r h  vdpov pkv €?val ~ a h b v  Kar& 
@:ULV 6' oi) KaAdv. Similarly, 
Plato, Theaf. 172 B:  I v  ro i s  81- 
~ a l o r s  ~ a ;  h8iKors ~ a i  daiois ~ a i  hvo- 
lrtors d8ihouoiv iuxupi~eo8al ,  &S o b ~  
Znr i  ( 9 6 ~ ~ 1  a6.r tv  o6Gkv o?uiav EauroG 
CXov, &AA& r b  KOLV? 8dEav roGro  
y : y v ~ r a i  &hqO;s 8 rav  8dEp ~ a l  8oov 
&v 8 0 ~ j  X P ~ V O V .  K ~ L  8aoi Y E  6+ 
p h  navrdaao i  r b v  npwraydpou Ad- 
you h iyoua iv  536 nws T ~ V  uo@iav 
liyouur. 
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describes as one of the most popular Sophistic common- 
places the  assertion of the Platonic Callicles 1 that 
nature and custom stand in  most cases in contradiction. 
Now it would not unconditionally follow from this 
that universal moral principles are founded only on ' 

aneient custom, and not on nature; for the contradiction 
may in  itself arise from the positive law being behind 
the strict requirements of the law of nature. And 
examples are not wanting where the independence of 
ancient, custom, claimed by the Sophists, moved them to 
attacks upon institutions which we can only regard as 
prejudices or imperfections of the laws of that time. 
Lycophron declares nobility to be an imaginary ad- 
vantage i2 Alcidamas points out that the contrast of 
slave and freeman is unknown to nature, and others go 
so far as t o  irnpngn slavery as an institution contrary to 
nature? But we can easily see that their attacks upon 

' Gorg. 482 E sqq. The fact 6' &v p ~ r d ~ ~ v r a r  ~ a l  arav, r d r ~  
that  Callicles was not a Sophist in  ~6pipra Z ~ a u r a  eSvar, yryvdP~va  rixy?l 
the narrower spnse, bnt a politician, ~ c t l  707s vdpo~s,  &AA' ob 84 riprvr 
who sometimes spoke with con- +luer (exactly the same argument 
siderable eontempt of this fruitless which, according t o  476,1, Hippias 

- argumentation (ride sup. p. 427), had employed). 
is unimportant. Piato certainly PS.-Plut. Be Nohilit. 18, 2. 
intends us to  regard him as a re- I s  the ~bykvera  rGv rrpfwv ~ a \ l  ~ O U -  

presentative of the Sophistic cul- 6a:wv,$ ~ a 8 d x e p A u ~ 6 1 p ~ w v 6  uo@rur11s 
ture, who does not hesitate t o  push gypaqe warvdv [ K E V ~ Y ,  cf. Meineke, 
it to i ts  extreme consequences. It ad Stob. Floril. 86, 211 rr ndpaav ; 
i s  evidently of the Sophists and Z K E ~ V O S  yhp &v'riprnapapd~~wv ;rLpors 
their disciples o f  whom Plato is bya0ois a3r;lv, ebycvelas p;v o h ,  
chiefly thinking, when, in  the Laws, @ ~ u ? v ,  &@avks r b  K ~ A A O S ,  Zv Adyy  
X. 889 I ) ,  he tells us of people 62 r b  u e ~ v d v .  
who maintain r h u  vop00edlav a a u a v  Arist. says, Pol. i. 3, 1260 b, 
ob + ~ U E L ,  r&vp 84. 5 s  OLK & A v ~ E ~ s  20 : rois  8; naph +durv [ B O K E ~  e?var] 
char r b s  0;ue~r . . . 7 8  ~ a A h  + d b ~ r  ~b SE(T?T~<EIV. v6p9 ybp r b v  p2v 
p&v $AAa ~ i v a r ,  v d p y  6; h e p a ,  r b  6oiAov <bar r b v  8' <A~dBepov, + ~ ~ T E L  

62 GL~ara 06s' ~Ivar ~ o x a p d n a v  @CUEI,  8' 0 6 0 ; ~  B L ~ @ ; ~ E I V .  brdmp 036; FL~arov. 
& ~ h ' & p ~ r u ~ ~ r o ~ v r a s 6 ~ a r ~ A ~ i v  &AA$- BIarov ydp. Alcidamas expressed 
hors ~ a l  p ~ r a r r O e p d v o ~ ~  he1 r a i r a .  himself in a similar manner, as 
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positive laws mould not be confined to such cases. Law 
and ancient usage had been hitherto the only moral 
authority ; if this authority were no longer binding, 
all moral obligation was open to question, belief in its 
inviolabilit,y was declared to be a prejudice, and so long 
as no new basis of moral life was indicated, there 
Terndined only the negative result that every moral and 
judicial law is an unjust and unnatural restriction of 

Vahlen proves (p. 504 sq. of the 
treatise quoted supra, p. 425, S), 
from Arist. Rhet. i. 13, 1373 b, 18, 
where Aristotle appeals in support 
of the theory of a universal natural 
law to his M F G G I ~ V L ~ K ~ S ;  and the 
Scholion ( O m t .  Attici, ii. 154) 
quotes from that work these words, 
which originally appear to have 
stood in the Aristotelean text : 
iheuO&pous &@?K€ r d v r a s  eebs, 0?16&va 
6oi;hov 4 +hors r e r o ( 7 ~ ~ v .  Yet 
Aristotle does not seem to be 
thinking specially of him in the 
passage quoted above from the 
Politics. For the M E U U ~ V ~ U K ~ S  (as 
Vahlen has conc!usively shown, p. 
504 sqq.) had a definite practical 
purpose-that of effecting the re- 
cognition of the restored Mes- 
senians after the battle of Man- 
tinea ; and as in this i t  ran 
counter to the feelings of the 
Spartans, who strongly disliked 
having their Helots (intermingled 
with the Messenians) for indepeu- 
dent neighbours (as Isocrates says, 
Archid. 28, cf. 8,  87, 96)-it was 
quite fitting to remind them that 
the opposition of slaves and free- 
men was not absolute, that all men 
are by nature free-born. On the 
other hand, an attack on the prin- 
ciples and the whole institution of 
slavery, such as is presupposed in 

the Politics, the declaration that this 
social arrangement, which through- 
out Hellas constituted a lawful 
right, was a wrong-such an attack 
could only damage the effect of 
the discourse. Aristotle, however, 
speaks in Polit. i. 6, 1255 a, 7, of 
r o h h o l  r 6 v  dv rois  vdPors, who 
accuse slavery of injustice ; and in 
c. 3, either he or the adversary 
whom he has primarily in view, 
sums up these accusations (as the 
trimeter: v 6 p y  yhp bs p iv  Fo3Aas 
Ss 6' 8AehOepos shows, which also 
betrays itself, c. 6, 1255 b, 5) in 
the words of a tragic poet, possibly 
Euripides (from whom Oncken, 
Btaatsl. d. Arist. ii. 3 3  sq., has col- 
lected similar statements), or Aga- 
thou, the pupil of Gorgias. But 
even if the passage in the Politics 
has no special reference to Alci- 
damas, i t  is probably concerned 
with a theory which, by the appli- 
cation of the Sophistic distinction 
between vdpos and @ ~ G L S ,  laid bare 
the most rulnerable p u t  of ancient 
society. Among the adherents of 
this theory may have been the 
Cynics, who were connected with 
Gorgias through their founder, 
and who made great, use of this 
distinction, if they were not (as I 
conjectured, Part 11. a, 276,3rd ed.) 
its first assertors. 
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human freedom. Hippias, in the application which he 
makes of his proposition, approximates closely to this 
principle; others do not hesitate to avow it openly.' 
Natural right is, as Callicles says (h.), only and solely 
the right of the stronger ; and if the prevailing opinions 
and laws do not recognise this, the reason is to be faund 
in the weakness of the majority of men: the mass of 
the weak found it more advantageous to protect them- 
selves against the strong by an equality of rights ; but, 
s$ronger natures mill not therefore be hindered from 
following the true law of nature-the law of private 
interest, All positive laws therefore appear from this 
point of view as arbitrary enactments, set up by those 
who have tbe power of making them for their own 
advantage; the rulers, as Thrasymachus says,2 make 
that a law which is useful to themselves; right is 
nothing else than the advantage of the ruler. Only 
fools and weaklings consequently will believe that they 
are bound by those laws ; the enlightened man knows 
how little such is the case. The Sophistic ideal is 
unlimited authority, even though attained by the most 
unscrupulous means, and in Plato, Polus3 considers none 

Cf. the quotations, p. 476, 2, 338 C sqq., who no doubt has good 
5 ; 277, 1, from Hippias, Plato, and reason for putting these principles 
Aristotle, and remark especially, in into the mouth of the Chalcedonian 
the last mentioned, the expression rhetorician: also what is quoted 
o; h p ~ a i o r  ? r d v ~ ~ s ,  which, though not iqf. p. 481, 2, agrees herewith. 
to be taken literally, bears witness Thrasymachus there admits that 
to the wide diffusion of this mode justice would be a great good, but 
of thought; and which we may sup- he denies that i t  is to be found 
pose to be founded, not on Plato's among men, because all laws are 
statements, but on Aristotle's owli made by those in power for their 
independent knowledge. since he own advantage. 
had an intimate acquaintance with Gorg. 470 C sqq. Similarly 
the Sophistic rhetoricians. Thrasymachus, Rep. i. 344 A ; cf. 

2 According to Plato, Rep. i. Lawsii.661 B; Isocr. Pamath. 243 sq. 
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happier than the King of Persia, or Archelaus the 
Illacedonian, who rose to the throne through innnmer- 
able treacheries and deeds of blood. The final result 
is thus the same as in the theoretic view of the world, 
unlimited subjectivity ; the moral world like the natural 
world is recognised as the work of man, who, by his 
imagination, p~oduces phenomena, and by his will, lams 
and customs, but who is in neither case bound by nature 
and the necessity of things.' 

The above result does not 
seem to  me to be contravened, even 
by Grote's animated defenceof the 
Sophistic ethics (Hist. of Greece, 
viii. 504 sqq., vii. 51 sq. ; simi- 
larly Lewes' Hist. of Phil. i. 108 
sqq ), full as i t  is of weighty and 
pertinent suggestions in jnstifiea- 
tion of the errors and extrava- 
gancies which had previously pre- 
vented any unprejudiced historiczl 
representation of Sophistic. It 
would certainly be very precipitate 
to charge the Sophists in general, 
and without distinction of indivi- 
duals, with principles dangerous 
to morals, or with immorality of 
life. But, it  is no less precipitate 
to maintain, with Grote (riii. 527 
sq., 532 sq.) and Lewes, 1. C., 

that such principles as Plato puts 
into the mouth of his Callicles 
and Thrasymachus could never 
have been brought forward by any 
Sophist in Athens, because the 
hearers on whose applause the So- 
ph~s ts  depended, would thereby 
have been roused to the most vio- 
lent opposition against them. On 
this ground i t  might also be proved 
that Protagoras did not express 
those doubts in the existence of 
the gods which occasioned his con- 
demnation; and that  many other 

Sophists could not hare said va- 
rious things which gave offence to 
people. But how do we know that 
a Thrasymachus and his like would 
have aroused among those who 
chiefly sought Sophistic inst,ruction 
-the ambitious young politicians, 
thearistocratic youths, whoseproto- 
types were Alcibiades and Critias- 
the same opposition by the views 
Plato ascribes to them, which they 
certainly aroused in the democratic 
community which adhered to t,he 
ancient forms of religion, politics, 
and morality? Grote, moreover 
(viii. 496 sqq.), defends Protagoras 
for his offer to make the weaker 
argument appear the stronger (cf. 
i?f. 488), by observing that So- 
crates, Isocrates, and others, were 
also accused of the same principle; 
but this is to misstate the ques- 
tion. Protagoras was not falsely 
accused of the principle, but him- 
self set i t  up. Grote goes on to 
say that  no one would blame 
an advocate for lending his elo- 
quence to the side of wrong as 
well as of right ; but this again is 
only half true : the advocate must 
certainly urge on behalf of the cri- 
minal whatever he can say for him 
with a good conscience, but if he 
were to make a trade of his ar t  of 
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Among human prejudices and arbitrary rules, the 
Sophists necessarily assigned a prominent place to the 
religious faith of their nation. If no knowledge be 
possible, a knowledge about the hidden causes of things 
must be doubly impossible ; and if all positive institu- 
tions and laws are the products of human caprice and 
calculation, the worship of the gocls, which in Greece 
belonged entirely to public jilrisdietion, must come 
under the same category. This mas expressed in plain 
terms by some of the leading Sophists. ' Of the gods,' 
says Protagoras, G I can know nothing, neither that they 
are, nor that they are not.'' Thrasymachus is mentioned 
as entertaining doubts of Divine Providence ; Critias 
maintains3 that in the beginning men lived without 

helping the wrong to conquer, 
everybody would call him a per- 
verter of justice. This is what is 
offensive in the promise of Pro- 
tagoras : he is not blameworthy, 
nor did his contemporaries blame 
him, for teaching an art  which 
might be abused, but for recom- 
mendingthis ar t  precisely from that  
point of view. The disquisitions of 
Hippias on vcipos and 9 6 u r s  are en- 
tirely passed over by Grote and 
Lewes. 

l The famous opening words of 
this treatise for which he was com- 
pelled to leave Athens, according 
to Diog. ix. 51, &c. (also Plato, 
T7~eet. 162 D) ran thus: ?rep1 pkv 
eeGv o i r ~  ZXo si8dvar 060' &S E L U ~ Y  
080' &S o i ) ~  siu;v. ?roAhh y h p  r h  
~ w h 6 o v r a  siGivai,  3 T E  bsqAdrvs Kai 
p p a X 3 s  &v 6 I?;los r o i l  &uOpL?rov. 
Others gix~e the. first p~oposit,ion, 
less correctly, thus : r t p i  OeGv o 5 r e  
t i  s l o b  ou"8' dno&[ r r v &  e iu l  8dvapar 
h i y e n , .  Vide Frei, 96 sq., and es- 

peciajly Iirische, Fo~sch. 132 sqq. 
Hermias, in the Pheclrtss, p. 

192 Ast. : ( O p a u 6 p . )  Eypai l /~v  i v  
h d y y  Cauroil roroU^rdv 71, 8 ~ 1  oi 0 ~ 0 1  
o L x  6prjui 78 b v t l p d n v a .  oi) y h p  r b  
p i Y [ r r o v  r G v  i v  bvOpLrr~rs  &ya6Ov 
?rapei80v,r$v 8 r ~ a r u u & v v v  6 p D p ~ v  y h p  
7 0 3 s  bvOpd?rous r a i i r ? ~  p$ xpopE'vous. 

In the verses given by Sext. 
Math. ix. 54, and on account of 
which Sextus, Pyrrh. iii. 218, and 
Plutarch, De Stcperstit. 13, p. 17, 
reckon Critias as an atheist with 
Diagoras. The same verses, how- 
ever, are ascribed in the Placziu, 
i. 7, 2 parall.; cf. ibid. 6, 7 to 
Euripides, who is there said to 
have placed them in the mouth of 
Slsyphns in the drama bearing his 
name. That such a drama com- 
posed by Euripides existed, cannot 
be doubted after the positire state- 
ments of Blian,  V. H. ii. 8 ;  bnt 
Critias may likewise hare written 
a S;s,yp7zz~s, and it may have been 
uncertain at  a later period whether 
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law and order, like the animals, that penal laws were 
given for protection against tyranny ; bnt as these could 
only prevent open crimes, it occurred to some clever 
and imaginative man to provide a protection against 
secret wrong-doing, by relating that there are gods who 
are mighty and immortal, and see all hidden things; 
and, to increase the fear of them, he placed their abode 
in heaven. I n  proof of this theory, the Sophists no 
doubt appealed to the variety of religions : if the belief 
in gods were based upon nature, they said, men would 
all adore the same god ; the variety of gods shows most 
clearly that the worship of them merely originates from 
human invention and consent.' That which holds good 
of positive institutions in general, must also hold good 
of positive religions ; because religions are different 
in different nations, they can only be regarded as arbi- 
trary inventions. Prodicus explained the rise of reli- 
gious belief in  a more naturalistic manner. The men 
of old time, he says: held the sun and moon, floods 
and streams, and all things that are of use to us, to be 
gods, just as the Egyptians do the Nile ; and therefore 
bread is revered as Demeter, wine as Dionysus, water 
as Poseidon, fire as H e p h ~ s t u s . ~  The popular gods, 

the verses belonged to him or to 
Emripides ; moreover, a drama is 
mentioned by Athen. xi. 496 b, 
the authorship of which lay in 
doubt between Critias and Euri- 
pides ; cf. Fabricius ad 8 ~ ~ 1 .  M~dh. 
l. c. ; Bayle, Dict. Critias, Rem. 
A. Whoever may have written 
the verses, and in the mouth of 
whomsoever they may have been 
placed, they are at  any rate a 
monument of the Sophistic view 

of religion. 
' Plato, Laws, X. 889 E : O E O ~ S ,  

a pa~dpce, e&ar n p r j ~ d v  @aurv 08706 
[the uo@ol] T ~ X Y ? I ,  06 @ ~ G E [ ,  Bhhd 
TLGL vdpols, ~ a l  T O ~ T O U S  dhhous 
&AA?, anq Ztcar~or iau~oiur uvvwpo- 
hdyquav V O ~ O ~ E ~ O ~ ~ E Y ~ L .  Cf. pp. 
476, 2, 5 ; 477, 1. 

Sext. Math. ix. IS, 51 sq.; 
Cic. N. D. i. 42, 118; cf. Epiph. 
Ezp. Fid. 1088 C. 

S We may bring into connection 
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however, as such, are upon this theory likewise deniecl ; l  

for though Prodicus mentions them in the usual manner 
in his discourse upon Herac le~ ,~  this proves no more 
than the corresponding appropriation of their names in 
the myth of Protagoras ; and that he distinguished the 
one natural or true God from the many popular gods: 
there is no evidence to certify. The statements also of 
Hippias, who referred the unwritten laws in Xen~phon,~  
agreeably to the prevailing opinion, to the gods, are 
unimportant, and merely show that this Sophist was 
too inconsistent to make the obvious application of his 
theory concerning the laws to religion. The Sophistic 
teaching as a whole co~ald only logically assume to~varcls 
the popular religion the position of a Protagoras and a 
Critias. If even the things that we see are for us 
merely what we make them, this must still more be the 
case with those we do not see : the object is only the 
connterpart of the subject, man is not the creatnre, but 
the creator of his gods. 

The rhetoric of the Sophists stands to their ethical 
theory of life in the same relation that their Eristic 
disputation stands to their theory of knowledge. To 
with this the importdnce which the products of the field; a view 
Prodieus, according to  Themist. which was certainly countenanced 
Or. xxx. 349 b, ascribes to agri- by the colt of Demeter and 
culture in the origin of religion: Dionysu3. 
Iepavpyiav s l c a v  &vOph?rov aal pub- ' Consequently Cicero and Sex- 
.ri)pla ~ a l  T ~ Y ~ ~ ~ P E L S  KU: C E A E T ~ S  tus reckon Prodicus arnong the 
~ 1 j v  . y ~ w ~ y f a ~  ~ a A 3 v  Q [ ~ ~ T E I ,  no- atheists, in the ancient acceptation 
pl[wv ~ a i  B E ~ V  ~ ~ v o i a v  [Fvv.] ~ V T E G B E V  of the word. 
6s bv0pd~ovs dA8~iv ~ a i  a6oav Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 28 .  
e b b $ ~ ~ a v  Zyyudp~vos. The autumn Plato, Prot. 320 C, 322 A. 
and harvest festivals might espe- As T?'elcker, L. c. 521, is Jis- 
cially seem to have given rise to posed to assume. 
the worship of the gods, slnce they Mem. iv. 4, 19  sqq. ~ i d e  szp. 
were parlicularly concerned with 476, 2. 

I 1 2  



the man who denies ail objective wisdom, there remains 
only the appearance of wisdom in the sight of others ; 
and similarly, to the man who denies an objective right, 
there remain only the appearance of right in the sight 
of others, and the art of producing such an appearance. 
But this art is the art of oratory.' For oratory was 
not only the best means, under the conditions of that 
period, of attaining power and influence in the State; 
but i t  is, speaking generally, the instrument by which 
the superiority of the cultivated maintains itself over 
the uncultivated. Where therefore a high value is set 
upon mental culture, as i t  was by the Sophists and their 
whole epoch, there the art of oratory will be foetered ; 
and where this culture is deficient in any deeper, scien- 
tific, and moral basis, not only will the importance of 
eloquence be over-e~timated,~ but it will itself become 
negligent of its content, and concern itself in a one- 
sided manner merely with its immediate success and 
external form. The same will inevitably happen as in 

1 The task of rlietoric is thus 
defined by the Platonic Gorgias, 
Gorg. 454 B (cf. 452 E) : Rhetoric 
is the art r a h r ~ s  7 5 s  PELO~GS,  7 6 s  
6v 70:s 6 ~ ~ a a ~ ? ) p l o i s  ~ a l  1-0;s dhhors 
6xAors ~ a ;  ?rep) T O ~ T W V  g 6671 6 l ~ a l d  
r e  KU; ~ ~ L K U ,  and therefore Socra- 
tes, 4.55 A, with the consent of the 
Sophist, defines i t  as rrereoik 6 1 -  
p,cov~bs ?TLUTEIJTLK~~S,  AAA' oir 61- 
G a a ~ a h ~ ~ + j s ,  z e p l  r b  8 1 ~ a l d v  7 E  K R ~  

&6~1cov. That the essence of So- 
phistic rhetoric is rightly de- 
scribed in these words will be 
clear from the rest of our chapter. 
When, however, Doxopater, 61 

Aphtholz. Hliet. Gr. ed. Walz, ii. 
104, attributes this definition to 

Gorgias himself, he is certainly 
quotlng only from the passage in 
Plato, and the same passage is 
doubtless also the source of that 
cther definition quoted in the 
anonymous introduction to the 
a ~ d n s ~ s  of Hermogenes ap. Walz. 
Rhet. Gr. rii. 33 ; Spengel, Zuv. T. 
35, from Plutarch, the Neo-pla- 
tonist's Commentary on the Gor- 
gins, as Epos $ ~ T O ~ L K ~ S  ~ a r h  ropy;av.  

W f .  Plato, Phileb. 68 A, where 
Protarchus says he has often heard 
of Gorgias, OS 5 7 0 6  r rs le~cv r o h h  
Graq5E'por a a a t j v  r e x v & v .  a d v r a  y h p  
6q' a 3 7 C  G o i h a  G i  i ~ d v 7 w v  KU: OG 
6 i h  PLns ~ o r o i r o ,  etc. ; similarly 
G o y .  452 E, 456 A-sqq. 



the exclusive application of dialectic forms to Eristic 
argumentation. The form which has no corresponding 
content becomes an external, false a,nd empty formalism, 
and the greater the skill with which this formalism is 
managed, the more qnickly must follow the ruin of a 
culture which is limited to it. 

