
Class \5 Z BookZ,5'\ 

Library of Adelbert College \/. c 
of Western Reserve University, Cleveland, 0. 

Purchased from the Gift of ~h .. 9. .. 00 .. ~ . 
r\crrt. ~~ J-\~,n~, 1~~\. 



A HISTORY 

OF 

GREEK PHILOSOPHY 

VOL. II. 



I.OSDON: PRINTED BY 

SPOTTISWOODE AND CO., NEW-STREET SQUARE 

AND PARLIAMENT STREET 

) 



A HISTORY 
OF 

' 

GREEK PHILOSOPHY 
FROM THE EARLIEST PERIOD TO THE 

TIYIE OF SOCRATES 

WITH A GE 1V ER A L INT R 0 n UC TI 0 -'-V 

TRANSLA'rED FROM THE GERMAN OF 

DR E.· ZELLER 
PROFESSOR IN THE U~IVERSITY OF BER LIN 

BY 

S. F. ALLEYNE 

IN 11 WO VOLUMES 

VOL. II. 

c.. 
LONDON 

L 0 N GM AN S, GR E EN, AND C 0. 

1881 

All rights 1·eserved 



CONTENTS 
OF 

THE SECOND VOLUME. 

-~ 

THE PRE-SOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY. 

SECOND SECTION. 

HERACLEITlTS, EMPEDOCLES, THE ATOMISTS, 
ANAXAGORAS. 

I. llERACLEITUS. 

1. General standpoint and fundamental conceptions of the doc-
trine of .Heracleitus . 1 

2. Cosmology . 4 7 
3. Man: his knowledge and his actions 79 
4. Historical position and importance of Heracleitus. The 

Heracleiteans . 1 04 

II. EMPEDOCLES AND THE ATOMISTS. 

A. Empedocles: 
1. Universal bases of the physics of Empedocles : genera

tion and decay, primitive substances, and moving 
forces 

2. The world and its parts • 

3. Religious doctrines of Empedocles 
4. Scientific character and historical position of the Em

pedoclean doctrine . 

117 
145 
171 

184 



vi CONTENTS OF THE SECOND VOLU1llE. 

B. The Atomistic philosophy: 1>.AGE 

1. Physical bases of the system. Atoms and the Void . 207 
__. .. -··.,...~u~'''"'~,......_.,,....,11'\~.;.r~' ~~·:":;rt, 

2. Movement of the atoms. Formation and system of the 
universe. Inorganic nature... • • • • . . ?35 

3. Organic nature. Man : his knowledge and his actions . 253 
4. The Atomistic doctrine as a whole : its historical posi-

tion and importance. Later adherents of the school . 292 

III. ANAXAGORAS. 

1. Principles uf his system: Matter and Mind . • . . 321 
2. Odgin and system of the universe • • . 354 
3. Organic natures: Man • . . 363 
4. Anaxagoras in relation to his predecessors. Character and 

origin of his doctrine. The Anaxagorean school. Archelaus 373 

THE PRE-SOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY. 

THIRD SECTION. 

T H E S 0 P H I S T S. 

1. Origin of the Sophistic doctrine . • . 394 
2. External history of the Sophists . . . 407 
3. Teaching of the Sophists considered in its general character • 429 
4. Sophistic theory of knowledge and Eristic disputation . . 445 
5. Opinions of the Sophists concerning Virtue and Justice, 

Politics and Religion. Sophistic Rhetoric • . 469 
6. Value and historical importance of the Sophistic doctrine. 

The various tendencies included in it • • 496 

INDEX • • . 517 



,·"or, 

ERRATA. 

Page 24, 3, line 6-for infra, p. 555, 3, 3rd ed. read infra, p. 46, 1. 
,, 54 (first column), line 10--for inf. p. 708, 2, 3rd ed. read inf. 234, 2. 
,, 57, 2, line 7 (second column)--for heat and warmth read light and 

warmth. 
,, 59, 3-for p. 621, 2 read 57, 2. 
,, 69, n. line 12 (first column)--for Diog. ii. 8 (inf. p. 77) read Diog. 

ix. 8 (inf. p. 77, 1). 
,, 70, line 12 (second column)-for 363, 5 read 363, 2. 
,, 80, note 1-omit i. 614 sq. 
,, 96, note 2, line 12--for p. 601 sq. 3rd ed. read inf. 113 sq. 
,, 196, 1, line 12-for p. 707, 1, 4 read 148, 4; 149, 3. 
,, 207, 1, line 13-omit sometinies. 
,, 310, 1, line 2--for 294, 2 read 294, 4. 
,, 320, 2, line 1-for Diogenes read Diagoras. 
,, 412, line 6-for Leontium read Leontini. 
,, 453, 1-for p. 638, 1 read 630, 1. 
,, 453, 4, last line-for p. 638, 2 read 632, 2. 





rrHE PHILOSOPHY OF THE GREEKS 
IN ITS 

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT. 

THE PRE-SOCRATIC PHILOSOPHY. 

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

I. HERACLEITUS.1 

] . The general standpoint and fundarnental conceptions of 
the doctrine of Heracleitus. 

'VHILE 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 2 vvith that 

1 Schleiermacher, Herakleitos 
der Dunkle, etc. ; Mus. d. Alter
thumsw. i. 1807, p. 313 sqq. (now 
in Schleiermacher's Werke, 3 Abth. 
i. 1 sqq.) ; Bernays, Heraclitea, 
Bonn, 1848 ; ibid. Rhein. Mus. 
N. F. vii. 90 sqq., ix. 241 sqq.; ibid. 
Die Heraklitischen Brief'e, Berl. 
1869 ; Lassa11e, Die Philosophie 
Herakleitos des IJ1tnkeln. 1858. 
2 vols. ; Gladisch, Herakleitos und 
Zoroaster, 1859 ; Schuster, Hera
kleitos von Ephesus, 1873; Teich
miiller, Neue Stud. z. Gesch. d. 
Begrijfe. 1. H. Herakleitos, 1876. 

2 In Diog. ix. 1, the prime of 

VOL. II. 

Heracleitu~~s placed in the 6£th 
Olympiad (!04-500 B.c.), no doubt 
on the authority of Apollodorus, 
who takes his dates almost en
tirely from Eratosthenes. Similarly, 
EusAb. Ohron. gives 01. 70; Syn
cellus, p. 283, C. 01. 70, 1. He is 
described as a contemporary of Da
rius I. in the interpolateJ letters 
(Diog. ix. 13, cf. Clemens, St?·om. 
i. 302 B ; Epictet. Enchirid. 21 ), 
in which that prince invites him to 
his court, and Heracleitus declines 
the invitation. Eus6bius, however, 
and Syncellus, p. 254 C, place his 
prime in 01. 80, 2; ad. 81, 2; in the 

B 



HERACLEITUS. 

school there arose in Asia l\'.Iinor, at the opposite pole 
of the Greek civilised world, a system which developed 

80th or 8 !. st Olympiad, and this 
statement seems to derive confirma
tion from the fact that, according 
to Strabo, xiv. 1, i. 25, p. 642 (in 
comparison with his evidence no 
weight can be attached to the 8th 
of the so-called Heracli tean letters, 
p. 82,Bern.), Hermodorus the Ephe
sian, who, we are told by Pliny, H. 
Nat. xxxiv. 5, 21, and Pomponius, 
Digest. i. I, tit. 2, l. 2, § 4, assisted 
the Roman decemYiri in their legis
lation (01. 81, 4; 452 B.c.), was no 
other than the frj end of Heraclei
tus, whose banishment the philoso
pher could not forgi 'Te his country-

. men. (Strabo l. c., Diog. ix. 2, &c.; 
vide infra.) Fron1 this Her1nann in
ferred (De Pltilos. Ionic. JEtatt. p. 
10, 22), and SchwFgler agrPes with 
hi1n (Rom. Gesck. iii. 20 ; otherwise 
in Gesch. d. Grieck. Phil. 20, Kost
lin' s edition, where also, p. 79, the 
reference of Parmenides t.o Hera
clei tus~ which Bernays conjPc
tured, but which is irreconcile
:-i ble with Her1nann'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, in my trea
tise De Hermodoro Epkesio et 
Hennod. Plat. (J\'Iarb. 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 
its favour that Eusebius determines 
the date of A.naxagoras and Demo
critus more accurately than Apol
lodorus, but this is not the case. 
On the contrary, the statement 
]oses all weight by its glaring 

contradiction with the earlier 
utterances of the sarne author. 
Where Eusebius found the state
ment, and on what it is based, we 
do not know ; but if we remember 
that the prin1e of Heracleitus (not 
his death, as Hermann says: the 
words are clarus kabebatitr, co_q
noscebatnr, 7}Kµa.(E) is here made 
to cojncide almost exactly with the 
legislation of the decemviri, it 
appears probab!e that it arose from 
the supposition that Hermodorus, 
the friend of Heracleitus, enterrd 
into connection with the decemviri 
immediately after his b'1nishment, 
and that his banishment coincided 
with the &1oi.~ of the philosopher. 
Now the assertion of Diogenes can 
hardly be founded upon any accu
rate chronological tradition ; it is 
far more likely (as Die ls ur know
ledges, Rh. Mits. xxxi. 33 sq.) that 
its author knew only of the gene
ral statement that Heracleitus had 
been a contemporary of DariuR I., 
and that in accordance with this, he 
placed his prime in the 69th Olym
piad; i.e. in the middle of Darius's 
reign (01. 64, 3-73, 4). But that 
this theory is at any rate approxi
mately correct, and that the death 
of IIeracleitus ·cannot be placed 
later than 470-478 B.c., we find ex
tremely likely for other reasons. 
For though we may not lay much 
stress on the circumstance that, 
according to Sotion, ap. Diog. ix. 5, 
Heracleitus was regarded by many 
as a pupil of Xenophanes, the allu
sion to him by Epicbarmus, whfoh 
we have found probable vol. i. p. 53~, 
would imply that his doctrine was 
known in Sicily as early as 470 B.c.; 
and since he himself instances as 



HIS DATE AND LIFE. 3 

the same presupposition in a contrary direction, and 
regarded the one Being as something purely in motion 
and subject to perpetual change and separation. The 
author of this system is Heracleitus.1 

meL to whom varied knowledge has 
not brought wjsdom, only Xeno
phanes, Pytha2'o:ras and Hecatreus 
jn addition to Hesiod, this looks as 
if the later philosopher, and espe
cially his antipodes Parmeniiles, 
were unknown to him. Moreo'ter, 
the statements about Hermodorus 
do not by any means compel us to 
regard Heracleitus as later. For 
nrst, the theory that Hermodorus, 
who took part in the decemvirs' 
legiblation, was the same persC?n 
as the friend of Heracleitus is 
not based even by Strabo (as I 
have shown. l. c. p. 15) on trust
worthy tradition, but merely on a 
probable conjecture; and secondly, 
vve have no reason to assu1ne that 
Hermodorus was of the same age 
as Heracleitus. Supposing him to 
have 1)een 20 or 25 years younger, 
it would be qu1te possible to admit 
his participation in the lawgiving 
of the decemviri, without on that 
account altering the date of Hera
clei tus' death to the middle of the 
fifth century. We certainly cannot 
place the banish1nent of Hermo
dorus and the composition of Hera
clejtus' work earlier than 4 78 B.c., 
for the rise of democracy at Ephesus 
would scarcely have been possible 
before the deliverance from the 
Persian dominion. On the other 
hand this event may have given 
rise to the deliverance. Both 
theories are compatible with that 
supposition: on the one hand, that 
Heracleitus died in 475 B.c.; on 
the other, that Hermodorus as
sisted the decemviri in 452 B.C. 

Aristotle fixes the age of Hera
cleitus at 60, if the reading of the 
m11nuscripts in Diog. viii. 52 he 

'A ,,. ' ' \. correct: ptO'TOTE:l\.1}S 7ap Q.VTUV 

(Empedocles) ~TL TE ~HpalCAELTOV 
€~1,KOVTa ~TWV </J'YJffL TETEAEVT1JKEVaL. 
Rturz, however, instead of 'Hpd1e
A.eLTov reads <HpaKA.elo1J>, and Cobet 
has admitted this conjecture, which 
is favourably regarded by many 
authorities (more than a conjecture 
he does not consider it), into the 
text. It does not commend itself 
to ine as indispensable ; for it is 
perfectly conceivable that Aristotle 
may have connected the two men 
together jn reference to their age, 
and the biographer of Empedocles, 
here referred to by Diogenes (that 
these words, as well as the context, 
are deriYed from Apollodorus seems 
to me doubtful, in spite of the ob
servations of Diels, Rh. Mits. xxxiii. 
38), may have also quoted what he 
had taken the opportunity to say 
about Heracleitus, in the same 
way that in § 55 Philolaus is 
mentioned with Heraclei tus. On 
the other hand it is very possible 
that (Hpatc'A.ELTov inay have been a 
mistake for (HpaKA.eto11s; and we 
must therefore leave this question 
undecided like many others respect
ing the chronology of Heracleitus. 

1 The nati\~e city of Heraclei
tus, according to the unanimous 
testimony of the ancients, was 
Ephesus. Metapontum is substi
tuted by Justin, Cohort. c. 3, but 
this is merely a hasty inference 
from a passage in which Herac
leitus is named in connection with 

B 2 



4 HERA CLEIT US. 

The doctrine of Heracleitus, 1 like that of the· 

Hippasus of Metapontum; as was 
customary, in accordance with 
Arist. Metapk. i. 3, 984 a, 7. His 
father, according to Diog. ix. 1, &c., 
was called Blyson, but others name 
him Heracion (whom Schuster, p. 
362 sq., conjectures to have been his 
grandfather). That he belonged to 
a famjly of position is evident fron1 
the Rtatement of Antisthenes, ap. 
Diog. :ix. 6, that he resigned the 
dignity of /3a.ITLAEVs to his younger 
brother ; for this was an office 
hereditary in the family of An
droclus, the Codrid, founder of 
Ephesus (Strabo, xiv. 1, 3, p. 632; 
Bernays, HeracU-tea, 31 sq.). He 
held decidedly aristocratic opinions 
(vide infra), while his fellow-citi
zens 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. A.pol. i. 46; Apol. ii. 
8; Athenag. Supplio. 31, 27), is 
perhaps wholly derived from the 
fourth H eracli tean letter (cf. Ber
n a ys, Htrakl. Br. 35), and is ren
dered improbable by the silence of 
all ancient authorities. Concerning 
the last illness and death of Hera
cleitus all kinds of unauthenticated 
and sometimes contradictorv stories 
are to be found in Diog. ix: 3 sqq., 
Tatian, C. Grcec. c. 3, and elsewhere 
(cf. Bernays, Herakl. Briefe, p. 55 
sq.). If they have any historical 
foundation (Schuster thinks, p. 
247, they may haye a good cleal)1 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 ( ap. 
lJiog. ix. 6; cf. Pliny, H. N. vii. 
19, 80 ), and this is confirmed by 
the fragn1ents of his writings. But 
the anecdotes which Diogenes (ix. 
8 sq.) relates concerning his misan
thropy are worthless ; not to speak 
of the absurd assertion that he 
wept, and Democritus laughed, over 
everything (Lucian, Vit. Auct. c. 
13; Hippo1yt. Re.fut. ; . 4; Sen. 
De Ira, ii. l 0, 5 ; Tranqu. An. 15, 
2, &c.). As to any instructors 
that he may ha\·e had, ordinary 
tradition seems entirely ignorant ; 
which proves that the ancients 
(Clemens, Strom. i. 300 c, sqq. ; 
Diog. ix. 1 ; Pro<Rni. 13 sqq. ; 
similarly Galen, c. 2) found it im
possible to connect him with any 
school. It is, therefore, manifestly 
an error to represent him as a 
pupil of Xenophanes, which is 
done by Sotion, ap. Diog. ix. 5, or 
as a scholar of Hi ppasus, which 
is asserted by another account ( ap. 
Suid. 'HpalfJ\..), probably a miscon
ception of Arist. J.lfetapk. i. 3 ; or to 
connect him, as Hippolytus does, 
loc. cit., with the l!ythagorean 
ota.oox~- But that he claimed to 
have learned everything from him· 
self, to have known nothing iq 1:iis 
youth and all things afterwards 
(Diog. ix. 5; Stob. F~loril. 21, 7; 
Procl. in Tim. l 06 E ), seems 
merely an inference from some 
misapprehended utterances in his 
works. 

1 Our most trustworthy source 
of information in regard to the doc
trine 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 7tEpl <f>V<rECIJS. We are told 
in Diog. ix. 5 that it was divided 
into three A.61oi, ,/{s TE T011 7rEpl Tov 
7ra.VTOS tca.L TOV 7rOALTLKOV teal 8Eo
A.07t1<611. It is q1-lite possible (as 
Schuster remarks, p. 48 sqq. in op
position to Schleiern1acher, Werke 
z. Phil. ii. 25 sqq.) that the work 
may have contained several sec
tions, each devoted to a par
ticular bubject; and this may be 
brought into connection with the 
fact that, according to Diog. 12, it 
also bore the title of Moilrra.i ; if, 
like Sehuster, p. 57, we think 
of the three muses of the older 
inythology. (On the other hand, 
two more titles are given in Diog. 
12, which are certainly spurious ; 
cf. Bernays' He1racleit. 8 sq.) But 
there is no douLt that the Movrra.L 
originate with Plato, Sopk. 242 
D; not (as Sehuster, p. 329, 2, is 
inclined to suppose) with Hera
cleitus; and the names of the three 
sections given by Diogenes (as 
Schuster observes, p. 54 sq.) with 
the Alexandrian catalogues, and 
that these names correctly described 
the contents of the work is quite 
uncertain, as is proyed, among 
other eYidence, by the double titles 
of the Platonic dialogues. The 
fragments we possess contain very 
little that could be assigned to the 
sect.md section, and still less that is 
appropriate to the third, if the for
mer were really devoted. to polities 
and the latter to theology; and jt 
is the same thing, as we shall find, 
with the other traditions .concerning 
the doctrine of Heracleitus (cf. 
Susemihl, Jakrb. f. Philol. 1873, 
H. 10, 11, p. 714 sq.). I believe it 
to be impossible to recover the plan 
of the work, with any certainty, 

from the fragments in existence ; 
and Schuster's attempt at such a 
reconstruction is founded on sup
positions that are generally doubt
ful, and in some cases, it appears 
to me, more than doubtful. That 
this was the sole work of IIera
cleitus 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 <rv7pa.µµa iJ;;J. the singular, and 
not of av7paµµa.Ta, but because no 
other work was either quoted or 
commentated on by the ancients. In 
Plutarch, Adv. Col. 14, 2 'Hpa.tcA.Et
TOll 0€ Tov ZC1JpoarrTprw, we should 
read, with Diibner, 'Hpa.KA.Eloou 
(vide Bernays, Rh. A1us. -vii. 93 sq.), 
an amendment 'which of itself set
tles Schleiermacher's doubt as to 
the genuineness of this writing, and 
the trustworthiness of Plutarch's 
statements concerning Heracleitus 
(l. c.). David, Schol. in Arist. 19 b, 
7 j Hesych. Vir. fll. 'HpdtcA.; Schol. 
Bekker, in Platr p. 364, mention 
Heracleitus's <rv77pdµµaTa; but 
this is only a proof of their care
lessness. The Heracleitean letters 
cannot possibly be considered genu
ine. Concerning a metrical version 
of the Heracleitean doctrine. vide 
i1~fra, p. 21, 1. Whether Hera~leitus 
really deposited his work in the 
temple of Artemis, as is stated in 
Diog. ix. 6 and elsewhere, cannot 
be ascertained; if he did, it could 
not be for the sake of secrecy, as 
Tatian, C. Gr. c. 3, suggests. Nor 
can we suppose that his well-known 
obscurity (cf. Lucret. i. 639), which 
procured for him the title of <T«o
TEL11os among latAr writers (such as 
Pseudo-Arist .. De Mundo, c. 5, 
396 b, 20; Clem. Strom. v. 571, 
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the ordinary mode of thought. Look where be will, 

C), proceeded from discontent and 
misanthropy (vide Theophrastu~, 
ap. Diog. 6, and Luc. Vit. Auct. 
14) ; or from a wish to conceal his 
opinions (vide Diog. 6; Cic. N. IJ. 
i. 26, 74; iii. 14, 35; Divin. ii. 64, 
133, &c.). Against the latter view, 
vide Schleiermacher, p. 8 sqq. ; 
Krische, Forsckum.qen, p. 59. 
Schuster says in its fav·our (p. 54, 
72 sq., 7 5 sqq.) that Heracleitus 
had every reason to ·~onceal opinions 
whieh might have brought upon 
him an indictment for atheism; 
but on the other hand it is notice
able that in his fragments those 
judgments on religious usages and 
political conditions, which would 
have given the most violent offence, 
are enunciated in the plainest and 
boldest manner possible ( vide infra, 
opinions of Heracleitus on ethics 
and politics), while those propo
sitions which are difficult to under
stand, on account of the obscurity 
of the language, are precisely those 
which could in no way have en
dangered the philosopher, however 
clearly he might have expressed 
them. Not one of the ancients 
asserts that Heracleitus was pur
posely obscure in his writings, in 
order to avoid persecution. The 
cause of his obscurity seems to 
have lain partly in the difficulty of 
philosophic expositions at that 
epoch, and partly in his own pecu
liar character. He clothed his 
profound intuitions in the n1ost 
pregnant, solemn, and for the most 
part, symbolical expressions possi
ble, because these suited him best, 
and seemed best to correspond with 
the weight of his thoughts; and 
he was too sparing of words and 
too little practised in the art of 
con1position to escape the am-

biguity of syntactical arrangement, 
which was noticed by Aristotle 
(Rhet. iji. 5, 1407 b, 14; cf. De
metr. De Elocut. c. 192). He him
self characterises his language as a 
language adapted to the subject, 
when in Fr. 39, 38 (ap. Plut. Pytk. 
Orac. c. 6, 21, p. 397, 404; Clemens, 
Strom,. i. 30·1 U. and pseudo-Iambl. 
De Myster. iii. 8, refer to the first 
of these fragments, and not to some 
different utterance, and pseudo
Iambl. De M.11ster. iii. 15 to the 
second), according to the most pro
bable acceptation of thf'se frag
ments (which Lucian, l.c.,confirms), 
b.e compares his discourses to the 
earnest and unadorned words of an 
inspired sybil, the oracular sayings 
of the Delphic god. This oracular 
tone of the Heraclitean utterances 
ma.y be connected with the censure 
of Aristotle (Eth. N. vii. 4, 1146 b, 
2D; M. Mor. ii. 6, 1201 b, 5), who 
says he had as much confidence in 
his opinions as others had in their 
know led~e. When results, merely, 
without demonstration are to be 
set forth 1n a statuesque style, tbe 
distinction between the several gra
dations of certainty can neither be 
felt nor represented. The confi
dence with which Heracleitus sta
ted his co11victions is seen, among 
other examples, in the expression 
(Fr. 137; Olympiod. in Gorg. 87 
vide J ahn's Jahrb. Suppl. xiv. 267 ; 
cf. Diog. jx. 16) : A.e'}'w TOvTo 1eal 
7rapa IlEprtE<J>6vv &v. Vide also u~f'ra, 
where ' the one on whom he relies 
more than on thousan<ls,' is pri
marily himself. A remark attri
buted to Socrates on the difficulty 
of Heracleitus's exposition is given 
in Diog. ii. 22; ix. 11 sq. In Diog. 
ix. 15 sq., mention is also made of 
some ancient commentators of He-
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nowhere can our philosopher find true knowledge. 1 -

The mass of men has no intelligence for eternal truth, 
though it, is clear and obvious; that which they daily 
encounter, continues strange to them; whither their 
o\vn road leads is hidden from them; what they do 
when they are a"Take, they forget, as if it \Vere done 
in sleep ; 2 the order of the world, glorious as it is, 

raclei tus' s work. ·Brandis (Gr. 
Rom. Phil. i. 154), with good rea
son, on account of oth'jr passages, 
Diog. vi. 19, and ix. 6, doubts 
whether the Antisthenes here al
luded to is the Socratic philosopher 
(vide Schleiermacher, p. 5), and 
Lassalle makes the unfortunate 
suggestion, i. 3, that in Eus. Pr. Ev. 
xv. 13, 6, Antisthenes the Socratic 
is not colled 'HpaKAEOOTLK6s, but 
'HpaKAELTELOS, 'TLS av1}p 'TO cpp61171µa; 
cf. part II. a, 261. 4. In my quo
tation of the fragments, jn the fol
lowing pages, I use Schuster's 
enumeration, but at the same time 
mention from whence the fragments 
are taken. 

1 Frag. 13, ap. Stob. Floril. 3, 
81 : OK0(J'W11 AOf'OVS 1}KOVO"a ovoEls 
acf>LK11ELTaL (- EETO.L) ES TOV'l"O tfJO"TE 
7i11dJ<J'KEtv, 8TL aocp611 eUTL 7f'ri11Twv 

I Af I KE x wpL<l' µE11011. ter 'Y L"fVOO(J'KELV 
older editions have ;q 7?t.p eeos ~ 
871plo11 ; this was repudiated by 
Gaisford on the ground of the MSS., 
and was manifestly interpolated by 
some commentator who referred 
the O"ocpo11 7f'd.11Too11 KExoopt<l' µ€11011 to 
the seclusion of the wise, in mis
taken allusion to Arist. Polit. i. 2, 
1253 a, 29 ; cf. Lassalle, i. 344 sq. ; 
Schuster's defence of the authen
ticity of the words p. 44, does not 
convince me. In the words 8TL 
a'ocpov, etc., Lassalle refers <J'ocp'o11 
to the divine wisdom, and therefore 
explains them thus: ' That the 

absolute is exempt from all sensible 
existence, that it is the negative.' 
To me it seems more likely that 
the true meaning is this: 'None 
attains to understand that wisdon1 
is separated from all things,' that 
is, has to go its own way, diverging 
from general opinion. This does 
not contradict E7f'Eu8at Tep ~v11cp, as 
Schuster (p. 42) believes, for ~v11011 
is something different from the 
opinion of the people. Schuster'R 
explanation, which is that of 
Heinze (Lehre vom Logos, p. 32), 
' that wisdom is the portion of 
none,' as far as I can see, does not 
harmonise any better with his con
ception of ~u11ov. In order to 
decide with certainty as to the 
sense of the words, we should know 
the connection in which they stand. 

2 Fr. 3, 4, ap. Arist. Rhet. iii. 
5, 1407 b, 16 ; Sext. Math. vii. 
132 (who both say that this was 
the beginning of Heracleitus's 
work); Clem. Strom. v. 602 D; 
Hippol. Refut. ix. 9 : Tov A07ov 

"'s:-> ) ' 1 ,.. ,, 'TOVu E011TOS a . : 'TOV 011TOS or 
'Tov oeo11Tos ; the latter, which is 
the usual reading in our A ristote
lian text, is inadn1issible, if only 
for the reason that in that case the 
aE~ cannot be connected wjth the 
preceding context, whereas Aris
totle expressly remarks that we 
do not know whether it belongs to 
what goes before, or what follows 
it; it seems to me Aristotle must 
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llave read Tovoe «$vTo~, and Hera
cleitus must have written: -rovo, 
)6 ~~ >& ) \ ' t ' E VTOS or TO VUE E VT. a.LEI. Clc;VVETOL 
' ), e ' 6 e .. , 'Yt.VOVTa.L av panroL Km 7rp <J' ev ?J 

atcovuai iced a1eov<J'a11res TO 7rpwrov • 

7 tvoµ,€v(J)v 7a p 7fav-rwv 1ea-ra -rov 
A.6"}'0V -r6voe a7relpot<J'LV (so Bern. 
Mull. Schust. read) €ol1ea<J'L 7retpw-

' I \ y f µevoL E7rE(J)V KaL ep7(J)v TOLOVT(J)V 
c I >'\.s:- ~ 'I OKOL(J)V E""fW UL'YJ'YEvµaL tcaTa. cpvuLv 
~ ' a \ L~ u uLa.lpE(J)V EKO.O"TOV Ka, cppo..~wv OK(J)S 
y \ ~\ )/ ' ll I 
EXE£' TOVS ue O.AAOUS a.vup(J)7r0VS 
,. e' c 6 ' e' ,.. 1\.0.V a.VEL OK <J'a. e7ep EVTES 1r0LOV<J' L 

( -€ovu1.) 8K(J)0"7rep 01e6ua evoov-res 
E7rL~av8dvovTai. In this much dis
puted fragment I think, with Heinze, 
l. c. 1 o, and elsewhere, that ae2 is 
to be connected with e&v-ros; the 
A.67os. in my opinion, refers indeed 
primarily to the discourse, but also 
to the contents of the discourse, 
the truth expressed in it; a confu
sion and identification of different 
ideas, united and apparently in
cluded in one word, which should 
least of all surprise us in Heraclei
tus. He says: 'This discourse (the 
theory of the world laid down in 
his work) is not recognised by men, 
although it ever exists (i.e. that 
which always exists, contains the 
eternal order of things, the eternal 
truth), for although all happens ac
cording to it (and thus its truth is 
confirmed by all facts universally) 
men behave as if they had never had 
a,ny experience of it, when words or 
things present themselves to them, 
as I here represent them' (when 
the views here brought forward are 
shown them by instruction or by 
their own perceptions). Schuster, 
18 sq., refers the A.07os to the 
' revelation which nature offers us 
in audible speech.' But even if 
we are to understand by "Ytvoµev(J)v 

I d h y I 7ra.11T(J)V, etc., an t e EP'Y(J)V TOLOVT'41v, 
etc., that all corresponds with the 
A.67os of which Heracleitus is 
speaking, the A.07os is not described 

as the discourse of nature ; and 
nature is not only not mentioned 
as the discoursing subject, but is not 
named at all. In order to ascribe 
this signification to the 'A.67os, we 
must suppose that -rovoe refers to 
a previous definition of the A.67os , 
as 'A.67os -ri]s cpvffe(J)s. That there 
was any such previous definition, 
is improbable, as this passage stood 
at thA commencement of Hera
cleitus's work; and even if its 
first words (as Hippolytus states) 
ran thus : TOV o~ i\67ou TOVOE, we 
need not refer the oE to anything 
besides the title of the writing (in 
which A.67os 7repl cpv<J'ios may have 
occurred) ; we need not suppose 
with Schuster, p. 13 sqq., that a 
long introduction, and one, as it 
seems to me, so iittle in harmony 
with the tone of the rest, preceded 
what Heracleitus had said, accord
ing to Aristotle, EV 7fi apxfi TOV 
<l'try7p&µµa-ros, according to 8extu s 
€va.px6µ,evos TfiJv 7repl cpr~<J'E(J)S. If 
so, however, the twice repeated ooe, 
as in the commencement of Hero
dotus's history, can only refer to 
the Heracleite.an work itself. Cf. 
also Fr. 2, Clem; Strmn. ii. 362 
A : ov yap cppov€ouut ToLa.v-ra. 7roi\'A.ol 
OKO<J'OL (for which perhaps we should 
read: oKo<rots cf. oTs E"}'tcvpov<J'L ap. 
M A • 46) > I '"' \ . ur. IV. e71evp<l'evou<J'tv, ovoe 
µa.8611-res 'YLvc/Ju1eov<J'L €av-roi:<J't OE 
001e€ouut. Fr. 1, Hippol. l. c. : 
E~'f/7rdT1JVTat o[ llv8pw7ro1. 7rpOs -r1,v 
'YVW<l'Lv -rwv cpavepwv, etc. M. Aurel. 
iv. 46 : &el 70V 'Hpa.ICJ\ELTELoV µeµv1/
<J'8at OTL 'YTJS e&va.TOS fJorop 'YEVEtrOat, 
etc., µeµvi]<J'Oa.L o~ tca2 TOV ,, E7rLA.av
eavoµ,€vou p GOOS lt.7e1.·" Ka.l ()TL ,, cP 
µdl\wTa OL'f}VEKWS oµtl\OV<J'L AO'Yft'," 
-r~ Ta or..a. owt1eovvTL, "-rov-rq; oia.cp€
povTm, teal o'fs 1ea8' 7Jµ,€pav E'Ytcvpol;ut, 
Ta.v-ra. a.uTots ~iva cpa.iveTa.1.·" 1ea.l OTL 
'' ov oe£ 8J<J'7rep KaOevoovTa.s 1rote'iv 

\ 1' ' " \ Cf > ~ " ICU.I. 1'-E""/ELV • • • Kai. OTL OV UEL 

" 7ra.'i:oa.s TOKE(J)V " [ sc. A.67ovs A.€7etv 
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for them does not exist.1 Truth seems to them in
credible ; 2 they are deaf to it, even when it reaches 
their ears; 3 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,5 their best course 
would be to conceal their ignorance. 6 Irrational as 
_they are, they abide by the sayings of the po~ts and 
or somethjng of the kind J, TovT' 
E<iTL tcaTa t/JtA.011tca86TL7rapEtA.f}cpaµev. 
The words marked as a quotation 
I agree ·with Bernays, Rh. Mits. 
vii. 107, in regarding as cited from 
Heracleitus, but manifestly only 
from memory, and therefore not 
altogether literally. The words in 
Hippocr. 7r. Ota.LT. i. 5 (if taken from 
Heracleitus) must belong to the 

• \ ' \ I same connection: KaL Ta µev 7rp'f/<r-
crov<rt outc otoa<rw, & [l. o'toa<ri, Ta] 
~ \ ' I ~ ' '~ I uE OU 7rp'Y}<1<iOV<iL uOKEOV<iLV ElUEVaL, 

\ \ 'c~ ' ' ICO.L Ta µfll opwcrtv OU 'YLllW<iKOV<iLV, 
.. ' Cf ' ~ I I ~ , aA.l\. oµws a;µTot<rt 7ra11Ta 'YLVETat uL 
., I 8 ( \ t.\ /J. /"}. \ t.\ ava-yK'Y}V EL'Y}V /(.0,/, a JJOVt\.OVTaL Kat a 
µ1] {3oVAOVTaL. 

1 In this sense, as blaming the 
ordinary mode of conception, I un
derstand, at any rate conjecturally, 
the fragmentary words in Theo
phrast. Metapk. 314 (Fr. 12, 15, 
Wimm.): &<r7rep <rap~ (for which 
Wimmer conjectures <rwpos, and 

~ Bernays ap. Schuster, p. 390, <rd.pov, 
off-scourings ; crd.pos, which signifies 
the same, is still nearer) elK.1] K~X'J-

, c I ' (H I µevwv o KaA.A.tcrTos, <pr;cnv paKAEL-
-ros, 1e6<rµos. Schuster supposes this 
to be Heracleitus's own opinion ; 
but neither of the two explanations 
he proposes, is satisfactory to me. 

2 This at least may be the 
meaning of Fr. 37; Clem. Str01n. v. 
5 lA c I \ S:- I \ ' 9 : 0.1rL<iTLIJ 'Yap utacpv-y"}1ClVEt µ11 
'YLPdJ<rK.e<rfJaL. The preceding words 
in Clemens I do not believe to be 
from Heracleitus, partly because 

J3a8'Y} T~s 'Yvd.JIJ'ews is an expression 
which reminds us so strongly of 
Christian language (cf. 1 Cor. ii. 
10; Rev. ii. 2-1; 1 Cor. viii. 1, 7 ; 
2 Cor. x. 5, and other passages), 
and partly because for the reasons 
already given, supra, p. 6. I can
not agree with Schuster, who, p. 72, 
finds in this fragment a recom
mendation to guard against perse
cution by means of mistrustful 
precaution. 

3 Fr. 5 ; Theod. Our. Gr. A.ff. 
70, p. 13; Clem. Strom. v. 604 
A 'ti ' I "' .2 I : 0.c_;VVETOL o.IWV<iO.VTES KW</JULS t:OL-
ICU.<iL" cprJ.T LS U.UTOL<iL µapT up EEL (the 
proverb witnesses concerning them) 

I ' ~ 7rapeovTas Cl11"E.t.VaL. 
4 Fr. 28 ; Arist. Eth. N. x. 5, 

1176 a, 6: cHpaKA.etT6s </JTJ<rtv, 6vov 
I :io.,, C"}.fe ~"}."}. ,, I 

<JvpµaT 0.11 Et\.E(J' at µa.1\.1\.QV TJ XPV£1'011. 
Fr. 36; Plut. An Seni s. _qer. resp. 
c. 7, p. 787 : tcuves 'Yap 1eal J3av(ovcrtv ,, ~ ' , e, 'H , DV v..'V µ1] ""/l.VW<iKW<it Ka paKAEL70V. 
I give to these and similar sayings, 
which have only reached us in frag
ments, the signification which 
seems to me the most probable, 
without absolutely vouching for it, 

5 J/r. 32; Clem. Str. ii. 369 D: 
°' ~ ' ~ I ., ~' 3 -(J,,/{OU<J'O.L OVK E1rUlTaµevot ouu EL7rEL'V. 

6 F'r. 31 ; ap. Stob. Florll. 3, 
82: 1CpV7rTEtV aµa6l'Y]V KpE<i(]'OV (fl E') 
TO µ€crov cpepeiv) ; this addition 
seems later. Plutarch differs son1e
what in his interpretR-tion, as we 
find in several places ; cf. Schleierm. 
p. 11 ; Mull. 315; Schuster, 71.. 
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tbe 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 ; 1 and that one great man is ·worth more than 
thousands of evil persons.2 Even those who have earned 
the fame of superior iyvisdom in most cases fare very 
little ·better at the bands of Heracleitus. He sees in them 
far more diversity of knowledge than real intelligence. 
On Hesiod and Archilochus, on Pythagoras, Xenophanes 
and Hecatreus, but above all, on Homer, he passed the 
severest judgmP-nts; 3 a few only of the so-called seven 
wise men are treated by him with more respect .. 4 How-

1 Fr. 71, as this is restored by 
l~ernays, Heracl. 32 sq. ; cf. Schus
ter, 68 sq. (in preference to Las
sallP, ii. 303): from Prncl. in 
.Ale{;. p. 255 ; Creuz. iii. 115, Cous. ; 
Clen1. Strom. v. 576 A: Tts '}'ap 
auTwv l sc. TW117roA.A.w11 J v6o~ :>(i cpp1}11 ; 
~I ~ ~ "" C' \ ~ ~ u'f/µ.wv aowow L E7r011TaL Kat uwa-

, (1 ) f < I ' <rKaA.<p • -A(J)11 xpeovTaL oµtA.<.p, ov1e 
elo6Tcs oTL 7roA.A.ol 1eatcol 0A.f7oi 0€ ' e I r I \ <\ ., / f a7a ot. atpeo/J'rai 'Yap E 11 all'na 7raV-• ,, ""' .,, e ~ 'TW11 oL apLITTOL 1C1\.eos aE11ao11 11rrrwv, 
OL oe 7f'OAAOL /CEICOp1}v'TaL 31ew1T7rEp 
1<.r1,11ea. The remainder is an ex
planatory addition of Clemens. In 
my interpretation of the last pro
position, I differ from Bernays, 
La::;salle (ii. 436 sq.) and Schuster, 
who make 6v71Tw11 dependent on 
1<.A.eos. Bernays sees in the juxta
position of the words, ICA.eos a€11aov 
8v71Tw11, an ironical allusion to the 
worthlessness of that which even 
the best desire. Lassalle finds j n 
them the thought that fame is the 
reaUsed infinity of finite man. 

2 Fr. 30, according to Bernays, 
loc. cit. p. 35; ap. Theodor. Prodr. 

(Laz. Miscel. p. 20) ; cf Symma
chus, Epist. ix. 115; Diog. ix. 16: 
o eTs µvpw1, 7rap' 'Hpa1<.A.el-r·<t' €av 
uptlTTos j]. Olympiodor. in Gor.q. 
p. 87 (Jahn's Jahrb. Supplementb . 
xiv. 267) gives: efs €µol avrl 
7roA.A.w11. Similarly, Seneca~ Ep. 7, 
l 0, repre~ents Democritus as ,say
ing : l!n1ts mihi pro popuJo est et 
pop1tt1tS pro uno, and it is possilJle 
that Democritus, in whom we ~hall 
find other echoes of Heracleitus, 
may have taken this saying from 
him. 

3 Cf. on this point Fr. 22 sq. 
(sup. vol. i. p. 336, 5; 510, 4); Fr. 
25 ( i1~fra, p. 16, 1) ; Fr. 134 ; Diog. 
· 1 6 e' c'o " ,, t ix. : T 11 µ71po11 e<J>au1ee11 ac,;w11 
EK 'TW11 a7'611w11 (which we must pri
marily refer to the a7WVES µouULICOl) 
€1<./3aA.A.eu8a1. 1eal pa7rl(ea8at Kal , Ap
x£A.oxo11 oµotws. Fr. 76 (vide inf. 
p. 32, 1 ). Heracleitus censures 
Homer, because he would do a way 
with strife. 

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

According to Heracleitus, the radical error in the 
popular mode of presentation consists in its attributing 
to things a permanence of Being which does not belong 
to them. The truth is that there is nothing fixed and 
permanent in the world, but all is involved in constant 
change,1 like a stream in which new \vaves are continu
ally displacing their predecessors; 2 and this means not 

by Alcreus, ap. Diog. i. 76, can 
hardly be our philosopher. 

1 Plato~ Thecet. l 60 D: tca-ra 
'H I .. c I • • • patel\.EL'TOV • • • 01.0V pEvµa7a 

KL11Et<T8at 'Ta 7ra11 ra. Ibid. 152 D 
('i?~f. p. 18, 2); Crat. 401 D: Ka8' 
'Hpa1eA.et'Tov '&.v 'h'Yo'ivro Ta l>v-ra Uvat 
TE 7rd.v'Ta Kal µ€vetv ovo€v. Ibid. 
402 A: "Ae'YeL 7rov 'Hp&.K"A. 3Tt ?ravTa 

" \ >~\ I \ '"' xwpet Kat. OVuEV µEVEL, KaL 'TrOTaµov 
C ~ ' Ir \ >f "\. I C ~\ 
pop a7rELKa~wv 'Ta 0117 a ~E'YEL WS ULS 
'\. ,, \. '~' 'tJ.' ES 'TUV av'TOV 1f0Taµuv OUK av EµfJaLr}S. 
Ibid. 412 D : 'TO 7rav elvat ~v 7rope£q., 

\. "\.' ' .... ~ ,{ 'TU • • • 'TrO~V aVTOV • • • 'TOLOV'TuV 
'TL ElVaL, OLo'V OfJOEV lt"J\"J\o ~ XWPELJI, 
Soph. 242 C sqq.; vide inf. p. 33, 1; 
Arjst. Metapk. iv. 5, 1010 a., 13 
( vide next note). lbid. 1, 6, sub 
jnit.: -ra'is 'HpaKAEL'TELoLS OO~aL~, ws 
a7raVTWJI 'T6JV af.a-8TJ'TWV ael peiJVTWV 

,, .t.. \ , .... '"' KCIL €7rL<J'T11µTJS 7rEpL av'rwv OVK OV<TTJS. 
Ibid. xiii. 4, 1078 b, 14: To'is 'Hpa
KAELTElots "J\6'Yots &s 7r6.rnwv 'TWV 
'e .... "'' 1 DA ·2 at<T TJ'T"-'11 aet. peov'Twv. e 1i. 1. , 

405 a, 28 (after the quotation, 
538, 2, 3) : ~V KLV1}<YEL o' elvaL Ta 
)/ ' .... )/ \ c OVTa KaKELVOS (i.,ETO /Cat. OL 1roA.-

' 
"J\ol. T{)p. i. 11, 104 b, 21 : OTL 

I .... ll' 'H I "). 'lraVTa KLVELT.l.L Kav paK1\.ELTOV. 
Phys. viii. 3, 253 b, 9 (infra, p. 
15, 1); De CC£lo, iii. 1, 298 b, 29 
(inf. p. 21, 1 ). Also later writers, 
as A lex. in Top. p. 43 ; Schol. in 

Arist. 259 b, 9 ; in 11fetaph. iv. 8, 
p. 298, 10 Bon. ; Pseudo-Alex. in 
Metaph. xiii. 4, 9, p. 717, 14, 765, 
12 Bon.; Ammon. De lnterpr. 9; 
Schol. in Ar. 98 a, 37 ; Diog. ix. 
8 ; Lucian, V. Aiwt. 14 ; Sext. 
Pyrrh. iii. 115; Plut. Plac. i. 23, 
6; Stob. Eel. L 396, 318. The 
san1e theory j s presupposed by 
Epicharmus, vide supra, vol. i. 
529 sq. 

2 Plato, Crat. 402 A, vide pre
Yious note; Plut. de Ei ap. D. c. 
18 : 7rOTaµ<i 'YUP ovK ~<FT 111 € µ/37} vat 
~\ .... ' " ll' c H I "\. '~' ULS 'T!p aV7CfJ KCl..u pa.K~EL'TOV, ouue 
e "" ' ' ~' ~,,I I LI ' C' t VTJTTJS ovcnas ULS a'l'aCT'.laL Ka'Ta Er;LV, 
:> ' 'ti \ I 0 " aA."J\ Or;V'fTJTL Ka, 'TaXEL µe'TaJJOA7JS 
" tJKLOVTJ<YL Kal 1T'aAL'I/ crvvd.'YEL " . • • 
,, 7rpoCTELCTL Kal a7rEL<TL." I consider 
that these words are from IIera
cleitus, and SchleiPrmacher js also 
of that opinion, vi de p. 30. The 
words in the sixth Heraclitean let
ter (as :Bernays rightly obserYes, 
p. 55): [ o 8eos J "crvv&.'Yet Td <TKLO
vd.µeva" point to this. On the other 
hand, the words, OUOE • • . Ka-ra 
e~iv, appear to me to be an explanH
torv addition of Plutarch. Hera
cle{tus can scarcely have spoken of 
8vTJ-r1/ ov<Yla; and we can hardly help 
seeing_ in Ka'f'a f.~tv (which Schus
ter, p. 91, finds a difficulty) the 
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merely that all individual existences are fleeting, but 
that a/riy continuance in the state of a thing is a delu
sion, as we are distinct! y assured by Heraclei tus himself, 
as well as by all our other authorities from Plato and 
Aristotle on\vards. 1 Nothing remains what it is, every-

Aristotelian Stoic form of expres
sion. The same expression is used 
by Plut. des. Num,. Vind. c. 15, end 
p. 559; Qu. Nat. 2, 3, p. 912; 
Simpl. Phys. 17 a, m, 308 b; 
Plut. Qu. Nat. adds, e-repa 1ap 
E7rtppe'i tfoa-ra; more fully Clean
thes, ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xvi. 20, 1 : 
~H I I Cf ~ 

paKA . ••• AE')'WV OVTWS" 'lrOTaµoun 

TO'i<TtV av-ro'i<Tiv €µ$at1/ov<Ttv ETepa Kal 

€Te pa UOaTa brtppet (the rest Cannot 
be regarded as Heracleitean). In 
Heracleitus, Alleg. hom. c. ~4, p. 
51, Mehl. we find: 7roraµo'is -rol:s 
'~'o'' '''a' alJ'tOLS eµf'Jaivoµev TE Kat OUK eµJJaL-

voµev, elµ€v -re Kal ouK elµev, which 
n1ay be explained thus: 'We only 
8eem to descend into the same 
:river, idPntical ·with itself; in 
trurh, we do not descend into the 
sam0~ for during our descent it is 
c.:hanging ; and so we ourselves are 
and are not, because we also are 
constantly changing' (Schuster's 
interpretation, p. 88-' wear~ in it, 
and at the same time no louger in 
it,' is less satisfactory to me). The 
words, however, likewjse admit of 
another interpretation : 'In truth 
we do not go down into the same 
i·iver, and we are not the S(:lme 
(after eTµev we may supply ol 

aurol from the preceding context) 
as before.' Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 
1010 a, 12, is in favour of this 
interpretation: ( Kpa-roA.os) ( Hpa-

1. { ' r ~ 6 Cl ~\ " 
/CA.€ 'T'fJ E1f'ETLµa EL'lr VTt, OTL UL5 T'fJ 

av-rep 'lrOTaµip OU!i ~(J"'TL'll €µ{3ijvai· 
, \. \ >I ) ~' cl t .£' • f av-rus ')'ap <f!E70 ovu aira.r;; ior I 

Heracleitus had also said :his, 
there was no reason for the censure. 

So does Seneca, Ep. 58, 23 : Hoc 
est, qiwd ait Heraclit1ts: 'in idem 
fiumen bis descendi1nus et non de
scenclimus.' The latter pas8age 
might be quoted in fayour of 
Schleiermacher's conjecture, l. c. 
143, that in Heracleitus (Alleg. 
Hom. I. c.) " ois '' should be inserted 
after 7roraµo'is rro'is auTo'is ; but it 
seems to nie more probable that the 
'bis' in Seneca is an explanatory 
addition taken from the famous 
proposition : 'We cannot descend 
twice into the same river.' Schus
ter's restoration of the text of lle
racleitus from the above quotations 
(p. 86 sqq.) is not at all clear to 
me. All the expressions here cited 
need not necessarily be taken from 
one and the same place. 

1 Schuster, p. 201 sq., has been at 
much pains to prove that Heraclei
tus, in the sentences quoted above, 
merely intended to express the 
thought 'that nothing in the world 
escapes the final destruction.' I 
cannot, however, satisfy myself that 
his argument is really satisfactory. 
In the first place, it may well be 
doubted whether the original ex
pres~ion of the Heracleitean doc
trine (as he Lelieves, vide p. 86), 
is to be found in th~ words 7ra11-ra 

xwpet KaL ovo~v µ€vet, Grat. 402 A 
(vide the last note but onA ). It is 
not altngether clt>ar from this pas
sage whPther these were actually 
the words of Heracleitus: it is also 
very improbable that, if they were, 
he should not often have recurred 
t<.f his original view; and in that 
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thing passes into its opposite, all comes out of all ; all 
is all. The day is sometimes longer, sometimes shorter ; 
case we might conjecture that he 
would not always have employed 
one and the same forrnula. Why 
the expression adduced by Schuster 
should be more authentic than the 
others that have been handed 

h h ' c " down to us ; w y t e 7ra11Ta petv 

which is mentioned by Aristotle 
three times (De 0r£lo, iii. 1, Metaph. 
1, 6, and IJe An. i. 2, Yide, infra, 
p. 22, 4) ; or the corresponding 
passage, o'fov pevµaTa 1eivel.'o-8aL ,,.u_ 
7ra11Ta, which is quoted in Plato as 
a saying of Heracleitus, Thecet. 160 
D, should not equally reproduce 
his own words; why he should 
have said 7ravTa xwpe'i, and not 
(according to Grat. 40 1 D) lE vat 

' f \ I '~\ 't d Ta 7ravTa ICaL P,EJIELV OUuEJI, 1 oes 
not appear. Whatever exprAssion 
Heracleitus may have employed, 
the chief quPstion is, what he 
meant bv it. And he himself leaves 
no doubt upon this point. The 
river, which labititr et labetur in 
omne vclubilis cemPrn, would have 
been a very inappropriate illustra
tion of the proposition that all 
thing:; in time come to an end ; 
but it is perfectly just in regard to 
the constant change of things. 
This is clearly inarked by Hera
cleitus as the point of compurison, 
when he sRys that we cannot go 
down twice into the same river. 
\Vhether the river flowed on eter
nally, or at s0me time or other 
came to an end, is, in reference to 
this point, quite immaterial. But 
even if the explanations of Hera
cleitus had been less equivocal 
than they are, the opinion of the 
writers who were acquainted with 
his works, not as we know then1, 
in sn1all fragments, but in th~ir 
whole connection, would be decisive. 

These writers are unanimously 
agreed that he denied any perma
nent state of things. Schuster says 
(p. 207 sq.) that Plato was the 
first to ascribe this meaning to 
7rtt11Ta xwpe'i-that Aristotle fol
lowed his example, but betrayed 
in Phys. viii. 3, that he had not 
himself found a definite explanation 
of the words in Heracleitus's work. 
For my part, I can charge neither 
Plato nor Aristotle, nor even Plu
tarch, nor Alexander, who were 
equally in possession of this much 
read book, with s~ careless and 
superficial an account; and I do not 
see what can justify us, even irre
spectively of Heracleitus's own 
assertions, in opposing their unani
mous declarations with a theory 
which cannot bring forward a 
Hingle witness in its defence. For 
eYen Phys. viii. 3 pron-'s nothing. 
Aristotle here says, 253 b, 9 : cpa(}t ,... e ~ ,, , , , 
TLVE~ ICLVEUJ' at TWV OJITWV OU Ta ,UEV 
' ~) ';\. ' "). ' ' \ ) \ ) ' Ta u ou, O.t\.Aa 7r0.VTa l<.aL 0.EL, a'AA.ct 

e f \ C I 'e A.av avELV T'YJV 'YJP,ETEpa.11 aio- 'YJO"L11. 
\_ •' ! ' ~ I/" ! 

1rf1US ous ICaL7T'Ep OU utopL~OVTas 1r0La11 
I "). I <JI. ' ' ICLV'YJ<TLll t\.E'YOUO"Lll, ?J 7ra<Ta~, OU xaAE· 

'!rOV a7rC:.VT1/0-aL. He therefore ex
pressly attributes to Heracleitus 
(with wh01n this passage is prima
rily concerned) the assertion that 
all things are involved in JWrpetual 
change. He fails, however, to fincl 
in Heracleitus a distinct explana
tion as to the kind of change that 
is here meant ; and he goes on to 
show in regard to all kinds of 
change,-increase and diminution, 
transformation and change of place 
(cf. Part n. 290, 3rd ed.), that they 
cannot go on uninterruptedly. But 
what follows from this? What is 
there to show that Aristotle's ac
count of the matter may not have 
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and so is the night; heat and moisture alternate; the 
sun is at one period nearer to us and at another farther 
been correct; viz., that Heracleitus 
distinctly maintained the perpetual 
variation of things, .and proved it 
(as we shall find) by many ex
amples, but that he did not, like 
Aristotle, distinguish logically the 
various kinds of change, and there
fore in places where he announced 
his proposition in a general man
ner, he held to the indeterminate 
conception of the motion (or the 
flux) of all things, without explain
ing wherein this motion consisted; 
·whether the place, or the size, or 
the n1aterial constitution of things, 
or all these at once, were constantly 
chang-i ng. In Plato, also, Tliemt. 
181 B sqq., the proposition that, 
accordin~ to the Heracleitean doc-

• I " f ') \ tr1ne, -rravTa 1Ta<rav KL111J<TLV aEL 

1e1.vE'LTar., everything is perpetually 
changing its place as well as its 
constitution (is subject to a con
stant aA.A.o[w<TLS as Well as a 7rEpt

'f>opa ), is indeed declared to be the 
proper sense of the doctrine, but in 
such a manner that ·we can plainly 
see that it wv.s Plato who first 
discriminated these two kinds of 
motion. Schuster is of opinion that 
to assume the perpetual change 
of individuRils would lead to the 
gre~test difficulties. If we suppose 
that their shape is perpetually 
changing (which no one, so far as 
I know, ascribes to Heracleitus), 
this is contradicted by the continu
ance of the earth, sea, and sky, of 
sou ls after death, etc. If they 
are constantly changing their 
substance for some other sub
stance, this theory is compatible 
neither with the period of the 
world's conflagration, nor with the 
following period in which all is 
sea ( vide iufra, Her. Cosni.), nor 

even with the present cosmical 
period ; it would only be in keep
ing with the idea that everything 
is, at every moment, changing all 
its old parts for new; that the 
world is everymoment. as by magic, 
disappearing and reappearing-~ 
which we can hardly suppoRe to 
have been the opinion of Hera
cleitus. But in order to refute the 
accounts of his doctrine by these 
consequences, two things must first 
be demonstrated. First, that 
Heracleitus, in case the accounts 
are correct, himself drew these 
inferences; and secondly, that he 
found difficulty in them. And 
neither of these two presupposi
tionR can I admit. How do we 
know that Heracleitus, if he held 
the perpetual transformation of 
substances, regarded this transfor
mation as taking placemornentarily, 
and not gradually, now quickly, 
and now slowly ? or that he ever 
said to himself, 'If all is constantly 
changing, this must be true of the 
smaliest particles of matter?' How 
again do we know that from his point 
of view such an absolute transfor
mation of substances would seem 
unthinkable? Even on this pre
supposition, the apparent perma
nence of particular things, even 
their continuance till the end of 
the world, would be perfectly ex
plicable, if we also suppose th:it 
what they lose on one side wouid 
be made up to th em on the other ; 
which, according to p. 559 sq., 3rd 
ed., seems to have been actually 
Heracleitus's opinion. Cf. with 
the preceding observations, Suse
mihl, l. e. 725 sq.; Siebeck, Ztschr . 
. f. Phil. !xvii. 245 sq. ; 'feichmi.iller, 
Neuc Stitdien, i. 118 sqq. The 
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awav. The visible passes into the invisible, the in-
v 

visible again into the visible; one thing takes the 
place of another, or is lost 1y means of the other ; the 
great is nourished by the small, the small by the great. 
From man, too, nature takes some parts, while at the 
same time she gives him others; she makes him 
greater by giving to him, and less by taking a'vay, and 
both coincide.1 Day and night are the same; that is, 

last-mentioned author believes that 
Heracleitus -opposed his doctrine 
of the flux of all things to thR 
assertion of Xenophanes that the 
Deity is unn1oved. I cannot agree 
with this conjecture-for Xeno
phanes denies motion only of tllf~ 
Deity (vide supra, vol. i. p. 543 : 
566), whereas the proposition of 
Heracleitus refers to things, and 
not to the Deity as such. 

1 This is in the passage of the 
Pseudo-Hiµpocrates, 7r. otalTTJS, i. 
4 sqq., which Bernays, Heracl. 10 
sqq., supposAs (irrespectively of 
many additions by Hippocrates 
himself) to have been taken from 
the work of Heracleitus, though 
perhap8 only the writing or the 
information of some disciple of 
I-f eracleitus may have been made 
use of (further details, p. 57 0, 
third edition). I take from it what 
seems to me, at any rate, according 
to the sense, to belong to Heraclei
tus ; where words are wanting in 
our text, this is indicated ; ~XEL oe 
CfJoe 'YEVE<J'8aL 1eal a7roA.J<J'8at TWUTO, 
~vµµL'YrJvat Kal otaKpt81/vaL Twur6. 
~rhis latter word, howeyer, is cer
tainly not Heracleitean in this ac
ceptation; the reduction of gene
ration and decav to the combination 

" and separation of matter rather 
betrays (as will be shown, l. e.) the 
influence of Anaxagoras : eKa<J'Tov 

\I \I \1:1 7rpus 7ravTa 1ea, 7ra11Ta 7rpus EKa<J'Tov 
6 "'<;::\ I \ e " TWVT ••. XWPEL uE 1raVTa ICaL El~ 

\ ' e I '' \ I ' /3 J KaL av pw1nva avw KaL KCLTw ap.EL 0-

c / \' 6 ''\I µEva· 'Y]µEpr] ICaL Ev<f>p V'Y} E1rL 'TU P,1i-
l ''l I ' KLfITov Ka f' 1\.a xurTov • • • 7rvpos 

)/ rf\ 'f:: \ Cf~ !f.}. ' \ \ E't'OuOS ICaL vuaTos· 1/1\.LOS E7f'L TO µa-
6 \/3 I I Kp Tarov 1ea' paxvraTov • • • <f>aos 

Z11v£ mc6Tos 'Ai"ori, cp&os 'A'l"5p 
<J'IC6ToS l TJVi ( vidA i1~fra) cpOLr~ 
[ Kal µETaKl1/ELTaL J ICEtva &oE 1ad 

I<;:: " f <rl ~ 
'TauE KEurE 7racr11v wp1111. uta7rp1J<T-
6 " I \ " ~ ' ~' <f µEva KELVa. 'TE Ta TWVuE, Ta UE 

T' a~ Ta KE{11wv. (Here come the 
d \ \ \ I & wor s KaL Ta µev 7rp1J<T<TOv<J'L, re , 

given supra, p. 7, 2, but which 
do not apply here) <f>oLTE6vTwv 3' 
€1ndvwv ~OE Twvo€ 'TE ICELCFE crvµµi<r70-

' \. "'l'l "\. \ I µEvwv 7rpus a1\.1\.1J" a, T1JV 7rE7rpwµEV1Jll 
µ0£p1111 €1racrrov EK1r'A.1Jpo'i Kal E7rl TO 

'/" \ ' ' ' "' l} \ ~\ P,E~OV ICaL E7f'L TO P,ELOV. c/>uop11 U{:-

1ra<1LV a1r' ttA.'A.fJA.wv, Tep µ€(oVL a1rO 
'TOV µelovos 1eal Tef µEfovL a7f'O TOU 
µJ(ovos. av~avETctL 1eal TO µetov chro 

" ''). f ' I ~\ ' TOu E1\.acrcrovos ••• ecrEp7ret uE ES 
>I e I I el (/ av pw7tov µEpEa P,EpEwv, oA..a uA.wv 
••• Ta µ~v A11l/;6µE11a TCt o~ O~<TOvTa· 

\ \ ' '). /3' "' , ICaL Ta µEV 1\.aµ avovTct 'lrAELOV 1rOLEEL, 
\ ~ \ ~ ~6 "' I I Ta UE uLu V'TO. P,ELOV. 1rpLOV<J'L'll av-

e l: I'). c \ ~1 s_ ~ \ > e / pw7rOL <;Vt\.OV, 0 µEv EAICEL, u ue (JJ EEL, 

(Aristophanes uses the same figure, 
wasps, 694) 70 (f avTO TOVTO 7r'OL
EOV<J'L (similarly c. 16) µ.e'iov o~ 
7rOtEOVTES '/J"AELOV '/J"OLEOU<J'L (in making 
the wood smaller, they make it 
7rA.el:ov; i.e., they make more pieces 
out of it) TO o' avTO teal (/>t'<TL$ 
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there is one essence ,vhich is now light, 1 now dark ; 2 

beneficjal and destructive,3 upper and llnder,4 beginning· 
avfJpw7rwv· so j t is with the na
ture of man ; TO µ,'Ev (nominatiYe) , e , \_ ~, (ff , , ~,~ \_ 

w EEL, TU uE EAKEL, 70 P,€V llLuW<rt, Tu 
~' a ' \ ,... ' ~,.... ,.. uE A.aµ,fJctVEt, Kai. Tep µEv uL()W<TL, Tq.J 
L -rou] o'E A.aµ,f3avet, Kal 7qJ µ,'Ev 
o£0wo-t, TO<TOVTqJ 'TrA~OV (and that to 
which it gives, becomes more by so 
much), Tov o'E A.aµ,{3avEt, -ro<rov-rq; 

" P,ELOV. 
1 Frag. 25, Hippol. R~fztt. ix. 

10: ~µ~pa 'Yap, cp11<rl (sc. 'HpaKA..), 
\ 1 , ,, 'l. I '<' ~ I 

KctL vu~ Ef1TLV EV, t\.E')'WV WuE 'TrWS' 
otoa<rKaA.os oE 1T A.El<r'Twv 'H<rlooos· 

" ' f 'l. " '~ I TOVTOV E1f'L<1TctVTctL 'Trt\.EUTTct ELuEVctt, 
q Cf \' 6 ''' uO"TLS 1JµEp1JV Kat eucpp VTJV OUK E')'L-

,, ' t:f V6J<1KEV, E<TTL '}lctp EV, 
2 So ~O"TL ~v is to be understood. 

S~huster, p. 67, explains jt thus: 
'Day and night a:re the same; that 
is to say, a division of time '-a pro
position, the profundity of which, 
in my opinion, would better suit 
the Platonic Dionysodorus or some 
Sophist of the same stamp, than 
Heracleitus. What Heracleitus 
meant by the unity of day and 
night is clear from Fr. 67 (infra, 
p. 1 7, 3). His censure of Hesiod 
refers to Tlieog. 124, where 'Hµ,tpa 
is represented as the daughter of 
Nv~. If he also censured Hesiod 
for believing in lucky and unlucky 
days. whereas one day is like ano
ther (Plut. Ca1n. 19; Sen. Ep. 12, 
7), it must h11ve been in some other 
passage, for there is no allusion to 
it here. 

s Fr. 83 ; Hippol. l. c. : IJ&.A.ao-o-a 
<f>TJ<rtv, f>owp 1ea8apw-raTov Kal µ,tapw
TaTov (which, however, according 
to Teichmiiller's just observation, 
N. Stud. L 29, is not to be trans
lated 'troubled' or' dirty,' as Schus
ter has it, p. 249; it means impure, 
and primarily refers to the bad taste 
and undrinkableness of sea-water) : 

' e' ' 6 ' ' LX u<rt µ,Ev 7r TLµ,ov KctL <1WT1JpLOv, 
' ll I ~' '' \ ' fe avupW7rOLS ue ct7rOTOV KctL OAE pwv. 
Here comes in the example of the 
physicians (Fr. 81) who T~µ.vovTES 
KafovTES 7rdVT1/ f3ao-avl(o11TES KO..KWS 

\ '~c " > " ~' 
TOU~ a.~pCA1t:TTOVVTctS E'TrctLTLWVTaL µ,TJuEV 
:t.t n~ a' ' " u.c;LOV µt<rnwv A.aµfJctr'ELV 7rapa TWV 
iippwcrTOVVTWll TaVTct ~p-ya(6µ,EVOL Ta 
' e' \ \ I > ~ ct')'ct a Km Tas JIOU<TOUS' E7raLTLWVTat, 
&c., may be thus explained: ' They 
complain that they receive nothing 
corresponding to the reward they 
deserve-nothing worthy of them, 
as a reward ; thPy accordingly con
sider the evils they inflict on nien 
as something very valuable-as 
&.,,ae&..' We get the same result 
if, in accordance wi.th the Gottin
gen edition of Hippolytus and 
Schuster, n. 246, we substitute 
µ,to-8011 for "itto-8wv. B~rnays (Rhein. 
Mus. ix. 244; Heraclit. Br. 141) 

' ' ~' )II: proposes E1rctLTEOVTctL P,1JUEV a-,LOL 
µio-8wv A.aµ,f3avEtv, &c., ' they ask, 
little as they deserYe a reward, pay
ment from the siek.' T n this case 
it is not Heracleitus himself who 
concludes from the conduct of the 
physicians that good ancl evil are 
identical ; but Hippolytus draws 
this conclusion, in taking the ironi
cal a:yafJa of Heracleitus as earne~t. 
That he may be allowed the full 
credit of this I will not dispute. 
The addition which Schuster, p. 
247, is disposed to n1ake to the 
fragment, from Ep. lleracl. vi. 54, 
does not seen1 to me to have origi
natPd with Heracleitus. 

4 Fr. 82; Hippol. ix. 10: ')'Vct
cpElq; <1>110-h1, boos Eu8Etct Kctl O"KO'°AL>t, .•• 

' ' \ ,, ' , l l \_ ,, f.tLct ECFTL, </>TJ<Ti., KctL aUT1J' Ket TU avw 
Kctl TO KUTW EJI E<TTL Kal TO avT6. (The 
upper, e.g. in the revolution of the 
heavens and the transition of the 
elements one into another, becomes 
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and end. 1 l\1ortal and immortal 2 are the same. Sickness 
and health, hunger and satiety, labour and refreshment 
are alike ; the Deity is day and night, summer and 
winter, 'var and peace, plenty and 'vant; all is one, all 
becomes all. 3 From the Ii ving 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, 
'vakefulness. The stream of generation and destruc
tion never stands still; the clay out of which things 
are made is for ever being moulded into ne'v forms.4 

under, and vice versa; upper and 
lower are consequently the same 
essence. Meantime it is a questi.on 
whether the words Kal TO lt11w • • • 
TO avTo belong to Heracleitus, or 
merely contain an inference drawn 
by the author from ' o3os livw' &c.) 

C ~\_ >I f I \ C •• f w ocws avw KaTC41 /UT] KaL WVTT]. e 
shall have more to say on this sub
ject further on. 

1 Fr. 58 ; Porphyr. in Schol. 
Ven. in Il. xiv. 200: ~uvov apx1, 
1eal -rr€pas brl tc6KA.ou 7rEpupEpElas 
KaTa 'Hp&.KA.EL'TOV. 

2 Cf. Fr. 60, infra, chapter on 
Her. Anthrop. 

s Fr. 84; a-p. Stob. Floril. iii. 
84: "' c I ' I C~\ \ : 7/0VO'OS V')'ELT]V E1f'OL1JO'EV 1}UU KCT...I. 
' Q\. \. I f ' I a7avuv, A.zµus 1wpov, tcaµaTos ava.-
7raU<1LV. Fr. 67 ; Hippol. Rqfut. 
ix. 10: D 8EOS nµep'l} EV<f>pov11, XELµwv 
8epos, 7r6A.Eµos E'lp.fivn, K6pos A.iµ6s. 
Philo. Leg. Alleg. ii. 62 A: 'Hpa
KAEL'TEfou o0~7JS ETa'ipos, K6pov Kal 
XP1J<1'µo<rlvr}V (cf. in.fra, chapter on 
Her. Oosm. last page) Kal ~v To 7rav 

' , ~ Q" ' , Ka£ 7ravTa aµotJJ?I Et<ra7wv. 
4 Fr. 59; Plut. eons. ad. Apoll. 

10, P· 106: 7r0TE 7ap Ell ~µ'iv aVTOLS 
'>I CLJI \'Cm OUK E<rTLV 0 ualla.TOS; KaL ?'l 't'1}<J'L11 

(HpaKA.ELTos, Ta.vTo T' ~vt (Schleier
macber, p. 80, conjectures: -ra.llT& 
-r' ecrTt; Bernays, Rh. Mus. vii. 

VOL. IL c 

103, Schuster, p. 174, &c. : TavTw 
T' ~vt; the latter alteration seems 
to me to lose the sense of the 
passage ; and in both I am dis
satisfied with the TE ; I should 
therefore prefer ,, TaUTO TO") (wv 
Kal TE81111Kos Kal TO E/'P7J/'Opos Ka~ TO 
1ea8Evoov, ual vEov Kal /'1Jpa.i&v· -rdoe 

' 1 ' .... ,, ' .... 1ap µETa7rE<ruvTa EKELVa E<rTL Kal€ELVct 
'"t. 1 .... e \ -rra1\.tV µETa7rE<ruVTa TavTa. ws '}'ap 

' .-. ' " "'~f I .[ 
EK TOV a.UTOV 1r1JAOV uuvaTaL TLS 'TrAU.T-

TWV (o/a <rv"YXEW Ka~ 7r&.A.tv 7rA.d7-
TELV Kal <fVJIXEL11 Kal TOVTO ~v "lf'ap' 
'3. '"' '~ I ~ C E:V 'TrOLELV autaAEL7rT<PS0 01.JTW Kal 11 
cpv<J'tS EiC T?]s avr?]s fJA.11s 7r&.A.at µ~v 
Tovs 7rpo76vous -fiµwv &vE<rxEv, efra. 

"'" '' \ CTVVEXHS aUTOLS E')'EJIV7}<J'E 'TOVS ?ra,-
' .... l c.-. >I'" ,, 'TEpas, E Ta 'f}µas, E1,T aA.A.ovs E7r' aM-

, ).I le" I OLS ava1CUK1\.1}<1EL. Ka 0 TT]S 'YEVE<rEWS 

'TrOTaµos OOTOS EV.OEAEXWS p~wv o~-
' ' ''\. 'c -, 7r0'TE <rT1Jt:FETaL, KaL 7ra1\.LV E<; Eva.v-

Tlas aUTcf 6 T7]s cpeopas E1TE, Axepwv 
ELTE KwKvT?>s 1eaA.ovµE11os -D1ro TiiJv 
7rOL?]TWV. n 7rpc{,T1/ oDv cttTfa. 1J 
OEl~a<ra fiµ'iv TO TOV nA.fou cpws, 1J 
avTTJ Kal TOV (ocpEpOv ct"}'EL lio11v. 
I agree with Bernays ( l. c.') as 
to the probability of Plutarch's 
having taken, not merely the words 
TavTo • , • 'i'1Jpa.iov from Hera
cleitus, but the whole drift of the 
passage; and that the image espe
cially of the clay and its moulding 
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All life and consciousness of life 1 is founded on this 
constant motion, which alone constitutes the existence 
of things ; nothing is this or that, but becomes what
ever it is, in the movement of the life of nature; things 
are not to be conceived as permanent, and finished once 
for all ; they are continually being reproduced 2 in the 

-in an probability also that which 
is said of the stream of Becon1ing 
and decay, of light and Hades-is 
chiefly borrowed from the same 
source. As to the meaning of those 
words, Plutarch says: 'Heracleitus 
d~clares the living to be identical 
with the dead, the waking with the 
~leeping, &c., because both pass 
into one another (for as the living 
becomes dead when it dies, so the 
dead becomes living when the 
liYing feeds upon it; as the young 
becomes old through the lapse of 
years, so the old becomes young by 
the propagation of the species), 
and it cannot be urged that this 
was too trivial for the profound 
philosopher (Lassalle, i. 160) ; for 
in the first place the thought that, 
in a certain sense the dead again 
becomes the living, and the old. 
young, was sufficiently remote from 
the ordinary presentation, and 
secondly, the inference would be 
in any case peculiar to Heracleitus, 
that consequently the living and 
the dead are one and the same. 
In themselves, however, the words 
might likewise signify: the living 
is at the same time dead, and vice 
versa, because the living only arose 
from the destruction of a previous 
existence ; and the dead is undergo
ing the transition to that existence; 
waking is sleeping, and sleeping 
waking ; because in waking all the 
powers are not in full activity, and 
in sleep they are not all at rest ; 

youth is age, because it only arises 
from that which has long been in 
existence ; and age is youth, be
cause it only consists in constant 
renewal ; and even the more ab
stract expressions that life is at the 
same time death, &c .. allow of jus
tification (cf. Plut. De Ei~ ap. D 
c. 18, p. 392). The unity of death 
and life is referred to in Fr. 139 
(Etymol. Magn. v. {3fos; Eustath. 
in Il. p. 31, 6) : -rep oDv {3(cp lJvoµa 

\ t:J.' )/ 5:''1)' P.EV fJLOS Ep'}'OV UE avaTOS. 
1 Hence the statements in Plac. 

. 23 'H ' ' ' ' ' I. : p. TJpEµiav KCJ.L <TTa<TtV EK 

TWV 3A.wv avppEL 0 ~<TTL 7ap TOVTO TWV 
VEKpwv. Iambl. ap. Stob. i. 906: 
\..\"''"'I f TU ~u:v TOLS auTOtS E1rtp.EVEt'll «.aµaTOV 

E1vat TO OE µETa{3al\.l\.ELV rpepetv av&
'll'U.V<f Lv. N um en. ap. Porph, Antr. 
Nymph. c. 1 o : C18EJ' 1eal 'HpaKJ\etTos 
(-011) tJ;vxf<TL, cp&vat TEptfllv, µ1, 
6dvaTov, {rypfj<Tt 7Eve<r8ai, that is to 
say, the fiery seeks to be trans
formed into the moist ( vide infra, 
chapter on Her. Anthrop.) 

2 Plato Theaet. 152 D: €7@ €pw 
' ' ' , n. "'l. 1 c u .. , ICaL µal\ OU 't'U.Vt\.OV A.u7ov· ws u.pa EV 

\ , \. (}' ( \. , 5:' ' , ' ... , µr:v avTu «.a auTu ovuEv E<TTLV, ova 
~ , , (} "' , ~' c .... av TL 7rpO<TEL'll'OLS op WS' ovu O'll'OLOVOVV 

''l. > '' c I f Tt, a1'-A Eav ws µE7a 7rpo<fa7opEvps, 
' \ cp .... ' ,, a ' Kai <TµLH.puv avELTaL, Kat Eav /Japv, 
... t' ' ~, ~ ~ Kovcpov, c;Vp.7raVTC1. TE OVTws, WS p.1JuE-

\_ )/ c \. ' \. , c 'I/US OVTOS EVUS µTJTE TL'llUS µ1/TE O'll'OLO-
... ' ~' !;:-\ ,.. \ I vovv· EiC uE u1] cpupas TE ICCJ.L ICLVTJ<TEWS 

Kal Kpa<TEWS 7rpos lf.A.A.11l\.a 7[7vETO.L 
7rcivTa & of, cpaµ.EV Elvat OUIC opOws 

f )/ \ \ '~I 7rpo<Ta7opEvovTES 0 E<TTL µEv 7ap ouuE-
7roT' ovoev, aEl B~ 1'[7VETC1.L. 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 .1 Heracleitus therefore 
likens the world to a mixture which must continually 
be stirred that it may not decompose,2 and the world
creating power he compares to a child who, in play, 
draws his pebbles this way and tbat.3 While, there
fore, Parmenides denies Becoming, in order to maintain 
the conception of Being in its purity, Heracleitus denies 

E: ai>To µ,€11 1ea8' aDTo µ,110€11 eivai. • • aiwvos 'Tratoifi. The anecdote inPlut. 
ev OE T'fi 7rpos ifA.A.11A.a '5µ,1.A.lq. 7rcf.vTa Garrulit. c: l 7, p. 511, can scarcely 
'Yl'Yvecr8ai 1eal 7ra.11To"ia a'Tro T1Js 1etv1/- have any connection with this doc
tJ'Ews • • • 0~0€11 e1vat ~v aOTo 1ea(f' trine. The 1Cl'1eew11 of Heracleitus 
alno ai\A.a Ttvl &el 'Yl'YVE<T8ai, TO o' is nlentioned by Chrysippus, ap. 
elva.L 'TravTax&eev e~a.Lpereov. In the Philodem. Nat. IJe. Col. vii.; ac
first of these passages, this opinion cording to Petersen's emendation, 
is generally ascribed to a.ll the an- to which, however, Sauppe prefers 
cient philosophers, except Parme- another and simpler version. Epi
nides, and especially to Heracleitus. curus, ap. Diog. x. 8, calls Hera
Empedocles, and Protagoras; and cleitus a 1ev1e71T1,s. 
the Ttvl is only applicable to Pro- 3 Procl. in Tim. 101 F: lf.A.A.ot 
tagoras. However, it has already OE Ka.l TOv 011µwvp')'ov €11T~1eo<Tµovp
been proved, and we shall see, fur- 'YE'iv 7raf(ew elp1/1ea<Tt, Ka.8cf.7rep 'Hpcf.
ther on, th.1t the words quoted KA.EtTos. Clem. Paedag. i. 90 C: 
correctly represent the doctrine of Toia.VT1JV Ttva 7ral(eiv 'Tra.totd.v · TOv 
Heracleitus. ~av7ov A.la 'Hpcf.1eA.EtTos A.t'Yet. Fr. 

1 Further details hereafter. 49 ; Hippol. Refut. ix. 9 : alwv 7ra.Zs 
2 Fr. 85 ; Theophr. De Vertig. ~<TTL 7ral(wv, 7rETTevwv • 7raioos 1J 

9, p. 138; Wimm.: el o~ µ,1} (this {3a<TtA1fl0

1}. Luc. l. c.: Tl 'Yap 0 aldJv 
is no doubt correct ; Bernays, E<TTL; 7ra'is 7ral(w11, 'TrE<T<Tevwv, orn-
Heracl. 7, reads : el o-}i ), 1ea.8cf.7rep cpep&µ,evos (or better, as Bernays 
'Hpcf.KA.ELT6s cf>7J<TL, 1eal 0 IWICEWJI od<T- reads): lTVVOta<f>Ep. = ~v TW Ota.
Ta.Tat µ,1} 1et11ovµ,evos (thus Wimmer cptpe<T8at <fvµ,cpep&µ,evos. B~rnays 
reads, following Usener and Bern.; (Rhein. Mus. vii. 108 sqq.) illus
the older editions leave out µ,1}, trates these pa~sages excellently 
which, however, in spite of Las· from Homer, ll. xv. 360 sqq.; 
salle, i. 7 5, is decidedly required Philo. lncor. M. 950 B ( 500 M.) ; 
by the context. Cf. Lucian, Vit. Plut. De Ei. c. 21, p. 393, where, 
Auct. 14: ~µ,7reoov o-Oo~v, &A.A.a 1ews however, the game of draughts is 
~s 1ev1eeii111a 7rctvTa <fvvetA.eovTat, 1eal not specially mentioned. There is 
E(TTL T6'VTO T~pt/Jts aTept/Jf11, '}'VW<TLS probably an allusion to the 'Ira.ts 
a'Yvw<Tl1J, µ,€'Ya µt1epav, lfvw 1ecf.Tw 7rEpt- 71'E<T<TEVwv in the 7rETTEvT-}is, Plato, 
xwpeovTa 1eal aµ,et/36µ,eva ~v TV TOV Laws, x. D03 D. 

c 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, Heracleitus comes 
to a similar conclusion precisely for the opposite reason. 

But the metaphysical proposition that all things 
are in a continual flux becomes with Heracleitus a 
physical intuition. The living and moving element in 
nature seems to him to be fire; if all things are con
ceived in perpetual motion and change, it follows that 
all things are fire. This second proposition does not 
seem to have been developed from the first by conscious 
reflection, but the law of change which he everywhere 
perceives, presents itself to him through the direct 
action of the imagination under this sym~olical 

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 1 that Heracleitus held 

1 Arist. De Ooelo, iii. 1, 298 b, 
29 c ~' ' ' ~'). ' ' : OL UE Ta µEv U.t\.Aa 'Traina 'YLVE<T-
e { I \ C " ';' ~\ f a TE <f>a<TL ICaL pELV, ELJICX.L uE 'lrCX.'}'LWS 

) (}' ~\ ~ I f C I 't OU EV, EJI UE TL µovov U7roµe11ELV, Er; 

oo TavTa 7ra11Ta µETa<TX1JµaTl(Ecr0aL 
q , ~ a, e 'l.' '1T'E<f>VICEV. U7rEp EOLICa<TL 1JOVJ\.E<f aL t\.E-

-yELV ltA.A.oL TE 7rOAAOl Kal 'HpaKAEL
TOS o ,Ecpedws. Metaph. i. 3, 384 

7 (/ ~' .... c M a, : l7r7ra<fos ue 7rup o ETa7rov-
..... ' 'H ' '). c 'E ' Tl.VOS ICaL pa1C1\.ELTOS 0 </>E<fLOS 

(apx1i11 TL8ewn). Ibid. iii. 4, 1001 
1 5 !ff ~ ' ..... c ~' ~ , ' a, , : ETEpoL uE 7rup o' u aEpa cpadLV 

EtvaL TO ~v TovTo 1eal TO tw, ~~ oil Ta 
V " I \ I p OVTa. ElVaL TE ICaL '}'E'}'OJIEJJaL. seu-

do-Alex. on Metaph. xii. 1, p. 643, 
18 Bon. : o µ'Ev -yap 'Hpa1eA.EtTos 

, , ' :> ' , 'e \_ ..... ov<ftav Ka.1. apxnv ETL ETo Tu 7rvp. 
Diog. ix. 8 : 7rvp Elvat <TTOLXE'iov. 
Clemens, Cohort. 43 A: TO 7rvp ws 
apx~'}'OVOJI <fE/30VTES. The same is 
said in the verse, ap. Stob. Eel. i. 
282 (cf. Plut. Plac. i. 3, 25) €1e 

\_ \ r '',..I 7r11pus 'Yap 7ravTa KaL eis rrvp 7ravTa 
TEAEVT~, which, however, in thjs 
form is evidently spurious, and an 
imitation of the well-known verse 
of Xenophanes (sup. vol. i. p. 567, 
4), which, however, as is proved 
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fire to be the first element, the principle or prirnitive 
matter of all things.1 '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, 
~K 7rvpo~ '1rE7rEpa<TµEJIOU 'lrctVTct eivm. 

\ ) " I ' I 8 
ICO.L ELS 'TOVTO 'TrctV'TO. CX.1/Ct,AVEO" a~, 

he afterwards says: <HpaKA.EL'Tos 
" Els 1rVp " A4"fWV '' Ka.L ~K 7rupos 'Ta 
7rav'Ta." As these words are made 
into a hexan1eter in Stobreus, and 
as we elsevrhere (ap. Proc. in Tim. 
36 C; Plut. Plae. ii. 21; Qu. Plat. 
viii. 4, 9, p. 1007 ; cf. also the 
7rvpos aµoi{31}11, infra, p. 27, 1) meet 
with fragments of verse bearing 
Heracleitus's name, we may sup
pose that there was a version of 
his doctrine, made in hexameters 
to assist the memory, which pro
bably emanated from the Stoics. 
Schuster, p. 354, conjectures the 
author of it to have been Scythi
nus, who, according to Hieronymus, 
ap. Diog. ix. 16, rendered the work 
of Heracleitus into verse; and re
fers to versified fragments in Stob. 
i. 26. 

1 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 n1y opinion. Even the ' meta
physical ' proposition is obviously 

not to be understood as an a priori 
one; I am speaking of the law of 
change, which Heracleitus every
where peroeived, and I have shown, 
p. 13 sq., on what kind of percep
tions the philosopher based his pro
position. I derive the proposition 
from observation, and expressly 
remark that it did not 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 se-e, and hear crack
ling,' etc. ; nor that any man ever 
thought that the whole world had 
been and would be again such a 
visible crackling fire ; nay more, 
that it was so always, even at the 
present time. Heracleitus says of 
the world, not only i}v 1eal ~o-'Tat, but 
:J. ' \ '"' \,, "' ., '/'. 11V O.EL KO.L E<J''TL KctL E<T'TO.t 7rVp ctft~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 it 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 its sensible rorm '), 
as evidence. But if Heracleitus, in 
asserting the world to be fire, did 
not mean to assert the absurdity 
that it was visible fire, the con
ception of fire must have had a 
signification with him, transcend
ing its directly sensible content; 
that is to say, it was a symbolical 
conception. 
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fire, kindled and extinguished in due measure : ' 1 fire, 
never resting, rules in all. 2 He thus indicates his 
reason for calling the world a fire; it was, as Simplicius 3 

and Aristotle 4 observe, in order to express the absolute 
• 1 Fr. 46 (Clemens Strom. v. 

599 B. Plut. An. Pr. 5, 2, p. 1014; 
Simpl. De Cmlo 132 b, 31, 19; 
Schol. in Arist. 487 b, 46, 33): 
K6<1µ.ov 'T6voe 70V avrov a:rravrwv 
"' O"'., '8' 'I OV'TE TLS EWV OV'TE av peenrwv E1TOL-

'YJO'EV. &A.A.' ~11 &el Kctl ~<J'rctL, 7rVp 
ael(wov, a:rrr6µ.eVOV µe-rpa Kctl a7r0-
<1{3evvvµevov µerpu.. To the latter 
definition I shall presently recur. 
The words rov avrov a7r&vrwv about 
which Schleiermacher (p. 91) is 
uncertain, I consider genuine, on 
account of their very difficulty, 
though they are wanting in Plu
tarch and Simplicius; the a7Tdvrwv, 
I refer, as masculine, to the gods 
and men, so that the words would 
indicate the reason why none of 
these can have made the world; 
namely, because they all, as parts 
of the w0rld, are contained in it. 
Lassalle, ii. 56 sq., says: 'the one 
and same· out of all things, that 
which, springing from all, is in
ternally identical ; ' but the force 
of this explanation is not clear. 
That the world is the same for 
all, Heracleitus remarks also ap. 
Plut. JJe Superst. 3, vide inf. chap
ter on Her. Anthrop. We need not 
enquire with Schuster (p. 128), who 
supposed the world to have been 
created by a man, nor need we, with 
Teichmiiller, N. Stud. i. 86, answer 
the question by a reference to the 
Oriental apotheosis of princes (they 
were not so foolish in Egypt or 
Persia as to regard a favourite 
prince as the creator of the world). 
'No god and no man' means, as 
has already been observed, vol. i., 

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

2 Fr. 68; Hippol. Rejut. ix. 10: 
ra OE 7r&.vra olaKL(ei 1eepa.vz16s. Hip
pocr. 7r. oLa.Lr. i. 10, end (vide infra,, 
p. 27, note). We meet with the 
same world-ruling fire, also under 
the name of 1eepa.vvos, in the hymn 
of Cleanthes (Stob. Eol. i. 30), verse 
7 sq. where that Stoic, who we find 
from other indications especially 
resembled Heracleitus, flxalts Zeus 
as ' He that holds in his hands the 
ae2 (c/Jovra ICepctvVOV (the 7rvp ae{(wov): 
<; <Til 1earev8vveLs 1eoivov A.6')'ov, ~s ota 
7rdvrwv cpoir~. 

3 Phys. 8 a: Kal 8<1oL OE ~v 
~fJevro rb <J'ToLxe'iov ••• 1eal rovrwv 
~' ) \. 5" I ' "'S:- \ 
EICct<T7"0S ELS TU upct<Tr'Y}pLOV ct7rEtue ICctl. 
TO 7rpbs "Y've<J'LV ~7rLr1}oeL011 ~1eelvov, 
a ,.. ' t <H I '\ ~ ' ) '-'.:.!CJ.A'Y}S µev, e c. pctlC1\.EL'rOS ue ELS 

rb (wo')'6vov Kctl 8'!]µ.LOVp'}'tlCOV rov 
7rup6s. Ibid. 6 a, m: rb (wol'ovov 
Kctl 071µt0vp')'LK011 Kctl 11"E7r'rLKOV Kctl 
S:-\ I " \ I ''\ ULQ. 1TctV'rWV XWpOVJI ICctL 7TO.VTW11 ct1\.• 
AOlW'rLICOV rns BepµOr'YJTOS 8ea.<J'dµ.evoL 
'T'O.VT'YJV ~<1XOV r1,v oo~av. 

" De An. i. 2, 405 a, 25 : 1eal 
tH I ~ \ .l. , .l. ..... I 

pctt<AEL'T'OS ue r·1,v apx11v elvai c:/>'YJ<1L 
,f, .l, ~ l, , (J I , C 1' .,,vx11v, Et7rep r 1,v ava vµLa<nv, e~ 7JS 
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life of nature, and to make the restless alternation of 
phenomena comprehensible. Fire is not to him an.,,_. 
unvarying substance, out of which things derived 
were compounded, but which in this union remains 
qualitatively unchanged, like the elements of Empe
docles or the primitive substances of Anaxagoras; it is 
the essence which ceaselessly passes into all elements, 
the universal nourishing matter which, in its eternal 
circulation, :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, 1 Hera
cleitus underBtood not merely visible fire, but heat in 

Td.AAci G'UVL<YTTl<TLll • Kal aG'wµarwra.. ;jµL<J'V ')'1], rh oe ;jµuru 7rp711TT1/p, 
T611 7E (Torstrik has this, instead whether Heracleitus may have dis
of the 01} of the Vulgate ; I prefer criminated 7rp7JG'r1}p according to 
0€, in accordance with Cod. SX 10), the most literal interpretation of 
Kal p€ov ael· 'TO OE ICLJI06µ.evov ICLVOV- the word (as Stob. Eat. i. b94, as
p.EVC(J ')'LVW<TK.ea-8at. Further details serts) from Kepavv~s, or considered 
concerning this passage, in_fra, p. both alike as lightning. Lassalle, 
26, 1, and Her. Antkrop., note 4. ii. 7 5 sq. would distinguish 1rP'YJ"" 
Aristotle himself says in Heraclei- <TTtJP from ?rvp by making 7rp'YJITT1}p 
tean language, Meteor, ii.3, 357 b, , the cosmical elementary fire, the 
3 2 : 'TO TWV pEOllTWll vo&TCdJI Kal TO basis of all things, and at the same 
T-ijs <f>Ao')'os {>Evµa. lJe Vita et rtt. time the visible fire; while he re~ 
c. 5, 4 70 a, 3 : 'Tb OE 7rvp aEl OLa.· gards 7rvp as the visible fire only. 
TEAe'L ')'Lvoµ.evov t<:al p€011 &IT7rep 7ro- But this theory finds no support 
~raµ&so Similarly Theophr. Fr. 3 in the prrssage just quoted-the 
(De Igne), ~. only place where Heracleitus names 

1 The 1eepav11os has already come 7rp'YJ<TTfJP; nor in the fact that 
before us, po 22, 2, in a connection 7rp1/ITT1/p (as Lassalle says) 'was 
in which it 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. 7rp1J<rr1]p, however, means that in an Orphic fragment 
has doubtless the same general ap. Proc. in Tim. 137 C, therefore 
significance in Fr. 47; Clemens, in a poem centuries later than He
Strom. v. 599 C: 7rupos '1po7ra.t racleitus, these words occur: 7rp1J-
7rf>W'TOV 8&.Aaa'a'a. ea.AafJ'<T'1}$ OE 'TO µev trr1}p aµuopov 7rupos liv8os. 
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general, the warm matter, or dry vapours, according to 
the language of later writers; 1 and for this reason 
he even substituted for fire 'the breath, the 'frvx~,2 per
haps also aether.3 But it would imply a misconcepti~n 

1 When Aristotle l. c. (vide 
previous note) says that:Heracleitus 
Sought the SOUl in the ava6vµ.[aCTLS, 
~~ ~s T(ii\~a O'VVtO''T7JO'LV, it is pla.in 
that this lt.vaOvµ.la.uis cannot be 
separated from the 7rvp which is 
elsewhere declared to be Hera
cleitus' s primi.tive matter. Schuster 
thinks (p. 162) it is useless to en
quire whether Aristotle meant the 
same thing by the two words ; to 
me there seems no reason to doubt 
so clear an expression. If, in one 
place fire, and in another the &.va-
8vµ.lcuns is designated as the prin ... 
ciple from which Heracleitus 
thought all things arose, we can 
only suppose (unless we charge 
Aristotle with the most obvious 
contradiction) that one and the 
same thing is intended by both 
terms. Aristotle indeed says (cf. 
p. 26, 1) exactly the same of the 
avaOvµ.ta.O'LS that Plato says of the 
all-permeating essence. Philoponus 
(in h. l. c. 7), therefore, rightly 
interprets Aristotle, when he says: 

.... ~ \ [tH .,'\ J ' \ I 7rvp uE p. €1\.E')'EV OU T'YJV <f>i\o'Ya 
( &s 'Y°'P ) ApiCTToTEi\1Js </>TJCTlv r, <f>i\o; 
c JJ ,J.' ') ' ' " V1rEpt-10A11 E<J'Tl 7rvpos • a.i\i\a 1rVP 
"''\ ~ t \ ' e I ' E/\.E')'E 'f11V <;T/pav ava VJJ.LaO'LV. EiC 

TaVT7JS oov elvai 1eal T1/v l/Jvx1/v. The 
expression mrEp{3ol\T, 7rvpos for flame 
is not to be regarded as Heraclei
tean ; the quotation only refers to 
what Aristotle said in his own 
name (Gen. et Corr. ii. 3, 330 b, 25; 
Meteor. i. 3, 340 b, 21); not to an 
utterance of his concerning Hera
cleitus. Against Lassalle's inter
pretation of ava8vµ.£aCTLS (i. 147 
sqq.; ii. 328 sqq.), cf. Part III. b, 
23, 2nd ed. 

2 Aristotle expressly says this 
in the passage we have just been 
discussing. Cf. also Fr. 89 ap. 
Clem. Strom. vi. 624 D; Philo 
.lEtern. 11fundi, 908 C (cf. Procl. 
in Tim. 36 ; Julian Orat. V. 
165 D. Spanh.; Olympiodor. in 
Gorg. Jahn's Jahrbb. Supplementb. 
XiV. 357, 542): lfVXV<J'L OdvaTOS 
<'I~ ( 1 r ""' ) I e ~/~ vuwp a . vj'prJ CTL j'EVE<J' at, vuaTt 
~' (}I ...,. ' 8 ' ...,. ~' uE avaTQS ')''YJV ')'EVEO' aL" EiC j''YJS ue 
!(~ I ,C <'I~ ~\ ,f, I uuwp 'YLVETaL, Es VCJO.TOS U€ 'f'VX1/• 
Philo jndeed explains t/Jvxh as &1,p, 
and Plutarch IJe Ei, 18, p. 392, 
represents Her<-wleitus as saying 

\. e/ 'I ' ' ' I 7rvpus allaTOS aEpL 'YfVEO'LS KO.L aEpos 
0aVO.TOS 1$oaTL j'El1EO'LS; that this is 
incorrect is clear from our previous 
quotations, and others which are 
yet to come (chap. on Her. Gosm. ). 

3 Aether is not naJned in any 
of the fragments of Herac1eitus; 
but that the conception was not 
unknown to him appears probable. 
from the predicate atepws, which 
he gives to Zeus (Fr. 86, vide in
.fra, p. 555, 3, 3rd ed.) from the 
Platonic derivation of aether from 
&el O€w, Grat. 410 B, and still more 
from the fact that Pseudo-Hippocr .. 
De Garn. i. 425 K, declares that 
0Epµ.ov appears to him to be the 
same as what was called by the 
ancients aether; the Stoics, too, 
identified the uppe.r fire with 
aether (Yide Part III. 124, 4; 129, 
2 ; 2nd e4. ). It is not, however, 
quite certain, for the Stoics may 
have arrived at their conception 
through the Aristotelian doctrine, 
and the treatise 7r. <J'apKwv is (judging 
from the doctrine of the elements 
which it contains, and other indica-
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of his whole system to say, as Aenesidemus 1 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 destroyed, 2 

tions) much later than Aristotle. 
The further supposition (Lass. ii. 
89 sq.) that aether was the highest 
creative principle of Heracleitus, 
and that he held three stages of 
fire, in which it manifested itself 
more or less purely, viz. aether, 
7rvp, and irp'YJ<TT~p, has no real 
foundation, though its author has 
taken much pains to prove it. 
Lassalle thinks that this theory 
alone can explain the assertion of 
Aenesidemus, that air is the first 
principle of Heraclei tus ; but I 
have shown (Part III. b, 23 sq., 
2nd ed.) that we do not require it 
for this purpose. He also urges 
that in Ambrosius Hexaem. i. 6 T., 
l, 8 Maur., and also in Ps.-Censo
rinus Fr. 1, 4, in the enumeration 
of the elements, air (which can only 
have come there by a confusion 
with aether), and not fire, takes 
the highest place, as if that enu~ 
meration were necessarily accord
ing to a strict order, and. as if 
Censorinus had not immediately 
after remarked: the Stoics place 
aether above air; and below air, 
water. He lays great stress on 
the quotation, l. o. [ mundus oon
stat] quattuor elementis, terra, aqua, 
~qne, aere. ouJus prinoipalem solem 
q1tidam putant, ut Cleanthes ; but 
cuJus does not ref er, as Lassalle 
supposes, to aer, but to mundus; 
for Cleanthes regarded the sun as 
the 1/'}'Eµ.ovt1dw Tov 1e6crµov (vi de 
Part III. a, 125, 1, 2nd ed.). He 
relies on the Stoical discrimination 
of aethereal and common fire, in 
regard to which it is a question 
whether it was borrowed from 

Heracleitus, and which (even in 
Heracl. Alleg. Hom. c. 26) does not 
absolutely coincide with the dis
tinction said to have been made by 
our philosopher between aether and 
fire. He thinks that the apathy of 
aether (ps.-Censorinus, l. o.) which 
contradicts the Stoic doctrine, must 
have been taken from Heracleitus, 
whereas it is far more likely that 
its source is Aristotle's Physics 
(vide Part II. b, 331, 2nd ed.) from 
which we must also derive the 
conceptions of Ocellus, 2, '23, and 
the spurious fragments of Philolaus 
(Lassalle, however, considers them 
authentic), which were discussed 
vol. i. 399, 1 ; cf. l. o. p. 358. 

1 Ap. Sext. Ma,th. x. 233; ix. 
360; cf. Tertull. JJe An. c. 9, 14; 
Part III. b, 23 sq. 

2 Fr. 66, Clem. Paedag. ii. 196 
C : TO µ.~ ovvov 'TrWS iiv TLS A.cteoL ; 
that the subject of ovvov is 7rvp or 
cpws we see from the addition of 
Clemens : A.1,<rETcu µ.~v '}'Ctp tcrws 
TO ctt<T81]TOV cpws TLS, TO o~ VO'YJ'iOV 
&ovvaT6v €<r-rLv. Schleiermacher' s 
emendations (p. 93 sq.) seem to 
me unnecessary. Heraclejtus may 
very well have said-' No one can 
hide him~elf from the divine fire, 
even when the all-seeing Helios 
has set.' The TLS is a.lso defended 
by Lassalle, ii. 28 (who pertinently 
reminds us of Cornut. N. JJeor. 11, 
p. 35); Schuster, p. 184 ; and 
Teichmiiller, N. Stud. i. 184. 
Schuster, however, refers it to 
Helios, who obeys the laws which 
are inherent in fire; but with this 
I cannot agree. 
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that it is not like sunlight connected with a particular 
and therefore changing phenomenon, but is the univer
sal essence, which is contained in all things as their 
substance. 1 We must not, however, reduce it on that 
account to a metaphysical abstraction, as Lassalle does. 
"\\7hen Heracleitus speaks of fire, he is not thinking 
merely of 'the idea of Becoming as such,' 'the unity 
in process (processirende E~nheit) of Being and non
Being,' &c. ; 2 there is not a word to imply that he 
means only the 'ideal logical entity of £re,' 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 

1 Cf. Plato, Grat. 412 C sqq., 
who, in his playful etymology of 
1J[KaLov, probably borrowed from 
Heracleitus, proceeds quite in the 
style of Heracleitus when he says, 
<5<TOL -yap TJ"fOVVTaL TO 1raV eivaL EV 

' \. \ \ ' ,.. c 7rOpeLq., TU µev 7r0AV aVTOV V7ro/\.aµ-
~&11ou<J'L TOLOVTOV TL eivai, oTov ouoev 
,, :t.. ,.. ~ ' ~' ' \. a'l\./\.o 'I XWpEtV, uLa ue TOVTOV 7raVTUS 
elval TL oLe~tbv, ot' oll 7ravTa Ttt 

J f e ~ ~\ I 'YL'Yvuµeva 'Y'"'fVE<T cu· elvai ue TaXL<f-
Tov TOVTO x:al AE'lrTOTarov. It must 
be the subtlest in order to pene
trate all things, ~and ah;o the 
'TdXL<1Tov, W<TTE xpf1<18aL Wff7rep 
e<rTW<J'L Tots ~/\./\.oLs (the same predi
cates which Aristotle attributes to 
the &.vaevµfo<rLs ). This, the o!Kawv, 
receives different explanations; one 
says : o µev 'Y&,P Tls </>1J<1L ToiJTo elvaL 
ot1ecuov, Tbv ?1ALov • • • another: 
€pwT~, el ovoev OtKaLOV oiµaL elva.L EV 

"" ~ (J ' ' ~' c !.!...,. ~' TOLS av pw7rOLS E7TELuav 0 ljt\.LOS uvp 
(perhaps a play on the words µ1} ou
vov). Another understands by it 
fire in the abstract : 0 oe OVK all TO 
7rUp </>'YJ<TLV, a/\./\.d Tb e e p µ b v T 0 e v 
T ce 1r v pl e v 6 v. This seems to 

me one of the evidences for the 
view taken of the Heracleitean fire 
in the text, which Schuster, p. 159, 
has missed. Other evidences are to 
be found in Aristotle's reduction of 
7rvp to the ava8uµfa<TLS (supra 24, 
1) and in Heracleitus's own utter· 
ances (20, 1 ; 22, 1 ; 22, 2). When ·· 
Schuster observes: 'Fire is every
thing in the world, but it is for 
the most part extinguished,' be in 
fact asserts the same thing as the 
words he censures (fire is the· uni
versal essence, &c. ). Vide the ex
planation of these words, p. 22 sq. 

2 As Lassalle supposes, i. 361 ; 
ii. 7' 10. 

3 Ibid. ii. 18, 30. Lassalle's 
verbose and prolix defence of these 
assertions, when closely examined, 
proves little. He first maintains 
that fire consists in this:' that it is 
not Being but pure process;' from 
which, however, even if the propo
si t.ion were more arcurate than it is, 
nothing would follow in regard to 
Heracleitus' s conception of fire. 
He appeals to the above-mentioned 



THE PRIMITIVE FIRE. 

utterances, on the contrary, as well as the statements of 
ancient writers, leave no doubt that it was fire as a 
definite substance in which he sought the principle and 
essence of all things. 

The primitive fire, however, changes into the most 
various forms, and this, its transmutation, is the produc
tion of things derived. All things, says Heracleitus, 
are exchanged for fire, and fire for all things, as wares 
for gold, and gold for wares; 1 and herein he gives us to 
passages of the Cratylus ; but the 
0Epµov €v Tep 7rvpl €vov, even if it 
really corresponds with Heraclei
tus's opinion, is not immaterial, 
but only the same matter which 
communicates its heating power to 
fire ; and if it be urged that some 
explain olKcuov, like Anaxagoras, 
from vovs, this explanation does 
not relate t:> fire but to the 0£1eawi•, 
and it is not derived from Heraclei
tus but from Anaxagoras. Lassalle 
further supports his view by refe
rence to two passages in Ps. Hip
pocr. 7f'. omlT. i. 10, and De Garn. 
i. 425 K. And the thoughts there 
expressed have certainly a Hera
cleitean stamp, for in the first pas
sage, ·primarily in regard to man, it 
is said of the Oepµ.&TaTov 1eal lcrxvp&-

" "' I ' I TaTOV 7rUp, 07rep 'KctVTWV E1f't1CpctTEETctl 
~ 1 

"' ' ,,., I th t 1 uLE1f'OV ct1Tctl1Tct /CO.Ta yV<TLV, a 7raV-
Tct odt 7rctvTos 1euf3e pv~ 1eal Taoe ttal 
EICE'iva, OU0E7f'OTE aTpeµ.i(ov; and in 
the second : 001elei ol µ.oL () 1eaA.€0-
µ.e11 Oepµ.ov aeava.TOV TE elvai Kal 

,.. I \ .S. "" \ ' I JIOELV 7raVTa Ka' upav 1ea' a1Coueiv, 
\ '~ I I l \ JI \ ICQ.£ ELuEJ/ctL 1f'ctVTa Ka Ta OVTa KctL 

Ta µ.b .. A.ovTa ~O'e<rOaL. What con
clusion is to be drawn from this 
against the identity of Heracleitus's 
fire with physical vital heat (the 
7rup Texvi1eov of the Stoics) I do not 
see. Diogenes (vide sup. 287, 7) 
says precisely the same of air, as 

these Heracleitean philosophers say 
of 7rup or 0Epµ&v. Lassalle, ii. 22, 
thinks he has found the true doc
trine of Heracleitus in Marc. Ca
pella, vii. 738, although that writer 
does not mention Heracleitus ; but 
the niateria informis and the four 
elements in the passage might have 
shown him that this is simply a 
Stoic-Platonic exposition. In vol. 
ii. 27, he also attempts to prove 
the immateriality of the Heraclei
tean primitive fire from Chalcid. 
in Tim. c. 323, p. 423 M (fingamus 
en im esse hunc ignem sine oerum et 
sine ulli'lts materice permixtione ut 
putat Heraclitus) ; here he has mis
understood the words of this N eo
Platonist (who is besides not a 
very authentic source). An ignis 
sine materim permixtione is not an 
immaterial fire (of which I neyer 
remember to have -found a tracB in 
any of the ancient philosophers~ 
not even an1ong the N eo-Plato
nists), but a fire which is not adul
terated by any admixture of burn
ing substances. The same may be 
said of Lassalle's statement (i. 360; 
ii. 121) that Sext. Math. x. 232, 
asserts: 'According to Heracleitus 
the first principle was not a mate
rial body.' I pass over some further 
observations. 

1 Fr. 57 ; Plut. De Ei. c. 8, end 



28 HERACLEITUS. 

understand that the derived arises out 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. It is, therefore, decidedly untrue to assert, like· 
some of our authorities, that, according to Heracleitus., 
things are formed by means of the union and separation 
of substances, 1 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,-2 that 

p. 388 : 7rvp0S T' avTaµe[{3e<J'8at 
I \ ~ 'H I "). ' ,... 7raV'Ta, </>'¥]<J'£V 0 paK1\.EL'TOS, Ka£ 7rvp 

U7raV'TWV, 8J<J'7r~p XPU<J'OV xvfJµaTa 1eal 
Xp'YJµdTwV xpvrr6s. Heracl. Alleg. 
Homer. c. 43, p. 92, therefore says : 
7rvpos "fCtp 01}, ICaTa 'TOV <f>v<J'LICOV 
'H ' ' a" ' J ' paH:Afl'TOV, aµotl-''[J 'Ta 7r:t.11Ta "fLVE·· 
Tat. Similarly Simpl. Phys. 6 a, 
and Diog. ix. 8; 7rvpos aµotf3~v Ta 
'1ra11-ra., also Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 3,6: 
aµot{31}v 'Yap ( 7rvpos) eTvaL Ta 7l"ct11'Ta.. 

1 Aristotle is not among these ; 
he says indeed in Metaph. i. 8, 988 
b, 34 : TV µev 'Yap av OO~ELE <J''TOL
XELWOE<J''Ta'TOV elvai 7ravTwv €~ oil 

I I I " "'fl."'fllOV'TaL UV"flCpt<J'EL 7rpw'Tov, TOLOV-
'TOV oe TO µt1epoµepE<1'TaTov Kal AE7r

'TO'Ta-rov av e't'¥] 'TWV <J'wµct'TWV, 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 it 
in this way. On the other hand, 
Hermias, Irris. c. 6, expounds the 
doctrine of Heracleitus (rather 

confusedly) th us : apx1i 'TW'JI OAWV \. ,... ~" ~, , .... 'e , 1 'TU 7rvp· uvo UE aV'TOV 7ra 1/, apaLUTTJS 
\ 1 c \ ~ c '!::-' 

Ka' 7rVICVU7"'¥JS, '¥] µev 7r0LOV<1a, '¥] UE 
I c \ I c '!::-\ 

7rct<1XOV<J'a, '¥] µev UV"flCptvovua, '¥] oE 

oia1Cplvovcra, and Sim pl. Phys. 310 
a, says of Heracleitus and other 
physicists : ota 1ru1evw<J'ews 1ea.l µa-

' \ I \ e ' VWUEWS 'TaS "'fEVE<J'ELS 1Ca£ <P opas 
' ~ '!::-1 I '!::-I C I a7routuuct<TL, <J'V'}'ICpL<1 LS u E 'TI s '¥] 7r1J-

l ' °''!::-.l c I ICllW<J' s ECTTL ICctL urn.tcpt<1LS '¥] µa11W<1LS. 
The same origin of things from 
fire is presupposed by Lucret. i. 
645 sqq., in combating the Hera
cleitean doctrine, but we cannot 
infer anything from this as to the 
doctrine itself. In the Plac. i. 13, 
and Stob. i. 350, the theory of 
atoms is ascrib~d to Heracleitus ; 
apparently, if we may judge from 
Stobreus, through a confusion with 
Heracleides. 

2 Aristotle says (Phys. i. 6, 
189 b, 8) of the philosophers who 
only assume one primitive matter: 

I \_~\ " ""' I 'lra.V'TES '}'E 'TU EV 'TOVTO TOLS evaV'TLULS' 
<J'X7Jµa.-rl~'"oucnv. ofov 7rVKVOT1J'T L 1ea.l 
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Heracleitus believed things to arise out of fire by con
denRation and rarefaction, and to resolve themselves into 
fire again.1 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 be represents the process, it is not that 
the closer juxtaposition of the fiery atoms makes mois
ture arise out of fire, and solid earthy particles out of 
moisture ; but, on the contrary, that from the rarer 
element is produced a denser, since fire is ch~nged 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-

µ,a116T'Y}TL ( Anaximenes and Dioge
nes) Kal Tep µ,aA.A.ov «al 1;-r-rov 
(Plato). It would, however,follow 
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. 
• 8 A ' O' \ I ix. ' sq.: 7rupvs aµ,oLtJ1JV Ta 7ravTa, 
apatW<J'EL Kal 7rVICVW<J'EL ""fLVOf.lE"lla 

I \ \. " 'l: • • • 'lrVKVOVf.lEVOV ""/ap 'TU 7rVp EsV')'-

pa(vE<T8at crvvi<J'rcf.µ,ev6v TE -y[ve<J8ai 
vowp, 7r'YJ')'vilµ,evov 0€ TO Uowp els ""111v 
Tpbre<r8at~ .etc. Plut. Plac. j_ 3, 
25 (Stob. i. 304): 'Hpcf.KA.El'TOS ••• 
apx'1v 'TWV oA.wv 'TO 7rUp • TOilTO'U 
OE . KaTa<r~evvuµ,evov «o<rµ,o7rotE'Lcreai 

\ I " \ \ \. Ta 7raVTa. 7rpW'TOV f.lEJI ')'ap 'TU 71"a-
I ' " ~ C: '\. XVf.lEpE<T'TaTOV aV'TOV ELS av'Tu <TV-

<T'TEAAOf.lEVOV ""/7111 ""llvecreai, ~'lrEL'TU. 
avaxaA.wµevriv T1/V ""tiJV V'lrO 'TOV 7rvpos 
c/Jt~<J'EL v8wp a:1roTEAEt<rOa.i, avaOt1µiw-

µ,evov oE a€pa ""fLvecr8a.i. Sim pl. Plzys. 
6 a ; Heracleitus and Hippasus 
' \. " \ >' I 

EK 7rvpus 7TOLOV<J'L Ta OJITa 'lrVKllW<J'EL 
Kal µ,avwcret. 

1 Which is manifestly the case 
in the first of the passages quoted 
from Simplicius ; Simplicius re
duces condensation and rarefaction 
to <J'iJ""fKpL<TLS and Otcf.Kpt<rts, in the 
same n1anner that Aristotle had 
already done, Phys. viii. 7, 10, p. 
260 b, 7 ; 265 b, 30; condensa
tion, he says, results from the parts 
of a body drawing more closely to
gether, and rarefaction from their 
keeping farther apart. He further 
says that the proper expression for 
derivation from one primitive mat
ter would be condensation and 
rarefaction; and from more than 
one, union and separation ; re
marks which Schleiermacher (p. 
39) has no ground for thinking 
' wunderlich.' 
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tive constituents, but an entire transformation, a 
qualitative change of the parts, as well as of the whole, 
is necessary. The language be 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; 1 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 fundamental principles 
of Heracleitus. Fire with him means something en
tirely different from the elements of the early physicists; 
the elem~nts are that wl1icb, 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 t.bat 
everything, without exception, unites in itself opposite 
qualities. Each change is a transition from one condi
tion to t~e opposite condition; 3 if everything changes 

l aµot~1} (vide snpra, p. 27, 1 ), 
Tpo7rtJ (Fr. 4 7, supra, 23, 1 ), <J'~Ev
vu<J'(Jai and Cl:rrTE<J'(}a, ( S'ltpra, p. 22, 
1 ; cf. Plut. Plac. i. 3 ; supra, 28, 
2) (cf,71 and (}&_vaTOS (p. 24, 2). 

2 Why fire is subject to this 
continual transformation 1 Hera
cleitus does not say; the only 
theory that would correspond to 
his doctrine is this, that jt does so 
because this is inherent in its nature 
-because it is the aEl(wov. When, 
however, Lassalle asserts that 'the 
physical, and not the logical, dia-

lectical nature of motion was He
racleitus's principle of derivation, 
he is in error ; a logical principle 
separate from a physical principle 
was altogether unknown to hin1. 
If we further enquire, how he 
knows that all things change, the 
only answer is-he knows this from 
experience, as he apprehends expe
rience (vide supra, p. 21, 1). 

s 'No,' says Schuster,, 241, 1, 
'only into a state that js different 
from the previous state.' But the 
subsequent state only differs from 
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and only exists in this mutation, things are but 
middle-term between opposites ; and whatever point Wt 

may seize in the flux of Becoming, we have only a· 
point of transition and limit, in which ant~~·onistic 

qualities and conditions encounter one another. "''hile, 
therefore, all things, according to Heraclei tus, are per
petually involved in transmutation, everything has at 
every moment opposite principles in itself; it is and it 
is not; and we can predicate nothing of a thing the 
opposite of which does not equally and simultaneously 
belong to it.1 rrhe Whole life Of nature is a ceaseless 
alternation of opposite conditions and phenomena, and 
each particular thing is, or rather becomes, that which 
it is, only through the perpetual emergence of the oppo
sites midway between which it stands .. 2 Or, as this is ex-

the preTious 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 e\ ... ery 
change fluctuates between two con -
dition'3, which, when conceived in 
a perfectly definite manner, exclude 
one another. 

1 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 it actually belongs to 
all things ; ' and the corresponding 
statement of Sextus himself, ,ibid. 
ii. 59, 63 : Gorgias teaches µ710€v 
elvat : Heracleitus, 7rdvTa e&at (that 
is to say, everything is all); De
mocritus teaches that honey is nei-

ther sweet nor bitter, Heracleitus 
that it js sweet and bitter at once. 

2 Cf. Diog. ix. 7 sq.: 7rctvra TE 

-ylve<r8at 1ut8' elµap,u,1171v 1ea2 ota T-ijs 
' ,,.. t 6 8 ' )f EVctVTLOTporr71s 71pµ (J' aL Ta OVTa 

' 8 • ( , ' • • • '}'LVE<T U.L TE 7r(J,11Ta KaT evav-
TL01'1JTU.. Stob. Eel. i. 58 : 'Hpd1eA. 
TO 7rEpLOOLICOV 7rVp o:l'otov, eIµapµ€vrw 
~' '\. , , ,,.. ' ~ ' 11:' uE l\.O"fOV EK TTJS EVU.V'TLOupoµLas U'YjµL-

OVP"fOV Twv ovTw11. Philo. Qu. rer. 
div. h. 610 B (503 M), after illus
trating the proposition, 7r&v9' 8<J'a 
' 6 ~\. ' I "' ' EV IC <J'µcp <J'XEUU'V EVU.VTLa elvaL 7rE-

<f>vKev, by many examples: ~v 
' \. 't ' rh. "" " ' , ,,,.. '}'ap Tu Es aµyotv 'TWV EVaVTLwv, ou 

() I I \ > I ' T µ11 E V'TO s "fVCA.lpLµ,a Ta EVaV'TLa. OU 
TOVT' ~<J'TLV, 8 <f>a<rtv ''EA.A.1711es TDV 

, ' ' I~ ' ' "' 'H I µE"fU.V 1eai aotutµov 7rap avrots pa-
KAELTOV ICE<.{>aA.aLOv Tns U.VTOV 7rpo-

' rh. '\. +-' ' "" t <TT1J<Taµevov yL1\.0<J'O ,,Las cw XEtV ws 
EvpE<J'EL KU.tvps. Ibid. Qu. in Gen. 
iii. 6, and p. 178, after a si1nilar 
explanation : hino Heraolitzts libros 
conscripsit de na~1tra, a tkeologo 
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>ressed by Heracleitus: All arises from division; strife 
is the father and lord of all th1ings, the law and order of 
the world; 1 the unlike is joined together,2 high and deep 

nostro mutuatits sententia8 de con
trariis, additis immensis atq_ite labo
riosis argrztmentis. The last words 
would imply that Heracleitus, like 
the Pseudo-Hippocrates (vide su
pra, p. 15, 1 ), had proved his 
doctrine of opposites by numerous 
examples. 

1 Fr. 7 5; Hippol. R~f ut. ix. 
9 6 f \ I ' 

: 7r A.Eµos 7ra11TWll µEv 7raT1JP E<JTL 
' ~' a '\. ' ' ' ' 7ra11TWll UE f'Jao'Lt\.EllS, KaL TOVS µEV 

8EOVS ~C>Et~E TOV!> ()~ av8pdrrrovs, TOVS 
\ ~ f ' I \ ~ \ '">. (J ' µEll uovA.ous E7r0L?1<TE TOVS UE E1\.EV E-

povs. Philodem. 7r, EvcrE{3Elas Col. 
7. Chrysippus said, Zeus and the 
7rOA.Eµos are the same, as Hera
cleitus also taught, vide sitpra, p. 
17, 2; Plut. De ls. c. 48, p. 3 70: 
'Hp&.1CA.ELT05' µ~11 ryap livrrLICpvs 7r0AE

µov ovoµa(EL 7rarr€pa Kal {3a<rLA.Ea Kal 
«vpiov 7rd11Tw11. Procl. in Tini. 
54 A: 'Hp. • • • ¥A.E'YE' 7ro'AEµos 

7rarr1]p 7rcivTwv • Fr. 77 : Orig. c. 
Gels. Yi. 42: el C>€ XPh rrov 7rOA.Eµo11 
EOVTa tUVOll «al Al«1111 epEtll, ical 

f - f ' '1 '\ I 'YLVOµEva 1ral1"ra Karr eptv Kat. XPEW-
µEva, where Schleiermacher's read-
• '~ I .[! , ~ \ d '1 f 1ngs, ELuEVaL ior Et ue an Eptv or 
ipEl.v, are less bold than he himself 
supposes. I am not more certain 
than he is about beginning with 
XpEdJµEva, for Lassalle's interpre
tation (i. 115 sq.), 'bestir them
selves,' cannot be proved to be 
Greek; Brandis's <Jw(6µEva does 
not seem to me like Heracleitus. 
Schuster's conjecture1 p. 199, ap
pears preferable, «arraxpEdJµeva, 
'applying themselves to.' Aristotle 
(vi de next note) confirms the 
words 'Y£1IO,u.Eva, &c. Hence the 
censure of Homer, ap. Eudem. Eth. 
vii. 1, 1235 a, 25 : Kal 'Hpa«A.ELTOS 

' - "" I '' c :>I >' €7rLTLµq, T~ 7rOL?1<T0.11TL Ct.,S EpLS EK 

TE 8EiJV Ka2 a118pdJ7rW1/ a:rr6A.OLTO." OV 
\ ~. 7 c , ' ,, ' , 'Yap av Ei.VaL apµoviav Wl/ ovrros o~Eos 

Ka~ f3ap€os, OVOE rra (cpa ltvev 81/A.eos 
' ,,,, ' ' " Th Kat. appevos €lla11TLW11 Ol/TWTI. e 

same is related by Plutarch, l. c. 
(on whirh cf. Schuster, p. 197 sq.): 
Chalcid. in Tim. c. 295 ; Schot. 
Venet. z. Il. xviii. 107; Simpl. in 
Gateg. Scliol. in A.r. 88 b, 30, who, 
in making good this censure, olxfi
CJ'E<J8at 'Y&p <{>11:rt 7r&.11Ta, perhaps has 
taken some words from Heraclei. 
tus's book. This doctrine of 7rOA.E

µos is also ref erred to in Pl ut. De 
Sol. A.nim. 7, 4, p. 964 ; but it is 
a mistake to re present the philoso
pher as blarning Nat11re, because 
she is 7r6A.Eµos. 

2 Arist. Eth. N. viii. 2, 1155 b, 
4 ' 'H ' '\. '- ' 't : Ka.L paKt\.ELTOS TU avTLc;OVll 
cruµq>€po11 «al ~ rrwv ota<f>ep611rrw11 
KaAAtCJ'T'llll apµo11£a11 Kal 7ra11Ta Karr' 
~ptv 'YlVE<J8aL. The aVTt~ovv is to 
be understood, in the spirit of the 
figurative language of H eracleitus, 
in the most literal sense, of two 
pieces of w0od, which are cut in an 
opposite direction, in order to be 
added to· one another, or propped 
against each other : the <Yuµ<f>€pov 
also, prin1arily denotes that which 
reciprocally, or jointly, bears 
another. However, it would be 
quite in the manner of Heracleitus 
if here again he included, under 
the same idea, the different con
ceptions designated by one word; 
and, therefore, meant by the cruµ<{>€
pov, the compatible, and by the 
avrrl~ovv, the hostile. But I can
not, like Schuster, p. 227, limit 
their meaning to this. Cf. on this 
passage, Hippocr. 7r. oLaL-r. i. 643 K. 

' ~I ' ~ 0 ' OLICOuoµo& EiC uLa<f> Pf.l.'11 <ruµ<f>opov 
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must unite, in order that a concord, male and female, 
a new life, may be produced.1 What separates, unites 
with itself 2 : the structure of the world rests upon 
opposite tension, like that of the bow and the lyre; 3 

ep'Y&.ro11Tat, etc., and Alexander, 
Aphrod. ap. David Schol. in A.rist. 
81 b, 33, who explains the nature 
of the a11TLKe[µEva in the A.a.$oOELOfj 
l: I "'I. t• ' ~ 8 ' I 
~Vt\.O.. anva µ.E-ra awn E<J"EWS TLVOS 
cr@rEL UAA'YJAU.. 

1 Arist. ju the two pas8ages 
just quoted. The pseudo-Hippocr. 
shows more at length, 7i. otat'T. i. 
18, that every harmony consists of 
high and low tones : Ta, 7rA.ft<JTa 
ouicf>opa µ.J.A.L<J''Ta ~vµ.cf>EpEL Kal Ta 
eA.cf.XL<JTa Otdcf>opa 1]KLlTTU. ~vµ.<f>~pEL, 
etc. (Cf. the KaA.A.[tTT'YJ &pµovla in 
the last note.) He continues : 
µ.d'YELpot lJif!a <JKEucJ.(ou<J'LV a118p@7rOL<JL 
ota<f>6pwv <J'uµcp&pwv, 7ra11-rooaml ~u'Y-

' '" "" "' "' KpLVOVTES, EK TW1J. <J.VTW11 OU Ta aura, 
fJpw<rLV Kal 116cTLV av8pcf.nrw11, 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 Mrztndo, c. 5, 396 b, 7 
sqq.; Plut. Tranq_. A.n. c. 15, p. 
47 4 (the last in immediate connec
tion with the example of high and 
low tones), may have previously 
been made by Heracleitus. That 
he proved his doctrine of opposites 
by numerous examples, we are told 
by Philo (supra, p. 31, 2), and so 
out of the n1any that are to be 
found in Hippocr. l. c. c. 15 sqq.; 
Pseudo-Arist. l. c. ; Philo, Qzt. Her. 
Div. Hrer. 509 D sqq. ; Hosch ; and 
others, here and there one may 
have been derived from Heracleitus. 

2 Fr. 80, Hippol. R~f'. ix. 9: ou 
~uvfacn 8Kw!> ota<f>Ep6µ.evov €wurcp 
c 'lt. ' "I.{ c ' <J op.01\.0)'E€L' 7ra1\. 11Tp07r0S apu.011L'1} UKW-

VO L .. II. 

<T7rEp T6~ov Kal A.vpr,s. Plato, Sopk. 
242 C sqq. Some make Being a 
plurality, others, after the Eleatic 
manner, a Unity. 'IdoEs o~ 1eal 
~LKEA.LKal 'TLi'ES rl<rTEpov Mov<J'aL 
(Heracleitus and Empedocles) 
t I ti 'lt. I ' r.,,VVllE110'f}Ka<JL11, OTL <J'V,U.1r1\.EllELV atrcf>a-

' ' 6 \"I.' c A.E<rTEpov aµ.<f> TEpa KaL 1\.E'}'Etv, ws 
\_ .,, ' \ ~, ' ., Ll 

Tu 011 7roA.A.a Te KaL EV E<rT~V EXupq, 
'!:'' 'm.-,.1 ' ~ 6 uE KaL yLl\.Lq. <JVllEXETaL. uLa':f>Ep µ.E-

' 'lt' \ c 11011 'Yap aE <:.vµ.<f>EPETaL, <f>a<J'LV aL 
truv-rovdJTEpat Tw11 Mov<rwv, a[ oe 

I \_ \ ' \ ~8' ~I µaA..aFCWTEpat TU µ.EV ClE" Tau OUTWS 
>' ' I ' I ~\ \ EXELV EXaA.a<rav, Ell µEpEL uE TOTE 
µ€11 ~11 Etvaf cpatrt TO 7ra11 Ka.l cplA.ov 
{nr> 'Aq>poo{T'f/S, TOT€ O~ 7rOAA.a Kal 

I '.'\. (""'~' "' 1i'OAEµ.Lo11 aVTU aVTCfJ uta VELIWS TL. 
Ibid. Symp. 187 A: TO ~v ')'dp cf>ri<J'i 
('HpaK1'.) otacf>Ep6µ.E11011 avTO aOTrp 
~uµcf>~pE<J'8at [/;(J'7rEp apµ.ovlav T6~0U TE 
Kal A.•Jµas. I assume, with Schuster, 
p. 230, that the most authentic 
text is that of Hippolytus; only 
in regard to 7raA.f vTpo7ros vide the 
following note. The divergences 
in the Platonic quotations show 
that neither ~11 nor "011 was the sub
ject to ~ha.cf>Ep6µ.Evov; nor, of course, 
the K6<J'µos, so often mentioned by 
Plutarch. It seems to me better 
to unilerstand Otacf>Ep6µ.EVOV itself as 
subject ; they do not comprehend 
bow that v.rhich separates comes 
together: it is a apµ.ovlo. 7raA.lv
Tp011'0S (or, the harmony. i.e., the 
world, is 7raA.[11Tpo7ros ). 

3 Vide previous note. Plut De 
Is. c. 45, p. 369 : 7raA.f11Tovos ryap 
C I J <J 'lt.I \ apµ.011L17 KOtTµov uKW<J'7rEp /\.VP'1JS Ka, 
TO~ou Ka(J' 'HpdKA.eLTov. Similarly, 
without mention of Heracleitus, 
but otherwise word for word the 

D 
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'vhole and divided, congruous and incongruous, accord
ant and discordant, must unite in order that from all 

same, De Tranqu. A.n. c. 15, p. 
4 7 3, while on the other hand we 
read, De A.n. Procr. 27, 2. p. 1026: 

I ~\ t c 'HpaKA.ELTOS u€ 7rctAL11Tp07r011 apµo-
1 ' <f 'lt., \ VL'YJV Koa-µov oKw<J7rep 1\.vpns Ka, 

To~ou. Simpl. Phys. 11 a: &s 
'Hpak.AELTOS TO a:ya8ov Kal TO KalCOV 

' ' \_ I I S:-( fl: ELS TC:W7 Ull A.eywv ()lJVLEllaL u IC'YJV TOc;OV 
1eal 7'.vpus. Porphyry, A.ntr.Nymph. 
c. 29 : u:al C>u\ 'TOVTO 7ra'A.l11TOVOS .;, 
apµovfo H.al (al. 1f}) TO~EVEL C>t' €vav
'TLWV. The text, however, is here 
no doubt corrupt ; Lassalle (1. 96 
sq., 112) takes 'shoot, through' as 
::;ynonymous with ' penetrate'; but 
this seems to me imp')ssible, and I 
can credit neither Porphyry nor 
Heracleitus with so monstrous an 
image as a harmony shooting with 
a bow. Schleiermacher, p. 70, con
jectures instead of 'TO~EVEL : T6~ov, 
Et; so that the meaning would be: 
' And therefore Harmony is called 
a "strained back'' harmony and a 
harmony of the bow be.ca~se it is 
brought about by contradictions.' 
In this case we should have ex
pected, instead of Ei ~,' €v, 3Tt ~. 
'T. €. Perhaps some words have 
been lost, ar1d Porphyry may have 
written K. o. T. 7iaA.l11Tpo7rOS T, 
apµovfa KO<Jµov WS' A.vpas Kal 'TO~ou, 
OTL C>. €11, or, as SchuRter more 
simply proposes (page 231) T, 
apu.ovltx. '/\.vpas Kal 'TO~OV EtirEp C>t' 
€11. The meaning of this expres
sion haE- always been a difficulty, 
even in ancient times. If, accord
ing to the precedent of Plato's 
Eryximachus and of Plutarch, the 
apµov[T} A.op11s were understood of 
the harmony of tones, there would 
be no corresponding meaning for 
the &pµov[1J TO~ou, and if the 
apµoi+r1 TO~av were referred to the 

stretching of the bow, there would 
be a difficulty about the apµov["f/ 
A.-Up1Js; and the predicate 7raA.lvTovos 
or 7raA.tvTpo7ros would suit neither 
interpretation. Bernays seems to 
have been the first to discover the 
right meaning (Rh. Mus. vii. 94) 
in explaining apµovla by the com
bin::ttion or form of the lvre and the 
bow, i.e. of the Scythian ~nd ancient 
Greek bow, which being bent at the 
two ~nds so greatly resembles a 
lyre in shape that in Arist. Rhet. 
iii. 11, 1412 b, 35, the ,,..&~ov is 
called <f>opµt'Y~ l£xopC>oS'. Schuster 
also, p. 232, takes this view, only, 
instead of the Scythian, he under
stands the ordinary bow, which 
appears to me less approprjate It 
js this form which is designated by 
the predicate 7ra7'.lvTpo7ros (bent 
backwards) or 7ra'A.l11To11os, which I 
prefer ; TO~ov 7ral\.lv'Tovov seems a 
bow of the form alluded to, as 
Wex shows, Zeitschr. fur A.lter
thitmsw. 1839, 1161 sqq. It is, 
the ref ore, a similar image to the 
one spoken of, supra~ p. 32, 2. 
The conjecture which Gladisch 
tries to support, Zeitsclur. fur A.lt. 
1846, 961 sqq.; 1848, 217 sqq., 
that in the above passages fJap€os 
instead of A.vp"f/S, and o~Eos- instead 
of To~ov, is to be read.( according to 
Bast, Krit. Vers. uber den Text d. 
Plat. Gastmahls, 1794, p. 41 sq.), 
besides being unnecessary, is very 
dar}ng in the face of so many 
and suc.h trustworthy testimonies. 
Bergk's slighter alteration (Ibid. 
1847, 35) "T6~ou 1eal 11E6p"f/S',, 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.1 In a word, the 
whole world is ruled by the law of opposition. 

cleitus has reference not to the 
form, but to the force of the bow 
and of the lyre. 'As the two con
flictingmoments of the extinguished 
and re-kindled fire condition the 
phenomenon, so the straining 
a part of the arms of the bow and 
lyre conditions the tension' (p. 
16). This conception also is com
patible with the words, and con
tains a suitable sense. Lassalle, 
i. 105 sqq., opposes Bernays, 
but the ground on which he do~s 
so appears to me not very impor
tant, and two of the pass;:iges to 
which he refers, A pul. De Jliundo, 
c. 21, and Iambl. ap. Stob. Floril. 
81, 17, have nothing to do with 
the question. The statement of 
Porphyry (noticed above), even 
were the text of it in order, could 
equally proye nothing. Syne~. De 
Insornn. 133 A, compares the har
mony of the world with that of the 
lyre, and explains the latter by the 
harmony of tones : which makes it 
probable, indeed, that in his ex
planation of Heraeleitus' s words 
he is following Plato, but cannot 
affect our judgment concerning 
Heracleitus's own opinion. Las
salle himself understands our view 
as' a harmony of the lyre with the 
bow' (p. Ill). He observes 
(p. 113), 'Der Bogen sei die Seite 
des Hervorfliessens der Einzelheit 
und somit der Unterschiede .; die 
Leyer die sick Z'ltr Einheit ordnende 
Bewepun,q derselben. The bow is 
the side whence flows forth singu
larity, and therefore differences, 
the lyre is the movement which re
duces them to order: an allegory 
of which, indeed, no Neo-Platonist 
need be ashamed, but whir h the 

most skilful commentator would 
find it impossible to harmonise 
with Heracleitus's words. The 
harmony of the world is, indeed, 
compared to that of the lyre and 
the bow, which must, therefore, be 
something known and given in ex
perience, the point of the compari
son lies in the 7raA.lvrovos or 7raA.lv
Tpo7ros ; but where is the mention 
of a harmon_y of the lyre with the 
bow; and what, on the other hand, 
are we to understand by the anti
type-a harmony of differences, 
changing into its opposite? 

1 Fr. 98 ; Arist. De Mundo. c. 
5, 3 9 6 b, 19 : crvvdt/JEtas o~A.a [Kat] 
ouxl ooA.a, <J'vµ<f>Ep6µEVOll [1eal] OLa· 
<j>ep6µEVOV, <Tvvq.0011 [Ka~] OLCi8011· Kal 
) I ~\ \ 't t \_ ( Th 

EK 1r0.11TW11 Ell KO.£ Ee; ElluS 1r0.11Ta. e 
words Ka.l €~ 7ravTw11, &c., which 
Schleiermacher, p. 79, separates 
from the first quotation, appear to 
me to belong to it. The ooA.a. ovxl 
oi5A.a (the 1ea.l in each case was most 
likely wanting in Heracleitus, al
though they may have been found in 
the text of the work on the world) is 
thus explained by Hippocrates : 7r. 

otaLT. c. 17 : olKoo6µot EK 01.a.cp6pw11 
<J'llµ<f>opov €p-y&(o11'rat, Ttt µev ~11pa 
t [ \ ~\ t \ t I vypa 1101/TES Ta UE v1pa c;1]paLV011TES, 

\ \ Cf 11:' I \ 11:' \ Ta. µEv oA.a utatpeovTeS Ta ue ompTJ-
µeva <J'v11Tt8€11Tes. Schuster, p. 285, 
gives to oi5A.os the signification, 
woolly, compact, sprightly; for 
he says Heracleitus here gives ex
amples taken from the three arts 
of weaving, architecture and music. 
But this does not follow fron1 the 
context of the passage, -rr. K6<I'µou; 
uvµ<f>epoµevov and ota<f>epoµevov con
tain no special allusion to archi· 
tecture, and the ~" 7raJl'rCAJv ~v, &c., 
would also contradict this inter-

D 2 
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On account of these statements Heracleitus is cen
sured by Aristotle and bis commentators for denying the 
la'v of contradictories. 1· Later writers on the other band · 
maintain that it is bis merit to have first recognised 
the unity of opposites, the identity of Being and non
Being, and to have made it the foundation of bis sys
tem .. 2 Whether this be regarded as a merit or a defect, 
neither view of it is absolutely true. Heracleitus could 
only be said to deny the law of contradictories if he 
maintained that opposite· qualities could belong to the 
same subject, not merely at the same time, but in the 
same respect. But this he does not say. He observes, 

pretation, and would seem to show 
that the expressions should be taken 
in a wider sense; as in all the arts, 
one arises, eK 7roA.A.wv, and vice 
versa, but not EK 7r&.wroov. 

1 Arist. Metaph. iv. 3, 1005 b, 
23 : &ovvarov 7ap 6vrivovv rabrov 
fJ7ro"Aaµf3&.veLV eivaL 1eal µ1] elvat, 
1ea9&.7rep rives o'tovrat (vide vol. i. 
553, 1) A.e7eiv 'Hpdn:A..etrov. Ibid. 
c. 4, init., where Heracleitus is not 
indeed named, but is evidently in
tended; ibid. C. 7, end: ~OLKE O' 0 

\ ( / I I 
µev 'HpaK'i\ELTOV A..o')'os, A.e7wv 7ravTa 
ElVaL ICal µ1/ ei11aL, a7rO.VTa fJ.A..'1J81J 
7rote'iv. Similarly c. 8, init.; ibid. 
Xi. 5, 1062 a, 31 : raxews 3' lfv TLS 
1eal abroJI rov 'Hp&.tc'i\ELTov • • • ~vc!-

c '"' ~ I \ ')'Kacrev oµo'AO'YEtV, µ.'1JuE7rOT'E TO.S' 
~ I I ~ \_ ..., 
aVTLKEtµevas cpacreis uvvaTuv elvc:u 
KO.Ta TWV afJTWV &'i\'Y}8evecr9ai· vvv o' 

' 'c '"' [ 'l.f I OU lJ'lJVLELS EC:WTOV 'T 'l:rOTE t\.E'YE£, Tav-
T'1JV ~A..a/3E T~V o6~av. Ibid. c. 6, 
1063 b, 24 ; Top. viii. (), 155 b, 
30 : &'Ya8ov Kal 1eaKov etva1. Tabrov, 
1ea8d7rep 'HpdKA..etT6s </>'YJ<TLV. Phys. 
i. 2, 185 b, 19: &A.A.a µ~v el Tep 
i\.&7cp ~,, Ta iJvTa 7rdvTa • • • Tov 
'Hpa1c>..t:l~ov i\O'YOV lJ'vµf3al11eL A..€7et11 

' ,.. ' \.. ' ,, , 8" \ auTOl.S- TaVTUV 7ap elJ'TaL a7a Cf' Ka, 
KaK~ elvai Ka} µ1/ &7a8~ Kal &7a9~, 
rf ' \_ >I ' (J'- \ ' WffTE TaVTUJ/ E<JTO.L a7a UV Kai. OUK 

&'Ya9ov 1eal uv8pw7rOS !Cal 11nros. The 
commentators express themselves 
similarly. Alex. ad Metaph. 11)10 
a, 6; 1012 a, 21, 29; 1062 a, 25, 
36 b, 2, p. 265, 17; 294, 30; 295, 
19; 296, 1, 624 sq. Bon.; Themist. 
Ph.ys. 16, b (113 Sp.); Simpl. 
Ph.7.JS. 11 a, unt. 18, a, m ; cf. Las· 
salle, i. 80. Asklepius, Schol. in 
A.rist. 652, a, 11 sq. attributes to 
Heracleitus the proposition, €va 
l>ptcrµov eiva1 7rdvTwv Twv 7rpa7µ.drwv, 
but he only said this crvµ[3oA..tKws 
or 7vµval1'TL1Cws. Simplicius and 
Aristotle,_ however (vol. i. p. 553, 
1 ), cannot help confessing that an 
inf ere nee is here ascribed to He
racleitus, which he never drew and 
could scarcely have recognised in 
this form. Cratylus may perhaps 
have given more occasion to fo. 
Plato, Thecet. 182, c. sqq. cails this 
assertion only a consequence of 
Heracleitus's view. 

2 Hegel, Gesck. d. Phil. i. 305; 
Lassalle, i. 81 sq. 
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indeed, that one and the same essence assumes the 
most opposite forms, and that in everything, the opposite 
conditions and qualities bet\veen which, as subject to 
Becoming, it fluctuates, are united. But that it unites 
them in one and the same respect, he does not say-for 
the reason, no doubt, that such _a conception \which as 
far as we know was first expressly noticed by Plato and 
Aristotle 1 ) never occurred to him. Nor on the other 
band has he spoken of the unity of oppo8ites, 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 djfference between day and night, be
tween Being and non-Being as such,' is quite another; 
to maintain the unity of opposites in the concrete is 
not identical 'vitb 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 bis 
concern was not with speculative logic, but with 
physics. We must not, however, suppose 2 that his 
prop.osition meant· no m.ore 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-

1 Cf. Part n. a, 527, 1, third edition. 
edition; Part n. b, 17 4, second 2 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' O\Vn .utterances nor the ancient 
accounts of him bear any trace. On the contrary, he 
says quite universally and with no limitation wh~tever, 
that the things which are apparently opposed to each 
other-such as day and night, war and peace, above 
and below-are one and the same; and the limits of his 
reflection are indicated by the fact that he haR not as 
ye\ enquired under what conditions, and in what sense, 
this coincidence of opposites would be possible. 

But though it is necessary tbat 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 essencf? which, in the course <)f its' 
changes, produces opposites and again cancels the1n; 
which in all things produces itself, and in the work
ing of conflicting principles sustains all as one.1 In 

1 Fr. 67 ; Hippol. Refut. ix. 
I 0 : o 8eos -hµep"IJ evcpp61111, xeiµ6Jv 
el 1 ' I 6 f epos, 7rul\.eµos etp"f/111}, K pos A.tµos· 
aA.i\otOVTCl,t OE 3KW(T7rep OTCl,ll (Tuµµryp 
8uwµafft" 0110µ&.(eTat Ka8' :;,oov1,11 
~KaffTOu. Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 
245, in the second clause of this 
fragment where the text is evi
dently defective, would substitute 
e-Uwµa for 8vwµaffL; Schuster: p. 
188 would introduce 0T11os before 
8vwµa<n. To me it seems still 
simpler to read 8KWS a1Jp instead of 
oKwff7rEp ( &1/p in the old orthogra
phy is very like 7r~p ). In the con
clusion «a8' ~00111,11 is not to be 
translated, as by Schuster and 
others, 'at pleasure;' for (even 

frrespectively of Schuster's inter
pretation, 'each one makes a label 
for it at pleasure') in that way we 
get no suitable sense, since the 
forms which the primitive matter 
assumes in its transforn1ation are 
something objectively given, and 
cannot be described by any com
parisons we may choose. It is 
rather to be explained thus : it 
(the air mixed with perfumes ) is 
named according to the smell (vi de 
vol. i. p. ~91, 2) of any one of these 
perfumes. (We do not say we 
smell air, but we smell myrrh, &c.) 
The Stojcs (ap. Stob . .k'cl. i. 66) 
express themselves similarly of the 
7rvevµa, which penetrates all things: 
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separating itself from itself, it unites itself with itself; I 
' 

out of strife comes existence, out of opposition, union; 
out of unlikeness, coincid_ence ; One comes out of 
all; 2 all 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 ; 3 and out of all things is produced 
that hidden harmony of the world 'vith which the 
beauty of the visible cannot compare.4 This is the 

' lll'' ' ,. Tas uE 7r po <T 1J 'Yo p' a. s µ E. Ta I\. aµ-
f3 &. v o v oia Tas T?1s vl\71s, oi' ti~ 
«EXWP7J«E, 7rap<XAA.a~Ets. Here we 
have nothing to do with appella
tions at pleasure. Teichmiiller, 
N. Stud. i. 66 sq., thinks the dis
puted sentence can be explained 
without altering the text, by making 
the SU bj ect to <Tuµµt'YV and ovoµ&.
(ET<XL, 8e6s, by which is meant fire. 
For my part I cannot conceive, even 
from Heracleitus's pojnt of view, a 
god who becomes mixed with per
fumes. Ka8' 7}oovrw Teichmiiller 
likewjse translates 'at pleasure.' 

1 Plato, Soph. l. c., ,~ide supra, 
p. 33, 2; cf. 252 B, where the dif
ference between Heracleitus Hnd 
Empedocles is said to be that Em
pedocles represents these states of 
union and separation as alternating, 
and Heracleitus recognises in the 
separation itself a continual and 
contemporaneous union. 

2 Cf. p. 35. 1. 
3 Schol. Ven. ad ll. iv. 4 : 7rO

AEµot Kal µaxai 1}µ£11 oEiva ooKE'i T~ 
0 E 8E~ ova€ TaVTa OELVcX"' CTVJITEAEL 

\ ti i; 8 \. \. r f 
'Yap a7ra.11Ta. u Eu!) 7rpus apµoz,Lav 
Twv ( lXl\A.wv :fi Kal evidently only a 
different reading) 8A.wv olK.ovoµwv 
Ta uvµ<{>Epovra, 87rEp FCal 'Hpc!KAELTOS 
,. ' r .... ' e .... ,. ' , ' l\.E'YEL, ws T(fJ µEv Erp FCal\.a 7ral1Ta Kat 
i[KaLct, ll118pw7rOL O~ &_ ftEV llo1K.a 07rEt-

A.1}<f>a<Tt, &. oe 0C1eata. Cf. Hippocr. 
7r. OLah. C. 11 : 1r6.VT<X 'Yap ()µota, 
, 6 '6 \ f m I av µota. € vTa: Kai <Tvµ'f"opa. 7ravTa, 
o"f.cpopa. ~6vTa· OLaA.E'Y6µEva OU OLa-

6 I >I ' I 
AE'Y µEva, 'YVWµ'YJV EXOVTa~ a'Ypwµova 
(speaking and not speaking, ra
tional and irrational, as the two 
main divisions of the 7rdvTa). fnrE-

r J. f tf <,. va.VTLOS u Tp01l'OS EKaCTTWV, oµOl\.0-
"'jOVµevos • • • • &. µ'fv 0011 llv8pw;roi 
"'8 '11:' ' ' \. )/ E ElY<XV, OUuE/COTE Ka.Ta. TWUTu EXEL 

OtJTE op8ws oiJTE µ~ op8ws· lnc6<Ta. OE 
e ' "8 ' ' ' e ,.... "' ' ' EO£ E E<Tav <X!EL op ws EXet· KaL Ta 
' 8' \ \ ~ ' 8' .... 11:' op a FCaL Ta µ11 op a TO(]'OUTOV uLa-
!pEpEL. (So Littre; preferably, 
Bernays, Heracl. 22 : EXEL Kal Tct 
' 8" \ ' ~ ' 8" 11:' ) op ws Kat Ta µ11 op ws. TOa'. uLa<f>. 
Cf. the q notations from Aristotle 
and Simplicius, p. 32 ; 33, 3. 

4 Plut. An. Procr. 27, 5, p. 
1026 : apµo11(1J 'Yap ft<{>av~~ q>avEpijs 

r 8' 'H ' ,. ' -c- ' KpELTTWV Ka. paKl\.ELTOV, EV ?1 TaS 
~ta<f>opd.s 1eal rras ETEp6T1JTa~ o µi-y
vvwv 8Eos EKpv\f!E 1eal KaTEOVlYEV. 
The first· part of this fragment is 
also in Hippol. ix. 9: ()7rt 0€ . . . 
' ' s, '6 ' ' acpav11s u a paTOS • • • ev TOVTOL~ 

AE'YEt" apµov(a acpav~s cpa.vEpns 
' ' .... \ 8 f/" KpELTTWl'. E1raLV€t KaL 7rpo avµa.~Et 

7rpO Tov -yt11wlYK0µ€vou rro ll'YVWlYTOV 
' '°' \ , 6 " ~ f Cl avTOV KCf.L a pa.TOV T'YJS uuvaµEws. CtTt 

lll'' ' $. \. ' 8 I ' uE E<J'TLV upa.TuS av pw7rOL~ • • • E'fl 
f I t:J ",J, ' ~ I TOVTOLS' AE'YEL" U<TWJI o..,,ts aK011 µa-

81J<TLS, TaVTa. E"fW 7rportµew, <f>'YJ<Tl, 
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I \~ \"', f • 
TOVTE<1'TL Ta opa'Ta 'TW11 aopaTwll ••• 
( c. 10) OVTWS 'HpdK'i\ELTOS EV 'l<T?l 
µolpq. Tl8ETaL Kal Ttµq. Ttt Eµ<f>av1J 
"''I :Y \ m \ TOLS acpa11E<1'LV • . • E<1''TL 7ap, 't'1J<1'L11, 

apµo11[1] ttcpa.111/s <f>avEp7}~ KpE[TTWV" 
\ <J , ' ' Kat' U<1'WP • • • '11'p0TtµEw, ov Ta 

acpav7} 7rponµ1,<1'as. On the ground 
of this Jast quotation it is conjec
tured by Schuster (p. 24 ; in oppo
sition to hin1, vide Teichmiiller, N. 
St. i. 154: sqq.) that the words of 
Heracleitus ran thus : ES Tl "lap 
apµovfr/ a<f>av1Js cpavEpTJS KpEfTTWJI; 
'Why should an invisible harmony 
be better than a visible?' But 
acute as this conjecture is, it can
not be substantiated by the text of 
Hippolytus, if we consider this in 
its whole GOntext. As the words 
apµovh1, &c., are quoted, e. 9, with
out l<TTL, and.._as these words cannot 
be taken to mean that the invisible 
is better than the visible, Hippo
lytus cannot (as I wrongly admittPd 
to be possible in the Jenaer L. T. 
1875, Art. 83) have had the inter
rogative €s Tl, but merely ~<JTL in 
his text of Heraclei tus. Nor are 
we forced by the passage in c. 10 
to the theory of another text ; for 
he ·does not here conclude, as we 
should expect from Schuster's 
reading, that the visible was pre
ferred by Heracleitus to the in
visible, but that both are made 
equal: since at one time he. calls 
the apµovlri acpavti~ the better, and 
at another he gives the preference 
to the l><Twv lhf1ts, &c. That this 
.conclusion is false is quite clear, 
but we are not justified in disallow
ing the employment of the passage 
in c. 9, because of the ' want of 
understanding, that it evinces. 
However Hippo!ytus may haye 
misinterpreted the words of Hera
cleitus, the use which he makes of 
them shows how he read the pas
sage, and refutes the theory accord-

ing to which he mnkes the same 
passage in one of the two quota
tions, immediately sueceeding one 
another, express the contrary of 
what it is said to express in the 
other. This theory semns the more 
inadmissible, since Plutarch en
tirely agrees with the first citation 
of Hippolytus, and with the read
ing of €<TTL in the second. I cannot 
endorse Schuster's judgment that 
the 'obscure account' in Plut. l. c. 
ran have no weight in opposition 
to the 'clear testimony' of Hippo
lytus. The only thing that seems 
to me clear in Hippolytus is that in 
his quotation in c. 9, he coincides · 
with Plutarch. That whieh Schus
ter calls Hippolytus's clear testi
mony which refutes Plutarch, is, 
in fact. only his own conjecture, 
which is supported neither by the 
MS. of Hippolytus, nor by the con
necpoi; of the passage. On the 
oilier hand, Plutarch's statement 
concerning what he had read in 
Heraclei tus (and nothing else is in 
question here) fa not in the least 
obscure ; it is perfectly evident that 
he only found in Her~cleitus the 
assertion that the invisible har
mony is better than the visible ; 
and not the question, 'Why should 
the invisible harmony be better 
than the visible?' Plutarch fur
ther says Of the apµov[a <f>a11Ep1/, 
that God has hidden in it the ota
cpopa.l and eTepOTTJTES ; these ex
pressions certainly do not belong 
to Heraclei tus, nor does Plutarch 
cite them as belonging to him. 
But that some Heracleitean sen
tence was floating in Plutarch's 
mind (probably some words in 
connection with the double har
mony)-we see from Philo, Qu. fri 

Gen,. iv. I, p. 237 Auch. : arbor est 
secundum Heraclitwrn natura nos
tra, quaJ se obducere atque abscondere 
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divine law to which all thingR are subject,1 the ot"rJ 
whose decrees nothing in the 'vorld can transgress; 2 

amat. ' The tree' does not. indeed, 
belong, as Schuster think~ (Fr. 7 4, 
p. 193, • Nature loves to hide her
self, like a tree ; ' Teichmiiller fol
lows him, N. Stitd. i. 183), to the 
citation from Heracleitus ; it refers 
to the tree previously mentioned 
by Philo, the oak of ;v.£amre, Gen. 
xviii. 1, which is allegorised in 
this way; and if it appears other
wise in our Latin text, the two 
translators, or one of them, must 
be answerable for it. (The 
ArmPnian text, as I am informed 
by Petermann, stands literally 
thus : 'The tree, according to 
Hertlicleitus our nature, loves to 
conceal and to hide itself.') The 
proposition which is supported by 
Themistocles, Or. v. 69 b ( <f>t'!<rts oe 
Ka()' 'HpaKA.. KOV"lrTE<r()m <f>tA.E~ sin1i
larly in the second recension of Or. 
v. or xii. 159 b ), and by Philo, De 
Prqf: 476 0; Julian, Or. vii. 216 
C (Strabo x. 3, 9, p. 467, does not 
belong to this) that nature KµV7r
TE<reat Kal KaTaOvEtr8ai <f>tA.E'i. The 
words added by Themistocles (in 
both places) Kal 7rpO T1]s cplnrEws 6 
T7]s cpv<rEws 017µtovp'Y6s, are evidently 
not taken from Heracleitus (Las
salle i. 24, is inclined to think 
they are ; so is Schuster, 316, 1, 
but the passages he adduces in 
support of this view from the 
writings of the Stoic and N eo
Platonic period are not convincing 
to me). From all this it is clear 
that the visible harmony can 
neither, with Schleiermacher (p. 
71 ), be considered to mean the ele
ments (while the invisible harmony 
refers to organic beings); nor with 
Lassalle (i. 97 sqq.), the 4 veiled 
and internally hidden harmony of 

the universe,' which is not visible; 
still less, howeyer, can we agree 
with Plutard1, who 'describes the 
apµ,ovla <f>a.vepd., not (as Lassalle 
says) as bidden, but, on the con
tr<try, as that in which the apµovla 
cupav1,s conceals itself. The invisi
ble harmony must be the same as 
nature, who hides herself: the 
inner regularity of Being and Be
coming ; and by the visible har
mony must be meant either the 
external phenomenon of this re
gu1ari ty, or musical har1nony in 
particular; so that the sense wonlJ. 
then be: 'The inner harmony of 
the world is n1ore glorious than 
any concord of tones.' Schuster 
connects into one fragment the 
words on the visible and invisible 
harmony wjth those which Hippo
lytus further quotes, 01Cou~v ~'tf;ts, 
&c. ; but the manner in which 
Hippolytus nlentions the two state
ments does not justify this; and 
the sense of the words (as we have 
explained it above) makes sueh a 
connection impossible. 

1 Fr. 123; Stob. Floril. iii. 
84 : TPE<f>ovTCu 'YaP 7r&v,,Es oz CJ.p(JpJJ-

, e\.<\ ~111 

7rLVOL 110µ,0L V7rU EVOS TOV uELOV. repa-
1 \ " C f '11 I \ 

TEEL 'Yap TO<TOVTOV ()IW<TOV EuEAH 1'a£ 
't ' ..... \ ' E~apKEEL 1f'CJ.<TL Ka1. 1rEPL'YLVETa.c.. 

2 Fr. 64; Plut. De llxil. 11, p. 
604: 7]A.ws "}'ap oux i>rrEp{31}<reTaL 

I ' \ ( CH ' '\. => ~\ ~ µ,Erpa. </>7JdLV () paKl\.ELTos· ei uE µ,,, 
'E ' ' ' ' 'i: I PLVVVES ff.LV ALK7JS E1f'LIWVpOL Ef:iEUP'Y/ 

<rov<rtv. Somewhat differing frmn 
. this, ibid. De Is. 48, p. 37 0 : 7}A.rnv 
0€ [ sc. 'Hpa1eA.EtTos qn1<rlv] µ,1, v7rEp-
a' {J \ I ~ ' 1-J'Y/<TE<T aL TLVS 7rp0'.T'YJKQJl'TOS vpous· Et 
~\ ~ I ~' ' I UE µ·11, 'YAWTTOS µ1v ULK1JS E1rLIWvpous 
E~Evpf]<TELV. Instead of 'EpLVVVES 
and the unintelligible 'YAWTTai 
Bernays (Heraol. 15; Rli. Mus. ix .. 
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the dependence or necessity by which all things are 
ruled. 1 The same universal order, conceived as efficient 2 

259, 3) conjectures 'A.{J<nrm to baye 
been the word used by Heracleitus. 
Lassalle. i. 351 sqq., defends 7A.wT
Tat, and supports hiR reading by 
Philostratus, .Apoll. i. 25, 2, who 
mentions four images of birds 
(L'v'}'7Es ), reminding us of divine 
retribution, nan1ed from the 8Ewv 
7A.wT-rai of the Magi; and he 
thinks that he has hereby proved 
1111t only that the handmaidens of 
Djke were called' tongues' among 
the Persians, but that Heraclei tus 
was acquainted with the religious 
doctrines and symbols of the Magi. 
This is certainly a mistake; for 
even if pictures of the wryneck 
as symbolical of 'respice fineni' 
were used by the Persians and 
called the tongues of the gods, it 
would not follow that the Erinnyes 
were called tongues of the gods or 
simply '}'AWTTat. But even Ber
nay~'s suggestive conjecture has to 
be giV"en up ; for Schuster, p. 184, 
and previously Hubmann (cf. 
Schuster, p. 3.57), propose 1eA.w8as 
for ryA.WTTas (the spinners, the 
Moirre, who, as goddesses of Death, 
know how to find the sun when it 
would overstep the measure of 
their life). Cf. further concerning 
0£1e77, Orig. c. Gels. vi. 42 (vide sup. 
p. 32, 1 ), a:id what is quoted p. 26, 
l, from Oratylus. ClPmens, Strom. 
iv. 478 B, Ll.LIC'lfS ~voµa OVIC av pOE
G'av, does not seem to belong here. 

1 Plut. Plae. i. 27: 'Hp&.1eA.. 
L ll, t ' ' !:'' , ~ 'Ta.l/Ta Kau ELµapp.€111]11, T'YJV OE auT-1111 

inrdpxELfl 1eal avd'}'IC1]11. So Theodo
ret, Onr. Gr. Alf. vi. 13, p. 87; 
Diog. ix. 7 ; Stob. i. 58 ; s·upra ; 
Stob. i. 178 (Plao. i. 28) : 'Hpd-

'l. ' .I t ' ~ rh. ; ICl\.EL'T. OV<J'lall ELµ,apµEV'fJS a7rE'f"aLVE-

'TO A.oyov T~)JI oLO: OU<Ttas TOU '1l"al/TOS 

!:' I rf ~) > ' \. 'L) I UL1JKOVTa, aVT'fJ u E<T'TL TU aLuEptt>JI 
<rwµa, <r7rEpµa T1js -rov 7ra11TOS 7e11€-

' '~ ' J <TEWS ICaL 7rEpLOuOV µETf'OV 'TETa7µE11'Y}S. 
7rd11Ta OE 1Ca8' Etµapµrfvrw, TTJV o' 
''CJ_ '' J. ~ aVT'Y}ll V7ru..pXELV a11a71C'Y}J1° 7pu..<f>EL ryovv· 

:JI ' t I I H EG'TL 7ap EtµapµE1171 7raJ/TWS. ere 
there is a break in the text which 
is the more to be regretted, as 
Heracleitus' own worrls are about 
to follow, whereas what goes before 
bas such a Stoical sound that it is 
of little consequence to us whether 
the words from aVT'YJ to 'YEVE<TEW5 

are (according to Schleiermacher's 
conjecture, p. 7 4) an interpolation 
relating t0 ov<rta, or not. If the 
text, as I believe, is in its right 
order, the meaning would he tb1s: 
he explained the Elµapµ€1171 as the 
A.o'}'o5, which permeates the matter 
of the world (the al8€pwv <rwµa), as 
the <T7r€pµa, &c. Simpl. Phys. 6, 
a: 'HpdKA.EtTos 0€ 7f'OLE'i Kal (cf. as 
to this reading, Schleiermacher, p. 
7 6) TcX~lV TLVa ICal xp6vo11 wp1crµ€11071 
T1js Tov KO<Tµov µE'ro./3oA.1js Ka-ra 'TLVa 

t , ' ' Cf p ELµapµEV'YJll ava'}'IC'YJV. • a p. s. 
Hippocr. 7f'. oiatT. i. 4 sq. (vi de sup. 
p. 7, 2; 15, 1, the expressions) ot' 
'I L)I ~ I ava'}'IC11V UEL'Y}V, T'f/11 7rE7rpwµEV1JV 
µolp'Y/11, and Plut. An. Procr. 27, 2. 
p. 1026 : ~v ef.µapµ€V'YJ11 of. 7rOA.i\ot 

~ ' ~\ I ICCX.AOV<TL • • • 'HpalCAELTOS uE 1f'ai\LV-
Tp07r011 apµovt1]11 1C6G'µov, etc., ibid. 
De Ei, c. 9, p. 388. But here we 
cannot be certain how much is 
taken from Heracleitus. 

2 LJT 2 n· . ~ 
J_I r. 4 : 1og. lX. 1 : El Vat 

\ "- \. \. ' I Ll f '}'ap Ell 'Tu <To<f>uv, E'TrLG'TaauaL 711wµriv 
1]TE o{ E'}'1Cu/3Ep11~G'EL 7rcivTa (Neut. 
plur.) oia 1f'a11Twv. Instead of the 
senseless o{ E'}'Kv/3. Schleiermacher 
conjectures, p. 109 (cf. Lassalle, i. 
334: sq.), o>fTJ 1ev/3Ep111}<1EL, Bernays, 
Rh. Mits. ix. 252 sq., olaKt(Et, 
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force, is called the world-ruling wisdom, the A..oryo~, 1 

Schuster, p. 66, 0111 TE Kv/3Ep111/<rEL, 
or oi.rJ ( 0111 TE) Kv/3Ep11f}crm, and 
Kv/3EpP~11 is often found in a similar 
connection, with Heracleitus and 
others, as Schuster and Lassalle 
prove. Fr. 14; Orig. c. Gels. vi. 

2 ;j,ll ' ' ll / ' ' J : ,1uos 7ap a.vupw7rEL011 µe11 Q'..'K 
~xei 711c!Jµ1111, 8{io11 oe ~XEL. Plut. 
De Is. 7 6 : ;, oe (wcra • • • cpvcrts 
.,, )/ ' '~ ' \ .... a.A.A.ws TE E<T'lf"ClKE11 Cl7rOppo1111 KO.I. µot-
pav EK Tov cppo11ov11Tos, O'lf"ws Ku/3Epva
Tat TO (J'{Jµ7ra11, Ka9' 'HpdKA.ELTov. 
Instead of ifA.A.ws TE, Schleierma
cher, p. 118, here reads CfA.A.oOEv; 
Bernays, Rhein. Mus. ix. 255 : 
aµv<rTl. Only the expression TO 
<f>povovv 87roos- Ku/3Ep11aTa1. TO crvµ'lf"av 
is to be considered Herar leitean (it 
appears to me too well attested to 
be affected by the observations of 
Heinze, which will be discussed 
in.fra, p. 45, n.); the a7roppo1} a.nd 
µo'Lpa have quite a Stoic sound. 

1 On the Logos of Heracleitus, 
cf. Heinze, Die Lelire vom Logos in 
d. Gr. Phil. 9 sqq. ; Schuster, p. 
18 sqq. Teichmliller, N. Stitd. i. 
167. That Heracleitus designated 
the reason that works in the world, 
among other names by that of the 
Logos, cannot be actually proved 
from Fr. 3 (sup. p. 7, 2), but the 
truth to which the whole world 
bears witness, approximates to th~ 
conception of reason inherent in 
the world. Fr. 7 ; Sext. Math. vii. 
133, is less doubtful: 01.0 oE'i' 
"' ll ~ t "" .... 'l.6 '.!::'' '6 E1rE<ruat 'T(f' i;VVcp. TOV I\. 7ou uE E 11TOS 
~u11ov (wovcrw oE 7roi\A.ol ws lolav ~xo11-
TEs cpp61111<rw (as if in their opinions 
they had a private reason of their 
own). By the A.6'}'os 1eowos, in 
opposition to the lola <f>p6v71<rts, can 
only be meant Reason as the com
mon principle; and this it is, so 
far as it makes laws that are bind
ing on the whole world. Schuster's 

explanation of the A.61os as the 
' speech of the vjsjble world,' is 
founded on two presuppositions, viz., 
that Fr. 7 stood in immediate con
nection with the third fragment 
discussed p. 7, 2, and that in that 
fragment A6'}'os meant the ' speech 
of Nature.' Of these suppositions, 
the former cannot be proved, and 
the latter, as above remarked, is 
very unlikely. The Kotvos 1'67os 
must surely me~n essentially the 
same with Heracleitus as with his 
successors, the Stoics (cf. Part III. 

a, 126, 2, second edition), When, 
therefore, Sextus, l. o. and viii. 8 
explains the Kowos A.6'}'os by mearn;; 
of Tct Kotvfi cpatv6µE11a, he is rightly 
opposed by Lassalle, ii. 284, and 
wron5ly defended by Schuster. p. 
23. Sextus himself, vii. 133, had 
previously explained the A.67Gs as 
the Oel:os- A.67os. Reason appears as 
something objective, and different 
from t'he thought of the individual, 
since we find in Fr. 79, Hippol. 
ix. 9: ou" €µov, &A.A.a 'Tov A.6'}'ov (so 
Bernays, Rh. Mzts. ix. 255, and 
afterwards generally for D6'}'µaTUS) 
' f ( °1' I 6 ) aKOV<JClllTClS oµ,01\.0'}'EEL'V crocp 11 EaTLV, 
~" 7r&VTCl EtOEJIClL (cf. p. 45, n.) ; but 
the interpretation 'not listening to 
me, but to the Rpeech as such, the 
contents of the speech, the reasons ' 
(cf. Schuster, 83, 228) is also ad
missi hle. On the other hand, in the 
definitions quoted in the previous 
note and at p. 31, 2. from Stoboous, 
of the Etµ,apµ,€1111, the A.67os is no 
doubt taken from the Stoic term i
nology; ap. Clem. Strrom. v. 599 C, 
the owtKw11 A.o'}'us 1Cat 8EDs is not 
found, as Lassrille thinks (ii. 60), 
in the cit~tion from Heracleitus, 
but in the interpretation by the 
Stoics of Heracleitus's words ; this 
interpretation itself is very inexact, 
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Zeus or the Deity 1-and 80 far as it produces the end
less series of cosmical periods, and of the varying con
ditions dependent on them, the JEon.2 All these concep
tions signify with Heracleitus one and the same thing,3 

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 as an addition of his own 
(ovvaµEL 'Yap A.~')'EL, ' the meaning of 
his statement is '). Also in JYiar
cus Aurelius, iv. 46 (vide sztp. p. 
8, n. ), it is the Stoic who adds to 
the words, o/ µaA.tcrra OL1JVEICWS oµt
AOU<TL A6')'(f', these: Trj -rd. oA.a DWL
ICOVVTL. Orjginally scarcely more 
was intended by them than by the 
}>arallel passage : ois 1w.8' 'iJµEpav 
€r1cupov<Ft, that which i& constantly 
presented to the eyes of men. Las
salle, ii. 63, thinks he has dis
covered in Fr. 48, vide in,f. p. 65, 1, 
the pre-existence of the Logos, but 
we shall find that A.oros here means 
nothing more than relation. To 
sum up the results of the whole: 
Heracleitrn, taught indeed that 
Reason ruled in the world, and 
called this universal Reason the 
A.6ros, but the concept of A.6ros 1vas 
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 0f 
this doctrine with the Zoroastrian 
dogma of the word of Creation and 
of law, find no support (as Heinze, 
p. f>6, acknowledges) in the sayings 
of Heracleitus ; for these presup
pose nothing that transcends the 
Greek language and the Greek 
ideas. 

1 Besides what is quoted supra, 

p. 19, 3; 32, 1; 38, 1, cf. Fr. 140; 
Clem. Strom. v. 604 A: ~v -ro 
<TO</>~.>v µovi10V AE')'E<T8a£ e8EAEL Kal 
ouK €8EA.E:t (oder ou1e €8. "· €8.) Z11vos 
olJvoµa. I cannot here discuss the 
interpretations of these words by 
Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 256 ; Schus
ter 34'5, and others. To me the 
best jnterpretation seems to be 
this: ' One thing, the only wise, 
wills and also wills not to be 
named by the name of Zeus.' It 
wills to be named so because in 
truth it is that which we honour 
under that name ; but it also wills 
not, because with this name pre
sentations are connected which are 
not consistent with that primitive 
essence. That the form Z11vhs is 
chosen instead of ..6.ios, to indicate 
its derivation from (~v, I agree 
with other writers in thinking 
probable; but do not lay any great 
stress upon it. 

2 Cf. the quota6ons on p. 19, 3. 
What Heracleitus says about the 
JEon, perhaps gave occasion to the 
a~sertion of JEnesidemus (or Sex
tus ), that the statement that time 
is identical with the 'Tf'PWTOV crwµa 
(discussed in Part nr. b, 24) 
emanated from Heracleitus. 

3 For example the 7T'OA.Eµos is 
called sometimes Zeus, son1etimes 
otKl}, and the JEon is explained as 
Zeus, and 0111.aoup'Y6s. 

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

the HeracleitPan philosophy are 
not quite agreed as to how Hera
cleitus conceived the reason ruling 
in the ·world. According to Ber
nays, Rh. .J.Wus. ix. 248 sqq., he 
conceiYed it as conscious j ntelli
gence. Lassalle (i. 32{), 335 sqq., 
et passim) sees in it only the objec
tive law of reason ; and Heinze 
(Lehre vom Lo.qos, 28 sqq.), agreP
ing with Peipers (Die Erkenntniss
theorie Plato's, i. 8 sq.) comes to 
a similar conclusion. Lastly, 
Teichmiiller (N. Studien, i. 181 
sqq.), differing from both views, is 
of opinion that self-consciousness 
cannot Le separated from Hera
cleitus' s world-ruling wisdom; but 
Heracleitus, as I assume, not 
only did not discriminate as yet 
between subjective and objective 
reason, but represented thiR reason 
as subject to an alternation of 
sleep and waking, of "\veaker and 
stronger actuality; as to any per
sonality in regard to it, it never 
occurred to him at all. This last 
proposition is certainly not com
patible with the self-consciousness 
which Teirhmiiller recognises in 
Heracleitus's world-ruling wisdom; 
for where self-consciousness is, there 
is also personality, whether the 
word be used or not, and whether 
the characteristics which belong to 
the conception of personality be 
present in more or less force. Nor 
is there any proof of the theory 
that Heracleitus believed the self
consciousness of the divine AOJ'OS 
to be son1etimes extinguished and 
again revived ; this follows as 
little in the doctrine of Heracleitus 
from the analogy of alternating 
cosmical conditions, as in the doc
trine of the Stoics. If he conceived 
the divine wisdom as a self-con-

scions thinking, he must have sup
posed it always to be such ; for he 
describes it as the aE[(wov ( vide, 
supra, p. 22, 1 ), the µh ovvov (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 
other substances,is not extinguished. 
That Heracleitus, however, defined 
the wor]d-ruling wisdom as self· 
conscious, could only be affirmed 
or denied if we were sure that he 
had ever proposed to himself the 
question of its self-consciousness. 
But this is highly improbable. He 
speaks of the intelligence which 
rules all things, of the divine 
wisdom (Yide supra, p. 42, 2), of the 
µ7} ovvov from which nothing is 
hidden ; he says in Fr. 79 (vide 
supra, p. 43, n.) ~11 'Tf'avTa Eloivat ; we 
have no occasion to change Elotva.t 
for Elvat (as in the Oxford edition 
of Hippolytus, Lassalle, i. 339, 
Heinze, p. 28 sq.) ; for Eloevat in 
this place expresses nothing more 
than the other passages we have 
just been considering, or than the 
~v <rot:pov, Fr. 140 (p. 44, 1 ). B11 t 
though these concepti0ns, founded 
on human self-consciousness,contain 
implicitly the character of personal 
self-conscious thought, it is not to 
be supposeJ that Heracleitus saw 
this clearly, or that he expressly 
said to himse1f. the Reason that 
rules the world must bP conceived 
as a personality; had he said so, 
he could not possibly have con
ceived it at the same time as the 
substance through the transmuta
tions of which all things come into 
existence. The question, indeed, of 
the personality of the primitive 
essence in this sense was nev-er 
raised in the anc_ient philosophy 
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the universe is not separated from the primitive fire; 1 

the primitive essence forms all thingt;.,,out of itself, by 
its O'Nll power, according to the law inherent in it. 
Our philosopher's theory of the universe is therefore the 
most outspoken pantheism; 2 the divine essence by the 
(which has not even a word to 
express ' personality ')-nor in the 
other sense, until the tjme of Car
nt>ades and Plotinus; and conse
quently we find not unfrequently 
that thought, knowledge, reason,and 
so forth, are attributed to natures 
'vhich we from our point of view 
coul<i. not conceive as personalities. 
So it is with Heracleitus. He re
cognises in the world a reason 
which guides and penetrates all 
things, and he ascribes predicates 
to this reason which we could 
only ascribe to a personal being ; 
but he is wanting, not merely in 
the more definite concep6on of 
personality, but even in the dis
crimination of reason from matter. 
Anaxagoras was the first to sepa
rate them definitely and on prin
ciple; and to this the celebrated 
passage relates in Metaph. i. 3, 
D84 b, 15, where Aristotle says 
that Anaxagoras first perceived in 
vovs the cause of the order in 
nature, which (as Teichmiiller, 189 
sq., rightly observes in opposition 
to Heinze, l.o. 35 sq.) cannot serve 
as a proof that Heracleitus did 
not ascribe knowledge to the Deity. 
As in this passage, the God of 
Xenophanes is not alluded to, be
cause he is not introduced as a 
principle that explains nature 
( a'lTL(JS Toil K6crµov ), so the '}'116,,µ11 
of Heracleitus is passed over, be
cause it is not opposed to matter 
as an independent principle. 

1 Vide S'ltpra, p. 22, 1, 2; 31, 2; 
Clemens Goh. 42 C : TO 7rup 8E~11 

' I (fl \ v7rELA1Jcf>arov 7r7racro~ ••• Kat ••• 
cHp&.1eA.. Hippol. Refut. ix.10: A.E'}'EL 

o~ Kal cpp611tµu11 TOVTO ElvaL TO 7rVp Kal 
'T1js OLOLKf]crEws TWV oA.wv a'trtov· KaA.Et 
OE auTO XPTJ<fµocrv111111 Kal K6pov· XP1J<f-

' '.!.:'' ' c '.!::' 6 ~ µoCJ'V711] uE E<TTLV 'Y/ uLCJ.K crµ1}<fLS KaT 
' ' c '.!::'\ ' I 6 s avrov, 1J uE EK7rvpwcrts K pas. ext . 

.Zlfath. vii. 127. Vide inf. p. 82, 1. 
Heracleitus held the 7rEpt€xov to 
be rational, and thought the 8E'ios 
A.6'}'os came into man through the 
breath. On account of this identity 
of fire with the Deity, the south as · 
the starting point of light and hen t 
is called the sphere of bright Zeus, 
Fr. 86 ; Strabo i. 6, p. 3 : 1,tJvs '}'ttp 
\C, I C>I \ 

Kai E<f7rEpas TEpµaTa 1J apKros, Kar, 
CtV'r£011 'T1jS ClpKTOU ofipos al(Jpfov 
L\LOs. I cannot give any more 
exact interpretation of these words. 
Schuster, 257 sq., understands by 
oipos alepfov L\tos the south pole ; 
but Teichmiiller rightly objects 
that we cannot expect to find th ·s 
conception with Heracleitus. He 
himself thinks that by ovpos, Arc
turus is meant; but ovpos aleplou 
.!.\Los would be a strange designa
tion in that case, and how _ far 
Arcturus can be called one of the 
boundary points between morning 
and evening is not at all clear. The 
words assert nothj ng more than 
that north and south lie between 
east and west ; and the ovpos 
alepfov .!.\Los only signifies the re
gion of light. 

2 In this pantheistic sense we 
must understand the anecdote re
lated by Aristotle, Part. An. i. 5, 
645 a, 16, namelv, that Heracleitus ., 
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necessity of its nature is constantly passing over into 
the changing forms of the finite, and the finite abides 
only in the divine, which in undivided unity is the 
substance, cause and law of the \Vorld. 

2. Oosrnology. 

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 it were the seed of the world; from this the 
earth arises, and the sky and all that they contain. 1 

Here we cannot help seeing the influence of the physical 
doctrine of the Stoics, which, for the very reason that 
it professed to be merely a reproduction and elucidation 
of Heracleitus's doctrine, has so greatly biassed and 
confused the views of subsequent writers in regard 
to the latter.2 So much, however, is certain: that, 

called out to strangers who had 
scruples about visiting him in his 
kitchen: EL<TtEvat 8appovvT<JS, elvat 
"}'ttp Kal ~vTav8a 8Eovs. Cf. Diog. 
ix. 7 : 7rd.11Ta tf;uxoov ElVCU Kal Datµ6-
11CJJ11 7r t.. 1J P'Y/. 

1 Clem. Strom. v. 599 sqq. D. 
That Heracleitus held the world to 
be underived js shown by Fr. 46 
(p. 22, 1 ), that be held it also to be 
derived by Fr. 47 : µ'Y}vVEL Ta e7rt

·<fHpoµEva (Fr. 4 7) : " 7rupos Tpo7ral 
7rpWT011 e&Aau<Ta" 8at..aff~'YJS o~ TO 

\ Cf "" \. ~ \ !J. f ,, 
µev 'f}µLUU "Y'Y/ TU ue 11µ.t<TU 7rp'YJ<TT1Jp. 
ouv&µEL 7ap AE'}'EL (vide p. 44, n. ), 
<>'tL 7rvp lnro Tov oiotKovvTos A.&7 ou 
Kat 6Eov Ttt crvµ.7raJIT« at' Ct.€pos Tpe-

,, \. \.C ' ,.. 
'71"ETC:tt ELS' v7puv TU (J)S' urrepµa. T'YJS 

ota.Ko<rµ1}<rEws, ~ KctAEt 8&.Aa<r<rav, EK 
~ , , "e , ... , , '\.. 
uE TOVT01J av LSf'LVETClL 'Y'YJ KClL ovpavus, 

' ' ' ' c . KctL Ta eµ7rEptexoµeva. oncern1ng 
7rp1J(J'rr1/p, cf. p. 23, 1. 

2 In Clen1ens's commentary on 
the words of Heracleitus we must. 
ref er the following expressions to 
the doctrjne and terminology of 
the Stojcs: A67os Kal 8Eos Ta <rvµ-
7ra11Ta ototKwv, on which cf. p. 44, n. ; 
U7rJpµa T-ijs oia1eo<rµ1}uECJJS ; also the 
addition ot' cdpos, which is perpetu
ally recurring in Stoic writings, 
and was required by the Stoic 
doctrine of the elements (cf. 
Part III. 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 Heracleitu8, in the formation of the world,1 

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 ; 2 

a theory which makes the relation between Heracleitus 
and Thales the same as that between Thales and 
Anaximander,3 who was, of all the older Ionians, the 
philosopher with whom Heracleitus 'vas most closely 
allied. Vl e are told nothing more, however, about his 
opinion concerning the formation of the 'vorld. 

The three forms assumed by the primitive essence 

contradicts (as will presently be 
shown) bis theories on the transi
tion of substances into one another. 
-~mong the Stoics we find in the 
·" 1 \ \. ~ ) ' I ' : ormu a Tp01r1J 7rvpus ut ct.Epos EtS 

~owp that ot' ldpos al ways occurs 
. as an interpolation; and in none 

of our authorities is it said ' fire 
is changed into air, and air into 
water.' This circumstance seems 
to indicate that an older exposi
tion must have been in use, in 
which only the transition of fire 
into water is spoken of, as in the 
4 7th fragment of Heracleitus. 

1 I agree with Schuster (p. 148 
sq.) that Fr. 47 treats of the ori
gin of the world from the primitive 
fire and not, as it has been thought, 
since Schleiermaeher, of the trans
mutation of the ele1nents in the 
world. For we have no reason to 
mistrust the assertion of Clemens 
that Fr. 4 7 referred to the forming 
of the world, and was connected 
with Fr. 46 (sup. p. 22, 1). (In 
the bruf>Ep6µE va, however, there is 
no 'immediate' connection with 

Fr. 46.) The Placita also, in the 
pRssage quoted p. 28, 2, refer to a 
desc!'iption by Heracleitus of the 
formati0n of the ·world, though 
they contain a wrong account of it, 
Yiz., that through the separation of 
the grossest portions _ from fire, 
earth was first formed; from earth 
water, and from water air. The 
second part of this exposition is 
derived from the Stoic doctrine of 
the elements (Part III. a, 169, 1 ), 
but that earth should proceed im
mediately from fire iB contrary 
even to the theJry of the Stoics. 

2 This does not mPan that the 
one half of the sea "'\Vas to be earth 
and the other fire, so that nothing 
more would remain of it ; the words 
8aA.a.<r<TTJS o~, &c., aesert only that 
the sea includes (potentially) in 
itself earth and fire in equal parts, 
so that both might equally proceed 
from it. Cf. Teichmiiller, N. Stitd. 
i. 54 sq. 

3 Cf. concerning hjm, vol. i. 250 
sq. ; concerning the similar view of 
Xenophanes, vol. i. p. 569. 
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in the beginning are regarded by Heracleitus in the 
present condition of the world as the limits between 
which the alternation of substances, the rotation of Be
coming and decay moves. He denominates the change 
(as Diogenes says 1) as the way upwards and downwards, 
and supposes the world to originate in this way. Fire, 
he said, changes by condensation into water, and water 
into earth; earth on the other hand becomes fluid and 
changes into water, from the evaporation of which 
almost all other things are derived. The former of 
these processes he called the way downwards, the latter 
the way upwards. This exposition cannot,2 like the 
fragment in Clemens, apply to the genesis of the world, 
but only to the transmutation of matter ~n the world at 
the present time.3 This is what Plato means by the 

1 ix. 8, according to the quota
tion on p. 78, 1: Kal TTJV p.ETa{3olt3?V 
ooov lfvw KaTw T611 TE K6<Tµo117[11E<T8at 

' ' ' ' \ Ket.:ra TaVT'f/71. 7rUK710VfJ-E71071 7ap Tu 
~ 't ' e ' 6 7rVp E~v7pat11E(]' aL (]'UVL<J'TaµEv v Tf 

7l11E<T8at fJowp, 1r'YJ7VVfJ-E710V OE TO vowp 
' ~ I e \ f ~"'\. 

ELS 71J71 TpE7rE(]' at• Kat TaVT'f/71 O(ju71 
bd To Ka-rw Eivat A.E7Et. 7raA.t11 T' 

avr~v [l. av] TTJ71 71;11 XEt<J'8at E~ ~s \ ~'~ , e , ~, , , TU vuwp 7LVE<J' aL, EK UE TOVTOU Ta 
' ~\ ' ' \ \ ~ A.ot7ra, <TXEuuv 7ra11Ta E7rL T'YJV ava-

8uµfa<TL71 ava')'WV T1/11 a7rO Tfjs 8aAaT-
~' ~' ' \ ' . ' \ ,, '~6 T'YJ~. aVT'YJ u E<J'TL71 1] E'TrL TU avw Ou s. 