These observations may serve to explain the meaning 
and specific character of Sophistic rhetoric. In regard , 

to most of the Sophists we know, and of the rest there 
is scarcely a doubt, that they practised and taught this 
art, sometimes setting up general rules and theories, 
sometimes models for imitation, or furnishing ready- 
made speeches for immediate use ;"while not a few even 

' We are acquainted with theo- Gv,u~yopr~ois F h  I.Alyors. (ropytow 
setical works onrhetorical subjects ~ e p h v x o v  Adyots) KaL ~rrrr ~ a i  7ix- 
by Protagoras (vide infra and Frei, pals. The same author mentions 
187 sq.), by Prodicus (Tide supra, (De Co;n2pos. Verb. c. 12, p. 68 R) 
2. 420, 3), by Hippias (vide iqfra, a discussion of G-orgias xepi ~arpo;, 
bpengel, p. 60), by Thrasymachns with the remark that  he was the 
(vide on his *EAeor, Arist. Soph. El.. first who ever wrote on the subject, 
c. 33, 183 b, 22;  Rhet. iii. 1, l404 Spengel, l. c. 81 sqq., hovever, 
a ,  13 ; Plato, Phedr. 267 C. Ac- thinks that on account of the 
corcling to  Suidas, sub aoee, ancl passages fzom Aristotle, quoted p. 
the Scholiaon Aristophanes, Bids, 462, 1 ,  and Cic. Brut. 12, 46, vre 
v. 881, he also wrote a 76xvv OF are justified in denying the exist- 
which the"Eheor perhaps formed a ence of any work on the rhetorical 
part ; vide Spengel, 06 sqq. ; Her- a r t  by Gorgias. But as Schanz (p. 
mann, De Tt~ms. 12 ; Schanz, p. 131) pertinently obserres, neither 
131 sq.) ; by Polus (vide szqrcc, p. of these passages is decisive: Cice~o, 
425, l ) ,  and by Evenus (Plato, following Aristotle, names Corax 
Pkedr. 267 A, i~icle szqzra, p. 426, and Tisias as the first aat,hors of 
3). That Gorgias a t  his death left rhetorical technology; Protagoras 
a ~ 6 ~ ~ 1 1 ,  is asserted by Diog. ~ i i i .  and Gorgiav as the first who made 
38, and by the author of Prole- speechesconcerningcommonplaces; 
gomena to  Hermogenes quoted by this, however, would not prevent 
Spellgel, Xvvay. TEXV. 82. Qnin- their having also written about 
tilian includes him among the the rnles of a r t  : from the language 
Articrrz Scriptores (Quintil. iii. 1,  of the treatise against the Sophists, 
S). Dionysius obserres in the frag- i t  would certainly seem that  -4ris- 
mens given by a scholion on Her- totle did not place Gorgias on a 
mogenes (ap. Speugel, 8. T. 79) : par with 'i'isias and Thrasyrnachns 



made rhetoric the chief object of their instructions.' 
Their own lectures were rhetorical disp1ays;~esides 
the speeches which they had prepared: they plumed 
tllemselves on never being a t  a loss, even a t  a moment's 
notice, for specious answers to all possible questions : 

as  a cultivator of rhetoric; i t  does 
not imply that  he was unacquilinted 
v i t h  any rhetorical work of Gorgias. 
On the other hand, Plato, Pkzdr. 
261 B, 267 A, expressly alludes 
t o  technical treatises on rhetoric 
by this Sophist; these, however, 
probably consisted not of one com- 
plete theory of the rl~etoricttl art. 
but of dissertations 011 particular 
questions: a t  least the expression 
rQxvar r lv l s  in the work of Diony- 
sius (cited szipm) inr',icates this 
(ride also Wrelcker, KZ. ScBr. ii. 
456, 176). Still inore importtint 
than their writings, however, were 
the es:imple and practical tesch- 
iug of the Sophistic rhetoricians 
(Protagroras ap. Stob. FZoril. 29? 
SO, equally repudiates p ~ h i r ~  
dveu r ixu?/s  and .r+vq tiveu p€- 
h i r v s ) ,  and especially those dis- 
courses on general themes ascribed 
to  Protagoras, Gorgias, Thrasy- 
machus, and Prodicns (Birers or 
loci communes, a s  distinguished 
from the particular cases on which 
the periodical and political dis- 
conrses turned ; these were 6roOi- 
cers or cause; cf. Cic. Top. 21; 79 ; 
Quintil. iii. 5, 5 sq., and others 
cited in Frei, Quest. Prot. 150 
sqq.; the only point. in which I 
disagree with Frei is i11 his distinc- 
tion of theses from loci co?nnzu?zes). 
T7ide on this subject, Aristotle ap. 
Cic. Brut. 12, 4 6 ;  I)iog. ix. 53 
(Protagoras np8ros K U ~ I S E I ( F  ~ B s  
rpbs rhs BElu~ls <?TIXELP&TELS) ; 
Quintil. iii. 1, 12, and on Thrasy- 

machus indil-idually, Suidas, szsb 
aoce, who attributes to the Chalce- 
donian Sophist, h$oppa'r b q ~ o p ~ ~ a l ,  
according to Welcker's conjecture 
(KZ. Schr ii. 457), identical rrit'u 
the 6rspSdAAovrcs cited bg Plu- 
tarch, Synpos. i. 2, 3 ; and Athen, 
S. 416 a, who quotes something 
from his procemia. Quinti1ia.n 
merely ascribes to Prodicus the 
cultiwtion of loci comnzzines, which 
looks as if he had not, like the 
three ot,hers, dereloped them for 
the purposes of instruction; but 
speeches in the larger sense like 
those cited from him (sup. p. 4731, 
and also the lectures of Hippias 
(l. C.); might possibly have been 
reckoned as  loci comnvulzes. The 
emplopen t  of such commonplaces 
was ereu with Gorgias very me- 
chanical, vide s tqra,  p. 462, 1. 

' Cf. besidrs what folloa~s, p. 
425, 472, 1. 

E T I ~ E L ~ I S ,  2r18~L~uuc@al are, as 
is well known, the standing expres- 
sions for these. Cf. e.g. Plato, Gorg. 
szsb hit. P7otu.q. 320 C., 347 A. 

Such as the fIercccZes of Pro- 
dicus, the displays of Hippias, P ~ o t .  
347A, andszqra. p. 4 2 3 , l ;  and the 
speeches of Gorgias (ride szpra, 
415, 2 ;  416, 3), especially the cele- 
brated speech at  Olympia. 

Gorgies is mentioned as  the 
first who displayed his ar t  in these 
impromptu speeches. Plato, Gor,~. 
447, C :  ~ a i  yhp a6rG 8v roGr' 3 v  
r q s  ~ T ~ ~ E $ E W S .  B K ~ A E U E  YOGY vGv 6;1 
;pw.iiiv a 7 L S  S O ; A O ~ T ~  TGV FVFOV 



besides the rhetorical exuberance which allowed them 
all possible expansion of their subject, they boasted of 
having the art of compressing their meaning into the 
tersest language ; besides independent discussion, they 
considered the explanation of the poets as part of their 
task ; along with the great and noble, they thought i t  

Surwv ~ a l  r p b s  b n a v r a  E'+q haorcptvei- 
u 9 a i .  Cic. De Ora,t. i. 22, 103 : 
quod prinzzsm ferzcnt Leontinum .fi- 
cisse Gorgiam : p z ~ i  permagnum 
pzciddum susc@ere ac proJiteri vide- 
bafzar, cum se ad omnia, de puibzcs 
quispzce audire vellet, esse paratzon 
denuntiaret. aid. iii. 32, 129 
(hence Valer, riii,  15, ext. 2). 
Fim ii. 1, l ; Quintil. Inst. ii. 21, 
21 ; Philostr. V. Soph. 482, no doubt 
only throsgh a misunderstanding, 
represents him as coming forward 
in this manner in the Athenian 
theatre. Cf. Foss 45, similarly on 
Hippias, sup. p. 421, 3. 

e.g. Protagorcs, ap. Plat. Prot. 
329 R? 334 E sqq., where we read 
of him : 85-1 u 3  o7ds r' €7 ~ a l  airrbs 
rca: dhhov 8 ~ 8 d t a r  ?repi r & v  aLr&v Kal 
p a ~ ~ h  h ( y s r v  ;&W pohhg, o%rws, BUTE 
r b v  hdyov p?78daor€ i n r h r ? ~ ~ ? v ,  real 
a 8  Ppa,yda oS.rws, i5urE p q 8 L ~ a  uov 
F'v ~ p a ~ v r ~ p o t s  E ~ E ~ W .  The same 
occurs in the Phedrns, 267 B, 
where i t  is said of Gorgias and 
Tisias: u u v r o p l a v r ~  hdywv K U )  d r r ~ r p a  
p 6 ~ ~  ? ~ e p i  r d v r w w  & v ~ i p o v ,  and 
Gorgias himself says, Gory. 449 C : 
K ~ L  ?hp a 3  ~ a l  roUro FP i u r t v  SU q 7 p [ ,  
p?8dv'*av dv ~ p a x ~ r d p o t s  ;p& r b  a 5 r A  
~ ~ r t i v ,  on which Socrates requests 
him, as hs requests Protagoras in 
Prot. 335 A: &C., to use shortness 
of speech in the discourse. Bnt 
that he was addicted to diftiusive- 
ness of language we also see from 
Arist. Rhet. iii. 17, 1418 a, 34, for 

he went into every possible detail 
connected with his theme. The 
same was the case with his scholar 
Lycophron, ap. Arist. Soph. El. 15, 
174 b, 32; and Alex. nd h. l. Schol. 
in Arist. 3x0 a, 12. Hippias in 
the Protagoras, 337 E sq., makee 
a conciliatory proposition to  So- 
crates and Protagoras, that the 
former shall not insist severely on 
the conciseness of the dialogue, and 
that the latter shall bridle his 
eloquence, so that his speeches shall 
not exceed due measure ; and Pro- 
dicus is ridiculed in the Ph~drzcs, 
267 H, because he, like Hippias, 
prided himself on this: pdvos airrbs 
€ 6 p q ~ € ! ~ a l  &V 8 ~ i  A ~ Y W Y  T ~ X P $ Y .  86% 
8;  0 6 r €  p a ~ p & v  ogre flPaX6wv, h h h b  
perpfwv. 

V l a t o ,  Prot. 338 E: ?jyoi,uar, 
&#q [ n p w r . ] ,  2, Zhrcpares, E'yh hv8pl 
?rar8eLas p d y ~ u r o v  p i p o r  &at r e p :  
E)nLjvOnervbv ~ f v a i .  g u r t  8;  r o i r o  r h  irrb 
rLjv aorqr&u heydp6va 07dvr' ~ i w a t u v -  
vrLvar 6 r e  6 ~ 0 6 s  K U L  B p + , ~ a l  E'niora- 
uOar 8reheiu T E  wa; i I ) w r d ~ ~ v o v  hdyov 
8olvar ,  on which follows the well- 
linown discussion of the poem of 
Simonides. Hippias similarly, a t  
the commencement, of the Lesser 
Hippias, treats of Homer and other 
poets; and Isocrates (Pannth. 18, 
33) makes an attack on the So- 
phists, who, having no original 
thoughts of their own, chatter about 
Homer and Hesiod. 



showed intelligence to praise for a change the insignifi- 
cant, the commonplace, and the unpleasant.' Protagoras 
had already announced the highest triumph of rhetoric 
to be this : that it could convert the weaker into the  
stronger, and represent the improbable as the probable ;" 

l Thus Plato, Symp. 177 B, 
and Isocr. Hel. 12, mention en- 
logies on salt and silkworms ; Al- 
cidamas, according to Menander, 
x. E ' T L ~ E I K T .  Rhet. G?. ix. 163. 
Tzerz. Chil. ix. 746 sq. wrote in 
praise of death and of poverty: 
and Polycrates, whose a r t  of rhe- 
toric is closely allied t o  that  of 
the Sophists, composed eulogies cn 
Busiris and Clytemnestra, and an 
accusation of Socrates (Isocr. Bus. 
4 Quintil. ii. 17, 4), a speech i n  
praise of mice (Arist. Bhet. ii. 24, 
1401 b, 15), of pots and of pebbles. 
(Alex. T .  hqopp.  P q r .  Rhet. Gr. ix. 
334 to iii. 3 8p.) To the same class 
belong the Bzcsiris of Isocrates, and 
Antiphon's discourse (Welcker, KZ. 
Schr. ii. 427, conjectures him to  
have been the Sophist mentioned 
p. 426, 4, not Antiphon of Rham- 
nus, to  whom it is ascribed by 
Athen. ix. 397, 3 C., and others) 
upon peacocks. 

That  Protagoras promiser1 his 
pupils to teach them how the 4 r r w v  
Adyos could be made the ~ p e l r r w v ,  
i s  attested by Aristotle, Rhed. ii. 
24, end. After he has been speak 
ing of the tricks by which the 
improbable can be made probable, 
he adds, ~ a 1  r b  r b v  4770 8;  hdyov 
K ~ E ~ T T W  ~ o r e i v  rob' 8urLv. ~ a l  I v r ~ j j -  
8av 8 1 ~ a f w s  E'8uaXlpaivow oi 6vOpwrroi 
r b  lTpwraydpou ~ ? r d y + y ~ A p a .  ljleG86s 
7~ y d p  E'UTL, u a l  otrc hhqO?s &AA$ 
~ a i w d p ~ v o v  E I ) K ~ s ,  K R ~  dv 0 6 8 ~ p i c j  
'r&w?j bhh' dv { q r o p i ~ f i  KCC: i p i u ~ i ~ r j .  
It is obvious tha t  Aristotle here 

describes that promise as  actually- 
given by Protagoras, and that  he 
is not (as Grcrte, Hist. cf Greece, 
viii. 495, represents the case) 
merely expressing his own judg- 
ment on rhetoric ; cousequently 
Gellius, ,% A. r. 3, 7, entirely 
agrees with him when he says, 
2~ollicehnttar Fe id docere, qtrcc?~lnz 
verborurn Qzdz~stria causn i?firn~ior 
jieret ,fo~t.ior, qzcam rmn graece itn 
dicehnt: r b v  4 r r w  hdyuw K ~ E ~ T W  

rror~iv .  (Similarly Steph. of By- 
zantium " A 6 8 a p a  appealing to Eu- 
doxus, and the Scholion on the 
Clozrds, v. 113 ; cf. Frzi, QLG. I'rot. 
142 sq.) ht the same time we 
see from these pawages the mean- 
ing of this promise ; the 4 r r w v  
hdyos is the cause which in reason, 
and consequently in law, is the 
weaker ; and this by the a r t  
of the orator is to be made the 
stronger. It is therefore uot alto- 
gether untrue when Xenophon, 
Qu. 11, 25. says in explanation 
of Protagoras's expression, 71 $6;- 
80s h h q 6 i s  ~ o i ~ i v ,  also Isocr. a. 
b v ~ r 8 6 u .  15, 30 ; ~ ~ u F 6 ~ c v o v  rhA?&G 
A ; y o v ~ o s  i r r r ~ p a r ~ i v ,  and:  r a p &  7 h  
8 ; ~ a l u ~  E'v TOTS hy&dl XAEOVEKTE~V ; 
nor even when Aristophanes with 
malicious explicitness makes our. 
of 4 7 7 ~ ~  hdYos an & b i ~ o s  hdyos.  
Protagoras certainly did not pro- 
fess in actual words that he would 
teach the ar t  of helping the zmnjz!st 
cause to triumph ; but he uudoubt- 
edly pronlised. that people should 
learn from him how to  help any 
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and in a similar sense Plato says of Gorgias that he 
made the discovery that appearance is of more value 
than truth, and understood in his speeches how to make 
the great appear small, ancl the small great. But the 
more indifferent the orator thus became to the contents 
of his orations, the higher grew the value of the tech- 
nical instruments of language and expression : on these 
consequentlv the rhetorical instructions of the Sophists 
almost exclusively turned; as was the case at this time, 
quite independently of philosophy, in the rhetorical 
schools of Corax and Tisias in Sicily.Vrotagoras and 
Prodicus occupied themselves with the grammatical 
and lexigraphical aspects of language, and thus became 
the founders of scientific linguistic enquiry among 
the G r e e k 3  Erotagurrts4 doubtless was the first to 
distinguish the three genders of nouns,5 the tenses of 

possible cause to conquer, even 
when in itself it did not deserve 
to  conquer, The game t,lling was 
afterwards repeated by many 
others. Aristophanes accuses So- 
crates not only of meteorosophy, 
hut  also of the a r t  of making the 
ijrrwv ~ 6 ~ 0 s  the K ~ E ~ ~ T W W .  I n  
Plato, Socrates, while clefending 
himself against this charge (Apol. 
l5 B, 19 B), describes it as a com- 
mon accusation against all philo- 
sophers ( l .  c. 23 D,  r b  ~ a r b  rrdvrov 
rGu $iho(~o$o6vrww rrpirpdxelpa r a i 7 a  
h~-yovaiv, 871 . . . rbv  h6-yov 
~ p e f r r w  ~ o l f i u ) ,  and Isocrates has 
also l. c. to ward off the same cen- 
sure. Only me cannot infer from 
i ts  being wrongly imputed to some 
that it was also wrongly imputed 
to Protagoras. Grote himself does 
not concluc'e from Apol. 26 D, 
ihat  Anaxagords did not teach 

whac is there falsely ascribed to  
Socrates; 

Phaclr. 267 A ;  cf. Gorg. 456 
A sqq. ; 455 A (ride szqra 483). 
There is a similar statement of an 
anonymous writer concerning Pro- 
dicus and Hippias in Spengel, Buvay. 
TEXV.  213 (Khed. Gr. v. Walz. vii. 
g), but SVelcker, l. c. 450, justly 
attaches no inlportal~ce to it. 

Spengel, l. c. 22-39. 
3 Cf. fiur the following remarks, 

Lersch, Die Spmchphilosophie der 
Alteqa, i. l 5  sqq.; Alberti, Die 
SpmchpLilosoyhis zton Platon (Phi- 
lologus xi. 1856, p. 681 sqq.), 
699 sq. 

Vide, concerning Protagoras, 
Frei, 120 sqq. ; Spengel, 40 sqq. ; 
Schanz, 141 sq. 

Arist. Bhet. iii. 5: 1407 b, 6. 
H e  remarks on this subject tha t  
language treats as masculine many 
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verbs,' the different kinds of propositions ; he also gave 
instruction concerning the right use of l a n g ~ a g e . ~  
Prodic~ls is famous for his distinctions between words of 
similar meaning, which he taught for large fees in  one 
of his lectures ;4 tile satire which Plato pours forth upon 
this discovery "eems to show that his distinctions and 

things that should really be femi- 
nine ( Id .  SopR. El, c. 14, and re- 
peated by Al.ex. ad h. 1. Schol. 308 
a,  32;  vide szbpra, 467, 3 ) ;  Aris- 
tophanes, who, in his CZozccZs, 
transfers this and much besides 
fsom Protagoras to Socrates, makes 
it the occasion of many pleasant- 
ries. v. 6 5 1  sqq. 

1 pip8 xpdvou, Diog. ix. 52. 
~ S ~ w h h ,  t)p&~vurs,  b r d ~ p ~ u r s ,  

Z v ~ o h ; ~ ,  Diog. ix. 53. As Quintil. 
Inst. iii. 4, 10, mentions this clas- 
sification in his chapter on the 
different, kinds of speeches (politi- 
cal, forensic, and so forth), Spenge! 
conjectures (p. 44) tha t  i t  has re- 
ference, not to  the grammatical 
form of sentences, bnt to the rhe- 
torical character of the discourses 
and their parts ; that i6 primarily, 
however, refers to grammar is clear 
from thestatement (Arist. PoBt. c. 19, 
1456 h, 15) tha5Protagoras blamed 
Homer because he did not com- 
inence the Iliad with a command 
to  the muse instead of a prayer in 
the words pijvrv 6 ~ 1 6 ~ .  

Plato, PJzedr. 267 C : npwra- 
ydpcra 82, B Z ~ K P ~ T E S ,  O L K  $v , L L ~ B T O L  

I-oraCr' 6 r ~ a  ; - ' O P @ O ~ ? T E L ~  ~d TLS,  B 
z a i ,  ica> dhha rrohhb ~ a ;  &&d. Cf. 
Crat. 391 C :  6r8dEar ae T+W dpOd- 
TvTa sepi  rGv roroh~wv ( d ~ d ~ a ~ a ,  
generally speaking, language) %v 
Z,aa@e r a p b  npwraydpov. From 
these passagos (to which Prot. 339 
a, Piut. Per. c. 36,  might be added), 
and from Aristotle, l. C., i t  has 

been reasonably inferred that  Pro- 
tagoras, in his discussions, was ac- 
customed to make use of the ex- 
pressions dpObs, bpt'drvs. On the 
ot,her hand, a p  Themist. Or. xxiii. 
259 D,  ;pt'od~rcra and dp@o$~q,uoahvq 
are not (as Lersph supposes, p. 18) 
ascnbed to Protagoras, hut to  Pro-  
dicus. 

The fifty-drachma course, 
rep1 bvopd~wv dp8d~vros .  which has 
aiready'been mentioned, p. 418, 1. 
I feel myself obliged, on account 
of the passage in Plato's EtbtRy- 
devzzrs, 277 E, to agree with 
Welcker (p. 453)  and most writers 
that the subject of this course was 
not the questioil whether speech is 
@ J U E L  or v d p ~ ,  but concerning the 
right use of words and the dif- 
ferences betveen apparently equi- 
valent expressions. The Grarpeiv 
repi dvo,ud.rwr, Chnmzid. 163 D, a t  
any rate, can only relate to  these 
serbal distinctions ; and if Prodicus 
founded his rules upon the same 
statement that Plato, Crat. 383 A: 
ascribes to Cratylus : dvdparos dp0d- 
rvTa &ar b c d a ~ q  T G ~  Svrwv $6crel 
rr~@uxvi~rv, we s l~o t~ ld  have to seek 
the chief contem of this course 
(1vhic11 eridently embraced the 
quil~t,essence of Prorlicos's whole 
lmguistic science) in the 81a:pEurs 
dvopdrwv. 

Cf. in regard to this knos-  
ledge of words, without which he 
(Welclter, 454) ' never spealts, and 
IS hardly erer mentioned in the 



d3finitions mere set forth. with a good deal of self-eom- 
plaeency, and no doubt ver.y ofkeen in an ill-timed 
manner. Nippias too gave rules for khe treaiment of 
speech,) but they were probably limited to metre and 
enphony. The discotmes of Protagoras, jladging froin 
Plato's representakions, besides theis general dearness 
and simplicity of expression, appear to have been charac- 
terised by a snava dignity, an erne and copiousness of 
language, and a delicate poetical eoIouring, alth~uglr, 
they were not ~mfreqnently too long.Vrodicus,  if we 
may trnst the  narrative of Xenopl~on,~ mxle use of 
clmieer language, in wllich the subtle distinctions of 
worcls \vex carefully attended t o ;  but which from all 
accounts was not very forcible, nor free from khe errors 
for which Plato censures it. Kippias does not seem 
to  have disdained pompous display in his expositions; 
Plato a t  any rate,in the short example which he gives," 
rep]-esents him as full of extravagant bomhst  and 

Platonic ditalogues,' Prof. 337 A, 
339 E ; A$fen&o, 75  E ; Cmt. 384 B ; 
Ev,thyd. 277 E ;  cf. Chamz. 163 A, 
D ; &ch. 197 D. The first of these 
passages, esp~ciwlly, caricatures 
the manner of the Sophists v i t h  
tile most humonrous exaggeration. 
Cf. Arist. rap. ii. G ,  112 b, 22 ; 
Prantl,  G~sch. d. Lo,y. i .  16. 

r e p i  {u6p;U K C C ~  kpp0~tGU Ka: 
ypa,apdrwv 6 p a d ~ q 7 0 ~ .  Plato, I-Iipp. 
Jfin. 368 I): T. ypapud~ww Fvvd- 
pros K U )  a u h h a ~ r j v  ~ a l  fiu@p&v KR; 

&ppovi&v, Hiz~p. M d .  235 C. From 
Xen. Mcnz. i ~ .  4, 7,  nothing can be 
inferred. What, Mahly, 2. c. xri. 
39, Al!,erti, E. c. 701, and others 
Piid in the passage is mnch too far- 
fetched. The question is simply 
this-' Of how many letters, and 

of what kind of letters. does the 
word Socratea cons~st ? ' 

The ae;avdrqs of 11;s exposi- 
tion is notice6 by Philmtr. V. Sop&. 
i. 10, end, no doubt, however, only 
after Plato ; an& i ts  ~ u p r o A ~ $ a  by 
Eermiar z n  Pheclr. 192. Accord- 
ing to the fragment in Plnt. Conuol. 
nd Apoll. 33, he used his n a t ~ r e  
dialect, like Democritns,Herodotus 
and If~ppocmtas. 

That we are justified ia doiog 
so, though the representation of 
Xenophon is not literally t rue 
(J!Ienz. ii. 1, 34), is sI;cwn bp Spen- . . 
gel, 57 sq. 