7[ve<T8at o' ava(Juµu:f<J'ELS,etc.(p. 52,2.) 
2 As Schuster believes, 155 sq. 

148. 
s Schuster indeed thinks it is 

clear from the connection that here 
also the formation of th~ world is 
intended. But Diogenes has al
ready completed his observations 
on Heracleitus's doctrine of the 
origin and conflagration of the 
world in the previous words (p. 
77' 1, 2) ; with Kal rtJV µETa{30A.~11 he 

VOT..i. II. E 

passes on to another point. No more 
can be concluded from the words Tov 
K6<Fp.0117i11E<T8at KaTd. TaVT'f171. For 1, 
KaTa Talrrrw refers not 'Only to the 
ooos Ka-rw but to the 6oos lfvw KaTw : 
the previous context speaks of this 
as one simple way. not of two 
ways, 6oos lfvw and 6oos Ka-rw; ac
cording to Schuster, however, only 
what is said of the 6oos KaT~ ( 7rv-
1tJ10Vp.Evov • • . AE'YEL) appliPs to 
the making of the world, and what 
follows applies to its destruction. 
2. The persistent use of the present 
forms, 7i11E<T8at, €~u'Yprd11E<T8at, etc., 
shows decidedly that something 
now going on is alluded to, not 
something that formerly happened. 
3. The formation of the universe 
would be very inadequately de
scribed in the words which Schus
ter points out, for nothing is said 
of the formation of the heavens 
(cf. p. 4 7, 1 ). 4. The words "lf'aA.iv 
T' a~ TTJV 77]11, etc., cannot possibly 
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way downward and the way upward,1 and later writers 
without exception 2 who comment on the meaning of the 
expression take the same view. V\r e have, moreover, 
an observation of Heracleitus himRelf 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 death to become earth , 
but 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 constituentR of their body, and again re
solving themselves into those constituents ; just as the 
latter are constantly changing from water to earth, and 
from earth back again to water.4 But this inter
pretation contradicts the unanimous testimony of our 
witnesses, 5 which we have the less reason to doubt, since 

contain a description of the E1c-1rv
px<ris, for it is said the rest came 
out of the water, which is almost 
entirely to be explained by the 
evaporation of the earth and of the 
water. Schuster therefore reads : 
' '.!::'' , ~ .... \. ~ ' EK uE TOV'TOV Tu 11" v p, Ta l\.OL'lra 
uxEoov, etc. But this alteration of 
the text would only be allowablP., 
if the received text would bear no 
admissible construction. It makes, 
however, very good sense, though 
not the same that Schuster ascribes 
to it; whereas in his reading, the 
simple thought that fire arises from 
water by the evaporation of the 
water would be expressed by the 
confused and obscure expression Ta 
A.ot7rtt <rXEoov '7rdv'Ta, etc. What 
can be meant bv A.ot7ra 1rci11Ta? ., 
Fire is the only thing which, in the 
conflagratioi;i. of the world, still 
continues to arise from water. 

1 Pkileb. , 43 A. The wise 
maintain that our body can never 
be in a state of rest. aEl 'Yap 
~, 21.. ' ' A "" Tb aTraVTa avw TE Kat Ka'Tw t'EL. ere 
is no qu8stion here of the origin 
and destruction of the world, but 
simply of the mutation of things 
in the world. 

2 E. g. Philo. De .lEtern. M. 
958 A: Ta <TTOLXELa TOv 1C6<rµou 
. . . o o A. L x EVo VT a (traversing 
a o6A.txos, that js, a path returning 
jnto itself) ael 1Cal T~JI auThV OOOV 
lf vw Kal KaTw <TUJIEXWS aµd~OVTa, as 
Heracleitus expresses it (vide fol
lowing note). Max. Tyr. 41, 4 : 
µETa~oA.hv /Jpfjs <rwµdT<3'V Kal 'YEVE
<TEWS, CtAAa"/hV OOWV ltvw Ka} KcZTW 

' ~ ~H ' ICaTa TUJI paKAELTOJJ. 
3 Rr. 89 ~ sup. p. 24, 2 . 
4 Loe. cit. 268 sq., 157, 165. 
5 Philo, loc. cit. 958 0, adduces 

this passage in proof of his remark 
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we are told by Aristotle that Heracleitus denominated 
fire, which constitutes the substance of all things, as 
soul.1 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 "\vater.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, \Vas 
especially encouraged by the Stoic commentators, who 
could not resist identifying their own conceptions with 
tb ose of Heracleitus. 3 For the same reason little 

on the rotation of the elements, and is no longer attributed expressly 
Clemens, Strom. vi. 624 A, thinks to Heracleitus). Plut. Plac. i. 3; 
that Heracleitus is here imitating vide s1tp.,. p. 28, 2; Max. Tyr. l. 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 fron1 the lf;vxn comes passes into air, air into water, water 
water, from water earth, and vice into earth, and earth again into 
versa. See the authors quoted jn fire. J 

note 2, infra, who also refer the 3 Schuster, 157 sq., indeed be
passage to the elements generally. lieves, and Teichmuller (N. Stud. 

1 Cf. p. 22, 4; 24, 1. i. 62 sqq.) partly agrees with him. 
2 Cf. Plut. IJe Ei. c. 18, p. 302, that Heracleitus in his doctrine of 

who thus gives the passage quoted the elements did not omit the air. 
above from '}jr. 89 : 7rvpos OdvaTos It seems to me, however, that there 
, , I ' , I (J I ~/~ • d t f f h' H aept -yeve<TLS Ka.£ aepos avaTos vuan 1s no a equa e proo o t is. e-
-yevecns. Also Philo, loc. cit., who racleitus may very well have spoken 
thus explains it: 1/Jux'hv -yap ol6µ.evos when he •had occasion to do so, of 
eTvm To 'If'Vevµ.a T~v µ.~v ltepos TE"A.eu- the air (as I have said p. 38, 1, in 
'T1}v 7evea1v· ~oaTos, 71}11 o, ~oaTos regard to Fr. 67); but it does not 
-y-)Js 7rct"A.iv 7evecnv a.lvhTeTat. · Max. follow that he reckoned it as one 
Tyr. 41, 4; Sehl. p. 285 R: (p 7rvp of the fundamental forms of matter 
TOV -y?]s e&.va.Tov Kctl &1,p (fi 'T'OV -what we may call his elements. 
7rvpos e&.va.T071' ~owp (fi 'TOV aepo~ Odva- As Anaxagoras and Democritus 
-rov, 'YTJ TOV ~Ba.Tos (whirh, however, represented the a1r as an assem-

E 2 



52 HERACLEITUS. 

importance is to be attached to the fact tl1at some of 
the later representations speak of a direct transllluta
tion of fire into earth, 1 or of earth into fire. 2 Nor lllnst 

blage of diff(jrent kinds of substan
ces (vide i1~f. 815, 3, 708, third 
edition), so Heracleitus mn,y have 
seen in it something intermediate 
l1etw.een water and fire, a transi
tional form, or a series of transitional 
forms. The fact that Plutarch in
troduces air into the passage from 
Heracleitu8, discussed supra, p. 24-, 
2; 51, 2, cannot weigh against the 
clear meanjng of Heracleitus's own 
'\VOrds. If lEnesidemus substi
tmted air for fire as the primitive 
matter of Heracleitus ( vide Part 
III. b, 23), this can be explained (as 
shown, loc. cit.) without assuming 
that Heracleitus ascribed to air a 
similar part as to earth, water and 
fire. The opinion of JEnesidemus 
concerning Heracleitus's primitive 
essence (which in any case js mis
taken) cannot be brought forward 
as a proof of this theory. 

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

that sense ·we might understand 
Diog. ix. fl: -ylve<T8aL ava8vµ.L&<TELS 
, I " \ (J "). I ~ \ 
U.7r0 TE 'Y'YJS ICU.£ U.1\.U.TT'f/S, a.s µEv 

\ \ {J \ ~ ~\ I A.aµ.7rpas KU.L Ka apa~, v.S UE <TICOTEL7/U.S" 
Yt (J ~\ \. \ "' C \. " avsE<T aL uE TU µ.Ev '1f'VP V1rU T(J)7J A.aµ.-

~ \. ~\ ( \ ( \ "' ( I 

wpoov, Tu uE v7pov tJ'TrO TOOJI ETEpoov. 
l3ut this is not necessary. :For 
even if Lassalle's theory (ii. 99) 
that only the pure vapours rise 
from the sea, and only the dark and 
foggy Yapours from the earth, as 
well as the opposite theory that 
the pure and clear vapours arise 
from the earth, and the dark from 
the sea, is contradicted by the fact 
(which Teichmiiller points out, N. 
Stud. i. 57) that the vapours arising 
from earth and bea are a.like ob-

scure, and though it might be more 
correct on that account to represent 
clear and dark vapours as risin~ 
both from earth and sea, this is 
not quite the point jn question. 
For, in the first place, Diogenes is 
not saying that the earth, as this 
elementary body, changes into fiery 
Yapours; 'Y17 here designate.s the 
land in contradistinction to sea, 
with the exclusion of the water in 
the lakes, rivers, marshes, and the 
ground moist with rain. And 
secondly, it jg a question whether 
the clear and dark vapours ascend 
at the same time sidA by side, and 
are not all at first dark and moist, 
becoming afterwards bright. The 
dark would then serve to feed the 
clouds, the bright would go to 
make the stars and the bright sky. 
Schlt-iermacher, p. 49 sq., defends 
the idea of a direct transformation 
of earth into fir0, on the ground 
that Aristotle, whose meteorology 
a.ppears to be essentially dPpenclent 
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 be proved either 
jn a general sense or in regard to 
this particular point. There js 
lastly not the smallest ground for 
the conjecture of Ideler (Arist. Me
tt5orol. i. 351) that Heracleitus 
may have borrowed the doctrine of 
the double evaporation from the 
Orphic poems; what is said by 
Plato, Grat. 402 B, and by Clemens, 
Strom. vi. 629, cannot be quoted in 
support of it. 



THE ELEMENTS. 

we seek in Heracleitus a conception of the elements in 
the Empedoclea.n or Aristotelian sense; 1 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 
frorn the other in the given order; 2 and this regular 

1 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 l~o disbelieve in those prP-
word) invariable primitive sub- suppositions. We certainly do not 
stances, which as 8Uch never pass know how Heracleitus explained 
over into each other. Aristotle the burning of wood, nor even that 
makes his elements pas8 over into he ~ried 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 7rpcfYr1J lJA.71 thinks) to regard the wooll ab~o
has never existed as such; it is lutely as earth. He might consider 
only the ideal presupposition of the that earth and water were mingled 
elen1ents, their common essence, in it: that when it is consumed, 
that exists merely under these four the earth, so far as it does not 
formR. Heracleitus, on the con- change into water, remains behind 
trary, represents fire as existing for as 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 

~.The question whether Herac- into smoke, then into fire (which, 
leitus, 'in kindling wood for his according to Theophrastus, De Ignr', 
hearth-fire, always reflected that .F1r. iii. 3, is burning smoke, and ac
this earth must change first into cording to Arist. J.lfeteor. ii. 2, 355 
sea and then jnto 7rp1J()'TtJp, before a, 5, is supposed by many physicists~ 
it could rise into fire' (Schuster, as Diogenes, supra, p. 295, to be 
166), is one which the history of nourished by moisture). Here he 
philosophy is not required to an- h~d an explanation, which was not 
swer. He probably did not think more incon::dstent with appearances 
every tin1e he looked at the Cays- than many others, and accommo
tros, that it was not the same dated itself admirably to his other 
river as before, nor torment himself theories. Or he might regard the 
at every draught of water as to burning as a cowing forth of the 
whether the dryness of his soul fire contained in the 7repiexov (vide 
would not suffer thereby. The inf: p. 81 sq.), and as an escape of 
only question wh1ch concerns us is the burning partjcles of wood into 
thi8 : how Heracleitus on his own the 7reptexov. Definite evidence con
presuppositions explained comn1on · cerning the scientific theories of a 
phenomena like the burning of philosopher cannot be outwejghed 
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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.1 This. expression also 
shows us that change of substance is with Heracleitus 
likewise change of place; the nearer a body approaches 
to the fiery nature, the higher it rises ; the farther 
removed it is from that nature, the lower it sinks ; as 
even sensible observation would go far to prove.2 

by the impossibility of reconciling 
certain facts with those theories, 
so long as we are in ignorance 
whether and in what way the phi
losopher himself tried to reconcile 
them. Did Democritus and Plato 
regard wood as inco1nbustible, be
cause according to thefr theory 
earth cannot be converted into fire ? 
Yide infra, p. 708, 2, third edition, 
Part II. a, 676, 2. 

1 Fr. 82, ap. Hippocr. De Alim .. 
ii. 24 K; Tert. Adv. Marc. ii. 28, 
and more fully ap. Hippol. vide 
sup. p. 49, 1 ; also p. 50, 1. Las
salle (i. 128, 173 sqq.) is not con
tent with referring the upward and 
downward way to the stages of the 
elemental process, and the identity 
of the two ways to the sameness of 
these stages ; he thinks the aboYe 
proposition also means that the 
world is constant unity, constant 
adjustment of the two contradictory 
moments of Being and Nothing, of 
the tendency to -yeve<rLs and to 
eJC7rVpCJJ<rts or negation. But this is 
to make the dti.rk philosopher 
darker than he already is. There 
is no passage, either from or about 
Heracleitus, which warrants our 
understanding the boos ltvCJJ and 
JCaTw as anything except the way 
from earth to fire, and vice versa ; 
eYen in Diog. ix. -8 it is only Las
salle's wrong translation (cf. the 

words quoted, p. 49, 1 ), which ex
plains µeTaf3oA.1, as the change into 
one another of the roA.eµos and 
0µ07'.o-yla, the moment that leads 
from Being to non-Being, and from 
non-Being to Being ( v·jde also ii. 
246, and with another cqmbination 
of the words, ii. 137). Diogenes 
himself never leaves us in any 
doubt as to the meaning of the uoos 
lt11CJJ and JCa""<.cJ. It is a singular ob
jection to make (l. c. 173 sq.) that 
the quality of the elementary stages 
of transmutation cannot be de
scribed as ooos µfTJ. The way 
from fire through water to earth is 
the same as that from earth 
through water to fire, although the 
direction pursued in the one case 
is different from that pursued in 
the other. 

2 That the way upward and 
downward does not involve any 
change of place I cannot admit. 
Lassalle attempts to prove this 
very diffusely (ii. 241-260), and 
Brandis ( Gesch. d. Entw. i. 68) 
agrees with him on the point. 
Lassalle's argument has little 
force: 'Motion upward and down
wards,' he says, ' is rectilinear : the 
motion of Heracleitus is circular' 
(this js only true so far as he re
presents the transmutation of mat
ters under the figure of a circle) ; 
' 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 fir1na, not stood in regard to place' (this is 
deeper than the sea-bottom); 'but not the case; if it were so he would 
if we understand the ooos ~:voo as also expressly deny that Heraclei
relating to place, it must be tus taught the perpetual transmu
higher' (an argument by which we tation of matter)·; ' Ocellus (i. 12) 
might prove that Plato and Aris- plaC'es the oie~ooos Ko.Ta T61ro:v and 
totle knew nothing of the natural Ka.Ta µ.eTa{3oA.1/v in opposition to 
places of the elements); 'in regard each other.' How we are to under
to place, the above and below, the stand by ~voo anything except up
way upward and the way downward wards with referencA to space; or 
are not identical' (vide previous by Kd.Too anything but downwards, 
note and p. 16, 4). 'Plato and Lassalle does not explain. It is 
Aristotle could not have been silent obvious that the ancient writers, 
about the ooos ~:voo KdToo, if this ex- one and all, who mention the doc
pression had been used in a literal trine of Heracleitus, understood it 
sense, and not merely as a figure.' in the way that has hitherto been 
(Why not? Are they not silent customary. Lassalle (ii. 251) him
about many conceptions of great self indeed finds himself obliged to 
importance in the system of Herac- admit that Heracleitus may also 
leitus? Plato, however, does men- bave employed the expressi~n ooos 
tion, Phileb. 43 A, the doctrine that Cf:voo for thP procession of the ele
everything constantly Cfvoo TE Kal ments, and in that there must be a 
JCdTw pe'i, and in Themt. 181 B, he change of plaee. As fire occupies 
says that this doctrine makes every- the upper portion of the world, 
thing to be perpetually changing Stob. Eel. i. 500, reckons Heraclei
its place as well as its nature) ; tus among those who regard the 
'Diog. ix. 8 sq. does not speak of sky as 7rVpwos; this is not incom
any graduated motion in regard to patible with the statement in Diog. 
place' (see preceding note). 'Aris- ix. 9, that he never precisely ex
totle, Phys. viii. 3, expressly denies plained the~nature of the 7repiexov. 
that ltvw and KaTw are to be under-
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this loss must perpetually be compensated by the influx 
of other parts passing on the 'vay upwards, or the way 
downwards, into its place and into its nature. The 
appearance of permanent Being then can only arise 
from this : that the parts which flow off on the one 
side are replaced by the addition of others in the same 
proportion ; to water must be added as much moisture 
from fire and earth as it has itself lost in fire and 
earth, &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 tbat which it is, only because the 
opposite streams of matter, the advancing and the 
retreating stream, meet in it in this definite direction 
and in this definite proportion. 1 The regularity of this 
process is what Heracleitus calls by the name of Har
mony, D{JC'Y), Ji_,ate, world-ruling wisdom, &c.; "\Vhile, on 
the other hand, the flux of all things arises from the 
change of substances, and the universal law of strife 

1 In favour of this acceptation cum stance that particular things 
of Heracleitus's doctrine, we cer- and the world as a whole seem to 
tainly cannot adduce Fr. 48 (on continue for a longer or shorter 
which, cf. p. 65, 1) as direct evi- period unchanged. This theory is 
dence, supposing these words to established by the well-known ex
refer, not to the change of the ample of the river (p. 11, 2), which 
elements into one another, but to Aristotle (Meteor, ii. 3, 357 b, 30 
the destruction of the world. But sq.) uses in this sense; and also 
from what we know of his theory by Aristotle's own assertion (sup. 
concerning the flux of all things, p. 13, n.) that according to Heraclei
it is difficult to see how he could tus all things were for ever chang
otherwise ba ve explained the cir- ing, only we do not notice it. 
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from the opposition of the upward and down·ward 
"\Vay. 

If we imagine this theory logically applied to all 
parts of the world, the result would be a natural scien
tific svstem in which the different classes of the Real 

u 

would correspond to so many stages of the universal 
process of transformation. Heracleitus, however, was 
in all probability far from entertaining the idea of° a 
comprehensive description of nature; and the fact that 
besides the anthropological theories presently to be con
sidered, nothing remains to us of his natural philosophy 
except a few astronomical and meteorological state
ments, 1 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 

1 From the utterance of Philo. 
Qzt. in Gen. iii. 5, quoted p. 31, 2, 
we can only conclude that Herac
leitus proved his doctrine of the 
oppositions of Being by a number 
of examples. There is no question 
of the detailed syb tern of phy.sics 
to which Lassalle (ii. 98) finds al
lusion here. 

2 Arist. Meteor. ii. 2, 354 a, 
33 : oto Kat '}'ei\oL'ot 7ravres o<roL roov 
7rp6repov D7rt1'..af3ov rov ?}A.tov rp€
<J>eq8at rep v'}'pcp. That Heracleitus 
is classed among these, we see from 
what follows. In Diog. ix. 9, 
there is a full account of Heraclei
tus's theory of the stars : 70 oe 

7reptexov 07r(J'i6v e<rrLv ou O'fJA.o'L· elvar. 
µev'TOL EV aurcp <TKacpas E11"f:(J"Tpaµ
µevas Ka.Ta tcoL'A.ov 7rpos 1]µ.as, ev c:tfs 
'(J /" I \ \ ~ {J f a poi~oµevas 7as A.aµ7rµas ava uµta-
uets a7rO'TEAEL11 <f>A.6'}'as, cts elva.L 7Ct 
a<rrpa. Of these the sun diffuses 
more ~ and warmth than the t ~,,, 
rest, because the moon moves in an 
atmosphere that is not so pure and 
is nearer the earth, and the other 
heavenly bodies are too distant: 
EKAEt7rELV o' 1}A.t011 JCa.l <Te'Afiv'YJV avw 
<TTpecpoµevwv 7oov <r1ea<J>wv· Tovs 7.E 
Ka.Ta µiwa T1]s <reA.1Jv1Js <TX'YJµart
uµoils '}'tve<r8a.t <TTpe<J>oµ~v'YJS ev a.urp 
1ea.-ra µttcpov Ti]s <rKd.cfJ'fJs. What 
Diogenes says is asserted in the 
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a burning mass of vapour; 1 and as he supposed that 
these vapours were consumed and burned up during the 
day, and were produced afresh on the morrow, he arrived 
at the proposition that the sun was new every day; 2 so 

Placita, ii. 22, 27, 28, 29; Stob. i. 
526, 550, 558 ; Schol. in Plat. p. 
409 Bekk. of the sun and moon ; 
but Stol>reus speaks of the sun in 
Stoic language as livaµ.µ.a. 110Epo11 eK 
Tf,s 8a.A.a<J'u1]s. The boat-shaped 
form of the sun js likewjse alluded 
to by Ach. Tat. in Arat. p. 139 B. 
Similarly Anaximander (whom. 
Heracleitus follows so much) re
presents the fire of the heavenly 
bodies as fed by vapours, and as 
streaming out of the husky cover
ings that surround it. Cf. vol. i. 
p. 251. The latter he conceiv-es in a 
djfferent manner from Heracleitus, 
who keeps to the old notion of the 
ship of the sun and moon. Stob. i. 
510, no doubt incorrectly, calls the 
heavenly bodies 7rtA.f,µ.aTa 7rvp6s. 
In the Plac. ii. 25, 6: (HpctJCAELTos 
( 

\ I ) " S. I T'YJ'll <J'EA1]711]71 'Y'Y/71 U/J-LXA'[I 7rEpLEL-
A1]µ.µ.~711]71. Schleiermacher, p. 57, 
rightly alters the name to 'Hpa1e
A.el01]s. According to Diog. ix. 
7 ; Plac. ii. 21 ; Stob. i. 526 ; 
Theod. Cur. Gr. Alf. i. 97, p. 17, 
Heracleitus ascribed to the sun the 
diameter of a foot. Perhaps, how
ever, this may be a misunderstand
ing of a statement relating to this 
apparent diameter, and not con
cerned with the question of his real 
magnitude. At any rate, it would 
better accord with the importance 
Heracleitus ascribes to the sun 
(inf. p. 60, 2), if he supposed his 
i;ize to be something commensurate. 
But it is quite possible he may 
have said, ' the sun is only a foot 
broad, and yet his light fills the 
whole world.' 

1 Arist. Probl. xxiii. 30, end : 
oto 1ea.l <J>a.u{ TLVES TOOV 1}pa.KA.ELTt(611-

' \ "' { t I TOOV, EiC fJ-E7/ TOV 7rOT.LfJ-OV <;1Jpa.woµ.evov 
1eal 'Tr'YJ'YVVµ.evov A.Wovs 'Y£11E<J'8a.L 1ea.l 

,... ' ~' ,.. 8 ' \. ~' 'Y1JV, EiC uE T'YJS a.1'.a.Tr'Y]S TU1/ 1]At071 
U..va.evµ.tarr8a.i. 

2 Plato, Rep. vi. 498 A : 7rpos 
o~ TO ")11;pas EKTOS of, TL1/(J)1/ 01'.l")IOOV 
~ a' ' " " U.1l'OUf'JE1l11V1/TU.L 7r0AU µ.al\.l\.071 TOV 
, H / t , ~' >"a , palCAELTE:LOV 171'.wv, 0<1'071 a.uuLS OVIC 
€~ct7f"TOJJTat. Arist. Meteor. E. 2, 
355 a, 12 : E7rEl Tpe<J>oµ.evov 'YE l sc. 
Tov 1]A.fov] Tov a.vrov Tp67ro11, f.6<J'7rEp 
' ,.. l ~,.. q ' t ~' EICEL110 <f>a<J'L, u'f}A071 UTL JCaL 0 1JAWS 
ou µ.ovov, Ka.fJa7rEp 6 'HpdKA.ELT6s 

I , ,+,,' t I ' \ ' ' ' \ </>'fJ<J't, 11EOS E't' 1]fJ-EpIJ EIJ'TLV, a.AA aEL 
veos <J'uvexoos, which Alex. in h. l. 
rightly explains thus: ou µ611011, ws 
~Hpal(l\.EtT6s </>'YJ<J'L, 1/EOS E</>' TJfJ-Ep'[I 
&11 ~v, JCa8, eKd<J'T'fJ'V 1}µepa.11 Cf A Ao s 
't 6 ,... ' ' ,.. ~' E<;U.'lrT µ.evos, TOV 7rpOOTOV E7/ TIJ uUUEL 
<1'/:3Ei111vµ.€11ov. The words, veos e<J>, 
f,µ.epv ?}A.ios are quoted by Proclus, 
in Tirn. 334 D, from Heracleitus. 
To these words (and not to some 
other passage as Lassalle, Ji. 105, 
thinks) allusion is doubtless made 
by Plotinus, ii. 11, 2, p. 97 D: 
'H ,. I .. , ,, ' \ \ \. ~' pa.1C1\.ELT(f), OS E</>'YJ U.EL ICU.L TU1/ 1]"J\.to71 
'Yl'}'11Eu8at. One of the schoUasts of 
Plato represents the sun of He
racleitus as going down into the 
sPa and being extinguished in it, 
then movjng under the ea1th to
wards the east and being there re
kindled. This may be brought 
into connection with the quotation 
from Diogenes (cf. preceding note) 
in the following manner: After the 
ioun's fire is burnt out, Le., after it 
has been changed into water (for 
this we must in any case substitute 
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that even the apparent permanence which the continuous 
ebb and flow of matter lends to things belongs to the 
sun only for this short time.1 Aristotle expressly 
denies 2 that be applied this notion to the other heavenly 
bodies : when, therefore, 've are told that he supposed 
the moon and the stars to be fed by exhalations-that 
be regarded the moon, like the sun, as a cup filled with 
fire,3 and the stars as masses of fire, we must consider 
the first assertion, at any rate, as an arbitrary extension 
for the e-xtinction in the sea), the 
boat-shaped husk, in which it was 
contained, goes in the way described 
to the east, in order there to be 
filled with burning vapours. Only 
the sun; s fire would then be re
newed every day. his envelope on 
the other hand would continue; 
but thj s makes no difference in 
regard to the hypothesis ; for as the 
fire is what alone is seen by us as 
the sun, it might still be said that 
the sun was every day renewed ; 
and if Heracleitus really believed 
in these reservoirs of fire of the 
sun and stars (which the singular 
explanation quotecl from hjm of 
eclipses and the phases of the moon 
scarcely allows us to doubt), it was 
more natural that he should sup
pose them solid and therefore 
durable, than as colisisting of va
pours, and passing away with their 
content. Lassalle, ii. 11 7, thinks 
that, according to Heracleitus, the 
solar fire was not completely 
changed into moisture during any 
part of the day, but that this pro
cess was completed in the course 
of the sun's nightly progre~s round 
the other hemisphere (we have no 
right to speak of the other hemi
sphere as far as Heracleitus is 
concerned) ; and that this is the 
foundation of the statement of the 

Platonic scholiast. But such is 
obviou~ly not his opinion, nor can 
those writers have ~ntertained it, 
who sjmply attribute to this philo
sopher the statement that the sun 
was extinguished ttt his setting. 
8chuster'R remark (p. 209) that if 
Heracleitus regarded Helios as a 
god, he would not have supposed 
him to be generated afresh t>very 
day, but only to change his sub
stance, likewise contradicts all our 
evidence and the words of Hera
clei tus himself. 

1 Fr. 64 (s1tp. p. 41, 2) seems to 
refer to this duration of existence; 
but it may also relate to the boun
daries of its course, for the daily 
life of the sun would have a longe~ 
duration if it pursued its course 
farther. The measurements of tin1e 
ana space here coincide. 

2 Meteor. l. c. 355 a, 18 : i£To-
7rov oe Kat TO µ611011 <f>povTl<TaL 'TOV 
t , ,... ~, ll. ,, ~ "" 
7JALOV, 'T(J)V u v.AA(J)V C1..<T'Tpoov 7rapLuEt11 

, \ \ { I \ aUTOVS 'Tr}JI <TOOT7JP av, 'TO<TOVT(J)JI /Ca£ 
TO 7rA..~8os 1eai TO µ€-ye6os g,,Toov,. 
Also in Probl. loc. cit. it is only the 
sun which is formed from the va
pours of the sea. f"7 > 

3 Vide p. ~' 2; cf. Olymp. in 
Meteor. f. 6 a, p. 149 Ideler. On 
the other side, cf. Bernays, Heracl~ 
12 sq. 
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of his actual words.1 He appears to have thought little 
of the stars, because their influence on our world i~ 

~mall. 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 bis real doctrine. 3 

1 Still more may be said a~a.inst 
the theory that Heracleitus sup
posed the sun to be nourished by 
the evaporations of the ~ea, the 
moon by those of the fresh waters, 
and the stars by those of the earth 
(Stob. Eel. i. 510: cf. 524; Plut. 
Plew. ii. 17). Here the thPory of 
the Stoics is most likely ascribed 
to Hera.cleitus. This philosopher, 
as we have shown, was silent as to 
the nourishment of the sta.rB, 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, 1 ), make quite another 
application of the difference be
tween salt water and fre~h. 

2 Of. Fr. 50, ap. Plut. A.qita an 
~qn. util. 7, 3, p. 9 5 7 : El µ1] 1}A.ws 

~v, Ev<f>p011'1] av ?jv; or, as it is 
expressed in Pl ut. JJe Fortuna, 

3 98 C f \ ,J Cl 

C. , p. : 'f]ALOV µ'I] OVTOS EVE/CCX. 

TWV Cfi\A.wv if<J'Tpwv Eu<f>p011'1]V av 1}-yo

µEV. Oleanthes, who among the 
Stoics seems most to have resem
bled Heracleitus, ascribed such 
importance to the sun, that he de
clared it to be the seat vf Deity 
(Part III. a, 125, 1 ), and this we 
are told of the Heracleitean school 
(Plat. Crat. 413 B; cf. sup. p. 26, 1: 

\. C/ '}. ~ •• 1 \ I , 
TUV 1]1\.LOV ULCX.LUVTa ICCX.L KCfOVTa E7rL-

/ ' '' H I 't 'Tp01revELV Ta ovTa. . erac e1 us 
himself, however, di<l not (cf. sup. 
p. 25, 2) maintain this; had he~ 

done bo, he could not have said that 
the sun was extinguished daily. In 
Plut. Qit. Plat. vii. 419 we have no 
right (Schuster, p. 161, thinks the 
contrary) to refer anything beyond 
the words t/;pas at 7rct11Ta cpepoua' to 
Heracleitus. 

3 After the words quoted p. 52, 
2; 57, 2, Diogenes thus continues : 
C/ 'f I £l \ 
1]µEpav TE KaL llVKTa '}'LVE<J'l7CtL Ka.£ 

" \ cf , I \ , \ 
µrwas Ka.L wpas ETELOVS ICU.L EVLU.VTOVS, 
c' '' ,, ' VETOVS TE J(U,L 7rVEvµo.ra ICU.L TU. TOllTOLS 
Cf \ \ ~ 1 ' £l f 
oµota Ka.Ta Tas utacpupovs a.va(}vµta<J ELS. 
~ \ \ "\. \ 'e I T1111 µEv -yap 1\.aµ7rpa.v ava vµta<nv 

£1" ) ~ !"\. "C"\./ 
<f>l\.O'}'Wl7EL<J'U.V EV T(f) KVKt\.(f} TOV ?]t\.LOU 
C I " \ ~\ , I ) 

1]µEpav 7r0LcLV, Tr}V uE EVU.VTLU.V E7rL-
' ' ) "\. " \ ) Kpa71]<J'a<rav VVICTa U.7rOTEt\.ELV" Ka.L EiC 

µ'Ei1 TOV 7'.aµ-Irpou TO 0Epµov a,u~av6-
µevov eepos 7r0LEW, EK OE TOV <J'KO

TELVOV TO u-ypov 7rAEova(ov XELµWJICI. 
' '/" ll , fl) ~\ , 
U,7rEp'}'CX.':,E<J'l7aL. aKOA0Vl7WS uE TOVTOlS 

' ' ..... ''"'"' , " H ICU.L 7rEpt TWV U.t\.t\.WJI U.LTLOAO'}'EL. e-
racleitUS, according to this, derived 
the change of day and night. as 
well as that of the seasons, which 
is coupled with it, in the fragment 
quoted (p. 38, l) from the alternate 
preponderance of the fiery element 
and the moist. That he mentioneJ. 
the seasons we know from Plutarch 
( vide previous note). His expla
nation of the other phenomena 
mentioned above is referred to by 
Stob. Eel. i. 594 : (HpaKA.. f3po11T1}v 

\ ' ' ) ' \ µev !Ca.Ta uv<rTpocpas avEµwv KCU 
" \ , I I ' vecpwv Kat Eµ7rTW<J'ELS 7rVEuµaTWV ELS 

\ I ~ \ ~\ \ \ ..... 
TU. VE</>1J, a<rTpa7raS UE ICU.Ta TaS TWV 
ll I ,t 1,I, ,.. ~\ 
(}uµLwµEvwv Esa'+'Ets, 7rp'IJ<1'T1Jpas uE 

' ..... , ' \ a' /Ca.Ta VE</>WV Eµ7rp1J<1'ELS /Cat. <1'1-JE<J'ELS. 
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How Heracleitus conceived the form and struc
ture of the universe we are not expressly told. As, 
however, the transformation of matter has a limit in fire 
above and in the earth beneath, and as this qualitative 
change coincides in Heracleitus with ascent and descent 
in space, he must have conceived the universe as limited 
above and below; whether he thought it spherical in 
form we do not know,1 and in respect of the earth the 
contrary theory seems the more probable.2 Nor can 've 
prove that he held the diurnal revolution of the heavens.3 

But he must at any rate have regarded the world as a 

In the statement of Olympiodorus 
( 1lfeteorol. 33 a ; i. 284 Id.), that 
Heracleitus believed the sea to be 
a transpiration from the earth, 
there seems to be (as Ideler rightly 
conjer.tures) some confusion with 
Empedocles, to which Fr. 48, quoted 
p. 65. 1, 1nay haye giYen rise. 

1 Hjppokr. 7r. oiaiT. (sup. p. 
15, 1) si:iys indeed: cpdos Z71vl, 
cnc6ros 'A'l'fi'y, cpaos 'A'l'op, <T1c6Tos 
Z71v£. <f>oL-r~ 1ee'iva Choe teal ,..,.&_oe 
«e'i<J'e 7ra<fav t1Jp71v. But in the first 
place, it would not certainly follow 
from this that the world was sphe
rical; for if the heavens turned 
sideways around the earth, and the 
earth were supposed cylindrical in 
form, as we find among the earlier 
and later Ionians (sup. vol. i. p. 27 5 
sq.). the under world would still 
be illuminated as soon as the sun 
in consequence of this reYolu~ion 
went below the horizon. And 
secondly, we do not know whether 
tho author is correctly expressing 
Ileracleitus's meanjng; his state
ment is certainly quite incompati
ble with that philosopher's doctrine 
of thA daily extinction of the sun. 
Lassalle's supposition that it is not 

entirely ext;nguished cannot be ad
mitted ( ~f. p. 58. 2) as a solution of 
the difficulty. Besides the ~ame 
light which illuminated the upper 
world could not in that case be also 
in Hades. 

2 As not only Anaxim:inder and 
Anaximenes, but also Anaxagoras, 
Democritus, and doubtless also 
Diogenes, aserihed to the earth the 
form of a cylinder or plate, it is 
very unlikely that Heraeleitus 
should have conceived it otherwise. 
The theory of its being a sphere 
seems to have been confined to the 
Pythagoreans and the adherents of 
their astronomy, until towards the 
end of the fifth century. 

3 His ideas about the daily ex
tinction of the sun and the boat of 
the sun. and ·of the moon, point 
rather to a free movement of the 
sevPral heaYenly bodies, such as 
was held by Anaximenes (sup. vol. 
i. p. 275 sq.). Heracleitus, who 
troubled himself little about the 
stars and astronon1y, never seems 
to have rRflected that the daily 
rising and setting of all the 
heavenly bodies presupposed some 
common cause. 
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coherent whole, as indeed he clearly says, 1 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 limitednesR of the world,2 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 possibility of change in the con
dition and constitution of the universe; such a theory 
might rather seem to be required by the fundamental 
law of the mutability of all things, though it is not so 
in truth; for that law would have been sufficiently 
observed if the whole had maintained itself in spite of 
the change of its parts, and nothing individual had had 
any fixed existence. Heracleitus might well have held 
this theory, as the two physicists, Anaximander and 
Anaximenes, had held it before him; and to Anaxi
mander he was in many respects closely allied. Indeed, 
the ancient writers almost unanimously attribute to 
him the theory that the present world will at some 

1 Fr. 46, 98; supra, 35, 1. 
2 Diog. ix. 8 : '1f'E7repa<r8at Te TO 

wav Kal eva elvat K6ap.ov. Theodo
doret, Cur. Gr. Ajf. iv. 12, p. 58 ; 
Simpl. Pk,ys. 6 a ; Arist. Phys. iii. 
5, 205 a, 26 : ov8els 'TO ~V Kal ~7rEL
pov 7rvp_ E7rOL1J<TEV ovo€ f'i1V 'TWV 

cpv<rwA.O'}'wv is not counter to this, 
for Heracleitus's primitive matter 
is not unlimited. Lassalle (ii. 
154), who refers the passage to 
Heracleitus, has overlooked the 
additional words Ka.l ~7retpov. 

3 Cf. p. 22, I. 
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future time be dissolved in fire, and that from the con
flagration a new world will be produced, and so ad in-
finitum. The history of the universe, therefore, moves 
forward in a continuous alternation of reproduction and 
destruction according to fixed periods of time.1 This 
theory, however, has recently been warmly disputed, 
first by Schleiermacher 2 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 uni verse, but which in fact arcl 
far removed from one another. The question is not 
whether an annihilation of the world in the strict 

i For the destruction of the 
world the Stoics always use the 
expression ~KTrVprAJ<rLs. It cannot 
be proved to have been used by 
Heracleitus. Clemens, Strom. v. 
549, ii., says expressly, ~111$ <rT e po 11 
~K7rVpw<rw ~KaA.e<ra11 ol ~TWLKol. 

2 Loe. 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 (Gr. 
Rom. Phil. i. 177 sq.), seems to 
have be~n persuaded by Lassalle 
to abandon this theory ( Gesch. d. 
Entw. i. 69 sq.). In order to ex
plain the statements of the ancients, 
he puts forward the conjecture 
that Heracleitus held a double 
kind of motion; one which is with
out opposite, and which he 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 oppositions, this 
is as much as to say the oiaK6<Tµ1J<ris 
is followed by an ~Ktrvpw<Tts. We 
can hardly, however, attribute to 
Heracleitus a merely ideal separa
tion of these two motions. and to 
me it is still more inconceivable 
that he should have spoken of an 
oppositionless motion (in itself a 
contradictio in adjecto). As this 
view will be refuted in the follow
ing pages, I need not here enter into 
it more 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 substance 'vas 
intended; this~ Heracleitus, of course, could not main
tain, since to him the world is only the definite form 
of existence of the di vine fire, and the di vine fire is 
consequently the substance of the world. He has also 
declared, as explicitly as possible, that he did not 
maintain it. What we are concerned with is simply 
this: Did Heracleitus believe that the present state of 
the world, and the distribution of elemental substances 
on which it is based, re1n.ains on the "Thole unchanged, 
despite the continual transformation of the particular? 
Or did he consider that from tim8 to time all the 
different substances return into the primitive substance, 
and are again reproduced from it ? 

That this latter was his opinion seems to be proved 
by his own statements. It is true that some of these 
leave us uncertain 'vhether he meant a continual produc
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 
iinmediately succeeding it.1 In others the language be 
uses can scarcely apply to anyt.hing except the future 
conversion of the world into fire-the destruction of 
the world, to which the authors who transmit these 
statements to us do in fact apply them. 'Fire,' 
says Heracleitus, ' ·will come upon all things to order 
them and to seize them ; ' 2 and in another frag-

1 Such as the arrT6µevov µeTpa 
\~ fJ. I I Ka:. a1ro<J'µevvvµevov µeTpa; sup. p. 

22, I ; the els '7f'VP Kal ~K '7f'Upos Ta 
7rdvTa, p. 20, 1, and the quotation, 
p. 27, 1. 

2 Fr. 68, ap. Hippol. ix. 10: 

7rdvTa TO 7rvp breA.8011 KpLvel Kal 
KaTa.A.1/lf;eTat. Here the use of the 
future tense (which is certified in 
the case of the first verb by the 
second) makes it probable that it 
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 1 which preceded the burning 
of the world. Aristotle says still more uneq ui vocally : 
Heracleitus and Empedocles are of opinion that the 
world is sometimes in its present state, and then again 
is destroyed and enters upon a new state, and that this 

of all things into fire which is 
spoken of, as in the present, 7r&vra 
oia1d(et Kepauvos (sup. p. 22, 2); but 
a transformation of this kind at 
son1e definite future time ; and that 
Hippolytus is therefore justified in 
quoting the words as an authority 
for the EKrrvpwcns. 

1 Fr. 48; Clem. Strom. v. 599 
D (Eus. Pr. Ev. xiii. 13, 33): o7rws 
~\ I ' fJ. I ( c r ue 7rctAlV a.va'ACfµµetVE'TctL SC. 0 KO· 
CTµos, how the world will again be 
taken back into the primitiYe es
sence ; the expression is Stoic, cf. 
Part nr. a, 140, 6; and in respect 
to the corresponding avaxwpe'iv, cf. 
ibid. 130, 3): Ka~ eK7rupourat, CTacpws 
OLtt TOVTwv 011/\.o'i· " 80.A.et<nra OLa-

, ' ' ) '- ' '-XEE'Tctt Kat µeTpeerat ELS TuV avruv 
A.67ov oKuws 7rpwrov (Eus. 7rpo<r8ev) 
.;Jv 1) '}'Ev~<r8at 'Y11·'' 'l'hat these 
·words really ref er to the return of 
the earth into the sea, from which 
it arose when the cosmos was 
formed (vide p. 47 sq.), the distinct 
language of Clemens forbids us to 
doubt. There is all the less reason 
to cancel ')'71, with Lassalle (ii. 61), 
or with Schuster (129, 3), to sub
stitute '}'1}11. As the sea then be· 
came in its greater part earth, so 
now the earth must again become 
sea, in accordance with the univer
sal law of the trans1nutation of 
matter (cf. p. 49 sq.). Diogenes also 
uses xe'L<r8at (sup. p. 49, 1) to desig· 
nate this transformation of the 
earth into water. Lassalle, l. c .• 
explains the words, el~ TOP a.urov 

VOL. II. F 

A.6'}'ov 'according to the same law.' 
But in this the meaning of els is too 
little regarded. It signifies rather 

h . ' ' to t e san1e size, or more accu-
rately (since A.6'}'os designates the 
proportion, in this case a proportion 
of magnitude), 'so that its magni
tude stands to that which it had as 
earth, in the same proportion as 
previously, before it became earth.' 
(Vide also Peiper's Erkenntniss
theorie Plato's, 8.) I cannot admit, 
with H6inze (Lehre v. Log. 25), that 
in tbat case oK6<Tos must be substi
tuted for OKOLoS. {j auTOS oYos signi
fies the same as lJ auTos &s (the 
same magnitude as that which was 
previously). Heinze cancels 'Y17 like 
Lassalle, and explains the passage 
thus : ' The sea is changed into the 
same A.6'}'os, that is, into the same 
fire of the nature of which it was 
previously before it arose indepen
dently.' But even if it is the same 
nature which is explained now as 
prin1itive fire, and now as A.61os, it 
does not follow that these concep
tions are themselves interchange
able, and that the same expression 
wh1ch designates this essence on 
the side of its intelligence, ~ould 
be used for a designation of the 
material substratum as such. A 
pantheist may say, 'God is spirit 
and matter;' he will not therefore 
say, 'the derived substances are 
resolved into the primeval spirit,' 
but 'they are resolvt::d into the 
primitive matter.' 



66 HERA CLEITUS. 

goes on without ceasing .1 Heracleitus (he observes 
elsewhere 2) says that all will at last become fire ; and 
that this does not relate merely to the successive trans
formation of individual bodies into fire, but to a state 
in which the collective totality of things has sirriultci-

1 De O(J3lo, i. 10, 279 b, l 2 : 
ryev6µ.evov µev OOV a7rO.V'1"ES Elva[ q>a
ULV (SC. TOV ovpavov) ai\i\a ryev6µ.evo11 
Ol µ'Ev a"l"owv, OL OE cpeapTOV fJJ<nrep 
oTtouv ltA.i\o Toov cpv<ret <l'uvt<rTaµ€vCJJv, 

( 5:-' ~ ' t c ' ' ~' c ' 5:-' 0£ u evai\i\ac; OTE µev OUTCJJS, OTE ue 

ltA.i\ws gxew ¢6etp6µevov Kal rouro 
, ' 5:- .... ~' SI. l E 5:-a.et utaTEi\ELV OUTWS, w<J'7rep µ7reuo-

Ki\1}s o 'AKparyavT'ivos Kal tHpd.Ki\etros 
o 'Ecp~uws. The words dTe - lt,\i\ws 
gxew may either be translated: ' it 
h; now in this condition and now in 
that,' or, 'it is sometimes in the 
same condition as now, and some
times in another.' This does not 
affect the present ques6on; but 
the use of cp8etp6µevov seems to 
favour the second rendering. As 
Prantl rightly observes, this wnrd 
c~n only be connected with lti\i\ws 
gxeiv, so that the sense is the same 
as if it stood: OTE oe, cp8etp6µevo11, 
~ :JI B "f " :JI u.Ai\ws exeiv. ut 1 ai\A.ws EXELV 

describes the state of things after 
the destruction of the world, oftrws 
gxeiv must apply to the oppo
site of this, the world's present 
condition. In the TOVTO &el oiare
i\e'iv ofJrCJJs, TOvTo evidently refers 
to the whole, OTE µ'Ev ovTws oTe oe 
lti\i\ws gxeiv: 'this, the alternation 
of the world's conditions, is always 
going on.' Lassalle, ii. 173, would 
refer it exclusively to the cp8etp6-
µevov, and explains it thus : ' this 
destruction is eternally fulfilling 
jtself;' so that, as he says, an al
ternation in time of the construction 
and destruction of the world, as 
part of Heracleitus's doctrine (and 
in that case as part of Empedocles\s 
also) is positively excluded by this 

passage. It is obvious, however, 
that the words in themselves can
not have this meaning. It may 
see1n strange that Aristotle should 
ascribe to Heracleitus the opinion 
that the world is derived, whereas 
Heracleitus himself (s'ltp. p. 22, 1) 
so distinctly describes it as unde
rived. But Aristotle is speaking 
only of this present world, of the 
framework of the sky ( oupavos) ; as' 
to the rest, he acknowledges, 280 
a, 11 : TO evaA.A.a~ f1'UVL<TTavat Kal 
otai\vetv avTOV (here also is a strik
ing refutation of Lassalle's emen
dation) OVOEtl ai\i\oL6repov 7r0LELV 
e<rrlv, 7) TO Kara<TKeu&retv ailrov 
'.,i.5:- ' \ f3 I ' awwv ai\i\a µeTa ai\i\ovTa T1JV µop-
cp1,v. Alexander (ap. Simpl. De 
O(J3lo, 132 b, 32 sqq.; Schol. 487 
b, 43) observes quite in accordance 
with this : 'If Heracleitus calls the 
K6<rµ.os eternal, he must understand 
by the word: ou T1/voe TfJV otaK6-

' ' e6 ' "' ' <rµr/f1'W, ai\A.a Ka i\ou Ta ovTa Kat 
\ I ~ I l: e' I;\ ' ( I T'YJV TOUTOOV utaTae:.tV, Ka -,,v ELS EKa-

Tepov ev µlpeL -Ti µeTa[3oi\f, Toil 
\_ ' ' ) .... ' 5:-' ~ 7raVTus, 7r0-TE µev ELS 7rup 7rOTE ue ELS 

Tov Tot611oe K6(}µov. Also vol. i. p. 
670, 1. 

2 p,z. . . . ~ 205 3 ~' nys. in. u, a, : wcnrep 
'H ' 6 ~, ' e ' paKi\etT s cpncrtv a7ravTa rytveu at 
7roTe 7rvp. Meteor. i. 14, 342 a, 17 
sq. is also applied by com1nentators 
to Heracleitus; here there is men
tion of the theory that the sea is 
becoming smaller by drying up. 
But a reference is the more uncer
tain, as a theory of this kind is 
nowhere attributed to Heracleitus, 
though it is ascribe.d to Democritus. 
Vide infra, chapter on Democritus. 
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neously assumed the form of fire is clear from the 
language used, 1 and still more from the connection. 
For Aristotle says, loc. cit., that it is impossible that 
the world can consist of one single element, or pass 
over into a single element, as would be the case if all, 
according to Heracleitus's theory, vvere to become fire. 2 

The Stoics from the first understood Heracleitus in no 
other \vay; 3 and it is very improbable that jn so doing 
they should merely have adopted Aristotle's view, and 
not have formed their opinion from the philosopher's own 
assertions. There are many other testimonies to the 
same effect,4 and though much trouble has been taken to 

1 ll.7ravTa, not 7ravra merely. second edition), there can be no 
2 Lassalle (ii. 163). who is de- doubt of it. As I haye shown in 

termined to banish the Heracleitean the Hernws, xi. 4 H. the proofs, 
conflagration of the world, eYen out which, according to Theophrastus, 
of Aristotle, simply ignores this Fr. 30 (Philo, .lEtern. M. 959 C 
context; yet he seems to haYe a sqq .. p. 510 sqq. Mang.), were even 
n1isgi ving on the subject, and so jn his time brought forward 
resorts to the followjng despf\rate again~t the AristoteHan eternity of 
expedient. In the passage of the the world by the advocates of an 
Physics, which at a later date alternate formation and destruction 
passed into the second half of the -are to be referred to the founder 
eleventh book of the Metaphysics of the Stoa. 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 whieh the words Heracleitean school. 
in question are taken ( P hvs. 205, 4 Diog. ix. 8 (p. 77, 1; 78, 1); M. 
a, 1-4; J.V.fetaph. 1067 a, 2-4) Aurfll. iii. 3 CHp&Ki\. 7repl T1]s Toil 
may first have been transferred 1e6crµov ~1e7rupcfJ<J'r:ws To<J'avra <f>u<J'w
from the Metaphysics. A.o-y1/<J'as) ; Plut. Plac. i. 3, 26 ; 

3 There is no direct evidence Alex. Meteorol. 90 a, m, p. 260 
of this, but, as the first teachers I<l., where Lassalle's attempt (ii. 
among the Stoics attached them- 170) to do away with the ~1e7r'1pw<ns 
selves in their physics to Herac- is as impossible as in the passa~e 
leitus, whose doctrines were ex- quoted p. 66, 2 (Lassalle, ii. 177 
plained by Cleanthes and Sphrerus sq. in regard to him, Bernays' 
(Diog. ix. 15; vii. 174, 178), and Heraklit. Briefe, 121 sq.). Also 
as the theory of the ~1errvpw<rLs was Simpl. loc. cit. 132 b, 17 ( 487 b, 
taught i.n the Stoic school from its 33), and Phys. 6 a, 111 b, 257 b 
commencement, and especially by (where Lassalle indeed thinks no 
Cleanthes (v-ide Pa-rt III. a, 132 sq. writer could express himself more 

}i' 2 
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discover statements to the contrary, not one trust'\vorthy 
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; 1 no such denial 

clearly against the eK7r1'pw<ns, than 
Simplicius does in the words: o<roL 
&el µ.ev cpa<rtv eivcu K6CJµov, ov µ€v 
TOV auTOV ael, aA.A.a C%A.A.OTE &A.A.ov 
7t116µeJJOV KaTCl TLvas xp6voov 7rEpLO
OO us &s 'Ava~tµev71s 7' e Kal tHp&.
KAeLTos ). Themist, Phys. 33 b, p. 
231 Sp. ; OlympioJ.orus, JJfeteorol. 
32 a, p. 27~ Id. ; Euseb. Pr. Ev. 
xiv. 3, 6; Philo, .lEtern. M. 940 B 
( 489 M). In this last passage 
Heracleitus is not na1ned, but he 
js certainly int.ended. He is named 
in the passage in Clemens, Strom. 
v. 599 B, which is no doubt taken 
from the same source, and is partly 
similar in language (here again 
Lassalle, ii. 159, seeks to explain 
away the obvious meaning). Cf. 
Strom. v. 549 C. Lucian, V. auct. 
14. Further details infra, p. 77, 1. 

1 Lassalle, ii. 127, after Schlei
ermacher, appeals first to Max. Ty1·. 
l • 4 d Q \ c ~ I x 1. , en : µeratJDA'fJV opCfS crwµarwv ' , ~ ' (~" ,, \ 

Kat 'YeVe<TEWS, aA.A.a"f1}V ouwv avw Kat. 
KaTw Kara Tov tHpd.KA.etTov • • • oLa-
!i:' \ ( ,... a.' ' a. .,. ' uOX'YJV opq,s tJLOV Kat µeTatJOt\'fJV <J'W-

µ&-rwv, 1<.awoup"/i.av Tov 3A.ou. 'This 
writer,' he concludes, 'was acquaint
ed with no other renewal of the 
world than the partial one which is 
constantly occurring.' He had no 
occasion to speak of any other in 
this place: he is here simply men
tioning the fact of experience that 
the destruction of one thing is the 
birth of another ; but the ~KrrV
pwcns is not an object of experience, 
of opfi.11. Lassalle further quot.es, 
M. Aurel. x. 7 : t1J<TTE Kal TavTa 
avaA.1}<{>8rJVaL els TOV TOV OAOU A.6-yov, 

>I \ I ~ ' f >I 
EL Te KaTa 7repwuov eK7rvpouµevou eL7 e 

a"iOLoLS aµot{3aLS avaveouµEVOV ; and 
asks, with Schleiermacher, 'to 
whom except Heracleitus can we 
refer this latter theory of El\.7rV
pwCJLS which is opposed to that of 
the Stoics ? ' It has already been 
shown, in the preyious note, that 
Marcus Aurelius attributes EK7rV · 
pw<fL'i to Heracleitus ; when he 
speaks of those who substitute a 
perpetual for a periodical renova
tion of the world, this must refer 
to the Stoical opponents of the 
destruction by fire (among whorn 
we may count Aristotie and his 
school); l1nd the same holds good 
of Cic. N. De. ii. 33, 85 ; Ps.
Censorin. F1r. 1, 3. A third citation 
of Schleiermacher (p. 100), an<l. 
Lassalle (i. 236; ii. 128) is Plut . 
.D~f: orac. 12, p. 415: Ka2 o KA.e6.u-
a ') I """" > )/ "' tJPOTOS" aKovw TavT ' ecp11, 7r0AAWV 

Kal opw T~/I ~rwi"K1,v EK7rVpwcrtv, 
"' ' tH ' ' 'O ' W<T7reo Ta paKAELTOV Kat. p<f>ews 
' , JI "' \ ' e7rLVeµ,oµ~VT}V E7rr}, OUTW KaL Ta 

tHcrt6nov Kal cruve~a7raTw<rav. But 
though this seems to show that 
certain opponents of the Stoic 
~K7rVpw<rts sought to withdraw from 
it the support of Reracleitus as 
well as of other authorities, the 
passage does not inform us in the 
lea&t on what the attempt was 
based, or whether the censure that 
the Stoics rnisapplied the sayings 
of Heracleitus had any foundation 
in fact. Lassalle makes a still 
greater mistake when he quotes 
(i. 232) on his own behalf, Philo, 
De Viet. 839 D (243 M) : 87rEp oE 



CONP1LAGRATION OF THE WORLD. LJU 

can be discovered even among those Stoics \Vho were 
\ 6 \ I ~ f"\. µev IC pov ICCtL XPrJ<YµOfTUV'f}V EICCX.1\.E<JCX.V, 

ol OE eK7rVpw<rtv 1eal OLCX.K6<rµ71<rtv, 
and says that in this passage 1e6pos 
and e1e7rvpw<rts, XP7JfI"µo<rVV7J and ota-
1e6c1µ7J<rts are synonymous. So also 
the treatise of Philo on the im
perishableness of the world, whwh 
Lassalle also quotes, ascribes to 
Heracleitus the relative destruction 
of the world which was held by 
the Stoics; cf. p. 67, 3. The same 
is the case with Diog. ii. 8 (infra,, 
p. 77), whose words Lassalle (ii. 
136) is obliged to twist into their 
opposite, in order then to discover 
in them an 'exceedingly important 
argument' against the burning of 
the world. Nor can we gather 
rnuch from Plotinns, v. 1, 9, p. 490: 
Kal tHpdKA.etTOS OE TO ~II oloev a.towv 
1eal vo77-r6v, for the theory that the 
Deity or the primitiy·e fire is 
eternal, was as little denied by the 
Stoics, in spite of their Ell.7rVpwcns, 
as by Heracleitus. ln Simpl. 
IJe Cmlo, 132 b, 28 (Schol. 487 b, 
43), we first 1neet with the asser
tion that Heracleitus ot' alvi-y-

' \ < " fl-' ~ I µa-rwv T'YJV ECX.UTOV <JO~LCX.V EK'.~epwv 

OV 'TCX.VTCX., ct7rEp OOK'.EL TOLS 'lrOAAOLs, 
<TrJµalvei, for he also writes 1e6<rµov 
-r6voe, &c. (supra, p. 22, 1 ), and in 
agreement with thjs we read, Stob. 
Eel. i. 454- : tHpciKA.EtTOS ob K'.CX.Ta 
xp&vov elvat 'YEVll7J'TOV TOV 1e6c1µov, 
aA.A.a ICCX.T' e7rlvotav. But what can 
we infer from this? It is incon
venient for the Neo-Platonists to 
find in Heracleitus, in place of 
their own doctrine of the eternity 
of the world, an alternate genesis 
and destruction, and so in his case, 
as in others, they declare that this 
is not to be understood chronologi
cally, but ideally. But Simplicius 
himself repeatedly says that Hera
cleitus spoke of such an alternation 

( vide previous note), and Stobceus 
presupposes him to have done so. 
Lassalle, ii. 142, thinks he has 
found valuable evidence in favour 
of his view in the treatise 7repl 
otalT'YJS of the Pseudo-Hippocrates, 
where it is said, in the first book, 
that all things consist of fire and 
water; that these are always in con
flict with each other, but neither is 
able entirely to overcome the other; 
and therefore the world will always 
be as it now is. But although the 
first book of the work 7rf pl otalT11s 
may contain much that is Hera
cleitean, it combines with it (as is 
now generally admitted) such hete
rogeneous elements that we are not 
the least justified in regarding the 
treatise as an authentic record of 
the physics of Heracleitus. This 
is evident when we consider the 
doctrine which forms the corner 
stone of its whole physiology and 
psychology: that all things are 
composed of fire and water. The 
question as to the date of' this 
treatise is therefore of secondary 
importance as far as· Heracleitus 
is concerned, though it would cer
tainly be interesting in relation to 
the history of philosophy in the 
fifth century, if Teichmiiller (N. 
Stud. i. 249 5qq.) could succeed 
in proving that it falls between 
Heracleitus and Anaxagoras. But 
that is far too early a date. There 
are no traces in it, certainly, of 
the existence of the Platonic and 
Aristotelian philosophy; nor can we, 
I admit, infer an acquaintance of 
the autbor with Aristotle's theory 
of the elements from 0, 4 sub 
init., where fire is described as 
~arm and dry, and water as cold 
and moist, especially as, according 
to Plato, Symp. 186 D; 188 A; 
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Soph. 242 D, and the quotation 
concerning Alcmreon, vol. i. 525, 1, 
these four natural qualities had 
previously been insisted on with 
great emphasis by the physicians ; 
and as water seems to have been 
called by Archelaus (infra, p. 84:7, 
3, 3rd ed.) ro lf;uxp~w as well as TO 
vyp6v. But though these considera
tions might lead us (with Bernays, 
Herakl. 3 sq., and Schuster, pp. 
99, 110) to assign the treatif.;e to 
the Alexandrian period, everything 
is against the theory that it b~longs 
to the second third of the fifth 
century. An exposition so detailed, 
entering into particulars of all 
kinds with the unmistakeable aim 
of empirical completeness, and in 
many parts of the first book quite 
orerladen with such discussions, 
is very far from the style of that 
period, as it 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 ( ?repl <f>v
crws aveprfnrov), are evidently much 
n1ore simple and ancient in expres
sion. The author of the 7repl oudT7]S 
indeed tells us that he belongs to an 
epoch advanced in literature, when 
he speaks of the many ( c. 1), who 
have already written about the 
diet most compatible with health, 
and also ii. 39 of all those who 
( oK6crot) have written on the effect 
of what is sweet, fat, &c. That 
there should have existed a whole 
literature on these subjects before 
the time of Hippocrates is highly 
improbable. Teichmiiller, indeed, 
reminds us that Heracleitus in Fr. 
13, vide supra (p. 7. 1 ), appeals 
to his study of the earlier litera
ture ; but this is irrelevant, I st, 
because Heracleitus is there speak
ing only of A.6'Yo' which he has 

heard. not of a literature which h9 
has studied ; and 2nd, the question 
is not whether there were any 
writings at all at that time (in
cluding the poems of Hesiod, 
Homer, Xenophanes and others), 
but whether there was an exten
sive literature on these particular 
sq.bjects. 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 
would be more exact to say that 
he does not mention them ; but 
in the case of a writer who never 
mentions other opinions as such, 
and only quotes from them what 
he has himself adopted, this does 
not prove that he was unacquainted 
with them, and still less that they 
were not in existence. But even 
that cannot be said. C. 4 is ex
plained by the author thus : 'No
thing is generated or destroyed 
absolutely, but everything changes 
merely by combinatjon and separa
tion: when therefore he speaks of 
generation he is only describing the 
~uµµ.fcr'YE<f8aL, and when he speaks 
of destruction, the otatcpfverr8at.' It 
seems to me clear that this is not 
Heracleitean; and when Schuster 
(p. 27 4) maintains that it is so 
(withvut authority inJeed from 
any of the fragments or from other 
evidence), I can only account for 
it by his own denial (discussed 
p. 12, 1) of the doctrine of the flux 
of all things. We do not find this 
identification of generation with 
the union, and of destruction with 
the separation of underi yed and 
imperishable substances, befor~ 
Empedocles, Leucippus and Anax
agoras ; and when Teichmiiller, 
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p. 262, asks why one author may 
not have been allied on this point 
with Xenophanes (Parmenides 
n1ust surely be intended ; for 
Xenophanes never formally denj ed 
generation and destruction), and 
Anaxagoras with our author, the 
simple answer is this: beeause 
Anaxagoras, Empedocles and Leu
cippus were known to all antiquity 
as the authors of systems which 
have for their common foundation 
the Gonception of generation and 
destruction ; whereas nobody knows 
anything of the treatise 7rEpl oLaLT7JS 

~' ~' ' ' 6 "!. OVTW uE TOVTWV EX VTWP 1rOV1\.-
' \ ~ ' '~ ' ' , A.as KaL 7raVTOua7raS LuEaS ct7rOKpL-

vovraL a7r' al\.J\.1,J\.wV Kal 0'7rEpµaTWV 
\f'A '~' c I ''l.l.'"l. «at ~r.pwv, ovuEV oµotwv a1\.1\.'YJ1\.0t<JLV. 

., ' \ ,~, c ' a.7rol\.J\.vra1. µEv ouuEV a7rctVTWV 
I '~' I ~ \ \ x.p11µaTWV OUuE 'YLVETaL u TL µ?'} KaL 

7rp6a8EV ~v· guµµL<J'Y6µEVa oe Kat 
OLaKptvoµEva aA.A.owuraL" voµl(ETaL 
~, , ,.. , e , 
uE 7rapa TWV av pw7rwv, etc. 

vo,ul(ETaL ae 7r. T. &v8p. Tb µ~v E~ 
Cf os: , ' , e' , e AtuOll ES <f>aos au~7J ev 'YEVE<J' at. 

,, , /"." , e ..... -..1 
OUTE EL ~wov a7ro avEtV OLUV ·TE 

..... , , e ..... "" '" • 1T'OU 'Yap ct7r0 avetTaL ; OVTE TO 

' ~' ' e 18 ' " µ?'} ov 'YEVE<J' at, 7rU EV 'Yap E<J'TctL ; 
~I ~' ~\ ~ I I e 0 TL u a'I/ utaAE'YwµaL 'YEZIE(J" aL 

;;, a7rOAE(J8aL TWV 7r0AAWV ELVEKE'P 
c I 
Epµr}JIEUW. 

TctVTa o~ ( 'YEVE<J'8at arroA.eu8at) 
~uµµla-yE<J'8aL Kal oiatep[vEa8aL 07JA.w 

I e t "' ) \. ) 
••• 'YEJIE<J' aL c;VµJ.tL'Y'Y}VctL TWVTU, ct7rO-

AElT8aL, µEtw81}11ai, OLaKpt81/vaL TWL'TO. 

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 7raVTa XWPEL 
with the above mentioned doctrine 
based on the presuppositions 1 • 

Parmenides,-can never have been 
the discoverer of that doctrine ; be
cause lastly, as will appear from the 
following comparison, the reminis
cence of passages from Anaxagoras 
and Empedocles is unmistakable. 
Cf. 7rEpl OLalT. c. 4 :-

Anaxagoras Fr. 3 (p. 798, 3rd 
d"t ) t ~\ ~I ' I e 1 • : TOUTEWV uE OUTWS EXOVTWV 

' ~ ' ) ,.. "!."!.\ \ XP7J uOICEELV EVELVaL 7r01\.1\.a TE KctL 
"~" " I 7raVTOta EV 7ra<J'L TOtS au-yKptvoµEVOLS 

\ I I I \ 
KaL <J'7rEpµaTa TrctVTWV XP7JµaTWV KctL 
>~ I I >I 
luEaS 7raVTOLctS EXOVTct. 

Fr. 6 (798, 2): <T7rEpµaTwv • • • 
ouoev ~ouc6Twv d.A.A.1,A.ots. 

Fr. 8 (ibid.) ETEpov OE uuo~v 
, ~ , e ' ~"!. "!. E<TTLV uµoLOV ov EVL V.1\.1\.'f'· 

Fr. 22 ( 793, 1) : TO oe 'YlVE<1'8at 
Kal o:Jr6A.A.va0aL OUK opews voµl(ov<J'LV 
~'EA.A.7]VES ouoev 'Yap Xpfiµa 'YLVETaL 
ouoe a7roA.A.vrai &.A.A.' a7r' ~ovTwv 

I I I ' ~ XP7Jµarwv <rvµµL<J''YETaL TE Kat uLa-
' KpLVETaL. 

Anax. ap. Arist. (p. 793, 4): TO 
'Yl'YllE<T8aL Kal et7r6A.1'.v<J'8at TctUT011 
Ka8E<J'T7}KE Tep CtAAOLOU<J'8aL. 

Emped. v. 40 (611, 1, 3rd edit.): 
( ~) ~' ' \ ,.. \ ' Ot u OTE µEV Ka.Ta <f>wTa µL'YEV cpaos 
'e I ti Q ' f~ \ at Epos LK'[l • • • T TE µev 'TOuE </)a<TL 

')'EVE<TfJaL. 

Emp. 92 (609, 1): TOUTO a' 
e7rau~1,<TELE TO 7rav Tl KE Kal rr68Ev 
eA.86v; 7r1] OE KE Kal a7roA.oEar'; 

llmp. 44 ( 611, l): voµr.p o' e7rl

<PriµL Kal auTos (referring to the use 
of the word 'Y['YvEcr8at etc.). 

Anax. Fr. 22 (793, 1) : Kal 
~I ~ > ll" 'l. " \. I OUTWS av opuws K0.1\.0tEV TU TE 'YL'llE-

<T8aL <J'vµµf<r~ECT8at Kal TD aTOA.A.v~8a£ 
OLaKplvecrOaL. 
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.!: 1 ' ... ' ) ' u vuµos 7ap T?J cpv(J'EL 7rep. TOVTWV 
evav-rfos, C. 11. v6µos 7ap Kctl <f;V<TLS 

> f! 'l. I f! 6 . . . oux 0µ01"0f'EETaL 0µ0A.07e µe11a· 
116µ011 7ap E8E<TaV ltv8pw7rOL au-rol 
( ""' ~ I \ 'i" ECIJVTOt<itV, OV f'LVCIJ<TK011TES 7rEp£ WV 
~eecrav· cpv<TLll o~ 7raVT<AJll 8e:ol OLEKO<T
µTJ<Tav. 

C 28 ,,, l, \ > > \ ( I 
• : 'fvx11 µev ovv aLE£ op.ot1] 

\ > I/". \ > >'). I Ka£ EV µe~OVL Ka£ EV E1\.a<T<T011L. 

I know not whether Tei chm tiller 
would represent Anax~goras in the 
last quotation as plagiarising from 
the author of 7repl ~hah'l}s. It seems 
to me quite unmi.stakable tbat 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 
at all compatible with the theory 
of souls being com poundf'd from 
fire and water. I think it has 
been sufficiently shown that this 
writer was preceded by all the 
physicists of the fifth century 
down to Democritus ; but there 
is yet another proof from another 
side. Even the discovery on which 
he most prides himself, that living 
natures, the human soul and all 
things, are compounded out of fire 
and water ( c. 4-6, 35 et pass.) is 
not hi~ own, but is borrowed from 
Arcbelaus the physicist (in.fra, p. 
847, 3rd edit.), and when (c. 3) he 
attributes to fire the power of 
moving all things, and to water 
that of nouri$hing all things, 
scarcely half the idea is original ; 
for Archelaus had represented the 
warm as in motion and the cold 
at rest. In accordance with all 
this, our treatise must be regarded 
as the work of a physician in the 
first decades of the fourth century, 
who, in writing it, made use of the 
physical theories then most preva
lent in Athens-in the first place 

Empedocles, v. 44, also Demo
critus (infra, 694, 4, 705, 2, 3rd 
edit.) v6µcp 7A.vKv, 116µr.p 7rtKpov etc . 
ETEP o~ lt.-roµa Kal rce116v (instead of 
€-refi later accounts have cpvuei ). 

Anaxag. Fr. 8 (804, 1): v6os 
~ ~ ,. ~f 6 > \ f! I/". \ u"' 7ras oµot s E<TTL Ka£ o µe~oo11 Ka£ 
0 ei\ciu<Too11. 

those of Archelaus, and next those 
Heracleitean theories which had 
there become known through Cra
tyl us. This circumstance makes 
it probable that it 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): 7paµµ.aTLKtJ TOL611oe· <TXTJµ&-rwv 
<TV118E<Tts, CJ1]µ1}ia <f>oov?j~ av8poo7rlV1]S 

~' > \ I f! "" • • • UL E7rTa <TX'TJµ<XTCIJV 1] f'llW<TLS 
"" I >I 0 ~ I Tav-ra 7ravTa av pw7ros uLa7rp1Jrr<TETat 

(he speaks the sounds described by 
tho crx1JµaTa) real 0 E1rL<T'T&µe11os 

I \ f! \ > I "f 7paµµaTa Ka£ o µri E7ruJ'raµe11os : I 

by the seven <TX1/µaTa, which in 
this connection can hardly mean 
anything else than letters, the 
seven vowels are meant, these as 
cpoov1/ev-ra might still be called in 
preference <r'TJµrfia cpoov11s : for it 
was only after the time of Euclides 
( 403 B.c.) that there were seven in 
use in Athens. A much more trust
worthy mark of this later time is 
to be found, however, in the way 
our author opposes v&µos to <f>01JLs 
( c. 11, vide supra). This oppo
sition is unknown prior to the 
Sophists. Teich1niiller'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 v6µos and 
cpvcns were separately used ? But 
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opposed to the doctrine of the burning of the universe,1 

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,' be 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.' 2 How 
0ould this language have been justified, it may be 
asked, if Heracleitus, as well as Empedocles, bad taught 
that there was an alternation bet,veen the condition of 
divided and contradictory Being and a condition of the 
\Vorld 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 'vould be 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
posed to each other forn1ally and 
on principle in the language and 
thought of the earlier period? 
With Heracleitus human laws 
derive their support from the 

divine law (s1tpra, p. 41,] ). With 
this author they stand in a natural 
contradiction. 

1 Cf. Part III. a, 142, second 
editjon. 

2 Sup. p. 33, 2. 



HERA. CLEITUS. 

the world was beginning. If even he ascribed to the 
state in which all was resolved into fire a longer 
duration, he need not have considered it a state of 
absolute oppositionless nnity ; for fire in his view 
is the living. and eternally moved principle, and its 
existence is a perpetual appearing and disappearing of 
opposites. Supposing, ho\vever, 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 'vhether Plato would on that account 
have refrained from comparing him with Empedocles in 
the manner quoted above. For the t\vo philosophers 
are in fact oppo8ed to each other in their principles, a8 

he says : ' Empedocles supposes that there existed at 
first a state of perfect union of all substances ; only 
after the cancelling of this state, does he allow 
separation to enter ; and by the abolition of this 
separation union is again established. Heracleitus, on 
the other hand, declares that union is already present 
in and with separation ; that every sundering is at 
the same time a coalition, and vice versa. He did 
not intend to retract this principle in his doctrine of a 
periodic change in the conditions of the world ; if the 
t\vo doctrines are not compatible, it is a contradiction 
'vhich he has not observed.' Is it inconceiveable that 
Plato, \V here 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 
t.his, at any rate, much easier to believe than that Aris-
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totle and all his successors so grossly misunden~tood the 
system of Heracleitus, as we must suppose, if we reject 
their evidence as to the conflagration of the universe? 1 

N O-\V, as already observed, the alternation of cos
mical 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 th~ 

question here is not what might be deduced from the 
Heracleitean principles, but to what extent the philo
sopher himself drew the inference ; and nothing justifies 
ns in supposing that he never set up any theory that 
did not necessarily and logically follow from his general 
principles,2 or which if logically developed might not 
clash with thern. The daily extinction of the sun does 
not in truth follow from the proposition of the flux of all 
things; closely considered it rather contradicts the theory 
which may easily be deduced from the presuppositions 
of Heracleitus, that the mass of ele1nental substances 

1 Aristotle, however, says, Phys. 
viii. 3, 253 b, 9, in reference to 
Heracleitus, although he distinctly 
attributes to him the doctriue of 
the conflagration of the world: cpa<rl 

rrtves Ktve'i<r8at rrwv lJvrrwv ov Ta µ€1.1 
' ~' l\ ) \ ' l ) \ h · 1 rra u ou, aA.A.a 7ravrra Ka aei, w I e 

he has previously ( c. 1. 250 b, 26) 
ascribed to Empedocles the propo
sition: EK µepei Kive'i:<iOat Kal 7r&l\tv 

) --'lJp EµEtV. 
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 011t of a like quantity of the 
other (vide supra. p. 56), it neces
sarily follows that the collective 
amount must remain the sameQ 
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(fire, water, and earth) must always remain the same; 
for that of fire would be considerably diminished without 
perpetual compensation. But we cannot on that 
account deny that Heracleitus held the theory. The 
pre-existence of the soul and its existence after death 
cannot, strictly speaking, be brought into connection 
with the ceaseless change of all things ; but we shall 
nevertheless find that Heracleitus believed in it. It is 
the same in regard to the case before us. He could not 
only have done without the conflagration of the world, 
but he could even have carried out his leading ideas 
more consistently, if, instead of a periodical genesis and 
destruction of the universe, he had taught, like Aristotle, 
that the 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.1 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 exp~sition can 
dispense with this form. In comparison 'vith the 
prevailing notions, it was much that a philosopher 
should assert, like Heracleitus, that the world, accord
ing to its substance, was \vithout 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 

1 The Eleatics alone declared side, as has been shown (sup. vol. 
Being to be underived; but Par- i. 569 sq.), held such changes 
menideg and his followers do notun- within the world itself, that his 
derstand by this Being the world theory likewise is far rcmo\ed from 
as such, fo:r they deny multiplicity that of Aristotle. 
hind change. XenophaneR, on his 



PERIODS OF THE WORLD. 77 

the pre-supposition of an origin of the world with the 
newly won perception of the in1possibility of an absolute 
beginning, by the theory that the world was indeed 
eternal according to its essential nature, but that its 
condition was subject fro1n time to time to so complete 
a change that a new formation of the world became 
necessary. If this was not the most logical or the 
most scientific theory, it was at any rate the theory 
then most obvious to philosophy, and which Heracleitus 
found in Anaximander and Anaximenus, bis immediate 
predecessors, in the ancient Ionian school, and this is 
enough to silence all opposition to the unanimous 
tradition of antiquity. 

As every process in the world has jts fixed measure, 
so also the duration of the changing cosmical periods is 
accurately defined; 1 and with this is probably con
nected the statement (the correctness of which is not 
thoroughly established) that Heracleitus believed in a 
great year which, according to some, he reckoned at 
10800, and according to others at 18000 solar years.2 

l Diog. ix. 8 : ')'EVVatT8al T' avTOV 
[ 7ov KotTµov J eK 7rupos Kal -rrdl\iv 
~ ,. e , '<::-eK7rupou(J' aL KaT« TL11as 7rEpwuovs 
~ \I: \. I ~,. ,. 

E'Val\A.ar.,, TUJI tTvµ7raVTa aLwva· TOVTO 
<::-' ' e e' ( ' s· 1 UE ')'LVElT at Ka ELµapµEV'Y}V. lmp . 
Phys. 6 a (sup. p. 42, 1); similarly 
257 b, u ; JJe Ccelo, 132 l>, 1 7 
(Schol. 487 b, 33); Eus. Pr. Et1

• 

XiV. 3, 6 : xp6110J1 TE &JpttT8at T1}S 
Tc;,11 7raVTWV ELS TO 7rvp ava>J1tTEWS Kal 

,.. ~ I I 
TY]S EK TOVTOV ')'EVE<J'EWS. 

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

This year is fixed by Linus and 
Heracleitus at 10800 solar years; 
others determine it differently. On 
the other hand, Stobffius says, Eel. 
i. 264 (Plut. Plac. ii. 32) : 'Hpd
KA..ELTOS [ TOV µ~-yav evtavrov T!eerat] 
~ I ~ ""[ ) ~ 

EK µvptw'V OICTaKLSXLt\. WV EVLaVTWV 
7}>..ia1ewv. Bernays, Rhein. Mits. 
N. F. vii. 108, thinks that this 
number was deduced from Hesiod's 
verses, ap. Plut. IJef. Orac. 11, p. 
415; but it is not easy to see how 
this could be done. Schuster, on 
the other hand (p. 375 sq.), gives 
the preference to the statement in 
the Placita, for he conjectures that 
Heracleitus may have assigned to 
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The separation of opposites, or the formation of the 
\Vorld, was called by Heracleitus, strife; the union of 
'vhat was separated, peace or concord. The state of 
divided Being he called also want; that of the unity 
which was introduced by the conflagration, satiety. 1 

In this contradiction the life of the world moves, in 
small things as in great; but it is only one essence 
which manifests itself in the change of forms : the 
creative fire is all that comes into being and passes 
away. The Deity is war and peace, \Vant and satiety.2 

the world (as he did. 1.o man, vide 
inf. p. 87, 4) a period of 30 years, 
and to each cosmical year twelve 
centuries instead of twelve months ; 
of the 36000 years which we get 
in this way, the ooos Cfvw and Kctroo 
would each occupy 18000. This 
seems to me altogether too uncer
tnin, and the Placita also speak dif
ferently: they must therefore, as 
Schuster thinks, have confused the 
duration of the oiaK6<iµTJ<iLs with 
that of the whole cosmical year. 
Lassalle, ii. 191 sqq., advances the 
opinion (corresponding with his 
hvpothesis about thP sun, sup. p. 
58, 2) that Heracleitus's great year 
is equivalent to the time whir h 
elapses before all the atoms in the 
universe have passed through the 
circle of Being, and have arrived at 
the form of fire. Not only is this 
entirely llifferent from what is said 
bv our authorities, but it is (even 
i~respectively of the atoms which 
are absolutely incompatible with 
his physical theories) much too far
fetched and subtle for Heracleitus; 
indeed, in itself it is wholly un
natural. Each year must have 
some definite point where it begins 
and ends; and so has the 'great 
year,' if we understand by it what 

is always understood in other pas
sages. Lassalle's 'great year' 
n1ight equally well begin and end 
at any moment. 

1 Diog. according to the pre
vious quotation: TWV o> evavTlwv 

\. \ > \ \ I '' " 
TU µev E1rL 'iYJV "fEVE<iLV a:yov KaA.EL<i-
6aL 7r6A.eµov Kal ¥piv, TO o' E1T"l rrnv 
) f ( I \ )f 
EK7rvpw<iLV 0µ0A.07Lav Kai etp'Y}111}11. 
Hippol. Refut. ix. 10: sup. p. 17, 3; 
46, 1 ; Phi.lo, Leg. Al!eg. ii. 62 A ; 
sup. p. 17, 3; De Viet. snp. p. 68 n. 
The K6pos and the xpnuµo<J'VvTJ are 
alluded to by Plutarch in the pas
sage of De Ei. c. 9, discussed in vol. 
]ii a, 140, 6. second edition. Hera
c1eitus, however, is not n1ent.ioned, 
and the whole statement probably 
refers to a Stoical interpretation 
of myths. The Stoics had natu
rally borrowed the expression K6pos 
and XPTJ<iµo<iVVTJ from Heracleitus; 
but we have no right to take for 
granted that what Plutarch here 
says of the duration of both states 
is also from Heracleitus, especially 
as the Stoics themselves seem hy 
no mean~ unanin1ous about it. 
Seneca, Ep. 9, 16 (l. c. p. 131, 2), 
expresses himself as if the EK7rVpwcris 
were merely a short episode be
tween successive worlds. 

2 Sup. pp. 17, 3 ; 38, 1 ; 46, 1. 
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3. ];[an-his Knowledge and his Actions. 

lVIAN, 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, it is to Heracleitus 
only an object of aversion. 1 In the soul, on the other 
hand, the infinite portion of man's nature,2 the divine 
fire in its purer form has been preserved.3 The soul con
sists of fire, of warm. and dry vapours,4 which consequently 

1 Fr. 91, vide ir;~/: p. 83, 3; Fr. 
51 (ap. Plut. Qu. Oonv. iv. 4, 3, 6; 
Orig. c. Oe!s. v. 14, 24; cf. Schleier
macher, 106) : v€1wes Ko7rplwv eK
/3A. 1'J'r6repoL. 

2 Fr. 90; Diog. ix. 7. Tert. De 
An. 2; cf. Schuster, 270, 391 sq., 
,J, ,.. I ' ~ 't I " 't'VX'YJS 1fELpa7a OVK u.V Ec;EvpoLO 1fa<rav 
E1ft7ropev6µevos 00611· oiYrw {3a8ilv 
A.o'}'O'll ~XEL. I agree in the ma.in 
with Schuster that Trelpara refers to 
the limit to which the soul goes, the 
limit of its nature ; but it seems to 
me the alteration which he proposes 
jn the text can be dispensed with. 
Still less can I endorse Lassalle' s 
emendations (ii. 357). 

3 It is so far not without reason 
that Chalcid. in Tim. 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. In what form however, 
and how definitely he brought for
ward this doctrine, we cannot learn 
from this late testimony. 

4 The best authority for this is 
t be passage from Aristotle discussed 
p. 22, 4; 23, 1 ; where the avaeu-

µla,<rts means the same as what is 
elsewhere called Trvp. Although this 
fire is called a<rwµaTWTa'rOV, we must 
not conclude with Themistius (vide 
i?~f.) that it was cun,/,µa'iOV, Or with 
Lassalle, ii. 3Sl, that it was some
thing absolutely immaterial ; the 
meaning is that it was the rarest, 
the least palpable substance, the 
substance which comes nearest to 
actual incorporeality. The reason 
given for this definition, viz. that the 
soul must be moved, in order that 
it may know things that are moved, 
is a conjecture of Aristotle, who 
has already (De A.n. 40 4 b, 7 sq.) 
stated the general presupposition 
on which he bases it. Cf. also 
Philop. De An. C, 7 (supra, p. 
24, 1); Themist. IJc A.n. 67 a, 
u (ii. 24 Sp.): Kal (HpcfKAEL'rOS o~ 
~ ' \ 'e " >I I ,,v apx11v 'rl ETaL TWV OVTUJV, TaUT'YJV 
TtBETaL Kal \flvx1Jv· 7rVp "Yap Kctl OfJ'rOS" ' , , e , 't ... , "' TTJV "Yap ava uµ,tatJ'LV Es T}S Ta aA.Aa. 

I ( A" ) ) .., tJ'UVL<J''r'YJtJ'LV so r1st. OUK aA.A.u 'rL 
iA. " ~ ' "' ~\ \ -,, 'If up tl7rOA'YJ7r'rEOV' 'rOV'rO () E JCaL 
, , ' ( , , , A . n·a atJ'wµarov Kai peov aet. r1us I . 

ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xv. 20, 1 : ava-
e [ ' -:;- t I ,. (H vµ atJ'LV µ,ev ovv oµ.oiws 'r(f pa-
KAEL'rcp T~V t/Jvx1/v a7ro<f>atVEL Z1wwv. 
Tert. IJe A.n. c. 5 : Hippasus et 
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on that account are also called ' soul.' 1 The purer this 
fire is, the more perfect is the soul : ' the driest soul is 
the wisest and best ; ' 2 it strikes., we are told, through the 

Heraclitus ex igni (animum effin
gunt). Macro b. Somn. i. 14 : He
rac lit1ts physicus [ animam dixit] 
scintillam stellaris essentim (i.e., of 
the heavenly fire). Nemes. Nat. 
Hom. c. 2, p. 28 : (HpaKA.. o~ T1/t1 
µ'fv Tov 7ravTOs tf;vx1iv (this is n·)t of 
course Heracleitus's expression) 
' I ~ "" C " ' ~\ ~ ava8vµta<J'L11 EK 'TWV v-yp~v, T'Y)V uE EJI 

TOLs ~~OLS a7r6 TE T7]~ EWrOS Kal Tf}S 
~11 aUTOLS a11a8uµLa<J'EWS 0µ07e111} 
( SCil. Tfi a11a8uµL<X(JEL, 01' better : 
rrff TOV 7ravros) 7rE</JVKEVaL. Simi
larly Plut. Plac. iv. 3, 6. Accor
ding to Sext. Math. ix. 363; Tert. 
IJe An. 9, 14, it was said by some 
that Heracleitus held the soul to 
be air. For the explanation of 
this, cf. Part III. b, 23, 26. 

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

2 Fr. 54, 55. 'fhis proposition 
is very commonly attributed to 
Heracleitw~, but the readings of 
the MSS. are so various that it is 
difficult to decide how it originally 
stood. Stob. Floril. 5, 120, hab 
aU'YJ t/Jvx1J <Jocf;wr6.T1] Kal ap(<iTTJ. 
Our l\IS. giveR at511 ~'Y/p1/, another 
av-y1} ~'Y/pn. In the fragment of 
l\iusonius, ibid. 17, 43, the read
ings vary between aif'YJ without 
~'YJp·}], av-y1} ~11p1J and ao 77] ~11p1/. 
Instead of atf'Y} Porph. Antr. Nymph. 
c. 11, has : ~11pa 'l/Jvx1i <io<f>wr&.r'YJ ; 
similarly Glykas, Annal. 74, 116 
(Schleiermacher, p. 130) : l/Jvx1i 
~1JporEp'YJ rrocpwr,pTJ. Similarly Plut. 
v. Rom. c. 28 : afJTTJ 7ap l/Jvxh ~11p1/ 
(al. alJ11 7. tf;. 1eal ~.) &.pl<iT'YJ Ka8' 'Hp&.-

., ~ \ I rh ~ KAELTOV, W<i7rEp arrrpa.7r'Y} VE't'OVS uLa71"-

Tap.~111} rov <idJp.a7os (that this 
addition is also taken from Heraclei
tus seems probable, partly from the 

connection in Plutarch, and partly 
from the passage about to be 
quoted from Clemens). Plut. 
D~f. Orac. 41, p. 432 : alh-11 ')'Ctp 
~11pa tf;ux1i Kae' (Hp&.1eA.ELT011. On 
the other hand we find in Pseudo
Plu t. De Esu Carn. i. 6, 4, p. 995: 
" ' \ t \ ,,, \ I '' \ av-y'Y] <-:.'YJP7J 'fVX'YJ rrocpwraT'Y} Ka.Ta 
Tov (HpaKA.eLTov goL«ev c sc. A.€-yELv) ; 
or, ac1.;ording to another reading, 
av-yfj ~'YJPfi l/Jvx1i <TO</J K. T. (Hp. 
~0L1Cev. Similarly Galen. Qu. An. 
Mores, etc. c. 5, vol. iv. 786 K, and 
to the same &ffect Hermias in 
Phmdr. p. 7 3 : au-y1} ~'YJo1J tf;vx1J 
rrocf>wT&.T'YJ, and Clemens Pmdag. ii. 
156 C, without mention of He-

1 "t ' \ ~' ,,, ' t \ rac e1 us : av-y1J ue 'fVX'YJ <-:.'Y/Pa rro-
"" 1 \ ~ I >~I , 't'WTU.T1] Rat apt<JT'Y] • • . OVUE E<J'Tl 

'e ...,. ' ...,. ,, ' e 2 Ka v-ypos Tats EK TOV OLVOV ava vµLu.-
1 ~I <iE<Jt, VE</JEA'Y]S uLIC'YJV rrwµaT07T"OLOl'-

µev'Y}. Philo, ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. viii. 
14, 67 has: oii -y?j ~11p1], tf;ux1J rro
cpwr&r11 1Cal apfoTTJ, and that the 
true reading in this place is not, as 
in some texts, ail-y1] or ail7r] (one 
text has ~ripfi tf;ux~) but oii -yr}, js 
clear from the passage in Philo' s 
IJe Provid. ii. 109 : in terra sicca 
animus est sapiens ac virtutis amans 
(for further details, cf. Schleierma
cher, p. 129 sq.). Schleiermacher 
supposes that there were three dif
ferent expressions: ofi 77] ~'YJp1J, lflvx1/, 
&c., aif11 tf;vx'l,, &c., au-y1} ~'YJP1J tf;vx.Y,, 
&c. But this is very improbable ; 
and even if the first of the three 
fragments is distinct from the other 
two, these latter seem to be origi
nally identical. How the expres
sion really stood, and how its dif
ferent versions are to be explained, 
cannot be positively determined. 
I do not think, however, that the 
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bodily veil like lightning through clouds.1 If, on the 
other hand, the soul-fire is polluted by moisture, reason 
is lost; 2 and in this "\ivay Heracleitus explains the 
phenomena of intoxication ; the drunken man is not 
master of himself because his soul is moistened.3 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, '' all'yr, ~ripr, tf!vxh cro-
' " . H 1 . Th <f>wra/T1}, is erac e1tean. e 

subject tf!vxr, as part of the predi
cate has something very djsturbing 
ju it, and all'yr, ~ripn would be a 
singular pleonas1n, for there is 
no airyr, {rypa ; the rise of mois
ture is an extinction of the beam. 
If, therefore, the words were origi
nally so written by Heracleitus 
(as certainly seemE! probable from 
the frequency with which they are 
quoted), we must suppose that 
there was some difference in the 
punctuation. If Heraclei tus wrote 
that the moist soul was imprisoned 
by the body, but that the dry soul 
od°11'Ta'TaL 'TOV crwµaros, C5tcws vtcpeos 
afryh• ~1Jpr, lf!vx-h CJ'O</JWTJ.T11 Kal ap{
<J'T1} (and something of the kind 
seems to be presupposed in Plut. 
V. Rom. 28), everything would be 
fully explained. Schuster, p. 140, 
suggests t4at Plutarch's acrTpa7rT, 
would be much more applicable 
than av'Y1J ; whereas Teichm iiller, 
N. Stud. i. 65, shows that av'Yr, 
stands also for lightning ; cf. I l. 
xiii. 244; Hes. Tkeog. 699; 

VOL. II. G 

Sophocl. Phil. 1199 (f3povTas av'Ya'is 
' - 'I'. ) µ elcrt cpA.o'Yt~wv . Echuster's ex-

planation: ' If the gas is dry, the 
soul js wisest,' is (even irrespec
tively of the gas) contradicted by 
what is said above-that it would 
only be possible to speak of an av'l'n 
~ripa, and to declare the dry av'Y'h to 
be wise, supposing there were also 

' ' c ' w ld an av'Y1J v•ypa. ou anyone say: 
'if the beam,' or 'if the flame, is dry?' 

1 I doubt whether that which 
is ascribed to Heracleitus by Ter
tullian (IJe An. 14), as well as by 
JEnesidemus and Strabo, is authen
tic, viz., that the soul, 1in totum 
corpus dijf usa et itbiq_ue ipsa, velut 
flatus in calamo per cavernas, ita 
per sensualia variis modis emfoef. 

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

3 Fr. 53 ; Stob. Floril. 5, 120 : 
av1,p oK6TaJI µ.e6vt16p ~'Ye'TaL {nro 
7raLOOS avf}f3ov ucpaA.A.6µevns, OVIC 
, .r. er a , c , , .r. , E1raLWV 01'1J tJaLVEL, l''YPrJll 'T1JV -rVX'YJJI 
lx.wv. Cf. Plut. Qu. Conv. iii., 
Promm. 2, and Stob. Floril. 18, 32. 

4 Cf. vol. i. p. 485, 2. 
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supposed 1 that Reason or warm matter entered into us 
. through the atmosphere,2 partly through the breath, 
partly through the organs of the senses.3 When these 
avenues are closed in sleep, the light of reason is ex-

1 Sup. p. 42, 2; Sext. Matk. vii. 
127 

~ I \ ,.. m ,.. sqq.: apE<flCEL -yap T(f' 't'V<J'LK(f' 
[<HpaKi\.elTCf'] TO 7rEptexov 1,µa~ 'A.o-yL
tc6v Te "bv Kai cpoevfjpes ••• TOVTOV 
01, 'TOll 8e'Lov 'A.6'YOJI 1ea8

1 
(HpaK'A.EL'TOJI 

OL' &va:rrllnfjs <J7rci<ravres voepol 'Ytll6-
e ' , , (, " e ... , µe a, ICU..L Ell µev V'TrllOLS 1\.7} U..LOL ICU..TCI.. 

!I-' "' '" "' ,.,,, ) \ uE E'YEP<fU' 'TrU..1\.Lll eµ't'poves· Ell 7ap 
'TOl~ lJ7rJIOLS µv<r&.vTWll 'TWJI al ere YJTLKWll 
7r6pooll xoopl(eTU..L TfjS 7rpOS TO 7rEpLE
xov crvµcpv'l'as /J ~v T,µl:v vovs, µ61111s 

,... ' ~ ' ,,.., T7J ~ KCXTa ava7rV07JV 7rpocr'+'ucreoos <Joo-
r. I c f A_I/-, ) 
~oµe1111s OLOllEL TLllOS yL~7JS • • • Ell 

~' ' I '" ~ ' "' ' 8 uE e-yp177opocrL 'TrU..1\.LJI uLa TWV U..L(f 1]-

TLKWJI 7r6poov C1J<J7rep oi&. TLJl(J)JI evplooov 
1,f, \ "' I 7rpOKV'f'as ICU..L 'T(f) 7rEpLEXOV'TL <Juµ-

a' " ' '~' ~' tJC1..AA(.c)JI l\.0'YLK1JV EJIUVE'TU..L uvvaµiv. 
q -;- I c :J e ull7rEp ovv Tpo7rov OL av paKes 7r'A.1J-
<JL&.cra11Tfl" T~ 7rvpl Kar' a'A.'A.of oo(fLV 
OLd:rrvpoL -yi110l1Tal, xoopt<J8EJITES o~ 

QI Cf \ C ) t e "' (fµEJIVVV'TU..L, OUTOO KU..£ '1] E7rL~E71CcJ ELcTU.. 
"c I I ~\.." 'TOLS 7]µf:TEpotr <Jooµa<JLJI U..'Tru TOV 'TrE-

pLEXOVTOS µo'Lpa Ka.Ta µev TOJI Xwpt
crµov <rxe~o11 ~'A.o-yos -ylveTat, Ka.Ta 
o~ T~ll OLa TOOV 7r'A.eicrTW11 7r6poov cr-Uµ-

c ~' .... ~ e' cpvcriv oµoeLu'fJS Tep u'A.f.fJ Ka LCfTaTaL. 
The image of the embers is em
ployed in another connection by 
the pseudo-Hippocrates, 'Tr. ~LalT. 
i. 29. That Sextus here repro
duces the conception of Heracleitus 
in his own words, or those of lEne
sidemus, is plain. The assertion, 
Sext. vii. 349 (cf. Tert. IJe An. 15)> 
that the soul, according to He
raclei tus, was outside the body, is 
merely an inference. Ibid. M. viii. 
286, according to Heracleitus's ex
press declaration : µ1] e1vaL 'A.o-y1.K'o11 
TOll ~110poo7rOJ1, µ.6vov o' oml.pxELll 
<f>pevfipes T~ 7repLexoll. Sin1ilarly 
the so-called Apollonius of Tyana, 

E • 18 < / :ii. T ipist. : HpaK'A • ••• a'A.o-yov e1.11at 
ICU..Ta </>V<fLV ~</>TJ<fE 'TOll ~ll8poo7r011. 

2 That this is the meaning of 
the 7rEpLexoll is clear from thP 
words of Sextus; we are con
nected with the air outside us by 
means of our breath, and with the 
light outside us hy means of our 
eyes. This mode of cl>nception is 
not strange in Heraclei tus ; if rea· 
son is identical witb fire, it is quite 
natural that it should enter man 
with the animating and warming 
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. Lassalle (i. 305 sqq.) 
understands by the -rreptexov 'the 
universal and actual process of 
becoming,' or (ii. 270) the objective, 
world-forming law, which is called 
the 7repLexov, because it o\ercomes 
all things. But 7repiExew does not 
mean : overcome' (certainly not, a$ 
Lass. i. 308 represents it, with the 
accusative of the object), and TO 
7rEptexnv never means anything else 
than 'the surrounding.' In the 
passage from Sextus no other 
meaning can be thought of. More
over it seems to me (as to Lassalle, 
i. 307) improbable that Heracleitus 
himself ever made use of the ex-. , 
press1on 7rEpLexov. 

3 Whether Heracleitus ima
gined that the soul was also de
veloped from the blood, and was 
sustained by it (cf. p. 79, 4 ), is not 
quite clear. 
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tingnished, and man is limited in his presentations to 
.his own world-to the subjective fancies of dreams,1 
though in reality he still cannot withdraw himself from 
the movement of the universe.2 When these avenues 
are opened, in awaking, the light of reason is again 
kindled; when the connection with the outer world 
through respiration ceases, this light goes out for ever .. 3 

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

1 Plut. IJe Superst. c. 3, p. 166 : 
o (HpaKA.EtT6s cp11tri, To'is ~'YP1J'Yop6<1'iv 
f!I \ \ 6 ...,. ,.. ~\ 
EJ/a Ka£ KOLJIOJI K crµov Eivat, TOOJI UE 

I c/ ) >{~ ) 
KOLµ.ooµevoov EKaU'TOJI ELS £UL011 a7ro-

0-Tpecpeo-eai. 
2 M. Aurel. vi. 42 : Kal Tovs 

8 I~ ... c < I 
Ka evuovTas, oiµai, o HpaKAELTOS 
) f ':;" I l \ ep'YaTas eivai AE'YEL Ket <J"vvep'Yovs 

""' ) " I I TWV ev T(f> Koap. Cf' yivoµevoov. 
3 Fr. 91, ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 

530 D: ltv8pooTros ~" ebcppov17 cpdos 
er C ,.., 8 \) t:J I 
a7rTEL E«VT(f'' a7ro avoov «7r0<1'µE<1'8ELS. 
/"."' ~' Cf 8 "' cf~ ~WV UE CX.7rTETaL TE JIEWTOS Evuwv· b.7ro-

Q 8 ' ,, ,,, ) ' "' <J'µE<J" EU O't'ELS E'YP'YJ'YOpWS «7rTETat 
~'~ EVUOJl70S, 

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.1 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 
become weary of continuing in the same state.3 He 

1 Fr. 60, the original form of 
which is doubtless given by Hippol. 
Rejut. ix. 10, in the words : U..8&.va-

8 ' 8 ' '8 ' /"."' TOL 111]TOL, 111]TOL a avaToL, ~(A)JITES 

TOJI EKElvwv 8d11aT011, TOJI a~ EKEl110011 
{3lov TE811ei;rres. Schleiermacher, 
putting together the following pas
sages : Heracl. Alle,q. Hom. c 24, 
p. 51 Mehl.; Max. Tyr. Diss. x. 4, 
end (xli. 4 ad fin.); Clem. Pcedag. 
iii. 215 A; Hierocl. in Garni. Aur. 
p. 186 (253) ; Porph. Antr. Nymph. 
c. 10, end ; Philo, Leg. Alleg. i. p. 
60 C ( Qu,. in Gen. iv. 152); cf. 
Luc. V. Aitet, 14, deduces from 
them this view: ltv8poorroi 8Eoi 
8 ' 8 ' ' ~ 8 "e · V1JTOL, EOL T I.A.JI pw7rOL a avaToL, 
J'"~ \. ' I 8 I 8 I ~WllTES 7UJI EKELJl(A)JI avaTOJI, 111)<1-

~, I /"l A. KOJITES T 1111 EKELJl(A)JI ~001}11. ga1nst 
him and Lassalle, i. 136 sq., vide 
I~ernays, Heracleit. Briefe, 37 sq. ; 
cf. also, p. 1 7, 4 ; and Clem. Strom. 
iii. 434 0 : oiJxl Kal <HpaKl\ELTOS 
8 1 ~ ' " avaTOJI T11J1 'YEVE<J'LJI KaAEL ; 

2 Heracleitus's theory was con
sequently expounded by Sext. Pyrrh. 
jii. 230 ; Philo, L. Alleg. 60 C~ and 
others, in similar language to that 
of the Pythagoreans and Platonjsts. 
Whether the passage in Sextus, l. c., 
<Hp. </J1J<rlv, OTL Kal TO (fiv Kal Ta 
a7ro8aVEW Kal ~11 Tep (ijv .Y,µas E<TTL 
KCll €11 ·r~ Te8vdvai, 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 a-wµa with the <rT,µa (sup. vol. i. 
482, 1, 2). 

3 Iambl. ap. Stob. Eel. i. 906: 
'H ' " ' • ' a' , paK1\.ELTOS µEv ~ap aµoLµa~ ava-y-

' '8 ' ~ , t !::~I KaLaS TL ETO.L EK TCAJJI EJlaVTL6'11 UUOJ/ 
'' l f ~ I (J \ TE avw Ka KaTCAJ uta7ropEVE<T a.L TaS 

lf!vxas V7rEi'A1J</JE, Kal TO µ'Ev Tots 
, " , I I " \. ~' aVTOLS E7rLµEJIELJI KaµaTOJI EillaL, TU uE 

µETa{3a'A'AEL11 <P'pElJI avd7raV<fLJI. The 
same, ibid. 896, jn regard to the 
different theories of the deteriora
tion of the soul it is said: Ka8' 
'H ' ~' " , " {3 ' paKAELTOJI UE T1JS EJ/ T(f' µETa al\-
'Aeu8aL U..11a7raV'A1}s • • • alTlas 'YL'YVO
µe117]s Twv u.aTa'Yoo'Yoov €vep'Y7JµaToov. 
These statements are illustrated 
and confirmed by lEn. Gaz. 
Theophr. p 5, Boiss.: o µ€11 'YaP 
<HpdKAELTOS OLaOOX~V alla'YK.a£av TL-
8 I ~ ' I ,.. ,f, " \ EµEvos avoo Ka1. KaTw T'r/~ 't'UX1J5 T'YJV 

I ,,m I 8 ' \ I 7r0pEtav E't''YJ 'YLllE<f at. E7rEl KaµaTO~ 
ab-rfi Tep 01JµLovp'Y~ <rv11,7rE<J'8aL Kat 
lfvoo µETa Tov 8eov T68E To 7ra11 uvµ7rE-

"" \C'' f '8 \ pL7r01\.ELV KaL U7r EICELll(f' TETax aL Kat. 
lfpxE<r8aL, oia TOVTO TV TOV fJpEµe'iv 
e7rL8uµiq, «al &pxfJs (the dominion 
over the body) e'A7rl5t KdTw </J1J<rl 
TtJv lf!vx~JP cpipE<r8ai. Here, how
ever, the Heracleitean doctrine is 
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applied also to individual souls that which could only 
be said logically of the universal soul, or of the divine 
animating fire. We see from various traces that he 
attributed a further existence to souls escaped from 
their bodies. In one of his fragments he says that there 
a'vaits man after his death that which he now neither 
hopes nor believes; 1 in another he promises a reward to 
interpreted in a Platonic sense. 
Heraeleitus certainly never spoke 
of the Demiourgos; and the other 
similarities between this passage 
and the Phredrus may be occa
sioned (as Lassalle, ii. 235 sq., 
seeks to prove), not so much by 
the influence of Heracleitus's 
writings on Plato, as by that of 
Plato's on lEneas. 

1 

lEneas, p. 7, 
says of Heracleitus : $ 001eE'i -r~v 
~ovwv T1]s ~vx1ls U..vcl:rra.vJ+..a.v Elva.L 
T1,11 Els irovoE TOV f3lo11 cpvylrv ; and 
N umen. ap. Porph. De Antro 
Nymph. c. 10 ( sttp. p. 18, 1 ), agrees 
with this in the quotation : " lf;u-

,.. ' ·'· " ' e ' f H Xrt<rL TEp"t'tll, µ71 U..11'1./TOV rom e-
racleitUS (this, as Schuster, p. 
191, supposes, is an addition of 
N umenius referring to the propo
sition quoted p. 24, 2, and an ad·· 
dition that is contrary to the 

· mf'aning of Heracleitus, who repre
sents the -r€ptflts as consisting pre
cisely in the transmutation, the 
8ct11Q.TGS of the SOUl), " u-yppO"L 'YEJIE-

e " ' ,,, ~' ~ ) ..... ' ) cr aL, TEP"t'LV uE elvat atJTU..tS T'YJV ElS 
' I .... Th T'f/11 'YEJIEO"Lll 'lrTWffLll. e propo-

sitions of Heracleitus are, however, 
most authentically given by Ploti
nus in the passage (jv. 8, 1) pointed 
out by Lassalle, i. 131 : /J µ~,, -y«.p 
<H ' 'l. ' a, ' paK" EL'TOS • • • U..JJ-OLtJQ,S 'TE a11a.-y-

' IJI ) " 2 I ICaLa.S 'TtvEµEvos EK TWJI t:llU..Jl'TLOOV, 
( ~6 ~ ' ' ) \ ' Ou v TE u..1100 KCl..L 1Ca1·w El7r6JV, KU..£ 
" µeTa/3dJ+..A.011 a11U..7rU..VETC1..L '' Ka.l " Ka
µaTO~ ~O"TL 7 o'is afJTOLS µox8E'i11 Kal 
ifpxe<r8a.t" (here Lassalle, following 

.Creuzer, would substitute 1%-yxE<J"8a.L, 
but, as he himself observes, the 
passage from ZEneas is in favour of 
l%.pxecr8a.1.) ElKa(EtV ~oooKEV (as to the 
reasons of the soul's descent) aµEA. 1}
a as G"a<f>1} T,µ.'iv ?rot?]<J"a.t TOV A.o-yov. 
When PlutHrch, De Sol. Anim. 7, 
4, p. 9664, says of Empedocles and 
Herac1eitus that they blame Nature 
(cf. p. 32, J): 005 a:v&:yKrJll ICal 7r6J+..EµOV 

..,. q ' ' ' ov<ra'fl • .. • U'lf'OV Kat. T7]11 "(EJIE<TL'V 
) \ 't ) ~ ( I I avT'f/11 E<; a.uLtaa.s <lVllTtryXavetv AE-

-you<rt T~ 6vr;To/ <rv11Epxoµ€11ov Toil 
U..8a11dTov Ka.2 TEfJ7rEu8a.t TO "fE110µ.E11011 

\ I I ,.. ,t, 
wapa. cpv<rw µEA.E<J'L TOV 'YE1IJ111(fC1..l1TOS 
a1f'O(f'1f'(A}µ.evms, it is a question whe
ther the latter part of this passage 
frorn lJ"lrov onwards is (as Schuster 
supposes, 185, 1) really founded on 
Heracleitean utterances. It rA
minds us n1ost obviously of Empe
docles, inf p. 3, 656, 2, third edit. 

1 Fr. 69, ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 
532 B; Cohort. 13 D; Theod. 
Our. Gr. Alf. viii. 41, p. 118 ; 
Stob. Floril. 120, 28 ; ay8pcJJ7rovs 

I ' (} f ef ) >t µ.E11Et O/'tro a11011Ta.s a<F<J'a. OVIC EA7rOV-

Tat ovo€ ooK€ov<rt. Perhaps there 
is a reference to the same subject 
in ·1I'r. 17, ap. Clem. Strom. j]. 366 
B ; Theod. i. 88, p. 15 : ett11 µ1, 
>l'l. ' I ) 'l:' l 
E1\.1r'IJTW. CJ.VEA7rt(J"'TOJI OU/( EfiEVP7JO"Et, 

' t ' '\. ' ,, I U..11EsEPEV111']TOV EOll ICU..£ 0,7rOpo11. n-
stead of ~A.7rr;7ru and e~Evp1JO"EL, 
Theodoret has EA7rl~1]TE and Evp1,-
0"E'TE. Schuster, p. 45, conjectures 
~A.7r1Jat. 
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those who have fallen gloriously; 1 in a third he speaks 
of the condition of souls in Hades ; 2 in two others he 
makes mention of the dremons 3 and heroes,4 and assigns 

1 Fr. 120, ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 
494 B; Theod. Cur. Gr. Alf. ix. 
39, p. 117 : µ6pot 7ap µ€(011Es µe(o
va.s µofpas A.a7xcf11ov<J'L, cf. Fr. 119, 
ap. Theod. : aprfi<f>a'TOVS OL 8Eol 

" ' c '' e I t Ttµoo<J'L Kat. 01. av poo7ro1., canno , 
with Schuster, p. 304, regard these 
passages as ironical. 

2 Fr. 70 Plut. Fao. Lun. 28, 
end, p. 943 : 'HpctKA. EbrEV 3TL al 
.r, ' ' " e' ''~ Th 'l'vxai ouµoovTaL Ka au7}11. e 
meaning of these words is obscure. 
Schuster's explanation: Souls scent 
out Hades, reach after it greedily 
as a restorative, is the less satis
factory to me, as Plutarch gives 
the sentence in proof that souls 
in the other world can feed them
selves on vapours. In this eon
nection we might bring forward 
what Aristotle quotes, De Sensu, 
c. 5, 443 a, 23 : &s Et 7rct11Ta Ta 
y \. I C'"' ~ ~ OV'Ta Ka7rVUS "(EJIOL'TO, pLVES u,JI uLa'}'-
vo'iev. Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 265, 
refers it, in a far-fetched manner, 
as it seems to me, to the conflagra
tion of the world. In these proposi
tions we can hardly look for any 
special reference. 

3 Fr. 61, Hippol. Refitt. ix. l 0: 
~veaoE ~OV'TL [Bern. ~OV'T«S] ~7r«VL
(J''Ta<F8at Kal <f>6A.a1eas 11f11E<F8a1. ~'}'EPT l 
(d•11Too11(so Bern. instead of ~'YEPTL(ov
'TWV) Kal 11E1epw11. I ref er these words 
to the dremons assigned as the pro
tectors of men, cf. Hes. 'E. 1eal 7,µ. 
120 sqq., 250 sqq. Lassalle i. 185 
sees in them a resurrection of souls~ 
but this is a mistake, at any rate 
in regard to the t-xpression ; for 
~7ravf<JTa<T8aL does not here signify 
to rise again, but to raise oneself, 
namely, to be overseers of men. I 
must express myself still more 
decidedly against the idea that 

Heracleitus enunciated the doc
trine of the resurrection of the 
body (Lassalle, ii. 204 ). Lassalle 
does not mean indeed by this re
surrection the av&.<J'Ta<J'LS <FapKOS in 
the Christian sense, which Hippo
lytus, l.c., finds to be clearly taught 
( <f>avepws must be substituted for 
<f>avepas) ; he means only this : 
that all the particles of matter 
which had previously formed a 
human body, find themselves again 
united at a later period of the 
world in a similar body. This 
conception is not only much too 
far-fetched for Heracleitus, and 
entirely without support from any 
of his writings, but it is quite 
incompatible with his point of 
view: these particles of matter do 
not exist any longer in the later 
period of the world ; they are as 
these definite substances entirely 
destroyed in the stream of Becon1-
ing; they have become other 
substances ; and if even they may 
have been partially changed again 
into the constituents of human 
bodies, there is no ground for the 
supposition that from those par
ticular substances which arose from 
some particular body, and from no 
nthers, a body will afterwards 
again be formed. Schuster (p. 
17 6) prefers this reading : [oal,u.0011 
'e ' ] ' e '~ , 1 

' ·'· e ' E EAEL EV auE EUV'TL E'lrt.L<J''Ta<F aL ICaL 

<f>vA.aKOS (=</>VA.a~) 7f11E<F8a1. ~/'EpTl 
(. K. v. But Hippolytus, as it 
seems to be, would then have had 
greater difficulties in finding the 
resurrection of the flesh, than in the 
ordinary text with its ~7ra11l<J'Ta<J8aL. 

4 Fr·. 130, Orjg. c. Gels. vii. 62: 
3/ I 8 \ 3/ !./.. OV'TE "(L"(VOO<J'KWV EOVS OU'T'E 11pooa.s 
fl I ' Ot.'TLVES EL<J'L. 
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the dremons as guardians, not only to the Hving, but to 
the dead; and he is said to have taught that all things 
are full of soulR and dremons. 1 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 
dremons into a purer life ; 2 in regard to details, how
ever, be seems to have retained the ordinary notions 
concerning Hades. 3 

\Vhether Heracleitus enquired more particularly 
concerning the corporeal life of man cannot be dis
covered with certainty 4 from the very little that has 
been handed down to us by tradition on this subject. 
On the other band, there are many passages quoted 
from him in which he applies his standpoint to the 
cognitive faculty and moral action of man. 

1 Diog. ix. 7, cf. p. 46, 2. 
2 And in an indiv1 dual life ; not 

as Theodoretus, v. 23, p. 73, says, 
in the soul of the world. 

3 Cf. the i!limilar eschatology of 
Pi11dar, supra, vol. i. p. 70. 

4 We find from Fr. 62 ap. Plut. 
Def. Orac. c. 11; Plew. v. 24; 
Philo, Qu. in Gen. ii. 5, end p. 82 
Auch. ; Censorin. Di.1'.,.at. G. 16, cf. 
:Bernays, Rh. Mus. vii. 105 sq., 
that he reckoned the life of a man 
at thirty years, because a man in his 

.. thirtieth .year might have a son 
-who was himself a father, and 
therefore human nature completes 
jts circuit in that time. Reference 
is made to this circle in Fr. 73, 
ap. Clf~m. Strom. iii. 432 A: " ~7rE£
oav (L ~7rEL'TO.) "YEVOµEVOL (weL!I E8E-

l ' ,, " ,... ~ .. J\.ov<J'L µ.opovs T exeiv, µ.aA.A.ov uE 

0.11a7raue<J8at (this, in spite of 
Schuster's representations, p. 193, 

1, I consider to be an emendation of 
Clemens, referring perhaps to the 
view of the µ.e-raf3oA.7, discussed 
S'ltpra, p. 84, 3, or else a protest of 
the Christian against the philoso
pher who treats death simply as 
the end of life ; it would not agree 
with the KaKt(ELV T~V "YEVE<J'LV which 
Cleinen-3 finds in the passage) " Kal 
7ra'5a~ KaTU..AEl7rOU<1L µ6pous "YEVE
<J8at.'' No great w~ight, however, 
is to be attaehed to these observa
tions. What is said in Hippocr . 
7r. 3iai-r. i. 23 end, on the seven 
senses, and ibid. c. 10, on the 
abdomen, and on the three revolu
tions of fire in the human body, 
can hardly be taken from Hera.
cleitus ; the statement (of Joh. 
Sicel, Walz, Rhett. vi. 95, quoted 
by Bernays, Beracl. 19), that 
Heracleitus pursued anatomical 
enquiries, is more than doubtful. 
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In regard to cognition, he could only place its 
highest problem in that which to him was the central 
point of all his convictions, viz. in seizing the eternal 
essence of things in the flux of the phenomenon, and in 
freeing ourselves from the deceitful appearance which 
presents to us a permanent Being of the changeable. 
He therefore declares that wisdom consists in one thing, 
in knowing the reason 'vhich rules all; 1 we must follo\v 
the common reason, not the particular opinions of 

·individuals; 2 if a discourse is to be reasonable it must 
be founded on that which is common to all, and the 
only thing which is thus common is thought .. 3 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; 4 the eternally living fire is hidden from them 
by a hundre<i veils; 5 they show us as something stiff 

1 Supra, p. 42, 2. This know
ledge, however, is itself according 
to Lassalle, ii. 344, conditional on 
a ' revelation to oneself of the 
objective and absolute.' Lassalle 
in support of this relies partly on 
Sext. M. viii. 8, .lEnesidemus 
defined the ai\'l]ffEs as the µ1, i\7j8ov 
-r1,v Kot111/11 'Yvwµ'f}v ; and partly on 
the fragment quoted p. 25: 2. 
Sextus, however, does not say that 
.lEnesidemus had this definition 
from Heraeleitus, and if he did, 
we could not conclude very much 
from it. The fragment calls fire 
the µ1, ovvov, which is something 
quite different from the µ1, i\ijOov. 
'l'hough it is very possible that 
Heracleitus may have baid that 
the Divine or Reason was know-

able to all, there is, even apart 
from Lassalle's modernising view 
of this thought,-no proof of it to 
be discovered. 

2 Fr. 7 ; cf. p. 43, 1. 
3 Fr. 123 ; Stob. Floril. 3, 84 : 

i: I ' ,.. \. ,.. (:\ I sVVOV Ea'TL 7rUa'L TU <J>povELv· 'iivv vorp 
AE'YOllTU.S luxvp[(eu8a1. xp1/ Tti ~vvrp 

I ~ I J \ Trav-rwv, ul{W<T7rcp 110.µr.p 7ruA.Ls Kat 
").\ ' I I \ 7r01\.V ta'XVPOTEpws· '1'pE:f/>011TaL 'Yap., 

«.-r.i\. sup. p. 41, 1. On the mean
ing of the words, cf. p. 43, l. 

4 Arist. Metaph. i. 6, sub init. : 
... 'H ' ~6t e ... Ta1.s pal{i\EL'TEWLS u sais, ws 'TWY 

'e "')\C6 \) f aia' 'l]TWJI aEL pe 11T6'11 l{aL E'ELff'T'l]µ'YJS 
' , ,.. ' "' 7rEpL av-rwv Olli{ OV0'1JS. 
5 Diog. ix. 7 : -r~v ()paa'LV l[le6-

3et1'8aL ( ¥i\e'Ye ). Lucret. Rer. Nat. 
i. 696 : credit enim (Heraclitus) 
sensits igneni cognoscere vere, cetera. 
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and dead what is really the most movable and living of 
all things. 1 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.2 Although, there
fore, we may certainly learn from sensible observation, 

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

1 Fr. 95, ap. Clem. Strom. iii. 
434 D, where, according to Te1ch
miiller's just observation, N. St. i. 
97 sq., instead Of rJ.v8a-y6pas O~ Kal 
should be read: TI.v8a')'Opq. 1eal: 
l)I 6 ' c 6 ' 8' c I ua.11aT s ECfTLV OK era e-yep EJ/'TES opeo-

c 6 ~' tf~ tf ' µev, OIC (fa uE EVuOV'TES V11"110S: as 
we see in sleep, dreams, so we see 
in waking, death.' The opening 
words of this fragment are thus 
interpreted by Lassalle, ii. 320 : 
'What we see, being awake, and 
hold to be life, is in truth the con
stant passing away of itself.' But 
this constant passing away, in 
which, according to Heracleitus, 
the life of nature consists, he would 
never have described by the sinister 
word death. Schuster, 27 4 sq., in 
order to avoid the degradation of 
the sensuous perception, here giyes, 
as it appears to me, an interpreta
tion very far-fetched and unlike 
Heracleitus, which Teichmiiller 
rightly discards. 

2 Th eophrast. De Sensu, i. 1 

c ~' ' 'A t i ' sq. : OL uE 7rEpL vu~a.-yupav ICaL 
(H _/_ ..... ' I ( ,... ' pa.KAtLTOV Tf.f? evavTUf' 11"0LOV<J'L T'Y/11 
atcr8?Jcrtv), which is afterwards thus 
explained : OL o~ TtJ11 atcr8?]CfL11 {nro
A.aµ$ci11011TES Ell a'A.A.ou!JCfEL -ylvecr8aL 

' \. ' ~ ' 8' c \. ..... ICaL TU µev uµoLOV a7ra ES V'lrU TO v 
oµolov, TO ~' e11a11Tlo11 7ra8?JTLKOV, 

f '8 \ I ~ 'TOV'T'(f) 7rpO<FE E<rav TTJV -yvooµriv. E7rL-

"' ">:'' )/ ' \. ' \ µapTVpELV u 01.0VTaL ICaL 'TU 7rEpL T'Y/11 
c, a" \. , c , ..... 
acp1111 crvµtJaLvov· Tu -yap oµoioos T'[J 
<Tap1el 8E pµov f} lf!vxpov ov 7roie'iv 
a'lcr8ritnv. According to this evi
dence, which is confirmed by He
raclei tus' 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 
Thea3t. I 56 A sqq. ; Plato himself 
refers us to them, 180 c. sq. If 
even the more definite development 
of this theory was the work of 
later philosophers such as Cratylus 
and Protagoras, yet the fundamen
tal idea in it, viz., that the sensible 
perception is the product of the 
concurrent motion of the object 
and of the sen~e, and has conse
quently no objective truth, belongs 
to Heracleitus hjmself. 
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in so far as this shows us many qualities of things; 1 , 

although the two nobler senses, and especially the eye, 
ought to be preferred to the rest,2 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 it is precisely this testi
moll:y 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,4 for the unreason which does not 
perceive the voice of the Deity,5 for the stupidity 

1 Vide sitpra, p. 86, 2 ; 88, 5. 
2 Fr. 8. Hippol. Refut. ix. 9 : 

q '' .r, .I ' '() ..... ~ ~ u<J'WJI O'l'LS CX.K01] µa 1}<J'L~ 'TCX.VTCX. eyw 
-rrpoTLµew ; on the sense of sight es
pecially, Fr. 91. Fr. 9, Polyh. xii. 
27 ' 8 '). \ \ "' }'. ' /3 I : ocp a1\.µ0L 7ap TWJI w'TWV a1<pt E-

<J'TEpoL µapTvpEs, which (notwith
standing the different opinion of 
Bernays, Rh. Mus. ix. 262 ; Lass. ii. 
323 sq. ; Schuster, 25, 1) seems to 
me to contain nothing more than (for 
example) what Herodotus says (i. 
8 ), and what Poly bi us understands 
by the passi:ige, namely, that one can 
better rely on one's own sight than 
on the assertion of others. 

3 Fr. 11 ; Sext. Math. vii. 
1 i6 : KCX.IWL µdpTvpES U..118pdrrroun11 
' 8 ' ' ~ a a ' .r, ' ocp a'A.µoi KCX.L dJTa tJaptJapovs 'l'vxas 
~x611Tw11 (which is no doubt more 
authentic than the version of it 
a p. Stob. Floril. 4, 56). Instead 
of the last three words, Bernays, 
Rh. Mus. ix. 262 sqq., conjectures: 
f3op/36pov tf;vxas ~xovTos, because in 
the reading of Sextus: the genitive 
ex611TWJ/ after a118pdnroLS is very 
strange, and because in the time of 
Heraclejtus, f3dp{3apos would not 
have had the sjgnification of rude. 
It is not necessary to ascribe thi8 

signification to it, even if we adopt 
the usual reading ; we get a better 
meaning if the word be taken in 
its original sense; one who does 
not understand iny language, and 
whose language I do not under
stand. Heracleitus says then in 
his figurative mode of expression : 
it is of no use to hear if the soul 
does not comprehend the speech 
which the ear receives ; and the 
strange genitive €x611Tw11 seems to 
have been used precisely because 
the sentence relates primai.·ily to 
the ears (though it iJ also of cour~e 
applicable to the eyes). Cf. Schus
ter, 26, 2. 

4 Diog. ix. 7 : T1,11 o't11<Jiv lEpav 
116<Jo11 ~'A.E7E. He was nevertheless 
accused by Aristotle, Eth. N. vii. 
4, 1146 b, 29 (M. Mor. ii. 6, 1201 
b, 5). of an over-bearing confidence 
in his own opinions, as has already 
been noticed. Srhleiermacher, p. 
138, compares with the passage of 
Diogenes the following words from 
Apoll. Tyan. Epist. 18: e7Ka'A.Vtr'TEOS 
r/ c I ' '5:'6t 6 EKCX.<J'TOS 0 µaTCX.LWS EV u c;,'!J "YEii µEVOS ; 
but this is not quoted by Apoll. as 
Heraclei tean. 

5 Fr. 138; ap. Orig. c. Oels. vi. 
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which is puzzled and confused by every discourse, 1 for 
the frivolity which wickedly plays \vith truth; 2 hence 
also his mistrust of the erudition which prefers learn
ing from others to enquiring for itself.3 He himself 
will be content after much labour to find little, like the 
gold-diggers; 4 he 'vill not rashly pass judgment on 
the weightiest things; 5 he will not ask others, but only 
himself,6 or rather the Deity, for human nature has no 

12 : av1}p V~7r'LOS 1}KOUcJ'E 1Tp0S oa[
µ01/0S OKW<T1TEp 1Tats 7rp0S avop6s. 
The conjectural oa~µ.ovos for oal
µovos (Bernays, Heracl. 15) seems 
to me unnecessary. For Schuster's 
view of this passage, cf. inf. 93, 2. 

1 Fr. 35 ; Plut. .Aud. Poet. c. 
9, end, p. 28; De .Aud. c. 7, p. 41 : 
/37'.a~ Cfvepw7ros v1To 7ravTos i\.67ou 
E7rTOTJ<T8aL cpiA.e'i. 

2 Clem. Strom. v. 549 C : oo
Ke6vTwv 7ap o ooKtµdnaTos f'LVW<TKEt 
cf>uA.cf<T<TELV" teal µeVTOL Kal 0£1e71 Ka.Ta.
A 1}1f eTaL \flevowv TEK.Tova.s Kal µapTu
pas. The first half of thjs fragment 
I do not think to be satisfactorily 
explained, either by 8chleierma
cher, who would substitute ooKeovTa 
and '}'L'}'VW<TKELV <f>vi\.cf<T<TEL, nor by 
Lassalle, ii. 321. Even the pro
posal of Schuster, 340, 1: ooK. 7. t> 
ooKLµwTa.rov 7 £veTa.L 7tvw<r1eeL cpvA.a<r
<retv (' so a poet decid~s to adopt 
from that which passes for credible 
the most credible,), does not en
tirely satisfy me. Lassalle, by the 
i.[Jevowv TEKToves understands the 
senses. I agree with Schuster in 
thinking the allusion to the poets 
fa.r more probable (cf. p. 10, 3). 

3 In 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. Floril. 34, 

19, Gaisford, was rightly restored 
to Anaxarchus. 

4 Fr. 19 ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 
4 76 A; Theod. Our. Gr . .Aff. i. 88, p. 
lb : XPV<TOV ol. oi(1/µevoL 71]v 11'07'.i\.~v 
,/ \ C/ 'f opu<J'(J'OV<TL KaL evpL<TKOV<TLV Oi\.L'}'OV. 
How Heracleitus applied this il
lustration we are not told; but the 
turn given to it in the text seems 
to me the most natural. Cf. also 
F"1r. 24 and 140, sitp. p. 42, 2 ; 44, 
1, and the Fr. 21 pointed out by 
Lassalle, ii. 31 2 ; Clem. Strom. v. 
615 B : xp1J 7ap elJ µ&i\.a. 7r0AAWJI 
1.<rTopa.s cf>ii\.o<r6cpovs lfvopas elva.t 1ea.':J' 
'H I i\. h ( I • d pa.IC ELTOV, w ere L<TTOpta., in e-
pendent enquiry, is to be distin
guished from mere polymathy. 

5 According to Diog. ix. 73, he 
is reported to have said: µ1, El1e1] 
7repl TWV µe7t<TTw11 <rvµ~ai\.~wµe8a, 
which does not sound like his usual 
language. 

6 Fr. 20 (ap. Plut. adv. Col. 20, 
2, p. 1118; Suid. Ilo<rTovµos. Cf. 
Lassalle i. 301 sq.): €ot(71<rcfµ11v 
€µew&T6v. The right interpreta
tion of these words, which the 
above-named writers, and many of 
the more recent commentators, re
f er to the demand for self-know· 
ledge, is probably given by DioL 

• c \.:>I /".' genes, IX. 5 : eavTuv e<f>71 OL':!,7]<Ta<T8a-
1eal µa.flew 7rcfVTC1. 7ra.p' eavruv. (Cf. 
Schuster, 59, 1, 62, 1.) Whether 
Plotinus (iv. 8, i. p. 468) under-
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intelligence, which the di vine nature alone possesses ; 1 

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 
doubtfl;l. In v. 9, 5, p. 559, he 
follows the interpretation accord
ing to which EµavTov designates 
the object that is sought or en
quired for ; he says, in a discussion 
concerning the unity of thought 
and Being, op8ws lfpa • • • To 
' \_ '~ /". I c o\ ..... >I eµ.aV'TUJI EUL~'f]cr<J.µ:rJV ws €11 'TWJI OJl'TOOV. 
This 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 &s ~v T. lL also belong to 
Heraclfitus, 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 Le deduced 
from the words, I fail to see, and 
it does not seem to me probable 
thatHeracleitus should have spoken 
f ,, c •' ..... )/ t 

0 OJ/Ta. ws EJI 'TOOJI OJITWV seems 0 

me an addition of Plotinus, in
tended to justify his application of 
Heracleitus's saying to the question 
in hand. The indecisive sentence 
ap. Stob. Floril. 5, 119, &v8pdnroLcrL 

,.. t I c \ l '!raCfL µe-rE(f'TL 7LJIOOCfKELJI EaVTOVS Ka 
crwcppove'Lv is rightly regarded by 
Schleiermacher as spurious. 

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

i Vide Fr. 123, sitp. p. 41, I. 
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 lJ.pa 
7rt81/1ew11 o KaAALCf'TQS alcrxpos a118pw-

1 , Q f <I 
'lrEL~ 'YEJIEL crvµ.1-Jal\.AELV, • • • OTL 
a118pdJ7rooJ1 o cro<f>wTaTOS 7rp0s 8eo11 

'(J "" \ I \ I 11"L 'YJKO'> cpavEL'TaL Kat. <J'Ocf>Lq, Kat. KaA-
AEL Kal To'is ltA.A.oLs 7ra<JL11. In Hip .. 
poc. 7repl OLaLT. i. c. 12 sqq. many 
examples, not al ways happily 
chos~n, are brought forward to 
sho'v that all human arts arose 
from the imitation of nature, 
though men are not conscious of it. 
This thought seems to belong to 
Heracleitus ; but the development 
of it, as it stands here, can be but 
partially his. Cf. Bernays, Heracl. 
23 sqq., Schuster, p. 286 sqq. 

3 What Sext. Math. vii. 126, 
131, says of Heracleitus is there
fore substantially true: -rnv a1.cr-
811crt11 • • • ct'/rLCf'TOJI eivaL JIEVOµLKE, . 
'TOV O~ A.07ov 07rOTL8e-raL KpLT'l]pt011 
• • • TOJI KOLVOJI A.61'011 K~l 8e'iov 
Kal oo KaTa µeTox1iv 'YL116µe8a A.07ucol 
Kpi-r1/pL011 aA.1J8elas cf>11crl11. l\f any 
sceptics, on the other hand, reckon 
him among thejr number; but 
this only exemplifies the well
known arbitrariness of the school, 
Diog. ix. 7 S. Cf. Sext. Pyrrh. 
209 sqq. 
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felt the want of such a theory, or clearly saw the neces
sity of giving an account to himself, before any enquiry 
concerning things, of the conditions of knowledge and 
method of investigation. The propositions quoted 
above, as was the case with the kindred theories of his 
contemporary Parmenides,1 were essentially deductions 
from a. physical theory which brought him into such ab
rupt antagonism to sensible appearance, that he thought 
himself obliged to mistrust the evidence of the senses. 
It does not follow from this that he purposed to form 
his system independently of experience, and by means 
of an a priori construction ; for such a design would 
have pre8upposed enquiries into the theory and method 
of knowledge which were alike unkno\vn to him and to 
the whole of the pre-Socratic philosophy. Still less 
are we justified by Heracleitus's o'vn expressions, or by 
the statements of our most trustworthy authorities, in 
making the ancient Ephesian the first representative 
of empiricism or discovering in him a tendency to ob
servation and induction.2 His reflection was concerned 
with the objective in nature; like every other. philo-

1 Cf. vol. i. 591 sqq. tus as blaming men, 'because they 
2 Schuster (p. 19 sqq.) supports do not seek for knowledge, by en

this statement mainJy on the frag- quiring into that over which they 
ments (2, 3), discussed p. 7, 2. But stumble every day' (that in order 
inFr.3thereisnotonewordtoshow ·to know, they do not enter upon 
that the A.67os &.el &v is only per- the way of observation), whereas 
ceived through the senses; that we Heracleitus blames them 'because 
should 'obserV"e the visible world,' they do not understand (or con
and 'on the ground of appearance' sider, cppoveovcn) that on which 
should follow out the true ..state of they stumble every day;' and do 
the case,~ still less to show that not (in what way is not stated) 
this is the only way to arrive at instruct themselves about it. 
the knowledge of truth. In Fr. 2 Schuster likewise refers to Fr. 7; 
Schuster introduces what is irrele- bnt I have already proved (p. 39, 4) 
vant when he represents Heraclei- that his explanation of this cannot 
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sop her he started, in fact, from perception, and formed 
his convictions by the development of this; but he never 

be substantiated. I have also re
marked, in the same place, that 
we have no right to give the mean
ing which Schuster adopts, to the 
sentence about the unseen har
mony, nor to bring into direct 
connection with it the quotation on 
p. 90, 2 : 3crwv l>lfJts aKO~ µtt8'Y}c1LS 

,.. ~ \ I I "t lf 'TCX.V'Ta. f:7w 7rpOTtµew. n I se , 
however, it does not imply that the 
µ&.81Jc1LS results only from sight 
and hearing, but merely that the 
pleasures of knowledge a.re to be 
preferred to all others : how much 
is contributed to knowledge by 
thought, how much by obsPrva
tion, the fragment does not say. 
Further, in Fr. 7, the ~vvov or the 
l\07os ~vvo s does not mean the 
'speech of the visible world ; ' and 
those are not censured who ' in
dulge their own thought::j,' and 
' seek in the invisible instead of 
the visible, each one for himself, a 
particular solution of the univer
sal riddle' (Schuster 23 sq), cf. p. 
43, 1 : not to mention that Hera
cleitus, with his eTs €µol µvpLoL 
(sup. p. 10, 2), certainly did follow 
his own thoughts ; and the 1wtv~ 
ryvdJµ:q, to which Schuster with 
.lEnesidemus ( ap. Sext. Math. viii. 
8) refers ~vvov, was, for him at 
least, an authority. Schuster, p. 
27 sq., lastly quotes Lucret. i. 690 
sqq., who calls the senses that unde 
omnia credita pendent, unde hie 
cognitits est ipsi quem nominat 
'igneni; but he forgets that Lucre
tius takes this observation, not 
from Heracleitus, but from his 
own presupposition against He:a
cleitus. When he wants to grve 
the doctrine to Heracleitus, he says 
(vi de p. 90, 4) that among all the 

sensuous perceptions, he ascribed 
truth to that of fire only (not, aR 
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 inYert 
the order of things. This sup
posed evidence in favour of Schus
ter's view thus turns out to be 
distinct evidence against it; its 
incorrectness, moreover, appears 
from what is quoted, supra, p. 88, 
5 ; 89, 1 ; 90, 3, and especially 
from Aristotle's assertion (88, 4): 
that Plato fol1owed Heracleitus 
in his conviction-&s rrwv alcre'YJ-

..... ''CJ \' I TCA'll CX.EI. PEU1l'TW71 Ka.£ E1fLc1T'YJµ'YJS 
' ' ..... ' "' Th 7rEp£ a.V'TWV OVK 0Vc11JS. e con-

jecture that Aristotle is he-re 
speaking only of Craty lus and the 
Heracleiteans, who 'on this point 
thought very differently from their 
master' (Schuster 31 ), is wholly 
inadmissible. Arjstotle does not 
say TCX.LS 'T'WV 'Hpa.KAEL'TEfwv OO~a.lS, 
but Ta.ts 'Hpa.KAflT€fots OO~a.LS ; now 
a 'Hpa.Kl\.E£TELOS OO~a. is as Certainly 
an opinion of Heracleitus as the 
'Hpa.~l\elTews ee<Tts, Ph.1fs. i. 2, 1 s5 
a, 7, is a proposition of Heracleitus, 
and the 'Hpa.1rl\elTELOL l\oyot in the 
parallel passage to this Metaph. 
xiii. 4 (sup. p. 11, 1) are statements 
of Heradeitus. 'Hpa.1<1\eiTELO~ sig
nifies proceeding from Heracleitus; 
and if by an inaccurate use of 
language it might be usf.ld in re
gard to an opjnion 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 
at theories which contradicted the assertions of our 
senses, he did not say, as a true empiricist must have 
said, that the theories must be false : he said that 
the senses were deceptive, and that rational knowledge 
alone was trustworthy. But by what process we are to 
attain this rational knowledge, neither Heracleitus nor 
ariy of the pre-Socratic philosophers expressly enquired. 
The principle ascribed to him by modern "\Vriters, 1 

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 justjfiable 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 bis 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 
it than (according to Schuster's 
theory) a philosopher who de
cidedly professed that doctrine? 
It is not true, however, that Pro
tagoras said 'that there was an 
E7rt<J'T~P,1J, and that it was the 
same as a't<F871<F1.s and opm1on 

founded upon a'ta'81J<FLS .' On ac
count of the relativity of percep
tions, he rather denied the possi
bility of knowledge (cf. p. 896 sqq., 
3rd ed.). But if in this there lies 
also the presupposition that know
ledge, ~f knowledge were possible, 
could only arise from perception, 
the hypothesis here admitted, vjz. 
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. III. 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. 

1 Lassalle, ii. 362 sqq. ; Schus
ter, 318 sqq. Against Lassalle 
vide Steinthal Gescli. d. Sprack. i: 
165 sqq. 
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nature, cannot be proved by direct evidence, 1 nor with 
certainty by induction, from the Cratylus of Plato ; 2 

and though it would harmonise well with Heracleitus'~ 
general modes of thought,3 we have no right to con-

1 Lassalle appeals to Procl. in 
Parm .. i. p. 12 Cous.: (Socrates 
admires) -rov 'Hpa.1eA.etTelov (otoa-

') \ ~' ..... ' ' ,, (f'-CctAEtoV T'YJJI uta. 'TWJI ovoµa.TWJI E7n 

' ,..., " ..... '~6 B t T'YJJI TWJI OJITWJI "/VWCftJI Ou JI. U 

this utterance in which H eracleitus 
himself is not mentioned, but only 
his school, is entirely founded on 
the Platonic GratylitS; and the 
same holds good of the passages 
of Ammon. De Interpr. 24 b, 30 b. 
In the second of these it is said 
expressly: ' Socrates shows in the 
Gratylus that names are not ourw 
<:pvcreL &s cHpa1eA.eLTos gA.eyev (So
crates does not, however, nan1e 
Heracleitus). The first also un
mistakably alludes to the Platonic 
dialogue ( 428 E), as even Schus
ter acknowledges, 319 sq. ; in 
the observation that many hold 
names for <:pvcrews O'YJµLOvp-yfiµa.Ta., 
Ka.8&.7rep i/~lov Kpa.TuA.os Ka.l cHp&.
KAELTOS. 

2 In the Gratylus, it is said by 
the Heracleitean of that name 
' 6 ' 86 .... l c ' ..... 01/ µa.TOS op T'YJTCX, E JICX,L EKctCf'T(fJ 'TWJI 
tvrwv <:pvcreL 7re<:{>vKv'ia.v ( 383 A, cf. 
428 D sqq.), and that Cratylus 
really maintained this is the more 
likely, as the astounding inferences 
which he draws (p. 384 B, 429 
B sq., 436 B sq.) from his proposi
tion are entirely consistent with 
his other caricatures of~ Hera
cleitean doctrine (infra, 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 at first 
have hit upon it. I do not see 
why, so long as they did not draw 
from this doctrine the sceptical 
consequences of Protagoras. But 
if Cratylus was not thP- first to set 
up this principle, it did not there
fore necessarily · emanate from 
Heracleitus ; between the death 
of this philosopher and the epoch 
when Plato heard the discourses 
0f Craty lus, there are more than 
sixty years. Schu~ter seeks (p. 323 
sq.) to proye 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 jn 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. LastJy 
Schuster (p. 324 sq.) suppOS('S 
that Parmenides, in the verses 
quoted vol. i. 604, 3. alludes 
to Heracleitus's occupation with 
descriptive names; but this con
jecture, as it appears to me, is 
groundless. 

3 Schaarschmidt, Samml. d. 
Plat. Sehr. 253 sq. disputes this, 
on the ground that a natural cor
rectness and fixed character of 
words would be incon1patible with 
the flux of all things ; and for the 
same reason, Schuster p. 321, will 
only admit it, if his interpretation 
of rdvira pe'i, discussed sup. p. 12, 1, 



ETHICS. 97 

elude from the plays on words and etymologies 1 which 
occur in his fragments that he sought to justify this use of 
nomenclature theoretical! y in the manner of later writers. 

What bas been said of knowledge applies to action. 
Heracleitus does not yet accurately separate the two 
spheres, and has the same law for both. His judgment 
as to the conduct of men in the one case is not more 
lenient than in the other. Most men live like beasts; 2 

they revel in mud. and feed upon earth like the worm.3 

They are born, bring forth children., and die without 
pursuing any higher end in life.4 The wise man will 
despise that for \vhich the masses strive, as a worthless 
and perishable thing.5 He will not take his own ca
prices, but the common law, for his standard; 6 will 

hold good. But the flux of all 
things, even according to our ac
ceptation, does not exclude the 
permanence of the universal law ; 
it involves it; and as this is ap
prehended by Heracleitus as the 
Logos, the thought that the human 
logos (reason and speech being 
both included in this conception) 
also has truth, as part of the 
Divine, is perfectly consistent with 
his point of view. · 

i ~fos and /3t~s, s11,pra, p. 17, 4; 
where, however, the name is in 
opposition· to the thing; oia<f>epe
cr8ai and ~uµ<:p€pecr8ai, p. 33, 2; µ6pot 
and µo'ipai, p. 86.1'; ~vv v6r.p and ~vvcp, 
p. 88~ 3 ; perhaps also Zrwos and 
(ff v, p. 44, 1 ; alOolotcrtv and avaioe
<YTaTa, p. 103, 2; on the other hand, 
the comparison of crwµa and crfiµa. is 
notHeracleitean, cf. 84, 2. Still more 
unimportant is the use of lJvoµa as a 
periphrasis, p. 88, 3 ; 98, 5. 

2 Supra, p. 10, 1. 
3 Such at any rate may be the 

sense and connection of the words 
quoted in Athen. v. 178 sq. and 
Arist. IJe Mundo, c. 6, end : the 
first : µ1/TE " /3op/30pr.p xa{pEtJI 1

' Ka8' 
'Hp&.1CA.etT011 ; and the second : " 7rav 
ep7rET011 T1/V 71]11 veµeTat." Bernays' 
(Heraol. p. 26) conjecture that in
stead of these words there was 
originally something quite different 
in the text I cannot agree with. 

4 l!r. 73 supra. p. 87, 4. On 
account of his contem.ptuous say
ings about mankind in general, 
Timon, ap. Diog. ix. 6, calls Hera
clei tus KOICICV<1T1/'> l>x.A.oA.olOopos. 

5 So much as this may perhaps 
be true of the saying which Lucian 
V. Auct. 14, puts into his mouth: 
e, '"e' l 'YJ'YEoµai Ta av pw7rtva 7rP'YJ'YµaTa 
., ··/': ' \ 'I:' , <;:, \ ' 'I:'\ 
01,~vpa Kat. ualCpvwuEa KCU ovuev 
'' cJ '' 

/ Th O.VTEWV 0 TL µ'YJ E7rLIC1Jpt0v. e 
statement that he wept over every
thing (supra, p. 4, n.) seems to show 
that he gave utterance to senti
ments of this kind. 

6 Fr. 7, 123, sup. p. 43, 1; 88, 3, 
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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 ; 1 and in thus subjecting himself to 
the order of the whole, he will reach that satisfaction 
which Heracleitus is said to have declared to be the 
highest end of life.2 It depends only upon man himself 
whether he is happy. The world is always as it ought 
to be; 3 it must be our part to accommodate ourselves·to 
the universal order; the character of a man is his 
dremon.4 As it is with individuals, so it is with the 
community. There is nothing more necessary for the 
state than the dominion of law ; human la\vs are an 
emanation of the Divine; on them society is founded, 
and without them there would be no justice ; 5 a nation 

cf. Stob. Floril. 3, 84 ; crw<{>pove'iv 
apern µ,e'YlCTT7], Ka.L <ro<f>l7] aA.778ea. 
..,., ' .... -'-' rn.' '·t· AE"YELV Ka.L 'Tf'OLELV Kun a. 't'VCTLV e7ra. -
ovra.s. 

1 Fr. 126 ap. Diog. ix. 2: v~piv 
XP~ cr~evv-beiv µ,aA.A.ov ~ 7rvpKa.t'77v. 
References to a particular kind of 
i5~pis will be found in P'r. 128 ap. 
Arist. Polit. v. 11, 1315 a, 30 ; 
Etk. N. ii. 2~ 1105 a, 7 ; Eth. l!}ud. 
ii. 7, 1223 b, 22, etc. : xa.A.e7rov 
8vµriJ µcixecr8ai, l/Jvx71s -yd.p &veeTa.t. 
The emendations of this ap. Plut. 
IJe ira 9. p. 457 ; Goriol. 22; 
Iambl. Cohort. p. 334 K, I do not 
consider genuine. In regard to 
the meaning, in spite of Etk. N. 
ii. 2, it seems truE>, from the addi
tion of 1/JvxYis -yd.p &veeTa.L, to refer 
not to a conflict with one's own 
paHsion, but with that of others. 

2 Theod. Cur. Gr. Alf. xi. 6, 
p. 152: Epicurus regarded pleasure 
as the highest good; Democritus 
substituted E7rL8vµla. (1. ev8vµla ), 
Heracleitus avTl Tijs 1}oov7]s eva.p€-

CTT'IJCTLV Te8eiKev. Fr. 84 ap. Stob. 
Floril. 3, 83 : av8pc/J7roH -yfvecr8a.t 
oK6cra. 8eA.ovcrtv, OUK ~µ.et11ov (there 
would be no happiness if all the 
wishes of man were fulfilled). 

3 Cf. thewordsquotedon p. 39, 3. 
4 Fr. 92 ; ap. Alex. Aphr. De 

Fato, c. 6, p. 16, Or.; Plut. Qu. 
Plat. i. 1, 3, p. 999; St.ob. Floril. 
104, 23 : -neos av8pdnr~ oa.lµwv. 
This only expresses the. sentiment 
of the corresponding words in Epi
charmus (sup. vol. i. p. 531, 3), that 
the happiness of man depends upon 
his internal condition. As to the 
question of necessity and freedom 
to which Schuster, 272, 2, adverts, 
nothing is said. 

5 Fr. 12-3, sup. 88, 3 ; 41, 1 ; Fr. 
121 ; ap. Clem. Strom. iv. 4 78 B: 
<:-[ )/ ) ~ .,~ , ,.. 
u K'T]S ovoµa. OVK v..11 71uecra11, EL Ta.VTO. 
(the laws) µ~ i}v. 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 nothing 
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must, therefore, fight for its laws as for its walls .. 1 

This dominion of law is equally infringed, ,vbetber the 
arbitrary will of an individual rules, or that of the 
masses. Heracleitus is indeed a friend to freedom, 2 

but he hates and despises democracy, which does not 
understand how to obey the best, and cannot endure any 
pre-eminent greatness.3 He counsels concord, through 

CA_,, (_, ~ 

of right. Teichmii.ller' s explar.~ · LC:Lke ; u.:rro8a11e'iv) 7rac1L Kal Tots &.v1/
tion, which refers TavTa to the un- ~ots 'T~V 7rOAtJ/ 1eaTaAt7re£11 (that is to 
just acts of men, without which say, they should hang themselves 
there would be no law (N. Stud. i. and leave the city to minors. Cf. 
131 sq.), has a very uncertain sup- Bernays, Heraclit. Briej'e, 19, 129 
port in the use of Heracleitean sq.) o1Ttves 'Epµ6owpo11 l1.vopa ewvTwv 
words by Clemens, whose exegesis 0111ii.0 <T'TOV ~~E~aA.011, <f>tt11TES" 7}µ.€wv 
is very arbitrary; and in itself it µ'Y}O~ ElS ov1ii°<J'TOS ~<l'rW, EL o~ µ~ 
seems to me improbable. If, how- ('.Diog.: el 0€ TLS TowvTos, originally 
ever, it ·were correct, we must un- perhaps el 0€ alone). lti\A.17 TE JCal 
derstand by oltcn, retributive justice µer' lti\i\wv. According to Iam
especially, ol1en 7rOAV7rotvos. blichus this saying was an answer 

1 :Fr. 125 ; Diog. ix. 2 : µcixe- to the request of the Ephesian8, 
<r8a.L Xpn TOV o:Y,µ011 V7r~p v6µov 51ews that he would give them laws; a 
v7rep TElxeos. Cf. also the sayings reque~t which, according to Dio
quoted p. 86, 1, which, however, genes (jx. 2) also, he declined. It 
primarily relate to death for one's js not probable, considering hig 
fatherland. pronounced political position, that 

2 According to Clem. Stroni. i. such a request should have been 
302 B, he moved a tyrant, Melan- preferred to him by the democratic 
C'on1as, to lay down his authority, majority; and those words were to 
and refused an invitation of I>arius be found jn Heradeitus's work. 
to his court. How much may be Concerning Hermodorus, cf. my 
true in these statements we cannot djs~ertation IJe J[er?nodoro (Marb. 
tell; the letters from which Diog. 18b9). As to his judgment on de
ix. 12 sqq. takes the second, show mocracy, see the anecdote, ::ip. Diog. 
that the writer of the letters was ix. 3, which can only 1~ founded 
acquainted with it, but nothing on a saying of this philosopher, 
inore. The <l.iscussion of Bernays, that he took part in children's 
Heracl. Brriefe, 13 sqq., only proves games, telling his ft llow-citizeni'l 
the possibility of the fact. that this was wiser than to engage 

3 Fr. 40 ; ap. Strabo, xiv. l·, in politics with the1n; also l/r. 
25, p. 642; Diog. ix. 2; Cic. 1usc. 127; Clem. Strom. v. 604 A: v6µos 
v. 36, 105; cf. Iambl. V. T'yth. Kal ~ovA.p 7rel8e<r8at ~v6s, p. 589, 3, 
173 , Stob. Floril. 40, 9 (ii. 73 and Tbeodorides, Anthol. Gr. vii. 
l\Iein.): lt~L011 'E<f>E<Tfots 7/f3noov 4 79, who calls Heracleitus ee'tos 
a:rr&.7Ga<T8at (Djog. evidently a mis- vA.aKT'Y}T1}s o1Jµou KVWJJ. 

H2 
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'vhich alone the state can subsist.1 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, 
bo\vever, bis purpose. He not only employs the name 

• 
of Zeus 2 for the Di vine creative essence, but is generally 
addicted to mythological designations.3 He speaks of 
Apollo in the tone of a believer, and recognises in the 
sayings of the Sibyl a higher inspiration.4 He accounts 
for soothsaying generally by the connection of the 
human spirit with the Divine.5 In the proposition as 
to the identity of Hades with Dionysus,6 and still more 

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

2 Cf. p. 44, 1. 
3 For example, the Erinnyes 

and Dike, p. 41, 2. 
4 In the sayings before mention

ed, p. 6, n.; Fr. 38 (Plut. Pyth. Orac. 
21, p. 404) : o lfva.~, oD TO µa.vTe'i6v 
' \. ' A "" "' "l. ' "' E<T'TL 'Tu EV u.EA<:f>Ots, OVTE /\.E"}'EL OV'TE 

f '\ I dLJl KpV7rTEL, a.A.A.a. <J''Y}µO..tllEl, an .L' r. 
39 (ibid. c. 6, p. 397) : ~[~vA.A.a. o~ 
µa.tvoµev(f' <T'T6µa.TL, K0..8) (HpaKAELTOV, 
'I '' "l.I l' I O.."}'EAO..<J''Ta KO..L O..KO..At\.W'lrL<J''TO.. KO.. a.µv-
pt<T'TO.. <:f>8E"}'"}'OµEv1J XtA.lwv E'TWV e~t
Kve'i'Ta.t rfi mwvf} ota 'TOV 8E6v. 

' r ' 
5 Chalcid. in 1'1im. c. 249: He-

raclitus vero consentientibus Stoim·s 
rationem nostram citm divina ra
tione connectit regente ac moderante 
niundana, proptm· inseparabilem co-
1nitatum (on account of the insepa
rable connection between them) 
C01Mciam dec1•eti rationabilis jact am 

quiescentibus animis ope sensuum 
futura denitntiare. ex quo fieri, ui 
appareant imagines ignotorum loco
rum simulam·aque hominum tani 
viventium quam mortuorum idemque 
asserit divinationis usum et prcemo
neri meritos instruentibus divinis 
potestatibus. This is in the first 
instance Stoical, but the general 
thought at any rate, that the soul 
by virtue of its kinship to God can 
divine the future, may haye been 
enunciated in some form by Hera
cleitus. From the Pseudo-Hi ppoc. 
'Ir. ota.l'T. i. 12 (Schuster, 287 sq.) no 
safe conc1usion can be drawn, on 
account of the na.ture of the work. 

6 Fr. 132 ( in:f. p. 103, 2) : &v,-os 
0€ 'A'l'o7Js Kal ll.t6"v<J'os. As one of 
the gods of the lower world Diony
sus was worshipped in the mysteries, 
especially the Orphico-Djonysia~ 
mysteries ; in the Orphic legends 
he is called sometimes the son of 
Zeus and Persephone, and some-
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in his utterances about immortality and the dremons,1 

times the son of Pluto and Perse
phone. The idea, however, that 
he was the same person as Pluto 
cannot be discovered in the more 
ancient theology, and it is a ques
tion whether Heracleitus was not 
the inventor of it. With him birth 
and decay coincide, as every birth 
is a fresh destruction of what pre
ceded it; hence arose Dionysus the 
god of the luxuriant creative flow
ing life of nature, and Hades, the 
god of death. Teichmiiller ( l{. 
Stud. i. 25 sq.) interprets Dionysus 
as the sun, which is identical with 
Hades, because it arises out of the 
earth, and the earth again receives 
the light into itsE:-lf. But against 
this we must observe, 1, that Hades 
is inrl.eed the region under the 
earth, but not the earth itself. 2. 
That Heraclei tus does not represent 
the sun as arising out of the earth, 
but from moisture, from vapours. 
and especially those of the sea (cf. 
57, 2; 58, 1 ; 60, 1 ). 3. That the 
arising of the sun from the earth 
and its transitfon into the earth is 
something other than the identity 
of the sun and the earth. 4. That 
neither in Heracleitus nor in the 
Orphics of his time is there any 
proof that Dionysus meant the sun 
(sup. vol. i. p. 63 sq. 98 sq.). Teich
miiller moreover makes Hades into 
vlO~ aloovs, that he may ultimately 
extract this singular meaning from 
our fragment; the feast of Dionysus 
-would be shameless, if Dionysus 
were not the son of shame and the 
shameless and the befitting the 
same ; but this interpretation is 
devoid of all real foundation. 
Teichmuller appeals to Plut. IJe Is. 
29, p. 362: 1eal 7 ap nA&Twv Tov 
CIA~ c )~ " (\_ " ' ) ,.. u1JV ws awovs vwv TO£S 7rap avTq.. 

I \ "6\.' I f'EJI0/.4.EVOLS KaL 7rp0CT1JV1J euv wvoµ.acr-

Oat </>1J<rl. It is difficult to see 'vhat 
would follow in regard to Heradei
tus if Plato had said tbi~. But 
Plato said nothing of the kind. Of 
the alOovs v£os there is not a ·word 
either in the Grat. 403 A sqq. (the 
only passage which Plutarch can 
have in view), nor anywhere else in 
Plato's works. And even in Plu
tarch it is so devoid of any admissi-

. ble meaning, that one cannot help 
thinking there may have been some 
scriptural error in a text in other 
respects so corrupt. !!.,or aloovs 
viov (according to an emendation of 
Hercher's, kindly communicated to 
me, we should doubtless read 7rA.ov
crwv, which comes YAry near to it 
in writing) is actually to be found 
in the parallel passage, Plut. JJe 
Superst. 13, p. i71, and refers to 
Grat. 403 A, E ( 1eaTa T~v Tov 7rA.o6-

~ I ) I e TOU uO<JLV • • • E'TrWVOµa<J 1] • • • 

ein:p7eT1JS TWV 7rap' alJTcp). 'I eich
miiller has not succeeded any better, 
p. 32 sq., in estabEshing the theory 
that Heracleitus alludes in this 
fragmenti to the coarse Dionysiac 
mythus in Clem. Cohort. 21 D sqq., 
which he misapprehends in regard 
to one point (22 A), on which he 
b.ys much stress. The narrative 
of Clemens contains no reference to 
Heracleitus: the Heracleitean frag
ment is in no way related to the 
myth; and if Clemens, at the end 
of his account, couples this fragment 
with the mention of Phallic wor
ship, jt 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 Vi hi ch 
ev, n the n1yth furnishes no pre
cedent. 

1 S'ltpra, p. 85 sq. 
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he shows great affinity with the Orphic doctrines. 1 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 ; 2 nor "\vas this consistent 'vith the distinction 

1 Lassalle ( i. 204-268) tries to 
prove that therE' existed an inti
n1ate relationship between Hera
cleitus and the Orphics, and that 
they exercised great influence over 
him. But the passage on which 
he chiefly relies, Plut . .De Ei. c. 9, 
p. 388, does not give, as he be
lieves, a representation of Hera
cleitus's theology, but a Stoic in
terpretation of Orphic myths. 
Lassalle thinks that Plutarch 
would not have given to the Stoics 
the honourable designations of 
8Eoi\.O')'OL and cro<J>WTEpoi, but he 
has overlooked, firstly, that by 
cro<f;WTEpoi (which here signifies 
rather shrewd than wise) are 
meant, not the interpreters, but 
the inventors of the mythus, conse
quently the Orphics ; secondly, 
that Oeoi\.O')'Ot is no title of honour, 
and that Plutarch speaks elsewhere 
of the Btoi c theology; and thirdly, 
that the theory expounded in c. 9 
is afterwards, c. 21, called mis
chievous. It does not follow in 
the least from Philo, De Vwt. 
839 D (sitpra, p. 63, n.), that the 
expressions 1e6pos and XPTJ<rµocrv111J, 
which Plutarch uses, were foreign 
to the Stoics (as Lassalle says). 
Even were the points of contact be
tween Heracleitus an<l the Orphic 

fragments (which Lassalle se~ks to 
show, 246 sqq.) much more nume
rous than can actually be admitted. 
we could only conclude, considering 
the late origin of the poems fron1 
which these fragments are taken 
(vide Vol. I. p. 104 sq.), that they 
were under the influence of Stoic
Heracleitean views, not that He
racleitus was influenced by the 
Orphics. 

2 Lassalle, ii. 455 sq., ingeni
ously refers to this the remark 
about Homer and Archilochus 
(quoted sipra, p. 10, 3, and dis
cussed by Schuster, 338 sq.). He 
supposes it to have been aimed at 
the two verses similar in meaning, 
Odyssey xviii. 135, and Archil. Fr. 
72 (Bergk, Ly1·. Gr. 551, 701 ), and 
connects it with the analogous con
tradictjon of Hesiod, vide following 
note. It seems to me less probable 
that Heracleitus ( vide t;chleier
macher, 22 sq.; Lass. 1i. 454) 
should have accused Homer of 
astrology, and consequently repu
diated that art. The scholia on 
Il. xviii. 251 (p. 495 b, 5, Bekk.) 
says, indeed, that on account of 
this verse, and ll. vi. 488, Hera
cleitus named Homer acrTpo1'.6')'0S, 
which in this connection can only 

1 B ) ' . mean astro oger. ut acrTpoi\.01os u: 
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of lucky and unlucky days, RO widely spread in the old 
religions.1 Heracleitus also expresses himself strongly 
about the shamelessness of the Dionysiac orgies; 2 he 
attacks, in the veneration paid to images, one of the 
very pillars of the Greek religion; 3 he also passes severe 
judgment on the existing system of sacrifices.4 These 
criticisms are very searching, but it does not appear that 
Heracleitus wished to make any assault upon the popular 
religion as a whole, or in its general constitution. 

the older language was never used 
for astrcloger in our sense of the 
word, but always for an astronomer. 
But neither of these verses gave 
any opening for describing Homer 
even ironically as such. Schuster 
(339, 1 ), indeed, thinks that as, ac
cording to Clemens (vide inf. note 
2 ), Heracleitus was acquainted with 
the Magi, and µ&7ot = aCTTpoA.67ot, 
he may have also called Homer an 
astrologer. But even if Heracleitus 
really used the names 11v1e'Tt7r6A.ot, 
µ&7ot, &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 Heracleitus called Homer 
auTpoA.67os 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 aCTTp6A.07os in the sense of 
astrologer. 

1 According to Plut. Cam. 19, 
cf. Seneca, Ep. 12,. 7, he censured 
Hesiod for distinguishing 1}µ€pai 
a7a8al and <f>av'A.at &s &.711oow'Tt 
</>IJ<J'tll a7rdCT1}S 7}µ,pas µ£a11 o{jcra11. 

2 Fr. 132, ap. Clem. Cohort. 22, 
B. Plut. Is. et Os. 28, p. 362 : El 
~\A f \''"' µ11 7ap ~LOVVCTqJ 7r0µ.1rT]JI €7r0LOVJl'TO 

\ t:/ ':/!. 'I::' I ' ~I Ka' vµveov aCTµa awowtCTLJI avaiue-
CT'Ta'Ta E>f p7a<1'TaL • wvTos ( CdV'T.) o ~ 
'A·[·~TJS 1eal At611vCTos, 8Te(f' µalvo11Tat 
Kal A.7Jva·l"(ovCTLV. The last words, 
on whir h 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, Goh. 13 D : TlCTt o.q 

I (H I ( 'E , µa11'TEVE'Tat paKAEL'TOS 0 </>ECTLOS; 
11VIC'TL7r 6 A 0 LS,µ rJ. f' 0 Ls, {3 rJ. K X 0 LS, 
'\ I / I ' l\.'¥]1/ats, µVCT'Tats. 'TOVTOLS a7rEL-

,.. \ \ 8' I . A.EL Ta µETa a11a.To11, 'TOV'TOLS µav-
' \. .... ' ' /"6 'TEVETat 'TU 7rVp. 'Ta I' a p 110 µ. L ~ -

µ. E 11 a K a r' a 11 8 p W 7r O V S µ V CT 'T 1,-
' ' "" Th pt a a 11 t e p w U' 'TL µ v e v VT a i. e 

spaced words seAm (as Schuster 
3 3 7, 1, thinks, agreeing with Ber
nays, Heracl. Br. 134) to be taken 
from Heracleitus. But l!'r. 69 
(vide supra, p. 85, 1, cf. Schuster, 
p. 190) can scarcely have stood in 
the connection with this passage in 
which Clemens places it. 

3 l!'r. 129, ap. Clem. Cok. 33 
B; Orig. o. Gels. vii. 62, i. 6 : Jeal 
, ,,. ' !II c .... 
a7a1\.µaCTt 'TOV'TEOL<J't EVXOV'Tat 0JC0£011 
er 'TLS ~6µotCTL AECTXTJVEOOL'TO, oiJTe 

/ 8 \ :>I !/, t/ I f'Lf'JIWCTIC.WJI eovs OV'TE 11pwas OL'TLJ/ES , 
El<T L, 

4 Fr. 131, ap. Elias Cret. Ad 



104 HER.ACLEITUS. 

4. Histor-ical position and importance of Heracleitus. 

The Heracleiteans. 

HERACLEITUS was regarded even in ancient times as 
·one of the most important of the Physicists.1 Plato 
especially, who had received so many pregnant sugges
tions from his school, marks him out as the author of 
one of the chief possible theories respecting the world 
and knowledge-the theory which is most directly 
opposed to the Eleatic. 2 This is, in fact, the point in 
which we have principally to seek this philosopher's 
importance. In regard to the explanation of particular 
phenomena, he has done nothing which can be compared 
with the mathematical and astronomical discoveries of 
the Pythagoreans, or with the physical enquiries of 
Democritus and Diogenes ; and his ethical doctrines, 
though they are logically connected with his whole 
theory of the universe, in themselves are merely vague 
general principles, such as we often find apart from 
any philosophical system. His peculiar merit does not 
lie in particular enquiries, but in the setting up of 

Greg. Naz. or. xxiii. p. 836: pitr
gantur cum cruore polluuntur non 
secus ac si quis in lutum in gressus 
luto se abluat; so ap. Ap.ollon. 
Tyan. Ep. 27 : µ1} 7r1J°i\.cp 7r71"i\.011 
Ka8alpet11. That this censure is 
directed not merely against trust 
in the opus operctt'Um of the offer
ing is obvious. The offering itself 
is called 7r71"i\.os, which harmonises 
completely with Heracleitus's say
ing about corpses (supra, p. 79, 1 ). 
If, therefore (Iambl. JJe Myster. 

i. 11, end), he also named them 
if1eea, this must be intended ironi
cally. 

1 He is often called cpucruc6s ; 
the absurd sl"atement of Diodotus, 
the grammarian, ap. Diog. ix. 15, 
that his work was not really about 
nature, but about the state, and 
that the physical was only an 
example for the political, .stands 
quite alone. 

2 Cf. the writings quoted supra, 
p.11, 1; 18, 2; 26, 1; 33, 2. 
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universal points of view for the study of nature as a 
whole. Heracleitus is the first philosopher who em
phatically proclaimed the absolute life of nature, the 
ceaseless change of matter, the variability and transi
toriness of everything individual ; and, on the other 
hand, the unchangeable equality of general relations, 
the thought of an unconditioned, rational law governing 
the whole course of nature. He cannot, therefore, as 
before observed, be considered simply as an adherent of 
the ancient Ionian physics, but as the author of a 
particular tendency, which we have reason to suppose 
\Vas 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 construction of the world. 
In his whole conception of the world it is impossible to 
misdoubt the influence of Anaximander; for 'vhile 
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 consjst 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 
first philosophical representative of the Pantheism, 
which also underlies the system of Heracleitus ; and in 
connection with this his propositions in regard to the 
thinking nature of_ Deity, which is at the same time 
uniform natural force, prepared the way for the Hera
clei tean 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 
'vith the later Eleatics, as well as with Xenophanes, we 
find that Heracleitus and Parmenides, starting from 
opposite presuppositions, arrived at the same conclusion 
respecting the unconditional superiority of rational 
cognition over sensuous perception. Zeno overthrows 
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with his dialectic the ordinary opinions about things, 
in order to establish his doctrine of unity, and Hera
cleitus applies the same dialectic in an objective manner 
and more completely to the things themselves ; for by 
the restless transmutation of substances the original 
unity re-establishes itself out of plurality as unceasingly, 
as it is constantly separating into plurality.1 Con
sidering that Pythagoras and Xenophanes were not 
unknown to Heracleitus,2 whose doctrine, on the other 
hand, seems to have been mentioned by Epicharmus,3 

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 
Pythagora_s 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 Heracleitu~, 
precisely in the ceaseless change and constant formation 
of the many out of the one; 4 the divine reason coin-

1 Cf. with the above the obser
vations of Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. 
i. 300 sq. and Branis~, Gesch. d. 
Phil. s. Kant. i. 184, on the rela-

tion of Heracleitus to the Eleatjcs. 
2 Supra, Vol. I. p. 336, 5; 510, 4. 
a Supra, Vol. I. p. 531. 
4 Xenophanes did not deny the 
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cides with the ordering of the changing phenomena. 
The opposites, which, \vith the Pythagoreans, \Vere 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 \vith the 
Pythagoreans; nor, finally, do we find in him a trace 
of their theory of numbers. Whether he borrowed 
from them his theories as to the future state, it is diffi
cult to decide, for the Pythagoreans themselves in these 
theories sho1Ned 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 aristocra.ctic 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 allow of our 
attaching decisive importance to its affinity with the 

multiplicity and variability of that God changes Himself into all 
things, but he d(~cidedly excluded things, to the negation of the 
both conceptions from the primi- movement of the Daity in regard 
ti ve essence or Deity; whereas to place (Vol. I. 560, 3), that neither 
Heracleitus describes the Deity can be explained except in relation 
as fire which restlessly passes into to the other. Still less, howeyer, 
the most yarious forms. Schuster can I agree with Schuster (229, 1) 
(p. 229, 1) thinks it probable, and that Xenophaues spoke of the har
Teichmiiller (N. Stud. i. 127 sq.) mony to be sought in the invjsible, 
undeniable, that he said this ex- and that Heracleitus opposed hin1 
pressly in opposition to Xeno- with the proposition about the 
phanes. This appears to me visible harmony, first because we 
possible, but by no means certain; do not know .. whether Xenophanes 
for the proposition, ' God is day said what Schuster supposes, and 
and njght,' &c. (p. 38, 1) is not secondly, because we do know that 
such a direct and self-evident con- Heracleitus did not. say what is 
tra.diction to thP "e'fs Oeos" of here ascribed to him. 
Xenophanes; nor the statement 
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notion of Xenophanes ; though that affinity is certainly 
remarkable. While, therefore, the historical connection 
of Heracleitus with Pythagoras and Xenophanes seems 
probable enough, it is difficult to make this probability 
a certainty. Still more uncertain is the conjecture 1 

that Parmenides, in his polemic against ' the fools who 
bold Being and non-Being to be same and at the same 
time not the same,' 2 was alluding to Heracleitus. In 
this case there are considerable difficulties as to the 
chronology ; 3 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 borro-\ved the identity of Being and 

1 Bernays, Rhein. Mus. vii. 114 
sq. and Steinhart, Hall. A. Litera
turz. 1848, Novbr. p. 892 sq.; 
Platon' s Werke, iii. 394, 8 ; Kern, 
Xenoph. 14; Schuster, p. 34 sqq. 
236. 

2 V. 46 sqq. supra, Vol. I. 58U. 
3 It has been sbown, p. 1, 2, 

that Heracleitus's work was in all 
probabiHty not composed before 
4 78 B.C. That of Parmenjdes can 
scarcely be later; indeed, jt is 
mrst likely, rather earlier. Even 
according to Plato's reckoning, 
Zeno, who in 454-2 B.c. was forty 
years old, had in his youth (there
fore probably about 4 70-465 B.c.) 
defended his master 7rpOfi Tovs E7rL
xezpoilvras ailTOJI Kwµcpoe'iv ; the 
work of Parmenides must conse
quently be placed some years 
earlier; and as Plato certainly 
does not represent Parmenjdes as 
older, and most likely much younger 
than he really was (cf. Vol. I. p. 581 
sq.), we thus ityproach very nearly 
the date of Het'fl,cleitus's work. The 

same inference may be drawn from 
the verses of Epicharmus, ap. Diog. 
Hi. 9(sup. Vol. I. p. 530, 1),inwhich 
he makes the representatjve of the 
Eleatic philosophy say : &µ&xav6v 
7' &7r' otJrwo~ elµEv 8 TL 7rparov 
µ6A.ot. 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. I. p. 585, 3). If, then, Epichar
n1us borrowed it from Parmenides, 
and consequently was in possession 
of Parmenides' poem, jt is not ab
s0lutely impossible, though not 
very probable, that this poem it
self may have contained allu8ions 
to the work of Heracleitus, which 
Epicharmus was using at the same 
time. It is still more improbable, 
however, that Parmenides should 
have first formed his theorv, 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 uncritical reliance on sensible appear
ance, than to a philosopher who, in marked opposition to 
them, denied the truth of sensuous perceptions.1 If it 

I I haYe retained the above 
from the previous edition, essen
tially unaltered, because Schuster 
bas not, convinced me of the oppo
~ite theory by his defence, which 
has meanwhile appeared. For we 
find, it seems to me, neither in the 
opinions nor expressions of Par
menides such points of contact 
with Heracleitus as would warrant 
our supposing that he refers to 
this latter philosopher. Parmenj
ues opposes those oTs TO 7rEAE£11 TE 

1eal ovK e1vaL Tatn6v 11e116µ.tCTTat. But 
Heracleitus, as has been already 
shown, never said that Being and 
Non-Being were the same ; even 
his eIµev Te 1eal ovK e1µ.ev bas not 
this sense (cf. p. 11 ~ 2), nor is it 
contained in the Aristotelian asser
tion that he held good and evil to 
be the same (quoted by Schuster). 
Setting aside the question of the 
a0curacy of this assertion (cf. p. 
36 sq.), it is quite different whether 
we say good and evil (both of which 
belong to Being) are the same ; 
and Being and Non-Being are so. 
This formula was first introduced 
by Parm en ides in order to express 
the contradiction in which the mode 
of conception he was combating 
resulted. But if we enquire what 
this mode of conception was, he 
points himself (Y. 37, 45 sqq., 75 
sq., cf. supra, Vol. I. 584.1; 585,4) 
to those who held (1) a Non-Being, 
and (2) a genesis and decay. Par
menides might certainly have ex
tended his censure to Heracleitus's 
doctrine, as, on the other hand, he 

was included by Heracleitus among 
those who do not understand what 
is before their eyes (supra, p. 7, 2 ), 
to whom the ever-living fire has 
become dead and rigid (p. 89, 1 ), 
but there is nothing t<l prove that 
Parmenides, in what he said, spe
cially alluded to Heracleitus. He 
describes his adversaries (l. c.) as 
iftcptTa cpvA.a, as people who lived as 
if they were blind and deaf; and 
warn-:; them against trusting more 
to their eyes and ears than to the 
A.67os ; a description which indeed . 
applies to the sensualists, among 
whom Schuster reckons Heracleitus, 
but not to a philosopher who so 
entirely agrees with Parmenides in 
bis depreciation of sense compared 
with reason, and even expresses 
this conviction in the same way as 
Heracleitus actually did (supra, 
p. 87 sq. cf. Vol. I. 585, 591 ). 
That Parmenides in the second 
part of his poem represented 'fire 
and night on earth as the ultimate 
opposites exactly in the manner of 
Heracleitus,' I cannot discover. -
Parmenides bas here two elements, 
the light and the dark, which he 
also named fire and earth : with 
Heraclei tus these two are only the 
'ultimate opposites' among bis 
three, or, according to Schuster. 
four elemental forms: water, as 
the bond between them, is not 
less essential. When Parmenides 
therefore. in his exposition of the 
o6~at /3p6TELOL (sitpra, Vol. I. 592, 3; 
595, 2), speaks only of two µopctal, 
from which all things are to be ex-
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be supposed, on the other hand, that in this denial of 
the kno\vledge derived fro1n sense, Parmenides is fol
lowing Heracleitus, we must remember that the polemic 
of these two philosophers had an entirely different 
significance. Parmenides mistrusts the senses because 
they sho\V us multiplicity and change; Heracleitus 
mistrusts them because they show us permanence in 
individual things. It is not probable, therefore, that 
Parmenides was acquainted with the doctrine of Hera-

plained, without ever mentioning a 
third; and when, moreover, he de
signates these in the first series, not 
as fire and earth, but as light and 
dark, this does not warrant the 
supposition that he was thinking 
especia1ly of Heracleitus's three 
elemental forms. If he alluded 
to any particular system, it is 
far more likely to have been that 
of the Pythagoreans, traces of 
which (Vol. I. p. 597, 2) so clearly 
appear in his cosmology, and to 
which, even before the table of 
the ten contradictions was framed, 
tr .. e obvious contrast of light and 
darkness was not unknown. From 
this system alone is derived the 
oalµ.WV ~ '1raVTa KU/3Ep11~ (Cf. V Ol. 1. p. 
595, 2; 600 sq.); Schuster reminds 
us instead of Heracleitus's -yvd.Jµ11, 
7}re 0111 1evf3epv1j<faL 7rdvra (supra, p. 
42, 2); but the similarity here lies 
only in the words 7J'avra 1evf3ep11~11, 
and proves very Ii ttle, as we find the 
same expression in Anaximander 
(supra, Vol. I. 248, 1 ), and later in 
Diogenes (Vol. I. 287, 7), whereas 
the most characteristic trait of Par
menides' s representation, that the 
oalµwv, like the Pythagorean ecrrla 
(supra, Vol. I. 450, 1 ), is enthroned 
in the CPntre of all the spheres, 
has no parallel in Heracleitus. 
The rese1nblance also between the 

7rai\lvrp01ros KEAEu8os of Parm. (v. 
51, Vol. I. 584), and the?rai\l11Tp01r11s 
apµ.ovla of Heracleitus (supra, p. 
33, 3), even if the true reading of 
the latter he not 7rai\lvrovos, de
pends merely on the use in both 
cases of the word 7iaA.[vrpo7ros, an 
expression that is not very uncom
mon. The meaning, however, of 
the expression is not in each case 
the same ; with Heracleitus ' bent 
backwards' or' turning again' de
scribes that which returns out of 
Opposition into Unity; with Par
menides that which comes into op
position with itself in passing from 
its original direction into the con
trary. Still less results from the 
fact that Heracleitus once (p. 32, 1) 
says: eloevat XP~ TOV 7TOi\eµov, &c.; 
and Parm. (v. 37, Vol. I. p. 584, 1) 
c I' \; ( d WS XPEWV E<J'TL µ'Y/ ELJlaL an V. J 14, 
Vol. I. 592, 3) r6Jv µ.lav ov xpedJv 
ecrrt ; for the assertion that there 
must be ~ non-Being is not idt>n
tical with the assertion that there 
must be strife; what Heracle1tus 
says is not alluded to in the turn 
given to the thought by Parmenides, 
and which is peculiar to himself; 
and the use of so inevitable a word 
as xp~, for which Parmenides sub
stitutes xpec/Jv e<TrL, cannot be said 
to prove anything. 
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cleitus or took account of it in the establishment of 
bis system. 

But even if it be impossible to prove with certainty 
~ 

the immediate relation of Heracleitns to the Pytha-
gorean and Eleatic schools, the historical po'Sition and 
importance of his doctrine remain unaltered, "\vhether 
he was moved by his predecessors to oppose their theories, 
or whether, in his own study of things, be chose to 
adopt the point of view which they least regarded, and 
"\vhich in the later development of the Eleatic system 
was expressly denied. v\Thereas 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 "\Vas opposed by 
the decided conviction of the absolute vitality of nature, 
and the continual change of material substance, which, 
as the 'vorld-forming power and the law of formation 
inherent in it, seems to constitute the only permanAnt 
element in the mutability of phenomena. But if every
thing is subject to Becoming, philosophy cannot escape 
the obligation to explain Becoming and change. Con
sequently, Heracleitus proposes a new problem to philo
sophy. 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.1 Heracleitus himself an-

i Strumpell, Gesch. d. Theor. that the transition was from him 
Phil. d. Gr. p. 40, inverts this re- to them. Tre changefulness of 
lation ; he makes out that Hera- nature (he remarks) which He
clejtus pr~ceded the Eleatics, and racleitus had taught, compelled 
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swered this question very incompletely. He shows, 
indeed, that all things are involved in perpetual change; 
he defines this change more accurately as a development 
and union of opposites ; he describes the elemental 
forms which it assumes; but if we ask why everything 
is subject to Becoming, and permanent Being is nowhere 
to be found, his only answer is : because all is fire. 
This, however, is in reality only another expression for 
the absolute mutability of things; it does not explain 
how it happens that fire changes into moisture, and 
moisture into earth; why the primitive matter exchanges 
its originally fiery 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 their views. The school of Heracleitus appears, 
indeed, to have maintained its existence long after the 
death of its founder. Plato tells us that about the be
ginning of tbe fourth century it boasted considerable 
numbers in Ionia, and especially in Ephesus; 1 he him
self had been instructed in Athens by Cratylus the 
Heracleitean,2 and a generation before, Pythagoras had 
thought to say of every individual 
thing that it was not; this change
ful nature then was entirely aban
doned by the Eleatjcs as an object 
of knowlPdge, and knowledge was 
exclusively directed to the exis-. 
tent. But since the founder of the 
Eleatic school is older than He
racleitus, and since the Eleatic doc
trine in its whole tendency appears 
as the completion of the earlier 
physics, and the doctrine of He
racleitus as tbe commencement of 
the later physics, which was chiefly 

concerned with the explanation of 
Becoming, I consider this expositjon 
as ] ncorrect. 

1 Tlleret. 179 D (with reference 
to the <f>epoµ€v'Y/ oi)(r[a of Heraclei· 
tus) : µ&x11 o' otJp 7rEpl aDT:Y,s OU 
<f>avi\TJ oilo' oi\[-yots "/E"/OVEV. 0E0.6. 
'ITOi\i\ov Kai OEL <f>aVATJ elvat, fJ.A.A.a 

' ' ' 'I ' ' , ~'~ 7rEpL µev T1}V CAJVLaV JCaL E'ITLULuCAJ<TL 
' ,. c ' .... CH I rraµ.Tro"v. OL 'Yap TOV paKAEC.TOV 

~Ta'ipot xop'YJ"/OV<TL TOVTOV rrov i\6'Yov 
µ.aA.a ?ppCAJµ.evCAJs. Cf. inf p. 114, 3. 

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

VOL. II. I 
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supported liis sceptical theories by propositions from 
Heracleitus.1 To Cratylus we may perhaps refer those 
traces of Heracleitean influences which are evident in 
the writings erroneously ascribed to Hippocrates.2 But 
the little that we kno\v of these later Heracleiteans is 
not calculated to give us a very high idea of their 
scientific attainments. Plato, indeed, cannot find words 
to describe their fanatical unmethodical procedure, and 
the restless haste with whi.ch 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, "\Vhich "\Vere 
characteristic of this school. 3 He makeR 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 

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

1 Inf: chapter on the Sophistic 
theory of knowledge. 

2 Besides the treatise 11'". otalT1JS 
spoken of, sitp. p. 69 ·sq.; 15, I, 
we should mention ?repl TpocpT,s, cf. 
Bernays, Heraclit. Br. 145 sq. 

s TheCPt. 179 E: Kal 'Y(JP ••• 
' ' ... 'H ,. , ?rEpL TOVTCAJV TCAJV paK1\.ELTELCAJV • • • 

avTOLS µ~11 TOLS 7repl 'r~JI >IE<f>E<TOV 
~, """' ,, ~ 

o<rot 7rp0<nrowvvTat eµ?retpoi elvat 
olloev µ.aJ\.AOV oT6v TE oia.A.ex6rrvcu ~ 

'"' 3 ,... ~ """"' ' \ ' TUIS OL<TTpW<TLV. U.TEXVWS ')'ap KU.TU. TU. 