P T O ~ .  337 G sqq. ; cf. Hipp 
i!j. 286 A. With this exception, 
neither of the dialoenes called Hiu- 
pias contains any of this mimicry. 



redundant metaphors. That he should seek to impart 
a special charm to his discourses, through the multi- 
fariousness of their subject-matter and contents, might 
be expected from a man of such varied learning, and 
so vain of the many-sideclness of his knowledge; ancl 
so much t,he more value must he have set upon his 
art of memory, especially as a help in his rhetorical 
orations.' Gorgias, however, of all the Sophists at- 
tained t,he greatest r e n o ~ n , ~  and exercised the most 
important influence on Greeli style. He was both 
witty and intellectual, and managed to transplant with 
brilliant success the rich ornamental imagery, the play 
upon words and thoughts, of the Sicilian oratory into 
Greece proper. At the same time i t  is in him and 
his school that the ivenk side of this rhetoric is most 
clearly apparent. The adroitness with which Gorgias 
could adapt his lectures to particular objects and cir- 
cumstances, and pass from jest to earnest, and vice vers&, 
as occasion required it, could impart a new charm to 
what was already admitted, and soften down what was 
&artling, in unfamiliar statements,3--the adornments 
and brilliancy ml~ich he gave to language through un- 

' As to this art, as well a s  the Phpqv hdrov, ~ a r v d  7 s  &p,p~clws r d  
varied lezrning of Hippias, cf. p. r' E ' ~ a v ~ [ a  ~ a i v r j s  ; Arist., Rhct. iii. 
432, 2 ;  on the art  of memory in 18, 1419 h, 3, quotes from hini 
particular, cf. Nahly, xvi. 40 sq. this rule : F ~ i v  r $ v  $v u?rov8l)v 

Vide p. 413 sq. The charac- B~a@C~lpeiv rGv E'vav~fmv y 6 h w ~ r ,  
ter of the eloquence of Gorgias is rbv  F; rdhwra urrov6d; and accord- 

. examined by Geel, 62 sqq., and ing to Dionysius (vide s t q ~ u ,  488, 
more thoroughly by Schonborn, l )  he was the first who wrote upon 
Ile Azcth. Declnmat. Gorg. l 5  sqg. ; the necessity of the orator's be- 
Spengel, 6 3  sqq., and Foss, 50 sqq. stowing attention on the circum- 

3 Plato says in the P h e d ~ u s  stances of the case (rr~p; ~arpo;) ,  
(s;qra, 490, 3) of him and Tisias : thongh in the opinion of his critic, 
r a  T E  a8 ~ p i ~ p h  p ~ y d h a  ~ a ;  r d  he did not handle the matter satis- 
p e y d ~ a  u p r ~ p d  cpalveu8ar Z O L O L ~ C L  Flh factorily. 
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expected and emphatic applications, through elevatecl 
and almost poetical expression, through elegant figures 
of speech, rhythmical construction,' and symmetrically 
connected propositions,-all this is acknowledged even 

Arist. Rhet. iii. 1, 1404a, 25: 
a o r ? p r ~ b  apd71) d y / v ~ ~ o  5 A i t r s ,  
o7ow 5 r o p y : ~ ~ .  Dionys. Q. ad 
Pomp. 764 : 7bv BYKOV 7 j / s  T O L ~ ~ L K $ S  
a a p a u ~ ~ u i j s .  De Yi die. Dem. 963:: 
O o v ~ v 8 i 8 o v  Kai ropy fov  7 1 ~  peyaho-  
a p k e r a v  ~ a i  a s p v d r ~ ~ a  KG) Kah- 
A ~ u y f a v .  Cf. ibid. 968;  Ep. a d  
Pomp. 762 ; Diodor. xii. 53, when 
Gorgias came to Athens : T @  &W:- 
[OVTL 7:s A ~ ~ E W S  ;[;TAT& T O ~ S  

'AOqvaiovr (similarly Dion. Jud. de 
Lys. 458) . . . apG;?.ros y h p  Qxph-  
ua7o  7 5 s  A ~ ~ E W S  a x v p a r ~ ~ p o i s  
aepr.r.;orfporr KU; 79 $ r h o r ~ ~ u i +  
Glapipovurv, & v ~ r 8 8 r o r s  ~ a 1  i ron&- 
Aors ~ a l  aapiuors K U ~  B p o ~ o ~ e h ~ h r o r s  
s a l  TIULV i ~ i p o r s  ~ o ~ o i i r u r s ,  ti ' id76 
p ;v  8 th  7 b  &&JOY 7 % ~  K U T U U K F U ~ S  

& ~ o B o ~ F j r  $ . $ r o i ~ o ,  v i v  8; r ~ ~ i ~ ~ y i a v  
;7/elv 8 0 ~ ~ 7  KG) @ L I L V E ~ U ~  ~ a ~ a y 6 h a -  
U70V ' H A E O V ~ K ~ S  KC&; K U T ~ K ~ ~ W S  716d- 
~ E V O V .  Philostr. f;. 8 0 ~ 7 ~  i. 9, 1 
(cf. Ep. 73 [13], 3 ) :  bpp$s T E   hp 
70;s ao@rura;s $p& ~ a l  aapa8o[o- 
Aoyias KU) a v r 8 p a r o s  nu)  7 0 6  T &  
p ~ y d h a  peykhws  ;ppqvehrrv, &TO- 
u ~ d a ~ & v  7~ (the emphatic interrup- 
tion by the commencement of a 
new proposition. Vlde Frei, Rh. 
-Wus. 534 sqq.) ~ a i  ?rpoafioAGv (no 
doubt, of a limited kind, vide Foss, 
52) 3rp' Z v  d hdyos GFlav ;avro3 
y i ve ra r  ~ a l  a o B u p d ~ ~ p o s ,  on which 
account Philostratns compares him, 
in  an exaggerated manner, with 
Xschylus. As figures of speech 
which Gorgiss inrented, i.e., which 
he was the first to use consc~ously 
and designedly, there are especially 
mentioned ndpraa  or aapruduors 
(par ia  paribus adjuncts, the repe- 

tition of the same expressions, the 
equality of syntactic construction 
and of the members in two sen- 
tences) ; rrapdpora or aapopoc'waers 
(a play upon words of similar 
sound, b p o r o ~ ~ A ? u ~ a  and d p o ~ o ~ d -  
r a p ~ ' i a ) ,  and antitheses, cf. Cic. 
Omt. 12, 38 sq., 52, 175, 49, 165 ; 
Dionys. Ep. ii. ccd rlmm. p. 792, 
508;  Jud. de Thuc. 869; De Vi 
die. Dem. 963, 1014, 1033; Arist. 
Rhet. iii. 9, 1410 a ,  22 sqq. The 
figures mentioned by Diodorns are  
included in these ; & ' ~ o u ~ d u e r s  and 
apoubohn; ,  named by Philostratua, 
were perhaps employed by Gorgias 
without giving any express rules 
concerning them : in  no case can 
we argue from Arist. 1. c. that he 
was ~ ~ ~ ~ t c q u a i o t e d  with them ; for 
Aristotle is then speaking only of 
figures which arise out of the r e -  
lation of the parts of the sentence. 
I n  the sharply point,ed antitheses 
and propositions of equal members, 
rhythm was directly involved, as 
Cicero observes, loc. cit. Similar 
arts are ascribed to Polus by 
Plato, P7mdr. 267 C : 7& Gi n d a o u  
aOs  q p d a o p ~ v  a6 ~ O U U E T U  hdYwvI 
6 s  8rahaatoAoyfav tcai yvwpohoy;av 
KU; E ~ K O V O A B ~ ~ ~ W ,  d v o p d ~ w v  T E  A I K U ~ -  
v d w v  h ;KE;YY, 88wP/Jua7o R P ~ P  

aor'vurv ~ L ~ r e i a r  (on the passage 
it,self, the text of which appears to 
be somewhat mutilated, and Li- 
cymnius. the rhetorician, mentionec! 
in  it, vide Spengel, 84 ~ q q .  and 
Schanz. p. 134 sq.). To this be- 
longs what is said in  the Phcedr. 
267 A of Erenus. 
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'by those who, in other respects, are not too favourable in 
their judgment of him. But at the same time later 
critics ananimously agree that he and his pupils, in 
applying Shese expedients, far exceeded the limits of 
good taste. Their expositions were overladen with 
unusual expressions, with tropes and metaphors,' with 
pompolas epithets and synonyms, with cu~ningly turned 
antitheses, with plays npon words and sounds; their 
style moved with fatiguing- symmetry in short propo- 
sitions consisting of two members ; the thoughts bore 
no propsrtion to the expenditure cf rhetorical devices, 
and the whole system could only produce, upon the 
purer taste of a subsequent period, the impression of 
frigidity and affectati~n.~ Thrasymachus introduced 
a better method. Theophrastus praises h imvor  having 

For this I enson Aristatle says ISGO, 625 ; Be Vi Dzc. i n  Dem. 963, 
of Alcidarnas (Rhet. iii. 3, 1406 a, 1033; Longln. T. 8+. c. 3, 2 ;  
IS), that  ~p i the t s  with him were Hermog. ar. /S. li. 9 ; Rhet. Gr. lii. 
oo t  a seasoning of speech, %Sun/.ta, 362 (h. 398 Speng.); Planud. zn 
but the principal fare ( 3 ~ w a ) .  Nermog. ibid. v. 444, 446, 499, 

Abundant authority for what 514 sq. ; Demetr. De Interpret. c. 
i s  said abore is to  be fonnd, not 12, 15, 2 9 ;  ibid. ix. 8, 10, 18 (iii. 
only in  the fragment fmm the 263, 264, 268 S p ) ;  Doxopater, i n  
funeral oration of Gorgias, but  Aphth. ibid. ii. 32, 240; Joseph. 
i n  the unequalled imitation of YlhacencZyt. Spops.  c 16 ; ibid. iii. 
Gorgias's rhetoric, Symp- 194 E 562, 521 , Jo. Sicel. i?, Hermog. ; 
sqq.; cf. 198 B sqq., and in the ibzd. vi. 197 ;  Snid. ropy. ; Synes. 
ordinary jttddgmenks of the ancients Ep. 82,133 7: $qpbv ~ a :  Fupy~rriov, 
based on examples ; see the quote- Qmntil. ix. 3, 74 ; cf. also the 
%ions on p. 498, 1 ; also in Plato, apophthegms in Flut. Aud. PO. c. 
Phedr. 267 A, C ; Gorg. 467 B, i. p. 15 (Glor. Ath. c. 5); Cimon, 
448 C (cf. the Scholia i n  Spengel, e. 10 ; Mal. Vzrt. I. p. 242 E ; 
p. ,87); Xenoph. Conv. 2, 26; &U. Colza. mii. 7, 2, 9, and what 
Anst. Rhet. ili. 3 (the whole chap- Alex. Top. 209 (Schol. 287, 6, 
der) ; Id. =et. ii. 19, 24, 1392 b, 16) quotes from Lycophron; and 
5,  1402 a, 10 ; .Et& LA? vl. 4, 1140 Philostr. Ep. 73, 3, from LEschi- 
a, 19, concemmng Agathon (the nes. 
.fragments of whme writiags ap. Ap. Dionys. Jkd Lys. 464 ; 
Athen. v. 185 a, 211 c, xiii. 584 a) ; De Ti Die. Lys. 958. D ~ o n  even 
Dionys Jul de Lys. 458; dzd. de regards Lysias as the first who 



been the first to adopt the middle kind of speech ; for 
having enlivened the barrenness of ordinary language by 
more copious adornments, without therefore falling into 
the exaggerations of the school of Gorgias. Dionysius 
also hallows that his exposition had this merit ; and 
we see from other accounts that he enriched the art of 
rhetoric with well-considered rules for working on the 
minds and emotions of the a~d ience ,~  and with clis- 
cussions on the formation of sentences: rhythm: and 
external action and delivery. Nevertheless we cannot 
say that Plato and Aristotle are in the wrong when 
they accuse him even here of a want of solidity and 
thoroughness. With him, as with the other Sophists, it, 
is only the technical education of the orator that is re- 
garded ; there is no attempt to construct his art on a 
deeper basis, by means of psychology and logic, in the 
manner that these philosophers justly require. The 
Sophistic doctrine here also remains true to its cha- 
racter ; having destroyed faith in an objective truth, 

introduced the middle kind of 
oratory; but Spengel, 94 sq. and 
Hermann, De Thrasym. 10, rightly 
follow Theophrastus. 

l Loc. clt., and Jtsd. de Iseo, 627. 
Dionysius, however, observes that 
the exposition of Thrasym. only 
partially answered to his design, 
and Cicero, Orat. 12, 39, censures 
his small verse-like sentences. A 
considerable fragment of Thrasy- 
machus is given by Dionysius, De 
Demosth. loc. cit., and a smaller 
fragment by Clemens, Shorn, vi. 
624C. - 

Plato, Phadr. 267 C. Con- 
cerning his Y E h c o i ,  vide s u p a ,  p. 
485, 1. 

Suid. sub voc. ?rpG;l.ros rrep:o?iov 

~ a i  nGAov K U T ~ ~ E I ~ E .  

Arist. Rhet. iii. 1, 1409 a, l ; 
Cic. Oralor, 52, 175 ; Quintil, ix, 
4, 87. 

Arist. Rhet. iii. 1. 1404 a. 13. 
Phadr. 267 C, '269 A,' D, 

271 A. 
Arist. Rhet. iii. 1, 1354 a, 11 

sqq., where Thrasymachus is not 
indeed named, but is certainly in- 
cluded in Aristotle's generdl re- 
marks on his predecessors ; the 
more so, as he speaks expressly of 
those arts in which the peculiar 
strength of Thrasymachus lay-e.g. 
F ~ a B o h h ,  Apy?, Zheos, &C., as Spengel 
justly observes. 
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and mnounced science which is concerned with tilis 
truth, the only end that remains for its instruction is a 
formal versatility to which i t  can give neither scientific 
fo~~ndation, nor a higher moral significance. 

6. The value and historical ivzpo~titnce of the ~S'oyhistic 
Doct~il~e.  The vnyiozcs tendencies i n d ~ ~ d ~ c l  i n  it. 

IN attempting to form a general opinion as to the 
character and historical position of the Sophistic doc- 
trine, the first consideration that arrests us is this: 
that originally not merely teachers of different arts, but 
men of various habits of thoughts, were called Sophists. 
How are we justified in selecting certain individ~zals 
from the number, and describing them exclusively as 
Sophists, in contradistinction from all the rest, or in 
speaking of their teaching as a definite doctrine or 
tendency of mind, while in point of fact there were no 
definite tenets or methods which all who mere called 
Sophists recognised as their own? This difficulty has 
been much insisted on in modern times, as is well 
known, by Grote.' The Sophists, he says, were not 
a school, but a class, in whose members the most 
various opinions and characters were represented; and 
i f  an Athenian at the time of the Peloponnesian nTar 
had been asked concerning the most famous Sophists 
of his native city, he mould unquestionably have men- 
tioned Socrates in the foremost rank. From this 
the immediate inference is merely that the name of 
Sophist has acquired in our language a narrower 

l Hist. of Gr. viii. 505 sqq., 483. 
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signification than at  first belonged to it. But that 
signification can only be regarded as inadmissible, if 
no common peculiarity can be pointed out which corre- 
sponds to the name as at  present understood. Such, 
however, is not the case. Although the men whom we - 

are accustomed to reckon as Sophists are not united by 
any common doctrines recognised by them all, there 
is a certain similarity of character among them which 
is unmistakable, and this peculiarity shows itself not 
merely in their coming forward as teachers, but in their 
whole attitude towards the science of their epoob, in 
their repudiation of physical, and generally speaking, 
of all merely theoretical enquiry, in the restriction of 
their sphere to arts of practical utility, in the Scepticism 
explicitly avowed by the majority, and the most im- 
portant, of the Sophists ; in the art of disputation, which 
most of them are said to have taught and practised, in 
the formal, technical treatment of rhetoric, in the free 
criticism and naturalistic explanation of the belief in 
gods, in the opinions concerning right and custom, the 
seeds of which were sown by the scepticism of Prota- 
goras and Gorgias, though these opinions themselves 
only appear in a definite form at a subsequent period. 
Though all these traits may not be discoverable in all 
the Sophists, yet some of them are to be found in each 
case ; and they all lie so much in one direction, that 
while we cannot overlook the individnal differences 
among these men, we are nevertheless justified in re- 
garding them collectively as the representatives of the 
same form of culture. 

What judgment then are we to pronounce respect- 
VOL. 11. K K 
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ing the value, character, and historical importance of 
this phenomenon 2 

If we take into account all the strange and per- 
verted notions attaching to Sophistic culture and teach- 
ing, we might be inclined to adopt the view which was 
formerly quite universal, and which even m modern 
times1 has had many advocates, viz., that it was abso- 
lutely nothing but confusion and corruption, a perversion 
of philosophy into an empty appearance of wisdom, and 
a mercenary art of disputation-a systematised immo- 
rality and frivolity-devoid of all scientific earnestness 
and all sense of truth, and springing from the lowest and 
meanest motives. It shows an unmistakable advance in 
historical intelligence that in modern times historians 
have begun to abandon this view, and not merely to 
exonerate the Sophists from unjust accusations, but also 
to recognise, even in what is really one-sided and wrong 
in  them, a basis originally justifiable, and a natural 
product of historical de~eloprnent.~ The unbounded 

1 e.g. Schleiermacher. Gesch. 
d. Phil. 70 sqq. ; Brandis, i. 516; 
but especially Ritter, i. 575 sqq., 
628 (preface to the 2nd editiop, 
xiv. sqq.); and Baumhauer, In 
the treatise mentioned p. 394, 1. 
flimilarly Waddington, Shances et 
Travauiz de I'Acad. L s  Xciences 
Morales, C V .  (1876) 105. Brandis, 
Gesch. d. Entw. i. 217 sq., is less 
severe in his judgment of the 
Sophists. 

Meiners, Gexh. d. WXsseaseh. 
ii. 175 sqq., had already recognised 
the services of the Sophists in the 
spread of culture and knowledge ; 
but Hegel (Gesch d. Phil. ii. 3 
sqq.) was the first to pave the way 

for a deeper comprehension of their 
doctrine and its historical positiou ; 
these discussions were completed 
by Hermann (vide supra, p. 394,1) 
with sound and learned arguments, 
in which the importance of the 
Sophists in regard to culture, and 
their close relation with their epoch, 
are especially emphasised ; cf. also 
Wendt, Zu Tennemann, i. 459 sq. ; 
Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 152, 
157 ; Braniss, Gesch. d. Phzl. s. 
Kamt, i. 144 sq. ; Schwegler, Gesch. 
d. Phil. 21 sq. (and for a somewhat 
more unfavourable view, Giech. 
Phil. 84 sq.) ; Haym, kllg. &cycl. 
Sect. iii. B, xxiv. 39 sq.; Ueberweg, 
Gruwdr. i. 27. The side of the 
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influence of these men, and the high reputation in 
which many of them are asserted, even by their enemies, 
to have been held, should of itself be sufficient to 
prevent us from stigmatising them as empty babblers 
and vzin pseudo-philosophers in the manner once 
usual. For whatever may be said of the evil of a, 

degenerate period which found its truest expression 
in the Sophists, just because of its own shallowness 
and want of fixed opinions; whoever in any period of 
history, even the most corrupt, utters the watchword 
of the time, and takes the lead in its spiritual move- 
ment, we may perhaps consider as wicked, but in no 
case as unimportant. But the period which admired 
the Sophists was not merely a period of degeneracy 
and decline, it was also a period of a higher culture, 
unique in its kind-the period of Pericles and Thucy- 
dides, of Sophocles and Pheidias, of Euripides and 
Aristophanes 3 and those who sought out the Sophistic 
leaders and made use of them for their own purposes 
were not the worst and most insignificant of that gen- 
eration, but the great and noble of the first rank. If 
these Sophists had had nothing to communicate but a 
deceptive show of wisdom, and an empty rhetoric, they 
woulld never have exerted this influence upon their 
epoch, nor have brought about this great revolution in 
the Greek mind and mode of thought; the grave and 
highly cultured intellect of a Pericles would hardly 

Sophists is taken still more de- Versuch einer sittlichen Wiirdig7mg 
cidedly, but with somewhat of the d. Sophist. Redekzsnst (Stade, 1873), 
partiality of apologists, by Grote agrees with Grote, but throws no 
and Lemes in the works to which new light on the matter. 
we hare so often referred. Bethe, 
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have taken pleasure in their society, a Euripides would 
not have valued it, a Thucydides would not have sought 
instruction from them, a Socrates would not have sent 
them pupils : even over the degenerate but gifted con- 
temporaries of these great men their power of attraction 
could scarcely have been permanent. Whatever it may 
have been on which the charm of the Sophistic instrue- 
tion and lectures depended, we may justly infer from 
these considerations that it was something new and 
important, a t  least for that period. 

I n  what it more particularly consisted we shall see 
from our present discussions. The Sophists are the 
C Illuminators ' of their time, the Encyclopedists of 
Greece, and they share in  the advantages as well as 
the defects of that position. It is true that the lofty 
speculation, the moral earnestness, the sober scientific 
temperament entirely absorbed in its object, which me 
have such frequent occasion to admire both in ancient 
and modern philosophers, all this is wanting in the 
Sophists. Their whole bearing seems pretentious and 
assuming, their unsettled, wandering life, their money- 
making, their greediness for scholars and applause, 
their petty jealousies among themselves, their vain- 
gloriousness, often carried to the most ridiculous lengths, 
form a striking contrast to the scientific devotion of an 
Anaxagoras or a Democritus, to the unassuming great- 
ness of a Socrates, or the noble pride of a Plato ; their 
scepticism destroys all scientific endeavour at  the very 
root, their Eristic disputation has as its final result only 
the bewilderment of the interlocutor ; their rbetoric is 
calculated for display, and is employed in the cause of 



wrong as well as truth ; its views of science are low, its 
moral principles dangerous. Even the best and greatest 
representatives of the Sophists cannot be altogether ac- 
quitted of these faults ; if Protagoras and Gorgias did 
not assume a position of hostility towards the prevailing 
customs, they both prepared the ground for scientific 
scepticism, for sophistic argumentation and rhetoric, 
and consequently, in an indirect manner, for the denial 
$of universally valid moral laws; if Prodicus praised 
v&ue in eluquent words, his whole appearance is too 
cloeely allied with that of a Protagoras, a Gorgias and 
a Bippias, to allow of our separating him from the ranks 
of the Sophists, or calling him a precursor of Socrates, 
in any essentially different sense from that in which the 
rest were so.' In others, like Thrasymachus, Euthy- 