<TV'Y'YPdµµaTa. <f>epovTat, TO o' E?rtµe'i-
, \ '\.6 \ ' I \ c JIO.L E1f'L /\. 'Y'f' KaL epCAJT'f/µaTL Ka£ 7J<TU-

I ) I ' f e \ XLCAJS ev µepet a?roKptva<r at Kat 
epecr8at 1/TTOV aVTOLs ~Vt f; TO µ'f/OEV" 
µaAAOJI OE 0?rep{3aAAEL TO ovo' OVOEV 
7rpos To µnoe crµtKpov ~vewai To'is 
'~I c I' ''!l I avupa<TLV 7J<fVXLas· aA.A. u,V TLVa TL 
>I <I , n, I c f 
EpIJ, W<T?rEp EK 'f"apETP'Y/S p'Y/µaTL<TKLa 

, '~ , ... , l: ' atVL"jµaTWU'IJ ava<T1f'CAJVTES a?rO'T Os EVOV-
<H, K°tt11 TOVTov ('IJT'fis AO"/OV A.af3e'iv, 

I >I c I It "" TL ELp'IJKEP, ETEP'f' ?rE?rA1JsEt Katvws ' ...... , ,~, 

µETCAJVOµa<rµ.evcp. ?rEpavELS ()e OVuE7rO'T€ 
,~, \. ,~, , - ,~, 

OVUEJI ?rpus OVuEVa aUTWV" ouu E 'YE 
EKELVOL auTo2 ?rpos aAA.1/A.ous, aAA' e3 
?ref.vu <f>vA.aTTov<rt TO µ1Joev f3e{3awv 

'"'"' ";' I ' ' ~ J I , ' """' eq.11 ELVaL µ7}T E71 1\.U'Y'f' µ.1]T EV Tats 
auTWV lf;uxa'is. And again: OVOE 

I ... I Cf C/ 

"/L"/VETat TWV 'TOLOVTCAJ71 ETEpOS E'TE:pou 
µa8rrr1Js, aAA' avToµaTOL ava<f>vovTa.L 
c '8 ~ l <f , - ' o?ro EV v.V TVX[l EKctaTOS avTCAJV ev-
e I \\.er c<r 
ovcrtauas Kai TuV ETEpov o ETEpos 

ovo~v n'Ye'i-rat eloevaL. Cf. Grat. 
384 A: T~71 KpaTVAOV µavTelav. 
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that Cratylus blamed Heracleitus for not having ex-
pressed with sufficient clearness the changeableness of 
things ; at last indeed, he did not venture to express 
an opinion on any subject, because every proposition 
contains an assertion concerning a Being. 1 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 Heracleitean doctrine 
itself does not seem to have been further developed in 
the school. The philosophera who had also learned 
something from his contemporary, Parmenides, were the 
first to attempt a more accurate explanation of Be
coming, \vhich 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 to mists. 'l 

1 Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1010 a, 1840), that Heracleitus was a dis-
1 O : ~/(. "y°d.p 'TaVT'Y/S T?}s v7roA.1/'i[IEws ciple of the Zoroastrian doctrine. 
€~f,v87]<J'EV T, cu~por&r11 o6~a 'TWV Etp'Y/- In my criticism I must confine my I 

µ€vwv, T, TWV <f>amc6vTwv T,paKA.Et'Tl- self to the principal points. Gla
(Etv, 1eal o1av Kpa'TVA.os ElXEv, c>s TO di sch believes ( Heracl. it. Zor. Rel. 
TEJ\.EUTatOV ou8~v cfJE'TO OELV AE"/ELV, u. Phil. p. 139 sqq. ; cf. 23 sqq.) 
&.A.A.a TDV o&KTUAOJI ~1dVEL µ6vov, Kal that the systems of Heracleitus and 
t I ' f ' I <f ~\ " z t d h HpaKA.ELT'fJ E'Tr'E'Ttµa EL'Tr'OV'TL oTL uts TCf' -'oroas er are one an t e same. 
avrcfJ 'Tr'O'Taµrp ouK ~<J'Ttv ~µ{31,vat • But even in their fundamental con
avTos 7d.p cPETO ovo' a7ra~. The ceptions they are very different. 
same is repeated without any ad- The one is pure dualism, the other 
dition in Alex. in Ji. l. ; Philop. hylozoistic Pantheism; the Persian 
Schol. in Ar. 35, a, 33 ; Olympio- doctrine has two original beings, 

.dorns, ibid. one good and the other evil; and 
2 We can only mention by way that this dualism arose at first 

of appendix (for it 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 Gladisch (sup. Vol. I. 34 (' eine Umwandlun.q dei Urwesens 
sqq.), and previously by Creuzer aus seinem Ursein in Anderssein ') 
( Sy1'iibolik und Mythol. ii. 196, 198 is an assumption which contra
sq. 2 ed. p. 595 sqq., 601 sqq. ed. diets the most a.uthentie accounts, 

I 2 
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and can only be supported, and change to which all things are sub
that but imperfectly, by some later ject; it 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. 
ta.ins the unity of the world, and The Persian doctrine contains no
the power that moves the world, thing of the transmut:ttion of the 
as strongly as any of the philoso- elements, nor of the alternate for
phers ; the opposites with him mation and destruction of the 
are not original an<l p,ern1anent, world ; for what Gladisch quotes 
but the original element is the (Rel. it. Phil. 27; Her. u. Zo'r. 38 
uniform essence which, jn its de· sq.) from Dio Cbrysost. Or. xxxvi. 
velopment, puts forth the most op- p. 02 sqq. R. is evidently a later 
posite forms of Being, and a~::tin 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 1good and eYil, of the ancient Persian chariot of 
of light and darkness, as a final Ormuzd (on which cf. Herod. vii. 
and. absolute opposition; Ahritnan 40), and the steed of the sun. 
and his kingdom are 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 chftracteristic of 
t be process of time intermeddled him, would be absolutely out of 
with the world : whereas with place; nor of the Heracleitean an
Heracleitus strife is the necessary thropology, for the belief in the 
condition of existence ; even evil is Fravashis, to which Gladisch refers, 
a good for the Deity, and a world has hardly even a dis~ant analogy 
of light alone, without sha::lows, with it. It has already been said, 
such as forms the beginning and p. 6, that there is no reason for bring· 
end of tbe 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 monarchiRt' is a more 
whole. There is much more re-· th~n hazardous assertion : hjs own 
semblance to the Persian dualism utterances show hjm to have been 
in that of Empedocles and the Py- aristocratic and conservative, but 
thagoreans than in the system of at the same time thoroughly Greek 
Heracleitus. Heracleitus's chief in hjs temperament, and he is ex
doctrine of the flux of all things is pressly said to have declined an 
entirely absent from the Zoroas- invitation to the Persian court. 
trian theology; and, therefore, the Under these circumstances, it is of 
worship of fire common to both has no avail to prove that Heracleitus 
in each case a different iinport. called strife the father of all 
'l'he Persian religion in regard to things, when we know that 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 primiti\re 
universal life of nature-of the essence, when by fire he did not 
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I. EMPEIJOGLES ANJJ THE ATOMISTS. 

A. EMPEDOCLES. 1 

1. The universal brxsesojthePhysics of Empedocles-Generation 
and Decay-Prriniitive Substances and Moving Forces. 

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

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

1 On the life, 'vritings, and 
doctrine of Empedoeles, cf. be
sides the more comprehensive 
works:- Sturz, Elnpedocles Agrig. 
Lpz. 1805, where the matljrials are 
Yery carefully collected ; Karsten, 
Empedoclis Agr. Carm. Rel. Amst. 

1838; Stein, Enipedoolis Agr. Frag~ 
menta, Bonn, 18-!2; Steinhart, in 
f!)rsch und Grubers Allg. Encykl. 
sect. i. vol. 34, p. 83 sqq. I{itter, 
on the philosophy of Empedocles, 
in Wolfs Literar. A.nalekten, B. ii. 
(1820), R. 4, p. 411 sqq.; Krische, 
Forsch. i. 116 sqq.; Panzerbieter, 
Beitrage z. Krit,ik u. Erliiut. d. 
Emp. Mein. 1844 ; Zeitschr. J: 
Alterthumsw.. 1845, 883 sqq. ; 
Bergk, IJe Pro(£m. Empedo&lis, 
Berl. 1839 ; Mullach, IJe Emp. 
Prowmio, Berl. 1850 ; Qu(l3st. Em
pedoclearum Spec. Secund. Ibid. 
1852 ; Philosoph. Gr. .Jiragm. i. 
xiv. sqq., 15 sqq.: Lommatzsch, IJie 
Weisheit d . .li}rnp. Berl. 1830. The 
l:ist must be UM~d with great cau
tion : Raynaud, IJe Empedocle, 
Strassb. 1848, only gives what is 
well known ; even the work of 
Gladisch mentioned Vol. I. p. 34, in 
regard to E1npedocles, keeps almost 
entirely to Kar~ten. There are 
al~o some dissertations in U eber
weg, Grundr. i.. § 23. 

Agrigentum, accordi!!g to the 
unanimous testimony of cur au
thorities, was the native city of 
Empedocles. The period of his 
activity coincides almost exactly 
with the second year of the fifth 
century, but. the more particular 
sta.tements are uncertain and 
various. Diog. viii. 7 4, 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. Ghron. in 01. 81, and 
also in 01. 86, therefore, ejther 
456-452 B.c. or 436-432 B.c. Syn
cellus, p. 254 C, adopts the earlier 
date; Gellius, xvii. 21, 13 sq., 
mentions the date of the Roman 
Decemviri ( 450 B.C. ), but, at the 
same time, that of the battle of 
Cremera ( 4 76 B.C. ). The state
ment of Diogenes is doubtless 
lmsed (as Djels shows, Rhein. 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 
margjn, 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 band, Simplicius 
says in Phys. 6 b, he was ov 1Toi\v 
Ka.T67rw 'TUV 'Ava~a'}'Opou ";E'}'OVdJs. 
The statement that he joined in 
the war of the Syracusans against · 
Athens ( 415 B.c.) is contradicteo 
by Apoll. loc cit. (Steinhart, p. 85, 
and Diels thinks it must be the 
war of 425 B.c., to which, however, 
according to A pollodorus' s calcula
tion, the objection that he must 
then bay·e been dead. or ll7rE P"fE')''!J
paKws, is less applicable). His age 
at his death is given by Aristotle 
ap. Diog. viii. 52, 78 (and perhaps 
~ lso by Heracleides, cf. p. 3, n. ), as 
60 ; Favorinus ap. IJio,q. viii. 73, 
who gi-res it as 77, is a much 
less trustworthy testimony. The 
statement (ibid. 7 4) that be lived 
to the age of 109, confuses him 
with Gorgias. His life would, 

thArefore, fall between 484 and 
424 B.C. if, with Diels, we follow 
Apollodorus. But it seems to me 
safer to place the beginning and 
end of bis existence 8 or 1 O years 
earlier, first because Empedocles, 
according to Alcidamas ap. IJiog. 
viii. 56, attended the instructions 
of Parmenides contemporaneously 
with ZPno; next, because the ov 
11"oi\v of Simplicius can hardly 
mean so long a, period as 16 years ; 
and lastly (cf. vol. i. 636 and inf. 
Anax.), because Empedocles seems 
to have been already referred to 
by Melissus and AnaxagQras. We 
have little more certain informa
tion concerning him. He came of 
a rich and noble family (cf. Diog. 
viii. 51-53 ; also Karsten, p. 5 
sqq.). His grandfather of the 
same name in the 7lst Olympiad 
bad gained the prize at Olympia 
with a four-horse chariot ( Diog. 
l. o. after Apollodorus, as Diels 
shows), which is attributed to the 
philosopher by Atben. i. 3 e, fol
lowing Favorinus (ap. Diog. l. c.), 
and according to Diogenes, also by 
SHtyrus and his epitomjser, Hera
cleides. His father Meton (so 
almost all the accounts call him
for other statements vide Karsten, 
p. 3 sq.) seems to have assjsted in 
the ejection of the tyrant Thrasi
dreus and the introduction of a 
democratic governmeiit, in the 
year 470 B.c. (Diod. xi. 53), and to 
have been subsequently one of the 
most influential men in the city 
(vide Diog. viii. 72). After l\feton's 
death, when the ancient aristocratic 
jnstitutions had been restored, and 
there were attempts at a tyranny, 
Empedocles, not without severity, 
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Parmenides, that Becoming and Decay in the strict 
sense, and therefore qualitative change in the original 

assisted the democracy to gain the 
victory, showing himself in word 
and deed a warm friend to the 
people. The throne was offered to 
him, but he refused it, as we are 
told in Diog. viii. 63-67, 72 sq.; 
Plut. Adv. Col. 32, 4, p. 1126. He 
was destined, however, to experi
ence the fickleness of popular fa
vour, and left Agrigentum probably 
against his will (Steinhart, 85, 
thinks it was because he had parti
cipated in the war between Syracuse 
and Athens, but that participation, 
as we have seen, is not to be con
sidered historical) for the Pe1o
ponnesus. His enemies succeeded 
in preventing his return, and he 
consequently died there (Timoous 
ap. Diog. 71 sq., ibid. 67, where the 
true reading for olici(oµ.evou is 
olICrt(oµ.ePOu, and not, as Steinhart 
thinks, p. 84, a.lICt(oµevou ). The 
statement that he died in Sicily 
from the effects of a fall from a 
chariot (Favorin. ap. Diog. 73) is 
not so well authenticated. The 
story of his disappearance after a 
sacrificial feast ( Heracleides ap. 
Diog. 67 sq.) is no doubt, like the 
sirnilar story about Romulus, a 
myth invented for the apotheosis 
of the philosopher without any 
definite foundation in history. A. 
naturalistic interpretation of this 
myth for the opposite purpose of 
representing him as a boasting im
poster is the well-known anecdote 
of his leap into l:Etna (Hippobotus 
and Diodorus ap. Diog. 69 sq. ; 

:Horace, Ep. ad. Pis. 404 sq., and 
many others, cf. Sturz, p. 123 sq. 
land Karsten, p. 36 ), and also the 
assertion of Demetrius ap. Diog. 
7 4, that he hanged hjmself. Per-

haps in order to contradict this 
evil report the so-called Telauges 
ap. Diog. 7 4, cf. 53, asserts that he 
fell into the sea from the weakness 
of old age, and was drowned. The 
personality of Empedocles plays 
an important part. in all the tradi
tions respecting him. Hi;s tern .. 
pt>rament was graYe (Arist. Probl. 
xxxi. 953 a, 26, de~ribes him as 
melancholic); his activity was noble 
and all-embraeing. His political 
efficiency has already been men
tioned. His power of language to 
which he owed these successes 
(Timon ap. Diog. viii. 67, calls him ' , "\ \ ,, s ct'Yopa.LWV l\.1j/C1]T1JS E1T'EWV ; atyrus, 
ibid. 58, pf,Twp lfpta-·ros ), and which 
is still perceptible in the richness 
of imagery and the elevated ex
pressions of his poems, he is said 
to ha ,.,.e strengthened by technical 
study. Aristotle designates him 
as the person who first cultivated.' 
rhetoric (Sext. Math. vii. 6~ Diog. 
viii. 57, cf. Quintilian iii. 1, 2)/and 
Gorgias is said to have been his 
disciple in the art (Quintil. l. 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 si~k
ness, to raise and calm the winds, 
to sun1mon rain and drought, and 
to recall the dead to life. In the 
introduction to the Ka6apµ.ol, he 
boasts that he is honoured by all 
n1en as a god, and' that when he 
enters a city adorned wibh fillets 
and flowers, he is immediately sur· 
rounded' by those in need of help, 
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substance, are unthinkable; but, on the other hand, be 
does not absolutely abandon this point of vie\v; be allows 

some soliciting prophecies, and 
s01ne healing of diseases. This 
element comes out strongly in hjs 
rloctrines on anthropology and 
ethics. Ancient writers speak not 
only of the solemn state and dig
nity with whjch he surrounded 
himself (Diog. viii. 56, 70, 73 ; 
lElian. V. H. xii. 32 ; Tertull. IJe 
Pall. C 4; Suid. 'Eµ7reoo1ei\. ; Kar
sten, p. 30 sq.), and of the great 
reverence which was paid him 
(Diog. viii. 66, 70), but also of 
many wonders which, like another 
Pythagoras, he wrought. He for
bade injurious winds to enter 
Agrigentum (Timreus ap. Diog. 
viii. 60 ; Plut. Ciirios. i. p. 515 ; 
Adv. Col. 32, 4, p. 1126; Clemens, 
St1"om. vi. 630 C ; Suid. 'Eµ7reO. 
oop&. ; Hesych. 1ewi\vcraveµas ; cf. 
Karsten, p. 21 ; cf. Philostr. V. 
.A.pollon. viii. 7, 28), the circum
~.tance is differently related by 
Timreus and Plutarch; the origin 
of it is no doubt the miraculous 
account of Timoous, according to 
which the winds are imprjsoned 
by magic, in pipes like those of the 
Homeric lEolus. 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 
jt. We hear further that he de
li,,.ered the Selinuntians from 
pestilences by altering the course 
of their river (Diog. viii. 70, and 
Karsten, 21 sq.), brought an ap
parently dead man to life after he 
had long been stiff (Heracleid. ap. 
Diog. viii. 61, 6 7, 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 rneans of music 
(lam bl. V. Pyth. 113, and others, 
ap. Karsten, p. 26). How much 
historical foundation exists for 
these stories it is now, of course, 
impossible to discover. The first 
and third are suspicious, and seem 
only to have emanated from the 
verses of Empedocles; what is said 
in the second, of the improvement 
of the river, may possibly be an 
allusion to the coin described by 
Karsten, on which the river-god in 
that case would merely represent 
the city of SeJinus. That Empe
docles believed himself capable of 
nlagical powers is proved by his 
own writings; according to Satyrus, 
ap. Diog. viii. 59, Gorgias asserts 
that he had been present ·when 
Empedocles was practising them. 
That he also practised medi
cine, which was then commonly 
connected with n1agic and priest
craft, is clear from his o-wn word~, 
quoted by Plin. H~ N. xxxvi. 27, 
202 ; Galen. Thtrap. Meth. c. 1, 
B. x. 6, Kupn and others. ThA 
traditions as to the teachers of 
Empedocles will be mentioned 
later on. The writings attributed 
to hjm are very various in c0ntent, 
but it is questionable in regard to 
many whether they really belonged 
to him. The statement ap. Diog. 
viii. 57 sq., that he wrote tragedies~ 
and no fewer than 4:3, is doubt
less founded on the eYidence of 
Hieronymus and N eanthes, and 
not on that of Aristotle. Hera-
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not only that particular things as such arise, ~ecay and 
change, but also that the conditions of the world are sub
ject to perpetual change. Consequently he is obliged to 
reduce these phenomena to movement in space, to the 
combination and separation of underived, imperishable, 
and qualitativelyunchangeable substances, of which there 
must, in that case, necessarily be several, variously con
stituted, in order to explain the multiplicity of things. 
These are the fundamental thoughts underlying the 

cleides thinks the tragedies were 
the work of another person, who, 
according to Suid. 'Eµ7reo. was, 
perhaps, his grandfather of the 
same name ; and this conjecture 
has great probability, vide Steiu, 
p. 5 sq., against Karsten, 63 sqq. 
fJ 19. He justly considers that the 
two epigrams, ap. Diog. viii. 61, 
65, are spurious, and the same 
must Le said of the yerse or poem 
from which Diogenes quotes an 
address to Telauges, son of Pytha
goras (ibid. p. 17). The 7roA.tTtKa, 
which Diog. 57 ascribes to him, 
together with the tragedies, pro
Lably refer, not to any independent 
work, although Diogenes seems to 
presuppose this, but to smaller 
portions of other writings ; they 
cannot, therefore, 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 E1n
pedocles wrote laTptKa, in prose, 
according to Suidas ( KaTaA.07cio11v), 
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 videMu1lach, 
IJe Emped. Proannio, p. 21 sq. 
Fragni. 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 have 
been destroyed soon after his 
death. That .Empedocles wrote 
down speeches or rhetorical in
structions, the ancient accounts of 
him give us no reason to suppose, 
vi de Stein, 8, Karsten, 61 sq. 
There remain, therefore, but two 
undoubtedly genuine works which 
have come down to modern times, 
the cpu<TtKa and the Ka8apµo[ ; that 
these are separate workH, as Kar
sten (p. 70) and others suppose, 
has been conclusi Yely proved by 
Stein. The cpu<T,Ka were at a later 
period divided into three books 
(vi de Karsten, p. 73), but the 
author seems to ha\'"e contemplated 
no such division. On the testi 
monies and opinions of the ancients 
on the poems of Empedocles, vide 
Karsten, p. 7 4 sqq., 57 8q. Sturz, 
Karsten, Mullach and Stein have 
collected the fragments, and the 
three first have commented on 
them. (I quote from Stein, but 
add the numbers of the verses as 
giV"en by Karsten and Muliach.) 
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doctrine of Empedocles on the primitive causes, as we 
gather partly from. his own utterances and partly frorn 
the statements of ancient writers. 

If we see a being enter upon life, we generally think 
it is something which did not previously exist; if we 
see it destroyed, we think. that something which was, 
has ceased to be. 1 Empedocles, following Parmenides 
in this respect, considers this notion as contradictory. 
That a thing should come from nothing, and that it 
should become nothing, appear to him alike impossible. 
From 'vhence, he asks 'vith his predecessor, could any
thing be added to the totality of the Real, and what 
should become of that which is? There is no-where 
any void in which it might be cancelled, and whatever 
it may becomt:, something will always come out of it 
again. 2 What, therefore, appears to us as generation 
and decay cannot really be so; it is in truth only 

1 V.40 (342, 108 M) sq.; cf. V. 91 (119 I{; 166,94 M):-
especially V. 45 sqq.:- ouoe TL Tou 7rawros «EvEov 7rlA.et 

v1,7r.LOL - ou 7ap crcptv oo.Atxocppoi es 
ELliL µeptµi;at (they have no fa,r
reaching thoughts) -

~\ "\ I e I ' '\ 'i. I OL (>YJ ')IL')IVE<J' aL 7rapus 01.JIC ~UV El\.1rL-
(oucrw, 

fl 'TL JCaTa8v1]<Tl':ELV 'TE Ka.1 ~~6.AA.ucr8at 
c I 
a7raVTTJ. 

2 V. 48 (81, 102 M) :-

EiC 'TOU '}'Ctp µr, e6V'TOS aµ1,xav6v E<J''Tt 
'}'EVE<T8at 

'TO T' EOJI e~6A..Aua8at av1,vv<T'TOV JCa.l 
if1rP'YJK'TOV (SC. ~li'TL ). 

' \ \ I ( ' I ) ~I ateL 7ap li'T'f/liOv'TaL SC. EOV'Ta 07rr] 
, " ' 15::' ICE 'T LS atEv EpEtu'[}. 

V. 90 (117, 93 M): -

eYTE 7ap € :peefpovTo oLaµ7reph, ou-
' , ,, ~ 

ICE'T av 1)<Tav. 

oiJo~ -rrepwcr6v. 
'TOV'TO o' E-trau~.f,<J'ELE 'TO 7rav Tl ICE Ka.2 

7r08Ev eA.8611; 
,.. ~ I \ ' "). I ) ' \ ,.. !:-) 

7Tr) uE ICE Kat t:J.7r01\.''lLa'T ; E7rEL 'TWVU 
' 5::'' )/ 0Vu€V Epr]

1
U011• 

,,.")., ,.,, )/ ..... (h 
a.1\.1\. avT Hf'TLV TavTa t ey a.re 

themselves, remain what they 
are)· at' a.Al\.1,A.wv o~ 8eov7a ~ 

7fJ111eTat ifA.A.o8Ev ll.A.A.a otr]vEKh, a.l~v 
c ..... 
oµota. 

V. 51 (350, 116 M) :-
' ~ ' \ .... \. \ ovJC v.11 avnp TOLav1 a crocpus cpp(<J'L 

I 
µ.avT ever at'T o, 

WS" l)<j>pa µev 'TE {3tov<TL, 'TO o'i] /3lo'TOV 
«aA.eoucrt, 

l,m \ ";' ' l I I To't'pa µev ovv eta- v Kat crcptv 7rapa 
oEtA.a Kal e<T8A.a, 

7rplv oe 7l"ct'}'EV 7E /3pO'TOl Ka.l E7rel 
"l I Ll '~\ :i!_ , ' I l\.VDEV, OVuEv ap EL<J'LV. 
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mingling and separation.1 What we call generation 
is the combination of substances; what we call decay 
is the separation of substances,2 tpough in ordinary 

1 V. 36 (77, 98 M) :-
,, }, '\ ~t ' t I '~ I al\1\.0 UE 70L EpEw· </>V<TLS OVUEVOS 

' c I E<FTlv arravTwv 
e ,.. '~' ''\ t e I Jl'l}TWJI, OUuE 'TLS OU1\.0µEPOU avaTOLO 

'TEAEUT'q, 

a/\.Aa µ6vov µ~is 'TE OiaAA.a~ls 'TE 

' µt7EV'TWV 
' \ ,+. f ~· ' \ '"' ' I/". E<JTL, yV<fLS u E7rL TOLS ovoµ.a~ETaL 

av8pW7rOL<FLJI. Cf. Ari st. ~~e
ta pk. i. 3, 98! a, 8: 'Eµ7rEOOKA.1;s 
~\ ' ' ,... ' ' \ uE Ta 'TETTapu. • • • TaVTa 7a.p aEL 
:;:- ' ' ' ' a' 'ZI vlap.EVELV KctL OU ')'L"YVE<fvaL a/.../... t/ 

7iA.1,8et Ka2 0J\t76TT]TL lfU'}1Kpti1 6µe11a 
Kal OtaKpWO/J,EVa els ev 'TE Kal E~ evos. 
IJe Gen. et Corr. ii. 6 ; ibid. c. 7, 
334 a, 26 : Tile rnixture of the 
elements with Empedocles is a 
UVV8ElfLS Ka8cf-rrep E~ 7rAlv6wv Kal 
A.iew11 To'ixos. 

2 That 'birth ' is nothing else 
than the con1bination, and decease 
than the separation of the sub
stances of w bich each thing con
sists, is often asserted, not only by 
Empedocles himself, but by many 
of our authorities. Cf. V. 69 (96, 
70 M) :-

Cf 'C' \ L\ ' '\ 6 'D OVTWS I1 µEV EV EK 7f1\.E vwv µEµaor]KE 
cpve<J"8at, 

'~' I ~ </>' c ' 1 , 'l}uE 7retALV uLa UVTOS EVOS 7rAEOJ/ 
' 'n EKTEAEuOV<FL, 

TV µev /'l7vo11Tal TE Kal ov lf</>l<riv 
,, ~ ,, ( \ ' ' Eµrreuos autJv = Kat a1roA.A.uv-
Tat )· 

~ \ I~, ' '\ '\ f ~ \ ' ue Tau a1'\1\.a<J<FOvTa uLaµ7rEpH ou-

oaµa A~')'El, 
' ,, )/ ' \ ' ' TCtU'T'[l a.LEV ECt<TLV CtlCLJ!'f/TL K.a'Ta KV-. 

KAOV ( aK.LV1]TL I retain, agreejng 
with Panzerbieter; others read atd
v171a, which is a greater departure 
from the J\'ISS. ; or aKlv17Tov, which 
formanyreasonsseemslessprobable; 
it is a question whether aKLVT]Tot, 

the reading which stands in a 11 the 
J\'ISS. of Aristotle and Simplicius, 
is not the true reading, and whe
ther the masculine oI 8v17rol is not 
to be supplied as subject of the 
proposition, and corresponding to 
{:3porol in V. 54 ). This is confirmed 
by the doctr1ne of Love and Hate 
(vide infra), for Empedocles de
Ti ves birth or origination from 
Love. the essential operation of 
which consists in uniting matter ; 
while from Hate he derives tbe 
destruction of all things; as Aris
totle-also says, Metapk. iii. 4, 1000, 
a, 24 sqq. It can scarcely be 
doubted, therefore, that Empedo
cles simply identified origination 
with µ!~ts, and decease or passing 
away, with otd.A.A.a~ts. In one pas
sage, howe,·er, he seems to deriYe 
both, "YE11ElfLS and &.rr6A.E!l/1Ls, from 
e~.ch of these causes-from separa
tion as well as from combination. 
V. 61 (87, 62 M) sqq.:-
o' '\, , , , , , ~, , t, e 

L1r1\. EpEw· 'TOTE µEv "Yap EV 1JUsTJ TJ 
µ6voll Elvat 

' '\ J \ ~> "i' ~ f I 
EiC 1r1\.EUVWV, TOTE u au ULE<f>v 7rAEOV 

~~ evos Elva.t. (The Yerses are 
r\3peate<l in V. 76 sq.) 

OOL~ OE 8v17Twv "YEVE<fLS, OOL~ o' &.rr6-
AElo/Ls. 

\ \ ' ' '~' •T'fJV µEv "Yap 7r{),VTWV lfVVOuOS 'TLKTEL 
' ''\ ' 'T 01' EK.EL 'TE, 

65. ?J OE 7rcL\tv oLa<f>voµevwv 8pe<f>-
8Etlfa OLE1fT1J. 

\ ..... ,,,.'\, ~ \' 
KaL 'TCtUT al\.1\.CtlflfOvTa uLa.p.7rEpES ov-

oaµa A~"YEL, 
ll'\ i. \ </> '\ I I • ' a.1\.1\.0TE µEv L1\.0T1]TL <1V11Epxop.EV ElS 

" ~, EV a7rav'Ta, 
lfAAOTE o' ao oix' EKCt(f'Ta <f>opEVµeva. 

vef«Eos ~x8et Then follows V. 
69 sqq. vide sitpra. I cannot agree 
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language it may bear the other name.1 Everything, 
therefore, is subject to Becoming and Decay, only so 

with Karsten who, in V. 63, substi
tutes for oot1} oe, "TOL1,oe; ,, for OA~KEL, 
"a.iJ~et; "and for 8pEcp8ela'a, '' 8pvcp8e'i
<Fa,'' in accordance with our text of 
Simplicius, for the changes are then 
too great, and the pregnant mean
ing of the whole yerse is weakened. 
But Panzerbieter, Beitr. 7 sq.; 
Steinhart, p. 94; and Stein, ad k. 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, 
newcombinations appear; and simi
larly things pass away, not n1erely 
through their separation, but also 
through their union; because every 
new eombination of substances is 
the destruction of the precediug 
r:ombination. This in itself would 
not be inconceivable, but it would 
contradict the opinion of Empedo
cles (so far as it has been hitherto 
ascertained), who explains birth only 
from the mixture of substances, 
and decay only from their separa
tion. He would, in the other case, 
assert that every un 1 on is, at the 
same time, a division, and vice 
versa ; the otacpep6µevov auTip ~uµ
cpeperat, 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 tbe contradiction with 
which Aristotle reproaches him (inf. 
139, 1 ), that love while it unites, 
also separates, and that hate which 
separates also unites, would not 
exist ; for this would be in accor
dance with the nature of loye and 
hate. The context of the verse 

appears to demand some other 
view ; for as verses 60-62 and 
66-68 do not immediatelv refer to 
individuals, but to the uni;erse and 
its conditions, the intermediate 
verses must have the same refer-

Th 
0 I I ence. e expression 7ravrrwv a'vvo-

oos is likewise in favour of this 
rendering ; for it corresponds too 
closely with <Fuvepx6µev' els iv 
ti v 67 6 > ' •• arravrra, • ' <J'UVEPX µEV ELS eva 
K6<J'µov, V. 116 (142, 1511\I), 7r&vrra 
<J'LVEpXETctL ~v µ.ovov elvaL, v. 173 
(169, 193 M), to allow of its being 
interpreted in any other way. 
The meaning of V. 63 sqq. is, 
therefore : ' The mortal is pro
duced from immortal elements 
(vide inj'ra, V. 182), partly in the 
issuing of things from the sphairos, 
partly in their return to it; in 
both cases, however, it is again 
destroyed, here by the succeeding 
union, and there by the succeeding 
separation.' Cf. Sturz, p. 260 sqq., 
and Karsten, 403 sqq., for the re
marks of later writers on Empe
docles' s doctrine of mingling and 
separation, which, however, tell 
us nothing new. 

1 Vide p. 123, 1, and V. 40 (342, 
108 M) ~ S:-' •• \ ' ~ : OL u OTE µev Ka.Ta cpc1na 
µL7ev cpcios al8epos 1K'[J (I follow 
the emendation of the text in Plut. 
Adv. Col. Ii. 7, p. 1113 ; Panzt>r
bieter, Beitr. p. 16, and explain> if 
a mixture appears in the form of a 
!llaD) :-'' , ') , e ~ , ~ 
7]E KctT ctKpOTEpwv 7]petw '}'EVOS -,, 

\ l) I KctTa uaµvoov 
' ' , ' ~ 6 ' 6~ (P '1]~ KctT OLCJJVCJJV, 'T 'TE µev T UE anz. 

f ) \ I l) 
'TO"'fE cpaa-L '}'EVEO"uaL. 

EDTE o' a7rOKpt118wcn, 'l"O o' a6 oucroal
µova 7r6Tµov, 

p 8eµis oiJ (so Wytten b. : for other 
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far as it becomes many out of one, or one out of many; 
so far, on the contrary, as it maintains itself in this 
change of place, in its existence and its own parLicular 
nature, so far does it remain, even in the alternation, 
unchanged. 1 

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

emendations of the corrupt text, 
cf. the editions) JCaA.eou(J't, 116µ(f) o' 

' I \ ' J e1ricp11µt 1Ca1. au-rus. 
1 V. 69 sqq. p. 123, 2. In V. 72 

the words admit of a clouble inter
pretation. Either: 'how far this 
alternation never cPases,' or 'how 
far this never ceases to be in alter
nation.' The sense and context 
seem to me in favour of the first 
view. On account of this un
changeableness of the primitive 
matters, Aristotle, De Gcelo, iii. 7, 
init. associates Empedocles with 
Democritus in the censure : of µev 
o~v 7repl 'Eµ7rEOOKA.Ea /Cat A11µ61CpL'TOV 

e' ' \ ( ' ' , A.av avou(J'LV aU'T0£ av'TOUS OU 'YEVE(J'LV 
E~ a.A.A1}.Awv 7rOLOUV'TES (SC. 'TWP (]'TOL-

i ) ' ,., , , xetwv , a.A"'a cpcuvoµevrw 'YEVEa-tv· 
' f \ Cf ) I e ( EVU7rapxov 7ap EKaO"'TOV EK1CpL11E(J' aL 

cpa(J'tv, W(J'7rep ~~ &77efou T1]s 7eve(J'ews 
)/ ~ ' ' )/ tli. ' ~' OU<T'YJS aAA OUK EiC 'TLVOS U"-'Y/S, OUuE 

'YL7ve(J'8at µeTa{3d..AA.ovTos. Cf. also 
De Mel. c. 2, 975 a, 36 sqq., and 
the quotations, s1tp. p. 123,1. When 
therefore, Simp. De Gmlo, 68 b. 
Ald. attributes to Empedocles 
the Heracleitean proposition: 'TOV 
6 .... ,, e ..... ,, 

IC <Tµov 'TOV'TOV OU'TE 'TLS EOOV OV'TE ' e I ' I 'i.i.> ;j, '\ 'TLS av pw7rWV E'lrOL'YJ<fEV, a"'"' ,,v aE,, 
the true text (first ap. Peyron, 
Emp. et Parm. Fragrn. ; now p. 132 
b, 28 K.; Schol. in Arist. 487 b, 
43) shows that in the re-translation 
from the Latin, which we get in 
the text of Aldus, the na.mes have 
been confused. 

2 V. 33 (55, 159 M) :-
' ,.. I c f'.I "' TE(J'(J'apa 'TWV 7ravToov pt~wµ,aTa 7rpoo-

Tov if1eoue 
Z , ., ' t'H ,.,.. , 8 ' ~, EVS ap71]s P'l'/ 7E 't'EpE(J' LOS r]u 

'A£ooovevs 
N "' I 8' ~ ~ I I f YJO"TLS ,, uaKpvots Te77et Kpoupwµa 

{3p6TEWV. 

Many conjectures respecting 
the text and meaning of this verse 
are to be found in Karsten and 
Mullach in h. l.; Schneidewin,Philo
lo,qus, vi. 155 sqq.; Van Ten Brink, 
ibid. 731 sqq. Fire is also called 
r'Htf>at(J'Tos ; N estis is said to have 
been a Sicilian water deity, believed 
by Van Ten Brink, according to 
Heyne, to be identical with Pro
serpine (cf. however Krische, 
Forsoh. i. 128). It is clear that 
Here does not mean the earth, as 
(probably on account of cpepe(J'{3tos) 
is supposed by Diog. viii. 76 ; He
racl., Pont. Alleg. Hom. 24, p. 52 ; 
Probus in Virg. Eal. vi. 3 ; Athen
agoras, Suppl. c. 22 ; Hippol. 
Refut. vii. 79, p. 384 (Stob. i. 288, 
and Krische, i. l 2n, might have 
escaped this error by a slight 
change of the words). It means of 
course the air; and it is not even 
necessary, with Schneidewin to 
refer cpepe(J'{3tos to 'A£oa,vevs, as it 
is perfectly applicable to air. Be
sides the mythical designations "\lTO 

find the following, V. 78 (105, 60 
1\1), 333 (321, 378 M) 7rvp, vowp, 
7fj, ale~ p ; V. 211 ( 151, 2 7 8 Tul) 
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pedocles is expressly designated as the first vvho admitted 
these four elements, 1 and all that \Ve kno\v of his pre
decessors tends to confirm the staternent. The earlier 
philosophers, indeed, adrnitted primitive substances 
from "\vhich all things arose, but these primitive sub
stances- were wanting in the characteristic by which 
alone they could become elements in the Empedoclean 
sense of the term; viz., the qualitative unchangeable
ness, which leaves only the possibility of a division 
and combination in space. Similarly the earlier philo
sophers are acquainted 'vith all the substances which 
Empedocles regards as elements, but they do not class 
them together as fundamental substances and apart 
from all others; the primitive substance is vvith most of 
them One. Parmenides alone in the second part of his 
poem ·has two primitive substances, but none of these 
philosophers has four ; and in respect to the first derived 
substances, we find, besides the unmethodical enumera-

vawp, ')'71, ale1}p, 1}A.ws; v. 215 
(209, 282 M), 197 (270, 273 M), 
xewv, vµ{3pos, aUJ~p, -rrvp ; v. 96 
(124, 120 M) sqq. probably 1]A.ws, 
alfJ1}p, '5µ{3pos, aia; \.-r. 377 (16, 32 
M) al81/p, ?r6wros, xewv, 'l]A.ws ; V. 
187 (327, 263 M) 1}/\eJCTWp, xewv, 
oupavos, 8&.A.afJ'<Ta; v. 198 (211, 
211 M) Aewv, N7}D"Tis, ''Hcpat<TTos; 
V. 203 (215, 206 M) xewv, ''Hcpat
<TTos, ;Jµf3pos, al81,p. I cannot ai?ree 
with Steinhart's conjecture (l. o. 
93) that Empedocles by the variety 
of names wished to mark the dif
ference between the prin1iti ve 
elements and those perceptible to 
sense: ·v. 89 ( 116, 92 M), says 
that the four primitive elements 
contain in then1Selves all matter; 

and this matter neither increases 
nor diminishes, Kal -rrpos To'is ofJT' 
liA.A.o Ti (so Mull., but the text is 
corrupt, and its restoration very 

t • ) I '~' ' '). I uncer a1n ')'L')'VETat ouu a-rro1'-'f/J'EL. 
1 Arist. Metaph. i. 4, 985 a, 

31, cf. c. 7, 988 a, 20; De Gen. et 
Gorr. ii. 1, 328 b, 33 sqq. Cf. 
Kn.rsten, 334. The word <TTOtXEl:ov 
is moreover not Empedoclean, as 
it is almost needless to observe. 
Plato is cited as the teacher who 
first introduced it into scientific 
lar.guage (Eudemus ap. Simpl. 
Phys. 2, 3, Fav·orin. ap. Diog. iii. 
24: ). Aristotle found it already 
in vogue; aR we see from the ex
pression Ta KaA.ovµe11a <TToixe7a 
(cf. Part. u. b, 336, 2nd ed.) 
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tion of Pherecydes and Anaximenes, only the triple 
division of Heracleitus, the five-fold division of Philo
laus (probably already connected with Empedocles), 
and Anaximander's two opposite categories of warm and -
cold. Why Empedocles fixed the number of his 
elements at four, we cannot discover, either from his 
o-vvn fragments, or from the accounts of the ancientso 
At first sight it might seem that he arrived at his 
theories in the same manner as other philosophers 
arrived at theirs, viz., through observation and the 
belief that phenomena were most easily to be explained 
by this means. But in that case his doctrine was 
anticipated in the previou~ philosophy. The high esti
mation in -vvhich 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 \Ve find three in the primitive 
substances of Thales, Anaximenes, and Heracleitus, and 
the fourth in another connection, vvith 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
flocles; if the liquid fluid and the vaporous element, 
water and air, were distinguished from each other in 
the customary manner, ·and if the dry vapours, which 
Heracleitus had reckoned as part of the supreme 
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element, were considered as air. 1 The three elements 
of Heracleitus seem to have aris~n from the doctrine 
propounded by Anaximander and afterwards maintained 
by Parmenides, viz., the fundamental opposition of the 
warm and the cold, by the introduction of an inter
mediate stage between ther;n. 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, fromAnaximanderto Philolaus, and the num
ber of the elements to have been always on the increase. 
But though Empedocles declared the four elements to 
be equally original, he, in fact, as Aristotle says, reduces 
them to t-vvo ; 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 Parmenides.2 When, however, later writers 
assert that bis starting-point vvas the opposition of the 

1 Aristotle al so mentions the 
theory of three elements. fire, air, 
and earth (Gen. et Corr. ii. 1, 329 
a, 1 ). Philop. in h. l. p. 46 b, 
refers this statement to the poet 
Ion : and in fact Isocrates does 
say of him ( 7r, &vno6<r. 268) ,,Iwv o' 

' I ,.. [).Im ';' \ OU 7rAELW Tptwv E't''Y]<TEV ELVaL Ta 
livTa ]. Similarly Harpocrat. ,,Iwv. 

This statement may be true of Ion, 
even if (as Bonitz, Ind. Arist. 821 
b, 40 and Prantl. Arist. Werke, ii. 
505 remark) the passage in Aris
totle may relate, not to Ion, but 
to the Phitonic 'divisions ' (Part 
n. a, 380, 4, 3rd edition), in which 
an intermediary is at firE-t dis
tinguished from fire and earth, 
and is then divided into water 

and air. Ion may have borrowed 
hi~ three e lemPnts from Hera
clei tus ; h~ c::in hardly have in
fluenced Empedocles, as he seems 
to have been youngPr. 

2 Metaph. i. 4, 98fi a, 31: gTL 
~' ' t ' ~''). )/~ 6 UE Ta WS' EV Ui\.'YJS' ELUEL AE'}' µEva 
<TTOLXe"ia TETrapa 7rpwTos ehrEv· ov 

\ "I f '>C µ..1]v XPYJTaL "YE TET'T"aprnv, a.A.A. wS' 
~ \ ";' 1 '\ \ 8' c \ UU<TLV OU<Tl µoVOLS', 7rUpL µev Ka avTu 

.... ~, ' I c - I TOLS' u aVTllCELfJ-EVOLfj WS' fJ-lCf <f>VlfEL, 
'YV TE Kal aept Kal 15oan. A.ci/3ot o' 
ltv TLS auTO eewpwv EK TWV brwv. 
De Gen. et Corr. ii. 3, 330 b, 19: 
)/ ~, ' ll \ ' ' '<" EVLOL u EVuVS TETTapa AE"fOV<TLV' OLOV 
'E ~ ,.. I ~' ' ~ µ7rEuOKA1JS. <rvva1et uE KaL OVTOS 

' \ ~f " \ l -;- I ELS Ta uuo· Tlp "Yctp 7rvp TaA..'>i..a 7ravTa 
') 'e O.Jl'TL'TL 1]'1'1V0 
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warm and the cold, or that of the rare and the dense, 
or even of the dry and the moist, 1 this is doubtless an 
inference of their own, uncountenanced by Empedocles, 
either in these expressions or elsewhere with such dis
tinctness in his writings ; and the statement that in 
the formation of the universe the two lower elements 
are the matter, and the two higher the efficient instru
ments,2 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 -vvithout changing their nature they 
pass through the various combinations into which they 
are brought by means of the variability of things.3 

1 Cf. the passages fr01n Alex
ander, Themistius, Philoponus, 
Simplicius and Stobreus, ap. Kars
ten, 340 sqq. 

2 Hippol. Refut. vii. 29, p. 384. 
Empedocles assumed four elements 

' ' c ' ,.., ' ~'~ ~ ' ~ ' ovo µEv u'A.tKa, '}'r/V Ka£ vuwp, uvo uE' 

~p'}'aVa OlS 'id, UALKd. KO<fµEVraL Kal 
f ,.. \ ' ' ~I µera{3aA.'Aerat, 7rvp KaL aEpa, uuo 

!I:::' ' ' /'1 ..... \ uE Ta Ep'}'a-::,oµEva. • • • 11ELKOS ICaL 
·cpiA.lav, which is repeated after
wards. The doctrine of this philo
sopher is still more decidedly mis
represented by the same author 
i. 4 (repeated ap. Cedren. Synops. 
i. 157 B), in the statement, prob
ably taken from a Stoic or N eo
Pythagorean source) : T~v Tou 
7raV'TOS apx~v VELIWS Kat c/>t'A.tav ~cp17· 
Kal TO T1}s µovdoos voEpov 7rvp TOV 
8Eov Kd cruvE<rT&vai eK 7rvpos Ta 

' \ ' ..... ' "' n' n 7rav'Ta Ka!. ELS 7rVp a11a1'\VU1}<TE<TuaL. 
On the other hand Karsten, p. 
343, is incorrect in saying that 
Empedocles, according to Hippo
lytus, opposed fire and water one 
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to the other, as the active and the 
passive principle. 

3 "\"'". 87 (114, 88 M) :-
Tavra 7ap lcrci TE 7ravTa. 1ea.l 1]>..Ena 

' ,, '}'EVvav ea<ft, 
'Ttµ1}s o' ltl\.'l\.'Y]s lt'A.A.o µ.eoet 7r&pa. 

o'~8os EKcl<J'Ttp. 

V. 89, vide supra, p. 125, 2; V. 
10± (132, 128) :-
'" ln>t:I >";' ~ '"'fl' EK 'TWV 7ravu ocra 'T 'YJV uua rr E<fu , 

O<fa T' ~CTTa.t lnrl<fcrw~ Text 
uncertain. 

~ I ~ , ' '/3 '). I \ , , ' ~' uEvupEa 'T E ''-a<TT1J<TE Kat avEpes 1JuE ... 
7uvatKEs, 

n" ' ' ' ' \ t~ n , u17pes T OLWVOL TE Ka.£ uuaToupEµµoves 
lxeus, 

Ka.l 'TE 8Eo~ OOALXa.{WVES 'Ttµp<rL <f>ept
CT'TOL. 

' ' ' >I ,.. ~' ~ I auTa 7ap ECTTLV 'TaVTa UL a.'l\.'l\.17'/\.wv 
oe 8eov'Ta 

'YL"fVE'TaL clAA0L(J)1t'&· aLa'lf''TV~LS '}'Ctp 
' 'a aµEL1JEL. 

Cf. p. 122, 2. Also V. 90 sqq., 
69 sqq. (supra, p. 122, 2; 123, 2); 
Arist. Metapk. i. 3 (supra, p.123, 1), tv, 
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They are also equal as to mass, 1 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 upward.s ; 4 but his utterances 
on the subject are not always consistent.5 In this, how-
iii. 4, 1000 b, 17 ; Gen. et Corr. ii. 
1 ; ii. 6, ibid. i. l, 314 a, 24 (cf. 
De Omlo, iii. 3, 302 a, 28, and 
Simpl. IJe Cmlo, 269 b, 38 ; Schol. 
613 b) ; IJe Omlo, iii. 7 (supra, p. 
125, 1) ; IJe Melisso, c. 2, 97 5 a, 
and other passages ap. Sturz, 152 
sqq., 176 sqq., 186 sqq., and Kar
sten, 336, 403, 406 sq. 

1 This at any rate seems to be 
asserted by the icra. 7rdv-ra. in the 
v~rses just quoted, which gram
matically may with 1}A.f1ea. also 
relate to 7evvav (of like origin). 
Arist. Gen et Corr. ii. 6 sub init. 
enquires whether this equality i~ 
an equality of magnitude or of 
power ? Empedocles doubtless 
made no distinction between them. 
He connects the word· as little 
with 7evvav as Simplicius does, 
Pkys. 34 a. 

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

in a picture : &pµovf v µf~a.vre -ra 
' ').' '!! s:->) I B µev 7r1\.EW ~i\A.a. u eA.a.<raoo. ran-

dis, p. 227, has been led, by 'an 
error in the punctuation in V. 129, 
corrected by later editors, to dis
cover in these verses a meaning 
alien alike to the works and the 
standpoint of Empedocles, viz., that 
all the perishable has its cause in 
the Deity, as the work of art has 
in the mind of the artist. 

3 V. 96 (124, 120 M) sqq., 
which, however, are very corrupt 
in the traditional texts. V. 99, 
which has been restored, though 
not satisfactorily, perhaps began 
thus : alfJepa. fl ws xeL'raL. From 
this passage the statement of Aris
totle is taken, Gen. et Gorr. i. 315 
b, 20 ; Plut. Prim. Brig. 9, 1, p. 
948 ; but, on the other hand, Aris
totle seems to refer in another 
place, De Respir. c. 14, 477 b, 4 
( 8<:pµov ,,a.p elvat TO tJ7pov f,TTOll TOV 

afpOS ), to Some subsequent passage 
now lost from the poem. 

4 Cf. p. 144, 1. 
5 We shall find later examples 

of thi~. Cf. Plut. Plae. ii. 7. 6 ; 
and Ach. Tat. in Arat. c. 4, end; 
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ever, there is nothing that transcends the simplest 
observation. Plato and Aristotle 'vere 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 1 it would 

these, following perhaps the same €Ka<rTov. But it is clear that this 
source, assert that Empedocles as- only means: Empedocles himself 
signed no definite place to the ele- altogether denied that the four ele
ments, but. supposed each element ments arose out of one another; 
capable of occupying the place of nevertheless in his doctrine of the 
the rest. Aristotl~ says, De Oado, Sph;:i,iros, he indirectly admits, 
j v. 2, 309 a, 19 : Empedocles, like with out perceiving it, that they have 
Anaxagoras, gave no explanation such an origin; for if the unity of 
of the heaviness and lightness of all things in the Sphairos he taken 
bodies. in its strict acceptation, the quali-

1 Gen. et Corr. i. 8, 325 b, 19 : tative differences of the elements 
'Eµ.7rEOOKAEt O~ Ta µ.€11 aA.i\a <f>avEpov must disappear; and the elements 
<;/ I " I >I \ tl l h • f uTL µ.EXPL Twv <TToixEiwv EXEL TTJV consequen y, w 1en t ey 1ss11e rom 
J'EVE<TLV Kal 'T~V cf>Ropav, auTC:,v OE the Sphairos, must form themselves 
TOVTWJJ 7rws 7£vETaL Kal <f>eefpeTaL TO anew out of a homogeneous sub
<rwpeu6µEvov µ~'Yeeos otJTE o1}Aov stance. It is not that a statement 
olfre evoExe·TaL A.E'YELV aflTcjJ µY, A.€- is here att~ibuted by Aristotle to 
1011TL Kal Tov 7rupos Elvat <rTotxe'iov,. Empedoc1es which contradicts the 
( I ~ \ \ " ~ '\ ~ c ' t f h. th E d I . oµ.oLws ue Kat TWV CJ.,J<\1\.WJJ a7ra11Twv. re~ o IS eory; 11npe oc es 1s 
(In De Cmlo, iii. 6, 305 a, and Lu- refuted by an inference not derived 
cretins, i. 7 46 sqq., it is denied that from himself. Nor can it be proved 
:Empedocles held the theory of from Mctaph. iii. 1, 4, that Aris
at01ns.) These distinct assertions totle designated the uniform na
would be in direct opposition to ture, from which the elements are 
Aristotle himself, if he really said said to proceed, as <f>LA.ta. In Jfe
wh~t Ritter ( Gesck. d. Phil. i. 533 taph. iii. 1, 996 a, 4, he Rsks the 
f:q.) finds in him, namely that all question : 7r6Tepov 'TO ~v 1eat 'TO ov, 
four elements are properly derived 1'a8d.7rep ol IIu8a'Y6PELOL 1'aL TIAc!-rwv 
f t h • l d l' )/~ ' rf J I , ' , rom one na ure, w IC 1 un er ies E1\.E'YEV, oux ETEpav TL E<rTL11 aA.A. 

11 d • .[X' d • tl ' I " >I :1\ .,, ' ~ ' rf 6 a I11erences, an 1s~ more exac y, ou<Tta Twv u11Twv, -,1 ov, a1\.A E'TEp v 
q>iA{a. This, however, is incorrect. 'TL TO U7rOKEtµevov, tfJ<T7rEp 'Eµ-rrEOo1'Af]s 
~iristotle says (Gen. et Corr. i. 1, </>'YJ<TL <f>ii\lav, ltA.i\os OE TLs 7rvr, o oE: 
315 a, 3), that En1pedocles contra- vowp, o oe a~pa. Here he does not 
dieted himself: CJ.µ.a µ€v 'Yap otJ speak of the primary matter of the 

rt 't c I I ll " f l t • f' h </>TJ<TLV ETEpov Es E'Tepov 'Yll~E<TuaL 'TWJJ oul.' e emen s 1n rP erence to t e 
<TTOLXELWV ouBev, aAA.a 'TlXA~a 1r<iVTa <}>Li\ta, lout thf' <f>LAta (which Aristotle, 
~K TOOTWV, CJ.µ,a o' 8TaV ELS ~v <TUVa- as the. uniting principle, Calls the 

/ \ rl I l \ " 0 ' th 'YO:'Y?7 TTJV a7ra<rav <f>v<Tiv 1r1\.1JV Tou ne, 1n e same manner as, e.g., 
velKrws, eu: Tov evos 'Y£'Yve<reai 'Tf'ci.\iv the principle of limitation is called 

x 2 
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be obvious that the four elements of Empedocles could 
not be derived from any other more primitive element. 
It is plainly, therefore, the result of a misunderstanding 1 

when later writers assert that he made atoms as con
stituent parts of the elements precede the elements 
themselves;2 Yet on one side his doctrine might have 
given rise to this opinion. ~""or 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 brought about by the entrance of 
the ·particles of one body into the interstices between 
the parts of another. The most perfect combination, 

7repas, and the formative principle 
e70os) serves merely as an ex~rnple, 
to show that the c6ncept of the 
One is employed, not only as sub
ject, as by Plato and the Pythago
reans, but also as predicate ; what 
the passage asserts of the <f>tA.la is 
merely this : the <f>tA.£a 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 it is said in the same 
sPnse 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 
f U • c ~\ \ I "" rom n1ty : ot vE 7repL cpv<rews olov 
' ~ ,.. c ' , Eµ.n-euoKA'Y/~ ws ELS "Y11wptµwTepov 
.,, I rj \_c.\.,\' \c.\ 
ava-y6JV AE')'€L u TL Tu EV 011 EtTTLJI EV 

011 (so it must be written, if ~v "bv 
be considered as one conception
' that which is One ; ' or else it 
must be read as by Karsten Enip. 
p. 318 ; Brandis, Boni tz, Sch weg-

ler, and Bong hi in It. l. adopt from 
Cod. Ab. ()Tl n-ore TO ev EfTTtv) oo~ELE 
-yap av AE'}'EL11 TOV'TO TtJ11 <fn'Alav 
e111at. The statements, therefore, 
of Aristotle on this point do not 
contradict each other; while, on 
the other hand, most of the rensures 
which Ritter passes on his state
ments respecting Empedocles, on 
closer examination, appear to be 
groundless. 

1 Plut. Plac. i. 13: 'E. n-po Twv 
f I (} I '1. f 'TEfT<rap6'11 <f'TOLXELOOV pav<rµa-ra Et\.0.-

XL<f'Ta, ofo11el <fTotxe"ia 7rpo <rTotxelwv, 
oµor.oµepf}, 07rEp E<f'TL <fTpo-y-yvA.a. 
The same, with the exception of the 
last words (on which cf. Sturz, 153 
sq.) in Stob. Eel. i. 341. Similarly 
Plac. i. 17 (Stob. 368 ; Galen. c. 
10, p. 258 K). 

2 It is equally improper, ac
cording to what we haYe just been 
saying, to suppose with PetersPn, 
Philol.-Hist. Stud. 26, that the 
Sphairos as Unity was first, and 
that the four elements arose from it. 
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therefore, of several substances is only an assemblage 
of atoms, the elementary natura of which is not altered 
in this process : it is not an actual fusing of the atoms 
into a new snbstance. 1 And \vhen 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 cea8e to be intermingled with others.2 

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 ef one 
upon t.he 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 Emped<>-

1 According to later use of 
words (\ride Part III. a, 115. 2, 2nd 
ed.), all mixture is a ?rapd.8ecns; 
there is no !'.TV')'XU<TLs, a:q.y more 
than a Kpct<TLS oL' ()j\(.()JI. 

2 Ar1st. De Cr£lo, iii. 7 (supra, 
p. 125, 1 ), to which the commenta
tors (ap. Karsten, 404 sq.) add 
nothing of importance. 

3 Arist. Gen. et Corr. i. 8: TOLS 
µev ovv OOKEL 7rd<TXELV EKa<T'TOJI oui 
'TL'llWV 7rOpoov ela-iovros TOV 11"01.ouv'TO'> 
' 1 \ I \ ,.. e<Txa'TOU ICar. KupLooTct.'TOU, KaL 'TOU'TOV 

TOV 'Tp011"0V 1'al op~v Kal aKOVELJI 
7}µas cpatJ"l Kal 'TltS ai\i\a.s at<T81}<TELS 

' ll I 8 I "1 ~\ So " {) attJ"ua.ve<T aL 7ra<ras, E'TL ue upa.<r at 
~ I ' I \ t:f~ \ ~ uia. TE aepos Ka, uua'TOS Km 'TWV 
~ ,.n " ~ \ \_ t " ' I uia'f'a.Jl(.()JI uLa 'To 7ropovs EXELV aopa.-

' ~ ' 1 \ ~\ TOtJS µev uLa µucpu'T1}'Ta, 7fVK'llOUS uE 
\ \ " \ " ,, Kai 1'a'Ta lJ"TOLXOV, 1'at µai\i\ov EXELV 

Ta oiacpavfj µul<.A.ov. 0£ µ'Ev 0~11 ~'71"1 
" 1:1 -;: , 1:1 'E TlJl'6JJI OU'TW uLooptua.'11, W<T11"Ep µ11"E-

~ ,. ' 0 ' \ " I uoKi\'Y]S OU µ JIOJI E'1rL 'TWJI 11"0LOU'll'T(A)V 
\ 0 '\ \I 8 1 

Kar. 11"aa-x 117(.()V a.A.i\a Kat µt7vuu aL 

cf>1J<TLv (in Cod. L, <1>11uw is substi
tuted for cpaulv) 8awv ol 7ropoi a-vµ.
µeTpol ela-tv • bo~ oe µd.i\t<TTa Kal 

' I C\ 6 ~I 11"EpL 1('0.Jl'TWV EJIL i\ ')'Cf? utooptKa(J'L 
AeVKL11"rros Kal A1}µl>t{ptTos (for 
they, as is afterwards said, 
explained not merely individual 
phenomena, but the formation and 
change of bodies by reference to 
.empty i nterspaces ). Phil op. in 
h. t. sq. 35 b, and Gen. Anim. 59 
a (both passages in Sturz, p. 344 
sq.), gives nothing more, for the 
statement in Gen. Anim. that Em
pedocles called 'the full' va<TTtt, 
confuses this philosopher with De-
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cles, this is pre-eminently the case when two bodies are 
alike; therefore, be says, the like in kind and easjly 
mingled are friendly to each other; like desires like; 
whereas those which will not intermingle are hostile to 
each other.1 This whole theory is closely allied to that 
mocritus (vide i~fra, the Atoniists). 
On the other hand, Aristotle's ac
eount is confirmed in a remarkable 
manner by Plato, Meno, 76 C: 
O ' " I ' 't I " UKOV11 i\.E'}'ETE a7roppoas 'TtVaS 'TUJV 
;Jv-rwv KaT' ,Eµ7reootei\€a ; - Scpoopa 
")'E. -Ka~ 7rOpous, els otJs Kal OL' 6Jv 
t) ~c \ I n' at a7roppom 7rOpEuovrat ; - avv ")'E. 

\ " ' ~( ..... ' \ t l -Kat TOOV a7roppowv -ras µev apµo-r-
' l ,.. 6 \ ~\ ' ' 'TELJI EV OLS 'TW11 7r pwv, 'TU.S UE el\.a'T-

TOtJ~ :t, µel(ovs t:lvai ; -"E<rTL Tav-ra. 
Colour is then defined in accord
ance with this : a7roppo1] <J'X'YJµd:rwv 
l5o/Et <J'V/tµETpo'> 1eal al<J'8'1]T6s. Cf. 
Theophr. De Sensu, 12: 3A.ws "Yap 
'1r'OLEL 'TfJJI µl~LV rfi <J'uµµ.e-rp[q. 7W11 

7r6pwv· OL67rEp ~i\.U.LOV µEV Kal VOWp , , e , ~, )/,. "). c , , 
o u µt'Y'llV<J' at, 'Ta u ai\.1"a v7pa Kat ' ~ ~, e ,,. , ,~, 
7rEpt. u<J'wv u1] Ka.Tap' µet-rat -ras tutas 
Kpa<J'ets. Of our fragments, v. 189 
relates to this subject; also espe
cially v. 281 (267, 337 M) :-

..... O' ~ , ' l ' 'A \ tJ , '}'11W O'TL 7raJl'TWJI Et(J' JI a7rop,.,oa1., U(J'(j 
) I 

E")'EVOV'TO. 

V. 267 (263, 323 M) :-
\ \ " ) I ) 'e I"). \. 'TOUS µev 7rvp 0.JIE'lfEµ7r E EAOJI 7rpus 

c ,,. c , e oµoLOJI LICE() at. 

V. 282 (268, 338) :-
~- "). \ \ j\ ' I \_ ws 'Y" UKV µ.ev '}' VKV µap7r'TE, 7rtKpuv 

o, E7rt 7rt1epov lJpou<rEV, 
o~v o' e7r, o~v ~/311, oai\.Epov, oaA.Epre o, 

' ' E7rEXEVEV. 

·v. 284 (272, 340 M) :-
,, ~I'!: \ " "). "). ' I e OLVlfJ vuwp µev µa"-1"011 evap µwv, 

) \ 'i\. I ) 'e I auTap E O.Llp OVIC e EAEt. 

V. 286 (274, 342 M) :-
a' ~\ "). " I I ,._,v(J' <J'tp u E '}' ,. •. a.vK?J KOK.KOU Ka'T aµL<J''}'e-

"' ·.a Tat a.11uos. 

1 V. 186 (326, 262 M.) :

lfp8µia µ'Ev '}'Up 7rave' 0.UTOOV ~'}'EVOJl'TO 
I 

µepe<r<TLV, 
'i\.' 8' \ ' \_ ,~, 7} EIC'Twp TE X wv TE 1'0.L ovpavus 7}uE 

8&.i\.aaua, 
O<J'<J'a VVll ~v 8117}'TO t<J' LJI a1r07r i\.o.7x 8€v'Ta 

7rE<f>UKEJI. 
r).._ "!:' tf ., .... ' ' ws u av-rws o<J'a KpaCJ tv E7rapTea 

µa"AA.O'I/ ~afTLV, 
ll.A.A.1]A.ots ~<J''-repKTat, oµoiw8ev-r' 'A

<f>pool-ry. 
'.a''!:'',, ").l ... "!:' EXupa u a7r a"A.1"177'.wv 7r"A.ELt1TOV uLE-

,, t XOU<J'LV ctµLIC'Ta, e C. 

Arist. Eth. N. viii. 2, 1155 b, 7 ; 
cf. preceding nott' : -ro 'Yap oµowv 
TOV oµofov €<f>leu8aL ('EµTr. </>1J<TL ). 
Eth. Eitd. vii. 1, 1235 a, 9 ( M. 
Mor. ii. 11, 1208 b, 11): o[ oE 
<f>v<J't.Oi\.O'j'OL Kal T1]v 3A.7}v <f>V<J'LV 
OLaKO<T µov<J'Lll apx1iv A.a/3611-res 'TO 
3µowv Uvai 7rpOs -ro 3µowv, oto 
,E ~ i\..... ' ' ' ' " e .... µ7reuOK 'Y]S Kat 'T''Y}JI ICVJI E</>'YJ Ka 1]-

e ,, ... "~ ~' '-"' <r at e7rt 77JS Kepaµtuos uta Tu EXE'" 

7ri\.e"i<J'-rov Zµowv. Plato, Lys. 214 
B: In the writings of the natural 
philosophers we read 3-rt -ro oµowv 

"S. I'' )\ / ~ Tff- uµoLtp ct'llO.'YK?J a.et <j>ti\ov elvai. 
Empedocles found an example of 
this elective affinity in the attrac
tion of iron to the magnet. He 
supposed that after the emanations 
of the magnet have penetrated into 
the pores of the iron, and the air 
which choked them had been ex
pelled, powerful emanations from 
the iron pass ~into the symmetri
cal pores of the magnet, which 
draw the iron itself and hold it 
fast. Alex. Aphr. Qu(J3:,t. l{at. ii. 
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. 1 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 3 

1 Whether these openings are 
themsehres entirely empty, or are 
filled with certain substances, espe
cially with air, Empedocles never 
seems to have enquired. Philoponus, 
Gen. et Gorr. 40 a, b, who ascribes 
to him the second of these opinions, 
in contradistinction 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 what is quoted above 
as to the magnet) tha,t Empedocles 
never arrived at any general defi
nition on this point; for he refutes 
the hypothesis of the pores on both 
presuppositions. 

2 Arist. Gen. et Corr. ii. 7, 
334 a, 26: ~ICEfvots 7ap To'is A.~70L1-
<tiv lJJcnrEp 'Eµ.?rEOOKi\1]s Tfs ~er-rat 

6 ( " I "' f ) TP 7rOS TTJS J'EVE<fEWS Toov erwµ.a-rwv ; 
' ' ' 'e ;- e' ava7K1] 7ap <full E<Ttv EtVat Ka a7rEp 
, c ' e ' 'e ... ' \. E<; 7rALV WV Kat AL (A)V TOLxos· Kat TU 
µ'iyµ.a oE Tovro ~JC erw(oµ.evwv µEv 
" " I \ \ EerTat TW1' <fTOLXEL<~ll, KaTa µ.ucpa 
oe 7rap' ltA.A.11A.a <fUJ'KEtµ.ev6'v. De 
CC13lo, iii. 7 (supra, p. 125, 1) ; 
Galen in Hippocr. De Nat. Honi. 
i. 2, end, T. xv. 32 K. : 'Eµ;zr. e~ 
, D'\. f " I aµ.Era,.m.TJT6'V TWV TET-rapwv <fTOL-
XEtwv ~7e'ho 7l7ve<teat Thv TWJI 

e I f ffl. f ~/ <J'U11 ETW11 crwµ.a-rwv 'f'V<ftv, OUTWS 
a11aµ.Eµ.t7µ.evwv aA.>..1,>..ois TWV 7rpW-

c 1' '\. I ' Q" \ T(l)V, ws E£ TL~ f\.ELW<fas G.KpLfJWS KaL 
XVOW01] 7rOLf}<faS 'tov Kal xa>..tcfTLV 

\ ~ I \ \ It c KaL Kauµ.EtaV Kat. µ.terv µ.tsELEV ws 
~, 'z: , " ~, e , µ.7]uEv Es av-rwv uuvacr at µ.E-raxEipi-

<ta<feat X"'Pls eTepov. Ibid. c. 
12, sub init. 49 : According to 
Empedocles, all things are formed 
from the four elements, oil µ.~v 

I ~7 ''\.'\./ ~ '\.\ KEKpaµ.Evoov /'E uL a1t..f\.T}i\<..:v, a'A"'«. 
\ \ 6 I Ka-ra µtKpa µ. pia 7rapateEtµ.Evwv 

TE Kal tflau6v-r"'v. Hippocrates 
first taught the mixing of 
the elements. Aristotle, there
fore, Gen. et Corr., uses this ex
pression for the several elemental 
bodies: ail-rwv TOVTWV TO <rwpev6µ.E
vov µ.e7Eeos, and in Plut. Plae. i. 24 
r,Stob. i. 414), it is said of Empe
docles, Anaxagoras, Democritus, 
and Epicurus together: cru71ep[crEts 

\ \~ l '' I p.EV KaL uLaKpL<fELS ELeraJ'OU<lL, J'EVE-
~ \ \ me \ ' I ' \ <lELS uE' 1ea1. 'f' opas ou 1euptws. ov 7ap 

l\.aTa TO 7r 0 L 0 JI ~~ a A A() L w (f E (I) s' 
Ka-ra oE TO 7r o er o v eK er u v a 8 pot-

" I I (} <f µ. o u -rav;as J'LJ'VEer at. 
3 Cf. v. 91, supra, p. 122, 2; 

Arist. De CC13lo, iY. 2, 309 a, 19: 
~VLOL µ~v oDv 'rWV µ.~ cpaer1e011TWll 
E111aL KEvov ouoev otwptera.v 7rEpl 
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nor atomR,1 though his doctrine must logically lead to 
both.2 Nor can 've certainly attribute to him the con
ception that the primitive substances are composed of 
very small particles, which in themselves are capable of 
farther subdivision, but are never really divided.3 This 
definition seems, indeed, to be required by what is said 
of the symmetry of the pores ; for if thP-se 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 
be knew of no express utterance of this philosopher on 
this point. We may therefore conjecture that he never 
turned his attention to it, but was content with the 
indeterminate notion of the pores, and the entrance of 
substances into them, without any further investigation 
of the causes in 'vhich the elective affinity of bodies 
originates. 

But it is, only on one side tbat things can be ex
plained by corporeal elements. These definite phenomena 
are produced when substances combine in this particular 
manner and in this particular proportion; but whence 
1eovcpov Kal ~ap~os oTov 'Ava~a'Y&pas 
Kal 'Eµ7reooKA.1]s. Theophr. De 
Sensit, § 13 ; Lucretius, i. 7 42, not 
to mention other later writers, such 
as Plut. Plac. i. 18, who repeat 
that verse. 

1 Cf. the passages quoted p. 
133, 2. . 

2 Cf. Arist. Gen. et Corr. i. 1, 
325 b, 5 : £TXeoov oe Kal ,Eµ?Teoo
K'Ae'i aPa')'Katov AE'YELJI, t!Ja'TrEp Kal 

AeVKt?T?TOS </>'1'1<fLV. e Ivat 'Yap ltTTa 
' '~ I ~\ ' \ I <rTepea, autatpETa ue, EL µ1] 7rav'T1] 

?TOpot <fUVE'XELS elcnv. Ibid. 326 b, 6 
sqq. 

3 Arist. IJe OC13lo, iii. 6, 305 a, 
1 ' ~\ I I C ~ I 

: EL uE <T'TTJ<fE'Tat. ?TOV 1] utaA.Va'LS 

[ \ I]~)/,. ~ 
TOOJ/ <fooµaT(J)JI ' 1/TOL a.Toµov E<J'Tal 

TO £Tooµa ~v ~ 1<rTaTai, fi ota.lpeTov 
\ ' I ~ e J '~' µev ov µev'TOL ur.atpe nuaµevov ouue-

e' ~ , ~ ,.. ?TOTE, Ka a.Trep EOLICEV Eµ.7f'euOICA1JS 
~ovA.e£Teat >..e-yetv. 
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comes it that they combine and separate? What is, 
in other words, the ~oving cause? Empedocles cannot 
evade this question, for his chief object is to make 
Becoming and Change comprehensible. On the other 
hand, he cannot seek the cause of motion in matter; 
for having transferred the Parmenidean conception of 
Being to the primary elements, he can only regard 
these as unchangeable substances, which do not, like 
the primitive matter of Heracleitus and 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 .. 1 There 

1 Arist. says, De An. i. 2, 404 
b, 8 : <Jcrot o, bd TO 7wcfJO'KEL'// Ka~ TO 
alcr8civEu8at T6Jv ~VTWV ( a7rE/3'AEtf;av ), 
ODTOL o~ AE"(OV<fL T1}V 'fvxhv TttS 
' \ c \ '\. I " ( apxas, OL µ.ev 71"1\.ELOUS 1rOLOVVTES OL 
OE µ.lav TaVTrJV, tfJ<rTrEP 'EµTrfoo1eA.1]s 
µ.~v ~K TWV <TTOLXElwv 7ravTwv, elvaL 
~' ' ~' ·'· ' ' Wh t uE KClt EKa<rTOV 't'UXTJV TOVTWV. a 
he here says of Empedocles, how
ever, is merely his own inference 
from the well-known verses; and 
this Aristotle gives us clearly to 
understand in the words which fol-
l '\. I ~/ " I \ \ ow, /\.E'}'CdV OUTW' "faL'{l µEv ')'ap 
7a'iav lnrcfJTraµ.Ev." These verses, it 
is clear, do not assert that the 
various substances are themselves 
animate, but only that they be
come, in man, the cause of psychic 
activity. If even, on closer en
quiry, the former opinion be de
ducible from the lat.ter, we have 

no right to suppose that Empedo
cles himself drew the inference, or 
to credit him with a theory which 
would alter the whole character of 
his system, and make his two effi
cient causes superfluous. Still less 
can be gathered from Gen. et Corr. 
ii. 6, end, where Aristotle merely 
observes in opposition to Empedo-
1 ,, ~' ' ' c .r, ' ' ..... C es: ClTOTrOV uE Kat. EL TJ 't'VX'f/ E1' TCl:V 

I j), ~f ' ""' ' \ <TTOLXEL001' I/ EV 'TL avTWV ' • • EL µ,ev 
""' c ,,, ' \ I e ~ I l:: ' " 7rup 7J 't'VXTJ, 'Ta '1f'ct TJ v7rap1:;EL avTy 

<J£Ta Trvpl fJ 1Tvp· EL OE µL1'TOV, Ta 
uwµanKci. Nor can the quota
tion, sup. p. 135, 1, prove anything 
respecting the animate nature of 
the ele~ents. The fact that they 
were also called gods (Arist. Gen. 
et Corr. ii. 6, 333 b, 21: Stob. Eel. 
i. 60, sup. Vol. I. 612, n.; Cic. N. D. 
i. 12, sub init.) is unimportant; as 
the statement is no doubt founded 



138 EMPEDOCLES. 

remains then nothing but to separate moving forces 
from matter, and Empedocles was the first among thA 
philosophers to adopt this course. 1 A -single moving 
force, however, does not suffice for him ; he feels obliged 
to 'reduce the two moments of Becoming-combina
tion and separation, birth and decay-to two different 
forces. 2 Here again, as in the doctrine of the primitive 
substances, he derives the various qualities and con
dition8 of things from so many substances originally 
distinct, of which each one, according to the Parmenidean 
concept of Being, has one and the same invariable 
nature.. In his representation, Empedocles personifies 
these t\vo forces as Love and Hate; on the other hand, 
he treats them as corporeal substances which are 
mingled in things: they do not belong merely to the 
form of his expoRition, but the idea of force is as yet 
not clear to him; he discriminates it neither from the 
personal beings of mythology, nor from the corporeal 
elements. Its specific import lies only in explaining 
the cause of the changes to which things are subject .. 
Love is that which effects the mingling and combina
tion of substances, Hate is that which causes their 
separation.3 In reality, as Aristotle rightly objects, the 

r.11erely on their mythi~al designa
tions (sup. p. 125, 2), and the same 
may be said of the oafµ.wv, v. 254: 
(239, 310 M). 

1 That is if we leaye 0ut of our 
account the mythical :figures of the 
ancient cosn1ogonies and of the 
poem of Parmenides, and suppose 
Anaxagoras with his conception of 
11ous to have been later than Em
pedocles. 

2 That he was the first who 

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

3 V.78(105,7DM):-

7rvp Kal VOwp Kal "(ala Ka~ a'i8€pos 
TJ7rLOV lilJ!os· 

N ,.. 6 , ' 1 ~I " , I ELK s T ouA.uµ.Evov uLxa T(J)V, ara-
~ ( I /\.aJITOV EKaCTT'f', 

Kal cpti\.6T1JS µETa To'icrLv, 'terr] µ.7jK6s-
TE 7rActTOS TE. ' 

Of the last he goes on to say that 
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two forces cannot be divided, 1 since every new combina
tion of substances is the dissolution of a previous 
combination ; and every separation of substances is the 
introduction to a new combination. But it is certain 
tbat 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 the 
unity of the elements seemed to Empedocles the better 
it is that which unites men in love, 
and it is called "}'1]8ocrvv11 and 'A<f>po
oi-r11. (Empedocles himself calls it 
indifferently <J>ti\6-r11s, <r'Top7~, 'A
<J>pool'Tr], K{nrpr.s, apµovl11.) V. 66 sq. 
sup. p.124. V. 102 (130, 126 M):-

this ; for in that passage the ~v 
means not the <J>r.A.la but the Sphai
ros. Karsten's objection to the 
identification of the ~" and the 
Gucrla ev07roios, l. e. p. 318, is 
founded on a misconception of 
Aristotle~s views). Metaph. xii. 
10, 1075 b, 1: aT07rOOS OE Kal 
'Eµ7TE001'i\~s· T~V 7ap <f>r.A.la.v 7r0LEL \. ' e I Cf ~) ., \ \ C 
rru a"}'a 011· av-r11 u apX1J KaL oos KL-
vovcra ( crvva7E1. 70.p) Kat &s VA1]' 

V. 110 sqq. (inf. p. 145) 169 (165, µ6pwv 7ap 'TOV µC7µaTos ••• CfTo-
189 M) sq. (infra, p. 152) 333 7rov oE 1'at -ro lt<f>eapT011 eYvaL -ro 
(321, 378 M) sq. (inf. p. 165, 3). 11E'i1'os. The utterEnces of later 
With this the accounts of our writers collected by Karsten, 346 
other authorities agree; here we sqq., and Sturz, 139 sqq., 214 sqq., 
shall only quote the two olc!est and are merely repetitions Hnd expla
best. Plato, Soph. 242 D (after nations of Aristotle's words. Thb 
what is printed sup. p. 33, 2): unanimity of all our witnesses and 
a.I oE µaJ..a«cl,Tepat (Emp.) TO µev the clearness with which Empedo
&.ei Tave, ofYroos ~XHV exd>..acrav, EV cles expresses himself, make it 
µtp~L o~ 'TOTE µ€11 ~JI elz,a£ <J>aO"L 'TO impossible to suppose that Aris-
7raJ' 1'a~ <f>fA.ov {nr' 'A<f>pooiT11s, TOTE totle (as well as Plato and all 
OE 7r0AAtt Kal 7rOA.€µwv aUTO au-rep 'lUbsequent authors) misunderstood 
ota ve£1'&s Tr.. Ari st. Gen. et Corr. his real doctrine, and that loYe 
ii. 6, 333 b, 11 : ,,[ oov -rovTwv (the and strife were not, in his opinion, 
regularity of natural phenomena) the causes of mixing and separa
a't-rr.ov ; OU 7ap 01, 7rup 7e fi 71}. aA.A.a tion, but were Inerely used in the 
µ1,v ouo, T, </>LA.la 1'al -ro ve'iKos • passages we have quoted to describe 
uv71'plcreoos 7ap µ.ovov, 'TO oE ota1'pl- poetically the conditions of mixture 
crews at-rwv (infra, note 1 ). On and separation (Thilo, Geseh. d. 
account of its uniting nature, Aris- Phil. i. 45 ). 
totle even calls the </>LA.l~ of Em- , 1 :J,Jetaph. i. 4, 585 a, 21 : 1'al 
pedocles, the One, Metaph. iii. 1. ,Eµ7rEOOKA.7}s e7rl 7rA~OV µev TOVTOU 
4; cf. sup. p. 131 (Gen. et Corr. i. (' Ava~a76pou) xp1}Tar. TOLS alTfots, 
1, end, has nothing to do with av µ1]v alJ8' L«avws alJT, ev 'TOV-rats 
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and more perfect state, 1 Aristotle is justified in saying 
that he makes, in a certain way, the Good and the Evil 
into principles. 2 Aristotle, however, does not conceal 
that this is merely an inference, never explicitly dra\vn 
by Empedocles, whose original design extended no 
farther than to represent Love and Hate as the moving 
causes. 3 T..Jater writers assert, in contradiction to the 
most authentic ancient testimony and the whole doctrine 
of Empedocles, that the opposition of I.,ove and Hate 

evplcncet 'TO op.o'A.O"'fOVp.E'llOV. ?T'Oi\/\axov 
"'fOVV afJTcp Ti µ'Ev </>tA.ia otaKplvEL, TO 
~\ " I q \ \ 
UE VELK.OS <TVf'li.PLVEL. u'Tav p.EV "Yap 
ELS TCt <TTOLXEta oit<T'T'!JTat 'TO 7rUV fnro 

- I I " ' c.\ 'TOV VELJi.OVS, 'TO 'TE ?T'Vp ELS EV <TVf'-
' ' ""' '1 I KpLVETaL Ji.at 'TWV aA.A.wv <fTOLXELWV 

<' cf S:- \ I f c \. EK.a<rTOV. O'Tav uE 7raA.LV 7raVTa V7ru 
" ./ I ' \. L\ ' T1}S <f>tA.tas <fVVLW<fLV El.S 'TU EV, ava7-

" 't ( I \ 1 ~ ! KaLOv Ee; EKa<T'TOV 'Ta µupta utaKpWE-
ueaL ?T'aA.tv. (Similarly the com
mentators, cf. Sturz, 219 ff.) Ibid. 
iii. 4, 1000 a, 24 : nal "Yap 3v7rEp 

' (J I I "1. ! ( OL1J EL1J A.Ef'ELV av TLS p.aA.L<rTa uµoA.o-
' c "' 'E ~ .... ' "'fOVIJ,EVWS aUT(f', µ7rEu01i.A1}S, Ji.at 

'<' ' \. ' e 'e ' OU'TOS TaV'TUV 7rE7rOV EV • 'TL r}<fL µEV 
7ap ft.pxnv 'TLVa al'Tlav 'Ti)S cpeopas 
70 veiKos, OO~ELE o' av oueev ~'T'TOV 

\ " ,... "t ,... c l ~, Kat 'TOVTO "'fEVVCfV E'iW 'TOV EJIOS" a7rav-
' ~ I ~ '' \ Ta "YUP tK 'TOV'TOV 'T~A.A.a EU'TL 1rAYJV 

0 eEOS. ibid. b, 10 : <Ivp.~a{vEL afl'Tcp 
'TO vE'iKos µTJef:v µaA.r..ov <Peopas 'l) Tov 
Elvat a"f.TLOV. lJµof.ws o' ovo' 1, cptA.O'Tr}~ 

"';' I \ '\.c.\ 'T"OV ELJlat• <TVVa"'fOV<ra "'fC1.p ELS 'T'U EV 

cpeFfpEt TaA.A.a. For the criticism 
of Emperlorles's doctrine of Be
con1ing, cf. Gen. et Corr. i. 1 ; ii. 6. 

1 This is evident from the pre
dicates assjgned to Love and Strife; 
1/11'tocppwv (V. 181) to Love; obA.6-
p.Evov (V. 79); A.u"'fpOv (335) ; p.at
v6µevov ( 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. 

2 Metaph. i. 4, 984 b, 32 : ~7rE2 
of: TavavTla To'i:s &.7aeo'is ~vovTa 
' "" ' ' " "" , ' ' i EVE'f"aLVE'TO EV 'TTJ 'f"V<rEt, Kat ov p.uvov 
7&.~is Kal 10 KaA.ov &A.A.a Kal lt.Ta~la. 
Kal TO alcrxpov • • • ofhws ltA.A.os Tis 

'.ll ' ' \ ... ( ' <Pt/\. av EL<Tr}VEf'li.E Kat VELKOS EKa'TEpov 
( I 3' I ' f EKaTEpwv atTLOV 'TOUTWV. EL 7a.p TL~ 

&1i.0A.ou6ol1} K.a2 A.aµ{3dvot 7rpos T1}v 
otavotav K.al p.1, 7rpOS £ lf;Ei\A.[(ETaL 

I 'E ~ ,.... c I \ \ 
AE"YWV f:1.7r'EuJl\.A1}S, E:Vp1JC1EL 71JV µEv 
</>tA.tav alTfov oocrav 'TWV a-yaewv, TO 
~ \ " - - ~I 41 ,, 

uE VELKOS TWV KaKWV' W<T'T EL TLS 
cpalr} Tp67rOV 'TLVCt Kal A.e7ELV Kal 
7rpWTOV AE'YELV 'TO Ji.aKOV Kat a7a8ov 
apxas 'Eµ"Tf"EOOJi.A.Ea, Tax' &v AEf'OL 

l\.aA.ws, etc., ibid. xii. 10; sup. p. 138, 
3 ; cf. Plut. De Is. 48, p. 370. 

3 Vide previous note, and Me
taph. i. 7, 988 b,. 6 : TO o' ofl EVEKa 
aE 7rpa~ELs Kal at µETa{3oA.al Kal a[ 
l\.LV1]<rELS 'Tp07r011 µev 'TtVa A.e7ov<rLV 
a'lTt0v, ofhw (so expressly and de
cidedly) oe oil 'A~"Yovcrtv, obo' 3117rEp 

I ( \ \ ""l.I 2'l. 
7rE<f>uKEV. m µEv "Yap vovv 1\.Ef'OVTES '' 

I ( ' e\. I I \ cf>lA.tav WS a"Ya UV f"'-EV TL TavTas Tas 
'I Ll' ' ' ( ., t al.Ttas 'T'l.uEa<rtv ov µ1}v ws EVEKa "YE 

TOVTwv ~ ov ~ "'fLf'v6p.Ev6v TL Toov 
'1 ' "l.' c ' \ I \ I OV'TWV, a'Jt..1\. ws a7ro 'TOV'TWV Tas KWrJ-

,, 1 u "}.' <TELS ovcras A.E"'fOU<Ttv .•• w<TTE 1\.Ef'ELV 
\\I t:JI ',... 

TE Kat µ1} A.E"'fELV 7rWS <TVP,tJaLVEL avTOLS , e'- ,, , , c '.l ,... , "}. "}. , 
Ta7a uv ainov· ov "Yap a7r1,ws, a1\.1\.a 
KaTa uuµ{3€/31JKOs A.e7ovcrw. Similar 
utterances of later writers, ap. 
Sturz, 232 sqq. 
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coincides with the material distinction of the elements: 1 

that by Hate we must understand the fiery, and by 
l1ove the moist element.2 Modern ·writers,3 'vith more 
probability, assign fire to Love, and the other elements 
for the most part to Hate, but do not identify Hate and 
I""ove with the elements. This again is scarcely admis
sible. 4 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; 5 and other 

1 Simpl. Pl~ys. 33 a : 'Eµ7r. 
" I ~/ ' "" I "fOVV, Ka.LTOL uVO EV TOLS <TTOLXELOLS 

, ' c e' e " , Evav-rtw<rEL~ mro Eµevos, tEpµov Ka.L 
,f, " \ t " ' I \ ~ I 
yvxpov Ka.L ~1JPOV, ELS µta.V TCIS uvo 

f \,..I l" 
CTVVEKOpv<j>w<Je 'T1]V TOV 1/El.K.OVS Ka T1]S 

I Cf ' f ' I~ </>LA.Las, W<J'7rEp Ka.L Ta.VT1]'V ELS µovaua 
\ ,.. , ' 

T1JV T1JS ava-yK1]S. 
2 Plut. Prim. Frig. r. 16, 8, p. 

952, an utterance which Brand1s 
(Rhein. Mus. iii. 129; Gr. Roni. 
Phil. i. 204) should not have treated 
as historical evidence. 

3 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. 

4 Ritter's reasons for this the
ory are the following: Fi1st, be
cause Empedocles, according to 
Aristotle (sitp. p. 128, 2), opposed 
fire to the three other elements in 
common, and in so doing appears 
to have regarded it as superior to 
them ; for he considers the male 
sex as the warmer, refers want 
of intelligence to coldness of blood, 
and represents death and sleep as 
caused by the wasting of the fire 
(vide infra). Secondly, because 
Empedocles, according to Hippoly-

tus, Refut. i. 3, held fire to be the 
divine essence of things. Thirdly, 
because Empedocles himself, v. 215 
( 209, 282 M), says that Cypris 
gave fire the dominion. This last 
statement is based on an oversight; 
the words are x86va OotiJ 7rupl ow«e 
«pa-rvi·at. ' she gave over earth to 
fire to harden it.' The statement 
of Hippolytus we shall refute later 
on. In regard to Ritter's first and 
principal reason, Empedocles may 
very well have considered fire as 
more excellent than the other ele
ments. and Love as preferable to 
Hate, without therefore making 
the former element the substratum 
of the latte·r. He 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 it be effected by fire, 
is the work of Hate. 

5 P. 388: Si vero his involucris 
Empedoolis rationem e.r:1tamus, sen
tentia hue Jere red-it : u n am esse 
vim eamq11Je divinam niundu,m con
tinent em; hanc per quat1tor ele
ment a quasi IJei rnembra, ut ipse_ 
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modern writers represent Love as the sole basis of all 
things and the sole reality ; and Hate as something 
'v hieh lies only in the imagination of mortal beings : 1 

whereas the vvhole procedure of Empedoc]es shows tbat 
he never attempted to reduce the various primitive 
forces and primitive substances to one primitive essence.2 

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

ea appellat, sparsam esse, eamque 
cerni potissimum in ditplici actione, 
distraction e et contract in n e, 
quaritm hanc conjitnctionis, ordin is, 
omnis denique boni, i l lam pugnm, 
pertitrbationis omnisqite mali prin
cipium esse : ha rum rn u t 'lt a vi et 
ordintJrn mundi et midationes effici, 
omnesq_ue res tam divinas qitam 
liumanas perpetiw generari, ali, 
variari. Cf. Simpl. p. 700, I. 

1 Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. j. 544, 
558. The statement just quoted 
hardly agrees with this. The re
futation of his theory, as well as 
that of Karsten, is involved jn the 
whole of this exposition. Ritter 
urges in defence of his view (1 ), 
the utterance of Aristotle, Metaph. 
iii. 1 and 2 ; and (2) that the power 
of Hate only extends over thHt 
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, 1), and the 
second is based on an improper 
combination of two doctrines, which 
Empedocles himself did not com
bine. He refers the dividing of 
the Sphairos, through Hate. to a 
universal necessity, and not to the 
guilt of jndividuals (vide infra); 
and it is impossible he should 

refer it to individuals ; for before 
Hate has separated the elements, 
which were mingled together in 
this primitive state, there were no 
individual existences that could be 
in fault. It is also quite incorrect 
to say that Hate jn the end 
perishes, and is at last nothing 
more than the limit of the who]e ; 
for even if it is excluded from the 
Sphairos, it ha'3 not therefore 
ceas~d to exist; it still continues, 
but so long as the time of peace 
lasts, it rannot act, because its 
union with the other elements is 
interrupted. (Empedocles's concep
tion of Hate during this period is 
similHr to that of Christianity in 
regard to the devil after the last 
judgment, existing, but inactive.) 
Later indeed it again attains to 
po1'rer, and becomes strong enough 
to destroy the unity of the Sphairos 
as it did in the beginning of the 
world's development. This it 
could not have done, if in the 
opinion of Empedocles it were 
something unreal. Cf. also Bran
dis, Rhein. Mus. (edition of Niebuhr 
and BrandiR), iii. 125 sqq. 