Bnch was the opinion I ex- 
preswd comrning  Prodieus in the 
Erst edition of this work, p. 263, 
and even after Welcker's counter 
observations, Eleim. SCAT. ii. 528 
sqq,  I cannot depart from it. I 
am far from crediting Prodlcus 
with all. that ordiiary opinion has 
indiscrim~aately ascribed to the 
Sophists, op with what is really 
reprehensible in many of them, 
nor do P deny his a l k i t y  and re- 
lation to Socrates. But  neither do 
we find in  Prot~gozas, Gorgias, 
and Hippiae all t h ~  faults and 
one-s~dednessof Sophldimsm ; they 
too eoncelsect virtue, the teachers 
of wh~ch they proda im4 them- 
selves to be, primarily ac~ordihing 
to the usual acceptation, and 
the lhter theory of ss!f-iaterest was 
not attributed to either of them; 
though Protagoras and Gorgias 
p r e p a d  the way for 16 by theis 

scepticism, Protagoras by his treat- 
ment of rhetoric, and Hippias by 
his distinction bet,ween positive and 
natural law. These men may all 
in a certain sense be regarded as 
the precursors of Socrates, and the 
importance of Protagoras and Gor- 
gias is, in this respect, far greater 
than that of Prodicus. For they 
anticipated him in the attempt to 
found a class of teachers who 
should work, by instruction, upon 
the moral improvement of man 
(Welcker, 535); the content of their 
moral theory, as has been already 
remarked, was in essential agree- 
ment with that of Prodicus, and 
with the prevailing opinions, and 
was not further removed from the 
new and peculiar theory of the 
Socratic ethics than were the 
popular moral maxims of Prodicus. 
But in the treatment of this subject- 
matter, Gorgias, by his discussions 
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demns, Dionysodorus, in the whole crowd of attendant 

concerning the duties of particnlar dicus, we must concede to Welcker 
classes of men, comes much nearer tha t  its Eudemouistic basis is no 
to a scientific definition than Pro- proof of its Sophistic character ; 
dicus with hisuniversaland popular but on the other hand, we must 
glorification of virtue ; and the remember that of the distinctive 
mythns which Plato puts into the peculiarities of the Socratic ethics, 
mouth of Protagoras, and the re- of the great principle of self- 
marks connected with it, on the knowledge, of the  reduction of 
teachableness of virtue, stand, in virtue to  knowledge, of the de- 
respect to the thoughts contained rivation of moral prescripts from 
i n  them, far above the. apologue universal coneeptious, we find in 
of Prodicus. I n  regard t o  other Prodicus not a trace. Lastly, 
achievements, the verbal distinc- what we know of his views about 
tions introduced, by the sage of the gods is quite in the spirit of 
Ceos, may certainly have had an the  Sophistic culture. Although 
inflaence on the Socratic method therefore Prodicus may be called 
of determining the concept: they ' the most innocent of the Sophists ' 
may also have contributed not (Spengei, 59), iwasmuch as we are 
a little to the enquiries concern- acqlrainted with no principles of his 
ing t,he various meanings of words, dangerous to morality and science, 
which subsequently became so im- i t  is not merely an external simi- 
portant in  the Aristotelian meta- larity, b ~ t  also the internal affinity 
physics ; but in the first place, of his scientific character and pro- 
Protagoras preceded Prodicus in  cedure with those of the Sophists, 
this respect ; and secondly, these which makes me hold to  the prece- 
verbal distinctions, whieh Plato dent of the ancient writers, who 
held cheaply enough, cannot be unanimously counted him in the 
compared for their influence upon Sophistic ranks. (Vide szcpra, p. 
the later and especially upon the 419, 3.) The disputing of moral 
Socratic science, with the dialectical principles does not necessarily be- 
discussions, and the discussions on long to  the conception of the So- 
the theory of knowledge, of Prota- phist, and even theoretical sceptic- 
goras and Gorgias, which precisely ism i s  not illseparable from it, 
through their sceptical results led though both were included no 
np to the discrimination of essence doubt in  the consequences of the 
from the sensiblephenomenon, and Sophistic point of view: a Sophist 
to the introduction of a philosophy is one who comes forward with the 
of conceptions. At  the same xime, claim to  be s teacher of wisdom, 
however, the limitation of the dis- whereas heis  notconcernedwith the 
cnssions of Prodicus to verbal ex- scientific investigation of the ob- 
pression, and the exaggerated im- ject, but only with the formal and 
portance ascribed to  this subject, practical culture of the subject ; 
show that  we are here concerned and these characteristics are a p  
with something that lay exclusively plicable even to Prodicns. Cf. 
in the formal and one-sided rhe- with the foregoing remarks, Schanz, 
torical direction. Further, in re- loc. cit. p. 41 sqq. 
spect to the moral theory of Pro- 
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scholars and imitators, me see the one-sided narrow- 
nesses and exaggerations of the Sophistic stand-point 
exhibited in all their nakedness. We must not, how- 
ever, forget that these defects :ire only in the main 
the reverse side, the degradation of a movement 
that was both important and justifiable ; and that we 
equally fail to recognise the true character of the 
Sophists, or to do justice to their real services, whether 
we regard them nierely as destroyers of the ancient 
Greek theory of life, or with Grote, as its representatives. 
The previous period had confined itself in its practical 
conduct to the moral and religions tradition, and in its 
science to the contemplation of nature; such at  any 
rate was its predominant character, though isolated 
phenomena, as is always the case, announced and pre- 
pared the way for the later form of culture. Now people 
awoke to the consciousliess that this is not sufficient, 
that nothing can be of real worth or value for a man that 
is not approved by his personal oonviction, or that has 
not attained a personal interest for him. In  a word, 
the validity of the principle of subjectivity is asserted. 
Man loses his reverence for the actual as such, he will 
accept nothing as true which he has not proved, he will 
occupy himself with nothing, the advantage of which for 
himself he does not see: he will act; upon his own know- 
ledge, use all that offers for himself, be everywhere a t  
home, discuss and decide everything. The demand for 
universal culture is aroused, and philosophy makes itself 
subservient to thaC demand. But, because t,his road is 
opened for the first time, i t  is not so easy to find the way 
upon i t ;  man has not yet discovered in himself the 
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point at  which he must place himself, in order to see 
the world in the right light, and not to lose his balance 
in his actions. The previous science no longer satisfies 
his mental needs; he finds its scope too limited, its funda- 
mental conceptions uncertain and contradictory. The 
considerations by which the Sophists made men conscious 
of this ought not to be undervalued, nor especially the 
importance of the Protagorean scepticism in regard to 
questions about the theory of knowledge ; but instead 
of completing physics by a system of ethics, physics are 
now entirely set aside ; instead of seeking a new scientific 
method, the possibility of wisdom is denied. The same 
is the case with the sphere of morals ; the Sophists are 
right in acknowledging that the truth of a principle, 
the binding nature of a law, is not demonstrated by its 
validity as a matter of fact ; that ancient usage as such 
is no proof of the necessity of a thing ; b ~ ~ t  instead of 
proceeding to seek for the internal grounds of obliga- 
tion in the nature of moral activities and relations, they 
are satisfied with the negative result, with the invalidity 
of existing laws, with the abandonment of traditional 
customs and opinions ; and, as the positive side of this 
negation, there remains only the fortuitous action of 
the individual regulated by no law and no general prin- 
ciple-only caprice and personal advantage. Nor is it 
otherwise with the attitude adopted by the Sophists 
towards religion. That they doubted the gods of their 
nation and saw in them creations of the human mind 
will never be a reproach to them, nor should the histor- 
ical significance of this scepticism be lightly esteemed. 
They erred in not supplementing their denial with any 
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positive affirmation, in losing, with the belief in gods, 
religion altogether. The Sophistic c Illumination ' is cer- 
tainly therefore superficial and one-sided in its nature, 
and unscientific and dangerous in its results. Bat all 
that is trivial in our eyes was not trivial to the contem- 
poraries of the first Sophists, and everything that 
experience has since shown to be pernicious was not 
therefore a thing to be avoided from its commencement. 
The Sophistic movement is the fruit and the organ of 
the most complete revolution that had hitherto taken 
place in the thought and intellectnal life of the Greeks. 
This nation stood on the threshold of a new period; 
there opened before i t  a view into a previously un- 
known world of freedom and culture: can we wonder 
if i t  became giddy on the height so quickly climbed, if 
its self-confidence transcended the due limits; if man 
thought himself no longer bound by laws when he had 
once recognised their source in human will; and re- 
garded all things as subjective phenomena, because we 
see all things in the mirror of our own conscious- 
ness? The way of the old science had been lost, a 
new science had not yet been discovered ; the moral 
powers that existed could not prove their claim to 
authority, the higher law within a man was not as 
yet acknowledged ; there was a straining to get beyond 
natural philosophy, natural religion, and a morality 
which was the natural growth of custom, but there was 
nothing to set in their place but Empirical subjectivity, 
dependent upon external impressions and sensuous im- 
pulses. Thus, in the desire to render himself inde- 
pendent of the actual, man again directly sank back 
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into a state of dependence upon it; and an attempt, 
which was justifiable in its general tendency, on account 
of its one-sidedness bore dangerous fruits for science 
and for life.' But this one-sidedness was not to be 
avoided, and in the history of philosophy, it is not even 
to be deplored. The fermentation of the time to which 
the Sophists belong brought many turbid and impure 
3ubstances to the surface, but it was necessary that the 
Greek mind should pass through this fermentation 
before i t  attained the clarified stage of the Socratic 
wisdom ; and as the Germans would scarcely have had a 
Kant without the ' A u f l i l ~ r u ~ ~ g ~ p e r i o d ~ '  so the Greeks 
would scarcely have had a Socrates and a Socratic phi- 
losophy without the Sophists. 

The relation of the Sophists to the previo~is philo- 
sophy was, on the one side, as we have already seen, hos- 
tile, inasmuch as they opposed themselves, not merely 
to its res~zlts, but to its whole tendency, and denied the 
possibility of any scientific knowledge whatever ; at  the 
same time, however, they made use of the points of 

That the Sophists were not 
indeed the only, or the chief 
cause, of the moral disorganisation 
which prevailed during the Pelo- 
ponnesian war; that the aberrations 
of their Ethics were rather an evi- 
dence than a reason of this dis- 
orgauisation, is evident and has 
already been shown, p. 401 sq. 
Grote (rii. 51 sq.; viii. 544 sq.) 
appeals, with justice, to Plato's 
assertion (Rq.  ri.  492 A sq.) : we 
ought not to think that i t  is the 
Sophists who corrupt youth, the 
public itself is the greatest of all 
Sophists, tolerating nothing that 

differs from its own opinions and 
inclinations ; the Sophists are 
merely persons who know how to 
manage the public adroitly, to 
flatter its prejudices and wishes, 
and to teach others the same art. 
Bnt there is no occasion therefore 
to deny, as  Grote does (viii. 508 
sqq.), in opposition to the most 
express statements of Thucydides 
(iii. 82 sq. ; iii. 52), and the un- 
equivoc~l testimony of history, that 
in this period generally a disor- 
ganisation of moral ideas, and a 
decline of political virtue and of 
the pegard for law, took place. 
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contact agorded them by the older philosophy ; l and 
founded their scepticism partly upon the physics of 
Heracleitus, and partly upon the dialectical argnments 
of the Eleatics. But. we are scarcely justified in recog- 
nising on this account Eleatic, as distinct from Prota- 
gorean, Sophists ; for Protagoras and Gorgias attain 
essentially the same result, the impossibility of know- 
ledge ; and as regards the practical side of Sophistic 
teaching--Eristic disputation, Ethics, and Rheto~ic- 
it makes little difference whether this result be deduced 
from Heracleitean or Eleatic presuppositions. Most of 
the Sophists, moreover, take no further account of this 
diversity of scientific starting-points, and trouble them- 
selves little about the origin of the sceptical arguments 
which they employ. according as the need of them arises. 
It would be difficult to say in the case of several very 
important Sophists, e.g., Prodicns, Hippias, Thrasyma- 
chus, to which of the two classes they belong. If to these 
classes be added the Atomistic doctrine, as a degenerate 
form of the Empedoclean and Anaxagorean physics,3 i t  
has been already shown (p. 2 94 sqq.) that the Atomists 
do not belong to the Sophistic Schools ; and we should be 
unjust, moreover, to the Sophists, and ignore what is new 
and characteristic in the movement, if we were to treat 
i t  merely as the deterioration of the previous philo- 

Cf. p. 398 sq., 404 sqq. 6 0 5 ; ~  (both words, however, mean 
Schleiermacher, Gesth. d. exactly the same) ; Riitter, i. 589 

Phzl. 71 sq., defines this difference sq., Brandis and Hermnnn, vlde 
in the following hair-spl~tting, and znfm, Ast. Gesch. d. Phzl. 96 sq., 
we might almost say, Sophistic had already drawn a distinction 
formula : In  Magna Grecia, he sags, hetveen the Ionian and Italian 
Sophistic teaching was ~ O ~ Q U O @ ~ Z ,  Sophists. 
in Ion~a ,  universal knowledge, Schleiermacher and Ritter, 
knowledge about appearance, aoqo- loo. czt. 
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sophy, or even as the deterioration of particular branches 
of that philosophy. The same may be said of Ritter's 
observation, that tjhe later Pythagoreanism was likewise 
a kind of Sophistic doctrine. Finally, when Hermann' 
distinguishes an Eleatic, Neracleitean and Abderite 
Sophisticism, and says the first is represented by Gorgias, 
the second by Euthydemus, the third by Protagoras, we 
may urge in reply that no clear result is obtained from 
the division of the leading Sophists into these three 
classes, and that the division itself is not in agreement 
with historical fad. For Protagoras bases his theory of 
knowledge, not on Atomistic, but exclusively on Hera- 
cleitean conceptions, and Euthydemus is distinguished 
from him, not by his adopting the theories of Heraclei- 
tus in greater purity, but on the contrary, by his sup- 
plementing them with certain propositions borrowed 
from the E l ea t i c~ .~  Democritus and Protagoras certainly 

l Zeitsehr. f. Alterthumsw. 1834, whereas, according to Heracleitus, 
369 sq. cf. 295 sq. ; Plat. Phil. unlike is known by unlike. Her- 
190, 299, 151 ; De Phiios. Jon. mann,however,hashereconfounded 
Btatt. 17 ; cf. Petersen, Phi1ol.- two very different things. Theo- 
Histor. Stud. 36, who derives phmstus (vide szqra, p. 89, 2) says 
Protagoras from Heracleitus and of Heracleit,us, that, like Anaxa- 
Democritus conjointly. goras subsequently, he supposed 

Hermann urges in support of in regard to the sense-perception 
his theory that Democritus, like (for to this only the proposition 
Protagoras, declared the phenome- relates, and to this only i t  is re- 
nal to be the true : we have alrendy ferred by Theophrastus : the reason 
seen, however, p. 272 sq., that this external to us, the primitive fire, 
is only an inference drawn by Aris- we know, according to I-ieracleitus, 
totlefrom his sensualistic teaching, by rceans of the rational and fiery 
but which Democritns himself was element within us) that contraries 
far from entertaining. Hermann are known by contrirries, warm by 
further says that as Democritus cold, &c. Protagoras is so far 
held that  like was only known by from contradicting this statement 
like, so Protagoras maintained that  that he rather derives, with Zgera- 
the knowing subject must be moved, eleitzu, the sense-perception from 
as much as the thing known ; the encounter of opposite motions, 
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classifications, therefore, appears either true or satis- 
factory. 

Nor do the internal differences between individual 
Sophists seem important enough to constitute a basis 
for the theory of separate schools. When, for instance, 
senses are untrustworthy-was not 6opher who sees in bodies com- 
sufficient to lead Protagoras to the binations of unchangeable sub- 
conclusion that since i t  is through stances, may complain of the 
the senses alone wz have any know- senses because they do not show 
ledge of things, if they are untrust- us these fundamental constituents 
worthy, we can know absolutely of bodies, and consequently make 
nothing, and why Heracleit~us's the Becoming and Decay of the 
statement that everything per- composite appear as an absolute 
eeptible to sense is only a passing Becoming and Decay; but he can- 
phenomenon, and what the senses not complain of them, as Protago- 
tell us is merely delusive appear- ras did, because nothing permanent, 
ance (vide p. 88), might not have speaking generally, corresponds 
caused him (Protagoras) to adopt with the phenomena which they 
the theory which Ylato and Sextus show us, and because the objects 
ascribe to him (cf. p. 445 sq.). It perceived only sxist in the moment 
was only necessary that, on the one of perception. The only thing in 
hand, Heracleitus's propositions of which Protagoras reminds us of 
the flux of all things, and of the Democritus is the proposition (p. 
opposite course of motions, should 448, l), that things are white, 
have been expressly applied to the warm, hard, $C., only in so far and 
question concerning the origin of for so long as our senses are af- 
perceptions, in order to explain the fected by them. This has, no 
untrustworthiness of perceptions doubt, a similarity with the state- 
already maintained by Heracleitus ; ment attributed by Theophrastus 
and that on the other hand, rational (sup. p. 231, 3 )  to Democritus (in 
perception, in  which Heracleitus the vdpy yhvch, &C., p. 219, 3, i t  is 
found truth, should have been over- not as yet t,o be found) ; r f  v tihhov 
looked (cf. pp. 113, 11 4). But this ala8q.rw^v (besides weight, hard- 
latter must have occurred (as Lange ness, &C.) ohsevbs eLa1 +hurv, bhhh 
himself remarks) even with the doc- ?rdvra ~ d 8 q  & S  aiu8huews bhhorov- 
trine of Democritus, if a scepticism p6vris. But if Democritus really 
like that of Protagoras was to re- said this, and i t  was not merely a 
sult from i t ;  and in the former comment of Theophrastus on some 
case, Heracleitzcs alone could have utterance of his, and if his coin- 
furnishe the presuppositions with cidence with Protagoras is not 
which Protagoras is actuaily con- merely fortuitous, i t  is still a 
nected: whereas, as has been al- question which of these men first 
ready shown, i t  is impossible to asserted the proposition. In  favour 
deduce his theory, as represented of Protagoras, there is the fact 
to us in history, from the Ato- that he was not only much older 
mistic philosophy. The philo- than Democritns, but that Demo- 
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Wendt' divides the Sophists into those who came for- 
ward clliefly as orators, and those who were more espe- 
cially known as teachers of wisdom and virtue, we can 
see by the use of the word ' more ' how uncertain such a 
division must be ; and if we try to apportion the known 
historical names to the two classes, we immediately fall 
into conf~sion.~ Instruction in rhetoric was not usually, 
with the Sophists, separated from their teaching of 
virtue; eloquence was regarded by them as the most 
important instrument of political power, and the theo- 
retical side of their teaching, which, in reference to phi- 
losophy, is precisely of most consequence, is passed over 
in this classification. The classification of Petersen3 is 
no better : he makes a distinction between the subject- 
ive scepticism of Protagoras, the objective scepticism of 
Gorgias, the moral scepticism of Thrasymachus, and the 
religious scepticism of Critias. What is here described 

critus (according to p. 275) op- 
posed his scepticism ; for in spite 
of Lnnge, the relation of age be- 
tween the two is beyond a doubt. 
It is also very improbable that 
Protagoras only arrived a t  his 
sceptical theory, and his doctrine, 
Man is the measure of all things,' 

several years after his first ap- 
pearance as a teacher; for this 
doctrine was of radical importance 
for him, and was essentially con- 
nected with his art  of disputation, 
his repudiation of physics, and his 
restriction to the ~ractical sphere. 

1 Wendt, Zu Tennemnnn, i. 467. 
Similarly Tennemann himself, l. C., 
discriminates those Sophists who 
were also orators, and those who 
separated sophistic teaching from 
rhetoric. But in the second class 

he places only Euthydemus and 
Dionysodorus; and these do not 
belong to it, strictly speaking ; for 
they likewise taught judicial ora- 
tory, which they never, even sub- 
sequently, quite abandoned : Plato, 
Euthyd. 271 D sq., 273 C sq. 

Wendt reckons in the first 
class, besides Tisias-who was only 
a rhetorician and not a sophist- 
Gorgias, Meno, Polus, Thrasyma- 
chus; in the second, Protagoras, 
Cratylus, Prodicus, Hippias, Eu- 
thydemus. But Gorgias is also of 
importance as a teacher of virtue, 
especially because of his sceptical 
enquiries, and Protagoras, Prodicns, 
Euthydemus occupied themselves 
much in their instructions and 
their writings with rhetoric. 

Philos. Histor. Studiew. 35 sqq. 
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as peculiar to Thrasymachus and Critias is common to 
them and to the majority of the Sophists, a t  any rate, of 
the later Sophists ; Protagoras and Gorgias also are 
closely allied to each other in their conclusions and gene- 
ral tendency ; lastly, Hippias and Prodicus find in these 
categories no special place. Against the exposition of 
Brandis,' likewise, much may be urged. Brandis ob- 
serves that the Heracleitean Sophisticism of Protagoras 
and the Eltlatic Sophisticism of Gorgias very soon be- 
came united in an extensive school, which branched off 
in different directions. Among these branches two classes 
are primarily distinguished : the dialectical sceptics and 
those who attacked morality and religion. Among the 
former, Brandis reckons Euthydemus, Dionysodorus and 
Lycophron ; with the latter, Critias, Polus, Callicles, 
Thrasymachus, Diagoras. In  addition to these, he 
mentions Hippias and Prodicue ; of whom Hippias en- 
riched his rhetoric with multifarious knowledge, and 
Prodicus, by his linguistic discussions and his didactic 
discourses, sowed the seeds of more serious thought. 
But though this theory is right in asserting that the 
Sophisticism of Protagoras and that of Gorgias were 
very soon united, yet the discrimination of dialectic 
and ethical scepticism affords no good dividing line ; for 
this reason, that they are in their nature mutually de- 
pendent, and the one is merely the direct application of 
the other ; if, therefore, in particular details they do 
not always coincide, this is not the result of any essen- 
tial difference of scientific tendency. We know, how- 
ever, too little of most of the Sophists to be able to 

Gr.-R6m. Phil. i. 523, 541, 543. 
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judge with certainty how they stood i n  respect to this 
matter;  even Brandis does not place Prodicus and 
Kippias in either of the  two categories. Vitringa' 
names them with Protagoras and Gorgias as the heads 
of the four Sophistic schools which he assumes ; he 
designates the  school of Protagoras as sensualistic, that 
of Prodicus as ethical, that  of Hippias as ph5sica1, that  
of Gorgias as politico-rhetorical; bnt in this way we 
do not obtain a true representation of the individual 
character and mutual relation of these men ; 2  nor 
does history give us any warrant for dividing alh the 
Sophists with whom we are acqcainted, even if it 
were possible to do so, into the four schools just men- 
t i ~ n e d . ~  

1 De Sophistnrum scholis pzrce writings were of :In historical and 
$c>c~atis cetate Athemis jlortier?ant, m o r d  nature. Lastly. if Gorgias. 
Mnemosyne, ii. ( i853)  223-237. a t  a later period, professed to teach 

2 Vitringa calls the doctrine of rhetoric only, we cannot, in esti- 
Protagoras ' absolute sensualism ; ' mating his scientific character, pass 
but  his theory of knowledge is over either his sceptical demon- 
rather a scepticism, starting no strations or his doctrine of virtue. 
doubt from sensualistic presuppo- I n  the school of Protagoras 
sitions ; and his ethico-political Vitringa includes Euthydemus and 
views, on the other hand, are Dionysodorus, in that of Gorgias, 
brought into connection by Vi- Thrasymachus; but the two former 
tringa (l. c. 226) with this sen- were not exclusively allied with 
sualism in a very arbitrary manner; Protagoras, as has been already 
moreorer his rhetoric, which con- shown pp. 456,457; alid that Thra- 
stituted a chief part of his activity, symachus belonged to the Gorgian 
i s  in harmony with his scepticism, school there is no evidence to 
but not a t  a l l  with sensualism. prove. The character of his rhe- 
Prodicns, likewise, is not merely a toric (vide supra, p. 494) i s  against 
moralist, but also a rhetorician : the supposition. On the other 
in Plato his discussions on lan- hand, Agathon, who was not, how- 
guage are placed decidedly in the ever, a Sophist, must have been 
foreground. Still less can Hippias designated as a disciple of Gorgias 
be described as a physicist merely: and not of Prodicus (cf. p. 494, 2). 
he is a man of universal know- H e  is represented in Plato, Prot. 
ledge ; indeed, i t  would seem that 315 D, as  a hearer of Gorgias, but 
the greater part of his speeches and that  proves nothing. 

VOL. 11. L L 
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If me possessed more of the writings of the Sophists, 
and had tradition informed us more perfectly as to their 
opinions, it might, however, have been possible to follow 
up the characteristics of the different schools somewhat 
further. But our accounts are very scanty, and indeed 
any fixed boundaries between the schools seem to be 
excluded by the very nature of Sophisticism; for its 
purpose was not to guarantee objective knowledge, but 
only subjective readiness of thought and practical 
versatility. This form of culture is tied to no scientific 
system and principle, its distinctive character appears 
far more in the ease with which it iakes from the most 
various theories whatever may be useful for its tempo- 
rary purpose; and for this reason it propagates itself 
not in separate and exclusive schools, but in a freer 
manner, by mental infection of different kinds.' Al- 
though therefore i t  may be true that one Sophist ar- 
rived at  his results through the Eleatic presuppositions, 
and another through those of Heracleitus; that one 
gave the preference to Eristjc disputation, and another 
to  rhetoric, that one confined himself to the practical 
arts of the Sophists, and another adopted their theories 
also ; that one paid greater attention to ethical and 
another to dialectical enquiries; that one desired to 
be called a rhetorician, 2nd another a teacher of virtue 
or a Sophist ; and that the first Sophists transmitted in 
t h e ~ e  respects their own characteristics to their scholars ; 
yet all these distinctions are fluctuating ; they cannot 
be regarded as essentially different conceptions of the 
Sophistic principle, but only as separate manifestations 

1 As Erandis well obserres. 
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of that principle according to individual tendency and 
temperament. 