2 The duality of the forces 
actjng in the unhrprse is therefore 
specified by Aristotle as the dis
tinguishing doctrjne of Empedocles. 
Metaph. i. 4, sup. p. 140. 2; 138, 2. 
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Such statements then as the foregoing are certainly 
far from satisfactory. These determinate things, formed 
and changed with fixed regularity, could never re~ult 
ftom the combination and separation of substances unless 
this alternation of matter proceeded according to fixed 
laws to that effect. 1 ·Empedocles did so little to supply 
this \Vant that we can only suppose he was not conscious 
of it. He calls, indeed, the uniting force harmony; 2 

but this does not imply 3 that the admixture of sub
stances takes place according to a definite measure, but 
only that the substances are combined by Love. He 
gives, in regard to certain obj ecfa.;, the proportions in 
which the different substances of which they are com
posed are mingled in theme4 Aristotle believes 5 that 

1 As Aristotle shows, Gen. et 
Corr. ii. 6 (sitpra, p. 139 n.). 

2 V. 202, 137, 394 (214 sq., 
25, ap. Mull. 214, 17 5, 23 ). 

3 As Porphyry infers, doubtless 
from V. 202, ap. Simpl. Categ. 
Schol. in Arir.;t. 59 b, 45 : 'Eµ71"E
ooKAEL • • • a:rro Tf]s evapµovfou TWV 

I It \ 6 ' (J'TOLXELWV µic;EWS TaS 7f'OL TT}TCl.S ava-

<f>alvovT L. 
4 V. 198 (211), on the forma

tion of the bones : 
C ~\ 8' ' I ' ' I 'T/ uE X WV E7rL1JpOS EV EV<TTEpVOLS , 

xoavoun 
ootw rwv oKrw µ.Ep€wv A.cf XE N~crnoos 

at7A.11s, 
, ~' 'H.+.. ' ' ~' ' , 'TE<Tuapa u yCl.Ltr'TOLO. Ta u OCTTEa 

A.evKa 7 EvovTo 
apµoVL1]S K~AAIJCTL11 ap11pora 8ECT7rE· 

u£118Ev. 

v. 203 (:215): 
C ~\ (J' I )/ I TJ uE X WV TOUTOLCTLV Lu1] <TVVEKVpa'E 

µL"fEUTa 
'H.+.. ' ' " a ' '8 ' 't"aLCTTqJ T oµJJp(f TE ICCl.L at ept 

7raµ<f>av6w11T t, 

KV7rpLOOS opµL<T8€L<Ta 'TEAE:toL~ ~11 
ALµEVECTCTLV, 

"''1.' 'r ,, ').',' ELT 01\.L"fOV µEL~WV ELT€ '1f't\.EOV ECTTLll 
~A.a<rcrwv. 

~/{ TWll aTµ&. TE 'Y'VTO Kat aA.A.r]s 
EtDEa <rapK6s. 

5 Part. Anim. i. 1, 642 a, 17: 
~vtaxov 0€ 7rov abrfi [ T'fj <f>V<rEL J Kal. 
'E ~ \. ,.. I ' ' ,U7f'€uOK1\.1}S 7rEpL7rL7r'TEL, a7oµEVOS 
V7r' aVTrJS T?]> aA.1]8E[as, 1eal TfJV 

' I \ \ ml ' f/'. 
OU(J'La.JI Ila.£ 'T1}ll yVCTLV a11a7Ka~ETaL 

<f>avat TOV A.67011 E1vat, oTov o<TTovv 
' ~ ~ \ I ' )/ \ ~I Cl.11"JuluOVS TL EUTLV. OVTE 7ap EV Tl 

'"' ' ' ' \ ,, ~' rwv CTTOLXELWV AE"fEL avru ouTe uvo 
.,.. ' "' ' ' ' 1 ,.. 'I] Tpta OVTE 7raVTa, a.A.A.a A.u7ov T1JS 
µl~E(J)S avrwv. De An. i. 4, 408 ct, 

19 : EK_<J.CTTOll 7ap abrwv [ TWV µe/\.wv J 
~67rp TLllL <P1JCTLV Elvat [ o 'Eµ7r.]. 
JJfetaph. 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: lf;eA.A.t(oµ.evp ')lap ~otKEJI 
Ti 7rpd,,T1] cptA.ocrocpla. 11"EpL 7rdVTWll, 
~f I \ ' ' \ ~ \ aTE VECI. TE KCl.L KaT apxas OV<Ta TO 
7rpw'Tov, ~7rEt Kal 'Eµ7rEOOKA.'i}s ocrTovv 
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this involves the thought that the essence of things 
lies in their form. If so, that thought, as even Aris
totle admits, is not actually expressed by Empedocles: 
it seems rather like an involuntary confession. He 
appears never to have regarded it in the light of a uni
versal principle, as is clear from the evidence adduced 
by Aristotle, for in the various passages in which the 
subject is mentioned, he refers solely to the verse on 
the formation of the bones. He can have found in 
Empedocles nothing approaching to any universal law 
such as Heracleitus enunciates in bis propositions con
cerning the Reason of the world and the gradations of 
the elementary changes. Empedocles further derives 
much from a movement of the e~ements, which is not 
farther explained, and is so far fortuitous. He had not 
arriveu at the doctrine that all natural phenomena are 
regulated by law.1 

TW A.67ip <1>11crlv Etvai, TOVTO o' EtJ'TL 
TO Tt ~v ElVaL Kal 7i ovcrfa TOV 7rpd.7-
µaTOS. 

1 Arist. Gen. et Corr. 6, after 
the words quoted, p. 138, 3 : Tov-ro 
~' ' \ c , I c c I ' 1. 1. ' ' u E<ITl.JI TJ OVtTLa TJ EKatTrov, at\./\. ov 
µ6vov, "µ(~LS 'TE ouJ.A.A.ae[s TE µL"jEJl
TOOJ1," fiJtT7rep EKELv6s <PTJ<J'LV" TVXTJ o' 
brl T06TOOJI ovoµ&(eTCU (cf. Emp. v. 
39, supra), &A.A.' ob A.67os· ~CTTL 7ap 
µixe~vai ws ~ruxEv. Ibid. p. 334 
a, 1, sup. 'p. 123, 1 (to which noth
ing new is added by Philop. in Ii. l. 
59 b) : oteKpLvE µ~v 7ap To vE'iKos, 
' I (J ~' 'I!. C '(J.l. ' C \ " TJVEX TJ u a.VOO 0 CU 11p OVX V7f'U TOU 

/ ',c\ I ffl Cf JIELIWVS, aA."A OTE µEv ..,,.'YJtTLJI Wt1'7rEp 
'\_I "Cf \ I a7f'u TVXTJS, ourw 7ap CTVVEKuptTE 
8€wv T6re, liA.A.oOL o' °5.A.A.oos," OTE OE 
</>TJtTL 7rE<{'uKevat TO 7rvp livw cpepEcrOat 
(cf. De An. ii. 4, 415 b, 28: Em
pedocles says plants grow 1tdrw µ~v 

~ ' "- ' ..... ~' , e • • • ()ta Tu TTJV 'Y'f/ 11 OUT(J) </>EpEtT at 
'- ,+,.I >I ~\ ~ \ \_ ""' c I Kara ..,,.vtTLV, avoo uE uLU Tu 7f'VIJ w<rav-
) c ~' '(J I " " \ TWS o u ai 1Jp, </>1JtTL, µaKpprn KaTa 

xe6va OVETO pl(ats." (The two 
verses are v. 166 sq., St. 203 sq. K, 
259 sq. M.) Ph,ys. ii. 4, 196 a. 19: 
Empedocles says : OUK &el TOJI a~pa. 
' I ' I e ' '~ ~ avwrarw a7roKptVE<f at, aA.A. u7rw s a.v 
TVXTJ -for which the words ourw 
tTuVEKvptTE, etc., are then quoted. 
Phys. viii. 1, 252 a, 5 (agaitlst 
Plato) : Kal 7ap ~otKE -ro oihoo A.~J'ELV 

1. I ""' c I ~\ \ \_ 'lf't\.atTµaTL µaA.A.ov. oµOLfJJS UE KaL TU 
'\I t,f 1 ,+,. ~I \ I 
"E')'ELJI UTL 7f'E:'rVKEV OVTOOS' ICa.i TaV'TTJV 
OEL voµl(ELJI ElVaL apxnv, 3irEp ~OLKEJI 
'Eµ7f'E:OOK.7'.1]s av EL7f'ELV, &s TO Kpar~w 

\ ..... ' ' ' l \ KaL KtVELV EV µe pEL TTJV <f'tA. av KaL 
\" Cl " I TO JIELKOS u7TapxeL TOLS 7rpa')'µa<rt71 

't ' I ' " ~\ \ t' Ee; ava7K1}S, TJPE,U.ELJI uE TUJI µETac;U 
X,p6vov. Similarly 1. 19 sqq. Cf. 
Plato, Laws, x. 889. What Ritter 
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II.-THE WORLD AND ITS PARTS. 

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

says in Wolf's Analekten, ii. 4, 438 
sq., in order to ju~tify Empedocles 
against the censure of Aristotle, is 
not sufficient for this purpose. 
That Empedocles, V. 369 (1 ), 
describes Transmigration as an 
ordinance of ne~essity and as an 
ancient decree of the gods, is of 
little importance ; as also that he 
represented, V. 139 (66, 177 M), the 
alternating periods of Love and Hate 
as determined by an irreversible 
oath or covenant ('Ir Ao.Tbs op1ws ). 
That, no doubt, involves that every 
period must follow an unchanging 
order, but this order still appe::i,,rs 
as an incomprehensible positive 
ordinance, and as such is only 
maintained in regard to these indi
vidual cases, not in the form of a 
universal law of the world, as with 
HPracleitus. Cicero, De .fato, c. 
17, sub init., says that Empedocles 
and others taught : Omnia ita .fato 
fieri, ut id fatu1n vim necessitatis 
afferret. Simplicius, Phys. lOn a, 
reckons aVa'}'K'YJ with Love and Hate 
among his efficient causes. Sto
breus, Eel. i. 60 (sup. vol. i. 612 n.), 
says that according to the most pro
bable reading and opinion, he held 
ava'}'K'YJ to be the uniform primi
tive base which, in regard to sub
stance, divides itself into the four 
elements, and a0cording to its form, 
into Love and Hate. Stobreus (i. 

VOL. II. L 

160; Plut. Plac. i. 26) accordingly 
defines the Empedoclean avri'}'K'YJ as 
the essence which makes use of 
the (material) elements and of the· 
(moving) causes. Plutarch, An. 
Procr. 27, 2, p. 1026, sees in Love 
and Hate what is elsewhere called 
destiny; and Simplicius (sup. p. 
141, 1) maintains more explicitly 
that Empedocles reduced the ele
mental opposites to Love and Hate, 
and TJove and Hate to avci'}'K1J. 
Themist. Phys. 27 b, p. 191 sq. 
includes Empedocles among those 
philosophers who spoke of avci'}'K1J 
in the sense of matter. These are 
all later interpretations which can 
tell us nothing concerning what he 
really taught, and which, therefore, 
ought not to have found credence 
with Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 544. 
They no doubt proceed either from 
V. 369 (1) sqq., or from the analogy 
0f Stoic, Platonjc, and Pythagorean 
doctrines, or still more likely from 
a desire to find in Em pedocles a 
uniform principle. Perhaps, in
deed, Aristotle in the passage 
quoted above, Phps. viii. 1, may 
have given occasion to them. This 
passage, however, only refers, as is 
clear, to Emp. V. 139 sqq. (vide 
infra). Aristotle's cautious lan
guage shows that he cannot be 
alluding to any more definite ex-' 
planation. 

,\ 
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and equally po,verful; but they are not alvvays equally 
balanced: each bas dominion alternately.1 At one time 

'( the elements are brought together by Love, and at 
another they are torn asunder 2 by Hate.3 Now the world 
is combined into a unity, and again it is split up into 
plurality and oppositions. Each process, according to 
Empedocles, goes on until on the one hand complete 
union, or on the other complete separation, of the ele
ments is effected; and equally long does the movement 
of natural life continue, and individual existences arise 
and pass away; but as soon as the goal is reached this 

1 V. 110 (138, 145 M) :-
' ' \ ' :i. \)/ ICQ.£ "Yap KaL 7rapos 111' TE Ket.L E<J'<J'ETa.L, 

'~' ) " OVuE '1f'OT , OLW, 
' ',n' ' •' 'T'OV'T'"'" aµ.'t'OTEpwv KELVW<J'ETaL a<J'7r'E-

'T'O S aldJ 1.1. 
, ~\ f I 'l. I 

EV UE p.EpEL KpaTEOU<J'L 7rEpt1rt\.Oµ.evoto 
KVIC'l\OLO, 

1ea.l cpelvEL Els- lXA.'l\11'/\a Kal ai$~ETet.L ~v 
I "' p.EpEL Cf.L<J'TJS. 

The subject, as is clear from aµ'bo
'T'Epwv, is Love and Hate, cf. V. 89 
sq.; supra, p. 125, 2 end. 

2 V. 61 sqq. ; sup. p. 123, n., 
where I give my reasons for dis
agreejng with Karsten, p. 196 sq., 
and for altering my own previous 
opinion in regard to this verse. I 
nowreferit, not to individual things, 
but with Plato, Soph. 242 D sq.; 
Arist. Phys. viii. 1, 250 b, 26, and 
his commentators ( vide Karsten, 
197, 366 sq.) to the alternating 
conditions of the world. V. 69 
sqq. (sup. p. 123; 125, 1). V. 114 
(140, 149 M) :-
afiTa "Y"-P ~<J'TLV Tavra(the elements), 

OL' a'A'A1J'Awv OE 8EOVT~ 
j'£71101.1T' lfv8p{.t1'1f'ol TE Kal if'A'ACrJv 

e8vEa. 8v'Y}TOOV, 
lt.7'.'AoTe µev cpi'Aorf/'TL <rvvepxoµ.E11' 

' )/ 1 
ELS eva. «.ocrµ.ov, 

if'A'AoTE o' afi olx' EKa<J'Ta cpopevµ.eva 
, "' e VELICEOS EX EL, 

EL<J'6KEV av <J'uµ.cpvvTa TO 11"ctll {rrrdvEp8E 
' "YEVTJTaL. 

Text and interpretation are here 
equally uncertain; we might con
jecture OLa<f>V11Ta or otacpvvT' E7rl 
7rav, but this would only partially 
mend the matter. M ullach trans
lates the text as it stands : Donec 
quce concreta fiterunt penitus suc
cubuerint; but I cannot think that 
Empedocles could have expressed 
this in so far-fetched a manner. 

3 Plato, l. c. ; sup. p. 138, 3 ; 
Arist. l. c. : )Eµ.11"Eoo1e'A1js ~v µ.EpEL 

""8 \ I ' "" ( ' ICLVEL<J' at Ka£ 11"aALV 'l/pEµELv SC. Ta "' ) "" e \ ~f C m I ovTa , KLVEt<J' at µ.Ev, oTav 1J 't'tl\.ta 
~K 7r0AAWV 7r0LfJ TO ~JI :t, TO VELK.OS 

'l. ' 'l: c \_ ~ "" ~, ' "" 'lrOt\.ACt. Ee; EVus, 'YJPEP.ELV u EV TOLS' 
µ.ETCt.~V xp&vots, AE'YWV OUTWS (V. 
69-73); ibid. p. 252 a, 5 (sup. 
144, 1); ibid. i. 4, 187 a, 24: CfJ<J'7rEp 
,Eµ7reooK'A1js 1eal '.Ava~a76pas· ~«. Tou 
µ.l7µ.aTos "Yap Kal ollTot ~1<.Kplvov<ri 
Tlt'AA.a. OLa<f>epoucTL o' a'l\'l\1}'/\oov Tep 

\_ \ f ~ "" I \_ Tull µ.Ev 7rEpLOuov 1r0LELV TOVT(.l)J! TUV 
o' a7ra~. IJe Cmlo, i. 1 O ; 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 will 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 it is constantly passing 
in endless reiteration. In the second and fourth stages, 
it manifests itself in the separate existence of compo
site beings : here atone is natural life possible ; in the 
first stage, on the other hand·, which admits of no sepa
ration of the elementary substances, and in the third, 
which does not admit of their combination, individual 
existence is excluded. The periods of movement and 
of natural life therefore alternate regularly with those 
of rest and the cessation of natural 1ife.1 But how long 
each of these periods is supposed to last, and \vhether 

1 So Aristotle says in the pas
sages quoted from Phys. viii. 1 ; 
and the statement is confirmed by 
V. 60 sqq. of Empedocles, accord
ing to the sense given to this verse 
supra, p. 124 ; not to mention later 
writers dependent on Aristotle, as 
Themist. Phys. 18 a, 58 a (124, 
409 Sp.), and Sim pl. Phys. 258 b, 
272 b. Logical consistency besides 
would seem to require that Empe
docles should admit on the one 
side a complete separation, if he 
admitted on the other a complete 
intermixture, of substances. When, 
therefore, Eudemus, Phys. viii. 1, 
refers the time of rest only to the 
union of the elements in the Sphai
ros (Simpl. 27 b : E'1011µof oe TtJP 
., ' ' ,.. ,. "'' ' [ Q.ICLV'1/(fLU.V EV 'T'fl T7JS cpt~La.S E1f"L1Cpa.Te a 

' '\. .+-. "' , ~, , ~' IC<J.Ta 'Tull (j 't'atpov EltuEXETat, E1f'Etu<J.JI 

a7rav-ra <rvyKpt8fi-Brandis' S conj ec
ture, i. 207, that we should read 
,Eµ71'eoo1cAi,s for EiJ011µos seems to 
me erroneous), this must be con
sidered one-sided; though Empe
docles may himself have given 
occasion to such a view by having 
described the Sphairos alone with 
any exactitude, and having passed 
over without mention, or with very 
cursory mention, the opposite con
dition of absolute separation. Rit
ter's doubt (i. 551) whether Em
pedocles was in earnest as to the 
doctrine of the changing cosmical 
periods is sanctioned as little by 
his own utterances as by the tes
timony of others . 

L 2 
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their duration was ever precisely determined by Em
pedocles, there is no certain evidence to show .1 

In 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 ; 3 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 dremons are to wander 
abo~t in the world for 30,000 @pa.L. 
But ·it is a question whether we 
should infer (with Panzerbieter, 
Beitr. p. 2) from. this a similar du
ration of the cosmical periods; 
since the drem.ons 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 
Tp'r.s µ.vplat @paL we understand, 
with Mullach (Emp. Procem. 13 
sqq.) 30,000 years, or with Bak
huizen van den Brink, Var. Leet. 
31 sqq., and Krische, in Plat. 
Phmd. p. 66, 30,000 seasons, Le. 
10,000 years. The latter opinion 
is supported partly by the lan
guage and partly by the analogy 
of the Platonic doctrine. Cf. Part 
II. a, 684, 694 sq., third edition. 

2 Cf. inf. p. 150 sq. 
3 V. 134 sqq. ( 64, 72 sq., 59 

sq. K. 170 sqq. M): <T<f>a'ipov lrw. 
:v 8' "' ' ' 'l. ' ~ ~' ( ~ f ev OV'T TJEt\.LOLO UEUL<J'ICE'TCl.L = UEL-

ICVU'Tat) a7i\.aOV ElOOS, 
'~\ \ '~' >t 'l.f I '~' ovue µ.ev ovu <X£1JS '"a<TLOJI µ.evos ouuE 

8di\a<T<Ta. 

O~'TWS apµ.ovl11s 1TUICLVcfJ ICV'TEL (Stein, 
K: Kpvcprp, Sim.pl. Pliys. 272, 
b : 1epvcpa) euT1iptKTaL, 

<T<f>a'ipos ICVICAO'TEp1,s µ.ov[17 7rEpLTJ
')'E'i. (the repose which spread 
throughout the whole circle) 

' ')'Cl.LWV. 

The Sphairos is described as at 
rest by Aristotle and Eude1nus, 
l. o. Philop. Gen. et Corr. 5 a, 
calls it chrows, in reference to the 
verse quoted above. 

4 V. 175 (171, 162 M): Twv o~ 
' 't "' •! <Tuvepxoµ.evwv Ee; euxaTov £<TTaTo 

Ne'i1eos. This verse relates imme
diately indeed, not to the state of 
unity as completed, but only as 
commencing; but it may easily be 
applied to the former; if the pro
cess of combination begins with the 
dispossession of Hate, when unity 
is completed Hate must be wholly 
cast out. Aristotle, therefore 
(Metaph iii. 4; vide .c;up. 139, 1 ), 
may have quoted this verse to 
prove that Hate has part in every
thing outside the Sphairos : a7ravTa 

7 a.p EiC To6Tov Td.i\.i\.a ~()'TL 7f'A~v o 
8E6s· AE')'EL 7ovv (V. 104 sqq.; sup. 
130, 1) •.• Kal xwpls OE 'TOV'TWV 
o1]A.ov· el 7ap µ.1, ~v 'TO VELICOS ~v 'TOLS 

' Cl~~.,, c .+. 7rpayµa<Tt11, ev a.v ,,v a7ravTa, ws- '1''11-
, .,, ' ' e 6 ~' " "' aiv· OTav 7ap <J'VVEA IJ, 'T TE u ' E<T-

xa.rrov t<TTa'TO JIEL1'!0S 0

'' OLD. Ka}, 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 µ£ryµa 1 

and gv.2 It is also called Deity,3 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, 5 

efficient cause, 6 the primeval fire of the Stoics, 7 

tinues Aristotle, cruµ.f3alveL afJTcp 
TOJI euocuµ.011E<J''TaTOJI Oeov fJT'TOJI cpp6-
VLµ.ov eivat Twv lt.AA.wv· ou 7ap 711wpl-
I". ' ,.. ' \. \ ..... 
~EL 'TC!. Cf'TOLXELa 7rav'Ta' 'TU 7ap JIELl<.OS 
OUK gXEL, .;, o~ ')'JIW<ftS 'TOV oµ.ofov Tep 
oµ.of.cp. Cf. xiv. 5, 1092 b, 6; 
Gen. et Corr. i. 1 (sup. p. 131, 1). 
The theory of Simpl. De Gado, 236 
b, 22 ; Schol. 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. 

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

2 Metaph. i. 4, 985 a, 27 ; iii. 
.(., 1000 a, 28 b, 11 ; Gen. et Gorr. 
i. 1, 315 a, 6, 20; Phys. i. 4, sub 
in it. 

3 Vide sup. 148, 4, and Emp. v. 
142 (70, 180 M): 7ra11Ta 7ap e~e£11s 
7rE.Aeµ.f (eTo 7v"ia 9eo'io. 

4 It is, therefore, strange that 
Gladiscli should say (Emped. u. d. 
Aeg. 33 ; cf. Anaxag. 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 a 8e6s, but it does not fol
low that Empedocles called it so. 

5 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 
Gorr. 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 inf ere nee 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 
have preceded the Possible. 

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

7 Hippol. Refut. vii. 29 (s11,p. 
129, 2). This statement, to which 
Brandis attaches far too much im· 
portance (i. 295), and which betrays 
great ignorance of the Empedoclean 
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the intelligible world of Plato, 1 are all misapprehen-
8-ions, which we may spare ourselves the trouble of re
futing. The opinion that the Sphairos has only an 
ideal existence, and is merely a figurative expression 
for the unity and harmony underlying, the changeful 

..... phenomenon, 2 is equally erroneous. This theory is 
,> 

, contradicted by the explicit declarations of Plato and 
Aristotle, and by the explanations of Empedocles him
self.3 Moreover, such a discrimination between the 
ideal essence of things and their phenomenon tran
scends the general standpoint of the pre-Socratic 
physics. 

A world 4 could only arise when the primitive sub
stances separated, or, in the language of Empedocles, 
when the Sphairos became divided by l-Iate.5 He tells 

doctrine, cannot be considered as 
historical evidence. Its only foun
dation is probably the analogy be
tw,een the doctrines of Empedocles 
and Heracleitus orl 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. 

1 The N eo-Platonists concern
ing whom Karsten~ p. 369 sqq., 
cf. 326, gives us many particulars; 
cf. i1~f. note 4. We read in Theol. 
Arithm, p. 8 sq., that Empedocles, 
Parmenides, &c., taught like the 
Pythagoreans : TtJV µovao~Khv cpvcnv 
( ' 1 ' ' c~ ' e l EcrTLas TpU1rov ev µE<rrp Lupvcr at Ka 
ota To lcr6ppo7rov <f>vl\acrcrEtv T'i]v 
a.in1,v eopav; but this seems to re
fer, not to the Sphairos, but to 
I.Jove. which js in the centre of the 
rotating cosmical matter (V. 172 ; 
vide i1if. p. 152, 1. 

2 Steinhart, l. o. p. 91 sqq. ; 
similarly Fries, i. 188. 

3 Cf. inf. 151, 1. 
4 A tcocrµos, in contradistinction 

to the cr<f>a'ipos-a distinction which, 
according to Simplicius, Empedo
cles himself had explicitly intro
duced. Cf. JJe Ccelo, 139 b. 16 
(Schol. in Ar. 489 b, 22) : 'Eµ7r. 
oul.cpopa. 'TW'V 7rap, ab-rep KOcrµoov Ta 
e'lo17 (supra, note 1) ~l\eyEv, &s Ka.£ 
ovoµa<ft xp~cr8aL Ota<f>Opois, TOV µh 1 

cr<f>atp011 Tbv o~ m!urµov 1wplws KaAWV. 
5 Plato(sup. p.138, 3) therefore 

deriYes the multiplicity of things 
from Hate, and Aristotle still more 
decidedly characterises the present 
period of the world as the one in 
whjch Hate reigns. Gen. et Corro 
ii. 6, 334 a, 5: aµa o~ Kal 'TOV KOCT-

c l )/ l ' ' ..... µov oµo ws EXELV cp17<r v E'1T't TE -rou 
l ..... \ ' ,, ,... 

VE KOVS vvv Ka' 7rpOTEpov E'1T'L 'T'l}S 

<f>tl\las. JJe Ccelo, iii. 2, 301 a, 14: 
if we wish to expound the origin of 
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us, therefore, that in course of time Hate grew up in 
the Sphairos and sundered the elements ; 1 when the 
separation was fully accomplished, Love came in among 

the world, we must begin with that 
state which preceded the <livision 
and separation of inatter-jts pre-

t 3 5:- I 5:-\ \ sent s ate : EiC uLEUTWTWV UE /(.(J.L 
' ' ,, 7 ' ICLVOVµEl/6'.JV OVK E'l9AU')IOV E1r1l<U TT}V 

j'Everrtv; because in this case, as it 
is said on p. 300 b, 19., there 
would have bean a world an.tece
dent to the world: oto Kal 'Eµ1T~-
" " f ' " \ ,... oOICAYJS 7rapalt.ei7ret T'l]P' E1Ti TYJ'S 

I I I ) ~ \.,\ (}>LAOT1JTOS \SC. J'EalE:G"LV • ov J'ap av 
>s:- 1 ,.,. ... ' ... ' EuvvaTo rrvrrTT}<JaL Tuv ovpavuv, eK 

' ' ,, r. f-CEx_wpurµEJJWV µ,ev M.aTaUtcEVO?,~WJ? 

(J'{ryK.punv o~ 1rDLWJI oia 'TtJV <f>tA.6T1,JTU." 
,, 5:- ' ' ' EK utal\.EKptµevwv 7ap rr v 11eUT1J ICE v 
$. r ~ I ~f ' ' () Korrµos Twv UToixeiwv, c;.HTT ava7-

.... ' ll }t c \_ ' 
KaLOV 'Y L v E (]' u a L E~ El/US Ka£ O'V"fk.E-
Kptµ€vou. Following this precedent~ 
Alexander regards Hate absolutely 
as the author of the world (Simpl. 
IJe Cmlo, 236 b, 9, 20 ; Schol. in 
Arist. 507 a, I), or at any rate of 
the present world. In Philop. Gen/., 
.et Gorr~ 59 b, he observes on Arist .. 
Gen. et Gorr. iL 6: if by the 1e6rr
µos we understand the condition 
in 1vhich the elements were sepa
!l"ated by Rate, or were a.gain 
brought together by Love, Hate 
and Lov.e would be the .only moving 
forces in the 1C6aµ.os ; if, on the 
other hand, we understand by the 
K6rrµ.os the corporeal mass which 
underlies the Sphairos as well as 
the present world, W8 nlust attri
bute to it a moYement of its own ; 
?} oµo[ws, <t>r,ul, K6o~µos K.al TQ.UTOV 

_, \ " ' I ""' I Ea'TL ICaL KtVELTaL E'1TL TE TOV VELICOUS 
~uv K.al e?l"l T~S <f>tldas 7rp6Tepov • €11 
8~ To'is µeTa~v otaA.e[µµarrt Twv 07r, 

' / I J,. I EKEWWV ')'LVOµf:VWV ICLV11rrewv, 7rpOTE-
, <I l " I ) I 

pov TE OTE EiC TOV JIELJCOUS E'1f'Etcpct'T1}-
0'EV 1J <j>tA.ia, nal vu11 OTE el£ T7}s 

cpiA.las 10 vE'iK.os, K6<rµos E<TTlv, ~AA.71v 
'\ I ' \ ' ~ ·nva 1et11ovµ<:vos KLV7J<rL11 ««' ovx a.s 

-Ji cpl.Ala K.al 'TO ve'i1ws K.t11ovrrtv. This 
interpretation is found even earlier, 
folL' Hermias1 who certainly must 
have taken it from others, repre
sents (lrris. c. 4) Empedoeles as 

0 

\ " " I w· h saytng: T.() V'-'ELKOS 7rOtEL 7raVTa. It 
the later N eo-Platonists, according 
to Sin1p. Phys. 7 b, the prevailing 
opinion was that the Sphairos was 
produced by Love alone, and this 
world by Hate alone. More pre
cisely, Sim.pl. De Ccelo, l. o. (cf. 
ibid. 263 b, 7; Schol. 512 b, 14-): 

I "'' .,, > ~ ' I µ1J7rUTE Of:, KaP E1TLKpO.TIJ EV 'TOVT(f' 
TO 11E'iKos {/)()'1f'EP €v Tct rr<j>a!pt:p 1, 
<f>LALa, aAAP 6,µ<f>w irrr' aµcpo'iv A.E7<w
TaL 7[verrea, ; this is only untrue in 
respect to the Sphairos. Theodor .. 
Prodr. De A.mic. v. 52, calls Hate 
the creator of the terrestrial world 
in contradistinction to the Sphai
ros, but this is un~mportant. 

1 V. 139 (66, 177 M) :-
'') \ ' N" ,, I auTap E7rel .µE7a El.ICGS €VL µeA.EE<T• 

ULV €8pe<f>81J 
) .I ' ' 6 '\. ' €~ nµas T av p@v<J'E T_El\.ELOfJ.EVOLO 

xp6vow, 
CSs rrcpw aµo.f.{3a2os 1r'A.aTEOS 7rcip' eA."1-

A.aTaL (al. -To) 8p1eou 

7r&p' €Jt... instead of 7rapeA.1]A.aTat 
seems to me necessary in spite of 
lVIullach's contradiction, Emp. Pr. 
p. 7 ; Fragm .. i. 43 ; cf. Bonitz and 
Schwegler, in Metapk. iii. 4, who 
also defend this emenda.tion.. V.142 
(sup. p. 149, 3); Plut. Faa. Lun. 12, 
5 sq., p. 926, where it is quite pos
sible that the words xwpls TO $apb 
7Tav Kal xwpl~ TO Koucpov may con
tain Empedoclean expressions. 

/ 
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the divided masses, and produced at one point a whirl
ing motion, by which part of the substances wa~ 
mingled, and Hate (this is merely another expression 
for the same process) was excluded from the circle that 
was forming itself. As this motion extended more and 

_, more, and Hate was forced further and further away, 
the substances yet unmingled were drawn into the 
mass, and from their combination sprang the present 
world and mortal creatures.1 But as the world bad 
a beginning, so it will also have an end, when all 
thing~, through continued unity, shall have returned 
to the primitive condition of the Sphairos.2 The as· 
sertion that this destruction of the world would be by 

1 Thus we must understand the 
following verses, 171 (167, 191 
M):-

E71"E1 N EL KOS µ,'Ev Jvl(>Tatrov 1KE70 

{3€v8os 
0£v11s, €v 0€ µ,€<1p cJJiA.oT1JS CT7pocp&

A.L')'')'L ')'EV'YJ'T'at, 
~ve' 7}o1J 7cf.0€ 7rcf.v7a cruv€pxe7ctL ~11 

µ,&vov E1va.t, 
' ;!!; ' '\. "). ' 'e "). \ I ' OUIC u.cf>ap, al\./\. € €1\.1}µ,a CTUVLCT7aP,EV 

i1.A.A.o8Ev i§.A.1'.a. 
175. 'T'WV oe CTU11EpXOJJ-EVWV E~ ~crxa

'TOV 1<17a7o N Ei1eos. 
' ~' ~ 8' rl I 7r0AA0.. u aµ,ix E<177JICE ICEpaLOP,€1/0l-
CTLV ~vaA.A.d.~, 

rj ,,, N" " I ' o<J'O' en ELICOS epUICE P,€7ap<1LOV" OU 

7ap ttµEµ,cf>€ws 
_J 'i:: I ) ' >I I 'traVTfJJS Ee; €<1'71]/CEJI €71" E<J'XCJ.TO.. TEp-

f.l0..7a ICVICA.ou, 
' \ \ I ')I '\.I \ aA.A.a TO. µev 7 EVEf.lLJJ-VE f.lEt\.EWV, Ta 

0€ T, €~ef3e{31,1eeL. 
180. 8crcrov o' al€v il71"EIC7rpo8€oL, 70CTOV 

, ' , ' ctLEJI €71"'[/EL 

;;,7rLOc{>pwv 4>LA.O'T'1JS TE Kal ~p,7rEO'EV 
l1.µ,f3poTos l>pµrr 

1',r, ~ \ 8 f ' 'A. I \ \ '8 a,,..,.a ue V'l17 E't'UOVTO T<J. -rrp1.v µa. 01/ 

'8' , -l . 0. U.Va.T E VctL, 

/'". ' ' ' ':/!. .... 't ~wpa Te Ta -rrp1.v o..Kp1l'Tct OtaA.A.ac;avTa 
1eeA.e-68ous • 

"" ~' I "") )/e 7WV uE 7E µ,ur70µ,evwv XEL7 E VEct 
I e "" p,vpta V1]7WV, 

185 , ,~, , ' e .... • 7raV70LfJS wep<1tV a.pr;po7a, a.u-
p.a loecreai. 

The 8111J7a are not only living crea
tures, but, generally speaking, all 
that is subject to generation and 
decay. 

2 Authorities for this have al
ready been given at the commence
ment of this section. Cf. also 
Arist. Metaph. iii. 4, 1000 b, 17 : 
&A.~ 8µ,ws 700"0V'T6v '}'€ AE')'EL oµoA.o-

' ( c 'E ) ' ' ' ' ')'OUf.lEVWS 0 f.l71". OU 7ap Tct µ,ev 
cp8ap7a Ta 0€ l1.cpeap'Ta 7rote7 Twv 
)/ )'\.'\.' I (J \ '\.\ ,... (JV7fJJV, C/.,1\.1\.a 71"<J.V7a <f> apTa 'Tf"l\.'f/V TWV 
cr70LXElwv. Empedocles, therefore, 
as Karsten, p. 378,rightly observes, 
never calls the gods a.l€v €6vTes, as 
Homer does, but only ooA.Lxafwves, 
V. 107, 126, 373 (135, 161. 4 K; 
131, 141, 5 M). The destruction 
of all things puts an end even to 
the existence of the gods. 

' 
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fire 1 is doubtless founded on a confusion of the doctrine 
of Empedocles with that of Heracleitus. 2 

In this cosmogony there is a striking lacuna. If 
all individual existence depends upon a partial union of 
the elements, and ceases when they are wholly mingled 
or wholly separated, particular 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 "\Vorld is formed by the sepa
ration of the mingled, on the other by the union of 
the separated" Aristotle 3 actually ascribes this opinion 
to Empedocles, as has been shown, and that philosopher 
expresses himself, generally speaking, in the same sense .. 
In the more precise development of the 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; 4 and the verses quoted above (V. 171 
sqq.) appear to leave no :room for a more detailed expo
sition of what occurred and resulted when the elements 

1 Vide supra, 149, 7. 
2 Such evidence as we possess 

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

·was impossible. 
3 Similarly Alexander, vide 

supra, p. 150, 5. 
4 Brandis, l. c. 201, remarks 

that Empedocles seems to have 

derived the formation of the greater 
masses. as the sky and the sea, 
primarily from the o-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 Ocelo, iii. 2), and by the 
natnre of the case. Love forms 
both; but :in combining the ele
ments which had been separated 
by strife, it necessarily first pr&
duced the great masses, com
pounded in a simpler, manner, and 
organic beings. only in the sequel. 



154 E2~IPEDOCLES. 

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

The process of the world's formation he conceived 
as follows. 1 ~out of the whirling mass in which all the 
elements had been shaken together by Love, the air first 
separated itself, and condensing on the outermost rim, 
surrounded the whole like a hollow sphere.2 After this 
fire broke forth, and occupied the upper Rpace, next to 
the outermost concave, while the air was forced under 

1 Cf. Plut. ap. Eus. Prmp. i. 8, 
10: ~K 7rpdJT1]~ <J>rirrl 'T1j~ 'TWJI <J''TOL-

' ' , e' \. ,, xetoov Kpacreoos a7roKpt ev'Ta 'TuV aepa 
8"' I \ ~ \ \. ) I 7rEPLXU 'f/VCJ.L KUKA.Cf'' µe'Ta (!IE 'TUii aepa 

'TO 7rvp ~KOpaµov Kat OUK ~xov ~ repav 
, ,1 'I C'"" \ 

xwpav, avoo EKTPEXELJI U7r0 'TOU 7rEpt. 
Tov aipa 7rcf:yov. Plaa. ii. 6, 4: 'E. 
'TOP µev ateEpa 7rpwT011 otaKpi81]11at, 
~ ' ~' \. ..... ' ' 'C' \ ,.. oEUTepov ue 'TU 7rup, e<f> r.p 'T'f/11 '}''f/V, 
~~ f s Cf7av 7repturf>t'Y'}'oµ,vris 'Tfj pvµp 

"" ""' ' f.J. f \. ~I~ ' t 'T'f/S 7rept<:popas avaJJA.uuaL 'Tu uuwp, Ee; 

ob 8uµta8~vat 'TOV aepa.· 1eal -ye11eu8at \. , ~ \. , .... 'e , \. 'Tuv µev oupavuv EiC 'TOU at epos, Tull 
O~ .j]i\LOJI ~K 'TOV 7rupos, 7rLA'f]lJ1]vaL o' ~K 

..... ,, \ I A . 
Too v a'A..A.6'11 Tct 7repi7e1.a. r1st. 
Gen. et Gorr. ii 6 (sup. p. 144, 1 ). 
Emp. V. 130 (182, 233 M) :-

' ~' ,, ..... ' ' , t .... 8' EL u a-ye vuv 'TOL E'}'W A.ec;oo rpw 
c "). ' ' \ 1}1\.LOU apx1J11, 

't 'C' 'i:.'\ ' I \ "' ' ' E<:> 0011 u1J e-yevovro 'Ta 11u11 edopooµ.eva. 

' 7rav'Ta., 
"" f ' \ I ,_ I ' '!;:'t 7ata 'TE Ka.t. 'TrCJV'TOS 7r0/'\.UKUµwv 'f/O 

i7pos anp 
TtTcw i]o' alM1p <rcpl77w117rc p2 (1. 7rEpt) 

f er 
KUKA.011 aTaV'Ta.. 

Tt'Tav, the 011t~pread, is here most 
likely not a designation of the sun, 
but a name for the rether ; and 
ale~p, elsewhere with Empedoc1es 
synonymous with anp, means the 
upper air, without implying any 
elementary differe:o.ce between the 

upper air and the lower. Accord
ing to Eustath. in Od. i. 320, Em
pedocles called fire 1eap7raA.[µoos av6-
7raLOV, the swiftly aspiring, perhaps 
in the connection spoken of by 
Aristotle, Zoe. cit. 

2 According to Sto b. Eel. i. 
566, egg-shaped, or rather lentil
shaped. His words are: 'Eµ'lf'. 'TOu 
ffi./;ous 'TOV a7rO 'T1]S 71]s EWS ovpavov 
• • • 7rA.efova Elvai 'Tnv Kara 'TO 7rA.d
'Tos 01.&u'Tacnv, H:a'Ta 'TOV'TO 'TOV olJ
pavoii µaA.A.ov ava7rE7r'TC1..µ€11ov, Ota 'TO 
) "" f \. I "" e oocp 7rapa7rA'f/<J'LWS TUJI Kouµov KEL(J' at. 
This opinion might commend itself 
to sensible observation; and there 
would be no proof against it in the 
fact that it is unnoticed both by 
Aristotle, De Ocelo. ii. 4, and his 
commentators, for Aristotle is not 
alluding in that place to the views 
of his predecessors. But as Emp. 
(vide p. 155, 2) represents that at 
night the light hemisphere goes 
under the earth, and not that the 
sky moves sideways round the 
earth, there arises this difficulty: 
that the space taken up by the sky 
is not sufficient for the sky to turn 
round in, a point to which Aris
totle afterwards attaches some im
portance .. 
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the earth.1 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 3 was 
formed from the remaining elements and was at first 
moist and miry. The force of the rotation drove uuL 

the water from it; and the evaporations of the water 

1 Arist. and Plut. l. o. 
2 Plut. ap. Eus. l. c. continues: 

E1vaL oe ICVKA'f' 7rEpl 'T1/V 7fjv c/>Ep6-
µeva ouo ~µurq>alpta, 'T~ µ~11 1ea06A.ou 
7rUp~s, 'T~ oe µLKT~V ~~ fiipos Kal 
0A.l7ou 7rvp~s, 07rEp otETaL T1]v VVK'Ta 
elvcu. Empedocles hin1self, V. 160 
(197, 251 M), explains night as 
the interposition of the earth, 
which may be connected with Plu
tarch's statement in the manner in
dicated above : 'T1}JI 0~ apx1Jv 'TfjS 
1ew1}uEoos cruµ{3fjvat KaTa -rov &epot-

, ' a ' ~ ' Th crµov E'lf'L~puravTOS 'TOV 7rvpos. e 
last sentence, the text of which, 
however, is somewhat uncertain,, 
must not be ref erred (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) : 'Ep.7r. '1''TEp€
µvwv ElVaL 'T~V oupav~v E~ cdpos 
crvµ7ra'}'EV'TOS 07r0 7rup~s 1CpU'1''TaAAOEL
ows (this is confirmed by Diog. viii. 
77 ; Ach. Tat. in Arat. c. 5, p. 128 
Pet.; Lact. Opi:f. JJei, c. 17) 'T~ 
7rvpooOH Ketl aEpoooES ~v EtcaTEptp 'TOOV 
1,µ.tcrq>atploov 7rEptexov'Ta. In Plut. 
Plac. iii. 8,parall., the alternation 

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

3 Vide sup. p. 154, I. Accord
ing to this it is quite legitimate to 
reckon Empedocles among those 
who held one world only of limited 
extent (Simpl. Phys. 38 b; IJe Oado, 
229 a, 12; Schol. in Arist. 505 a, 
15; Stob. Eel. i. 494, 496; Plut. 
Plac. i. 5, 2); but it js not probable 
that he himself definitely expressed 
such an opinion. (V. 173, sitpra, 
152, 1, has nothing to do with this.) 
The assertion (Plac. l. c. paral!.) 
that he regarded t.he world as only 
a small part of the ·whole ( 7rav ), 
and the rest as formless matter, is 
doubtless merely a misunderstand
ing of verses 176 sq. (sup. l. tJ.) re
lating- to an earlier stage of the 
world. A~ any rate it furnishes 
no ground for supposing (Ritter in 
Wolf's Anal. ii. 445 sqq.; Gesch. 
d. Phil. i. 556 sq. ; cf. Brandis, 
Rh. Mus. iii. 130; Gr. Rom. Phil. 
i. 209) th~t the Sphairos, or a part 
of it, continues "id.e by side with 
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immediately filled the lower aerial space.1 The earth 
is able to maintain itself in supension upon the air, 
because of the rapid revolution .of the heavens, which 
hinders it from falling ; ~ and it is for the same reason, 
Empedocles tells us, that the whole universe remains 
in its place.3 He agreed with the Pythagoreans 4 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 it : 5 the moon, he thought, is 
made of hardened crystalline air ; 6 its shape is that 
of a disc, 7 its light is derived from the sun, 8 and its 

the present world; for the blessed 
Sphairos could not be described as 
ap11, tJ'A.'fJ. Nor does this follow, 
as we shall presently show. from 
his doctrine of the life after death, 
for the abode of the blessed cannot 
be identified with the Sphairos in 
which no individual life is possible. 
Ritter believes ~hat 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. 

1 \Tide supra9 p. 154, I. 
2 Arist. IJe Omlo, ii. 13, 295 a. 

16; Simpl. ad h. l. 235 b, 40. 
3 Arist. l. c. ii. 1, 284 a, 24. 
-1 Vide vol. i. 456. 1. 
s Plut. a p. Eus. l. c. l> o~ -i1"Aios 

\ I ' >' "" ' \ " T'f]V <f>v<TLV OVIC E<TTL 7rvp a'A"A.a TOV 
\ ' I '\. ~ I ,... ',h' 7rvpus avTava1C1\.a<:fLs, oµota T'{1 a't' 

JfoaTos "Ytvoµ.evp. Pyth. orac. c. I2, 
p. 400: 'Eµ7f'EOOKAeovs • • • cpcicr-

\. <:/ '\. ,.. ' I KOVTOS 'TUV 'f]t\.LOV 7rEptaV"Y'fJ ava1e'l\.a(J'€L 
<f>ooTOS 01_'1pavfou 'YEV6µEVOV, a08LS 
~' avT!l/tryEtV 7rpbs ,,0Avµ1f'O'V aTapf31J-

Totcri 7rpocrcfJ7rois" (V. I5I St. 188 
K, 242 M). This may be connected 
with the statement of Diog. viii. 
77, that the sun, according to Em
pedocles, was 7rvp'bs il8potcrµa µ€7a, 
supposing that Diogenes, or his 
authority, meant by this expression 
the assembling of rays into one 
focus. On the other hand it is 
manifestly a mistake ( Plac. ii. 20, 
8; Sto b. i. 530 parall.) to attri
bute to Empedocles two suns-a 
primitive sun in the hemisphere 
beyond, and a visible one in our 
hemisphere. Vide Karsten, 428 sq. 

• and s1tpra, Vol. I. 450, 1. For the 
statement as to the size of the sun, 
ef. Stob. l. c. 

6 Plut. ap. Eus. l. c. De JJ'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 at the same time the 
moon is compared to hail or ~ 
frozen cloud. 

7 Stob. l. c.; Plut. Qu. Rom. IOI, 
end, p. 288 ; Plac. ii. 27 parall. ; 
Diog. l. c. 

lil 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.1 The space beneath the moon, in. 
opposition to the upper region, Empedocles is said to 
have regarded, like the Pythagoreans, as the theatre 
of all evil.2 The fixed stars, he thought, are fastened 
to the vault of the sky; the planets, on the contrary, 
move freely : in respect to their substance, he believed 
that they were fires which have separated themselves 
from the air.3 Solar eclipses are caused by the interposi
tion of the body of the moon ; 4 the inclination of the 
earth's axis towards the path of the sun is the result of 
the pressure of the air, \vhich is forced by the sun to
wards the north.5 The course of the sun itself Em
pedocles seems to have conceived as confined within 
fixed limits. 6 The daily revolution of the sun was 

· M); Plut. Fae. Lun. 16, 13, P~ 929; 
Ach. Tat. in A.rat. c.16, 21, p. 135; 
E, 141 A. When the latter says 
that Empedocles C'<.Llls the moon an 
) I <1'.I h 1 a7ro<:r7ra<J'µ,a YJ1t.WU e mere y means, 
as the quotation from Emped.ocles, 
V. 154, shows, th2t her light is an 
emanation of the solar light. 

1 Plut. Plac. ii. 31. According 
to this, the text ap. Stob. i. 566 
should be co1,rected; bnt it seems 
unnecessary to introduce into the 
passage of the Placita, as Karsten 
proposeS,OL7rAd.o-wv a7rEXELJI TOJI ~i\wv 
') \. ,.. ..... ;t. ' .,., A a7ru 'T1}S -y'YJS 117rEp T'Y}JI UEl\.'f/V'f/1'. c-
cording to Plrw. ii. 1, parall. Em
pedocles supposed the bun's course 
to be the limit of the universe, 
\vhich however must not be taken 
too literally. In our fragments it 
is only said, V. 150, 154 sq. ( 187, 
189 K, 241, 245 M), that the sun 
traverses the sky and the moon re
volves nearer the eartho 

2 Hippol. Refut. i. 4. He 
however, is probably allnding only 
to the complaints of Empedocles 
about the terrestrial life, which 
will be noticed later on; the noti~n 
that the terrestrial region extends 
to the moon, he seems to have 
adopted hiinself, merely from its 
similarity with kindred doctrines. 

3 Plac. ii. 13, 2, b, parall.; Ach. 
Tat. in Ar. c. i:i. ; cf. sup. p. 155, 2. 

4 V. 157 (194, 248 M) sqq.; 
Stob. i. 530. 

5 Plut. Plac. ii. 8 parall. and 
Karsten 425, who pJaees in con
nection with this the observation, 
!?lac. ii. 10 par, that Empedocles, 
1n accordance with the common 
usage of antiquity, called the north 
side of the world the right. It is 
not clear, however, what was his 
theory in regard to this. 

6 Plac. ii. 23 par. : 'Eµ7r. 07rlY 
Tijs rep1.Exovuris a.uTOV [To.11 'l)i\wv] 
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much slower at first than it is now,-a day was origin
ally nine months, and after\vards seven. 1 He explained 
the light of the heavenly bodies by his theory of ema
nations,2 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 be found of his peculiar doctrine,4 and 
the same may be said of his ideas respecting the inor
ganic productions of the earth.5 

<r<palpas «ooA.voµEvov lXXP' 7ravTos 
EvOviropE'iv 1eal fnro TW11 Tpo7rLKwv 

I 
ICVKAWJI. 

1 Plac. v.18, 1; cf. Sturz, p. 328. 
2 Philop. IJe An. K, 16 : 'Eµ7r. 

t>s ~A.eyev, a7ropp~ov 'To q>ws rrwµa 
+ , " I/". I & ov EiC 'TOV q>wTL~OVTOS <rwµaTos, c.; 
cf. p. 133, 2. 

a Arist. IJe An. ii. 6, 418 b, 
20; De Sensu, c. 6, 44P a, 26, who 
com bats this opinion; Philop. l. o. 
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. Pr(Ep. 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 JJ,Jeteor. 
22 b, i. 245 Id. ; cf. 21 b, i. 239 Id., 
to the circumstance that the as
cendj ng 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 Omlo, iii. 7 (sup. 

p. 126, 1 ), was that, in the conden
sation of the air, the water con
tained in it was pressed forth, and 
that in its rarefaction fire obtained 
room to get out. According to 
Arist. Meteor. ii. 9, 369 b, 11; Alex. 
ad h. l. p. 111 b ; cf. Stob. Eel. 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. 

5 Especially the sea, which he 
supposed to be exuded from the 
earth by means of solar heat. 
(Arist. Meteor. ii. 3, 357 a, 24; 
.A.lex. Meteor. 91 b, i. 268 Id. 26 
a ; Plut. Plew. iii. 16, 3, where Eus. 
Pr(Ep. xv. 59, 2, has the right read
ing.) From this origin of the sea 
he derived its salt taste (Arist. l. c. 
c. i. 350 b, 11 ; Alex. l. o.) ; Eialt, 
he thinks, is everywhere formed by 
the sun's heat (Emp. v. 164, 206 
K, 257 M); but sweet watPr must 
also have been mingled with it, by 
which the fish live (JElian. 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, 1 plants 2 appear to have first 
come forth from the earth, before it was enlightened by 
the sun,3 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 : 5 he compares the leaves of trees 
with the hair, feathers and scales of animals. 6 Their 
gro,vth is explained by the warmth of the earth, which 
drives the branches upward, while their terrestrial ingre
dients impel the roots downward.7 In accordance with 
his general theory of the combination of the elements, 
not only to have heated the warm 
springs, but also to have hardened 
stones. (Emp. v. 162, 207 K, 255 
M ; Arist. Probl. xxiv. 11 ; Sen. 
Qumst. Nat. iii. 24.) The same 
fire, surging in the interior of the 
earth, keeps the rocks and moun
tains upright (Pl ut. Prim. Frig. 
19, 4, p. 953). We have already 
spoken of the magnet, p. 134, 1. 

1 Cf. Hippocr. &.px. i:x.Tp. c. 20, 
i. 620 Littre: Ka8ct7rEp 'Eµ7reoo1eA.?]s 
~ tfA.A.ot o1 -rrEpl q>vcrtor; 7eyp&.q>acrt11 €~ 
., ,.. q , ' ,, e ' q «PX'lJS u 'TL ec1rru1 av p<.rnros Ka£ u7rWi 
' I " \ q l:' 1 

E"}'EJIE'TO 7rpWTOll Kat U1rWS <;VJIE7ra"}''l]. 
2 The Empedoclean doctrine of 

plants is discussed by Meyer, Gesck. 
d. Botanik, i. 46 sq.; but, as he 
says himself, only according to the 
references given by Sturz. 

3 Plut . .Plac. v. 26, 4; cf. Pseudo
Arist. J)e Plant, i. 2, 817 b, 35; 
Lucret. Nat. Rer. v. 780 sqq. ; 
Karsten, 441 sq. ; Plac. v. 19, 5. 
There_ it is expressly said that 
plants, like animals, first came forth 

from the earth part by part. 
4 The Placita, therefore, rightly 

call them (t:P(t, Ps.·Arist. IJe Pl. 
i. 1, 815 a, 15 b, 16, says that 
Anaxagoras, Democritus, and Em. 
pedocles attributed to them sensa- . 
tion, desire, perception, and intel- · 
ligence; and Simpl. IJe .An. 19 b, 
observes that he endowed even 
plants with rational 8ouls. 

5 Arist. Gen. Anim. i. 23, in 
reference to Emp. v. 219 (245, 
286 M) : of>Tw o' WOTOICEL µaKpa OEJI• 
opect -rrpwTOJI EA.alas. IJe Plant. i. 
2, 817 a, 1, 36, c. I, 815 a, 20, 
where, however, the doctrine of 
Emped.ocles is not accurately re
presented. Plac. v. 26, 4. 

6 236 (223, 216 M) sq. 
7 Arist .. IJe An. ii. 4, 415 b, 

28, and his commentators in k. l. 
According to Theophrastus, Gaus. 
Plant. i. 12, 5, the roots of plants 
(probably only for the most part) 
consist of earth, and the leaves of 
~th er (Luft). 
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he supposed that their nourishment was conditioned 
by the attraction of kindred substances, and effected by 
means of the pores., 1 He explained the fact of some 
plants remaining always green by reference to the sym
metry of their pores, together with their material com- · 
position.2 The elements which are superfluous for the 
nourishment of plants go to form the fruit; the taste of 
which.is therefore regulated according t') the sustenance 
of each plant. a 

In t.he first beginning of animals and men, their 
different parts, Empedocles supposed, gre\v up separately 
from the ground,4 and were then brought together by 
the action of Love. But since pure chance ruled in 
this process, there resulted at first all kinds of strange 
forms, which were soon again destroyed, until at last 
things were so ordered as to produce beings harmoni
ously shaped and capable of life.5 Mankind also sprang 

1 V. 282 (268, 338) sqq. ; cf. 
Plut. Qu. Com. iv. 1, 3, 12, 
where it is irnmaterial whether 
the words primarily refer to the 
nourishment of anin1als or not, 
since the same holds good of 
plants : cf. next note and Plut. l. c. 
vi. 2, 2, 6. 

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

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

4 V. 244 (232, 307 M) :-
~ ' ' ' ' / !J 7ro'J\.A.a1. fJ-E'J/ ICOfJ<T«L 0.VO.UXEJIES 

€/jA.d.<JT'fJ<Tav, 
' ~' ' ' !". a , "' "Yvµ.vo' u e7ri\a~ovro tJpaxwves ev-

vtoes tiJµ.wv, 
fJµ.µ.a-ra o' of' bri\avaTO 'lrEV'IJ'TEV<JPTa 

µe'rrl,,1tw11. 

Aristotle says, De 0C£l@, iii. 2, 300 
b, 29 (where he quotes this pas
sage), that this happened €7rl T17s 
q)Li\6T'flTOs ; but that does not mean 
in the kingdom of Lov-e, in the Sphai
ros, but under the influence of Love. 
(Similarly ibid. 401 a, 15: Tnv 
brl T1js <f>LA.6T'YJTOS -yeve<TLV.) It is 
more clearly expressed in Gen. 
Anim. i. 18, 722 b, 19: Ka8&:rrep 'Eµ.7r. 
-yev11~, brt -r1}s q)Li\6r11Tos i\e-ywv. 

5 Arist. IJe An. iii. 6. sub init.: 
Ka8cf.irep 'Eµ.71"'. ~</>'YI '' p 7roA.A.wv" etc., 
~11'EtTa <TVvTlee<T8at Tfi q>tA.L<f. Phys. 
ii. 8, 198 h, 29 (cf. Karsten, p. 
~44 ), is it not possible that that 
which seems to us to be formed 
according to design may have hap
pfmed by ch}j,nce ? 01l'ou µ."Ev oDv 
rl I a C/ ,, ' Cf I 
0.7raV'TC1. <J'VVEtJ'fJ W<T7rep Kav EL EVEKa 

' I " \ ' 'e ' \. 7 OU E'YLVE'TO, TavTa ~I.EV E<J'W .,., a11'u 
"' I I ' ~I 7()U a"IJTOµll'TOV <J'U<J'Tavra E71"'L'T7]Ut:LWS" 



LIVING CREATURES. 161 

from the earth. First, shapeless lumps, formed of earth 
and water~ were thrown up by the subterranean £re, 
and these after\vards shape,d themselves into human 
members.1 In this Empedocles only developes "\Vhat 

q ~' ' ~! ' I '\. \ ' 6 1. ua-a uE µ.11 OVTWS, a7rW1\.ETO KaL a1f' t\.• 

A.v-raL, Ka8ct7rep ,Eµ7f'. 'AE"fEL Ta ~ov
'}'Evf} avop67rpwpa. Ibid. ii. 4, 296 
a, 23. 

Emp. V. 254 (235, 310 :M) :-
' \ l \ \ "/' ' I av-rap E7f'H KCJ.Ta p,EL':::,OV EµLCJ'YETO 

oa(µ.oVL Oatµ.wv (the elements), 
,.. I I q I 

'T'CtVTCt TE cruµ1f'L1f'TECJ'KOV, U1f1J CTVVE-
er 

1wpCTEV EKaCTTa, 
~..\A.a 'TE 7rpos Tots 7roAA.a ot1JVEK7] 

(-es) €~eyevov-ro. 

An example of the way in which 
Empedocles explained the origin 
of the present organic beings from 
these first productions, is gi \Ten by 
Arist. Part. Anim. i. 1, 640 a, 19 : 
OL67rep 'Eµ1f'EOOKA.f}s OUK op8ws ffp1]KE 

I < f \ " /-, I '):' ' 'l\.eywv U1rapXELV 1f'OA.A.a TOLS ':::,C'.f)OLS uLa 
\. fJ." <I ' " I TU CTUµ.,fJY}VaL OUTWS EV T?J 7i:11ECTEL, 

'<' \ \ <I I "' owv Km T1JV paxw TotaVT1JV EXELv, 
3TL CTTpa<J>EVTOS Ka:rax81JvaL CJ'VVE/31}. 
(The yerses to which this ref,.,rs, 
with some others on the form0tion 
of the sto1nach and the organs 
of respiration, have been identified 
by Stein, Philcl. xv. 143 oq. ap. 
Cramer, Anecd. O:r:on. iii. 184. 
V. 257 (238, 313 M): -

7f'OAAtt µEV aµC/Jt7rp6CTw1f'a Kat aµcpl-
' ' I <TTEpv EcpvovTo, 

~OV')'EVTJ avop6 rrpwpa, Ta o' ~µrraALV 
€~averEA.A.ov 

avopocpvr, {3o'1Kpava, µEµt7µ€va TY 
' ' ' ' ~ ~ µEv a1f' avupwv, 

TY oe '}'VVatKocpu1}, oLepo'is TJCTK'Y}µeva 
7vlots. 

In this manner no doubt E1npedo
cles interpri=>ted the myths of the 
Centaurs, Chimeras, Hermaphro
dites, &c. Philop. Phys. H. 13, 

VOL. II. 

says that these deformities arose 
ev rfi 7rpdirp oLaKpt<TEL TOV CT<Palpov 
Kal 7fj apxp Tf}S KOCTµo7rod°as, 7rptv 
TO VEllCOS TEAElws Ct7f') aA.A.~A.wv OL
a.;cp'ivat -ra E'tOTJ. From the verses 
quoted, however, it appears that 
Empedocles rather derived then1 
from the union of the elements 
that had been separated by Hate ; 
and this is confirmed by the texts 
quoted Eupra, p. 150, 5; 160, 4 fron1 
Aristotle. 

1 Cf. V. 267 (251, 321 1\iI) on 
the origin of human beings:-

ovlwcf>vE'ir;; µ!.v 7rpWTa TV7r0L (in re
gard to this expression cf. 
Sturz 370, l{arsten and Mul
lach in h. l.) xeovos e~avE
Ter..A.ov, 

' rfl ' "'~ 6 \ ,,~ aµ.'t'oTepwv vuaT s TE Ka' ovueos 
~ :,/ 

alCTav EXOVTES. 
Tovs µ.ev 7rup av€1f'eµ7r' E8eA.ov 7rpos 

«= " r I e oµ,owv LKECT ca, 
OlJTE Tl 1f'W p.EAEWV epa-rov OEµas 

eµcpaf vovTa~ 
,, ' ' \ ,, ' >' ' I ' OVT EJ/07r1]V OUT cw E1f'Lxwpwv av-

~ I " upaCTL 7uwv. 

Censorin. Di Nat. 4, 8, improperly 
connects this renresentation with .. 
the one previous1y referred to, and 
gives the doctrine of Empedocles 
thus : prinw membra singula e,r: 
terra quasi pr{egnante passim eclita 
deinde coisse et etfecisse solidi lw-

"" rninis ruateria1n igni si1nnl et itnwre 
permixtam. The real opinion of the 
philosopher is also misrepresented 
in the Plac. v. 19, 5, through the 
wrong connection into which his 
Y~rious utterances on the origin 
of living beings are brought. 

M 
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Parmenides, 1 in connection with the ancient. myths of 
the Autochthones 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 lesPi warmth ; but 
whereas Parmenides ascribes the warmer · natt1re to 
women, Empedocles ascribes it to men,3 and accordingly 
supposes (herein again differing from Par1nenides) that 
in the first creation of the human race men arose in the 
southern regions and women in the north; 4 and that in 
the ordinary process of generation, males are formed in 
the warmer part of the uterus, and females in the colder.5 

He further supposed, in regard to this matter, that cer
tain parts of the body of the child are derived from the 
father and certain parts from the mother, and that the 
generative impulse arises from the striving towards each 
other of these divided elements.6 His conjectures as to 

I Supra, Vol. I. 601 . 
2 Giants also seem to be al

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

s Arist. Part. Anim. ii. 2, 64:8 
a, 25 sqq. 

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

J\11) sqq.; Arist. Gen. Anim. iv. 
1, 764 a, 1; cf. i. 18, 723 a, 23; 
Galen in Hippocr. Epidem. vi. 2, 
t. xvii. a, 1002, Kiihn. The ac
counts are not quite consistent. 
Empedocles himself speaks of dif~ 
fe!'ent 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 statemfmt). Aris
totle gives quite another explana
tion of the difference of sexes. 
The assertion of .Censorinus, Di 
Nat. 6, 7, that male children pro
cred from the right side of the male 
organs and females from the left, 
contradicts what he afterwards says 
of the manner in which Empedocles 
explained sexual differencPs and the 
likeness of children to their parents. 
But we cannot rely much upon this; 
vide Karsten, 472. 

6 Arist. l. c. i. 18, 722 b, 8; iv. 
1, 764 b, 15; Galen, De Se?n. ii. 3, 
t. iv. 616, with reference to Emp. 
v. 270 (227, 326 M). His more 
definite notions on this subject, if 
he formed any, cannot be ascer-
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the development of the fmtus were various.1 In some 
cases he sought to explain the origin and material 
composition of corporeal parts 2 by an uncertain and 
arbitrary arrangement.3 The abode and manner of life 

tained. What Philop. De Gen. An. from the blood, of which Empedo-
16 a, 81 b (ap. Sturz, 392 sq., cles, according to Plut. Qn. Nat. 
J{arsten, 466 sq.) says is contra- 20, 2, said: tfi(nrep -ydA.aKTos oppo11 
dictory, and evidently a mere con- Tov atµaros TapaxeevTos (fermented) 
jecture, cf. p. 17 a. What is said EKKpo'1e<T8at 70 ociKpvuv. Empedo
ap. Plut. Qu. Nat. 21, 3, p. 917 rles also treated of abortions; vide 
(Emp. v. 272, 256, 328 M); Plac. Plac. v. 8, and Sturz, 378. 
v. 19, [J; 12, 2; 10, 1 ; Cens. 6, 10, 2 In the bones two parts of 
we may here pass over. Vide water and four parts of fire are 
Karsten, 464, 4 71 sq. ; Sturz, 401 added to two parts cl earth; in 
sq. In accordance with his gene- flesh and blood the four elemenr.s 
ral principle of the combination of are mingled in equal or nearly 
matter, Empedocles supposed that equal parts, v. 198 sqq., vide sup. 
for fruitful seminal combination 143, 4; in the sinews, according to 
there must be a certain symmetry Plac. v. 22, there are two p51,rts of 
of pores in the male and female. water to one part of earth and 
When, however, t,his is excessive, one of fire. In the Placita the 
it may have an opposite result, as composition of the bones is oif
in the case of mules. Vide Arist. ferent from that given by Empedo
Gen. An. ii. 8; cf. Philop. in h. l. cles himself; and in 'Philop. De 
p. 59, a (ap. Karsten, p. 468, where An. E, 16, and Simpl. De An. p. l 8 
the statement of the Placita, v. 14, b, nne part of water and one of air 
on thjs subject is corrected). are substituted for the two parts 

1 Tbe fretus is formed during of water; but these divergences 
the first seven weeks, or more ac- are not worth considering. J{ar
curately, iri the sixth and seventh sten's attempt to reconcile them 
weeks (Plut. Plac. v. 21, 1 ; Theo. contrc:Ldicts the tenor of the verses 
Math. p. 162); birth takes place quoted. 
between the seventh and tenth 3 Thns he supposed (vide Plac. 
month (Plac. v. 18, 1 ; Censorin, l. c. according to the more perfect 
7, 5): first the heart is formed text ap. Galen, H. Phil. c. 36, p. 
(Cens. 6, 1 ), and the nails last; 338 Kiihn; Plut. Qu. Nat. cf. 
they consist of hardened sinews note 1) that tears and perspira
(Arist. De Spir. c. 6, 484 a, 38; tion arise from a dissolution ( T~
I)lac. v. 22, and Karsten, 476). KEcr8at.) of the blood, and according 
The comparison with the curdling of to v. 280 (266, 336 M) he seems to 
milk in the manufacture of cheese, have siinilarly regarded the milk 
v. 279 (265 K, 215 M) may relate of females, the appearance of 
to the first beginnings of the em- which, in his usual manner, he as
bryo, cf. Arist. Gen. An. iv. 4, 771 b, signed to a given day. In v. 215 
18 sqq. Perhaps, however, it may (209, 282 M) he describes more 
also refer to the separation of tears particularly the forming of a part 

M2 
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'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.1 

From the same cause he rlerived the position of the 
various parts in the body.2 Animals, like plants, are 
nourished by the assimilation of kindred substances; 3 

growth he deduces from warmth, sleep and the decay of 
old age from the decrease of warmth, death from its 
entire cessation.4 

As to the opinions of Empedocles about the other 
bodily acti v:ities, 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 2 Philop. Gen. An. 49 a. Kar
which part is meant), comparing it, sten, 448 sq., conjerturt>s that this 
as jt seems, with the preparation of is 1nerely an arbitrary extension of 
pottery. what he says (vide sitp. p. 159, 7) 

1 Plac. v. 19, 6 (where, how- about plants. The verses, how
ever, the text is corrupt. Instead ever, which are quoted by Plut. Qu. 
of el~ aepa avaTr'VELV should be read Coni. i. 2, 5, 6 (233 sqq., 220 K, 
els aeptt Cfvoo fl1'.iTrEL11, &c. The 300 M), prove nothing against it, 
concluding words, however, 71"a<n and Arist. Gen. An. ii. 4, 740 b, 
'TOLS ecfJpa~L 71"E</>WV1JKEVU.L, I know not 12,' is in its favour. 
how to emend. Karsten is per- 3 Plut. Qu. Conv. iv. 1, 3, 12, 
haps right in his suggestion of which appeals to v. 282 (268, 338 
7rE<J>v1dvai for 7re<J>oov111e€vat, but M) sqq.; Plac. v. 27. 
hardly in that of 7repl for 7racrt; 4 Plac. v. 27, 23, 2, 25, 5 ; 
and he is wrong in referring the Karsten, 500 sq. It has already 
passa~e to parti~ular members). been remarked, and Empedocles 
Empe<locles wa.s not always true himself repeats it, in v. 247 (335, 
to this principle; for be says fhat , 182 M) sqq. respecting living crea
aquatic animals seek the moist tures, that all destruction consists 
element because of their warm in the separation of the substances 
nature, Ar1&t. De Rcspir. c. 14; of which a thing is composed. 
Theophr. Gaus. Plant. i. 21, 5. Thjs may be brought into connec
The previous quotations from v. tion with the staterrients in the 
233-239 (220 sqq., 300 sqq. M) Placita through the theory that 
and v. 163 (205, 256 M) seem to Empedocles regarded the decay of 
show that he treatP-d minutely of the body as a consequence of the 
the different species of animals. failure of vital heat, 
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takes place, on his theory, not merely through the 
\Vindpipe, 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; \Vhen the blood again flows into those parts, 
the air is expelled. 1 He explained sensation also by 
1'eference to the pores and emanations. To produce 
sensation, it is necessary that the particles detaching 
themselves from the objects should 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 in the same manner.2 For, 
according to the doctrine first enunciated as a principle 

l 

by Empedocles, things are known to us only through the 
elements of like kind in us : earth through earth, water 
through water,3 &c. This theory is most easily carried 
out in regard to the senses of taste and smell. Both, 
according to Empedocles, result from the taking up of 
minute particles of matter into the nose or mouth, in 

1 V. 287 (275, 343 J.Y.I) sqq.; cf. through without producing a sen~ 
Karsten, Arist. Respir. c. 7; Scho- sation. Similarly Plac. iv. 9", 3; 
liasts in h. l. (on Sim pl. De Anima, p. cf. Hoper, Zitr Lehre von der 
167 b. sq.); Plac. iv. 22, v. 15, 3. Sinneswahrnehmung d. Lucrez. 

2 Vide supra, p. 132 sq.; Theo- Stendal, 1872, p. 5. 
pbrast. De Sensu, § 7: 'Eµ7r. C/JTJcrl, 3 V. 333 (321, 378 M.) :-
T¥ evapµOTTELV [ TCtS Ct7r0ppoas] ELS 7a(p µfV f'Ctp "yat0.11 07rcb7raµ.ev, VOaTL 

\ 6 \ ~ I [ ' e I 5:-' <l'J:.' TOVS 7f povs TOVS EKaCTTTJS atcr TJ- u vuwp, . 
O"EWS] alcr8J.11E<r8at, the dj Versity Of aLe~pL o' aUJepa OLOV, CtTap 7rupl 7rvp 
the pores occasions the specific a:[·aTJAOV, 
differences of sensations : each O"TOPf'V oe <J'TOp'}'1,v, 11e'i1ws OE TE 

Sf'nse perceives that whfoh is so ve£Ke£ A.11'}'p~ • 
symmetrical with its pores that it eK TovTwv 7ap 7ra11T!t 1Te7r1}7a<rt11 
penetrates into them, and so affects apµocre~vra 
h h·1 th" 1 \ ' rh , l~'5:' ,,'J:., t e organ; w l e every ing e se KaL TOVTOLS 't'POVEOUCTL /Ca 1JUOJl'T TJU 

. either does not enter it, or passes avtWVTCJ.L. 
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the one case from the air, in the other from the moisture 
with which they are mingled.1 In the senRe of hearing 
he thought the sounds were formed by the entrance and 
agitation of the air in the passage of the ear as in a 
trumpet. 2 In the sense of sight, on the contrary, the 
seeing body was supposed to issue forth from the eye 
in order to come in contact with the emanations of the 
object. Empedocles thus conceived the eye as a kind 
of lantern: in the apple of the eye fire and water are 
enclosed in skins,, the pores of which, arranged in alter
nate rows for each substance, allow passage to the emana
tions of each: fire causes the perception of that which 
is bright, and water of that which is dark. When, 
therefore, emanations of visible things reach the eye, 
the emanations of the internal fire and water pass out 
of the eye through the pores, and from the meeting of 
these two arises vision. 3 

1 Plew. iv. 17 ; Arist. De Sensif;, 
c. 4, 441 a, 4 ; Alex. De Sensit, 
105 b; cf. Empedocles, v. 312 (300, 
465) f. 

2 Theoph. De Sensu, 9 ; Plut. 
Plac. iv. 16, where, however, the 
1ewoCcJv with which Empedocles (also 
a0cording to Theophrastus) bad 
compared the interior of the ears 
is improperly taken to mean a bell 
instead of a trumpet. 

3 V. 316 (302, 220 M) sqq.; cf. 
240 (227, 218 M) sq.; Theoph. l. c. 
§ 8 sq. ; Arist. De Sensu, c. 2, 437 
b, 1 O sqq., 23 sqq. ; Alex. in h. l. p. 
43, 48 ; Thurot. Philop. Gen. 
Anim. 105 b (ap. Sturz, 419; 
J{arsten, 485); Plut. Plew. iv. 13, 
2 ; Joh. Damasc. Parall. p. i. 17, 
ill (Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. iv. 173). 
According to Theophr. and Philop. 

l. c.; Arist. Probl. xiv. 14; Gen. 
Anim. v. 1. 779 b, 15, Empedocles 
thought that light eyes were fiery 
and dark eyes moist; that light 
eyes see more clearly by night, 
and dark eyes by day (the reason 
of this is characteristically ex
plained in Theophrastus); but the 
best eyes are those in which fire and 
water are mingled in equal parts. 
Hofer, l. o., opposes the notion that 
Empedocles supposed the inner £re 
to issue forth from the eyes ; but he 
has not considered Empt->docles's 
own d(lclarations concerning the 
cpws ~~w oLa8poo<1'Kov, nor Aristotle's 
repeated expression, ~~L6vTos Tov 
cpw-ros, in reference to this; nor 
AlPxander's comments on the verse 
of Empedocles, which are entirely 
on the ~ame side. Plato gives tha 
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Thought has a similar origin. Intelligence and the 
power of thought are ascribed by Empedocles to all 
things, 1 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 \V~e 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
sciousne3s 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 sjght. Cf. 
Part u. a, 727, 3 (English Trans
lation, p. 428). In agreement 
with the abo,?e quotations, we have 
also tbe definition of c.olour as 
a7r6ppota (Arist. De Sensu, c. 3, 440 
a, 15; Stob. Eel. i. 364, where 
four prjncipal colours are named, 
correspond~ng to the four elements; 
cf. sup. 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 the theory that 
the effluences of objects cleaving 
to the surface of the mirror were 
sent back by the fire streaming 
out at its pores. 

1 V. 231 (313, 298 M) : 7TavTa 
7ap tCTfh <f>p6vTJCTl.11 ~XE£11 Kal vffiµaTos 
ai<rav. Sext. Math. viii. 286; Stob. 
Eel. i. 790; Simpl. De An. 19 b. 

2 V. 333 sqq. sup. p. 165, 3. 
Arist. De An. i. 2, 404 b, 8 sqq. 
concludes in his usual 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 Stu:rz, 443 
r:qq., 20i> Elq. ; Karsten, 494. It is, 
however, incorrect. Empedocles 
did not hold that the soul is com
posed of the eh'ments; but what 
we call the activity of the soul he 
explained by the elementary con1· 
position of the body ; a soul distinct 
from the body he did not assume. 
Theouoretus' s assertion (Cur. Gr. 
A.if. v. 18, p. 72), that Empedocles 
regarded thA soul as a µ'Vyµa €~ 

'e I ~ \ ' I~ ' I • ai Epwuovs KO..L aEpCtJuOVS Ol)(Jl.O..S' JS 

still more incorrt:ct ; and it is evi
dent that the inference of Sextus, 
Math. vii. 115, 120, that Err1pedo
c]es believed there were six criteria 
of truth belongs only to himself 
and his authorities. 

3 Thephr. De Sensu, § 10, after 
stating Empedocles's doctrine of 
h c I ~\ I \ t e senses : WCTaVTWS UE A.E'YEL Kar. 

\ l \'I \ \ 
7rEP' <{>pOV'Y}<TEWS Kar. a711oia~· TU µEV 
'YCtP <f>p011EW Eillal 'TOLS oµolots, TO o' 
a'Y110EL11 TOLS avoµolots' WS 77 TaVTOV 
:ti. ..,., ,, ,.. 'e' ' 11 7rapa7r1\.TJCTLOV 011 TIJ aLCT TJCTEL T'YJV 
cpp611TJCTL11. otapdJµTJCTdµEvos 'Yap ws 
~, t I Ir ' \ €Ka<TT011 EKaCTTCfJ 'Y11Wpt.~oµEv' E7rL 

, 'e c ' , , ., 
TEA.EL 7rp0CTE TJKEV WS ' EK 'TOV-TWJI, 
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his O\Vn theories, could not and did not exclude other 
parts of the body from participation in thought. 1 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 instability.3 If the 
right admixture of the elements is limited to certain 
parts of the body, it produces the corresponding special 
endowment.4 Empedocles therefore supposes, like Par-

&c. ( v. 336 sq. sup. p. 85, 1 ). oto 
'"ti ' ..... ) K.aL -rep atµ.a-rt µaA.tCTTa cppo11Et11 • fl' 

I ' 1.,. ,. (J I ' TOVTep '}'ap µa1\.L<lTa ICEKpO..CT aL EtT'TL 

Ttt CTTOLXE'ia -rwv µep&w. Emp. v. 
327 (315, 372 M) :-

., ) '\. I (J I 
atµaTO'l EV 7fEt\.a'}'ECJ'CJ'L 'TE paµµE111J 

aVTtfJop6v-ros, 
"" 6 I f TIJ TE 11 1JU.a µet..ALf1'Ta ICVICALCTICETaL 

avfJpW1f"OLCJ'LV • 
'< ' 'e I 1 5::-6 ' utµa 'Yap av pw7rOLS 7rEpL1ca.put 11 ECTTL 

v6riµa. 

This verse is to be received as 
Empedoclean: though it seems, ac
cording to Tert. De A.n. 15, to have 
been found in an Orphic poem, it 
doubtless came in the first instance 
from Empedocles. Philop. De An. 
C, a, ascribes it to Critias; but 
this is evidently a mistake. Later 
writers repeat or misinterpret this 
definfrion sometimes in the sense 
of subsequent enquiries concerning 
the seat of the 7/'}'eµovLK6v: vide 
Qjc. Tnsc. i. 9, 19 ~ 17, 41; Plut. 
ap. Ens. Prmp. i. 8, 10; Galp,n, 
De Hipp. et Plat. ii. e:ctr., T. V. 
283 K; Sturz, 439 sqq. ; Karsten, 
495, 498.. Cf. also p. 163, 1, and 
Plato, Ph{Bdo, 9 6 B. 

1 Notice the µ,&A.tCT-ra, v. 328, and 
the conclusion of the passage in 
Theophrastus to be quoted imme
diately. 

2 Or according to the Interpr. 
Cruqu. on Horace, Rp. ad Pis. 465 
(ap. Sturz 447, Karsten 496), 
where the blood is cold: this, how
ever, was probably regarded by 
Empedodes as a consrquence of 
the loose combination of its parts. 

3 This j s the first germ of the 
doctrine of temperaments. 

4 Theophr. l. c. § 11: C$CTots p~11 
';" '{ \ ' , ' ovv CTa ICO..L 1rapa7rA'Y}<FLa µEµLKTaL, ICaL 

µ~ OLtt 7roA.A.ov [here the text seems 
corrupt. I should conjecture A.la11 

.,. '\. ' J 5::-' ';" ' 5:-' ( Q ' 7r0t\.l\.a µ'f]u av µctcpa µriu U7rEpfJaA-

' - 'e ' 1\.0111'0.. Tep µE'}'E Et, TOVTOVS cppo-
1 -l \ ' ' ' llLµWTaTOVS E Jl(J,L KaL ICO..TO.. -ras at-

e' ' a ' ' 1 er 1J<FELS a1CpL1JECTTaTovs • tcaTa A.u'}'Oll 
5::- \ \ \ ' ' ' ~' UE ICaL 'TOVS E'}''}'U'Ta'TW 'TOV'TWV. OCJ'OIS 
~, ' ' ' ' \ -;-() EllaVTLWS, acf>p011ECJ'TaTOVS. ICaL WV 

\ ' ,, ' .... ' -µEv µa11a KO..L apata ICELTCtL Ta <J'TOLXELa, 
(J \ \ ' 6 -;- 5::-' ' JIW povs KaL E7r£7r vovs, WV UE 'TrUKJl(J, 
\ \ \ (J I \ .-.\ 

ICUL Ka-ra µtKpa 'TE pavCTµe11a, 'TOVS OE 

'TOLOV'TOVS o~~ws (so Wimmer reads 
for o~E'Ls 1eal) cf>Epoµ~11ovs, teal 7rOAAct 
) Q '\.'\. I )'\.f ' - ~ \ 

E'TrLfJal\.l\.OµEllOVS 01\.L'}'a E7rLTEAEL11 uLa. 
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menides,1 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; 3 but such a 
conclusion Empedocles would have repudiated, as much· 
as his Eleatic predecessor,4 whether rightly or wrongly 
it is not our purpose to enquire. For he is so far from 
placiD:g absolute trust in perception, that he exhorts us'· 
to give no credence to it at all, but to acquaint our
selves instead \Vith the nature of things by reflection; 5 

\ ' t ' ..... "' ~' "' h' h d f l' . T1J7l Oc;,VT1JTa T'1JS TDv aiµaTos cpopas. 1g er ma ness o re 1g1ous en-
ofs of: Kafl ev TL µ6pwv 1i µe<1'1J thusiasm. Col. Aurel. IJe Morb. 

,... ( ) ' ' c ' c·z. · 5 1 5 Kpa<J'is E<J'Tt, TO.V'TIJ <1ocpovs Elfa<J'TOVS FIJrOn. 1. ' 4 . 
E1v~u. OL~ TOVS µ.ev p1iTopas a:yaeous, 3 Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 b, 12, 
Tovs 0€ Texv£Tas· ws To'is µev EV Ta'is where it is said of Democritus and 
XEp<Tl 'TOL) o' EV Tfj "fAch'TT'[J T1/v Empcdocles (of the latter on the 
Kpaa'tll OV<TaV. oµo[ws 0> fXELV «al Strength Of the Verse just quoted): 
KaTa Ttts li"AA.as ovv&µELs. This last o.\ws OE OLCt 7Q, {nroA.a.µ.(:3&vEL11 <f>p6-
is thus expressed in Plut. ap. E lS. 111f<T£11 µev T1/11 rl!<J'81]<J'W, 'Taih·7j11 o' 
Prcep. i. 8, "'10: TO o~ r}"yEµOVLICOll EivaL aA.i\o[wcriv, TO <f>aLv6µe11011 KaTte 

"' :> '\...... "' " ' e' ~',' " .,, e 't ~ ' ' e' OVTE Ell 1'E<f>a1"IJ OUT Ell wpaKt, al\./\. T'J]ll at(]' 7J<TL11 Ee;, ava"flC1]S ai\.11 ES , ~, ~e fl" ~ .,., , ... c ,,.. Th d 't , , ev aLµ.'X'Tt• u EV Ka.v o TL av µEpos E£Va 'l'a.<rtv. .. e wor s Ee;, ava'}'H7JS 
Tov <J'chµaTos 7rA.E7ov ?J 7rapEtT7rapµ€vov are to be connected with <f>a<rw: 
TO ~'}'Eµo11tK011, otETaL Ka.T, EKE'ivo they are constrained to maintain. 
7rpOTEpli11 To~s av8pdJ1rous. 4 For Ritter's ~uggestion (cf. 

1 Supra, vol. i. 602. Wolf's Anal. ii. 458 sq.; cf. Gesch. 
2 V. 330 (318, 375 M): 7rpos d. Phil. i. 541) that, according to 

7rapEOV l'a.P µ.1}TLS o.'~ETO.L avepw· Empedocles, the Sphairos can only 
1f"OLlJ'tv. In support of thj s propo- be known by reason, and t.he present 
sition Empedocles also adduces the world by the senses, has no war
phenomenon of dreaming. Accord- . rant in his own utterances : the 
ing to Philop. De An. P. 3, and verses quoted below (19 sqq.) are 
Simp. De An. 56 b, the words in of universal application: there is 
v. 331 (!319, 376 M) likewise no trace of any restriction to the 
relate to it : Ot.Tt.TOV T, aA.A.@'iot µETE- Sphairos, cf. note 4. 
cpuv, T6<J'ov lfp <J'<f>t<J'W alel 1eal <f>po- 5 V. 19 ( 49, 53 M) :-

, ' ..... ' H 1 ' '). ). ' ,, ' ~e ' '). ' ..... VE etv ai\.A.oLa 7rapL<rTaTo. e a so a1v\ ai" u. pEL 7ra<T?J 71'etl\.aµv, 71''1} 

remarked that madness arises from o?ji\.ov EKa(fTov, 
1 th h h ft I ' v,r. :>I f '\. I 2\ corporea causes, oug e a er- µ11-re TU1 o""Lv exwv 71'LtrTEL 7f"/\.Eov, "IJ 

wards speaks of a madness pro· «a-r' a1<ov~v, 
duced by guilt, and, side by side µ~T' Ct/(0~11 epfootnrov V7rEp Tpa.vrfr 
with this diseased madness, of the µ.o.Ta. 1l\w<1'<11JS, 
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and though he keenly deplores, with Xenophanes, the 
limitations of human knowledge,1 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 ter1n; 2 nor ought we on account of the 
common accusations from men of all parties to consider 
him an ally of the sceptics.3 What made him. mis-

µ1rre TL rrwv l1.A.A.wv, 07r6crw11 7rOpos 
ecrTl J101j<TaL. 

I I v 1 ~' ? 'Y v /.. w JI 'Ir L <F 'TL JI EpVICE, 'llOEL u II 
or}A.011 eKocr-ruv. 

V. 81 (108, 82 M) of the <f>t7'.6T'T'JS: 
\ \ f ~ ' ~, >I .,. 'TT}JI CTV JIUCf' uEpKEU µ:nu t)µp .. aCTLV 'YJCTO 

-re81J7rWS. Later writPrs, such as 
Lact. Inst. iii. 28 ; Tert. De An. 
17, I pass over. 

I v. 2 (32. 36 M) :-
\ \ ' .,., ' G'TELVw7ro£ µEll -yap 7ra"aµ.aL tca-ra 

" ' -yvia Kexv1rrac 
7rol\A.a 0€ oE[A.' ~µ:1raia, Tct T' U.µ{3A.v-

' VOUCTL µEpLµJlas. 
" l>:' /"."' 'f.l' ' '8 I 7raupoJ1 ue ~W'f/'I a,_,Lou µepos a p11-
rravres. 

~ ' 6 ... ~' ' u' v. wKuµ pot K.U.1rJl<JLO uLKrfV apvH 'TES 
' ' a7rEtrTaJ1, 

~ \. I 8 I "' auTu µ,ovoJI 7rELu EJ/'TES, OTCf' 7rpocr-
' "' EKUpCTEV EKaCT'TOS 

'1f'aV'T6CT' e;\au116µ.EVOS, 'Tb o' OAOV µ.d_tfl 
"' ~ "' EVXETat evpew • 

<:/ :>I ' ' 5:- \ I~' ' ~ I OUTWS OVT E'IrLUEpt<:'T<X 'T<l.U a.vupct.'.TLV 
" ' , ' OUT E'IratCOVCT'Ta 

q 6 I \ ~' T OU re JI Cf' 7rEpL7'.1JtrTa. <TU u OlJV, 
e?rEl $0' E'A.i&.cre11s, 

, ' ' ,, tJ ' ,.. 1rEUCTEaL OV 7rAEOV 1JE tJpO'TEL1J µ.TJTLS 
,.., 
up..1.peJ1. 

This passage, the strongest whieh 
is found in Empedocles, in truth 
only a~serts this : considering the 
lin1itations of human knowledge 
and the shortnes=:; of human life, 
we canr.LOt suppose we have em
braced the whole with a fortuitous 

and one-sided experience ; it is im
possible in this way to attain to a 
real knowledge of the truth (v. 8 
sq.) ; we must therefore content 
ourselves with that which man is 
in a position to attain. Similarly, 
v. 11 ( 41, 45 M) sq., Empedocles 
entreats the gods to presPrYe hjm 
from the presumptuous spirit which 
would utter more than is per
rn itried to mortals, and to reveal to 
him (f,11 eeµ,is ECTTlv E</>1}µ,eptoLCTLV 
aKOVELV. A third passage, v. 85 
(112, 86 M) sq., does not belong 
to this connection ; for when he 
there says of Iov-e,-TT,v otJrrLs µ.Ee' 
oA.OCTLJI (as Panzerbieter and Sr ein 
rightly read) EAL<FO"Of.tEJ/'1fV oeoaf}KE 
6v1JTOS av1,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 (<TO o' CfKOUE 

A.6-yoov cr-r6!\ov ovK u;rraT1JA.6v ). 
2 The following is attributed 

to him by Sextus, Math. vii. 122, but 
evidently with no other founda
tion than the verse first quoted : 
not the senses, but the op8os Ao-yos 
is the criterion of truth; this is 
partly divine and partly human ; 
the human part only can be com-
municated in speech. · 

3 The sceptics ap. Diog. ix. 73; 
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trustful of the senses our fragments do not expressly 
state ; but a comparison of the analogous opinions of 
ParmenideB, 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 bis 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 ti·uit of objective enquiry. 

Feelings too, according to Empedocles, originate in 
the same manner and under the same conditions as 
op1n1ons. Tbat which is akin to the constituent parts 
of each human being begets in him, together with the 
knowledge of it, the sensation of pleasure; that which 
is opposed to those constituents begets the feeling of 
aversion.1 Desire consists in the striving after kindred 
elements, of which each individual is in want; and it 
is ultimately the result of a mixture of substances 
adapted to the nature of the individual.2 

IlI.-THE RELlGIOUS IJOOTRI.NES 01!1 E1l!PEDOOLES. 

HITHERTO we have been occupied with the physical 
theories of Empedocles. All the doctrines connected 
with these start from the same presuppositions, and 

Oic. Acad. i. 12, 44. In Acad. pri. 
ii., 5, 14, this statement is contra
dicted. 

1 Emp. v. 336 sq., 189 sqq. (sup. 
p. 165, 3 ; 134, 1 ). Theophr. De 
Sensu, 16, with reference to this 

' ' \ '~' ' c~ \ verse : a)1..'J\.a µ'Y}v ovue 'T'YJV 'Y}uOV'IJV 
\ I t I ' ~'~ «a' AV1T'IJV oµ.o'A.wyou,u.E'VWS a:1rouwwa lV; 

~oecreai µ.~v 1f"OLWV 'TOlS oµ.ofots Atnret'
<t8aL o~ 'TOlS €vavTto£S. Joh. Damasc. 
Parall. S. ii. 25, 30, 35 (Stob. 
Floril. ed. Mein. iv. 235 sq.) ; cf. 
Plut. Plac. v. 28 and Karsten, 
461. 

2 Plut. PllW. l. c. ; cf. Qµmst. 
Oonv. vi. 2, 6. 
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7 

though, in regard to particular details, we may dis
cover much that is arbitrary, yet on the whole there 
is evidently an attempt to explain all things in reference 
to the same principles and the same primitive causes . ..... 

The physical conceptions of Empedocles appear, there
fore, as parts of a system of natural philosophy which, 
though not complete on all sides, is yet carried out in 
accordance with one plan. It is otherwise with his 
religious doctrines and prescripts, which are taken 
partly from the the third book of the poem on physics, 
but especially from the JCaOapµot, and apparently have 

..... ,, no connection with his scientific principles. In these 
·propositions we see only articles of faith which were 
superadded to his philosophic system from quite another 
quarter. We cannot, however, entirely pass them over. 

We will take first the conceptions of Transmigra
tion and life after death. Empedocles tells us that it 
is the immutable decree of fate that the dremons 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.1 He presupposes, therefore, a prim
eval state of bliss, the theatre of which must have been 

1 V. 369 (1) :- Tpts µw µvplas iJ)pas cbro µaKdpOJv 
' I e tdTLV avcf.'}'K'YJS XpYJµa, 8Ef;;TI l/J.fi<f.Wl µa Cl.ACl.A'YJ<J' CJ.L, 

?ra'Aaibv, <J>voµevov ?raVTOLa OLa xp&vov eto~a 
a:l'otov, ?r'AaTEE<J'CJ't KaTe<n/>pTJ'}'ttJ'µevov evr]TWV, 

r1 ap"Va'Jt..eas 0 tDTOLO µeTa'A'AJ.a'<TOVTa. opKOLS • / fJ 

t:DT~ TLS aµ?r'AaK{p<J't <J>avov <f>['Aa KE'Aev8ovs. 

"fULa µi1ivp The statements of later authorities 
r/ ~,, ~ I ' I h d" h .!!l a1.µ,aTos, -,, e1rtopKov aµapT'fJ(J'OS e7ro- pass over ere, an 1n w at .io -

µ6u<rp lows, as they only reiterate and 
~aCµoov, o1Te µaKpafr..wos AE'Aaxao-L distort what Empedocles himself 

/3fow, says. They are to be found in 
Sturz, 448 sqq. 



TRA.l{SMIGRATIOl{ OF SOULSo 173 

heaven ; for he complains that he has been cast out 
from the abode of the gods upon the earth, into this 
cavern, 1 and a return to the gods is promised to the 
pious. 2 The poet describes in forcible verses, ostensibly 
from his own recollection,3 the "\Vretchedness of guilt
laden spirits who are tossed about in restless :flight 
through all parts of the world ; 4 the pain and sorrow of 
the soul which, having entered the place of oppositions 
and of strife, of sickness and of transitoriness, 5 finds 
itself clothed in the garment of the flesh,6 and trans
ferred from life into the kingdom of death.7 The 

1 ·v. 381 (7, 9 M) :--
Twv Kal €-yciJ vvv elµl, cpvyas 8e68ev 

\ ' I -ltO.L a.A. 'Y}'T'YJS, 
I •• I I VELl!EL µawoµEVC/) 7rL<J'VVOS. 

V. 300 (11, 15 M) :-
i~ u'l.'f}s Ttµfis Te Kat 3crcrov µf}KEos 

lJA.{3ou 
"<<;:: \ ' " ' J,n wuE 7rE(J"WV KaTa -yaiav ava<rTPE-roµai 

µETa evriTo'is. (Text of this 
Yerse is very uncertain.) 

392 (31, 29 M) :-
' '8 ]<;::' c ' ,, c 1 1]AV oµEV 'TOU V1f O.V'Tpov V1rUIT'TE'YO'V. 

2 V. 449 sq.; vide inf. p. 174, 5. 
3 V. 383 (380, 11 l\'1) :-

1/o'IJ 'Yap 1roT' €-yw 7Ev6µrw Kovp6s TE 

KOpTJ 'TE 

(}aµvos T' OLCIJV6S 'TE teal EtV a'l\t 
~AA07f'OS lx8vs. 

4 V. 377 (16, 32 M) :-
aletpwv µ'Ev -ycip (J"cpe µevos 7rOVTovoE 

OLcfJKEL, 
7r0V'TOS o' ~s xBovos oDoas tJ:1re7rTVO'e,

'Yata o' ES alryas 
, I > I c 'J::' 'e I 'J/ Q '\ '¥]EA.Lou atcaµavTos, o u at Epos Eµf'Ja.1\.E 

o{vaLS • 
~ <;::' > t >I '\ '\ <;:: ' I v.A.A.os u Ef:> 0.1\.1\0V uEXETaL (J"TV'YE-

OVITL OE 7rdV'TES. 

V. 400 (14, 30 M) seems to refer 

to the same condition. 
5 V. 385 (13, 17 M) :-

°). ,.., ' ' ' ';:-' ) ' ILt\.O.V<JO. 'TE 1(0.L ILOOICV<Ja, iuwv Ct<TVJ/1]-
eEa XWpov, 

386 (21, 19 l\'.1) ~v8a. <P6vos TE KaTos 
' ,, °). '). ,,8 .... 

TE Kat a.1\.1\.WV E vea wnpwv, 
' I I ' I ).f aVXf..t'Y]petL TE J/O(J"OL ILCtL (J"'l]t/;LES Ep"}'et 

'TE PEV(J"Td. Cf. v. 393 (24, 
22 M) for the description of the 
opposites in the terrestrial world, 
of X8ovf 1J and cH~,i6rrri (earth and 
fire). of A:;jpis and rApµ.01.1f ri (hate 
and loYe ), .Pv(jw and <P8iµtvri (birth 
and decay), beauty and ugliness, 
grea~ness and littleness, sleep and 
wakmg, &c. (Vv e need not, with 
Plut. T1·anq_it. An., 15, p. 474, in
terpret this to mean that Empedo
c~es assigned to everyone through 
bfe a good and an evil genius.) 
Cf. 157, 2. 

6 V. 402 (379, 414 M) :
<rctpKwv a'l\A.071100Tt JrEpt(J"'T{AAOU(J"a 

XLTWVL. 

Accordi:ig to Stob. liJcl. i. 1048, 
the subJ ect of the proposition is -Yi 
oalµwv. 

7 V. 404 (378, 416 M) :-
' \ \ /" I ' 'e <;:: '' EK µEV '}'ap ~cpoov ETt EL VEKpo€LUE 

> I tJ CtfJ-ELIJWZI. 
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exiled dCBmons jn the course of their "\Vanderings enter 
not only into human and animal bodies, but also into 
the forms of plants; 1 but in each of these classes the 
noblest dwellings are appropriated to the worthiest of the 
dCBmons. 2 The intermediate state, after the departure 
of the soul from the body, seemR to have been con-

.-/7 ceived by Empedocles in accordance with the prevailing 
notions of Hades.3 Whether he supposed that the 
term of wandering was the same for all souls, and what 
duration he assigned to it, we cannot be certain.4 The 
best rise at last to the dignity of soothsayers, poets, 
physicians, and princes, and from thence return as gods 
to the gods.5 

This belief is connected by Empedocles with certain 
purifications of which we find traces in his writings,6 

and also with the prohibition of flesh 7 and the slaying 
1 Cf. p. 173, 2; 159, 3. 
2 V. 438 (382, 448 M) :-

€v 8~pEa'(fL AEOVTES opet'J\~XEES xa-
..... 

µaLEVVltL 
""f('YVOVTctL OacJ>VctL o' EVl O'vopea'LV 

1}Vtcaµounv. 
3 This is alluded to in v. 389 

(23, 21 M) ; the immediate refe
rence is unknown : lf T'YJS av AELµwva 

' , ''\' Kara <J'/WTOS 'f/t\.lt<J'KOUa'LV. 
4 The rpi<r µvpwi 6Jpai, v. 3 7 4, 

are of uncertain meaning (vi de 
sup. p. 148, 1 ), and we find on the 
other hand, in v. 445 ( 420, 455 
M) sq. a threat, which doubtless 
refers to transmigration :-

, ..... ' '\, 6 TOL7ctp'TOL xaA.E1T"[Ja'LV a1\.VOVTES KaK • 
T'Y}a'LV 

'J/ "' ' ' , '\ rh.' OV7rOTE OEL'l\ctLWV axe:wV t\.OO't'1Ja'ETE 

8vµ6v. 
5 V. 447 (387, 457 M) :-

, ~' ''\ , \ t ELS UE TEt\.OS µctVTELS TE. Kat. vµ.vo-
7r0AOL Kal LTJTpoi 

\ 0 >at '8 1 
fCCtL 7rp µoL avupW7rOLa'LV ETrLX OVLOUFL 

7rEAOVTaL, 
~V8Ev ava{3A.aa'TOlJa'L 8eol TLµfj<TL 

<f>Ept<J'TOL, 
'(J f )/ C I ) a avaTOLS aA.A.oLa'LV oµEa'TLOL, 0.VTO-

Tpd7re(ut, 
,, ,~, ~' >1 

EVVLES avupELWV axewv, 0.7T'UK7JpOL, 
aTELpe'is. Cf. what is quoted 

from Pindar, Vol. I. p. 70, note 4. 
In the in~roduction to the tca8apµol, 
v. 355 (392, 4-00 M), Empedocles 
says of his present life, €7w 01 

iJµµiv 8eos tJ,µ{3poTo~, ovtceTL 8v1JT6s. 
6 V. 442 (422, 452 M) :-

' >Cl e I 'II. I ' a7roppv7rTE<T E Kp1JVO.WV a7r0 7T'EVT 
aviµfiJVTES CtTElpE£ xaA.Kcf. 

7 V. 430 ( 410, 442 M) :
µopcp1,v o' aA.A.d~allTO. 1retT1}p cp[A.ov 

(\_ ' , 
VLUV aELpas 

I/". > I I I 
a'7ra~EL E7T'EVXOµevos, µe7a V'YJ7T'LOS • ,, ~' ..... OS uE 7r0pEvTaL, 
A.iuu&µevos evovTos • tJ o' &vri1rnv

<f'T'YJ<TEV fJµoKAEWV 
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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 the same general 
law apply to animals as to our fellow-creatures? 1 In 
order to be quite consistent, Empedocles should have 
extended these principles to the vegetable world; 2 but 
this was, of course, impossible: so he contented himself 
with pr_ohibiting the use or abuse of a few plants,3 on 
account 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 
Empedocles looks back with longing from the world 
of strife and of oppositions towards ·the blessedness of 
a primeval state in which all was peace and harmony, 
we recognise in this the same temper and point of vie\v 
as applied to human life, which asserts itself in regard 
to the universe in the doctrine of the vicissitude of its 
<Tcf>a~aS o' ~V µeycfpoL<TL KaK1}V Cti\E-

1 ~ " -yvvaTo uatTa. 
C ' rf I ' C\. C "l. \ \ WS 0 aVTWS 7raTEp VtuS E1\.W'JJ Ka.L 

µ'Y}TEpa 7ratOES 

8 \. ' 'c I m'"l. \ I vµuv a7roppauravTE 't'L1\a~ Ka.Ta <lap-

1eas ~OOVCTLV. 

V. 436 (9, 13 M) :-
oYµot, 8r' ov 7rpO<r8ev µe OLWAE<TE 

Vl)AE~S 1jµap, 
7rplv <rX~rA.i' ~p7a {3opas 7repl xe£A.e<rt 

µYJTt<fa<T8m. V. 428 (416, 440 
M) f. 

1 Ar1st.Rhet.i.13, 1373b, 14:
&s 'Ep.7rEOoKA.?]i; A.~'}'EL 7repl Tov µ~ 

, ' ,, ,,, " ' ' 
KTELV~LV 'TO Eµ't'vxov. TOU'TO µev -yap 

' \ ' ~' \ ~' ' OV TL<fL µev uLKaLOV TL<Tl. u ov 

ottcatov, 

aA.A.d 'TO µ~V 1TdVTWV v6µtµov otd T' 
' '~ evpvµeuOVTOS 

'e I ' I I ~ I ' ' at epos 'Y}VEKEWS 'TE:Tarat uta T a7r-
A.~rov av7?]s (V. 425, 403 K, 
437 M). 

2 As J{arsten well observes, p. 
5.13. 

3 The laurel and the bean, v. 
440 ( 418, 450 M) sq., jf jndeed 
the second of these verses (oetA.ol 

T ~ "l. I ,1 ,... y ) 
7ravuEL1\.0L Kvaµwv a1To XEtpas execr8E 
is really EmpedoclPan, and has 
thjs signification; for jt may pos
sibly ref er to the voting in the 
popular assemblies. 

4 Vide p. 173. 
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conditions. In both cases the state of unity is con
sidered the better and the earlier; division, opposition, 
and the strife of particular existences is looked on as a 
misfortune, as something which arose through a distur
bance of the original order, through the abandonment 
of the blessed primitive state. But if his religious 
and 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 
the body, nor can it outlast the body. This difficulty 
seems to have been so completely overlooked by Em
pedocles, that, a~ far as we kno\v, he made not the 
sUghtest attempt to solve it, or to combine the doctrine 
of transmigration with his other theories. '\Vhat he 
says of the movement of the primitive elements, which 
"' .. ander through all forms in changing combinations, 1 

has only a distant analogy and no actual connection 2 

with the wandering of dremons through terrestrial 
bodies; and though the elements themselves are desig
nated by the names of gods,3 and called dremons,4 it 

1 Vide supra, p. 130, I ; 122, 3. 
Karsten, p. 511, and Gladisch, Emp. 
u. d. .Aeg. 61, suppose that verses 
61 sqq. (quoted sup. p. 122, 3) refer 
to the pre-exjstence and immortality 
of thjs soul. This is an error; the 
reference is to the imperishable
ness of the primi6ve elements of 
whjch the perishable beings (f3poTol) 
consist. 

2 All individual existences, 
even the gods and dremons, accord-

jng to Empedocles, first sprjng 
from the combination of elemen
t11ry substances, and perish when 
this combination ceases. The per
manence of the primitise sub
stances js therefore quite different 
from the continuance of the indi
viduals-of that which js com
pounded of those substances. 

3 Vi de sitpra, p. 125, 2; 13 7, I. 
<! V. 254, vide supra, 160~ 5. 
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does not follow that Empedocles really identified two 
such distinct things as the transmigration of souls and 
the circulation of the elements ; or intended what he 
said of the first to apply to the second.1 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 it prescripts 
which may perhaps appear to us trivial, but which 
possessed _in his eyes undeniable importance. There 
remains, therefore, only the supposition that he adopted 
the doctrine of Metempsychosis and all depending on 
it, from the Orphico-Pythagorean tradition, without 
combining it scientifically with his philosophic con
victions advanced in another place and in another 
connection. 3 

The same may be said of the mythus of the golden 
age, which Empedocles sets forth in a special manner,4 

1 As is maintained by Sturz, 
471 sqq.; Ritter (Wolf's Anal. ii. 
453 sq., Gesch. d. Phil. i. 563 sq.)_; 
Schleiermacher, Gesch. d. Phil. 41 
sq. ; Wendt on Tennemann, i. 312, 
&c., after the precedent of Irhov, 
De Palingenesia Veterum (Am
sterd, l 733), p. 233 sqq. &c. (vide 
Sturz, l. c. ). 

2 Steinhart, l. c. p. 103 sq. 
Sext. Math. ix. 127 sqq. cannot be 
quoted in support of this ; for he, 
or rather the Stoic whom he tran
scribes, attributes to Empedocles 
and the PythagorPans l\tietempsy
chosis in the literal sense, and 
founds it upon the Stoical doctrine 
of the world spirit. 

YOL. II. N 

3 That it is quite possible to 
entertain ideas that are mutually 
incompatible is shown in numerous 
instances. How many theological 
doctrines, for example, have been 
believed by Christian philosophers 
whose philosophy would logically 
contradict them ! 

4 In the verses which seem to 
be alluded to by Arist. Gen. et Corr. 
ii. 6, 334 a, 5, viz. V. 405 (368, 
417 M) sqq.:-

ollol rris ?lv 1eElvounv "Ap'f/s 8eos olJo~ 
Kvooiµos 

olJo~ ZEVS {3a<TLAEVS ovo~ Kp6vos OUOE 
. Ilo<tflooov 

' ' K ' a ''\ Cf V 4 21 aA.A.a _ u7rpts tJa<TL1\.ELa. • • 
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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,1 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 bas little to urge in its behalf, for, as we have 
already seen, Empedocles gives no particulars about 
that form of the universe, which contrasted so entirely 
with. the present.2 It seems, then, that he employed 
the myths of the golden age to enforce his principles 
respecting the sacredness -·of animal life, without trou
bling himsef to consider whether there was room in his 
system for such a theory. 

Side by side with these myths and doctrines the 
theological opinions of Empedocles now claim our 

(364, 433 M) sqq. In the following 
verses we are then told how these 
gods were worshipped by the former 
race of men with unbloodysacrifices 
and gifts, for all animals lived in 
friendship with men, and the plants 
furnished fruits in abundance. (As 
to this interpretation of a"Ya°Aµa, cf. 
Bernays, Th,eophr.v. d. Frommigkeit, 
179. Bernays conjectures, in the 
preceding verses, <fTaKro'is (wpo'icrt 
instead of 7pc1.1rTots cc;ota't. This 
does not commend itself to me. 
Empedocles may very well have 
n1aiutained that painted (cia were 

offered in the plare of real ani
mals; just as the offering of a bull 
of baked flour was ascribed to the 
philosopher himself by Bavorinus 
ap. Diog. viii. 53, and to Pythagoras 
by Porph. V. P. 36.) Cf. sup. p. 162, 
2. The notion of Stein and Mullach, 
that the verses (Vol. I. 511, 1) attri
buted in antiquity to Pythagoras or 

1Parmenides really belonged to this 
section seems to me doubtful. 

1 To which they are referred 
by Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 543, 
546, and Krische, Forsch. i. 123. 

2 Supra, p. 153. 



THEOLOGY. 179 

attention. He speaks of the Gods in many different 
,vays In the first place, he mentions among the beings 
"\Vho arose out of the combination of primitive substances, 
the gods, the long-Ii ving, the revered of all.1 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 dremons also, some 
of "\Vhom maintain themselves from the beginning in 
the abodes of the Blest, while others return thither 
after the wanderings of Metempsychosis,3 belong to the 
popular faith. Secondly, Empedocles allies hi1nself with 
the same popular faith when he calls the elements and 
the moving forces dremons, and gives them the names 
of gods ; 4 but the mythical veil is here so transparent 
that we may consider this use of the divine names as 
purely allegorical. According to his own opinion, the six 
primitive essences are indeed absolute and eternal exis
tences, to whom, therefore, the predicate divine belongs 
in a more orjginal sense than to the created gods, but 
the poet only occasionally ascribes a personality to these 
essences. Thirdly, the same may be said of the divinity 
of the Sphairos. This mixture of all substances is di
vine only in the sense in which antiquity regarded the 
world as the totality of divine forces and essences.5 

1 V. 104 sqq. (sup. 130, 1); cf. is said of the divinity of the 
119 (154, 134 M) sqq. Sphairos (vide sup. p. 141, 4) with 

2 Vide sup. p. 152, 2. the doctrine of Love, and both with 
3 Vide sup. p. 172, 1 ; l 72 sq. the Empedoclean verses immedi-
4 Sup.137, 1, end; 125, 2; 138, 3. ately to be quoted, and so attains 
5 The contrary is maintained this conception : God is an intelli-

by Wirth, d. !dee Gottes, 172 sqq. gent subj~ct, his essence is <PtA.fa, 
(cf. Glaclisch, Emp. u. d. Aq;. 31 his primitive existence the Spbai
sq., 69 sqq.). He connects what ros, which is therefore itself de-

N 2 
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Lastly, we possess verses of Empedocles in which he 
describes the Deity in the manner and almost in the very 

scribed in verse 138 (sitp. 147, 1) 
as son1ething personal. ';l'his com
bination, however, cannot be es
tablished on historical testimony~ 
nor is it compatible with the most 
certain definitions of Empedocles's 
doctrine. Wirth's main argument 
is the obser\ation of Aristotle 
(sup. p. 148, 4 ), that the evomµov€
<rraros 8Eos of Empedocles is more 
ignorant than any other creature; 
for it has no Hate in itself, and 
consequently cannot know it. But 
it shows little acquaintance with 
Aristotle's usual manner of literally 
interpreting his predecessors, to 
jnfer from this that Empedocles 
considered the Sphairos as an in
telligent subject, exempt from the 
process of the Finite. His obser
vation is perfectly explicable, sup
posing he was merely alluding to 
verses 138, 142 (sup. p.147, 1; 149, 
3), where the Sphairos is described 
as god and as a blessed Being. 
Aristotle seizes on these defi
nitions, and combining them with 
the farther proposition that like is 
known by like, is able to convict 
Empedocles of an absurdity. But 
as it does not follow that Empedo
cles himself said the Sphairos does 
not know Hate, neither does it fol
low that he spoke of it as possess
ing any faculty of knowledge. It 
is quite possible that this assertion 
is only an inference drawn by 
Aristotle; even the superlative 
evoatµovJ<J'-ra-ros 6eos need not ne
cessarily have been found in Em
pe<loeles (who on metrical grounds 
could not have employed it as it 
stands). Aristotle himself may 
have originated it, either ironically, 
or because he concluded that Unity· 
being the most desirable condition, 

and Strife the most baneful (Emp. 
v. 79 sqq., 405 sqq.; St. 106 sqq., 
368 sqq., K. 80 sqq., 416 sqq.; 
M, &c. ), the most blessed existence 
must be that in which there is no 
strife but only Unity and Love. 
All that can be proved is that the 
Sphair')S of Empedocles is de
scribed as Divinity and a blessed 
es'-ence. But (as Aristotle himself 
remarks, Gen. et Corr. ii. 6, 3a3 b, 
20) he also calls the elements and 
the beings derived from the e le
ments-men as well as dremons
gods ; and he had the same right 
to describe his Sphairos as blessed, 
that Plato had to apply the word 
to our visible world, even if he 
did not conceive it as a personal 
being. Supposing, however, he 
did conceive it as such, or in the 
dubious manner of the early phi
losophers, in spite of its imper
sonal nature, ascribed to it certain 
personal attributes, for example 
knowledge-this would by no 
means prove that it was god in 
the monotheistic sense, the highest 
existence, not subject to the pro
cess of the Finite. In the first 
place we do not know that Em
pedocles entertained the mono
theistic idea of God ; since the 
verse in which it is supposed to be 
found refers, Ammonius thinks, to 
Apollo; and in the second place, 
if he did entertain it, he could 
not possibly have identified this 
f;upreme God with the Sphairos. 
For according to Wirth, the su
preme God is withdrawn from the 
process of the Finite; but the 
Sphairos is so completely involved 
in this process that it is itselt in 
its whole integrity (vide sup. p. 
149, 3) split up by Hate, and re-
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words of Xenophanes, as invisible and unapproachable, 
and exalted above human form and limitation, as pure 
spirit ruling the whole world .. 1 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 contrary, as the mixture of all 
corporeal substances. To prove 
the c=>mpatibility of these concep
tions, it ]s not enough to ob::;erve 
that, from the realistic point of 
view of the ancit:Jnts, God inight 
be conceived as tlfe unity . of the 
ele1nents; and that a conception 
of Deity sin1ilar to this was held 
by Diogenes and the Eleatics. 'l'he 
question is not whether the Deity 
might be conceived as the unity of 
the elements (this we find arnong 
the earlier Ionian hylozoistic phi
losophers and others), nor whether, 
in tlzat case, reason and thought 
could be ascribed to a primit]ve 
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 
Divinity simultaneously as pure 
spirit ( <f>pnv LEpn Ku.2 a8E<i<f>et..TOS 
~7r1'.ETO µov11011) and as a mixture of 
all corporeal elements. For this 
there is no analogy. Wirth's 
theories are altogether opposed to 
the fundamental conceptions of 
Empedocles's system. According 
to his representation, and also ac
cording to Gladisch, l. c., the first 
to exist was the unity of all Being, 
the Divinjty, which is at the same 
time all elementary matter ; and 
from this uniform essence only, 
could particular substances have 
developed them.selves. Thus we 

should arrive at a theory of the 
world resembling Heracleitean pan
theisn1. But E1npedocles 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 
com1ination of the original prin
ciples. The Sphairos, therefore 
(notwithstanding the Aristotelian 
o 8eos ), cannot possibly have been 
considered by him as the Divinity 
in the absolute sense, but only as 
a divinity; cf. p. 149. 4. 

1 V. 344 (356, 389 M) :-
, )/ ' 8' )/ ' , 8 OUK EUTW 'll'EACt..<iet..U OUT o<fi aA.-

µo'i<iLll €<f>LKT011 
7}µET~pots fJ XEp<Fl A.a/3e'i11, 1}7rep 7E 

µeyluT11 
7I'Et8ovs a118pcfnroun11 aµa~tTOS Et~ 

<f>p€va 'll'L'll'TEL. , 
' \ \ IJ. I ( 1 " \ ov µev -yap µpOTElJ a . OUTE -yap 

a11opoµep) KE<f>ct'A.ff Ket..Ta "fVLa 
I KEKCt..lTTet..L, 

' ' , ' , ~ ' '). ' ~ ' ·'· OV µEll Ct..'ll'<J..L llWTOto UVO K1\.Ct..UOL O.UJ'• 
<TOllTctt, 

ov 'll'Ooes, ov Boa -yovv' ob µ1/oea 
I A.a XV'IJ fllTa, 

' '\ \ \ C ~ \ 'e I a.A.1\.<J.. </>P'IJ 11 LE p11 Ket..£ ct E<i<f>et..TOS 
f-irA.ero µov11011, 

<f>powrfut K6uµo11 a7r<J..ll'Tct K«Ta,'t'<i-
<TOV<ict fJ01J <J'LV. 

' 
2 Ammon. JJe Interpret. 199, 

ap. Schol. in Arist. I 35 a, 21 : 
ota ravTa oE: o 'Atcpa-ya11T'i11os <ro<f>os 
' ~c I/". \ \ e ~ C ' 
E7rtppa1rL~Wll TOVS 7rEpL EWll CtJS a11-
8pw7rOELOW11 lJ11TWll 7rapa -ro'is 7TOL?Jra'is 

I 'e ' f A.e-yoµEvovs µv ous . eir?J-ya-ye wpo?J-
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even were it otherwise, we could not imagine that Em
pedocles, who everywhere presupposes a plurality of gods, 
and whose 'vhole character is that of priest and prophet, 
would have assumed so hostile an attitude toV\7ards the 
popular religion as his Eleatic predecessors. 11

0 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: 1 indeed, it 
would be wholly incompatible with one funda1nental 
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 avo\vs this de
sign \vhen, in the introduction 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,2 and calls on the muse to help 3 him to make a 
good discourse about the blessed gods. Even this purer 
faith, however, stands in no scientific connection with 
his philosophic theories. An indirect connection there 

' ' ' 'A 6 ' ryovµEVWS µev 7rEpL 7r' "A"A.wvos, 'ZrEPL 
oD ~v cx.lrrcp 7rpo<rex~s o A.6')'os, 1eu.:rd. 
0€ -rov av-rov Tp67ro11 ual 7rEpl Tov 
8£:£ou 7ra.VTOS atr"Aws &:rrocf>aw6µevos, 

" ' " & A d. D' " ovTE ')'ap, c. ccor ing to 10g. 
viii. 57 (vide sup. 121, n.) Empedo
des composed a '1T'poolµt0v e:ls 'A:rr6"A
'Awva, which, however~ was burned 
after his death. Is it likely that it 
surd '?ed in a transcript ? 

i We have already (Vol. I. 446 
sq.) noticed the passage of Sextus 
which ascribes to him, as well as 
to the Pythagorean'l, the Stoical 
doctrine of the world-spirit. 

2 V. 342 (354, 387 ThI) :-
,,lo a t' e , ,~ , , Vl\.f.JLOS OS ELWV 7rpa.7rLuWV EllT'Y}<J'CJ:ro 

7f''°AOVTOV, 
OEL'°AOS o' o/ (fl{OTOE<J<Ja eewv 7rEp2. 

o6~a. µ€µr{l\.EV. 
3 V. 338 (383 M) :-

el ')'ttp e<f>71µep£wv EVE/CEP Tl CTOL, 

liµf3po-rE Mov<ra, 
C I )/ "\' ~\ 1]µETEp1JS eµE'°AEV µEl\.ETaS ULCl <f>pov-

T£0os €i\.eE'iv, 
euxoµlvcp vvv a7'Tt: 7rap[<J-rarro, Ka"A

i\.t67f'Eta, 
dµ<f>l eewv µa.1edp(A)v d'Yaeov "A6'Yov 

' "' , £-µ't'a.Ll/OVTt. 
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certainly is : the anthropomorphism of the popular 
religion could not be altogether congenial to a philoso
pher in whom a taste for the knowledge of natural 
causes was so highly developed. But these theological 
conceptions themselves belong neither to the foundation, 
nor to the development, of ~Empedocles's system .. The 
god who pervades the universe w~th his thought is 
neither its creator nor its former, for the cause of the 
world is to pe 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 \Ve 
can learn from the fragmentary utterances of Emp2do
cles, is. dependent equally upon the admixture of the 
elements and the alternate action of Hate and Love, 
which again follow an irreversible law of nature. No 
tt>om is left in his doctrine for the personal activity of 
God : even Necessity, in which Ritter 1 recognises the . 
one efficient cause, the Unity of Love and Hate, has not 
this meaning with Empedocles.2 Nor can "\Ve suppose' 
that the Deity to \ivhich 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 God "\vhich we find in his writings 
is, therefore, as little in harmony with his philosophic 
theories as the popular religion, to which it is pri1na rily 

1 Gesck. d. Phil. i. 544. 
2 \ .... ide supra, p. 142, I. 

s Vide supra, p. 138, 3. 

/__ 
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related ; "\ve cannot in consequence derive it immediately 
from those theories, but must trace it to some other 
antecedents, such a8, on the one hand, the· precedent 
of Xenophanes, whose influence is so clearly betrayed 1 

in the language of the passage quoted from Empedocles; 
and on the other, the moral and religious interest, which 
we recognise in his. reforming attitude in regard to the 
bloody sacrifices of the ruling faith. But though these 
traits are very important if our object is to attain a 
complete picture of the personality and influence of 
Empedocles, or to determine his actual position in 
regard to religion in its details, their connection with 
his philosophic convictions is too slight to allow of our 
attaching any great importance to them in the history 
of philosophy. 

IV.-THE SCIENTIFIC CHARACTER AND HISTORICAL 

POSITION OF THE DOCTRINE OF EMPE.DOCLES. 

EVEN in antiquity philosophers were greatly divided in 
respect to the value of the doctrine of Empedocles and 
its relation to earlier and contemporaneous systems; 
and this dissimilarity of opinion has since rather 
increased than diminjshed. While, among his con
temporaries, Empedocles enjoyed a high degree of 
veneration, which, however, seems to have been accorded 
to him less as a philosopher than as a prophet and man 
of the people; 2 and while later writers from the most 
opposite points of view mention him with the greatest 

1 Cf. with the verses quoted 560 sq. 
what is said of Xenophanes, Vol. I. 2 Vide supra, p. 119. 
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respect, 1 Plato 2 and .A.ristotle 3 seem to rank his philo
sophic merit less highly ; and in modern times the 
enthusiastic praise given to him by some writers 4 is 
counterbalanced by more than one depreciatory judg
ment. 5 Still greater is the difference of opinion respect
ing the relation of Empedocles to the earlier schools. 
Plato ( l. c.) places him 'vith Heracleitus, Aristotle usually 

1 On the one hand, as is well 
known, the neo-Platonists, whose 
distortion of Em pedocles' s doctrines 
has been already spoken of; and 
on the other, Lucretius, on account 
of his greatness as a poet, and his 
physical tendencies, which were 
Atomistic. Lucret. }{. R. I, 716 
sqq.:-

quoru1n Acra,c;antinus cum primis 
Empedocles est, 

insula qi'1em triquetris terrarum 
,c;essit in oris, . . • 

qum cum ma,c;na niodis multis mi
randa videtibr, . . . 

nil ta71!'en. hoc habuisse viro prmcla
riits in se 

nee sanctum m,a,c;is et miritm ca
ritmque videtitr. 

carmina quin eticnn divi,ni peotoris 
ejUS 

V(lciferantitr et exponunt prmclara 
reperta, 

ut vix kuniana videatur stirpe 
oreatits_ 

2 Sopk. 242 E, where Empedo
cles, as compared with Heracleitus, 
is characterised as µaA.aKdJTepos. 

3 Aristotle, indeed, never passes 
formal judgment on Empedocles ; 
but the remarks he lets fall upon 
occasions would li=>ad us to suppvse 
that he does not consider him 
equal, as a naturalist, toDemocritus, 
or as a philosopher to Parmenides 
and Anaxagoras. The manner in 
which he refutes n1any Empedoc .. 

lean doctrines (e.g. Metaph. i. 4, 
985 a, 21; iii. 4, 1000 a, 24 sqq.; 
xii. 10, 1075 b; the definitions of 
Love and Hate, ibid. i. 8, 989 b, 
19 ; Gen. et Corr. i. 1, 31•1 b, 15 
sqq. ; ii. 6, the doctrine of the 
elements, Phys. viii. 1, 252 ; the 
theories on the cosmical periods, 
Meteor. ii. 9, 369 b, 11 sqq. ; the 
explanation of lightning) is not 
more severe than is usual with 
Aristotle. In Meteor. ii. 3, 357 a, 
24, the conception of the sea as 
exuded from the earth is spokPn 
of as absurd: but that is not of 
much importance; and the censure 
as to the expression and poetry of 
Empedocles (Rket. iii. 5, 1407 a, 
34 ; Poet. i. 144 7 b, 1 7), which, 
however, is counterbalanced by 
some praise (ap. Diog. viii. 57), 
does not affect his philosophy as 
such. But the comparison with 
Anax<:lgoras ( Metaph. i. 3, 984 a, 
11) is decidedly unfavourable to 
Empedocles, and the word l/JeA.
A..lte<FOat, ibid. 4, 985 a, 4, if even 
it be extended (ibid. i. 10) to the 
whole of the earlier philosophy, 
gives us the impression that Em
pedocles was especially wanting in 
clear conceptions. 

4 Lommatzsch in the treatise 
mentioned, p. 11 7, 1. 

5 Cf. Hegel. Gesch. d. Phil. i. 
337; Marbach, Gesck. d. Phil. i. 
7 5; Fries, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 18So 
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with Anaxagoras, Leucippus and Democritus, and even 
with the earlier Ionians; 1 since the epoch of the Alexan
drians, however, he has generally been classed with the 
Pythagoreans. Modern writers have almost without ex
ception departed from this tradition, 2 without arriving 
in other respects at any unanimous theory. Some reckon 
him among the Ionians, and admit, side by side with 
the Ionic nucleus of his doctrine, only a small admixture 
of Pythagorean and Eleatic elements.3 Others, on the 
contrary, consider him an Eleatic,4 and a third party 5 

p 1aces him as a dualist beside .A.naxagoras. The ma
jority, however, seem more and more jnclined to agree 
that in the doctrine of Empedocles there is a mixture 

--:-/ of various elements-Pythagorean, Eleatic, and Ionic, 
but especially Eleatic 9,nd Ionic: 6 in what relation, and 
according to what points of view they are combined, or 
whether they are ranged side by side in a merely eclectic 
fashion, is still a matter of controversy. 

In order to arrive at a decision, it would Reem the 

1 Metaph. i. 3, 984 a, 8, c, 4, 
c, 6 en0, c, 7, 988 a, 32; Phys. 
i. 4 ; viii. 1 ; Gen. et Gorr. i. 1, 8 ; 
De G<Plo, iii. 7 et pass. 

2 Lommatzsch alone follows it 
unconditionally. Wirth (ldee der 
Gotth. 175) says that the whole 
system of Empedocles was pene
trated with the spirit of Pytha
goreanism. Ast. Gesch. d. Phil. 
l A, p. 86, restricts the Pythago
rean element to the speculative 
philosophy of Empedocles., while 
his natural philosophy is refArred 
to the Ionians. 

3 Tennemann, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 
241 sq. ; Sch leiermacher, Gesch. d. 
IJhil. 37 sq. ; Brandis, Gr.-rorn. 

Phil. i. 188; Rhein. Mus. iii. 123 
sq. ; Marbach, l. e. 

4 Ritter, l. c.; Braniss, sup. Vol. 
I. p. 166 sq. ; Petersen, sup. p. 194 
sq.; Gladisch, in Noack's Jahrb.f. 
spek. Phil. 1847, 697 sq. 

5 Striimpell, Gesch. d. theoret. 
Phil. d. Griechen, 55 sq. 

6 Hegel, l. c. 321 ; Wendt zu 
Tenneman, i. 277 sq. ; K. F. Her
mann, Gesch. u. Syst. d. Plat. i. 
150 ; Karsten, p. 54, 517 ; Krische, 
Forschitngen, i. 116 ; Steinhart, l. c. 
p. 105; cf. 92 ; Schwegler, Gesch. 
d. Phil. p. 15 ; Haym. Allc;. Enc. 
3te. Sect. xxiv. 36 sq. ; S]gwart, 
Gesch. d. Phil. i. 7 5; U eberweg, 
Gritnd. i. § 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 Parrnenides, who 
after\vards separated himself from his master to follow 
Anaxagoras and Pythagoras.1 The last asRertion sounds 
so strange that we can hardly believe it vvas ever made 
by the celebrated disciple of Gorgias. Either some later 
namesake of bis must have said so, or his real words 
must have been misunderstood by the superficial com
piler fro1n whom we have received them. 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, 'vithout himself having any knowledge of the 
matter. Timffius likewise says that Empedocles was a 
disciple of Pythagoras. 3 He adds that this philosopher 
was excluded from the Pythagorean school for stealing 
speeches (A,oryotcA,o7rcta); and the same js said by N ean
thes,4 whose testimony does not strengthen the cre
dibility of the story. On the other hand, we must 

1 Diog. viii. 56 : , AA.Kto&µas o' 
' ",+, ",+, ' \ ' ' EV To/ 't'U<TLKc.p 't''YJ<TL Ka..Ta rovs CWTOVS 

I z I \ 'E ~ "\ I XPOVOUS 1JVWVU ICCt,L µ7rEuOICt\.EU 
aKov<rat Il.apµe11£011v, e'!.8' V<TTEpov 
, ,... ' \_ , Z' a7roxwp11<ra..L /CCt,L TUV µEV 11vw11a 
KaT' lO{av <f>tl\.ocro<f>fj<rcu, TD71 o' 'Ava
~a:y6pov ota.Kov<rat Kal n.uea.1'61-'ou· 
Ketl TOV µ~v T1;v <rEµv6TrJTa (rJA.w<rat 
TOU TE f3lov tcal TOV crx-/iµa..Tos, TQV 
'!::' \ ' , 
uE 7''f]V </>V<TLOAO')'LCtV. 

2 So Karsten suggests (p. 49), 
and to me also it seems the most 
probable. Whether Alcidamus, as 
Karsten conjectu-res, may have 
spoken only of certain Pythago -

. 
reans, whose disciple Empedocles 
became ; or merely of an affinity 
with the doctrine of Pythagoras and 
Anaxagoras, without any personal 
discipleship. In the one case, the 
expression of aµ<f>l Ilv8a'}'6pav, in 
the other al{ol\.ov8e'iv, or Rome simj
lar word, may have given rise to 
the misunderstanding. 

3 Diog. viii. 54. Later writers, 
such as Tzetzes and Hippolytus, I 
pass over. Cf. Sturz, p. 14, and 
Karsten, p. 50. 

4 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 to consider Empedocles as an 
indirect follower of Pythagoras ; 1 their assertions, ho-\v
ever, are so contradictory, many of them so manifestly 
false, and all so meagrely attested, that \Ve cannot rely 
upon them. Lastly, Empedocles is by many writers 
generally described as a Pythagorean,2 without any 
further particulars about his doctrines or 11is relation to 
the Pythagorean school; but whether this description is 
founded on some definite historical tradition, or only on 
conjecture, we cannot tell. He is also said to have been 
personally connected with the Eleatic school, and this 
would seem more probable; for though it may have 
been in.1possible for him to have known Xenopbanes, 
whose disciple Hermippus calls him,3 yet there is no 
historical probability against the theory that he may 
have had personal intercourse with Parmenides.4 Dio-

1 In a letter to Pythagoras's 
son Telauges, the authenticity of 
which is suspected by Neanthes, 
and on which Diog. viii. 53, 7 4, 
also seems to throw doubt, Em
pedocles was described as a dis
ciple of Hippasus and Brontinus 
(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 haYe 
given occasion to the idea ( TLVE:S 

ap. Diog. l. e. ; Eus. Pr(f3p. x. 14, 
9, and, after him, Theodoretus, 
Our. Gr. Ajf. ii. 23, p. 24 ; Suid. 
~Eµ7re(ioKi\:ij~) that Telauges him
self (or, as Tzetz. Ghil. iii. 902, 
s~ys, Pythagoras and Telauges) 
had instructed him. Suidas ('Ap-

xv ras) even mentions Archytas as 
the teacher of Empedocles. 

2 Examples are given by Sturz, 
13 sq.; Karsten, p. 53. Cf. also 
the following note. and Philop. 
IJe An. C, i. (where 'E,u7reoo1eA.ijs is 
to be substituted for TlµaLos ), ibid. 
D, 16. 

3 Diog. viii. 56 : ''EpµL1r1WS a' 
' TI '~ - ' ~' ov opµevwov, :::.fl1otpavous uE f'E")'O-

v€vru (?JAWTtJV, cp Kat (fUJIOLarp'ilJ;aL 
~ ' ·'· ~, ~' ,.. TI T11J1 E1r01T'OLL(l,V . V<fTEpov uE TOLS v-

ea-yopuw'is EJITVXEW. Cf. in Diog. 
ix. 20, the supposed reply of Xeno
phanes to Empedocles. 

4 Simpl. Ph,ys. 6 b: Tia.pµevfao11 
11'A'l]<fla<fT~S Kat t°1JAWTtJS Kat ~Tl 
µaA.A.ov Tiv8a-yopef wv. Olympiodo
rus, in Gorg. Procem. end (Jahn' s 
Jahrb. Supple1nentb. xiv. 112); 
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genes does not· distinctly say 1 whether Theophrastus 
represents him as a personal disciple of Parmenides, or 
only asserts that he was acquainted with Parmenides's 
work. We must, therefore, consider it as an unsettled 
poip_t whether Empedocles was actually instructed by 
Parmenides, or merely used bis poems. Ile has also 
been called a disciple of Anaxagoras, 2 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 failure. 4 

It is still more unwarrantable to ascribe to him journeys 
in the East,5 which were unknown even to Diogenes : 
the sole foundation for this statement lies doubtless in 
Empedocles's reputation for magic, as clearly appears 
from our authorities themselves.6 Thus, while part of 

Suidas, 'Eµ7reooKA.1/s, and Porphr. 
ibid. Porphyry no doubt, however, 
confuses him with Zeno when he 
says he was beloved by Parmenides. 
Alcidamas, vide s1tp. p. 188, 3. • 

I Diog. 55 : o oe 0EO<f>pa<FTos 
IlapµevfOov cp?J<Fl (?JA.wT1,v avTov 

I 8 \ \ ' " f 'YEVE<J' at KctL µiµ?JT?JV EV Tl>LS 7r0t'l]-
l ',,... ')/ \.. µa<FL Ka 7ap EKELVOV EV E7rE(jL TUV 

7rEpl cp6<iEWS A.07ov E~ EVE'YKEW. 

2 Vide sup. p. 188, 3. 
3 This will be shown in the 

section on Anaxagoras. 
4 Karsten (p. 49) supposes 

that Empedocles may have come 
to Athens contemporaneously with 
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 at 
the highest point of his fame, and 
had doubtlPr;;s long ago attained 

his philosophic standpoint. Cf. 
Diog. viii. 66, 53, 63. Athen. I. 3, 
e. xiv. 620 d. Suidas,,, AKpwv. 

5 Pliny,H.Nat.xxx.1,9,speaks 
indeed of distant journeys which 
had been undertaken by Em ped.o
cles, as by Pythagoras, Democritus 
and Plato, to learn magic. He can 
only, however, be thinking of travels 
in the East (which SP.em to be as .. 
cribed to him also by Philostr. J/~ 
Apoll. i. 2, p. 3) when he classes 
him among those who had had in
tercourse with the Magi. 

6 This alone would make it 
very improbable that the system 
of Empedocles should have stood 
in such a relation to the Egyptian 
thevlogy as Gladisch ( Emperiocl. 'lt. 

d. .Aeg. and other works of his 
mentioned, Vol. I. p. 35, l) 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 respecting 
his teachers, nor by any other 
writer, seems the n1ore incredible 
if we consider how zealously the 
Greeks, after the tlme of Herodo
tus, sought out and propagated 
everything, even the most fabulous 
statements, tending 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, 
bas 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 authority of the Hermetic 
writings and other untrustworthy 
sources, or that is in itself too 
little characteristic to allow of our 
deducing any inference from it, 
there still ren1a1n, among the -pa
rallels drawn byGladisch, three im
portant points of comparison, viz., 
the Empedoclean doctrines of the 

Sphairos, the Elements, and Love 
and :Hate. As to the Sphairos. it 
has already been shown (p. 179 
sq.) that it is not the primitive 
essence out of which all things 
are developed, but something de
rived and compounded of the ori
ginal essAnces; if, therefore, it jg 
trne (in regard to the ancient 
Egyptian and pre-Alexandrian phi
losophy, this must be greatly 
qualified) that the Egyptians re
garded the Supreme Deity as one 
with the world, and the world as 
the body of the Deity ; even if it 
can be proved that they held the 
development of the world from 
the Deity, the affinity of their 
system with that of Empedocles 
would not be established, because 
these theories are absent in the 
latter. As to the four elements 
not only is it evident that Em
pedocles's conception of the ele
ments is derived from the physics 
of Parmenides ; but the doctrine 
of these four primitive substances 
(which would not of itself be de
cisive) 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 
( Ueber die Gotter d. vier Eleniente 
bei d. .Aegyptern, .Abh. d. Berl. 
A.kademie, 1856. Hist. Phil. Kl. 
p. 181 sqq.), and Brugsch (ap. 
Gladisch, Emp. 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 
tradition. We therefore get from this source no in
formation respecting his relations to his predecessors, 
which the study of his doctrine could not more satis
factori 1 y 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 
dremons, and in the practical prescripts connected there
'vith ; in his physics it is either not felt at all, or only 
in reference to particular and secondary po in ts. In 
regard to these doctrines there can scarcely be a doubt 
that Empedocles primarily derived them from the 
Pythagoreans ; though the Pythagoreans may have 
originally adopted them from the Orphic mysteries, and 
Empedocles, in his ordinances respecting the slaying of 
animals and the eating of flesh, may have given them a 
more strict application than the early Pythagoreans; 

but from the Greeks to thA Egyp- trine is clearly evident. If, lastly, 
tians. Manetho himself has un- Isis and Typhon are the prototypes 
mistakeably borrowed them from of cf>LA.ta and ve'i1eos, the para1lel is 
the Greeks ; as he everywhere, so far-fetched, and the import of 
with the same freedom as the these Egyptian divinities is so 
later writers, introduceR Greek different from that of the two 
conceptions into the Egyptian natural forces of Empedocles, that 
philosophy. Even in what is we might as reasonably derive 
quoted, Ens. Pr. Ev. III. 2, 8, and them from many other mythologi
Diog.~ Promm. 10, from him and his cal forms, and from some (e.g. 
contemporary Hecatreus concern- Ormuzd and Ahriman) far more 
ing the elements, the Stoical doc- reasonably. 

/ 
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It 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.1 Whatever he may have borrowed from 
them on this side of his doctrine, it would be rash to 
infer that he was in all respects a Pythagorean, or 
belonged to the Pythagorean Society. His political 
character would of itself refute such an inference. As 
a Pythagorean, he must have been an adherent of the 
ancient Doric aristocracy, whereas be occupies a position 
diametrically opposite, at the head of the Agrigentine 
democracy. Thus, in spite of the Pythagorean tendency 
of his theology, in his politics he differs entirely from 
the Pythagoreans, and so it may have "been in regard to 
his philosophy. The religious doctrines and 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, bec~use of his Catho
licism, among the Scholastics. In his philosophy itself, 
in his physics, Pythagoreanism is litfle 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. 17 5, 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 Rymbolical expression. In 
particular cases he does indeed attempt to determine 
according to numbers the proportion in which the ele
ments are mixed ; but this is something quite different 
from the procedure of the Pythagoreans, who directly 
declared things to be numbers. In regard to his doc
trine of th~ elements also, we have already seen 1 that 
it is improbable that it should have been influenced to 
any considerable extent by Pythagoreanism. Moreover, 
the more precise conception of an element, according 
to \.vhich it is a particular substance, unchangeable in 
its qualitative determinateness, was entirely unknown 
to the Pythagoreans, and was first introduced by Em
pedocles. Before him it could not have existed, because 
it is wholly based upon the enquiries of Parmenides 
concern_ing 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 ml1sical theory which was so closely 
connected with their theory of numbers, by the name 
of Harmony, which Empedocles ascribes, among other 
names, to Love; but in no place where he speaks of the 
operation of this Harmony do we find it compared with 
the concord of tones : nowhere is there a trace of any 
knowledge of the harmonica! system, or a mention of 
the harmonic fundamental proportions, so familiar to 

1 Vide sitpra, p. 125 ; cf. , ... ol. I. p. 436 sq. 

VOL. II. 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,1 it seems very 
doubtful whether he calls Love Harmony in the sense 
in which the Pythagoreans said all is Harmony, and 
'vhether 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 Olympus,2 of the Unlimited outside the 
universe, and of empty space within it. The only thing 
that he has here borrowed from the Pythagoreans is the 
opinion that the sun and moon are bodies like glass, 
and that even the sun reflects fire not his own. He is 
said to have cop.sidered the north as the right side; but 
that is of no importance, since the theory did not exclu
sively belong to the Pythagoreans. These few analogies 
are all that can be traced between the Empedoclean and 
Pythagorean physics ; and they do not prove that the 
former 'vere influenced by the latter to any considerable 
extent. Although Empedocles may have borrovved the 
dogma of 'l.,ransmigration and the propositions connected 

I Vide siipra. p. 170, 1. 
2 The only statement which 

might contain a reminiscence of 
this, viz., that the sphere beneath 
the moon was considered by Em
pedocles as the theatre of evil, is 
uncertain (vide supra, p. 157, 2), 
and would, even if proved, show a 
very dist~1nt similarity; for the 

opposition of the earthly and 
heayenly, the boundary of whieh 
is the moon-the lowest heavenly 
body-]s patent to ordinary obser
vation; the definite discrimination 
of the three regions js wanting in 
Empedocles, v. 150 (187, 241 M) 
sq. ; he uses ovpavos and lJA.vµ7rOS 
synonymously. 
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with it mainly from the Pythagoreans, his scientific 
theory of the world \Vas formed, in all its chief points, 
independently of them: a fe\v statements of minor im
portance constituted his whole debt to Pythagoreanism. 

The philosophy of Empedocles O\Ves 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 this principle by proving it with 
the same arguments, and in part even with the same 
"\Vords, as his predecessor.1 Parmenides disputes the 
truth of the sensuous perception on the ground that. it 
shows us a non-Being in origination and decay; Empe
docles does the same, and the expressions he uses are the 
same as those of Parmenides.2 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 \vorld, yet he cannot altogether 
avoid the conclusion of Parmenides. IIe therefore 
adopts another expedient : he regard~ the t\vo worlds of 
the Parmenidean poem, the world of truth and that of 
opinion, as two different states of the world, attributes 
full reality to both, but limits their duration to definite 
periods. Iri the description of the t\vo worlds also he 
follows the precedent of Parmenides. The Sphairos is 

1 Cf. with v. 4$ sqq. 90, 92 sq. 
of Empedocles ( sitpra, p. 122, 1, 2); 
Parm. v. 47, 62-64, 67, 69 sq. 76 
(Vol. I. p. 585); and with the v6f.Lr:p 
of Empedocles, v. 44 (p. 124, 1 ), 

the ~Oos 7ToA.{nrEtpov of Parm. v. 54 
(Vol. I. p. 585). 

2 Cf. Emp. v. 45 sqq. 19 sqq. 
81 (p. 122, 1); Parm. v. 46 sqq., 
53 sqq. (Vol. I. p. 585 ). 

0 2 
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spherical, homogeneous and unmoved, like the Being of 
Parmenides ; 1 the present world, like Parmenides' world 
of delusive opinion, is compounded of opposite elements. 
The fourfold number of these elen1ents Empedocles 
ultimately derived from the duality of Parmenides; 2 

and things arise from them because Love (corresponding 
with Eros and the world-ruling goddess 3 of Parmenides) 
combines what is different in kind. In his cosmology 
Empedocles approximates to his predecessor, both in 
his conception of the shape of the universe, and in the 
statement that there is no empty space.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 (supra, p. 148, 3), with 
Parm. v. 102 sqq .. (Vol. I. p. 587, 2). 
We need not attach much weight 
to the fact that Aristotle called 
the Sph-:iiros the One (supra, p. 149, 
2), for this designation certainly 
does not originate with Empedo
cles; nor to the divinity (p. 707, 
1, 4) ascribed to it; for the 
Sphairos of Empedocles was not 
in any case named God in the 
absolute sense in which the One 
universe was thus named by 
Xenophanes. 

2 Supra, p. 128, 2. 

3 Who like the <f>tA.[a in the 
formation of the world has her 
seat in the centre of the whole, 
and is also called-at any rate by 
Plutarch-Aphrodite (supra, Vol. 
I. p. 596, 1 ; 600). 

4 Vide supra, p. 135, 3, Vol. I. 
586, 1. Concerning the moon, cf. 
Parm. v. 144, with Emped. v. 154 
(190 K, 245 M). Apelt, Parm. et 
Emp. Doctrina de Mundi Structura 
(Jena, 1857), p. 10 sqq., finds 
much harmony between the astro
nomical systems of Parmenides and 
Empedocles. To me this is not 
so apparent. 

5 Vide p. 160 sqq. ; cf. Vol. I, 
p. 601 sq. 
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their theory of the intellectual faculty, which they both 
derive from the mixture of corporeal constituents: each 
element, according to this theory, perceives which is 
akin to it. 1 Here Empedocles, irrespectively of his 
different definition of the elements, is only to be dis
tinguished from the Eleatic philosopher by bis more 
precise development of their common presuppositions. 

There is a reminiscence of Xenophanes in his com
plaints of the limitations of human kno\vledge,2 and 
especially in the verses in which Empedocles attempts 
a purification of the anthropomorphic notion of God.3 

But even this purer idea of God stands in no scientific 
connection "\vith his philosophic theories. 

But, however undeniable and important the influ
ence of the Eleatics upon Empedocles may have been, 
I cannot agree with Ritter in classing him altogether 
among the Eleatics. Ritter thinks that Empedocles 
places physics in the same relation t? 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 Sphairos
the reason of this may lie partly in the negative cha
racter of the Eleatic metaphysics, a.nd partly in his 
conviction, that divine truth is unspeakable and unat
tainable for human intelligence.4 E1npedocles himself, 

i Vide Vol. I. 602 ; sup. p. 164. 
2 Supra, p. 1 70, 1; cf. Vol. I. p. 

57 5, 2. 
8 Supra, p. 181, I. 

4 In 'Volf's A.nalekten, ii. 423 
sqq.; 458 sqq. ; Gesch. d. Phil. i.; 
514 sqq .. ; 551 sqq. 
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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 distinguisbes 
indeed the sensible from the rational perception; but 
other physicists do this, for example, Heracleitus, 
Democritus and Anaxagoras; he contrasts the perfect 
divine wisdom with imperfect human wisdom, but 
herein Xenophanes and Heracleitus preceded bim, 
although they did not therefore deny the truth of 
divided and changing Being, nor did they, on the other 
hand, limit their investigations to the illusive phe
nomenon.1 The physics of Empedocles could only be 
regarded from the same point of vie-\v as those of Par
menides if he had explicitly declared that in them he 
intended to set forth only the erroneous opinions of 
mankind. Far from doing so, he assures us (with an 
unmistakeable reference to this interpretation of Par
menides) that his representation is not to contain de
ceiving words.2 We have no right then to doubt that 
his physical doctrines are seriously meant, and '\iVe can 
only regard what he says of the original plurality of 
matter and of moving forces, of the alternation of cos
mical periods, of the Becoming and passing away of 
individuals-as his own conviction.3 It would be against 
all internal probability and all historical analogy that a 

1 Vi de supra, Vol. I. 57 5 ; Vol. 
II. Dl. 

2 V. 86 (113, 87 M): <rv o' 
ifROVE A67wv <FT6A.ov ol1K a:rraTT]A.6v, 
cf. Parm. v. 111 : o6~as o' Ct7f0 'TOv8e 
Q I .I e I ) "' ) I ,._,pOTELas µav avf=, Kocrµ.ov E/J-WV E7r"EWV 
) \. ) I v• d a:r.aTT}Auv a1eovwv. I e supra, 
Vol. I. 60•), 3. Empedocles aBserts 
this in immediate reference to the 

doctrine of Love, but as that doc
trine is intimately connected with 
his other physical theories, and 
especially with the doctrine of 
Hate and of the elements, the 
words must apply to his Physics 
gener~lly. 

3 Cf. p. 147, 1. 
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philosopher should have applied bis whole activity not 
only to expound opinions that ~e held to be false from 
their foundation, side by side with the true view, and 
in contrast with it; but actually to develope these 
opinions in complete detail, in his own name and with
out an allusion to the right standpoint. The physical 
doctrines of Empedocles are, however, far removed from 
the Eleatic doctrine of Being. Parmenides recognises 
only One Being, without movement, change or division: 
Empedocles has six original essences which do not 
indeed change qualitatively, but are divided and moved 
in space, enter into the most various proportions of ad
mixture, combin~ 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 move1nent in the 
former is something unreal and existing only in imagi
nation, is an unwarrantable attempt, as we have 
previously seen.1 The truth probably is that Empedo
cles really borro1ved a good deal from the Elea;tics, 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 it is denied by 
Parmenides. Parmenides cancels the whole multiplicity 

1 P. 142, I. 
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of phenomena in the thought of the One substance; 
Empedocles seeks to show ho-\v this multiplicity was de
veloped from the original unity : all his efforts are 
directed to the explanation of that \vhich 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 Becom,ing 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 Parmenides had called in question. He 
knows not how to contradict the assertion that no 
absolute Becoming and Decay are possible; at the same 
time be 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 
1vhich, however, several must be of an opposite nature 
if the multiplicity of things is in this way to be ex
plaine.d. 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, it might seem inad
mis~ible to suppose that the combining force was also 
at an other time the separating force, and vice versa, 1 it 
is necessary to admit, so Empedocles believes, t\vo 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 Motion 
are apportioned to different conditions of the universe: 
the complete union and complete separation of sub
stances are the two poles between which the life of the 
world circulates; at these poles its motion ceases, under 

• 
the exclusive dominion of Love or Hate; between them 
lie conditions of partial union .and partial separation, of 
individual existence and of change, of origination and 
decay. Although the unity of things is here recog
nised as the higher and happier state, it is at the same 
time acknowledged that opposition and division are 
equally original with unity, and that in the world as it 
is, Hate and Love, Plurality and Unity, l\1otion and Rest, 
counterbalance one another ; indeed, the present uniu. 
verse in comparison with the Sphairos is considered as 
pre-eminently the world of oppositions and of change, 
the earth as the theatre of conflict and of suffering, / 
and terrestrial life as the period of a restless motion, 
of a miserable wandering for fallen spiritso The Unity 

1 Supra, p. 188. 
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of all Being, which the Eleatics maintained as present 
and actual, lies for Empedocles in the past; and, how
ever much he may long for that Unity, our world in 
his opinion is wholly subject to the change and division 
which Parmenides bad declared to be a mere delusion 
of the senseso 

In all these traits we recognise a mode of thought 
,which, in proportion as it diverges from that of Parme
nides, approximates to that of Heracleitus; and the 
affinity is really so great that we are compelled to sup
pose that the doctrine of Heracleitus had a decided 
influence on Empedocles and his system. The whole 
tendency of the Empedoclean physics reminds us of 
the Ephesian philosopher. As he sees in the universe 
everywhere opposition and change, so Empedocles, 
however earnestly be deplores it, finds on all sides in 
the present world strife anrl alternation, and his whole 
system aims at the explanation of this phenomenon. 
The unmoved Unity of all Being is indeed the presup
position from 'vhich he starts, and the ideal which is 
before him in the distance, but the essential interest of 
his enquiry is bestovved _upon the moved and divided 
world, and its lea1ing thought lies in the attempt to 
gain a view of existence which shall render comprehen
sible the multiplicity and change of phenomena. In 
resorting for this purpose to his four elements, and the 
two motive forces, he is guided on the one hand indeed 
by the enquiries of Parmenides, but on t·wo points the 
influence of Heracleitus is clearly to be traced : the four 
elements are an extension of the Heracleitean three ; 1 

J Cf. p. 126 sq. Empedodes resembles Heracleitus in his very 
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and the two moving forces correspond still more exactly 
with the two principles in which Heracleitus recognises 
the essential moments of Becoming, and which, as 
Empedocles did subsequently, he designated as Strife 
and Harmony. Both philosophers see in the separation 
of the combined, and the combination of the separated, 
the two poles of natural life ; both suppose opposition 
and separation to be the primal conditions. Empedocles, 
indeed, detests strife vvhich Heracleitus bad extolled as 
the father of all things; but the genesis of individual 
existences hr; 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 an,d separate phenomena should emanate from 
Heracleitus's one primitive matter, if this did not 
change into opposite elements; and it would be equally 
impossible that they should emanate from the four ele
ments of Empedocles, if these elements remained in a con
dition of complete admixture. Empedocles differs from 
his predecessor., as Plato correctly observeR, 1 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 
in the living primitive matter. The theories of Herac
leitus on the alternate formation and destruction of the 
world, are also modified by Empedocles, for he supposes 
the flux of Becoming 1vhich, according to Heracleitus, 

words ; for he calls the uJ(Jpws 'ZEUS 
of Heracleitus ZEVS aprfis. Supra, 

p. 125, 2; 46, 1. 
1 Vide sitpra, p. 33, 2; p. 138, 3~ 
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never stands still, to be interrupted by periods of rest ; 1 

but this doctrine be probably owes, notwithstanding, to 
the Ephesian philosopher. The relative ages of the two 
men favour the supposition that Empedocles was ac
quainted with Heracleitus's work ; even before the date 
of Empedocles, his compatriot Epicharmus had alluded 
to the Heracleitean doctrines; 2 we have, therefore, the 
less reason to doubt that there existed between the views 
of the two philosophers, not only an internal affinity, but 
an ~xternal connection : that he reached all those impor
tant doctrines in which he agrees with Heracleitus,3 not 
throug·h 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 di£cussion is as follows : the 
philosophic system of Empedocles, in its general ten
dency, is an attempt to explain the plurality and muta
bility of things from the original constitution of Being; 
all the fundamental ideas of this system arose from a 
combination of Parmenidean and Heracleitean theories, 
but in this combination the Eleatic element is subordi
nate to the Heracleitean, and the essential interest of 

\ the system is concerned, not with the metaphysical 
enquiry into the concept of Being, but with the phy
sical investigation of natural phenomena and their 
causes. The leading point of view is to be found in 
the pr:oposition that the fundamental constituents of 
things are as little capable of qualitative change as of 

1 Vide supra, 145 sqq. 3 As Gl~disch thinks, Emped. 
2 Videsupra, Vol. I. 530, 532, 3. und die Aeg. 19 sq. 
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generation and decay; but that, on the contrary, they 
may be combined and separated in the most various 
ways, and that, in consequence of this, that which 
is compounded from the primitive elements arises and 
decays, and changes its form and its constituents. 
From this point of view, Empedocles has attempted a 
logical explanation of natural phenomena as a whole, 
having defined his primitive substances and set beside 
them the moving cause in the double form of a com
bining and a separating force ; all else is derived from 
the working of these forces upon the primitive sub
stances-from the mixture and separation of the ele
ments ; and Empedocles, like Diogenes and Democritus 
after him, aimed at reaching the particular of phe
nomena, without losing sight of his universal princi
ples. If, therefore, we understand by Eclecticism a 
method by which heterogeneous elements are combined 
-without fixed scientific points of view, according to 
subjective temper and inclination, Empedocles in regard 
to the essential content of his physical doctrine cannot 
be considered as an 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 fqr an axiom, but introduced the 
very conception of the elements into natural science, 
and thus became with Leucippus the founder of the 
mechanical explanation of nature. I""'astly, from the 
standpoint of bis own presuppositions, he made an 
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attempt which, considering the then state of knowledge, 
'vas most praise'\vorthy, to explain the ::tctual 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. 1 His system, 
however, even irrespectively of such failings as it shares 
with its whole epoch, is not without lacunre. 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 at work, 
combining an~ separating; for the qualitative un
changeableness of substances did not exclude a natural 
striving after change of place, to 'vhich 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 Ari~totle remarked,3 appears 
to be more or less fortuitous; and it is not explained 
why their simultaneous operation in the present world 
should be preceded and followed by conditions in which 
they separately produce, in the one case a complete 
mixture, in the other a complete division of the elements.4 

Lastly, in his doctrine of transmigration and pre-exist
ence, and the prohibition of animal food founded upon 

I Cf. p. 160. 
2 Vide p. 138. 
3 Vide p. 144, 1. 

4 Cf. the judgment of Plato 
quoted p. 33, 2. 
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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 syste1n. Atoms and the void. 

THE founder of the Atomistic philosophy is J.Jeucippus .. 1 

1 The personal history of Leu
cippus is almost unknown to us. 
As to his date, we can_ only say 
that he must have been older 
than his disciple Democritus, and 
younger than Parmenides, whom 
he hi1nself follows ; he n1ust there
fore have been a contemporary 
of Anaxagoras and Empedocles : 
other conjectures will be con
sidered later on. His home is 
sometimes stated to have been 
sometin1es in Abdera, sometimes in 
Miletus, s01netimes in Elea (Diog. 
ix. 30, where for M1}A.ios read 
MLA1}<rw'S, Simpl. Phys. 7 a, Clem. 
Protr. 43 D; Galen. H. Ph. c. 2, 
p. 229 ; Epiph. Exp. Fid. 1087 
D); but it is a question whether 
any one of these statements -is 

founded upon historical tradition. 
Simpl. l. c., doubtless after Theo
phrastus, names Parinenides as 
the teacher of Leucippus, but n1ost 
writers, that they may retain the 
accusto1ned order of succession, 
na1ne Zeno (Diog. Pr·om1n. 15, ix. 
30 ; Galen. and Suid. l. c. Clem. 
~trom. i. 301 D; Hippol. Re:fut. 
I. 12), or Melissus (Tzetz. Ghil. 
ii. 980 ; also Epiph. l. c. places 

0 

him after Zeno and Melissus, but 
describes him generally as an 
Eristic, i. e. an Eleatic). Iambl. 
V. Pyth. 104, has Pythc:i goras. 
Nor are Vire certainly informed 
whether Leucippus committed his 
doctrines to writing, nor of what 
kind thege writings ·were. In 
Aristotle, De Melissa, c. 6, 980 a, 
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His opinions, however, in their details, have been so 
imperfectly transmitted to us, that it is impo3sible in 
our exposition to separate them from those of his 
celebrated disciple Democritus.1 Yet we shall find, as 

7, we find the expression, ~11 Tots 
AEv1d7r7rOV 1<a'Aovµfvo1s i\67ois, which 
seems to point to some writing of 
uncertain origin, or some exposi
tion of the doctrine of Leucippus 
by a third person. It is question
able, however, what may be in
ferred from this : the anthor of 
the book, De Melissa, may have 
used a secondary source, even if 
an original source existed. Sto b. 
Eel. i. 160, quotes. some words 
from a treatise 7rEpl vov ; but there 
may be some confusion here (as 
Mullach, Democr. 357, after Heeren 
in h. l. supposes) with Democritus. 
Theophrastus, following Diog. ix. 
46, attributes the work µ~7as ouf
IW<rµ.os, which is found among 
Democritus's writings, to Leucip
pus; his statement., however, could 
only have related originally to the 
opinions contained in this work. 
But if these statements are not 
absolutely certain, the language of 
Aristotle and of others concerning 
Leucippus proves that some work 
of this philosopher was known to 
later writers. The passage quoted 
(infra, p. 215, 1) from Aristotle, 
Gen. et Corr. i. 8, shows, by the 
word </>1Jt1'lv, that it was taken from 
a work of Leucippus. It will here
after be shown by many references 
that Aristotle, Theophrastus, Dio
genes and Hippolytus also employ 
the present tense in their quota
tions. Cf. likewise what is said 
(Vol. I. p. 293, 4) on the use made 
of Leucippus by Diogenes of Apol
lonia. But the work, and even the 
name of Leucippus, seems to have 

been pretty early forgotten by most 
writers in comparison with the 
riper and more exhaustive achieve
ments of his disciple. The persis
tence with which he is ignored by 
Epicurus, the reviveroftheAtomis
tic philosophy, and by most of the 
Epicureans, may have contributed 
to this (see chap. iv. of this section). 

1 For the life, writings, and 
doctrine of Democritus cf. Mul
lach, Dmnocriti Abderitr.e Operum 
Fra,qmenta, & c., Ber 1., 18 43 ( Fra gni. 
Philos. Gr. i. 330 sqq.). In ad
dition to other more general works, 
vide also Ritter, in Ersch. itnd 
Gruber's Encykl. Art. Democ.; 
Geffers, Qitmstiones Democritem, 
Gott. 1829; Papencordt, DeAtomi
corum Doctrina Spee. i., J3erl.1832; 
Burchard in his valuable treatises, 
Democriti Philosophim de Sensibits 
Fragnienta, Mind., 1830; Frag
mente d. Moral. d. Democritus, ibid. 
1834; Heimsoth, Democriti de 
anima Doctrina, Bonn, 1835 ; B. 
Ten. Brinck, Anecdota Epicharmi, 
IJemocrati Rel. in Schneidewin's 
Philologus, vi. 577 sqq. ; Democriti 
de se ipso Testimonict, ibid. 589 
sqq. ; vii. 354 sqq. ; Democriti 
liber, 7r. av8prfJ7rOV <f>V<rtos, ibid. viii. 
414 sqq.; Johnson, Der Sensu,alis
mits d. Demokr., &c., Plauen, 1868 ; 
Lortzing, Ueb. die Ethischen Frag
mente Demokrit's, Berlin; 1873 ; 
Lange, Geschiehte d. Materialismits, 
i. 9 sqq. 

According to the almost unani
mous testimony of antiquity (vide 
Mullach p. 1 sq.), Democritus,s 
native city was Abde:ra, a colony 



LIFE OF DEMOCRITUS. 209 

we proceed, that the main features of the system belong 
to its founder. Wl 

of Thrace, at that ti1ne remark
able for its prosperity and culture, 
but which afterwards (vide Mul
lach, 82 sqq.) acquired a reputa
tion for stupidity. According to 
Diog. ix. 34, Miletus is substituted 
by some writers; and the scholiast 
of Juvenal on Sat. x. 50 substi
tutes Thiegara; but neither sugges
tion n1erits any attention. Hi.s 
father is sometimes called Hegesis
tratus, sometimes Damasippus, 
sometimes Athenocritus (Diog. 
l. c. ). For further details, cf. 
l\i ullacb, l. c. The year of his 
birth can only be ascertained with 
approximate certainty. He him
self, according to Diog. ix. 41, 
says he was forty years younger 
than Anaxagoras, and as Anaxa
goras was born about 500 B.c., 
those who .place his birth in the 
80th Olympiad ( 460 sqq. A poll. 
ap. Diog. Zoe. cit.) cannot be far 
wrong. This agrees with the 
assertion that Democritus (ap. 
Diog. l. c.) counted 730 years from 
the conquest of Troy to the com
position of his µucpos otci1w<rµos, 
if his Trojan era (as B. Ten Brinckr 
Ph/il. vi. 589 sq., and Diels, Rh. 
Mus. xxxi. 30, suppose) dates from 
1150 (Muller, Fr. Hist. ii. 24; 
1154-1144), but this is not quite 
certain. When Thrasyllus, ap. 
Diog. 41, places his birth in 01. 
77, 3 and says that he was a year 
older than Socrates, and Euse bi us 
accordingly in his chronicle as
signs 01. 86 as the period of his 
flourishing, they ·were perhaps in
fluenced, as Diels conjectures, by 
this Trojan era, which is clearly in
applicable here, and differs by ten 
years from the usual one given by 
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Eratosthenes. Eusebius, it is true, 
places the acme of Democritus in 
01. 69 and again in 01. 69, 3, and, 
in seeming agreement with this, 
asserts that the philosopher died 
in 01. 94, 4 (or 94, 2), in his lOOth 
year; Diodorus xiv. 11 says that 
he died at the age of 90, in 01. 94, 
1 ( 401-3 B.c.); Cyril c. Julian. i. 13 
A, states in one breath that he was 
born in the 70th and in the 86th 
Olympiad; the Passah Chronicle 
(p. 274, Dind.) places his acme 
in 01. 67, while the same chronicle 
(p. 317) afterwards, following 
Apollodorus, says that he died, 
being 100 years old, in 01. 104, ~ 
( ap. Dind. 105, 2); but these are 
only so many proofs of the uncer
tainty and carelessness of later
writers in their computations. 
Further details in the next sec
tion (on Anaxagoras). Statements 
like that of Gellius, N. A. xvii. 21, 
18 and Pliny, H. N. xxx. 1, 10, 
that Den1ocritus flourished during 
the first part of the Peloponnesian 
war, giye 'no definite information, 
nor can "~e gather any from the 
fact that he never mentions 
Anaxagoras, Archelaus, CEnopidee, 
Parmenides, Zeno, or Protagoras 
in his writings (Diog. ix. 41, &c. ). 
When Gellius says that Socrates 
was considerably younger than 
Democritus, he is referring to the 
calculation which Diodo.rus fol
lows and ·which will presently be 
discussed; on the other hand, we 
must not conclude from Arist., 
Part. A.nim. i. 1 (sup. Vol. I. p. 
185, 3), that Democritus was older 
than Socrates, but only that he 
came forward as an author before 
Socrates had commenced his career 
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The origin and general standpoint of the Atomistic 
doctrine is described by Aristotle as follows. 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
losophers who propagated his phi
losophy in the Socratic schools. 
The birth of Democritus must 
therefore be placed about 460 B.C. 

or perhaps even earlier; we cannot 
fix it with certainty. Still more 
uncertainty is there with respect 
to his age and the year of his 
death. That he had reached a great 
age ( matura vetustas, Lucret. iii. 
1037) we are constantly assured, 
but the more detailed staterr1ents 
v·ary considerably. Diodorus l. c. 
hai;;; · 90 years, Eusebius and the 
Passah Chronicle l. c. 100, Antis-

·thenes (who, however, is erro
neously considered by Mullach, p. 
20, 40, 4 7, to be older than Aris
t0tle, cf. the list of authors 
and their works) ap. Diog. ix. 39, 
more than 100; Lucian, Macrob. 
18, and Phlegon, Lon_qmvi, c. 2, 104; 
Hipparchus ap. Diog. ix. 43, 109; 
Oensorin. Di. Nat. 15, 10 says he 
was nearly -as old as Gorgias, 
whose 1 ife extended to 108 years. 
(The statements of the pseudo
Soranus in the life of Hippocrates, 
Hippocr. Opp., ed. Kiihn, 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 "\Vere trans
ferred to him from Democritus.) 
As to the year of Democritus' 
death, vide supra. 

That our philosopher displayed 
remarkable zeal for knowledge 
will readily be believed even irre
spectively of the anecdote in Diog. 
ix. 36. But what we are told 
about the instructions which even 
as a boy he had received from the 
Magi, not to mention the fable in 
Valer. Max. viii. 7, ext. 4, that 
the father of Democritus enter
tained as a host the army of 
Xerxes, has little evidence in its 
favour (Diog. ix. 34, appealing to 
Herodotus, who neither in vii. 
109, nor viii. 120, nor anywhere 
else, ever mentions such a thing), 
and is chronologically impossible. 
Lange, howeyer, Gesch. d. Mater. 
i. 128, endeavours to save the in
credible tradition by reducing the 
regular instruction in the course 
of which Democritus, according to 
Diogene1:::, had learned Td. TE 7repi. 
e ' \ ~ ' eoA.07tas occu a<rTpoA.o-yu:ts to an 
exciting influence upon the mind 
of an intelligent boy; and Lewes 
(Hist. of Pkil. i. 95 sq.) relates in 
one breath that Democritus was 
born in 460 B.c., and that Xerxes 
(twenty years before) had left 
some Magi in A bdera as his in
structors. This whole combina
tion probably dates from the epoch 
in which Democritus was regarded 
by the Greeks as a sorcerer and 
father of magic. Philostr. v. Soph. 
x. p. 494, relates the same of 
Protagoras. The acquaintance of 
Democritus with Greek philoso
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 son1e
times to praise, and sometimes to 
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Eleatics, he says, denied the multiplicity of things and 
motion, because these are inconceivable without the 

oppose them, we find the names of 
Parmenides and Zeno (Diog. ix. 
42), whose influence notwithstand
ing upon the Atomistic philosophy 
is unmistakeable; Pythagoras 
(ibid. 38, 46), Anaxagoras (ibid. 
34 sq.; Sext . .Llfath. vii. 140), and 
Protagoras (Diog. ix. 42; Sext. 
Math. vii. 389 ; Plut. Col. 4, 2, 
p. 1109). In all probability his 
only teacher was Leucippus : but 
even this is not quite certain, for 
the evidence of writers like Diog. 
ix. 34; Clem. 8trom,. i. 301 D; 
Hippol. Ref1d. 12, taken alone, is 
noL conclusive; and though Aris
totle (~fetaph. i. 4, 985 b, 4, and 
after him, Sjn1pl. Phys. 7 a) calls 
Deinocri tus the co111rade ( ETa'ipos) 

, of Leucippus, it is not clear 
whether a personal relation be
tween the two men ( ETa'ipos often 
stands for a disciple, vide Mul
lach, p. 9, etc.), or only a simi
larity of their doctrines is intended. 
The former, however, is the 111ost 
likely interpretation. On the 
other hand, the assertion ( ap. 
Diog. l. o., and after him Suid.) 
that Democritus had personal in
tercourse with Anaxagoras is quite 
untrustworthy, even if the state
ment of Favorinus that Democritus 
was hostile to Anaxagoras because 
he would not admit hi1n an1ong 
his disciples be considered too self
evident an invention to be worth 
quoting as an argument against 
it. (Cf. also Sext. Math. vii. 140.) 
Moreover, Diog. ii. 14, says that 
it was Anaxagoras who was hostile 
to Democritus ; but this we must 
set down to the thoughtless care .. 
lessness of this author. We are 
also frequently told that he was 

connected ·with the Pythagoreans; 
not only does Thrasyllus ap. Dioo-. 
ix. 38, call him (r,-A.CtJT1/s T6Jv Ilu8~-
7optKwv, but, according to the same 
text, Glaucus the contemporary of 
Democritus had already main .. 
tained: 7raJ1Tws Twv ITu8a7oeucwv 
TL'VOS cacovcrat auTO'V ; and according 
to Porph. V. P. 3, Duris had 
named Ari1nnestus, son of Pytha
goras, as the teacher of Democritus. 
He himself, according to Thra
sy llus ap. Di<>g. l. o. had entitled 
one of his writings 'Pythagoras,' 
and had spoken in it with admira
tion of the Samian philosopher; 
according to Apollodorus ap. Diog. 
l. o., he also came in contact with 
Philolaus. But the authenticity 
of the Democritean ITv8a76p'Y/S is 
(as Lortzing, p. 4, rightly observes) 
very questionable, and he could 
have adopted nothing from the 
Pythagorean science, excepting in 
regard to mathematics; his own 
philosophy having no affinity with 
that of the Pythagoreans. In 
order to accumulate wisdom, De
mocritus visited the countries of 
the east and south. He himself in 
the frag1nent ap. Clemens, Strom. i. 
304 A (on which cf. Geffers, p. 23 ; 
Mullach, p. 3 sqq., 18 sqq. ; B. Ten 
Brinck, Philol. vji. 355 sqq.), cf. 
Theophrast. ap. 1El1an, V. H. iv. 
20, boasts of having taken more 
distant journeys than any of his 
contemporaries ; he particularly 
mentions Egypt as a country where 
he had remained some time. As 
to the duration of these jour
neys, we can only form conjec
tures, as the eighty years spoken 
of by Clemens must clearly be 
based on some gross misapprehen-

p 2 
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Void, and the Void is nothing. Leucippus conceded to 
them that 'vithout the Void no motion is possible, and 

sion or clerical error. (Papen
cordt, Atom. Doctr. 10, and lVI~l
lach, IJemocr. 19, Fr. Phil. i. 330, 
suppose that 'Ir, which sjgnifies 
7rEJ'TE, may have been 1nistaken for 
71, the cipher for 80 ; and Diod. 
i. 98, does in fact say that Demo
critus remained fiye years in 
Egypt.) Later writers relate more 
particularly that he spent the 
whole of his large inheritance in 
travelling, that he visited the 
Egyptian priests, the Chaldeans, 
the Persians, some say even the 
Indians and Ethiopians (Diog. ix. 
i5 ; after him 8uidas i:l.TJµ6Kp. 
Hesych. A11µ6Kp. from the same 
source, JElian, l. c.; Clemens, l. c. 
speaks only of Babylon, Persia and 
Egypt; Diodorus, i. 98, of five years' 
sojourn in Egypt; Strabo, xv.1, 38, 
p. 703, of journeys through a great 
part of Asia; Cic. Fin. v. 19, 50, 
more generally, of distant journeys 
for the "'acquisition of knowledge). 
How much of all this is true, we can 
only partially discoYer. Democritus 
certainly went to Egypt, Hither 
Asia and Persia; but not to India, 
as asserted by Strabo and Clemens, 
l. c. ; cf. Geffers, 22 sqq. The aim 
and result of these journeys, how
ever, must be sought, not so much 
in the scientific instruction he re
ceived from the Orientals, as in 
his own o bservatj on 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 at the same time 

favours the conjecture that Demo
critus could not have learned much 
in this respect from foreigners. 
What Pliny say8 ( H. N. xxv. 2, 
13; xxx. 1, 9 sq.; x. 49, 137; 
xxix. 4, 72; xxviii. 8, 112 sqq.; 
cf. Philostr. V. Apoll. i. 1) of the 
magic arts which Democritus 
learned on his travels is based 
upon forged w-ritings, acknow
ledged as such e\·en by Gellius, 
N. A. X. 12; cf. Burchard, Fragm. 
d .. Zlfor. d. IJmn. 17 ; Mullach, 72 
sqq., 156 sqq. What is said of 
his connection with Darius (Julian, 
Epist. 37, p. 413, Spanh.; cf. Plin. 
H. N. vii. 55, 189; further details, 
infra, chap. iii., and ap. l\1ullach, 
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. 363), that Den:.ocritus derived 
his doctrine of the atoms from 
Mochus, a very ancient Phrenician 
pb.ilosopher. That there existed 
a work under the name of this 
Mochus is proved by Joseph. 
Antiquit. i. 3, 9 ; Athen. iii. 126 
a; Darnasc. De Prine. p. 385, 
Kopp. ; cf. Ian1 bl. V. Pyth. 14 ; 
Diog. Procem. 1 ; but if it 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 
Democritus, but Leucippus also 
must in that case have done so. 
The germs of the Atomistic theory 
are too apparent in the earlier 
Greek philosophy to leave room 
for supposing it to have had a 
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that the Void must be regarded as non-existent; but he 
thought he could nevertheless retain the reality of phe ... 

foreign origin. That the work of 
Mochus was not in existence in 
the time of EudBmus seems prob
able from the passage in Damasci us. 
After his return, De1nocritus ap
pears to have remained 1n his 
native city; but a visit to Athens 
(Djog. ix. 36 sq.; Cie. Tusc. v. 36, 
104; Valer. Max. viii. 7, .ext. 4) 
may perhaps be aEisigned to this 
later epoch, in regard to which 
've possef:ls hardly any trustworthy 
informa1tion. Ha Ying impoverished 
himself by his journeys, he is said 
to have ayoidod the fate of the 
improvjdent by giving readings of 
son1e of his own 1vorks (Philo, 
Provid. ii. 13, p . .52, Auch.; Diog. 
ix. 39 sq.; Dio Chrys. Or. 54, 2, p. 
280 R; Athen. iv. 168 b; IntBrpr. 
Horat. on ltpist. i. 12, 12); others 
relate that he neglected his pro
perty (a story \vhich is also told of 
Arn=ixagoras and Thales); but si
lencBd those who censured him by 
his specu]ations with oil presses 
(Cic. Fin. Y. 29, 87; Horat. Ep. i. 12, 
12, and the scholia on these texts, 
Plin. H. N. xviii. 28, 273 ; Philo. 
Vit. Contenipl. 891 G, Hosch. and 
after him Lactant, Inst. iii. 23). 
Valer. l. c. says he gave the greater 
part of his countless riches to the 
state, that he might Jif'e more 
undisturbedly for ·wisdom. It is 
questionable, however, whether 
there js any foundation even for 
the first of these assertions; or 
for the statement (Antisth. ap. 
Diog. ix. 38, where the suggestjon 
of Mullach, p. 64, to substitute 
'Tapcpecn for -rdcpots seems to me a 
mistake ; Lucian, Philopseud. c. 
32) that he lived among tombs 
and desert places ; not to mention 

the story of his Yoluntary blind
llPSS (Gell. N. A. X. 17 ; Cic. Fin, 
l. c. Tusc. v. 3 91 l 14; Tertull. 
Apologet. c. 46. Cf. on the other 
hand Plut. C1trriosit. c. 12, p. 521 
sq.), which was perhaps occasioned 
by his observations on the untrust
worthiness of the senses (cf. Cic. 
Acad. ii. 23, 7 4, where the expres
sion excmcare, sensibus orbare is 
employed for this view). The 
assertion of Petronjus, Sat. c. 88, 
p. 424, Burm., that he spent his 
life in enquiries into natural 
science, sounds more credible ; 
with thjs is connected the anecdote 
ap. Plut. Qu. Oonv. i. 10, 2, 2. It 
may also be true that he was re
garded with great veneration by 
his countrymen, and received from 
them the surname of croq>la (Clem. 
Strom. vi. 631 D ; .Mlian, V. H. 
iv. 20); that the dominicn over 
his native city wa.s given to him 
is, on thA contrary, n1ostimprobab]e 
(Sujd . . 6.:1]µ61ep. ). Whether he was 
married we clo not know ; one 
anecdote, which seen1s to imply 
that he was so, has little evidence 
in its favour (Antonius, Mel. 609; 
Mullach, Fr. Mor. 180); but the 
contrary is certainly not deducible 
from his utterances about marriage 
(vide infra). The widespread 
statement that he lR.ughed at 
everything (Sotion ap. Stob. Floril. 
20, 53; Hor. Ep. ii. 1, 194 sqq.; 
Juvenal, Sat. x. ~3 sqq. ; Sen. De 
Ira, ii. 10; Lucian, Vit. Azwt. c. 
13 ; Hippol. Refztt. i. 12; £lian, 
V. H. iv. 20, 29; Suid . .6.11µ01Cp. ; 
see, on the contrary, Democ1·. Fr. 
Mor. 167) proclaims itse]f at once 
as an idle fabrication ; what we 
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 
equally absurd (vide supra, and 
Plin. H. N. xviii. 28, 273, 35, 341 ; 
Clem. Strom. vi. 631 D; Diog. ix. 
42; Philostr. Apoll. viii. 7, 28). 
His supposed connection with 
Hippocrates has likewise given 
rise to many inventions ; accord
ing to Cels. De Medic. Prmf. Ps.
SDran. ; v. Htppocr. (Opp. ed. 
Kiilin, iii. 850), Hippocrates was re
presented by many as his disciple. 
Alreaidy even in Diog. ix. 42; 1Elian, 
V. H. iv. 20; Athenag. Suppl. c. 27 
- we can trace the beginning of 
the legend which subsequently, in 
the supposed letters of the two 
nien, was carried out into the 
wildest extra,Tagances: ·dde Mul
htC'h, 74 sqq. Lrrstly, the various 
statements as to the end of Demo
critns-ap. Diog. jx. 43; Athen. ii. 
46 e; Li11:ian, l~lacrob. c. 18 ; M. 
Aurel. iii. 3, &c. (vide Mullach, 
89 sq1. )-are also untrustworthy. 
Even the 1nore general assertion of 
Lucretius, jii. 1037 sqq., that feel
ing the weakness of old age. he 
Yoluntarily put an end to his life, 
is far from certain. 

Surpaissing all his predecessors 
and contP1nporaries in wealth of 
knowledge, and most of them in 
acuteness and consPcuti ·n~ness of 
thought, Democritus~ by the com
bination of these exce1lences. be
came the djrect precursor of Aris
totle, who frequently quotes and 
mR.kes use of him, and speaks of 
hi1n with unmjstakeable approval. 
(Authorities will be given later on. 
Theophrastus and Eudemus like
wise paid much attention to De
mocritus, as Paipencordt shows, l. 
c. p. 21.) His multifarious writ-

ings, judging from the titles and 
frag1nents that have come down to 
us, must haive embraced mathe
matical, physical, ethical, gram
matical and technicail subjects. 
Djogenes, i. 16, mentions him as 
one of the most prolific of philo
sophic authors ; and we have no 
ri.ght to substitute for his name, 
in this text, the name of Demetrius 
(Phalerf'us), as Nietzsche, Rh. M11ts. 
xxv. 220 sq., does; for the same 
Diogenes, ix. 45 sqq., after Thra
syllus, specifips no fewer than fif
teen Tetralogies of Democritus's 
writings, among which physical 
subjects occupy the largest space. 
Besides these, a number of spurious 
writings are mPntioned; and most 
likely th~re are many such, even 
among those reputed genuine (Suid. 
D,.rJµ,OKp. only allows the authen
ticity of two). At any rate, the 
name of Thrasyllus is no more a 
guar,1ntee for. the contrary, in the 
case of Deinocritus, than in that 
of Plato. Cf. Burchard, Fragm. d. 
Mor. d. IJe1n. 16 sq. Rose, IJe Arist. 
lib. ord. 6 sq., be1iAves that forgeries 
of writings under the name of De
mocritus began at a Yery early date, 
and declares the whole of the ethi
cal writings to be spurious. Lortz
ing, l. c., more cR.utiously, decidf's 
that two ethical treatises. 71". eufJuµ,l11s 
and {rrro81}1eai, are genuine, and the 
source of most of our n1oral frag
ments; the rest he either rejects 
or n1istrusts. The statements of 
the ancients as to particular works 
will be found in Hein1soth, p. 41 
sq.; Mullach, 93 sqq.; concerning 
the catalogue of Diogenes, cf. 
also Schleiermacher's Abhandlun_q 
v. J. 1815; Werke, 3te. Abth. u1. 
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there was also the non-Being or the Voi<l. Being in,; 
fact on this theory is not merely one, but consists of 
an infinite number of small invisible bodies which move 
in the Void. On the combination and separation of 
these bodies, are founded Becoming and Decay, change,. 
and the reciprocal action of things .. 1 Leucippus and 

193 sqq. The fragments· of these 
works (of wbich the great'er num
ber, many of them doubtful or 
spurious, belong to the ethical 
writings) are to be found ap. Mul
lach. Cf. Burchard and Lo rt zing 
iu. the works quoted; B. Ten Brinck 
in the Philvl. vi. 577 sqq.; viii. 414 
sqq. On account of his elevated 
and often poetical langu~ge, Demo
critus is compared by Cicero, Orat. 
20, 67; IJe Orat. i. 11, 49, with 
Plato. He also, Divin. ii. 64, 133, 
praises the clearness of his exposi
tion; while Plut. Qit. Gonv. v. 7, 6, 
2, admires its lofty flight. Even 
Timon, Ap. Diog. ix. 40, speaks of 
him with respect ; and Dionys. IJe 
Compos. Verb. c. 24, places him be
side Plato and Aristotle as a pat
tern philosophical writer (cf. also 
Papencordt, p. 19 sq.; Burchard, 
Fragm. d. Moral. d. IJern. 5 sqq.). 
His writings, which Sextus still 
possessed, were no longPr in exist
ence when Simplicius wrote (vide 
Papencordt, p. 22). The extracts 
of St,oba:ms are certainly taken 
from older collections. 

1 IJe Gen. et Gorr. i. 8 (supra, p. 
133, 3), ooq) oE: µaA.L()Ta Ketl 7rEpl 

'lfaVTW'JI EJll A.6'}'rp otwplKa<n AEVKL1r-

7rOS Kett ll.TJµ6u:ptTos (this, however, 
does not mean that Leucippus and 
Democritus agree in every respect 
with each other, but that they ex
plained all phenon1ena in a strictly 
scientific manner fron1 the same 
principles) &px1/v 7rot11<TaµEvot «alra 

m / Cf ' I ) I \ " 
'f"U<JLJI 'l}7rEp E<J'TLJI. EJILOLS ")'etp TWV 
' I :>/~ t ~ '' 't ' f '' apxaL(J)JI EuOc;E 'TU OJI E'::t etJla'}'K'Y}S Ell 

Eivctt Kett aKlVT]TOV etc. (Vol. I. 
632, 2) . . . AEV1Ct7r1Tos o' ~xEw 
c/>1i8TJ i\6'}'0VS o1 '7'LVES 7rpOS 'T~JI et'l

<J61]<ILJI oµOi\'O'}'OVµEJl<J. i\l'}'OVTES OUIC 
) I >I I :>/ 
etvaLp1J<IOV<JLJI OUTE '}'EVE<ILV OV'TE me \ :>I I \ \. "8 't' opetv OUTE KLJIT](TLJI KetL TU 7rA1] OS. 