There is more to be said for the division of the 
earlier Sophists from the later. Exhibitions like those 
which Plato describes in so masterly a manner in the 
Eutlbydemus, are as far removed from the important 
personalities of a Protagoras and a Gorgias as the virtue 
of a Diogenes from that of a Socrates ; and the later 
Sophists, as a rule, bear unmistakable marks of de- 
generacy and decline. The moral principles especially, 
which in the sequel justly gave so much offence, are 
alien to  the Sophistic teachers of the first period. But 
we must not overlook the fact that even the later form 
of Sophisticism was not accidental, but an inevitable 
consequence of the Sophistic standpoint, and that there- 
fore its premonitory symptoms begin even with its most 
celebrated representatives. Where belief in a truth of 
universal validity is abandoned, and all science is dissi- 
pated in Eristic argumentation and rhetoric, as is the 
case here, everything mill in the end be dependent on 
the caprice and advantage of the individual ; and even 
scientific activity will be degraded from a striving after 
truth, concerned solely with its object, into an instru- 
ment for the satisfaction of self-interest and vanity. 
The first authors of such a mode of thought generally 
hesitate to draw these inferences simply and logically, 
because their own culture still partly belongs to an 
earlier time ; those on the other hand who have grown 
up in the new culture, and are bound by no antagonistic 
reminiscences, cannot avoid such inferences, and having 
once set out upon the new road, must declare them- 

L L 2  
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selves more decidedly with each fresh step. But a 
simple return to the old faith and morality, such as 
Aristophanes demands, could not have taken place, nor 
would it have satisfied men who more deeply understood 
their own times. The true way of transcending the 
Sophistic teaching was shown by Socrates alone, who 
sought to gain in thought itself, the power of which had 
been proved by the destruction of the previous con- 
victions, z deeper basis for science and moraiity. 
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AEA 

A B A R I S ,  Hyperborean priest of 
Apollo, Pythagorean legends 

of, i. 327, l ; 339, 98. 

Aczcsilaus, cosmology of, i. 97 ; 
reckoned among the seven wise 
men, i. 119, 1 

Adrastcu, in Orphic coeniogonies, 
i. 100 sq. 

~ E s o p ,  his date and writings, i. l l 5  
BtBer, a divinity, according to 

Hesiod, i. 86 : aud Epimenides, 
i. 97;  derivation of the word, 
ii. 355, 3 ; how regarded by 
Heracleitus, 24,25 ; Empedocles, 
154, 1 ; Anaxagoras, 355: 365 ; 
possibly the fifth element of 
the Pythagoreans, 436.4; 437,l 

Agatho?&, ii. 415, n. 
A i r ,  how regarded by Anaximan- 

der, i. 232, 241, 251 sq., 256, 
258 ; by Anaximznes, i. 267 sqq.; 
by Hippo and Idsus,  284; by 
Diogenes, 288 sq.; by the Pytha- 
goreans, 436, 467 ; by Xeno- 
phanes, 565 sq., 578 ; by Parme- 
nides, 599 ; by Heracleitus, ii. 
51, 3 ; by Empedocles, 125,130, 
155 ; by Democritus, 234, 247 
sq., 257, 289 ; by Metrodorus, 
315, 2 ; by Anaxagoras, 355. 365 

Alcazcs, a lyric poet in 7th century 
B.c., i. 114; 118, l 

Alcicla.~zas the Sophist, ii. 425, 477 
Alci/,.us cited by Diogenes h e r -  

AN& 

tius in regard to the philosophy 
of Epicharmus, i. 529 ; probably 
the same Sicilian whose ~ I K E A L K ~  
are mentioned in Athen. xii. 
518 b, cf. vii. 322 ; X. 441 a. 
See General Index to the Ger- 
malt text of the present work 

Alemeon, a physiciitninfluenced by 
Pythagorean philosophy, i. 323, 
449, n., 521, 525 

Anacharsis, somotimes reckoned 
among the seven wise men, i. 
119, 1 

Anacreon, a lyric poet, i. 114 ; on 
the future life, i. 126 

Anaxagoras of Clnzomens, some- 
times reckoned among the seven 
wise men, i. 1 1 9 , l ;  his supposed 
affinity with Judaism, i. 35, 37; 
withOrientalphilosophy,ii.385; 
his relation to predecessors and 
contemporariee, i. 200 sqq.; ii. 
330 sqq., 373 sqq. ; his life and 
writings, ii. 321 sqq. ; his philo- 
sophy, ii. 329 ; impossibility of 
Gener~tion and Decay, 331 ; 
primitive substances, 332; origi- 
nal mixture of matter, 338 ; vois, 
342 sqq. ; question of its person- 
ality, 346sq. ; efficient activity of 
voFs, 350 ~ q .  ; origin and system 
opthe Universe. 354 sq. ; Meteo- 
rology, 362 ; liringcreatures. R63 
sq.; plants and animals, 365 ; 
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man, 367; the senses, 368; 
reason, 370 ; ethics, 371 ; his at- 
titude to religion, 372 ; genertl.1 
character of his philosophy, 383 
sq. ; school of, 387 

A?uaxarch~as of Abdera, an Ato- 
mist; his heroism under torture, 
ii. 317, 5 

Anaximar~ckr of Miletus, his life 
and date, i. 227, 2 ;  author of 
first Greek work on philosophy, 
228 ; his dncipov, 228 sqq., 241 ; 
this was not a mechanical mix- 
ture, 233 sqq. ; nor a determinate 
substance, 247; i ts  eternity and 
animate nature, 248, 249 ; cos- 
mology of Anaximander, 250 
sqq. ; a1,ternate constrnction and 
destruction of the world, 256 ; 
origin of anin~als, 255 : descent 
of man, 256; infinite worlds, 
257; the  soul, 256; meteoro- 
logy, 256 ; his connnation with 
Thales, 266; historical position, 
265 

Anuxime?zes of iVIiletus, i. 266 ; his 
date, 266, 2 ; primitive matter, 
air, 267 sq. ; rarefaction and 
condensation, 271 ; formation of 
the universe, 271 sqq. ; meteor- 
ology, 271, 278 ; thc  soul, 278 ; 
historical position, 278 

Amimals, origin of, according to 
Anaximander, i. 255 ; Hippo, 
282; Diogenesof Apollonia,296; 
the Pythagoreana, 480; nutri- 
tion of, by smell, 481, 12. ; opi- 
nions respecting, of Pythago- 
reans, 447, 71. ; 484, 2 ; of 
Alcmson, 522, 2 ; of Epichar- 
mus, 530 ; of Xenophanes, 577 ; 
of Parmenides, 601; of Empe- 
docles, ii. 160 sqq., 174, 175; of 
Democritus, 253,254 ; of Anaxa- 
goras, 365, 366; of Archelaus, 
392 

Anthropology, ancient Greek, i. 123; 
of the wrious philosophers; see 

ARI' 

the summaries of their doctrines 
undcr t,heir names 

Antimarus, a Sophist, disciple of 
Plotagoilas, ii. 426 

AntipBon, a Sophist, ii. 361, 6 ;  
426 
- - V  

, Apollonius, a poet of Alexandria ; 
his allusions to Orphic cosmo- 
gony, i. 99 

Archwnetus, i. 393 
Archelazas, a di sciple nf Anitragoras, 

ii. 387 ; his doctrines, 389 sqq. 
Archilochus, i. 122 
A~chylas, his life and writingq, i. 

319-322, 366 sq., 390;  his sup- 
posed doctrine of Ideas, 320 

A~zstodemzas, sometimes included 
among the seven wise men, i. 
118, l ; 119, l 

Aristotle, standpoint and character 
of his philosophy, j. 155, 362, 
172, 175, 182 ; second period of 
Greel; philosophy closes with. 
164, l79 : on the Socratic end 
preSocratic philosophy, 185, 
189;  on Thales, 217, 218; 
A n ~ x i m a n d ~ r ,  228 sqq. ; Anaxi- 
mcnes, 271, l ; 275; Diogenes, 
288,289,299 ; thePyt,ltagoreans, 
306 sq.; 351, 2 ;  418, 419 -sq., 
476, 481, 500;  Eleatics, 533, 
640 ; Xenophanes, 562, 565 ; 
Parmenides,583,%., A93 ; 606, l  ; 
Zeno, 613, 622; 624, 1 ; 625 ; 
Melissus, 534, 535, 630 sq. ; 
Heracleitus, ii. 6, n., 12, 36, 59, 
65 : Empedocles, 119, n., 131, N., 

139, 144, 149, 153 ; the Atom- 
ists, 208, ?&., 210 sq., 237-245, 
300, 313 ; Anaxagoras, 333 sq., 
340, 354, 357, 364 

Aristoxenus of Tarentum,a disciple 
of Aristotle, on the Pythago- 
reaqs, i. 329 ; 351, 2 ; 358, w. ; 
361, 364 sqq., 493 

Arithmetic, suppossd discovery of, 
by Phcenicians, i. 215, l ;  in- 
cluded in Greek education, 78 
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ART BOD 

prominence in Fythagorean phi- 
losophy, 407, 419 

Art, not included in philosophy, i. 
8 ; influence of, on philosophy, 
54 ; religion ministered to, 54 ; 
connection of, withpoliticalpros- 
perky, 81 ; Greek, a s  distin- 
gnished from modern, i. 1-12- 
144;  some arts borrowed from 
animals, ii. 277 ; of happiness, 
280 ; derivation of, according to 
Heracleitus, 308, 1 

i p t p ~ 4 ,  first application of the word 
to a first principle by Anaxi- 
mander, i. 2-18 

Astronomny ; see Stars 
arapcga of the Sceptics, i. 159 
Xth,ens in the 5th century n.c., ii. 

395, 401 
Atomistic School. ii. 207: Atom- 

277 ; ethics, 278 sqq. ; happi- 
ness, 279 ; friendship, 283; the 
state, 284 : marriage, 285 ; re- 
ligion, 287 ; ef8wAa,  289 sq. ; 
prognostics and magic, 290,291 ; 
position and character of d t o -  
mistic philosophy, 292 sq. ; not 
a form of Sophistic doctrine, 
294 sq. ; relation to  Eleatic phi- 
losophy, 305 sq. ; to Heracleitus, 
309 ; to Empedocles, 310 ; to 
Pythagoreans, 312 ; to ancient 
Ionianb, 312 ; to Anaxagoras, 
313;  iater representatives, Me- 
trodorus, 313 ; Anaxarchus, 317 

BEAATS, prohibition of, by Py- 
thagoras, i. 331, 1 ; 344; 351, 

l : bvNuma, 519, n.: bvErnve- 
istic (Democr~tean) philosophy : 
principle and a standpoint, 210 
sqq. ; Becomingand Deeay,215 ; 
Bcing and Non-Being, 217 ; 
Atom8 and the Void, 219 ; qnali- 
tiesoftheatorns,210; differences 
among them, 223,245 ; the Void, 
228 ; ch;l.nges, reciprocal rela- 
tion, and qualities of things, 239 
sq. ; primary and secondary qua- 
lities, 232; the elements, 234; 
movement of the a.toms, 235 ; 
denial of Chance, 239 ; vortex, 
247 ; formation of the nnirerse, 
244 sq. ; innun~erable worids, 
245 ; inorganic nature, 283 ; 
n~eteorology, 253, ? ; plants and 
animals, 253 sq., 268; man : 
his body. 253 ; suul, 258 ; rels- 
tion of soul and body, 261 ; 
universal diffusion of soul, 2013 ; 
cognition and sensation, 1266, 
271 ; sight and hearimg, 268 sq, ; 
thought, 271, 275 ; rational and 
sensible perception, 271, 272; 
supposed scepticism of Demo- 
critug 275; opinion as to the 
beginnings of human culture, 

. " . . "  ,. 
doeles, ii. 175, 3 

Becoming,denialof, by theEleaticu, 
i. 203 ; how regarded by Hera- 
cleitus, Empedocles, the Ato- 
mists, :md dnaxagsras, 208. 
See the account of the doctrines 
of the several philosophers un- 
der their names 

Bring, how ;ipprel~ended by the 
earlier and later Physicists, i. 
187 sq., 198, 206-208; by Par- 
menirles. 550 ijqq. ; by &1e1issus, 
629 sqq. : by the EIeatirs gene- 
r;tlly, 640 ; by Heraeleitus, ii. 
11 sq.. 36 sq., 107 sq. ; by Em- 
pedoclos, 195 sqq. ; by the At+ 
mists, 217 sq., 305 sqq. ; by Anax- 
agoras, 380, 382; Protagoras, 
449 sq. ; Gorgias, 451 sq. 

Bius, one of the seven wise men. 
i. 119 ; said to hare asserted 
the reality of motion. 120, 2 ; 
his name used proverbially for 
a wise judge, 120, 3 

Bitys, book of, i. 41. 1 
Body, sonis fettered in the, i. 70 ; 

the corporeal not distinguished 
from the spiritual by pre-Socra- 
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tics, 149, 200 sq.. 208; origin of 
the, see doctrines of philosophers 
referred to  under their names 

BOUKOI, sect of the, i. 4 
Ilrowtinm, a Pythagorean, i. 323, 

392 
Busirb, panegyric on: by Isocrates, 

i. 332. 1 

ALLICLES, a Sophist in the 
wider sense, ii. 427. 477 

C ~ U S ~ S  of things, how first sought, 
i. 8.5 ; question of natural, the 
starting pcint of philosophy, 
127, 128 ; natnr:tl phenomena 
expla~ned by natural C., by pre- 
Socratics, 182 ; v o l s  in relation 
to  natural, 220 ; ii. 354, 383 

L'c.iifra1 fire, of the Pythagoreans, 
i. 442 sqq., 465 sqq. 

Cerc~ps, i. 311, 2 ;  340, 2 
Chailz, prophecy of, i. 96, 3 
Chance, denied by Democritus and 

Anaxagoras, ii. 239 ; 345, 3 
Chaos, in Hesiod, i. 8 8 ;  Acusi- 

bus ,  97 ; in Orphic cosmogonies, 
99, 104 

Charondas, i. 342, 1 
Cl~ilon, sometimes reckoned among 

tile seven wise mer,, i. 119, 1 
Christianity, called @rhouo$da, i. 

4, 1 ; breach between spirit and 
nature in, 139 ; clraracter of 
Greek philosophy as compared 
with, 131, 134 sqq., 140 sq. 

Cilronos in cosmogony of Phere- 
cydes, i 90 sq. ; of the Orphics, 
100, 101, 104 

Chrgs@pus, the Stoic, his defini- 
t,ion of philosophy, i. 3 

Chthon, the earth, i. 90 
Cleohulzcs, sometimes reckoned 

among the seven wise men, i. 
119, l 

8iidm7~us. a naturalist, contempo- 
rary with Democritus, ii. 388, 1 

cos 
Clinias of ~ a r e n t u m ,  a ln.ter Py- 

thagorean, i. 366, 392 
Cognition, faculty of, not enquired 

into by early Greek philoso- 
phers, i. 152 ; Sophists denied 
man's capacity for, 152, 182, 
202; difference between mo- 
dern enquiries into, and those 
of Plato and Aristotle, 153- 
155 ; of conceptions declared 
by Socrates the only true know- 
ledge, 182 ; with the pre-Socra- 
tics the discrimination of scicn- 
tific, from sensible presentation 
was the coasepaence, n;t the basis 
of their enquiries into nature, i. 
198 ; Parmenides opposes cog- 
nition of reason to that of sense, 
but only in respect of their con- 
tent, 501, 603; Eleatics dere- 
loped no theory of, 641 ; nor 
did Heracleitus, ii. 92 ; nor 
Empedocles. 170 ; opinions on, 
and perception, of Heracleitns, 
88-9.5 ; Empedocles, 169, 195 
sq. ; Dernocritus, 265 sq., 270- 
274sq. ; Metrodorus, 316 ; Anax- 
agoras, 367, 370; of the So- 
phists, 445 sqq. 

Colonies, Greek, their number and 
extent, i. 81 

Comets, how regarded by Diogrnes 
of Apollonia, i. 295, 2 ; Pytha- 
goreans, 454 ; Democritus, ii. 
252 ; An~xagoras, 362 

Corm, a Sicilian rhetorician, ii. 
397 

Cormology before Thales, i .  83 ; 
of Hesiod, 8 4 ;  of Pherecydes, 
89 sq.; of Epimenides, 96; of 
Acusilans, 97;  of the Orphic 
poems, 98-108 ; of Thales, 222, 
226 ; of Anaximander, 251 sqq. ; 
of Anaximenes, 273 sqq. ; of 
Hippo, 283 ; of Diogenes of 
Apollonia, 293eq. ; of the Pytha- 
goreans, 438 sqq.; of Hera- 
cleitus, ii. 47 sqq.; of h p e -  
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mu 

docles, 145 sqq.; of the Ato- 
mists, 235 sqq., 31-1 ; of Anax- 
agoras, 354 sqq. ; of Archelaus, 
389 sq. 

C'ounter-Earth, Pythagorean the- 
ory of the, i. 444, 450, 452 sq. 

Cratylus the Heracleit~an, Plato 
instri~cted by him, ii. 113 ; play 
on words, 114 

Critias, ii. 427 ; his religious 
opinions, 481, 482 

Critical method. Greek science 
deficient in, i. 149 

Crasus, remark of, about philo- 
sophy, i. 1, 2 

Crol~os, in  cosmogony of Hesiod, 
i. 87 

Crotonn, salubrity of, i, 337 ; set;- 
tlement of Pythagor+s in, 340 ; 
attack on Pythagoreans in, 357 
sq. 

Cybybrle, rites of, i. 61 
Cylon, author of the attack on the 

Pythagoreans a t  Crotona, i. 358, 
n., 362, n.  

Cynic philosophy, character of, i. 
178 

Oulture of Homrric period, i. 49 ; 
pecuiiarity of Greek, 138 sq. 

BMOIVS, belief in, first met D with in Besiod,i. 125; saying 
of Theognisabout, 123; opinions 
respecting. of the Pytllagnreacs. 
484, 6 ; 487 sq. ; character of 
man is his dzmon, 531 ; ii. 
98 ; the soul is the abode of 
the demon, ii. 278 ; opinions of 
Empedocles respecting, 172 sq. ; 
176,2;  179; ofDemocritus, 290; 
were long-lived but not inimor- 
tal, 290, 2 

Danaon and Phintias, i. 345, 3 ; the 
musician, ii. 418, 2 ;  435 , l  

Death, early theories about, i. 68, 
5 ; 123 sq. ; of Anxsi~rander, 
256; Anaximenes, 270. 271; Din- 
genes of Apollonia, 297 ; of the 1 
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Pythagoreans, 482, 484 sq. ; 
Alcmmn, 524 ; Epicharmus, 
531 ; Parmenides, 602 ; 604, l ; 
Heracleitus, ii. 79-87 ; Empe- 
docles, 164, 172 sq. ; Democri- 
tus, 259,261,263,300 ; Anaxa- 
goras, 366 ; 367, l ; praise of 
death by the Thracians, i. 73 , l  ; 
Theognis, 118 ; Prodicus, ii. 
473 

Decad, the, in the Pythagorean 
philosophy, i. 426 sqq. 

Deity ; see God, Gods 
Demettr, supposed Egyptian origin 

of the story of, i. 40, 4 ; hymn 
to, 67 ; mythus and cult of, 69 ; 
69, 1 ; 75;  ii. 482, 3 

Democrita~s, his journeys, i. 27, 
1 ; 33 ; p3cition in pre-Socratic 
philosophy, 207 ; comparison 
of, with Anaximander, 263 ; life 
of, ii. 208 ; doctrines of, vide 
Atomistic school 

Destruction, periodical, and con- 
struction of the world; see 
World 

Dia,qoras of Melos, the Atheist, ii. 
320, 428 

Diolcctic, derelopme~it of, by EIe- 
atics, i. 184 ; Zeno, the dis- 
corerer of, 613 ; unknown to the 
Pythagorems, 505 ; of the So- 
phists, ii. 484 

AraOirtar, date of the, i. 65 
Diocles the Pythagorean, i .  364, 5 
Diodorus of Aspendus, inventor of 

the Cynic dress among the Py- 
thagorean~, i. 365 

Diogmea of Apollonia, i. 285 ; his 
doctrines : air as primitive mat- 
ter, 286 sq. ; rarefaction and 
condensation, 290 sq. ; different 
kinds of air, 292 ; formation 
and destruction of the universe, 
298 ; the soul, 288, 292, 296;  
earth and stars, 294 sq. ; ani- 
mals and plants, 287, 296 ; 
metals, 298 ; character and his- 
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torical position of his philoso- 
phy, 300 sq.; contradictions in 
his doctrine, 300 ; relation to 
Anaxagoras, 301 

1)iogeaes the Democriteen, ii. 317 
Dio?qsodorus the Sophist,, ii. 424 ; 

457, 3 ;  464, 1 
Dlorsgszcs, worship of, introduced 

into Greece, i. 27, 30, 42, 60 ; 
rites of (mysteries), 64, 72, n., 
333, n., 347, n., 365, 487: 497 ; 
Dionysus Helios, i. 107 ; 11. 100, 
6 ; story of Dionysus Zapreus, i. 
105 ; opinion of Heracleitus on 
rites of, ii. 103 

Dorians and Ionians, supposed to 
represent Realists and Idealists 
in Greek philosophy, i. 191 sq. 

Dorsbt, modern philosophy begins 
mith, i. 146 

Dreams, Heracleitus on, ii. 82,83 ; 
connected with prophecy by 
Democritus, i;. 291 

Drunkenness, how explaiaed by 
Diogenes, i. 297 ; Heracleitus, 
ii. 81 

Dualism of Greek philosophy, i. 
162 

Dualit?/, Unity and, with Pytha- 
goreans, i. 386 sqq. 

Dynamists and Mechanists, Rit- 
ter's division of the Ionian 
philosophers into, i. 240, 4 

EARTH, opinions concerning 
the, in  Hesiod, 88 ; in Phere- 

cydes' cosmogony: i. 90 sq. ; 
in Orphic poems, 99 sqq. ; of 
Thdes,  225, 226 ; Anaximan- 
der, 255 ; Anaximenes, 273 ; 
Uiogenes of Apollonia, 202-294; 
Pythagoreans, 439, 454 sqq. ; 
Xenophanes, 567 sq. ; Parme- 
nides, 593,2 ; 599 ; Heracleitus, 
ii. 48 sq., 55-68 sqq.; Empedo- . 
cles, 154-156 ; Democpitus, 247, 
248; Ansxagoras, 354-360 

EID 

Enrthqt~akes, how explained by 
Thalos, i. 226; Anaximenes, 
278 ; Diogenes of Apollonia, 
295; Pythagoras, 485, 3 ; De- 
mocritns, ii. 253, l ; Anaxago- 
ras, ii. 362, 6 

East, the, supposed derivation of 
Graek philosophy from, i. 28 
sqq. ; points of contact between 
Greelr philosophy and that  of, 
42 sq. ; supposed journeys in, 
of Pythagoras, 328; of Empe- 
docles, ii. 189 ; of Democritns, 
212, n. 

Echecrates, disciple of Philolaus, 
i. 364, 5 

Eclecticisnz, period of, i. 393 
Eclipses, prediction of, ascribed to 

Thales, i. 214, n. ; explanation 
of, by Ailaximander, 252 ; An- 
aximenes, 275 ; Pythagoreans, 
455, 3 ; 456, 2 ; Alcmzon, 523, 
1 ; Xenophanes, 572; Empe- 
docles, ii. 157 ; Atomists, 262 ; 
Bnaxngorns, 360, 361 ; Anti- 
phon, 459, 3 

Ecliptic, inclination of the, sa,id 
to hare been discorered by 
Anaximandor. i. 254;  by P!- 
thagoras, 455, 2 ; theories of 
En~pedocl~s,  Democritus, Anax- 
agoras, ii. 376 

Ecyhantzis, a later Pythagorean, 
i. 323 ; explanation of Monads, 
415 ; his doctrines, 527, 528 

Edtscation, Greelr, i. 78, 79; ii. 
394-396, 434; Homer, the 
Greek handhook of, i. 11 1 

Egg of the Uaiverne, in  ancient 
conmogoniefi, i .  97, 100 

Egypt, supposed debts of Grrek 
philosophy to, i. 26, 27, 32 ; 
travels'in, of Thales, 215, l ; of 
Pythagoras, 331-334; ofDemo- 
critns, ii. 211, 212 ; of Anaxa- 
goaas, 327, 12.. 

~IGwha of i)emocritus, ii. 266, 
268, 303, 304, 4% 
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Elcatic philosophy, i. 533-642 ; 
characterandhistoricitlposition, 
188 sq., 202-204, 206, 638 sq. ; 
supposed connection with Indian 
philosophy, 35 sq. ; doctrines of, 
authorities for, 533 sq. ; cf. 
Xenophanes, Parmenides, Zeno, 
Melissus 

Elema~zis, five pvxol of Pherecydes 
supposed to be the, i. 92. 1 ; 
theories respecting the, of Phi- 
lolaus, i. 436 sq. ; of Heracleitus, 
ii. 51 sqq. ; four, of Empedocles, 
i. 438,569; ii. 125 sqq.; gradual 
development of the doctrine of, 
128 ; term first introduced into 
scientific language by Plato, 
1 2 6 , l ; q u a l i t i e s a n d p l a c e  of 
the several elements first defined 
by Plato and Aristotle, 131 

ELothales of Cos, i. 195, 196 
Emotions, origin of, according to  

Empedocles, ii. 171 
Empedocles, life and 'writings, ii. 

11 7 ; teachers, 11 8, PP., 187 sqq. ; 
his philosophy : generation and 
decay = combination and separa- 
tion of substances, 122 sqq. ; 
elements, 135; mixture of mat- 
ter, 132 ; pores and emanations, 
125 ; Love and Hate, 137 sq. ; 
al t~rnat ion of cosmic periods, 
145 sq. ; laws of nature and 
chance, 144 ; the Sphairos, 
149 ; formation of the universe, 
150 sq. ; heavenly bodies, 154 
sqq. ; meteorology, 158 ; plants 
and animals, l59  sq.; respira- 
tion, 164 ; sense-perception, 
165 sq. ; thought, 167 ; percep- 
tion and thought, 169 ; desires 
and emotions, 171 ; transmi- 
gration and pre-exiskence, 172 
sq. ; prohibition of animal food 
and killing of animals, 174, 
175 : Golden Age, 177 ; gods 
and dsmons, 179 ; oharacterand 
historical position of Ernyedo- 

' EUD 
clean philosopby, 184 sq. ; reh- 
tion to Pythagoreanism, 191 
sq. ; to  the Eleatics, 194 sqq. ; 
to IIeraclritus; 202 sq. ; Empe- 
docles not amere Eclectic, 305 ; 
general summary, 205-207 

Ep'yicharmzts, the comic poet, i. 
116, 1 ; his doctrines, 196,196; 
how far a Pythagorean, 529 bq. 

Epicurca~~ism, general chnracter 
of, i. 158, 178 

Epicurr~s, his theory of the deflec- 
tion of theatoms compared with 
the doctrine of Democritus, ii. 
240 

Epimenidcs, contemporary with 
Solon,,i. 96, 5 ; his cosmogony, 
96sq. ,353 

Ericapus,  derivation of the name, 
i. 104, 2 ; see Phanes 

Erilann, on the transitoriness of 
fame, i. 127 

Eros, how represented by Hes?od, 
i. 88 ; Pherecydes, 92 ; Epime- 
nides, 97 ; Parmenides, 596, 1 ; 
Plato's doctrine of, i. l55  ; as  
Plastic face ,  193, 2 ; in the  
system of Empedocles, ii. 196 

Essenct: of things, how sought by 
Ionians, Pythagoreilns, Eleatics, 
i. 202, 207 

Ethics, e u l y  Greek, i. 76, 77;  of 
Homeric poems, 110 ; of Hesiod, 
112;  of the Gnomic poets, 
115 sq. ; of the seven wise 
men, 120 ; development of, 121- 
123 ; ancient and modern, 150 
sq. ; ~ s t h e t i e  treatment of, by 
the Greeks, 151 ; Plato's, l 5 5  ; 
Aristotle's, 156 ; Socrates foun- 
der of, 172 ; of Neo-Platonists, 
180; of Pythagoreans, 184, 481 
sqq. ; of Heraeleitus, ii. 97 sqq . .'. of Demooritus, 277-287 ; of 
Anaxagoras, 371 ; of the So- 
phists, 463 sqq. 

Eudemzts the Peripatetic, Orphic 
cosmogony used by him, i. 98 
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Euhrus on Pythagorean doctrine 
of Unity and Duality, i. 388, 1 

Eurytus, disciple of Philolans, i. 
364, 5 

Zzcxitheus, on suicide, i. 483 
Euenus of Paros, rhetorician and 

Sophist, ii. 426 
Even-odd, category of numbers 

with the Pythagoreans, i. 377, 
405 

F A I T H ;  see Iteligion 
Fallacies, Sophistic, ii. 462 

sq. ;, Aristotle's treatise on, 462 
Fate, ~n Greek religion, i. 52, 101 ; 

in Orpl~ic cosmology, l00 ; in 
Thcoenis, l l 7  so. : Arc-hilochus, 
122;- P j t h a g o ~ e ~ n s ,  439, 2 ; 
465, 2 ;  Parmenides, 595, 2 ; 
rrlation to nature and Dirine 
Providence, Heracleitus, ii. 39 
sqq. ; Empedocles, 144 ; Demo- 
critus, 239, 301 ; Anaxagoras, 
345, 350-354, 382 

E\qures, relation of, to numbers 
in the Pythagorean philosophy, 
i. 434 ; to  corporeal things, 436 ; 
to the elements, 437, 438 

Fire; see Elements, Cosmology; of 
the Periphery, i. 444 sq., 450, 
465 ; central, 443, 527 ; primi- 
tive, of Hippasus, 526 ; of He- 
racleitus, ii. 21 sqq. 

Fl71.z of all things, doctrine of 
Heracleitus, ii. 11 sqq. 

Food, animal, forbidden by Empe- 
docles and the Orphics, i. 42 ; 
Pythagoras, 344, 3 ; 447, n. ; 
by Empedocles, ii. 174, 175 ; 
fish forbidden as, by Anaxi- 
mander, i. 256 

Foorce, how related to matter by 
the pre-Socratic philosophers, i. 
200, 220, 221 ; by Empedocles, 
ii. 138,179 ; vo6s of Anaxagoras 
conceived as a natural, ij. 345- 
949, 376, 384 

GOD 

Form, Greek sense of, its effect on 
Philosophy, i. 5 ; on Art, 142- 
144 ; elementary nature of 
bodies is dependent on their, 
asserted by Pythagoreans, 436 
sq. ; and matter how regarded 
by Arcbytas, 390 

F~eewill, necessity and, i. 14-20 
&'riendship, rites o f ;  a number, 

188 ; how regarded by the Py- 
thagorean~. 345,353 ; ( ~ o ~ v h  sb 
rW^v ~ ~ A W Y ,  345, 2 ; 495, 2) ; by 
Democritus, ii. 283 ; by Gorgias, 
472, 3 

~hTEIZATZON and Decay, 
opinions respecting of Par-  

menides, i. 585, 587, 591 ; of 
Heracleitus, ii. 17, 20, 37 ; Em- 
pedocles, 122-125 : the Atomists, 
214-217, 229 ; 296, 1 ;  Anaxa- 
goras, 331 

Geometry discovered by the Egyp- 
tians, i. 47, n., 215, n.; figures 
of, how regarded by Archytas, 
390: bv Pvthazoreans. 407 
413,' 41ii, 432;  hroficiehcy irt, 
of Pythagoras, 3 3 1 , ~ .  ; of Demo- 
critus, ii. 212, n., 296 ; of Hip- 
pias, 423, n. 

Gete, a people of Thrace: their 
belief in immortal it,^, i. 73, l ; " .  
330, 2 ;  337 

Gnomic poets, i. 115-118, 516 
God, Greek notion of, i .  54, 64 ; 

development of the conception 
of, 121 sq. ; Stoic conception oE 
220, 4 ; opinions respecting, of 
Thales, 220-223; of Anaxi- 
mander, 249 ; of Anaximenes, 
210 ; of Diogenes, 287, 5 ; of 
the Pythagoreans, 386 sqq., 
397-407,489 sqq., 515 ; of Hip- 
pasns, 526 ; in the treatise on 
BIelissus, Xenophitnes, and Gor- 
gi ;~s,  638, 539, 540, 547-560; 
of Xenophanes, 555, 559-566, 



GOD 

578; of Parmenides, 588; of 
Melissus, 638 ; of Heracleitue, 
ii. 39, 42-47 ; of Enlpedocles, 
173-184 ; of Anaxagoras, 349, 
2 ; 352 ; of the Sc~phists, 504 

Gods, how far derived by Greece 
from Egypt, i. 40 ; in Hom::ric 
and Hesiodic poems, 50, 112 ; 
489 ; 561, 1 ; in Greek religion, 
51, 52, 563; their worship re- 
quired by the State, 57 ; mys- 
teries connecwd with ptrticular, 
60, 61 sqq., 490 ; of theancient 
cosmology, 84, 89 sq., 95 sqq. ; 
ideas about the, of Archilochus, 
Terpander, Simonides, Solon, 
Theognis, 122, 123 ; attitude of 
the Greek to his, 140 ; recog- 

' nition of the, by Thales, 221- 
" 223 ; innumerable created, of 

Anaximander and Anaximenes, 
258, 270; recognition of the; 
by Pythagoreans, 490, 496; 
E-~icharmus, 530 ; polemic of 
Xenophanes against the, 558- 
561, 578; of Parmenides, 589, 
l ; 596, 601 ; attitude towards 
the, of Heracleitus, ii. 100-103 ; 
of Empedocles, 179-184; of 
Democritus, 286-290, 301-303. 
405; of Anaxagoras, 324, 328, 
372 ; of the Sophists, 480-433, 
504 ; neo-Platonists, i. 160, 
161 ; reason given by Diagoras 
for ceasing to  believe in, ii. 320 

Golden Age, myths of the, i. 29;  
how employed by Empedocles, 
ii. 177, 178 

Golden Poem, authorship of the, 
i. 312, n.: 322; 4 3 8 , l ;  on gods, 
daemons, and heroes, 487, 3 ; 
moral precepts of, 494 

Good, the beautiful is also the, i. 
114 ; the, according to Epichar- 
mus, 530 ; the highest, according 
to  Solon, 116;  and evil among 
the ten fundamental opposites, 
i. 381 ; to Epicurus, Democritus, 

HAD 

IIeracleitus, ii. 98, 2 ; see Hap- 
piness 

Gogds, Plato's theory of, i. 155;  
community of, among the Py- 
thagorean~, 343, 354; riches 
are not necessarily, asserted 
by Sappho, 114 ; Solon, 116 ; 
equality of, first advocated by 
Phaleas, ii. 428, 6 ; Democritus, 
ii. 278, 281 ; Prodicus, 473; 
Divine and human, according to 
Democritus, 278 ; happiness to 
be sought in goods of the soul, 
308 ; all pleasures not, 471 

Gorgias of Leontini (Leontinni), 
the Sophist,. ii. 412 ; his writings 
and lectures, 415, 2 ;  451, 489, 
4912 ; end of his teaching, 431, 
471 ; scepticism, 451 sq. ; phy- 
sical theories, 460; doctrine of 
virtue, 471 ; rhetoric, 485, l ; 
491, 492 sq. 

Gramnzatical discussions uf Prota- 
gora.s, ii. 489 

Graaitation, ii. 239 ; cause of the 
movement of the atoms in Ato- 
mistic system, 239 sqq., 299 

Greeks, in Homeric period, i. 49- 
51 ; their religion, 53 sq. ; dis- 
tinctive peculiarities of their 
genius, 138 sqq. ; art, 142 sq. ; 
moral and political life, 74, 75 
sq., 140-142; ethical reflection 
unbil the 6th centmy B.c., 109 
sqq. ; circumstances of the Greek 
nation in the 7th and 6th cen- 
turies B.c., 80 sq. ; in the 5th 
century, ii. 395.401 ;philosophy 
of the ; see Philosophy 

Gynznastic, prominence of, in Greek 
education, i. 78 ; and with the 
Pythagoreans, 349, 353 

B A D E S ,  opinions of the poets 
on, i. 124-127 ; descent of 

Pythagoras into, 340 ; punish- 
ments in, 465;  Heracleitus on, 
ii. 86, 87 ; Empedocles on, 174; 



b26 INDBX. 

HhP 

identity of Dionysus with! 
100, 6 

Happi?~rss, greatest, according tc 
Sappho, i. 114 ;  the Gnomic 
poets, 115 ; Phocylides, 11 7 ; 
Theognis, 118 ; the Stoics, 158; 
Epicnreans, 158,178; Cyrenaics, 
178 ; Pythagoreans, 494; 495,2; 
Heracleitus, ii. 98 ; Democritus. 
277 sqq. ; the highest end of 
human effort, Anarcbus, 318 

I;larmo~z.y, invented by Pythagoras, 
i. 348, 1 ;  by Pythagorrans, 
348, 384 sq.; the soul a, 384, 
1 ; developed, of the spheres, 
460 sqq.; the harmony of the 
body. 486; virtue is, 492 ; har- 
monical system of Philolaus, 
431-433 ; how regarded by 
Heracleitus, ii. 38-42, 56 ; Em- 
pedocles, 143 

Efeavems; seeuniverse; Anaximan- 
der's nnnumerable gods called, 
i. 258 

Heqesidemzo, said to  have been the 
instructor of Hippias the So- 
phist, ii. 421, 2 

Hellunicus of Lesbos, i. 102 
Keracbeitus, his permanent ele- 

ment, i. 190; gave new direction 
to philosophy, 204 ; relation to 
Eleatics,206 ; second division of 
pre-Socratic philosophy begins 
with, 208 ; life and treatise, ii. 
1 sqq. ; opinions on the ignor- 
ance of man, 9 ;  flux of all 
things, 11 sq. ; fire as  primitive 
matter, 20 sq. ; transformations 
of pr imit i~e fire, 27 sq. (cf. i. 
223, 4) ; strife, 32 sqq. ; har- 
mony, 38 sq. ; unity of oppo- 
sites, 38 sq. ; law of the uni- 
verse, the Deity, 42 sq. ; ele- 
mentary forms of fire, 48 sqq. ; 

) way upward and downward, 50 ; 
astronomy and meteorology, 57 
sqq. ; the universe, 61 sq. ; its 
eternity, 62 ; conflagration and 

HIP 

renewal of the world, 62 sq.; 
evidence for this, 64 sq.; ap- 
parently eontr:tdictory state- 
ments, r e p ;  6rairqs, etc., 69 ; 
Plato, 73 ; result, 76 ; cosmic 
year, 77 ; man: soul and body, 79 
sqq. ; pre-existence and immor- 
tality, 83 sq. ; reason and sense- 
knowledge, SS sq. ; theory not 
sensualistic, 93 ; ethics and 
politics, 97 sq. ; relation of. to 
popular religion, 100;  and to 
Zoroaster, 115 ; historical posi- 
tion, 104 sq. ; school, 113 

IIrrocles, an immigrant god f r o a  
the East, 30, 42;  Chronos- 
Herilcles of the Orphic cos- 
mogony, i. 100;  story of, in 
Olympus and his shadow in 
Hades, 124, .n. ; story of, a t  
the cross-ways, ii. 419, 2 ; dis- 
course of Pro~iicus on, 473, 483 

Hennes Trismegistns, author of 
sacred Egyptian books, i. 40, 
41 ; 45, 1 

Hernzodorus of Ephesus, ii. 99, 3 
Hermotimus, said to have in- 

structed Anaxagoras, i. 220; ii. 
38-1-386 

Heroes, worshipped by the Pytha- 
goreans, i. 487, 3 ; 488 ; future 
state of, ii. 86 

Hesiod, 'Theogony' of, 84-89; 
moral precepts in  ' Works and 
Days,' 112 ; precursor of gnomic 
poets, 113 

Hierarchy, absence of, in Greece, 
i. 55-57; influence of this on 
philosophy, 58 

Uippasz's, a later Pythagorean, i. 
195 ; supposed fragments of his 
writings, 313, 323 ; doctrine of 
numbers, 373, a. ; combined the 
doctrines of Heracleitus with 
those of Pythagoras, 526, 527 ; 
ii. 188, l 

Hippias the Sophisb, his character, 
teaching, and popularity, ii. 421, 
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422 ; his varied aequirements 
and love of rhetc.rici~l display, 
431, 458, 459 ; his reference of 
the 'unwritten laws' to  the 
gods, 483 ; expla~lntion of the 
poets, 487;  rules concerning 
rhythm and euphony, 491 ; not 
opposed to ordinary custorns and 
opinions, 472 ; first enunciated 
theSophisticdistinction between 
natural and positive law, 475 

Hippo, a physicist of the time of 
Pericles, who resembled Thales 
in  his doctrines, i. 281, 282 ; 
accused of atheism, 283 

Ri'oda~nzcs, the famous Nilesian 
architect, ii. 428 ; included by 
Herrnann among the Sophists, 
428, 5 ;  first to plau cities ar- 
tistically, 428 ; first theoretical 
politician in Greece, 470, 1 

H i s t o ~ y ,  sphere of, i. 11 ; laws a.nd 
unity of, 14 sq. ; periods of, 164 ; 
of how it should be 
written, 21-25 

Bomer, Grec k life ancl character in 
poems of, i. 49, 5 6 ;  place in 
Greek education, 78, I l l  ;ethics 
of, 110 sq.; on futore retribu- 
lion, 125 ; seen by Pythagoras 
in Hades, 489 ; his statements 
about the gods disapproved by 
Xemophnnes, 560, 561 ; and by 
Heracleitus, ii. 10, 3 ; 102, 2 ; 
allegorical interpreta,tion of, by 
Metrodorus, 372, 6 ; 387; called 
an astrologer by Heracleitus, 
102,2  

bIuo~o,u~pij of Anaxagoras, i. 233, 
304 ; ii. 332 sqq. 

BYCUS represents Eras  as 
from Chaos,. i. OS. 1 ; 

si~ys that Diomede became im- 
mortal, 125, 3 

Ide ta  of Aimers, influenced in his 
doctrine by Anaximenes, i. 284 

Id~alism, definition of, i. 187; 

INT 

difference between modern sub- 
jective, and that of Plato, 153 

Idealists and Realists. Division 
of the pre-Socratics into, how 
far admissible, i. 187 sqq. 

Ideas. doctrine of, the Platonic, 
i. 154 sq., 397 ; not held by 
the Pgthagoreans. 321, 322 

Iporcince of mankind deplored by 
Xenophanes, i. 575.2  ; Heraclei- 
tus, ii. 9 ; Empedocles, 170, 
197 ; said by Democritus to be 
the catwe of all faults, 282, 283 ; 
regarded as a natural necpssity 
by anncient scepticism, i. 159 

hnnzortality, doctrine of, not ori- 
ginally, but subsequently, con- 
nected with Eleusinian mys- 
teries, i. 67, 6 8 ;  said to have 
been first taught by Pherecjdes, 
60 ; belief of Tliracians and 
G:tltls in, 73, 1 ; first p1;tced on 
a philosopllic babis by Plato, 
74;  Pindartbe first ~ o e t  whn ex- 
presses belief in, 127; Herodo- 
tus  says i t  first camefrom Egypt, 
333, 1 ;  akserted to have been 
held by Thales, 225 ; opinions 
of the Pythagoreans on, 477, 
481 ~ q q .  ; Hera.cleitus, ii. 76, 
83-87 ; Empedocles, 172-177 

fi~fi?afi .e,  the, of Anaximander, i. 
229 sqq. ; called divine, 249 ; 
Anaximenes calls his primitire 
air infinite, 268 ; of the Pytha- 
goreans, 467, 468 ; Xenophanes 
said to have called both the 
Deity and the Universe infinite, 
565, 566; see Unlimited 

Initiated, the, of the Orphic and 
Eleusinian mysteries, i. 61, 67 ; 
final dest,iny of, 126 ; among 
the Pythagorenns, 342, 343, 356 

Inspiratio%, poetic, explanation of, 
ii. 292 ; of the Sibyl, 100 

bztelbctz~al faculty, theory of Par- 
menides and F:~npedocles, ii. 
197 ; see Cognition, Noio 
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172;  174, 6 conllection with the, of Pytha- 

~ d ~ o r  of Heracleitus, ii. 78, 1 goras, 328, 2, 3 ;  513 sq. ; of 
Heracleitns, ii. 115, 116 ; of 
Empedocles, 189, 5, 191 ; of 

L A S U S  of Hermione, a lyric Democritus, 210, n., 211, n., 
poet and writer on music, i. 326 n.  

119, 1 ;  526, 6 i i g i c  and miracles ascribed t c  

ION MAG 

Ionian and Dorian element in phi- Lancrel, use of the, prohibited by 
losophy, i. 184 sqq. ; see Dorian ; Empedocles, ii. 175, 3 
philosophers, 21 1 sqq. ; after Leuczpptcs, founder of the  Ato- 
Anaximenes, 280 sqq. ; distinc- 
tion of a mechanical and dyna- 
mical tendency, 232 sq. 

Isocrates, said to hare copied the 
style of Gorgias, ii. 411, 4 ;  
mentions Pythagoras in Egypt, 
i. 33 ; 331, l ; the Busiris of, 
ii. 488, 1 

Italian and Ionian, division of 
Greek philosophy by some an- 
cient historians into, i. 191 

EW9 Alexandrian, their der;- 
,,J viiion of Greek philosophy, 

i. 26, 28; 64, 2 ; supposed 
teachers of Pythagoras, i. 330, 
1 ;  of Anar~goras ,  35, 37 sq. ; 
ii. 327, n. ; 385, 2, 3 

Justice, exhortations to, of Homer 
and Hesiod, i. 111, 112 ; Solon, 
116;  Pythagoras, 494 ; Hem- 
cleitus, ii. 98 ; Democritus, 282; 
the ideal sum of all the virtues, 
i .  117 ; identified with certain 
numbers by the Pythagoreans, 
411, 420, 491 ; described as a 
law of nature by Protagoras, 
ii. 470, 471 ; as  an unattainable 
good by Thrasymachus, 479, 1 ; 
Sophistic distinction of natural 
and positive, ii. 471, 475-479 ; 
divine retributive in  poets, i. 
112, 113; 122, 2 ;  125 ;  Pgtha- 
goreans, 483, 485, 489, 496 

mi!rtic school, ii. 207 sgq. ; see 1 Atomistic school 
Limited and Unlimited, identified 

by the Pythagoreans with the 
Odd and Even, i. 378, 379, 
383 ; how regarded by Philo- 
laus, 371, 372 ; nature of these 
principles, 409 sqq. 

Lin,qt~istic enquiries and discus- 
sions falsely ascribed to Pytha- 
goras, i. 506; of Protagoras 
and Prodicus, ii. 489 ; practised 
by Heracleitus, 97 ; and liis fol- 
lowers, 1 14 ; catches popular 
with the Greeks, ii. 466, 9 

L ~ ~ u s ,  regarded as a philosopher, 
i. 4; sometimes reckoned among 
the seven wise men, 119, 1 

Lo,qic, Hegcl's definition of. i. 12 ; 
law of development in, different 
from that in history. 13 

h h o s  of Heracleitns, ii. 43, 1 ; 
44, 4 ; 46, 1 

Love and Hate, moving forces of 
Empedocles, ii. 138 sqq.; see 
Eros 

Lycophrolz, orator of t.he school of 
Gorgias, ii. 425, 477 

Lysis, the Tarentine, a Pytha- 
gorean conjectured to be the 
author of the Golden Poem, i. 
322 ; escaped from Crotona 
to Thebes, 357, 2 ; 359, m,; 
361, m.; 363, 4 ;  364 
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Pythagoras, i. 338,339;,349, 2 ; 
c, - 092 ; to Empedocles, 11. 119, 
120 ; prophecy and, how re- 
~ t r d e d  by Democritus, 289-292; 
Democritus called fitther of, 
210, n. 

~TIagmz Mo~alia. i. 492, 408 
iWa.qtset, a soul attributed to the, 

by Thales, i, 222 ; attraction of 
the, how explained by Diogenrs 
of Apollonia, 298; by Empe- 
docles, ii. 134, l ; by Demo- 
critus, 230, 1 

iVam, how regarded by Greek re- 
ligion, i. 53 ; see Anthropology, 
Soul, Body ; ' man is tile mea- 
sure of all things,' asserted by 
Protagoras, ii. 400, 405, 449 

~Mar~ia~qe, supposed, of Pythagoras, 
i. 341, 4 ;  347 ; precepts con- 
cerning, of the Pythagoreans, 
344, 347, 494, 495 ; identified 
with number five by Pythago- 
rvtns; i. 411, 420; opinions of 
Democritus on, ii. 284, 285 

iUaterialism of the pre-Socratic 
philosophy, i. 152, 199 sq. ; ii. 
399, 400 sqq. ; of the Atomists, 
299, 309; of Anaxagoras, 346, 
381, 383, 382 

.iTfatAematics, not included in Greek 
education, i. 78; how regarded 
by Plato, 204; prominence of, 
with the Pythagoreans, 34 7, 
376, 446,500 ; ii. 104, 106 ; pro- 
ficiency in, of Thales, i. 213, 3 ;  
Pythagoras, 3 2 8 , ~  ; Archytas, 
366, 7 ; of Democritus, ii. 21 2, 
gz.. 214, n. ; of Anaxagoras, 326 ; 
327, 1 ; of Hippias, 458 ; 
teachers of, called Sophists, 
430, 1 

.iWatter, according to Aristotle, the 
possibility of Being, i. 175 ; ac- 
cording to Plato, is unreal, 175 ; 
primitive, how regarded by 
the earlier and later Physicists, 
202-209 ; primitive, of Thales, 

VOL. 11. 31 

MET 

226 ; of Ansximander, 227 SW. ; 
of Anaximenes, 266 sqq. ; of 
Diogenes, 286 ; of Hippo, 282 : 
Idzus, 284 ; of the Pythago- 
reans, 370, 374, 390, 393 scjq. ; 
how apprehended by the Eiau-. 
tics, 568, 639 sq. ; by Heraclei- 
tus, ii. 20 sqq., 64, l05 sq., 112 
sq.; by Empedocles, l26 sq., 129, 
138 sq., 193, 205 ; by the Ato- 
mists, 218, 220, 222, 310 sq.; 
by Anaxagoras, 330, 333 sqy., 
342, 383, 384; voas the moves 
of,'i. 220 ; ii. 364, 384; vosc it 
subtle kind of, 346 

~Meehanical explanation of n;ttolr, 
founded by Empedocles and 
Lsucippus, ii. 205 ; logically 
ca.rried out by the -4tomists, 
311 

Mcdici~ze, art  of, practised by the 
Pythagoreans, I. 328, 2 ; 348, 
353, 354 

iVelcsagoras, snpposed adherent of 
Anilximnncs, i. 284, 3 

MeIissus, lifeand writings of, i .  6 7 ,  
l ; doctrine of Being, 534, 535, 
629 sqq. ; denial of motion and 
change, 634 sq. ; physical and 
theological theories ascribed :e 
him, 637 sq. ; connection with 
Leucippus, ii. 307 

Meielisszls, treatise on, Xenophanes 
and Gorgias, i. 533 sq. ; first 
section, 534 ; second section 
cancel-ns Xenoph;tnes and nor; 
Zeno, 536 sq. ; but does not 

'truly represent the doctrines of 
Xenophanes, 541 ; this treatise 
not authentic, 551 ; its origin, 
554 

iWetds, a kind of respiration a t  
tributed to, i. 298 

Metempsychosis, first introduction 
of, into Greece, i. 42, 67,69, 70 ; 
taught in the mysteries, 74 ; by 
Pherecydes, 69 ; 96, 4 ;  327, 3 ; 
belief of t h e  Gaule in, 73, 1 .; 

>1 
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eastern or Egyptian origin of. 
72;  development of, 126;  men- 
tion of, by Herodotus, 333, 
l ; personal transmigrations 
of Pythagoras, 340, 1 ; 483, 6 ; 
prominence of, in Pythagorean 

religion, 136;  of the Pythago- 
reans, 404, 489, 490; of Xeno- 
phanes, 559, 1 ; ,561, 562 sqq. ; 
suppnszd, of Empedocles, ii. 
181-184 ; not connected with 
Anaxagoras's doctrine of vois, 

philosophy, 355, 481 sqq. ; held 349, 352. Cf. Vol. I. 37 
by Empedocles, ii. 177 ; i. 484, 1 Bomr, theories respecting the, of 
3. 4 Thales : receives her light from 

iTfetmoio~qicaI theories of Anaxi- 1 t,he sun, i 225; phases of the, 
m:mder, i. 256 ; Anaximenes,' 
278;  Diogenes of Apollonia, 
295, 5 ; Xenophanes, 571, 572 ; 
Heracleitus, ii. 48, 57, 62 ; Em- 
pedocles, 158 ; Democritus, 252, 
253 ; Anaxagoras, 362 

ilirfrodaras of Chios, an Atomi~t, 
ii. 313 ; sceptical view of know- 
ledge? 319, 320 

Jfctroclorus of Lampsacus, disciple 
of Anaxagoras, ii. 314, l ; 372 ; 
his allegorical interpretation of 
the Homeric myths, 387 

,4fiZky Way, connected with the 
central fire, i. 466 

Jfimmmnus, ethical contents of 
his poems, i. 114 

-3fixttwe of matter, primitire, 
wrongly ascribed to Anaximan- 
der, i. 232 ~qq. .  241 ; with Em- 
pedocles, ii. 130 sqq. ; with 
Anaxagoras, 338 sq. 

M9zesarchus, father of Pythago- 
ras, i. 324 

Jfochzcs or Moschw, a Phcenician 
Atomist, i. 34, 41, 48 ; 328, 1 ; 
Democritus said to have de- 
rived doctrine of atoms from, 
ii. 212, B. 

-.lozad, alleged Pythagorean dis- 
tinct,ion of the, from the One, 
i. 391 ; called Zavbs d p y o s ,  
446, 1 

iMo~~ofheism, not imported into 
philosophy from the mysteries, 
i. 63;  indications of, in the 
poets, 121, 122;  of the Xo- 
r,\il, how opposed to Greek 

214, m., 252 ; of Anaximander : 
shines by her own light, 253 ; 
size and place of. 253, n. ; 254, 
2 ; how first formed, 274 ; ii. 
361, 6 ; is an aperture in a fiery 
ring, 252, a. ; of Anaximenrs, 
who is said to hare first dis- 
corered that she gets her light 
from the sun, 274 ; of the Py- 
thagorean~ : place of, in the 
universe, 444 ; said to be the 
counter-earth, 452, l ; conceived 
as a sphere, 454, 3 ; 455 ; 
456, 1 ; noticed in eclipse a t  
her setting and after wlnrise 
by Pliny, 456, a. ; light of, de- 
rived from sun and central fire, 
456, 2 ; plants and living crea- 
tures in the, fairer and larger 
than on our earth, 457; length 
of a day in the moon, 457, l : 
abode of departed souls and of 
dsmons, 457 ; place of the, in 
the spheral harmony, 462, n . ;  
circles above and beneath the, 
471 ; of Alcmzeon : plane sur- 
face shaped like a boat, ascribed 
to the, 523, 1 ; called divlne, 
523, 3 ;  of X~nophanes: a 
fiery cloud lighted and extin- 
guiched a t  rising and setting, 
and moving in a st,raight line, 
572 ; inhabit~d, 573, 1 ; no in- 
fluence on the earth, 573, 2 ; of 
Parmenides : placed midway 
between Nllky Way and fixed 
stars, 600, 1 ;  produced from 
the denser portion of the Milky 
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Way, 600, 2 ;  mixed nature of 
the, 600, 2 ; face in the, 600,2 ; 
of Heracleitus: heat and light 
of the, why less than the sun, 
and greater than the stars, ii. 
57, 2 ; ship of the, 58, ?a. ; of 
Empedocles : made of crystal- 
line air, l56 ; a disc, 156 ; gets 
light from the sun, 156; dis- 
tame from t,he earth, 157; 
spacebeneath the, theatre of evil, 
157; of Democritus: consists 
of smooth and round atoms, 
249 ; terrestrial nature of, 
monntains in, 249 : origin of, 
249, 250 ; placed between earth 
and stars, 250 ; motion and re-  
locity of, 251 ; placed next 
highest to the sun, 316 ; of 
Anaxagoras: origin of, 356; 
referred to in an obscure pas- 
rage :IS ano-cher universe, 359 ; 
invisible bodies between, and 
the earth, 360 ; shows her own 
light in eclipses, 361 ; her or- 
dinary light rrflected from the 
sun, has mountains, ralleys, and 
living inhabitants, 361 ; called 
inother of plants, 565, 3 ; Se- 
mean lion conjectured tu have 
come from, 361, 3 ; Antiphon's 
opinions on, 459, 3 

Motion, explanation of, by Dioge- 
nes, i. 290, 292 ; by Empedo- 
clcs,ii. 130sq. ; by the Atomists, 
i. 208 ; ii. 241 ; by Anaxagoras, 
342-346 ; denial of. by Parme- 
nides, ii. 117, 118; by Zeno, i. 
619 sqq. ; by Melissus, 634 sq. ; 
all things in  conshnt, asserted 
by Heracleitus, ii. 11 ; i. 207 ; 
how regarded by Empedocles, 
118 sqq., 130,137, 145 sq., 200, 
201, 205, 206 ; by Leucippus 
and Democritus, 21-1, 215 sq., 
239 sqq., 307, 308; Anaxago- 
ras, 325, 330, 354, 364. 376 

JlzrEtipZicity, Zeno's arguments 

?'l hf 

XAT 

against, i. 614, 626; Gorgias 
on, ii. 453-455 ; according to 
Heracleitus, 107 ; Empedocles, 
202; Democritus, 300, 306 ; 
Anaxagoras, 375 sq. 

Mzlsic, place in Greek education, 
i. 78; theory and practice of, 
with the Pythagoreans, 348, 
353, 384, 385, 431 sq. ; of 
the spheres, 460 sq. ; taught by . 
Hippias, ii. 422, 2 

Mysocl, one of the seven sages, 
i. 119 , l ;  declared by Apollo to 
be the most blameless of men, 
120, 3 

My.steries, Greek, i. 59, 60 sq. ; 
Orphic, G4 sqq. ; Pythagorean, 
351, 352, 356 sq., 376, 490 

iW~ths, of Hesiod, i. 84 ; of Phere- 
cydes, 89 ;  of Epimenides, 96; 
of the Orphic poems, 98 sqq.; 
polemic of Xenophanes against, 
i. 561, 574; of Heraeleitus,. ii. 
404 ; of Democritus, 287 sq. ; 
the Anaxagorean interpretia- 
tions of, 372, 6 ; 387; Pro- 
dicus on, 482 ; of the Golden 
Age, 177 ; how regarded in the 
Sophistic period, 402 ; myrhsaf 
Protagoras quoted L ~ P l a t o ,  471 

2\;AME&, opinion of Democri- 
tus on, ii. 276 ; diutinct.ion 

of, taught by Prodicus, 419, 1 ; 
490, 491 ; ambiguity of, subject 
of Sophistic quibbling, 466-468 

Sotzar?, unity of Spirit with; 
characteristic of the Greeks, 
138 sq., 149; in the systems 
of Plato and Aristotle, 158 ; . Greek religion a worship of, 
157 ; all pre-Socratic philoso- 
phy a philosophy of, 152, 186, 

, 197 ; how regarded by poqt- 
Aristotelian schools, 157 sqq.; 
natural truths, 157 ; physic~l  
explanation of, when abandoned, 

2 
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Old, subordination of the young to  
the, enjoined by the Pytha- 
gxeans, i. 493, 495 

i;hupsos, ~dupos, ohpauds, division 
of the universe into, i. 471, 472 

One and Xany in Pythagorean 
table of opposites, i. 381 ; the, 
and duality, 386 sqq.; the, and 
Deity, 391-394, 401 sqq., 405 ; 
the, and matter, 410, 412 ; the, 
designated as the soul, and the 
point, 413 ; the first number, 
429 ; central fire called the, 442 ; 
Xenophanes declares Deity to 
be the, 555,559 sq., 564; Being 
of Parmenides, 583 ; (cf. Vol. 11. 
195, 199;) of Melissus, 634 ; 
Eleatic doctrine of the, ii. 112 ; 
comes from all, and all from, 
Heracleitus, ii. 35 ; 39 ; and 
Many, Zeno, i. 613-615 ; Pdr- 
menicles, 589 sqq. ; with Xeno- 
phanes, 555, 579 ; with Hera- 
cleitus as compared with 
Eleatics, ii. 107 ; with Empe- 
docles, 201 ; with the Atomists, 
216 ; pre-Socratics generally, 
398, 406 ; Gorgias asserts 
Being to be neither, nor Many, 
452, 453, 455;  disputations of 
Athenian youths about the, and 
Many, 456, l ; Aristotle calls 
the Spheiros of Empedocles the 
One, 149 

Onomcritas, collector of Orphic 
and Homeric poems, i. 62, 1, 
65, 353 

Ophioneus, i. 91, 2 ; 93 sq., 106 
O-ykion, number two assigned by 

Pythagoreans to, i. 411, 420 ; 
the region of the earth, 421, 1 ; 
knowledge and, view of Xeno- 
phanes respecting, i. 575 ; of 
Parmenides, 591, 603; (his ex- 
plsnntion of the world accord- 
ing to ordinary, 592 sqq., 605 
sq. ;) of Herncleitus, ii. 7-10, 
88-96 ; of Empedocles, 167, 

PAB 

171 ; of Democritus, 270-274 
sq., 298;  of Metrodorus, 316, 
317 ; of Anaxagoras, 360, 370 ; 
knowledge is merely, asserted 
by Protagoras, 449-451, 458 ; 
Gorgias, 454 ; morality, justice, 
and religion, matters of, 475sqq. 

Opposites, Pythagorean table ot, 
i. 381, 509 ; all things consist 
of, maintained by Pythagoreans, 
i. 383 ; and Heracleitus, ii. 30 
sqq., 106,309; present universe 
a s  compared with the Sphairos 
called by Empedocles, world af, 
175, 201, 202 

Oracles, i. 56 
Oriental philosophy, i. 43 sq., 133 

sq. ; supposed derivation of 
Greek from, 26 sq. 

Oqnhtxls, considered by Neo-Plato- 
uibts the first of philosophers, 
i. 4 ; reckoned among the seven 
wise men, i. 119, 1 

O ~ h i c  poems, i. 62;  theogonies, 
i. 98 bql. ; fragments of Jewish 
origin, 64, 2 ; ~ard&rurs, 340, 2 

PAMPHILUS, reckoned among 
the seven wise men, i. 119, 1 

Pan, supposed derivation of the 
name, i. 40, 3 ; appears a s  Zeuv 
in the Orphic theogony, i. 101 

Pu?btht.ism of the Orphic poems, i. 
64, 65;  germ of, in Greek re- 
ligion, 101; of Xenophanes, 
562-564 ; of Heracleitus, ii. 106 

Yarmenides, life and doctrines, i. 
580 sq.; relation toxenophanes, 
582 sq. ; doctrine of Being, 584 
sq. ; corporeality of Being, 587 
sq., 590 ; reason and sense, 591 ; 
sphere of opinion, physics, 592 ; 
Being and non-Being, the light 
and the dark, 594;  cosmology, 
597 sq. ; anthropology, 601 ; 
meaning of the Parmenidean 
Physics, 605 sq. 
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Perceptiolt ; see Sense, Senses 
Pariander, reckoned among the 

seven wise men, i. 119, 1 
Periods, division of, in history, i. 

164 sq. 
Persephmle, i. 40, 3, 4 
Personality, human, validity and 

importance of, first adequately 
conceived in Christianity and 
modern science, i. 150 

Phaleas the Chalcedonian,ii. 42S,6 
Phanes Ericupms, story of, i. 65, 

66, 101, 104, 106 ; another 
name for Helios, 106 

Phanton, i. 364, 5 
Phemomep&a, see Senses ; atmosphe- 

rical, see Mpteorological theories 
Phereeydes of Syros ; taught trans- 

migration, i. 69, 71, 193, 194 ; 
his cosmogony, 89-96; connec- 
tion of Pythagoras with, 327,2,3 

Philo of Byblus, i. 95 ; 96, 4 
PhiloZaus, author of first Pythago- 

rean writings, i. 313: 314 sq.; 
his date and place of residence, 
363-366; his disciples, 364; 
account of Pythagorean doc- 
trines: number, 371, 375, 376; 
Limited and Unlimited, 379 sq. ; 
harmony, 384, 385, 396 ; the 
One and Deity, 401 sq. ; mean- 
ing of numbers and figures, 423 
sqq., 431 sqq.; the elements, 
438 ; formation of the world, 
439 sq. ; central fire, 450 sq. ; 
the moon, 456, 2 ;  forms and 

of things, 475 sq. ; the 
soul, 475 sqq. 

Philosophy, name and conception 
of, i. 1-9; extent and limits of 
Greek, 9 ;  history of, not a phi- 
losophic construction, 10 ; but 
an exposition of its course and 
interconnection, l $ ;  philosophy 
and the history of, 22 ; sophistic 
view of the problem of, 152; 
ii. 444, 445 

Philoscphy, Geek, origin of, i. 26- 

'PHI 

128; derivation of, from Oriental , 

speculation, 26 ; ancient opi- 
nions concerning this, 26 sq. ; 
statement of the question, 30 ; 
external testimonies, 31 sq. ; 
internal evidence : theories of 
Gladisch and Roth, 35 ; positive 
reasons against Oriental origin, 
43 sq. Native sources of: (l) h'c- 
liyion, 49 sq. ; affinity of Greek 
religion with, 51 ; freedom of 
science in regard to religion in 
Greece, 58 ; supposedconnection 
of, with the mysteries, 59; in 
respect of monothesim, 63, and 
metempsychosis, 67 ; (2) Moral 
fife, Civil and Political Coadi- 
tioms, 75 ; general character of 
Greelr moral and political lif*, 
75 ; forms of government, 80 ; 
colonies, 81 ; (3) Cosmology, 
S3 (see Cosmology) (P) Ethical 
Rdection ; Theo1o.q~ and An- 
thropology in relation to Ethics, 
109 (see Ethics, Religion, 
Gods); character of, 129 sq.; 
in relation to philosophy of the 
East and of the Middle Ages, 
133 sq.; and modern, 137 ; 
distinctive peculiarity of Greek 
spirit, 138 ; manifestation of 
this in Greek philosophy as a 
whole, 144 ; and in its particu- 
lar forms of development, 151 
sqq. ; general result, 161 sq. ; 
principal periods in, 164 sqq.; 
meaning and value of periodic 
dirision, 164 ; first period, 166 
(against Ast, Rixner, Braniss, 
166; againstHegel.169); second 
period, 174 ; third period, 179 

Philosophy, pre-Socratic, character 
and development of, i. 184- 
210. Various representations 
of, 184 ; distinction of tendencies 
in, 184, l ; (dialectical, ethical, 
184 ; realistic and idealistic, 
185 ; Ionian and Dorian, 191 ;) 
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division of, of Braniss, 193 ; 
Petersen, 194;St,einhart, l%, 1 ; 
a philosophy of nature, 197; 
clerelopment of, 198-1200 ; three 
most ancient schools, 202 ; phg- 
'sicists of the fifth century, 204 
~ q .  ; the Sophists, 209 

Phocylides, i. 115, 117 
~UULKOI, (PUOLOAQYOL, designation of 

philosophers, especially of the 
Ionian school, down to the time 
of Socrates, i ,  2, 4 

Physics, how far theology the 
precursor of, i. 108 ; when 
first separated from meta- 
physics, 172 ; derelopnlent of. 
by Ionians; treitt~nent of, by 
the various ph~losopllers, see 
their names 

Pindrrr, i. 68 ; his eschatology, 70, 
4; l27 

I'i~istratus, i. 62, 1 ; 119, 1 
Pitturns, i. 11 9, 1 
Planets ; see Stars 
Plants, souls of, i. 69, I ; opinions 

concerning, of Hippo, i. 284, a. ; 
of Diogenes, 298; of Philolaus, 
480, 1 ; of Pythagoras, 495 ; of 
Empedocles, i. 484, 4 ; ii. 159, 
160, 164, 174, 175;  of Demo- 
critus, 263 ; of Anaxi~goras, 
365 ; of Clidemus, 388, 1 

Plato, his travels in Egypt;i. 34 ; 
relation to modern ph~losophy, 
153-157; to Archytas, 319,320 ; 
to the Pythagoroans, 364, 370, 
375, 395, 481-483,486, 506 ; to 
the Eleatics, 606 sq., 627, 639 
sq. ; on Heracleitus, ii. 104, and 
his school, 113-115; on Ernpe- 
docles, 185, 203 ;on Anaxagoras, 
345 ; 351, 1 ; the Sophists, 429 
sqq., 462, 490 sqq. 

Pleaszcre and aversion, how re- 
g ~ r d e d  by nemocritus, ii. 278, 
303 ; origin of, with Empedo- 
eles, 171 

Blenzm~ ; see Void 

PYT 

Poetry, relation of, to Philosophy, 
i. 130 

Polus of Agrigentum, pupil of 
Gorgias, ii. &L4 ; cf. 388, 1 

Polycrates, ii. 488, 1 
Polytheisnz; see Gods, Religion 
Pre-existemce of the soul, htld by 

the Pythagoreans, i. 483 ; Hera- 
cleitus, ii. 87 ; Empedocles, 
172 sq. 

Priests; see Hierarchy 
Prod$i~s. ii. 416 sq.; aim of his 

instructions, 431, 460 ; his doc- 
trine of Virtue, Herack, 473 ; 
on death, 473 ; religicus belief, 
483 ; rhetoric, 484, 486, 488 ; 
distinctions of synor~ymons 
words, 489-491, 512 ; relation 
to Socrates, 500, 501 

Prophecy, practised by Pythagoras 
and his school, i. 338, 339, $3. ; 
349, 2 ; 488 ; Empedocles, ii. 
182 ; Democritus on, in dreams, 
291 

Propositions, different kinds of, 
according to Protagoras, ii. $90 

Prorus, a Pythagorean contem- 
porary of Philolaus, i. 366, 6 

Protagoras, ii. 407 sqq. ; his wri- 
tings, 416, 480, 481; 486, l ;  
aim of his instructions, 431, 
470 sq. ; sceptical theory of 
knowledge, 446 sq., 458 ; on the 
Eristic art, 461 ; doctrine of 
~ i r t n e ,  470 sq. ; on the gods, 
48 1 sq. ; rhetoric, 485, l ; 486- 
491 ; grammatical enquiries, 489 

Pythagoras, his date, i. 326 ; life 
and travels previous to his ar- 
rival in Italy, 27, 1 ; 33 ; 327 
sqq. ;teachers, 326 sq., 334,336, 
51 7 ; residenee in Sanlos, 336 .; 
emlgrittion to and residence in 
Italy, 336 sqq.: 352 sqq. ; death, 
357,369; supposed writings,3lO 
sqq.; 313, 2 ; doctrine of tram- 
m~gration, 355, 481 ; desires to 
be called (PrAduo$os instead of 



genesis of the world, 439 sqq. ; 
the universe, 414 sqq. (ten 
hearenly bodies, 444 ; central 
fire and world-soul, 444, 448 ; 
earth and counter earth, 450; 
stars, 456 sq. ; harmony of the 
spheres, 460 sqq. ; fire of the 
periphery and the Unlimited, 
465 sqq.; time, 468;  upper 
and under regions of the nni- 
verse, 471); rosmic periods, 
473 sqq. ; graduated scale of 
terrestrial nature, 475 ; man : 
the soul, 475 sqq. ; Metempsg- 
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7JALITZES of things derived Q from the form, magnitude, 
and relations of atoms, Demo- 
critus, ii. 229 sq. ; primary and 
secondary, 232 sq. 

PYT 

a vise man, 491, 2 ; called a 
Sophist, 2, 3 ; said to have 
called himself a god, 483, 2 ; 
110w far he may be regarded as 
the fouuder of the Pythagorean 
philosophy, 508 sq. ; reckoned 
among the seven wise men, i. 
119, 1 
thagorea?a Philosophy, distinc- 

'<ion of Pytlli~goreanism a d ,  i. 
368,369. I. Fundamentttl con- 
ceptions of, 368; number the es- 
sence of things, 369 ; apparent 
diversity of views respecting 
this, 370 sq. ; result, 375. The 
Odd and Even: Limited and Un- 
limited, 377 sqq. ; fundamental 
opposites, 381; harmony, 383 
sq. Examination of different 
theories : 1. Unity and Duality, 
God and Matter, 386 sqq. (state- 
ments of the aucients, 387 sq. ; 
criticism of these, 392 sq. ; de- 
relopment of God in the world, 
404 sq.) 2. Reduction of the 
I'ythagorean principles to space- 
relations, 407. 3. The original 
starting-point, of the system, 
414. 11. Systema.tic develop- 
ment of the number theory and 
~ t s  application to physics, 419 ; 
the number system, 425 sq.; 
system ofharmany, 431; figures, 
433 ; the elements, 436 sq. ; 

BAT? see Meteorologiei~i thee- 
rles 

A'uhbow, i. 278, 2 ; 481, n. See 
Netcorological theories 

E;ar<faction and condenstition of 
primitire mutter, held by the 

EAR 

chosis, 481 sqq., 510 ; dr~mons, 
487 ; the gods, prophecy, 488 ; 
theology, 490 ; ethics, 490 ; ac- 
cording to ancient authorities, 
490 sq. ; according to Aris- 
toxeuus and later writers, 493 
sq. General summary, 496 ; 
Pythagorean Philosophy as 
such sprang neither from ethics, 
497 ; nor from dialectic, 502; 
but from physics, 507. Gra- 
dual formation of the system, 
508 ; share of Pythagoras in 
it, 509 sq. ; its origin not 
Oriental, 513 ; but Greek, 516. 
Question of Italian influence, 
518. Pythagore,in Philosophy 
in combination with other ale- 
ments, 521 ; Alcrnson, 521 ; 
Hippasus, 526;  Etphantus, 527; 
Epicharmus, 529. See their 
names. 

Pythagoreans, originally a polit,ieal 
.o r  religious party desirnation, 

j. 368, 2 ;  authorit~es for their 
history, 306 sqq. ; Pythagorean 
society, 342 sqq. ; its political 
character, 349, 354 ; its perse- 
cution, 357 sq. ; dispereion, 361 
sq., 365; later, 3G3; litst of the, 
365, 367 ; Pythagorenn and 
pseudo-Pythagoreim writings, 
310 sqq. 
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. lonians, i. 207; Thales, 218; 

iinaximenes, 271, 280 ; Dio- 
genes, 291, 299 ; Idzeus, 284; 
Archelaus, ii. 390 

Kealism and Idealism, i. 187 sqq. 
Reason, placed by Philolaus in the 

brain, i. 480;  how regtrded by 
Barmenides, i. 188, 59 l ; by 
Diogen~s m d  ilnaxagoras, 301 ; 
ii. 342 sq., see vo6s ; r. acd sense, 
see Sense and Sense Percep  
tion 

Eelgiim~.  reek, influenced by the 
&st? i. 27? 1 ; relation of Greek? 
to Greek philosopl~y, 51 ; cha- 
ract,er of Greek, 52-55; free- 
dom of Greek science in respect 
to, 58 ; dependence of Eastern, 
Mohammedan, anct Christian 
philosophy on: 59 ; attitude of 
Neo-Platonism to, 180 ; relation 
to, of Thales, 220, 221 ; the Py- 
tbagoreans, 489 ; Xenophitnes, 
558 sqq. ; Heracleitus, ii. 100- 
103; Emyedoeles, 172,179 sqq., 
184;  Democritus, 287 sqq. ; 
Anaxagoras, 372 ; the Sophists, 
481 ; resemblance of Roman,, to 
Pythagoreanism, i. 518, 2 

Retribution, future, with the an- 
cient poets, i. 125 ; Eytha- 
goreans, 483 sq., 494 sq. Cf. 
Death, Metempsychosis 

RBetorie of the Sophists, ii. 484 
Sq. 

Eiqhf, natural and positive, ii. 
476 sq. 

~.4X'@HUATZATHOh-, i. 48 
&.ppho. i .  114 

Scepficism, difference betwecn an- 
cient. and modern, i. 159;  sup- 
poued, of Xenophanes,, 576 ; 
of tlie Sophists, ii. 475 

Sciences, special, first recognition 
of, i. B, 6 

Sea, the, represented by Hssiod as 

SEE 

brought forth by the earth, i. 
66, 88 ; by Pher~cydes as t h e  
creation of Zeus, 93 ; in Orphic 
eosrnogonies, 98.5 ; 99 ; Anaxi- 
mander, gradual dryin,g up of, 
251, 1 ; 260; origin ot; 856 ; 
Bogenes, @rigin of, reason of 
its saltness, 294 ; gradual dry- 
ing up of, 808 ; Beracleitus, 
primitive fire first changed into, 
ii. 48; newformakion of the eilrtla 
in, 65, 1 ; Emp?docles, exuded 
from the earth by solar heat, 
158, 5 ;  Dernocritus, origin 06 
248; will in time dry up fronb 
evaporation, 248, 3 ; Anaxa- 
gores, why salt and bittei; 
357, l ; Snned  hp oxladation 
from the earkh, 357, 1 ; Hippias, 
the same opiini~n, 459, 3 ; ealled 
by E'ythagoreans the tears of 
Cmnos. 19.@, 2 

Sel,fexanrindios, daily, enjoined 
on Pythagoreens, i. 349, 496 

S e n ~ s ,  the, and sense-permption, 
opinions of philosoph~rs on : 
Parmenides,i. 591 ; ii. Hcraclei- 
tns, 88 q q .  ; Emgedwles, 167- 
871 ; I)emocritus, 265-267 ; 
Anaxngoras, 357 sq. ; Ckidernus, 
388, 1 ; Protagoras, 448, 449 

Separdim of p~st icular  lriuds d 
matter from the Infinite; sea 
Anaximander, Empedocles, An- 
axagoras 

&mu, the nnmber of i, 
P75 

Silmlce, p e r i d  of, in Pythagorean 
noviciate, i .  342; as to secrek 
doctrines, 351, 1 

Sim07ddes of bmorgos, ~eligions 
ancl ethical reflections iu his 
poems, i. 114, 122. 

Six, the n u m b e r ~ f  the sod,  i. 476 
Slavery contrary to nature, as- 

serted by Alcidamas, ii. 471 
Sleep, explanation of, by Mogenes, 

i, 297 ; Parmenides, 602, 1 ; 
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Heracleitus, ii. 82 ; Empedocles, 
164 ; Democritus, 260, 309 ; 
Anaxagoras, 366, 5 

Socrates, his place in Greek philo- 
sophy, i. 152, 171 sqq. ; ii. 406, 
407, 515 

Socratic schools, i. 177 
Solon, called a Sophist, i. 2, 3 ;  

remark of Crcesus to, 1, 2 ; his 
poems and ethics, 115 sq. ; one 
of the sewn wise men, 119, 1 ; 
fame as a law-giver, 120, 3 

Soothsaying ; see prophecy 
8ophist:meaning of the name, i. 2 ; 

ii. 420 ; history of particular 
Sophists, 407 sqq. 

hphislic opinion and tcaching, 
origin.ii. 394 ; previous relation 
~f philosophy to  practical life, 
394 sq.; necessity of scientific 
culture, 395 ; cancrlling of the 
ancient philosophy.398 ; rerolu- 
tion in Greek thought, the Greek 
' Ilhlmination,' 401,403 ; points 
of contact in the previous 
systems, 404 ; external history 
of, 407 sq. ; Protagort~s, 408 ; 
Gorgias, 412 ; Prodicns, 416 ; 
Hippias. 421 ; Thrasymachus, 
Euthydemus, etc., 423 ; how 
regarded by the ancients, 420 ; 
the Sophists a s  profescional 
teachers, 434 ; their payment 
for instruction, 436 ; scientific 
character of, 444 ; t h e o ~ y  of 
knowledge, 445 ; of Prota- 
goras, 446 ; Gorgias, 451 ; Xeni- 
ades, Enthydemus, 456, 457 ; 
Eristicdisputation involves neg- 
lect of physics, 460 ; Sophistic 
a r t  of disputation, 462 ; ethics, 
469 ; earlier Sophists, 470 ; 
moral consrquences of. 474 ; 
opinions of the later Sophists 
on right, 475 ; relation of, to 
religion, 481 ; Sophistic rhetoric, 
485; various tendencies of, 496 ; 
hist~ricalim~ortanceandehtlrac- 

STA 

ter of, 497 ; distinction of de- 
finite Sophistic schools, 506 sq. 

uoqla, original meaning of, i. 1 
Soul, the, ancient ideas about, i. 

73,2; 123, 124;281,2 ; doctrines 
concerning, of Thales. 225, 7 ;  
Anaximander,256; Anaximenes, 
278 ; Diogenes of Apollonia, 
286,292 296; the Pythagoreans, 
188, 448, 475 sq., 482 sq.; Alc- 
mcon.524, 525 ; Hippitsus,526 ; 
Heracleitus, ii. 79, 80 ; Empe- 
docles 167, 2 ; Democritus, 266 
sq., 262 ; Anaxagoras, 361, 366 

Spacc ; see the Void 
Sphairos of Empedocles, ii. 149 

sqq. 
Spheres, the heavenly, of Anaxi- 

mander, i. 254,258; the Pytha- 
goreans, 445, 1 ; Parmenides, 
508. 

Stars, the, theories concerning: of 
Thales, are fiery masses, i. 224, 
6 ; ~ittlnBear,Pleiades,Hyades, 
214, ?L., 21.5, n. ; Anaximan- 
der : formed of fire and air, 252, 
258 ; sphkres, 254 ; are innu- 
merable, 257 ; created gods. 
238 ; Anaximenes, are broad 
and flat,, and float upon the air, 
274 ; origin, 274; from con- 
densed vapours, motion, 275 ; 
created gods, 276 ; Diogenes of 
Ap;>llonii~, origin, 202, 294, 
290; are porous bodies like 
pumice-stone, the hollows of 
which are filled with fire, 295 ; 
the Pythagoreans, names for 
particular constellations, 490, 
2 ; spheres and rerolution of, 
444 sq. ; are like the earth, 
and surrounded by an atmo- 
sphere, 456 ; revolve around 
central fire, and determine cos- 
mica1 year, 458;  are divine, 
458 ; morning and evening star 
the same, 458, l ; Alcmzeon, :&re 

I dirine, because their motion re- 
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turns into itself and is eternal, 
523, 524; Xennphanes, origi- 
nate from rapours of earth and 
water, 568 ; are fiery clouds, 
and move in an endless straight 
line above the earth, 572 ; circu- 
lar  motion i s  an optical delusion, 
572; Parmenides, are fiery mas- 
ses of vapour, 600, 2 ;  heaven 
of fixed, 599 ; Heraclritus, 
his opinion of, ii. 59, 60 ; Empe- 
docles, are  fastened to the sky, 
while planets move freely, 157; 
Democrit,us, are masses of stone 
heated by the revolution of the 
heavens, 248, n., 249 ; their 
motion, 251 ; Milky Way corn- 
posedofmany, 252,2; Metrodo- 
rus, 315 , l ;  316, ?a.; Anaxagoras, 
are masses of stone torn away 
from the earth by the force of 
the original rotation of matter, 
356; become incandescent in the 
&her, 356 ; courses andmotion, 
etc., 360, 362 

State, views concerning the, of the 
Pythagoreans, i. 349, 493 sq. ; 
Eeracleitus, ii. 98 sq. ; Demo- 
critos, 283 sq. ; the Sophists, 
475 sq. 

Stoic philosophy, character and 
results of, i. 158, 159 

Suicide forbidden by the Pytha- 
goreans, i. 483, l ; 491 

Swr, the, in  the Orphic cos- 
mogouies, i. 64, 99, 106 ; 
theories and discoveries re- 
specting, of Thales, the sol- 
stices, 214 ; foretold eclipse 
of, 214,m. ; size of, 914; Anaxi- 
msnder, is an aperture in  a 
ring formed of air and filled 
with fire, 262, 253 ; size, 253; 
influence on earth and sky and 
origin of animals, 253, 255; 
Anaximenes, is flat and broad, 
and supported by the air, 273, 
174;  origin of, 274 ; disappears 

THA 

a t  night behind the northcrn 
mountains, 275, 276 ; solstices, 
277, n. ; Diogenes of dpol loni~,  
is a porous body, arising froin, 
and sustained by terrestrial ra-  
pours, 295 ; Pythagoreans, is 
a vitreous sphere, 455 sq. ; re- 
rolves around the central fire, 
444 ; and reflects i ts  light, 
450-452, 455, 466 ; sphere of, 
452, 2 ; eclipses of, 455 ; place 
of, in the spheral harmonv, 462, 
71.; motes of the, are souls, 476 ; 
Alcmzon,shape of,523, 1 ; Yeno- 
phanes, is a fiery cloud kindled 
and extinguished a t  rising and 
setting,572 : moves inastraight, 
line, 572 ; Parmenides, is of a 
fiery nature, and produced from 
theMilky Way,600,2; influence 
of, on origin of man, 601 ; Hera- 
cleitus, daily renewal of, ii. 
57 sq. ; Emprdocles, agrees 
with Pythagoreans respecting 
nature and light of, 166 ; course 
of, 157 ; Democritus, origin cf, 
249; 250, 2 ; motion and velo- 
city, 251 ; fixed stars reflect 
light of, 252, 2 ; Metrodorus, 
is a precipitate from the air, 
315, 2 ; daily renewal of, 316, 
?&. ; Anaxagoras, is a red-hot 
stony mass, 356, 3 ; father of 
plants, 365, 3 ; motion and size 
of, 360-362 ; eclipses of; see 
Eclipses. 

avvd6pia, the Pythagorean, i. 357 

ELAUGE8, son of Pythagoras, 
ii. 188, 1 

Terpander, i. 122 
Tetractys, the, Pythagoras called 

the rerealer of, i. 428 
Thales, supposed visit to Egypt, 

i. 33 ; history of philosophy 
begins with, 84, 1 ; 127, 166 ; 
among the seven wise men, 119, 



460;  464, 6 ; 481 - 
Thzcndir, see MeteorGIogical The- 
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- 
ories ; frightens sinners in 
Tartarus, according to Pytha- 
goras, i. 483, 3 

Timczus the Locrian, treatise on 
the world-soul attributedto him, 
i. 319 ; date according to Plato, 
364 

Time, Cbronos of Pherecydes, i. 
01, 2 ; according to  the Pytha- 
goreans, 469 . 

Tisias, his school of rhetoric in 
Sicily, ii. 489 

Tones, see Harmony, Pythago- 

1,213 ; and the wisest of them, 
121 ; his life, 211-216; sup- 
posed writings, 216, 2 ;  philo- 
sophy, 216 sqq.; water as pri- 
mitive matter, 217 sq. ; orga- 
nibing force, 220 ; origin of all 
things from water, 223 ; other 
theories ascribed to him, 224 
Sq. 

Theano, wife or daughter of Py- 
thagoras, i. 341, 4 ;  372, 4 

Theogms, i. 115, 117, 122, 123 
Theogony of Hesiod, i. 84  ; not a 

philosophy, 89 
Thought, Democritus on, and 

perception. ii. 270 sqq.; see 
Cognition, Nois 

i'2ra.~~machz~s, the Sophist, ii. 423, 

rean system of, i. 431-433. 
Transmigration of souls ; see Me- 

tempsychosis 
Tyrteus, Spartan elegiac poet, i. 

114, 127 

Parmenides, prored by Zeno, 
611 sq.; Melissus, 632; of 
Being and Thought, held by 
Pa~menidrs, 583, 590; of the 
world, by Anaxagoras, ii. 338, 
359 

Universe, the, opinions concerning, 
of the Pythagoreans, i. 443 sq. ; 
Parmenides, 598 ; Heracleitus, 
ii. 6 2 ;  Demoeritus, 247;  An- 
axagoras, 360 

Unlimited, the, of Anaximander, 
i. 227 sqq.; of the Pythagoreans, 
466 sq. 

ITnlimitcdmess, of the atoms as 
to number, and of the Void, 
maintained hy the Atomistr;, ii. 
223, 228, $45 

U N I T Y  of History, see History; 
of spirit with nature, see 

Iiature ; of primitive matter 
with motive force, i. 200, 220, 
249;  and duality, with the 
Pythagoreans, 387 sqq., 394 
eq. ; of all Being asserted by 
Xenophanes, 561, 582;  and 

I7EINS, called the bonds of the 
soul, i. 482, 1 

Virttsc, a number, i. 188 ; a har- 
mony, 491 ; Sophistic doctrine 
of. ii. 470 sqq. ; opinions of the 
philosopher3 on ; see Ethics 

Void. the, maintained by the 
Pythagoreans, i. 468; Ecphan 
tus, 528 ; the Atomists, ii. 228 ; 
denied by Parmenides, i. 586 ; 
Meliesus, 634-636 ; Empedocles, 
ii. 135 ; Anaxagoras, 342 

WATER as primitive matter, i .  
217, 220: 

Wind, connection of souls with the, 
i. 485, 2 ; theories respecting; 
see Meteorological Theories 

Wise men, the seven, called So- 
phists, i ,  2, 3 ; their names 
variously given, 119, 2 ; their 
ethics, 119 ; relation to pbiloso- 
phy, 120, 121; judgment of 
Heracleitus on, ii. 10 

Women, education of, neglected by 
the Greeks, i. 77;  among the 
disciples of Pythagoras, i. 341, 
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4 ; Theano on the duty and 
position of, 495. 2 ; low opinion 
of Democritus of, ii. 286 ; hitve 
warmer nature than men and 
originally sprang from the 
south, according to Parmenides, 
i. 601, 3 ; this theory reversed 
by Enipedocles, ii. 162 

JVorks und Bays, ethics of Ee- 
siod's, i. 112 

World-soul, resemblance of Ad- 
rastea in Orphic poems to 
Plato's, i. 101 ; not held by 
Thales, 222 ; supposed Pytha- 
gorean doctrine of the, 486, l ; 
486 

World, the, is to Plato the risible 
God, i. 154;  formittion of, ttc- 
cording to Thales, 223, 224;  
Anaximander, 248 sq. ; Anitxi- 
menes, 273 sq.; Hippo, 282;  
Diogenes, 292 ; the Pythago- 
reans, 439 sq. ; Empedocles, ii. 
150 sq.; Democritus, 244 sq.; 
Anaxagoras, 345 sq.; Arche- 
laus, 390 ; was ~ i t h o u t  be- 
ginning, according to Xeno- 
phanes,i. 565 sq. ; Heracleitus, 
ii. 21, 76, 77 ; periodical con- 
srruction and destruction of, 
held by Anaximander, i. 256 ; 
Anaximenes, 278 ; Diogenes, 
298 ; Heracleitus, ii. 76, 77 ; 
Empedocles, 145 sq., 151, 15'2 ; 
unity of, held by Heracleitus, 
61, 74; animate nntnre of, ac- 
cording to Thales, i. 222 ; innu- 
merable worlds, spoken of by 
Anaxirnander,i. 257sqq.; Anaxi- 
menes, 277 ; Democritos, ii. 245; 
ascribed to Xenophanes, i. 571 ; 
relation of, toGod, cf. G.od; world 
above and beneath the moon, i. 
471 

, 

xh'3ZADES, the Sophist, ii. 
426, 456 

ZOR 

X e ~ z ~ h a ~ i e s ,  sources in regard to 
his  doctrine, i. 633 ; 11ie and 
wrltlngs, 55G sq. ; theology, 
polemle agtiust polytheism, 
6-58 ; unity of all Being, 661 ; 
more precise definitio~l of this, 
664, 565 ; no denial of Be- 
coming, 566 ; physical theories, 
567 sq.; ethics, 674; supposed 
scepticism, 574 sq. ; character 
of his pllilosophy, 577 

1 Xenophilus, a musician, disciple of 
Eurytus, the Pythagorean, said 
to have lived to 105 in perfect 
health, i. 364, 5, eed 

Y E A R ,  cosmic, according to 
the Pythagoreana, i. 4.58 ; 

according to Eeraclritus, ii 77 

' AGBEUS, myth of, i. 64, 1 ; 

Zuleucus, said to h a ~ e  been in- 
structed by Pythagoras, i. 342, 1 

Zulmoxis, story of; and Pytha- 
goras, i. 73, 1 ; 330, 3; 337 

Zarutus, i. 328, 3 
Zeno of Elea, life and writings, i. 

609 Sq. ; reliltion to Parme- 

1 nides, 611 sq. ; physical theories 
ascribed to him, 61 l ,  612; refu- 
tation of ordinary presentation, 
G12 ; dialectic, 539 sq.; argu- 
ment against multiplicity, 614 
sq. ; against motion, 619 sq. ; 
historical importance of these 
demonstrations, 645 

-Zeus, meaning of, with Pherecydes, 
i. 91 sq. ; in Hesiodic and Or- 
phic myths, 64, 66, 100, 101, 
104 sq., 107;  sayings of the 
poets concerning, 112, 122 

Zoronsier, supposed connection 
w i ~ h  Pythagoras, i. 328, 3 ;  
515 ; with Heracleitus, ii. 115 
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' The comoliment of translation is well l 'The work mnst become indisuensable 
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deserved b d  the patient erudition and 
masterly &angenlent of the original, 
which is an indispensable aid to the readers 
of PLATO and ARISTOTLE. Of this trans- 
lation i t  can be said that in all essential 
respects i t  may be relied on as an equivalent 
of ZET~LER'S book.' ACADENY. 

'This is a translation of Dr. EDUARD 
ZRI,TJ~R'S Plato and die ultef'e Akmiemie, 
a work of great value to students of PLATO, 
but hitherto only in part accessible to 
English readers. The text has been admir- 
ably translated by Miss AT.LRY~'P.. \v110 has 
proved herself fully competent to  deal 
with the philosophical terminology of the 
German original, and to  execute a transla- 
tion which does not,like some translations, 
proclaim itself as such by any nn-English 
structure of its phrases and sentences. 
Copious notes and references have been 
added by Mr. GOODWIN, Fellow of Balliol 
College, who shares with Miss ALLEYNE 
the responsibility of the work. The value 
of Dr. ZRLLER'S work has heen amply 
acknowledged by Professor J o w m  in the 
Preface to  the second edition of his PLATO ; 
and this transiation of i t  will be a great 
boon to many students of PLATO who (as 
its Authors sugges: in their Preface) are 
less familiar with Gennari than the Greek.' 

GUARDIAN. 

'This is  a wholly new translation from 
the third German edition, and the trans- 
Iator has done his work with such exceed- 
Ing carefulness, and yet with such success 
in renderine the sometimrs crabbed and 
orten involved German into idiomatic 
English. that his workmanship reads with 

to the stltdent of PLATO. I t  consists of 
sixteen chapters, in which Plato's life, the . 
order of his writinos the character of his 
Philosophy, his ~h;s ik ,  his Ethics,and his 
Religion, are treated with great detail and 
minuteness. I t  is, of course, impossible in 
these pages to do more with so -#ast n 
work-not. vast, however, in bulk, being n 
book of h00 pages-than to call attention 
to  it, and, if possible, to give some idea of 
i ts  style.' E n u ~ s ~ r o a f f i  TIMFS. 

' I n  all its departments Dr. ZELLER'S 
book is both compreh~nsive and trnst- 
worthy. He seems to  have said the last 
wordonGreek philosophy; and hisvolumes 
are among those monuments of nineteenth 
century German research which make one 
wonder what will remain for the scholars 
of the twentif th century to do. He brings 
to his task the two essential qualities- 
vbst learning, and thepower of moving a t  
pleasnre in the rarified atmosphere of ab- 
stractions. . . . It is evident that Mr. 
GOODWIN. to  whom this mart of the under- 

all the flowing ease of a well-written ori- 
ginal composition. . . . Taken as a whole, 
the book is one of profound value and 
interest. and while specially so to the phi- 
losopbicai stodent, mav be commended t o  
all thoughtful readers.' 

BRITISH QUARTERLY REVIEW. 

I takinz fell. had no sinecure in h k  work of 

PLATO end the OLDER ACADEMY. Translated by 

tranriktioi and velification. He has b e  
bravely through uith it, however, and 
both his work and that of Miss ALLEYNE, 
who translated the text, leave almost 
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by 0. J. REIOHEL, M.A. B.C.L. sometime Scholar of Queen's College, Oxford. Second 
Edition. thorouehlv revised. Crown Svo. 15s. 
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lated from the German of Dr. E. ZELLER by B. F. C.  COSTIILLOE, Balliol College, 
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X,* The volume announced above will complete the English Translation of 
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