" )! c I ~\ " 
TWV OV'TWJI. oµo'A0')'1}<Jas ue 'TetVTa 

µ~v To'is <f>awoµeJ1ots, To'is oE 'TO ~JI 
f /". C :>I ~ I 

KaTa<TKEVet~OVff!.JI, ws OUTE u,JI KLJ11]<TLJI 

ofJ<JetJI lf vEv KE Vo u r6 TE KEvo v 

µrj f1J1, !Cal 'TOU lJJITOS ou8EJI p.tJ 
() v cp 1J <J t JI EI vat· 'iO '}'ttp Kvptws "t>v 

'\ e' ,,, ''\'\, -l '- " 7raµ1r1\.1} ES ov· <J.1\./\. E val. 'TU 'TOLOUTOV , " , ' ,, , "e , ovx EJI, aA.A. a7rEtpa Tb 7rAYJ os Kat 

a6paTet OLCt <JµtKp6T1}Tet TWJI l5'}'KWV. 

T<J.VTC. o' ~v 'Tq3 KEVrp <f>EpE<T8ett ( KEVDV 

' - ) \ ' ' '}'<J.P elvaL ' K<J.L <J'UVL<TTaµEJlet µ.Ev 

'}'EVE<Ttv 7rOLetv, oiaA.u6µevet OE cpeopdJ1. 

" ~' ' ' C' ' 7r0LELV UE Ka~ 7ra<TXELV ?I 'TV'YXaYOU<TLV 
c 6 ' ' , ,, -(t,1f'T ,UEJl<J. • 'TetUTIJ '}'ap oux EV elvett. 

\ e' ~' \ L Kat <JUJITL EµeJICt ue KO.L 7rEpL7rAEKuµEvet 
~ , ~ \ " ' , .t.g c \. 

'YEVVC[-JI' EK UE 'TOU IC(J.'T !J,A11 ELetV EJIUS 
' ~ ' e '\ ,.. e ' ~· ' " OUK v.,V '}'EJIEcf etL 7r1'-1J OS, OVu EK TWV 

aA.T]8ws TrOAAWV ~JI, Ct.A.A.' elvetL TOUT' 
,~, ''\'\' C/ 'E ~ " auuvaToJI, etl\.I\. W<T1rEp µ1rEuOKA1]S 

\ ">I'\'\ I f 
!Cat 'TWV <J.1\.1\.WV TLVES <f>0.<1'L 7ra<TXELV 
~ \ I Cf "' ' I 
Uta, Tropwv, OUT(J) 7rCt<J<J.V Cl.AAOLW<TLJI 

\ ,.. '- ' " , e IC(t,L 7rav 'TU 1r<J.CTXELV 'TOU'TOJI '}'LVE<J at, 

'TOJI 'Tp6TroJI, ota 7ou 1eEvov '}'LJ1oµEJ11}s 

'T1]S Oletl\.V<IEWS Kat r1}s cp8opas, oµolws, 
~\ \ " 't' C ~ I uE IC<J.L T'YJS aVc;'YJCfEWS V1rEL<Juuoµevwv 

<JTEpEwJ1. Instead of the words in: 
spaced type, I formerly conjectured 
Kat TOU l>v'TOS 1,J<JOJI TO µ1, 5J1 </>TJ<JLV 

Efvm. Although we might appeal in 
support of this reading t.o the pro
bable sense, and to the passages 
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Democritus therefore agree with Parmenides and Em
pedocles, that neither Becoming nor Decay, in the 
strict sense of the words, is possible ; 1 they also allo\V 
(what indeed is the ·direct consequence of this ),2 that 
many cannot arise frorn One, nor One from many ; 3 

and that things can only be mapy if Being is divided 
by means of the non-existent or the Void: 4 finally, 
they assert that motion would be inconceivable 5 \Vith-
quotedi~fra, p.217,1, fromAristotle 
and S1mplicius, yet the traditiona,l 
reading appears to me equally ad
mj8sible if we interpret. the words 
1eal-El:vaL, 'he allows that nothing 
existent can be non-existent.' It 
is still simpler to read (with Codt:1x 
E), in the immediately preceding 

t t ~ '~\I';" & th con ex , ws ovK av 1<.Lv. ovs, c., en 
the apodosis begins with T6 TE KEvov, 

and the explanation presents no 
djfficulty. Prantl, in his edi6on, 
introduces 'lfOLEL KEvov µ,T, tw after 
""1"0 TE KEVOV µn ov," which seems 
to me too great a departure from 
the MS., and also to have little 
resemblance with the style of 
Aristotle. Cf. Simpl. l. c., who in 
his account probably follows Theo
phrastus. Philop. in h. l. p. 35 b 
sq., gives us nothing new. 

1 Arist. Phys. iii. 4, 203 a, 33: 
A 6 ~ 3 '\::'\ Cr 't C I 
s..l.."f}µ KpL'TOS u ovuEV erEpov Ee; ETEpov 

'}'L'}'VE<T8aL TWV 7rpdJTwv <f:rn<Tlv. Alex. 
in Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 a, 2G, p. 
260, 24. Bon. of Democritus: 7)-yov-

'i::'' '\::'\ I e ) - \ 
µEvos uE µr]uEV '}'LVE<T aL EK 'TOV fJ-'Y/ 
)/ D" 0 44 '1: I ' ' OV'TOS. iog. IX. : µ,"f}uEV T EK 
",,, 'e ,, '-' TOV µTJ OV'TOS '}'LVE<T aL KO.L ELS Tu µT} 

"bv <f>8EtpE<T8a.t. Stob. Eel. i. 414: 
ATJµ6KptTos, &c., <TV'}'1<.pl<rELS µ€v Kat 
5:' f ) J I ~\ \ 
utaKpL<TELS EL<Ta:yotJ<TL, '}'EVE<TELS uE l<.aL 

(J \ !> I !> \ -,. ~ 

'</> opas (JV KVpLWS. OU 7ap Ka.Ta 'T-0 
tr.OLOV ~~ aA.A.ouJ,,<Tews, Ka.Ta O~ TO 7rO<TOV 

' e " ' ' e EK <fvva pot<rµ,ov TaVTas '}'L'}'VE<T aL. 
2 Cf. Vol. I. p.-586, 2; 587, 2. 

3 Vide p. 215, 1, and Arist. 
De Cm lo, iii. 4, 303 a, 5: <f>a<Tl 'Yap 
(A.EV!<.. 1<.al D,.TJfi6Kp.) ElvaL Ta 7rpwTa 

'e "'" 'e ' ,, 'e ... ' µ,~'}'E 'Y/ '1f'l\.'Y/ EL µEv a'1I"Elpa fJ-E'}'E EL OE 
''i::' ' \ ,, ' 't c \ \ aurnLpera, Ka.L OV'T Ee; EVUS 7rOAAa , e ,, , "'" "'" "" L, , "'" , '}'L')IVE<T aL OV'TE EK '1f'Ot\.l\.WV EV, 0.1\.Aa. 

.... ' "). " \ 't 'T'[J 'TOV'TWr <TVµ1f'1\.0l<.'[J Ka.L 7rEpl7rAEc;EL 

7rctvTa 7Evva<r8m. Metaph. vii. 13, 
} 039 a, 9 : aOVVa'TOV '}'Ctp Eiva( </>7J<iLV 

(Democritas) {K ovo ~v f} €~ €vos ovo 
' e 1 

' 'e ' ,, '}'EVf:<T aL • 'l"a, 7ap µE'}'E 'Y/ Ta aToµ,a. 

TCtS ov<Tlas 7rOLEL. Pseudo-Alex. in 
h. l. 495, 4 Bon. : o D,.1Jµ,61eptTos 
)I"). Cf ' .5:' f ) ~ f ' 6 
Et\.E"fE:V OTL auVll.0.'TOV EiC uvo a'T µwv 

' ' e (' e " ' ' ' µLav '}'EVE<T aL 0.7f'a ELS '}'ap 0.V'TO.S 

V7rETteETo) fJ JK µras ovo ( aTµ,~Tovs 
7ap ·a.lJTas ~A.E7Ev ). Similarly, 
Simpl. IJe Ccelo, 271 a, 43 f, 133 a, 
18 f (Schol. 514 a, 4, 488 a, 26). 

4 Arist. Gen. et Corr. l. c. ; 
Phys. i. 3, videsup. Vol. I. p. 618, 1; 
l)hys. iv. 6, 213 a, 31 (against the 
attempts made by Anaxagoras to 
confute the theory of empty space): 

>I " S:: " ~ I q >f 
OVKOVV 'T<JVTO uEL UELKVVVaL, UTL E<TTL 'TL 

<;: ' \ ' "). "). ' cl ' >I '\::' I u a'Y/p, at\./\. OTL OVI<. E<T'TL VLa<TT1}µ,a. 
Cf -.. I lf \_ 

E'TEpov 'TWV <TWµ,aTWV, OVTE xwpt<T'TUV 
>f ) f ~' L\ ~ "). (.)_ f \ 

uvTE EVEPf'ELCf ov, o uial\.aµ,/JavEL Tu .... .... ,, , .... , , 
8 

, 
7rClV (j(l.1µ.a W<T'T El var fJ-'Y/ <TVVEXES' Ka a-

7rEp AE'}'OV<J'L D,.TJµ6KpLTOS Kal f\EVICL7r-
' er \ " f 

7f'OS "CaL E7EpOL 7r0AA0£ TWV <f>v<TLOAU-

'}'WV. Compare what is quoted fron1 
Parmenides, Vol. I. p. 586, 1; 587, 2. 

5 Arist. Gen. et Corr. l. c. ; 
Phys. l. c. 213 b, 4: AE'}'OV<J'L o' ~v 
µ~v· (in the first placo) OTL Ktv'IJ<Tt~· 
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out the supposition of an empty space. But instead of 
inferring from thence, like the Eleatics, that multiplicity 
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 Rupposition of the 
non-existent, a Being must likewise belong to the non
existent. They oppose the main principle of Parme
nides that' Non-Being is not,' with the bold statement 
that' Being is in no respect more real than Non~ Being,' 1 

that something (TO osv ), as Democritus says, is in no
wise more real than nothing.2 Being is conceived by 
them as by the Eleatics,3 as ~he Plenum, Non-Being 
as the Void.4 This proposition therefore asserts that 

C \ 6 ) .,\ )/ ( Cf ~' 'Y/ KaTa T 7rOJI OUK av El'Y] aVT'YJ u 
' \ ' \ "t ) ' ' .,, E<YTL <f>opa Km a.Vs'YJ<YL~ • ov 'Yap av 
'I:''"'>' I '\>/ I uOKELJI ELJlat KLV'YJ<lLV, EL µYJ EL'YJ ICEJIOJI. 

('It appears that no mr)tion -w·ould 
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 
]\lelissus later on. 

1 Arist. Metaph. i. 4, .985 b, 4: 
A I ~' \ S c ,.. ' ,.. .aEVKl7r7rOS uE ICaL u ETatpOS O.VTOV 

aTJµ61eptTOS <YT01xe'ia µEf TO 7T'A1]pES 

Kal TO «Evov Elva[ rpacrt, AE'YOVTES TO 
' ,, \. ~' \ ,, I S:: \ \. 

µEv ov, TU uE µY} ov, TOVTWV uE TU 
\ .... ' \. \. <!\ ' ~\ µev 7rA'YJPES Km <YTEpeuv TU OJI, TO UE 

1CE116v '}'E Kal µavO.v TO µ~ av (oLO Kal 

ove~v µ0-A.A.ov 'TO bV TOV µ1/ lJJITOS 
~ I ~ 'S::\ \. \. ,.. 

Elvat <f>a<nV f.JTL OVuE TU KEJ/UJI TOV 

<YwµaTos ), [Schwegler in h. l. sug
gests Tov 1'evov TO (Jwµa, or Ta 
<YwµaTa, which perhaps is better J 

>I 'I:'\ ~ " ~ t C/ "). 
a.LTLa uE 'fWJI OJITWJI TaVTa WS' V1\.'YJV. 

Shnpl. Phys. 7 a (no doubt after 

Theophrast.): T1/v "jdp T&v aToµwv 
' , ~ \ I t e' OV(Jtav 11aCJT111l KaL 'lrA'YJp'YJ L'lrOTL EµE-

vos ov ~A.e7Ev Elvm Kal EV Tw KEVW' 
' ' m I e er \ ~' ' I \ 't'EpE<Y at, 07rEp µ11 OJI EKaA.Et u:aL OUK 

)J'">. ~ >I -; I 
E1\..aTTOJI TOV O"fJTOS ELJlat c/J'YJ!TL. 

Leucippus is the subject of the 
sentence. 

2 Pl ut. Adv. Col. 4, ?., p. 1109 : 
( A'Y}µ6KptTOS) owpl(eTat µ~ µaA.A.ov 

\. 'I:'' ;/). \. S::' ':;' S::' ' 'fU UEY I/ TU µTJuEJI EL'l/at • UEJI µev 

ovoµ&(wv TO <Ywµa µ'l}O~JI OE TO 
\ t \I f \ \ 

KEVuv, WS Kat TOV'TOV </>V<YLJI 'TLI a Ka.L 
c I ,~, >I Th d v7rO<YTafTLJI tuLav exovTES. e wor 
oEv, wbich subsequently berame 
obsolete (as the German Ichts is 

.now), is also found in Alcreus, Fr. 
76, Bergk. In Galen's account, 
De Elmn. Sec. Hipp. i. 2, t. i. 418 
Kiihn, it is supposed, with some 
probability, that ~11 should be re
placed by 0€11. 

3 Supra, Vol. I. 588 sq. 
4 Sup. notes 1 and 2 and p. 2 I 51 

1 ; Arist. Phys. i. 5 init. : 7ravTES 
S:-' ' I ' \ ,.. \ 

.VE TO.VaJITLO. apxas 7rOLOV()LJI •• , /'(a!J. 

~TJµ6KptTOS 'fO Cf'TEpeOY Ketl KEVllll, ti}lii 
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all things consist of the matter which fills space, and 
empty space itself.1 These two cannot, however, be 
merely side by side, if phenomena are to be explained 
by reference to them ; they are necessarily in one 
another, so that the Plenum is divided by the Vacuum, 
and Being by non-Being, and through the changing· 
relation of their parts, the multiplicity and change of 
things is made possible.2 That this division cannot go 
on to infinity, and that consequently indiviRible atoms 
must be supposed to be the ultimate constituents of 
all things, Democritus proved \vith the observation 

\_ ' c ~' ~ ~, c ' ~' ~l ' 'TU µ.ev ws ov, TU u ws OUK ov E vaL 

</>1Ja-tv. Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 a, 2n: Ka1 
' t ' " e .... ' ' Avac;,a7opas }J.EfJ-LX aL 7rav ev 7ro.V'T£ 

\ A f \ \ 'C 
</>1J<Tt KaL u:ryµ.01<.ptTOS • Kat 7ap OUTOS 

\_ \ \ \_ ,.. t I e> TU l<.EVOV H'.aL Tu 7rA'YJPES oµ,otws Ka 
,S "Cf / I \_ \ 
UTLOVV U7rapXELV µ.Epos' KatTOL 'TU p.EV 
~' ' ,. \_ ~' \ ,, t t ov TOUTVJV ELVCGL 'TU uE }J-1} uv, no 0 

mention later writerR. According 
to Theophrastus (srz.tp. p. 217, 1), 
Lenci pp us used the word va<TTOv 
( = <TTEpEov) for the Void. Simpl. 
IJe Gcelo, 133 a, 8, Schol. 488 a, 18, 
asserts this still 1nore distinctly of 
Democritus: A1]µ,6Kp. TJ'}'EtTaL Ti}v 
TWV ai.'o[wv </>V<TlV Elvat µ.tKpas ou(f[as, 

'\ "8 ' I f ~\. I 7r1\.'Y} OS a7rEtpous, TaUTaLs u~ 'Tl 7rOV 
), '\ '\ ( 'e '://. .... 'e al\.l\.OV U7r0TL 1]<1LV a1f'Elpov Tep fJ-E'}'E El, 

7rpo<1a7opEVEL OE TOV µEv T67rov TOL<J'OE 
'TOLS ov6µ,a<1t, 'Tep TE KEV:P Kal 'Tep OUOEV1 

Ka1 Tep a7relprp, TWV OE OU<TLWV EKdcr T'Y}V 
T~ 'TWOE Ka1 Too,'"' va'J'TW Kal 'TW," lJvTL. 

' ' ( 

fl1id. 271 a, 43; Schol. 514 a, 4, 
and inf. p. 220, 3 ; Alex. ad Metaph. 
985 b. 4, p. 27, 3 Bon.: 7rA.f}pES oE 
~AE'}'OV TO crwµ,a TO 'TWV aT6µ.wv Ota 

6 ' ' ' t' ~ .... va<T'T T'Y}Ta 'TE Kat aµ.Lc;,Lav TOU KEVOU. 

_t\.ccording to Theod. Cnr. Gr. A.ff. 
iv. 9, p. 57, Democritus used va<J'Ta 
to express the atoms, Metrodorus 
aOLa[p€Ta, Epicurus ~Toµa; we 
shall find, however, infra, p. 219, 

3, that ~Toµ.a is used likewise by 
Dem0critus. Stoba:ms, Eel. i. 306: 
A 6 \ \ \ f • •1 1 1..1'YJµ, Kp. Ta va<TTa KaL KEva; s1m1 ar y 
i. 348. Of. Mullach, p. 142. 

1 According to Arist. Ph,ys. iv. 
6, 213 b, the arguments of Demo
critus in favour of empty space 
were as follows : (11 MoYement 
can take place only in the Void; for 
the Full cannot admit anything else 
into itself (this is further supported. 
by the observation that if two 
bodies could be in the same space, 
innumerable bodies would neces
sarily be there, and the smallest 
body would be able to jnclude the 
greatest); (2) Rarefaction and 
condensation can only be explained 
by empty space (cf. c. 9 init.) ; ( 3) 
The only explanation of growth is 
that nourishment penetrates into 
the empty spaces of the body ; ( 4) 
Lastly, Democritus thought be had 
observed that a vessel filled with 
·ashFs holds as much water as when 
it is empty. so that the ashes inust 
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, 1 that an absolute 
division would leave no magnitude remaining, and 
therefore nothing at all. 2 Irrespectively of this, how
ever, the hypothesis was required by the 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 
composed of parts incapable of further division ; all 
consists, they say, of Atoms and the Void.3 

All the properties which the Eleatics ascribed to 
Being are then transferred to the Atoms. They are 

1 Supra, Yol. I. p. 614 sq. 
2 Arist. Ph,lJs. i. 3 (cf. Vol. I. 

618, 1); Gen. et Corr. i. 2, 316 a, 
13 sqq. ; where the fundamental 
thought of the argument giYen 
jn the text undoubtedly belongs to 
Democritus, even if the dialectical 
deYelopment of it may partly ori
ginate with Aristotle. In the 
previous context Aristotle says, 
and this deserves to be quoted 
in proof of his respect for Den10-
critus, that the Atomistic doctrine 
of Democritus and Leuci ppus has 
much more in it~ favour than that 
of the Tirn<EUS of Plato = a'trwv o~ 

~ , , °"'\ ~ ' e , c '\ 'TOV E7r E1\.aTTOV uuvacr at Ta 0µ01\.U-
"fOVµEva crvvop~v (sc. -rov IIhctTwva) 
c ) ' ~ \_ <;[ ' , ~'\ '\ 'Y} a7rELpta. uw ua'OL EVCfJl-:1}/La(J"L µal\r\.OV 
EV TOls <f>vlTLIWtS µ.aA.A.ov o-UvaVTaL 
C le e I > \ t\ ) \ v7ron ECJ at TotavTas apxas at E7r/.. 

\ S:: I f C ~' ) -7r0AV uvvav7al. ()VVELpEtv~ OL u EK TWV 
7r0AAWV A.6"fwV a8EcfJp1]'TOL TWV {nrap~ 

6 >I \_ ) I Q I , :x V'TWV UVTES, 7rpus OAL')!a µA.ElpaVTES 
) ' c ~ ,,~ ~' ,, \ ' .a7roc{>aLVOV'Tat pq.ov. LUOL u av 'TLS /Cat EK 

f Cl '\::' I C m ~ 'TOV'T'WV, 0(/07J uta•1>Epov<J'L1l OL 't'U<J'LKWS 
!Cal 'A.O"fLKWS lTIW7rOVVTES' 7repl ')!ctp Tou 
ctToµa Elvai µEJ!Ee'YJ 0£ µ.~v cpa<J'iv 3TL 70 
abTO'TpL"fWVOV 7rOA.Aa ~a''TClL, .6.1]µ0t<pL-

~' i, f ) I \ ~ TOS u u.11 <f>al!EL1J OLl\€LOLS roa' <J>uO'LlW'S 

AOJ!OLs 7f'E7rE'icr8a:. Phile>p. Gen. et 
Corr. 7 a, 8 b, seems to have no 
'other authority tban Aristotle. 

3 Demoer. Fr. Phys. 1 ( ap. Sext. 
Math. vii. 135; Pyrrh. i. 213 sq.; 
tlut. Adv. Col. 8, 2; Galen, De 
Elr;m. Sec. Hipp. i. 2 ; i. 41 7 K) : 
P6µep "fAVKO ual ("al should no doubt 
be omitted) v6µ-p 7rLKpov, v6;..up 
8EpµOv, v6µqJ i./Juxpov. VOµcp xpot1} ' 
' ~ ~ \ ,J l \_ ~r I 
E'TE?J uE aToµa Ka ICEVuv, arrEp voµL-
1". \ -l \ ~ t:'I". ' ~E'TaL µEv E vat liaL uOc:;a~ETaL 'Ta 
' e ' ' " ~, ' ' 'e aur 'Y}'Tct, OVIC Hl'TL UE Ka'Ta ah'Y} ELaV 
~ ~ '\' ' ,, 6 \ ravra, aA.1\.a -ra aToµ.a µ vov 1Ca1. 

ILEv6v. Further references are un
necessary. That the term 6.-roµa. 
or liToµot ( ofnr{ai) was used by De
mocritus, and even by Leucippus, 
is clear from this fragment, and 
a1so from Simpl. Phys. 7 a, 8 a ; 
Cic. Fin. i. 6, 17; Plut . .Adv. Col. 
8, 4 sq. ( vide p. 220, 4 ). Else
where they are also callC'd t:O'<lai or 
<7X1/µaTa (vide inj: 220, 4), in oppo
sition to the Void, va<1Ta (p. 223, 3), 
and as the primitive suLstances? 
according to Simp. Phys. 310 a,. 
apparently also cpv<JLS ; the latter, 
however, seems to be a miscon ... 
ception. 
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underived and imperishable, for the primitive con
stituents of all things cannot have arisen from anything 
else, and nothing can resolve itself into nothing.1 They 
are completely filled, and contain no empty space; 2 

and are consequently indivisible; for division and 
plurality are only possible where Being or the Plenum 
is divided by Non-Being or the Vac.uum; in a body 
which has absolutely no empty space, nothing can pene
trate by which it~ parts can be divided.3 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 contains no kind of Non-Being must 
therefore remain always the same. Where there are no 
parts, and no empty interspaces, no displacement of 
parts can occur ; that vvhich allo,vs nothing to penetrate 
into it can be effected by no external influence and 
experience no change of substance.4 The Atorns are 

1 Vide p. 21£, 1; Plut. Plac. i. 3, 
28. To proYe that a11 things are 
not derived, Democritus appeals to 
the fact that time is without begin
ning, Ar1st. Phys. viii. 1, 251 b, 15. 

2 Arist. Gen. et Gorr. i. 8 (sup. 
p. 215, 1); TO 7ap 1wpf ws "bv 7raµ:rrA:'f}-
8€s uv. Philop. in h. l. 36 a: the 
indivisibility of the atoms was thus 
proved by Leucippus : eKcUTTOP Twv 
,, ,, ' "' ' '\::'' ,.. ,, 
!JJJl'TWV E<T'TL K'WpLWS OV" EV uE Tft' OVTL 

) '\::' I ) ) ~' Cf > '\::' \ I 
OUUE:V Ecl'J"LV OVIC ov, WcJT€ ovuE KEVOV. 

, 'i::'' ''i::'' \_ ' ' " \ ... , 
El, oE OVuEV ICEVUV EV av'TOLS, 'T'YJV OE 
~ I >I '"''~f f 
QLaLpECiLV avev ICEVOV auvVCl/TOV '}'EVE-

e ~ '\::' I ,1 ) \ ~ 8" 
IT a.L, Cf.,uvvaTGV ex.pa. C:WTU uLatpE 'l]VlU, 

3 Arist. 1V.letaplz. vii. 13 ; De 
GG3lo, iii. 4 ; sup. p. 216, 3; Gen. 
et Gorr. i. 8, 325 b, 5: crx~ov o~ 
JCal 'Eµ:zrEOOICAEL ava7tca7ov AE'}'ELV 

' ' ' 6 ~ [/;(J"xEp KaL l\.t:VICL1i1T s </>1J<Tlv· EiJJaL 
\ >I \ '~ I ~\ ) \ 

7ap CJ,TTa {TTEpEa, CGuLatpETCG uE, El. µTJ 
?rarrri 7>6pot flvvExe7s el<nv. • Philop. ; 

vide previous note. His statement, 
however, is not to be regctrded as 
independent historical evidence, but 
merely as his own emendation of 
that of Aristotle (vide Vol. I. p. 
632, 2). Simpl. De GG3lo, 109 b, 43; 
8clzol. in Arist. -:184 a, 24 : ~Af''Yoz• 
'"Yap oDrut (Leucipp. and Democrit.) 
Ct7rElpoVS EfvaL Tep trA.1}8EL Ta,5 apxas, 
?;. \' I \ ':>'\::' I '1 
as ICaL a-roµous Kat ClULCllpETOVS EJIU/.,lL-

/" l ' e " '\::' ' '- ' "";' ':!,011 Ka a.7ra E!.S uW. TU va'TTCG'i ELVaL 

u:al &.µolpovs TOv KEvoiJ. Cic. Fin. i. 
6, 17: oorpora individua propter soli
ditatem, cf. p. 216, 4; 217, 1. As indi
Yisible magnitude unbroken by no 
intorspace, every atom is ~v ~uvexh, 
as the Being of the Eleatics, the 
indivisibility of which Pa.rmenicles 
had also proved from its absolute 
homogeneousness~ vide Vol. I. 586, 
1 ; 585, 2. 

4 Vide sup. p. 215, l; 216, 3; 
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lastly, according to their substance, absolutely simple 
and homogeneous; 1 for, in the first place, on this 
condition only, as Democritus believes, could they work 
upon each other; 2 and secondly, as Parm.enides had 

Ari st. De Ga:lo, iii. 7 (sup. p. 125, 
1) ; Gen. et Gorr. i. 8, 325 a, 36: 
~ " ' e I Cf I ava:yKawv a,7ra es re eKarrrov A.eyeiv 

- ~~ I ' ' 'C"I f TWV autatperwv, OU 7ap OLOV 'TE 7ra-
<TXELV aA.A.' 11 oLa rov Kevov. Plut. 
Adv. Col. 8, 4 : rl 70.p A.€7et A'Y]µ.6-

, f ' I \. '\ ""'8 1epiros; ovcnas a7retpous Tu 7r1\.'l} os 
aT6µour; TE ICal Ct0tacp6povs ~TL 0' 
a:rrolous Kal &rra8e'i:s EV 'T~ KEllci 
cpepe<Teai OtECT7rapµevas· 3rav OE 

I > I -.\ I 
7rEA.acrwcnv a'AAT}AaLs, 1J CTV/).'JI"ECTWCTLV 
Pi 7rEpL7rAalCCVCTL, cpalvecr8aL TWV a8-
pot(oµevwv ro µ€v l5owp, ro 0€ 7rvp, 
TO OE <J>vrov. TO o' l.fv8pw7rOV' elvaL OE 

f \ > I >~ I ( l >~1 ) 7ravra ras aroµ.ous Lueas a . LuLws 
~ ' ' - I ~I ~ \ 
V7r auTov KaA.ouµeva~, erepov uE 

· µ'f}o€v- hr. µev 7ap rov µ~ l>vros ouK 
~Ivcu 7€vecriv, EK oE rwv OVTWV µrioev 
~ '8 ~I I I v..V 'YEJIE(j aL 'Tf.P µ'f]TE 7raCTXELV µTJTE 

{3 1'\'\ '' 6 t \. •ti µera a1\.1\.ELV ras ar µovs u7ru <rTeppo-
T'fJTOS, o8ev oihe xp6av E~ axpdJ<TTWV, 
oilre cptfcrtv fJ t/Juxhv E~ a7rolwv Kai 
[ &.tJ;vxwv] v7rcfp x ELV (and, therefore, 
since they are colourless, no colour 
can arise from them, and since thev 
are without properties and withou .. t 
life, no cpvcrts or soul ; so f~r, that 
is, as we haverespect to the essence 
of things, and not merely to the 
phenomenon). Galen. De Eleni. Sec. 
Hipp. i. 2, t. i. 418 sq. K: a7ra81} 
~> t '8 \ I -i ' u vrror L evraL ra crw µara E vaL ra 

,.. '~> > '\ ,.. 8 I 7rpWTa ••• ouu a/\1\.0LOVCT aL Ka'Ta 
~ I I ~\ \ ' 'I.'\ I TL uvvaµeva Tauras u'YJ 7as a1\1\.0LW-

~ ti ,, 8 I CTELS, u.S arraVTES av pw7rOL 7rE7I"LCT'TEV-

KacrLll eivaL • • • oTov olJre 8epµ.alve-
8 [ I > f ~I ,I, f 8 (]' a 'TL cpacrLv EKELVWZI OV'TE 't'VXECJ ai, 

tt.r.'A, (sitp. p. !:!20, 1) µ1,r' ~A.A.'f]v 
rLva oA.ws brtoexecr8at 7roL6r'f}ra 
Kara µ'Y}oeµlav µero.{3oA.~v. Diog. 
ix. 44 : €~ aT6µwv • • • &7rep 

elvc:u a7ra81} Kat &vu.l\"Aolwru. oLa r1}v 

<rreppor1JTa. Simpl. ; vide previous 
note. 

1 Arist. Pllys. iii. 4; Philop. u. 
Simpl. in h. l. cf. infra, p. 224, 2 : 
Arist. De Gc.elo, i. 7, 27 5 b, 29 : el 
OE µ.h cruvex~s TO 7raV, aA.A.' (/;(J7rEp 

I I \ I 
AE'YH A'l]µOKpL'TOS KaL AEVKL7I"1T"OS 
OLWPLlffJ-EVa rep KEllcp. µ.lav ava111Ca'iov 

- I \ f f EivaL 7ravrwv rn·1l KLV'Y}rTLV. oiwpLcrraL 
\ \ " I \ ~\ I µEv 'Yap TOLS «xTJµ.aa-LV TT)JI VE cpvcrLV 

eival <f>aeTLV aurwv µ.lav, f/J<r7rep "&v EL 
\. ti '' / xpucrus EKaCTTOll ELY} KEXWPL<Tµevoi·. 

Aristotle consequently calls the 
Atoms (Phys. i. 2. 184 b, 21) : ro 

I c.\ I ~' ~\ >/~ ~ 
'}El/OS EV, <JX'f/tJ-a'TL uE T/ ELUEL utaq>e-
povcras :fi Kal €vavTlas. Simpl. in 
h. l. I 0 a, I : oµO'YEZIELS Kal EK 'TTJS 
avr1js ubcr[as. Id. ibid. 35 b, In: 

\. -l~ ' ,.. ' \ ' ' c.\ ' Tu E uos avrwv Km TTJV oV<nav Ell Kat 
wpicrµ.evov. Id. De Ga:lo, I I I a, 5; 
Schol. in Arist. 484 a, 34: ar6µous 
oµolas 'TtJV cpva LV ( oµowcpue'i:s Karst.). 

2 Ari st. Gen. et Gorr. i. 7, 323 
b, 10: ti11µ6Kptros oE 7r&.pa rovs 
'' '~I ,; t I ( h a'AA.ous tuLws EAEc;E µ0110s on t e 
7r0LELV and 7raCTXELll ). <P1Jcrl 7ap TO 
avTO Kal 8µ.owv elvaL TO TE 7rOLOVV 

\ I ' \ > "' \ KaL 7racrxov- OU 7ap E'YXWpEtV ra 
Cl \~I I t 
erepa KaL utacpepovTa 7ra<TXELV v7r' 
>'\'\/'\ ''\'\\~\Cl >I ..._ a1\.t\.'f]t\.WV, at\.l\,.a Kall ETEpa OVTa 7rOL?7 

'TL ELS lX.A.A.71A.a, ovx i7 E'TEpa, aA.A.' fi 
> 6 c I I ,.. ' TaVT v 'TL V7rapxei, 'TaVT'(J TOU'TO 

cruµ{3alv€LV avro'is. Theophr. De 
Sensu, 49 : &.o-Uvarov 0€ ¢1JCTt [ A1]µ6-
Kp.] TO [l. 'Taj µ.n Tavra naCTXELll, 
' '\ '\ \ \ ti >I " ) Cl a1\.t\.a KaL E'TEpa VV'Ta 7r0LELV oux E'TEpa 
[l. oux v er.], aA.A.' n [l. ?iJ 'Tavr6v 

I ,.. t I Th D 'TL 7ra<TXEL 'TOLS oµoLOLS. at e-
mocritus applied this principle jn 
the manner mentioned above is not 
stated expressly, but is in itself 
probable. We found the same with 
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already shown,1 this dissimilarity of one from another is 
a consequence of Non-Being; \vhere pure Being with
out Non-Being is, there only one and the same consti
tution of this Being is possible. Our senses alone show 
us things qualitatively defined and distinct; to the 
primitive bodies themselves, the atoms, we must not 
ascribe any of these particular qualities, but merely 
that without which an existence, or a body, would not 
be thinkable.2 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 \vhich 
others are: it is, therefore, not merely a Being but a 
Non-Beingo The Atomistic doctrine of Being in all these 
respects differs only from the Eleatic in transferring to 
the many particular substances that \Vhich Parmenides 
had said of the one universal substance or the uni verse. 

But the homogeneousness and unchangeableness 
of the atoms must not be carried so far as to render 
the multiplicity and change of derived things impos
sible. If, therefore, our philosophers can admit no 
qualitative differences among the atoms, they must all 
the more insist that quantitatively, in regard to their 
form, their magnitude, and their reciprocal relations 

Diogenes (Vol. I. 286, 2) ; and as 
Diogenes (according to Vol. I. 300, 
2) borrowed from Leucippus, it is 
certainly possible that this weighty 
obsPrYation may have originally 
belonged to Leucippus. 

1 Vide Vol. L p. 586, 1 ; cf. 
supra, 216, 4. .. . 

2 Cf. p. 219, 3; Sext. Math. -v111. 

6. Democritus regards the im1na-

terial alone as a real ota TO µT}o~v 
U1fOILEL<Yeai </>V<YEL al<Y81JTOV, TWV Ta 

I ~ ~ 6 f 7ravTa <JuryKpLVOV<iWV aT µwv 7ra<Y1}S 
al<J81]TTJS 7rOL0T1JTOS ~prJµov €xou<Jwv 
cp6<Yt11. Plutarch and Galen, l. c., 
with less exactitude, calls the 
atoms ~7rola. Further details wHl 
presently be given as to the quali
ties predicated or deniEd in regard 
to them. 
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in space, these atoms must be conceived as infinitely 
various. Democritus therefore declared that the atoms 
are distinguished from each other in regard to their 
shape, their order and their position: 1 differences of 
size and \Veight are likewise mentioned. The main 
distinction is that of shape, \Vhich, on that account, is 
often brought forward alone 2 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 
'vhy one shape should belong to them more than 
another ; and partly because only on this supposition 

1 Arist. Metaph. i. 4, after the 
words quoted, p. 217, 1: Ka0d7rEp o[ 
c.\ " \ t I )f 
EV 'IrOLOVVTES 7:'1/V V7r0KELµEV'Y}V OV<J'Lav 
Td.i\.i\.a. TOLS 7rd8ecnv avTf]S "'fEVVW<YL 

\_ )\_ 1 \'C' ' • . • TUJI CJ.VTUV Tpu7r011 ILCJ.L OVTOL TCJ.S 
OLacpopas ahlas Twv ctA.i\.wv Elva£ cpa
<J'Lv. TaVTas µEVTOLTPELS EivaL i\.E"'fOV<YL, 
uxfJµd TE Kal Ta~w Kal e'(JLJI. Otaq>i
pELV 'Yap cpaffL TO 'Dv /w<rµcp Kal oLaOL'}'fj 
1eal Tpo7rfi µ611ov· TOVTWV OE o µ.Ev 
pv<rµos <J'X1Jµ&. E<rTLv, r, 0€ otaOL71] 
Td~Ls, ~ OE Tp07r1} 8E<J'LS" oiacpepE-L "'fCtP 
TO µEv A Tov N <J'X1JµaTi, Tb 0€ AN 
Tov NA Ta~EL, 70 oE z Tov N e€<rEi. 
The same is stated more briefly, 
ibid. Yiii. 2, init. The same differ
ences among the atoms are men
tioned by Arist. Phys. i. 5, init.; 
Gen. et Corr. i. 1,, 314 a, 21 c, 2, 
315 b, 33 c, 9, 327 a, 18. These 
statements are then repeated by his 
commentators: Alex. Metaph. 538 
b, 15 Bekk. 27, 7 Bon. ; Sim pl. 
Phys. 7 a, 8 a, 68 b (Schol. 488 a, 
18; Philop. De A.n. B, 14; Phys. C, 
14; Gen. et Corr. 3 b, 7 a. (Pv<J'µos, 
characterised by Philop. and Suid. 
as an expression peculiar to Abdera, 

is only another pronunciation of 
pv0µ6s. Diog. ix. 47 speaks of 
writings 7r. 7W11 otacpep6vTwv pv<rµwv 
and 7r. aµELl/JLppv<YµLWV. 

2 For example. by Aristotle, 
Phys. i. 2; De Ccelo, L 7 (vide p. 
221, 1); Gen. et Corr. i. 8, 325 b, 
17 " \ I ' '~ I ' : 'TOLS µEV 'Yap E<JTLV autatpera Ta 
7rpwTa TWV <rwµcf.Twv, <rx1JµaTL otacpe
povTa µovov, and afterwards, 326 a, 
1 4 , i\.i\. , ~ ,, ' , e , : a a µ11V CJ.T07r0V ILaL EL µ1] EV 

V7rdpXEL ai\.i\.~ fJ µ6vov <J'XTJµa. 
3 Plut. .A.d'l'. Col. l. c. ; Arist. 

Phys. iii. 4, 203 a, 21 : ( A11µ6KpiTos) 
' ,... I - f 

EK 7TJS 1faV<J7rEpµtas TWV <J')('Y}µaTWJI 
(cx7rELpa 1fOtE'i Ta <YTDLXE'ia) ; Gen. et 
Gorr. i. 2, see following note, and 
i?~f. p. 229, 4 ; De .A.n. i. 2; cf. p. 
226, n.; De Respir. c. 4, 4 72 a, 4, 15; 
Sirnpl. Phys. 7 a, vide p. 224, 1. 
Democritus had himself composed 
a work 7rEpl loEwv (Sext. Math. vii. 
137), whjch, no doubt, treated of the 
form of the atom, or of the atoms 
generally. Hesychius says l0€a, no 
doubt after Democritus, and that it 
meant also TO ~i\.dxt<rTov <rwµa, cf. 
Mullach, 135. 



224 THE ATOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY. 

can it be explained that things are so i~finitely diverse, 
are subject to so many changes and appear so differently 
to different people. 1 Further, the atoms are distin
g·uished from each other as to size, 2 but it is not clear 

1 Arist. Gen. et Gorr. i. 2, 315 
"!,.._ " , ' I::' ,, , '\. e , , ..... u, v: E7f"EG. o qJ07/TO 'T0.1\.T} ES fl/ 'TC[J 
<J>alvEo-eat, Evav'T[a OE Kal lf7rEtpa Ta 

1 'I I ~ ) I 
cpatvoµ.Eva, 'Tet. <TX'YJP,a.'Ta arretpa E11"0t1J-
<Jav, rlJrrTE r<J.'is µ.E'Ta/3oA.clis -roil o-uy-

' \. ' \. ' I ~ ""' "'\. '\. KEtµ.EVuU'TU CX.VTU EVO.VTLOll uOK.ELV 0.1\.1\.cp 
1eal 6.A.lv.p Kat µ.ETtlKLVEt<Teat µ.tKpov Eµ
µt-yvvµ.€vou Ka.l 3A.ws ETEpov cpa.lvE<T8a.l 
~ \_ (J' ' ..... ' ..... EVUS µE'TO.Ktv11 EVTOS' EK 'TWV avTWV 

\ ~I ' ~f I 7a.p 'Tpa1.:ycputa. Kat KW/.Upuia "'fLllETCX.L 
rypuµuaTwv. Ibid. c, 1, 314 a, 21 : 

1 ~' ~ A I ' Ar;µoKpt'TOS uE KO.£ EVKL1r1f"OS EK 

<Twµ.rl'TWV aOLcttpETWV' Tdoi\.A.a <TU/'KEL
o-ea.L <J>arn, Ta.vTa o' ~:rretpa Kal TO 

-e ~ l ' ' ' ' ~, 7rAYJ os Eivcr,.t Ka 'Tet.S µ.opcpcxs, ctv'Ta ue 

7rpos av'Ta oia.ip€pew (here -rd.A.A.a is 
again the subject) 'TOVTcHs E~ @v el<Tt 
(the atoms of which they consist) 
Kal (J€crEt Kal Td~eL TOUTwv. Ibid. 
C, 8, 325 b, 27: (AEVICL7r7rOS) a7rEfpois 
c f (} I ""' ,~ I wpt<r aL CTX'flµ.acrt TWV autatpE'TWV 
CT'TEpEwv Citca<T'TOV. De Ocelo, iii. 4, 
303 a. 5, p. 216, 3; ibid. line 10: Kal 

\. I ) \ ~ ,n,1 \ f 7rpus 'TOVTOLS E7rEL uta't'EpEL Tc.t <J'wµ,a-
'TCX. CTX~µ.a<TLV (this is repeated at line 
30 ), a7rEtpa. O~ Ttt <TX~µ.aTa, lf7retpa 
1<.al Ta &rrA.Ci <JchµaT&. cpacrt11 eTvaL. 
De An. i. 2, 404 a, 1. The infinite 
number of the atoms is very often 
mentioned, e.g. Arist. Phys. iii. 4, 
203 a, 19 ; Gen. et Gorr. i. 8, 325 
a, 30 ; Simpl. Phys. 7 a; Plut. 
Adu. Gol. 8, 4; Diog. ix. 44 (who, 
however, clumsily adds that the 
atoms a.re also unlimited in size). 
Concerning their innumerable and 
manifold for1ns, CTKO.A'Y}Va, a-yKLCTTpW-
01J, H:o'i"Aa, KupTd., &c.1 cf. Theophr. 
De Se11su, 65 sq.; Id. Metaph. 
( F1·. 3 4) 12, where he censures De-
1nocritus for the irregularity of the 
·forms of his atoms ; Oic. N.. IJ. i. 

24, 66 ; Alexander, ap. Philop. 
Gen. et Corr. 3 b; Plut. Plac. j, 3, 
30 (the two last also remark the 
divergence of Epicurus on this 
point); ef. Part nr. a, 375, second 
edition ; Themist. Ph.?fs. 32 a (222 
sp.); Philop. De An. B, I4:; Simpl. 
Phys. 7 a, who gives as a reason 
for this definition, appealing to the 
utterances of the Aton1ists them-

l ""'' ""'~6 I se ves: Twv EV Ta.is a.7 µ.ots crxnµ.a.-
TWJJ Cf7rflpov 'TO 7rA.i](J6s <J>a<Ti ota 'TO 
µ,'Y}OEll µai\.A.011 TOWVTOV. fJ TOLOVTOJI 

eivat (cf. Plut. Gol. 4, 1 : according 
to Colotes, Democritus maintained : 

- I ~I ' ,.,. 'TWV 7rpayµ.aT(JJI' EICCGCTTOV OU µai\. \op 

'TOLOV f) 'TOLOV Elllat ), and previously' 
with AristotlP: Twv crxrJµ.tt7wv eKa-

' c I ' I I CT'TOV ELS ETEpav EKK.O<Tµ.ovµ.EP011 <Tv7-
!CptCTLV ftAA11V 7TOLELV OLJ.(JECTLV ' !JJCTTE 
EVA6yws a7refp6'V OV<TWV T5JV &,p XWV 

I \ I(} \ \ ' I ' ~ I 7rO.VTa Ta 7ra 11 K<J.,L TCX.S' ouo-ias a7rouw-
CTEtV E1r'Y}"'f"'fli\."A.OV'TO vcp' ov 'TE "'fLJIETat 

\ ""' 1::\. I I ,.. 
Kat 7rWS. uw Kat cpao-i µoVOLS 'TOLS 
~ ..... \ ... , 
a7retpa 7rOLOU<1L 'Ta CTTOL X.ELa 7ravra 
crvµ{3al11etv Ka.Ta A.&yov. Id. De Ccelo, 
133 a, 24, 271 a, _43 (Schol. 488 a, 
32, 514 a, 4); ef. infra, p. 2o2 sq.; 
245, 1. 

2 Arist. Phys. iii. 4. 203 a, 33 : 
A I \::) ' "' \ ti ' t C I l,.;,.71µ.oKptTOS' u OVOEV erepov E<; ETEpov 
l (J ,.. I I ' ' '}' "'fVE<T aL 'TWV 7rpW'TW11 </>1JCTLV • 0.AA 

3µ.ws ")'E av'To TO 1<otv(n• o-ooµ,a 7ravTwv 
' \ ' 'I '(J ' 6 \ E<T'TLV apxr}, µ.eyE EL fCCX.'TCX. '" pta KCt.L 
o-x-IJµ.aTt 01.a.q>€po11, which is repeated 
by Philoponus, Simplicius~ in h. l., 
and others (Schol. in Arist. 362 b, 
22 sq.); S1mpl. De Ocelo, I I 0 a, 1 ; 
1.33 a, I3 (ibid. 484 a, 27; 488 a, 
22) ; Gen. et Gorr. i. 8 (inf: p. 227, 
I). Theophr. De Sensu, 60: t::..11µ.6Kpi-

l ' ..... '(J ' ~' TOS • • • Tu. µEv Tots µeye ecrt, Ta uE 
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how this distinction is related to the distinction of form. t 
For as the atoms are indivisible only because there is 
no vacuum in them, th~y are not mathematical points, 
but bodies of a certain magnitude,2 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 

f >I ~\ ft \ e I ' <rx71µ.a<J'LV, EJILO. uE'rO.c;EL Kat EO"EL 

L '(ei. Ibid. 61, vide in:fra 226, 
Plut. Plac. i. 3, 29 ; 4, 1. 

1 On the one hand, as has just 
been shown, the form only is usually 
mentioned as that by which the 
atoms are distinguished from one 
another, and so we might suppose 
that a certain size was connected 
with each form (thus Philop. De 
An. c. 6, conjectures that Demo
critus regal'ded the spherical atoms 
ns the smallest; because, among 
bodies of equal masR, 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 Ccelo, iii. 4, 303 a, l~ (after the 
quotation on p. 224, 1) : 7rOLOV O~ Kal 

f t I ~ "' " ' 'TL EKO.O"TOV Tu O"XrJµa 'TWJI <J'TOLXELWJI 
'8' ' ~I ''\'\\ f " ov EV ETrLuLwpLO"av, O.t\.t\.O. µ011011 'Tft' 

7rvpl TtJV <Tcpa.'ipav a7rEOWKa11 • afpa. 
~, , tf~ , "';' '\ '\ 'e , 
uE Kai. 1;uwp Kat Ta1\.t\.a µeye EL Kat 
µtKp6T'1}'TL OLELAOV, &s oO<J'av avrwv 
T~v cpv<Ttv oTov 7ra11<T7repµla11 7rct11Twv 
Twv a-Totxefwv; for they suppose 
that in them atoms of the most 
various forms are mingled. 

2 Galen (De Elem. sec. Hipp. i. 
2 T. I. 418 K) says that Epicurus 
regarded the atoms aS a8paU<J'Ta 

VOL. IL 

{nro <TK'A7Jp6T11ros, Leucippus as 
' ~ t \. I S' auLatpeTa V'ffU a-µtKpOT'1J'TOS. im-
plicius, Phys. 216 a, says that 
Lenci ppus and Democritus con
sidered that the indivisibility of 
primitive bodies arose not merely 
from their a7r&8eta, but also from 
the a-µLKpOv Kal aµEpES; Epicurus, on 
the contrary, did not hold them to 
be aµepT,, but lJ:roµa OLa 'T'tJV Ct7rct-
8eiav. Similarly, in IJe Ocelo, 271 
b, 1, Schol. 514 a, 14, they are 
spoken of as 1'ta a-µtKp6T71Ta Kal 
11a<TT6T'Y}Ta a7oµoi. This is a mis
take (perhaps of the Epicureans) ; 
Aristotle's polemic against the 
atoms is directed against the ma
thematical atom as well (IJe Ccelo, 
iii. 4, 303 a, 20 ), but Democritus 
and Leucippus, as Simpl. Phys. 18 
a, acknowledges, supposAd, not 
that the atoms were mathematically 
indivisible, but, like Epicurus, that 
they were physically jndivisible. 

3 Sext. Math. vii. 139: A.e7et 
OE Kara A.e~Lv • "'YvWµ'Y}s of: ovo ela·lv 
'~ ! t \ f < ~ \ I LuEaL, 7J µev 'Yll7Ja'L7J 'Y} uE <J'KO'TL'1J • 

\ ' ' '~ t' ,,,,, Ka.L <J'KOTL'1JS µev Taue c;,vµ-rravra, O'f'LS, 
., \ '~ ~ ,... ,,, " c ~' atcOr), ouµ.-11, 'YEtJO"LS, 'f'ava-LS. 7J UE 

'YV'Y}<J L'Y} aTrOKEKpvµ.µ1117] [ Ct7rOKEKpL-
µ,v7J] OE (?) Ta~T'1}s." El'Ta 7rpoKp[ .. 

" ! \ f ' I 11W7.l 'T'1JS <J'KO'Tl.'tJS 'T1)11 'Y11"fJO"L1/11 E7rtcpepeL 
'\, "~ C I I t\.E7w11 • U'TaJI 7J O"ICOTL7] µ'Y}KE'TL 
~ I /,. C " ' ' )/'\ ( uVV1]'TaL µ11TE Op?J 11 E7r Et\.a.TTOJI see 
what is still smaller), µ1}Te aKot~etv, ,_ '~ ,.. e I I e I µ'Y}TE ouµ.a<J' aL, µ1JTE 'YEVEO" ai, µ'YJTE 
EJ/ Tfj t/JaVO"EL al<J'8ctJIE0"8aL, aA.A.' E7r~ 

Q 
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assume because every substance perceptible to sense is 
divisible, changeable, and of determinate quality. But 
magnitude directly involves weight, for weight belongs 
to every body as such, and as all matter is homoo-eneous, 

. b 

it must equally belong to all bodies; so that all bodies 
of the same mass are of the same weight : the propor
tion of weight of particular bodies is therefore exclu
sively conditioned by the proportion of their masses, 
and corresponds entirely with this, and when a larger 
body appears to be lighter than a smaller one, this is 
only because it contains in it more empty space, and 
therefore its mass is really less than that of the other. 1 

A.e7rTOTepov," there (the meaning 
must be) true knowledge enters : 
Arjst. Gen. et Corr. i. 8 (sup. p. 
215, 1); Simpl. IJe Cmlo, 133 a, 13 
(Schol. 488 a, 22), &c. rrhe atoms 
there are rjghtly called, in Plut. 
Plao. i. 3, 28, Stob, Eel. i. 796, 
AO'}'(f) 8ewp'l]Ta, though the expres
sion may originally belong to Epi
curus; and Aristotle, Gen. et Gorr. 
i. 8, 326 a, 24, censures the Ato
mistic doctrine thus: ltT01ro11 Kal TD 
µtKpa ,U.~11 a?LaLpETa etvai µeyd.A.a OE 
µ1}. When Dionysius ap. Eus. Pr. 
Ev. xiv. 23, 3, says that Epicurus 
beHeved 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 it 
possible that an atom may be as 
large as a world-thjs is certainly 
erroneous. It would be more 
reasonable to infer from Arist. IJe 
An. i. 2, 404 a, 1, that the atoms 
were under certain circumstances 
visible. Aristotle here says of 
D • ' I \ >I emocr1tus : a7retpoov "Yap uvT<AJV 

I \ ' l \ ~ ..... <J'X'l]µ.aTWJI Ka' aTuµoov Ta <i<J>atpOELU'i] 

7rvp !Cal l/Jux'hv AE'}'EL, o'fov ~11 Tep aepL 
\ I ti !.\._ I 'Ta KaA.ovµeva <;v<J'µaTa, a. <J>mve7at 

' " ~ ' ..... e '~ ' " d ev Tats uLa TOOV vptuoov aKTL<J'Lv, an 
these words are too explicit to 
justify Philoponus (IJe An. B 14 
Gen. et Gorr. 9 b) ju cjting the 
n1otes of the sunbeam as an ex
ample of bodies which u8ually 
escape our senses. But if Demo
critus, in connection with a Pytha
gorean theory (sup. Vol. I. p. 4 7 6, 
2), supposed that these motes con
sisted of similar atoms to the soul, 
he might still consider them as 
aggregations of those atoms, thr: 
particular constituents of whicl: 
we cannot distinguish. 

1 These propo~:itions, so impor
tai1t in regard to the subsequent 
theory of Nature, are an immediate 
consequence of the qualitative 
homogeneousness of all matter. 
The Atomists were aware of these 
consequences, as AristotlA shows 
(IJe Cmlo, iv. 2, 308 b, 35): Ta oe 

" \ ~ " \ ' I ~ 7rpOOTa KaL Cl.Top.a TOLS µ.ev E7rL7reua 
"l. I 'l: 'C' I \ a I 1\.E'}'OV(J LJI E<; 0011 <J'VllE<J'T'l]KE Ta /Ja.po s 
~xovTa Toov <J'ooµaT(.;)1l (Plato) i£To7rov 

\. , ..... ~\ ..... 
Tu cpa.vat, 'TOLS ue <J'Tepea µaA.A.ov 
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Thus the Atoms must have weight, and the same speci
fic weight; but at the same time they must differ in 
weight quite as much as in magnitude.1 This doctrine 
is of great importance for the Atomistic system : texts 
'vhich maintain the contrary 2 are to be considered 

evOEXE'rat A.e7eiv 'TO µE'i(ov Eivai. 
{3ap{rrEpov auroov· (Democritus does 
not say this, vide following note) : 

""' ~\ [JI ' ~! ' I 'T(J)JI UE <J'UlluET(J)'P, E7r'El.U'Y}7rEp OU <f>at-
..... " t!f \_ VETaL 'TOVT071 EXELll EKa<J'rrov rruv 

I '\ \a I (""' 'Tpo7ro11, ai\.i\.a 7roA.i\.a tJapuTEpa opw-
,,. ' \_ >I >I (} I µe:v E1\UTTW TUJI O"'flCOV OJ/Ta, Ka a7rep 

' , \_ tf \_ ., 
EpLOU xai\.1Cu11, ETEp011 Tu aLTLOJI 

>I I ' I " (Ai OLOVTaL 'TE ICO.L AE"'fOUa'LV EllLOl 0-

mists, no doubt Democritus) 'TO 
')'ap KE11ov €µ7rEpti\.aµ/3av&µEvov «ov-
.m' r \ I I \ ""' 't'LbELV 'Ta crwµaTa <f>aa't Kat 1l'OLELV 
" C1 ' [r 1 ..... E<J'TLV UTE Ta µE ~w IWtJ</>UTEpa, 7r'AELOJI 

\ " 1 ~' .... ' ' 7ap EXElJ/ KEJ/011. uta TOUTO '}'ap ICaL 
-rov lJ7Ko11 Elvai µEl(w <J'U')'ICElµEva 
7roA.i\.a1Cis €~ '1(]"0011 <J'TEpEwv :ti Kal 
EAaTT011CJJ11. [)A.ws o~ Kal 1l'O.VTOS 
a¥Twv eivai Tou Koucf>orepou TO 
1l'i\.f-wv ?11u7rdpxEiv 1CEv6v • • • oia 
7ap TOvTo Kal TO 1Tvp e1va£ <f>a<J'L 
1<.oucp6TaT011, 8r1. 7ri\.Eta'rov ~XEL Ke116v. 
Theophr. IJe Sensn, 61 : {3apv µ~v 
0611 Kal Kou<f>ov Tep µE/'E8Et oiaipE1 
A'f/µ61Cp?Tos, el 7ap otaKpt8El'f/ ~v 
€1Ca<J'ro11 (the individual atoms), EL 
Kal Kara rrx7Jµa Otacp€poL (so that 
they cannot therefore be measured 
by one another), a'Ta8µ,011 '&11 brl 
µE7E8EL T1}v 1Cp£rri11 [so I re~d with 
Preller, H. Phil. Gr.-r01n. § 84 for 
tt.' ]" ' ' ' ,,,, ..... 'f'V(fLV EXEL!!, OU µTJV a.i\.\ EV 'YE TOtS 
µL1<.TOLS Kou<f>OrEpov &v e111ai TO -rri\.€ov 
~xov ICEvov, {3apVrEpov of. TO 'ti\.aT-

' ' { \ Cl >I '1"011. EJ/ EJ/ O!S µev OVTWS Etp'YJKEJI. 
~11 lf.i\.i\.ots OE Kovcpov Elva! <f>YJa'LV 
a7ri\.oos 'TO AE7rT0JI. The words EL 
1ap otaKpie. -<J'~aeµov are partly 
based on my own conjecture, and 
partly on Mullach, p. 214, 346 sq. 
Various conjectural readings have 
been suggested to complete the 

text, by Schneider and Wimmer in 
their editions; Burchard, JJemocr. 
Phil. de Sens. 15; Philippson, "'rA.71 
avep(J)7rlV'YJ, 135; Papencordt, .A.tom. 
IJoctr. 53 ; and Preller, l. c. The 
text itself stands thus: el 7ap 
~ e... " e tf , ' , utaKpl. '[J EV Ell EICaa'TOV, EL KaL ICaTa 
<J'XTJµa otacp€pot, oia<J>,pei <Trra8µov, 
etJc. Of. also Simpl. De Ccelo, 302 
b, 35 (Schol. 516 b, 1); Alex. :tp. 
Simpl. ibid. 306 b, 28 sq. (Schol . 
517a,3). 

1 Vide previous note and Arist. 
Gen. ef. Corr. i. 8, 526 a, 9 : 1eahot 
a' L '' c ' /Jaf/VTEpuv 'YE !CCX.Ta 'T'Y}JI U7rEpOX1JV 
</>'fJtJLV ervaL A'f/µOKptTOS EKCX.(]"TOV 'TW'/. 
&oiatp€Twv. Simpl. IJe Ccelo, 254 
b. 27; Seliol. in Arist. 510 b. 30; 
vide i~fra. Further details, p. 241. 

2 So Plut. Plac. i. 3, 29. Epi
curus ascribed form, magnitude, 
and weight to the atoms : A7Ju6-

' \ >I ~ I I £16 KptTOS µEv 7ap EAE")'E uuo, µ,E")'Eu s 
TE !Cal <J'x7Jua • 6 o, )ETrlKoupos TOV-

' I \. D f ' 1 11 TOLS Kai TpcTov, 'T'.J µapos, ETrEu'f/-

KEV. Stob. j, 348 (cf. p. 22f), 3): 
A I \ ""' -' I u..'f]µaKp. 'Ta 7rpwTa <f>'fJt1'1. <J'(J)µa.Ta, 

""' ~' '> \ \ Q I \ ~ Taura u 1]11 Ta va<Tra, tJapos µev ov1r 
>I ""' e ~\ ' ' I EXELv, KLVEL<J' at ue Kar ai\.'Ji..'f/'l\oTuTrtav 
€v rrq) ttTrElpcp. Oic. IJe Fato, 20, 
46. Epicurus represented the 
atoms as moved by their weight, 
Demo~ritus by impact. Alex. on 
.l'.fetaph. i. 4, 985 b, 4 : ouo€ 7ap 

'(} c D I ' "' ' 6 7r0 EJ/ 'fJ µapVT'Y}S EV Tats a- µois 
i\.i7ovtTc To. 7ap ttµEp~ rra e7l'Lvoo6-
µEva TaLs aroµots ICctl µEpTJ lJvra 
avTWll &{3apij <f>a.<J'LV ~rvu.1.. Alexan
der here appeals to the third bo')k 
of Aristotle. 71". oupavov; but seems 
to refer what is sa.id in the first 

Q 2 



228 THE ATO.JJ.ISTIC PHILOSOPHI~ 

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.1 

The Void was conceived by the Atomists as un
limited; this wa.s 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 ; 4 wherever 
t11erefore there is a combination of atoms, there neces
sarily is the Void ; it is, like the Plenum, in all things. 5 

This definition, however, was not so rigorously carried 
- out by the founders of the Atomistic philosophy that 
they admitted no direct contact of the atoms with 

chapter against the Platonic con
struction of the elements, wrongly, 
to Leucippus and Democritus, who 
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. 

i Arist. De .Cmlo, iii. 2, 300 b, 
8 : AevKl7r7rcp Ka.l A:qµoKp(rcp Tots 
AE')'OV<Tlll ael ICLVELCT8aL TU 7rpoora 
<Tr!Jµara ev 'TqJ 1eevq3 Kal TcP a:Jrf[pcp, 

f I f \ /C ~ A.elCTEOV TL11a ·1CLV1]<TL11 Kat TLS ri KaTu,. 

<f>v<Ttv avTwv Kl111]<TLS. Cic. Fin. i. 6 
( i~f) ; Sim pl. Ph,ys. 1 44 b ; IJe 
Cmlo, 91 b, 36, 300 b, 1 (Schol. 
480 a, 38, 516 a, 37); Stob. Eel. i. 
380 ; Plut. Plac. i. 3, 28. Ac
cording to Simpl. Phys. 133 a, De
mocritus distinguished from the 
Void, Space ( T6;os ), by which, like 
Epicurus after hin1 (Part rrr. a, 
373, second edition), he understood 

the distance between the ends of 
what surrounds a body ( -ro atd<TTr]µa 

\_ t' " ' f " I Tu µeTar;,v T{J)JI e<TxaToov TOV 7rEpte-
xo11Tos ), a distance which is some
times filled with a body and 
sometimes empty. But it is quite 
possible that Democritus, whose 
definitions are coupled by Sim
plicius with those of Epicurus, did 
not formulate his theory so exactly, 
Phys. 124 a. Sjmplicius says: To 
7ap Kevov T67rov e17rev 6 .6.riµoKptTos. 
Similarly 89 b. 

3 Vide previous note, and p. 
215, I. 

4 Arist. De Cmlo, i. 7, 2 7 5· b, 
29 , '!::'' \ ' \_ ,.,. ''). ').' 

: EL ue µri <TVVEXES Tu 7ra11, at\./\. 

t!J<T7rep A.€7et A11µ61e.pLTOS Kal AeVKL7r-
7rOS, OL(J)purµeva TqJ KEVcP· Phys. iv. 
6 (cf. p. 216, 4) wherA there is also 
an allusion to the similar doctrine 
of the Pythagoreans. 

5 Arist. .1..Vetaph. iv. 5; sup. p. 
217, 4, &c. 
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each other ; 1 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; it augments when new 
atoms are added to the complex; it decreases 'vhen 
some atoms are separated from it.4 Similarly all in-

I Cf. Arist. Phys. iii. 4, 203 a, 
19 : OCTOL o' ~./1f'ELpa 1f'OLOVCTL Ta <J'TOL
xe'ta, Ka(Jcf 7rep 'A11a~a76pas Kat ll.7}µ6-
k:pLTOS • • • 7fj cupfj <YVVEXES TO 
if1f'eLpov elva! cpacriv. Gen. et Corr. 
i. 8 (sup. p. 215, 1) : 7f'OLEW 0€ Kal 
1f'a<JXEL11 v Tv7xavovcrt11 a7rTOµeva, 
ibid. 325 b, 29. Plato, a.s well as 
Leucippus, supposed the atoms to 
have a definite form : ~" 01, TOVTwv 

( I ' (~ ' A ' at 'YEVECTELS k:aL aL uLak:pLCTELS. €1Jk:L7r-

7rqJ µ€v ovo Tp07rOt '&v elev [ sc. T7]s 
'YEVE<JEWS Kal oLak:plcrEws ], OLa 'TE 'TOV 
KEVOV Kal OLa 'TrJS acp1js ( TaVT'[J -yap 
oiatpeTov e1LacrT011 ), IIi\.drwvt oe KaTa 
T1]v acp~v µ6vov. Ibid. 326 a, 31, 
is directed against the Atomis~s : 
'\\I I'\ Cf 

eL µEv -yap µia cpv<rts e<TTLV a7ra11rw11 
I\. ( 2).5:.'' f' f 'TL TU XWpLCTaV; I/ uLa 'TL OV 'YL'YVE'TaL 

c , 1,1 c.\ tf ti~ tf~ t.I a't'a.µeva ev, wcr7rep vuwp vuaTOS uTaV 
6£-yp ; Simpl. De Ocelo, 133 a, 18 ; 
Schol. 488 a, 26. There is no con
tradiction here with the passage 
quoted above, note 2, which asserts 
that the world is not crvvi:xes; for 
that which merely touches can form 
indeed a connected mass in space, 
and so far may be called cruvEx~s Tfj 

acpfi; but it is still without internal 
connection, and, therefore, not in 
the strict sense crvvex's. Vide Phys. 
viii. 4, 255 a, 13 ; Simpl. Phys. 
195 b, where this expression is thus 
amended: Tfj acpfi crvvext(OµEva aA.i\.' 
ouxl Tfj €11cfJ<YH, cf. inf. 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. 

2 Cf. previous note, and p. 216, 3. 
3 Cf. Simpl. IJe Ccelo, 252 b, 40 

(Schol. 510 a, 41) : ll.'Y]µOKpLTOS oe, 
ws E>E6cppacrTos €11 TDts cl>vCTLKo'is L<YTO
pEL, &s loLw7 LKws a7rooL06VTw11 Twv 
k:ard. 'TO eepµov Kal 7 0 \flvxp~JJI k:al Ta 

" ' I ' \ \ 'TOLaVTa aLT wi\.07ovv'Tw11, E7r L TaS 
> J ' I a O.Toµovs avEtJ'YJ· 

4 Arist. Gen. et Corr. i. 2, 315 
b, 6 : ll.YJµOKpLTOS 0€ Kal AEVKL7r7rOS 

l \ I \ ' A f 1f'OL'Y}<JaVTES Ta <TX'f/µaTa T'Y}JI ai\. OLW-
' \ I ' f ,.. <JLV Kat 71/V 7e11e<TLV EK 'TOVTWV 1f'OLOV<JL 

~ I \ \ I 1 
uLaKpLCTEL !J.EV KaL <YV'Yk:pLCTEL 'YEVECTLV 

\ (J \ 't 5:' \ (J' ) k:at <P opav, Tac;EL uE Kat. ECTEL ai\.-
i\.OLW(TLV, &c. ; ibid. c. 8 (p. 215. I). 
Ibid. c. 9, 327, 16: opwµEv 0€ To 
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tluence 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 it is in reality 
mechanical, and as such brought about by contact. 
The Atomists, therefore, seek to explain all such phe
nomena, as Empedocles did, by the doctrine of emana
tions.1 If, lastly, many and various physical properties 
appear to belong to things, these also must be explained 
mechanically by the quantitative relations of the atoms. 
According to their Sl1bstance, 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. 

avTO <J'Wµ.a <J'VVEXES ov DTE µev {rypov 
< ' ~' \_ ' ~ , \ O'TE UE 7f'E7r7Jf'US, OU uLaLp€0-EL Ka£ 
cruv8ea-et TDvTo 7raBov, ouoe Tponji 
1eal ota8iyfi, 1ea8a7rEp A.€yet ll.TJµ6Kpi
Tos, Metaph. i. 4, p. 223, 1. Phys. 
Yiii. 9, ~65 b, 24 : the Ato1nists 
ascribe movement in space only to 
the primitive bodies, and all other 
movements to derived bodies: av~&.
V€a-8at 7ap Kal <J>efVELV Kal CtAAOLOV
<J'fJa.L a-uyKpivoµe11wv 1eal otaKptvoµ.€vwv 
'TWV aroµwv <rwµ.aTWV <J>a.a-[v, which 
Sim pl. in h. l. 310 a, constantly re
peats ; De Oado, iii. 4, 7 (sup. p. 
216, 3; 125, 7); Simpl. Gateg. Schol. 
in, Ar. 91 a, 36 ; Galen, De Elem. 
.r;;ec. Hipp. i. 9, T. I. 483 K, &c. 

1 Cf. Arist. Gen. et Gorr. i. 8 
(sup. 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 us that Democritus, like Em
pedocles (sup. p. 134, 1 ), sought to 
expl~in the attractive power of the 
magnet (on which, according to 
Diog. ix. 4 7, he wrote a treaHse) 
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, 
like draws to like, and on the other, 
all moves in the Void, the emana
tions of the magnet penetrate the 
iron, and press out a part of its 
atoms, which, on their side, st.rain 
towards the magnet, and penetrate 
its empty interspaces. The iron 
itself follows this movement, while 
the magnet does not move towards 
the iron, because the iron has 
fewer spaces for receiving its effiu
ences. Another and a more im
portant application of this doctrine, 
in which Democritus also agreed 
with Empedocles, will be found in 
the section on sense-perceptions. 



QUALITIES OF THINGS. 

Some of them follow immediately from the relative 
proportion of the atoms in combination, irrespectively 
of the manner in 'vhich we perceive them; they there
fore belong to the things themselves. Others, on the 
contrary, result indirectly from our perception of those 
proportions and combinations; they, therefore, primarily 
belong not to the nature of things, but to the sensations 
caused by things. 1 These consist in weight, density, 
and hardness, to which Democritus adds heat and cold, 
taste and colour.2 That these qualities do not present 
the objective constitution of the thing purely, he showed 
from the different impression produced by the same 
objects, in the above-mentioned respects, upon different 
persons and in different circumstances.3 But they are 

1 Here we first meet with the 
distinction of primary and secon
dary qualities, afterwards intro
duced by Locke, and of f;Uch great 
in1portance for the theory of know
ledge. 

2 Democrit.sup. p. 219, 3; Theo
phr. De Sensu, 63 (cf. 68 sq.) on 
Democrit.: 7rEpl µ'Ev oDv {3apeos 1eal 
1eovcpov Kal <TKA.ripov Kal µaA.aKou 
Ell 'TOVTOlS lupopl(el· 7(;;v o' 11.A.A.wv 
al<T81rrwv ouoevos elvaL </>Vcnv, aft.A.a 
1rcf.V'Ta r.cf(JTJ Tf}S alu81/<TEOOS a'l\AOlOU
µeVTJS, €~ ~s 'Y[ve<T8aL T~v cpavTa<Tlav. 
ovoe 'Y"-P Tov tf;vxpou 1eai Tou Bepµou 
cpv<Ttv {nr&.pxetv, aft.A.a TO <TXfJµa [sc. 
'TWV aT6µw11] µe'Ta.7rf-11"'TOV ep7a(e<T8aL 

\ \ c I '")."). I q Kat. T1Jll 1JµeTepa11 a, .. , .. otw<TLV. u 'TL 
7ap '&.v lt.8pouv p TovT' evt<Txvetv 
EKa<TTcp, 'TO o' els µucpa Ota11eµ'Y]µE11011 
avaf<T8TJ'TOV elvaL. Cf. Arist. De An. 
iii. 2, 426 a, 20; Simpl. Phys. 119 
b; De .An. 54 a; Sext. Math. 
viii. 6, etc4 The words of Dioge
nes, ix. 45, belong no doubt to 
this connection ; in our, text they 

make nonsense: 7rOL'YJTa o~ v6µiµa 
efvat, </>V<TEL o' aTOµous Kat «:ev611. 
According to Democrit. 1. c., it 
should stand thus : 7rOLO'T1}Tas o~ 
voµcp elvat, etc. 

3 Theophrastus continues : <T'YJ-
~ !:'' c ' ' \ I \. \ µeLOV uE, WS OUK El<J'£ <f>v<TEL, 'TU µ'Y] 
,, ,.. "'' (J "'/".' TaV'Ta 7ra<TL 'l'aLVE<T at 'TOLS ~qJOLS, 

aft.A.' () ~µ'iv 'YAVKD 'TOV'T' ctA.A.ots 
71"LKpOv, Kal E'TEpOLS o~il Kal ctAAOLS 
optµv, 'TOlS OE <T'Tpvcp11611· Kal Ta lfA.A.a 
!:' ' c ' )/ ~, , \ (th ue w<Tavroos, E'Tt u aurovs e per-
ceiving subject) µETa{3&A.A.etv Tfj 
1epa<TeL (the mixture of their cor
poreal ingredient changes; others, 
however, read 1epfuet) ual [l. Ka.Ta J 

' '(J l _, c ' "C' \ Ta. 7ra 'YJ Ka To..s 1JA.tKLas· p Kat cpave-
\. C Co;:_l(J 'f,.. puv WS 'YJ uLa. E<J'LS aLTLa 'T1JS cpavTa-

<Tlas, ibid. § 67. The same :reasons 
for the uncertainty of the sense
perceptjons are mentioned by Aris~ 
totle, Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 b, 1, as 
belonging, it would seem, to Demo
critus. Cf. Democrit. ap. Sext. 
71.ff th • • 3 C I !:' \ ,.. \ 1u.a • vn. 1 6 : 'Y]µees ue TCf µev 
'i ,~, ' ' t , EUVTL OVUfl/ a'TpEKfS f.:,VVLEµev, µE'TU.-
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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 'veight js 

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.1 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 'vhich is intersected equally at 
many points by the Void, may possibly be less hard 
than another body 'vhich has larger interspaees, but 
also larger unbroken portions ; even though the forme.r, 
taken as a whole, contains in an equal space less of the 
Void. Lead is denser and heavier, but soft.er 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; 3 and that, 

I ~\ I ' ~ 8 \ 'TrL'TrT011 UE Ka.Ta TE <YwµaTOS uLa L'Y'f/11 
[ = Td~111, cf. p. 223, l] 1eal Twv ~7reL
cn611Tw11 1eal TWV a11TL<Y'T'1}pt(611TWV. 

1 Vide sup. p. 226 on the den
sity of the atoms as a consequence 
of their close juxtaposition. Simpl. 
Gateg. ~Basil. 1551) 68 'Y; Philop. 

Gen. et Gorr. 39 b ; cf. Arist. Gen. 
et Gorr, i. 8, 326 a, 23. 

2 Theophrastus, l. c. 62. 
3 This results also from what 

is said of particular colours and 
tastes, Arist. Gen. et Gorr. i. 2, 
316 a, 1: XpOLCt11 oiJ </>1Ja'L11 et11cu 
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therefore, one and the same object appears to us dif ... 
ferently (e.g. warmer or colder), according as the atoms 
of one or other kind of which it is composed, impinge 
upon our organs of sense in sufficient mass to produce 
a perceptible impression. 1 His more precise definitions 
relate chiefly, as Theophrastus says,2 to colours and to 
the qualities perceptible to taste. What Theophrastus 
tells us on both subjects 3 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 

[ .6..'J],U.6Kp.], 'Tp07rfi-yd,p xpwµaT[(Ea'8at. 
'fheophr. l. c. 63 (sup. p. 231, 2); 
and ibid. 64 : ob ,u.1}11 ai\i\a C/Ja'7rEp 
Kal Ta lti\i\a Kal TavTa (Heat, Taste, 
Colour) avaTl8'Yja'L 'TOLS <1'X1iµaa't, 
ibid. 67, 72. Cans. Plant. vi. 2, 3 : 
,1 ~ \ ) " " \ I 0.T07r011 UE KaKEl.110 'TOLS Ta UX'J]µaTa 
i\e-youa'LV [sc. afTLa 'TWV xvµwv] 7} 
TiJJv oµtJ[wv OLa<f>opa KaTa µtKp6T'J]Ta 
\I e '\. \ \ '' Kat. ,U.E'YE OS ELS TU µ'J] T'J]11 aUT'J]J' 

)/ ~' EXEL11 uuvaµtV. 
i \Tide the concluding words of 

the passage, quoted p. 231, 2, and 
Theophrastus, De Sensit, 67 : wa'a6-

~ \ \ \ ,, C I 'i:' I 
-rws uE Ka£ Tas ai\A.as EKa.<TTOV uvvaµEt'> 
' ~'~ ' I ' \ I a'TrOUlUWa'LV, ava-ywv ElS Ta uxriµaTa• 
Ct7rclPTW11 OE 'TWV a'XTJP,dTWV ouo~v 
' I - \ ) \ " ,, aH:Epawv Elvai KaL aµt-yEs -ro1.s ai\i\ots, 
&i\A.' EV EKd<JT(fJ (SC. xui\rp) 7rOi\i\.a 
ElvaL Kat TOV au'TOV EXELV i\Elou Kal 
-rpaxeos Kal 7rEpU/>EpOUS Kal O~EOS Kal 
Tf:Jv i\OL7rW11" () o' °&.11 evfi 7ri\EWTOV, 

" I ' I 1 \ TOUTO µai\t<J'Ta Evt<JXVELV -rrpos TE T'lJV 
ata'8'1]<1'tv Kal Tnv 06vaµt11. (Similarly 
Anaxagoras, vid e infra.) Cf. also 
Arist. Metaph. iv. 5; sup. p. 217, 4; 
De Gen. et Corr. i. 2, 315 b, 9; 
Philop. ad h. l. 6 a, and the sec-
ion on the senses. 

2 De Sensu, 64; Fr. 4 (De 

Odor.), 64. Theophr. also remarks 
on the want of exart definitions 
respecting colours, and the form of 
the atoms corresponding to each 
colour. 

3 On tastes, which must be 
regulated by the form of the atoms 
touching the tongue, l. c. 65-72 ;_ 
De Gaus. Plant. vi. 1, 2, 6, c. 6, 
1, 7, 2; Fr. 4, De Odor. 64; cf. 
Alex. De Sensu, 105 b (which 
Arist. De Sensu, c. 4, 441 a, 6, 
refers to Democritus), l 09 a. On 
colours, among which Democritus 
regards white, black, red and green 
as the four primitive colours. De 
Sensu, 73-82, cf. Stob. ~Eel. i. 
364; Arist. De Sensu, c. 4, 4-42 
b, 11 : TO -yd.p A.EvKov Kal TO µei\av 
'TO µev Tpaxv </>'lJ<JlV Elvat (A7Jµ6Kp.) 

\. 'i:'\ " ' ,..., ' I Tu uE i\ELOV, ELS OE Ta <1'X1JµaTa 
' I \ 

1 lb "d 3 ava-yet TOVS xuµous. Z • C. , 

440 a, 15 sq. ; Alex. l. c. 103 a, 
l 09 a. The emanations to which 
light and colours are reduced have 
been partly considered, supra, p. 
230, 1. Further details hereafter. 
Cf. also Burchard, Democr. Phil. 
de Sens. 16 ; Prantl, Arist. ub. d. 
Farben, 48 sqq. 
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on the four elements. He could not of course regard 
these substances as elements in the proper sense, for the 
a toms are in his system the first of all things. Nor could 
he, as Plato afterwards did, regard them, in spite of their 
being composed of atoms, as the primitive substances 
of all other visible bodies ; for more than four visible 
elements must then have resulted from the innumerable 
forms of the atoms. 1 As soon, however, as the four ele
ments had been established by another philosopher, he 
may, nevertheless, have beetowed upon them special 
attention, and may have sought to explain their quali
tie8 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 
pro:re-r. On account of its mobility he supposed it to 
consist of round and small atoms, 'vhereas, 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 

1 It is consequently a mistake 
to include (vide Simpl. Phys. 8) 
Leucippus and Democritus with 
the pseudo-Timreus, in the assertion 
that they all recognised the four 
elements as the primitive substances 
of composite bodies, but tried to 
reduce these elements themselves 
to more original and more simple 
causes. The statement of Diog. 
ix. 44, that Democritus believed 
the four elements to be combina
tions of atoms is more plausible ; 
on the other h.:tnd, the assertion 
ap. Galen, H. Philos. c. 5~ p. 243, 
that he made earth, air, fire and 
water principles sounds entirely 

apocryphal. Even supposing (and 
this is not probable) that air 
originally stood in the text, it 
would still be false. Democrjtus 
may certainly have spoken of earth, 
fire and water in the ·work to which 
the author appeals in support of 
this statement (the ~o<f>tu'TtKa, 
which is wanting in Mullach's 
list); but if the work were genuine, 
not in such a manner as to de
signate them the elements of all 
bodies. 

2 Arist. De Ccelo, iii. 4 ; supra, 
p. 225, 1. As observed, ibid. 303 
a, 28, water, air, and earth arise 
by separation out of one another; 
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How it comes to pass that the atoms in general 
enter into these definite combinations, and how the 
origin of composite things and the formation of a world 
is to be explained, we must consider in the following 
section. 

2. The niove1nent of the .Atorns; the f orniation and 
of the Universe; Inorganic 1-J .... ature. 

systern 

THE atoms, as they circulate in infinite space, 1 . 
are in 

concerning this process, cf. also c. 
7 (supra, p. 12 5, 1 ). In regard to 
the warm or fire, 1ibid. and De An. 
i. 2, 405 a, 8 sqq. c. 3, 406 b, 20; 
De Ccelo, iii. 8, 306 b, 32 ; Gen. et 
Corr. i. 8, 326 a, 3 ; cf. Metaph. 
xiii. 4, 1078 b, 19. As a reason 
for the above theory, in many of 
these passages motjon, De Ccelo, 
iii. 8, perhaps only as an arbitrary 
conjecture, and also the burning 
and penetrating force of fire, is 
assumed. Theophr. De Sensu, 75: 
red consists of similar atoms to the 
warm, only that they are larger; 
the more, and the finer the fire con
tained in a thing, the greater its 
brilliancy (e.g. in red-hot iron) : 
fJEpµ.011 7ap To A.E7r'T611. Cf. § 68 : 

\ " f I S:-6 Kat. TOV'TO 7roA.A.a1tts A.EJ'OVTa uL TL 
TOV xvµov [l. 8Epµov] TO cJ'x:Y,µa 
cJ'<f>atpoEt.oes. Simpl. l. c.: of OE 7repl 
AeV1CL7r1ro11 H:al i:l'Y]µ61CpL'TOV • • • 

\ \ f) \ I f) \ f 
7a, µev epµa J'LVE<r at H:aL 7rvpeta 

" f ~I 't ' t I \ TWV crwµaTwll ocJ'a e~ o~vTepoov Kat. 
"). , \ \ c ' 1\.E7r'ToµepEC1'Tepw11 KaL KaTa 0µ01.av 
el I f "' I E;Ttl/ KELµEVC!Jll <fVJ'KEtTa.L TW117rpW'TWll 

' \ 5:' \ .1, \ \ c <;:- 15:' crwµaTwv, Ta ue 'l'vxpa Kat. vuaTwu'Y] 
<f ' ~ ' I \ ' \ OcJ'a EK TWV evaVTLWV, teat. Ta µEV 
"). \ \ \ \ 5:'' ' 5:' \ , ... aµ7rpa Kat. <f>W'TEtva, 'Ta ue a,uvupa 
1eal <TKoTetva. The pyramidal form 
of flames, Democritus, according 
to Theophr. Fr. 3, De lgne, 52, 
explains by the increasing coolness 

of their jnternal parts. Further 
details will be found in the section 
on the soul: infra. 

1 Aribtotle c01npares this pri
meval state with the oµov 7rall'ra 
of Anaxagoras, Metaph. xii. 2, 
1069 b, 22: Kal &s i:l'Y]µ6KpLT6s 
<P'YJC1'Lll ~11 oµou 7raV'Ta. Ovvaµet, 
e11ep7elq. o' otJ. But we cannot of 
course consider the words ~v-o"D 
(with Ps.-Alex. ad h. l. p. 616, 21; 
Bon. Philop. ap. Bonitz, ad h. l. ; 
Trendelenburg on Arist. De An. 
318 ; Heimsoth. p. 43 ; Mullach, 
p. 209, 337; Fragm. i. 358, and 
Lange, Gesch. d. ~later. i. 131, 25t 
as a verbal quotation from Demo
critus, and on the strength of them 
ascribe to him the distinction of 
OVVaµEL and E11Ep'Yefq., and therewith 
the fundamPntal conceptions of the 
Aristotelian system. T4e passage 
must be construed thus: ' Also ac
cording to the exposition of Demo
critus all thjngs were together n0t 
actually, but potentially:' because 
in the original mixture of atoms, 
all things were contained according 
to their substance, but were not 
as yet formed and defined. Cf. 
:Bonitz and Schwegler, ad h. l. The 
Atomists th ems elves, moreover, 
could only have believed in this 
primeval state to a very limited 
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ceaseless movement. 1 This movement appeared to our 
philosopher so directly necessitated by the nature of 
things,2 that he expressly declared it to be without 
beginn.ing, 3 and on this ground he refused to assign to 
it any cause, since that which is infinite and has no 
beginning cannot be derived fro1n another.4 But if 

extent, since com bi nations of atoms, 
worlds, had al ways existed. 

1 Vide p. 236, 3; 228, 2; 215, 1. 
Arist. Metaph. xii. 6, 1071 b, 31 : 
~\..)/ " ,,,, '(' 
ULU EllLOt 1rOLOU<J'tV ctEL EVEp')'EtctV, 01,0V 

I \ f ' \ \ -l f 
AeuKL7r7rOS KctL IlA.a.Twv· ctEL 70,p e va.L 

cpa.<rL KLVT]<J'tV. &.A.A.a o~a. 'TL teal TEva. 
' I ) ~ \ C ~\ ' ~ \ \ ) I 

OU l\e7ov<J'LV, ouue WuL, OVuE 'T'YJV at'TLct.V. 

Ibid. 1072 a, 6 : of ael A.e70V'TES 
' ~ tl f KLV'Y}<J't'll elva.L W<J'7rEp .L\evKL1r7rOS. 

Ga1en, De Elem. sec. Hipp. i. 2, T. I. 
418 K : 'TO oE Kevo11 xdJpa. 'T t ~ €v v 
<P~p6µeva 'TctUTl Tct <rdJµa.Tct avw 'TE 

Ka.l KdTw aVµ1rctV'TCt Ota 7rctV'TOS 'TOU 
'"" 1), ").' I '").")./"). aiwvos ,1 7rept7r1>..EKeTa.L 7rWS a,,.._, ... 'YJ, ... ots, 

;!). ' \ ' '"). "). \ ,, 7rpO<rKpovH, Kat ct7f'01f'ct1>..1>..e'Tctl, Ka.L 

oiatcp[veL [-eTa.t] oe Ka.l <J'U')'Kp{vei 

[ l I > '' \ _\ -e'Tat 7rctALJI ELS ctAA'Y}Act Ka.Ta 'TaS 
f C f ' I f 

'TOLctUTCXS oµLA.1as, KctK 'TOV'TOL1 'Tct 'TE 
>1 I f "" \ _\ 
a.A.A.a. <ru7Kptµa.Ta 7rctll'Tct 7rOLEt KctL Ta 
c I I \ \ f)' 

'Y}µeTepa <rwµa.Ta Ka.L Ta. 7ra ?'}µa.Ta 

auTWll Kct.L Tas al<r81}<rets. 
2 Arist. Phys. ii. 4, 196 a, 24 : 

' \ ~I <\ \ ' "" ~~ EL(J'L uE 'TLVES Ot KaL 'TOvpavov 'TOVuE 
\" - ' '" KaL 'TWV Ko<rµtKWV 7rctV'TWV ctL'TtWV'TctL 

\. ' ' '\.'I _\ Tu avToµa.Tov· ct7ru Tavroµa.Tov 7u.p 
f e \ <;:f l \ I 7 L ')'VE (J' a.L 'T ?'} V u t V'Y} V K ct 'T ?'} V KL V'Y} (J' L V 
\ ~ r \ I 

'T'YJV uta.Kptva<rav Kett, KctTct<J'T'Y}<J'ct<rav , , , , \. ,.. s· 
ELS 'TctV'T'Y}V 'T'YJV 'Tct~tV 'TU 7rav. lm-
plicius rightly refers this passage 
to the Atomists, as they, and they 
alone, believed the universe to have 
been formed by a rapid whirling 
motion without deriving this mo
tion fro1n a special motive force. 
Phys. 7 4 a, b : 0£ 7repl ~'YJfLOKptTOV 

"" O c I • • • 'TW1-' K <rµwv ct7rflV'TWV • • • 
' I \. ' I (' \. ' ctL'TLWµ€VOt 'TU 0.V'Toµa.TOV ct7ru Ta.U'TO-

µd.TOU 7ap <f>ct.<J'L 'T~JI O{Jl'Y}V Ka.l 'TtJV 
I t)q 'f I KLV'YJ<rLV, e c. uµws ou A.e7ov<rL TL 

' ' \. , 6 7r0'TE E(J''TL 'TU ctV'T µa.TOV. 
3 Cf. previous note, Cic. Fin. i. 

6, 17: ille (Democritus) atomos 
quas appellat, i.e. corpora ·individ1ta 
propter soliditatem, censet in infinito 
inani, in quo nihil nee summum nee 
infimum nee medium nee ulti1n1tm 
nee extremum sit, ita Jerri, ut eon
citrsionibus inter se eohaereseant; 
ex quo efficia.ntur ea quae sint quae
q_ue eernantur omnia; eitmq_ue motum,, 
atomorum nullo a principio sed ex 
aeterno te.mpore intelligi eonvenire. 
Cf. p. 228, 2 ; Hippol. Refut. i. 
13 : ~AE7E OE [ ~'Y}µ6Kp.] &s ael KLVOU-

' ...... ,, ) ..... ..... 
µevwv TWV Oll'TWV EV 'TW KEVcp. 

4 Arist. Ehys. viii. 1, end : oA.ws 

OE 'TO voµ.i(etv apx1/v eYva.1, 'TctVT'Y}V 
c \ q '\i),.)f (/ x.. 
LKctVZJV, UTL ctEL I/ E<J''TLV OUTWS I/ 

' ' ' f)" "' < "). a " 7t'}'Ve'Tat, ovK op ws EXEL u7ro1 ... a,_,e1.v, 

~cp' {) ~'Y}µ6KpL'TOS avd•yet TctS 7rEpl 
I ' I c ~/ \ \. I 

<f>v<rews aL'Tt,ctS, ws OU'TW Ket.I 'TU 7rpo-
' ' " ~\ ' \ ' 't ..... Tepov E"YLVE'TO" TOV UE ctEL OUK astoL 

apxfiv (TJ'TELV. Gen. Anim. ii. 6, 
7 42 b 17 : ob Ka.A.ws oe A.l7ov<rt11 

' ~ \ "" ~ \ f \ ' I ~I 
OVUE 'TOV uLa TL 'T'Y}V ava.7K'Y}V, O(J'Ot 
").I q d )\I \ 
t>..E'YOV<JLV, U'TL OV'TW~ ctEL 'YtVE'TctL, Kcti. 

'TctV'T'YJV elvat voµl(oucrLV apXtJV ~v 
o.ilTo'is, &<r7rep ~'Y}µ6Kpt.'TOS 0 'A[3a'Y}-

' ~I "" \ ' \ \ ' I 
pt'T'Y}~, O'Tt 'TOV µev a.EL KctL a7reLpou 

' )/ ' \ \. ~' ~ ~ l ' \ OUK E<J''TtV apx1J, 'TU UE ULU. 'T apx1J, 

TO o' ael lf1f'etpov, t!JO'TE TO ~pw7?v 
\. ~ \ ' \ ..... ' \. \ 'TU uta 'TL 7rEpt 'TWV 'TOLOV'TWV 'TTllU~ 'TO 

(TJ'T~lV elva[ </>'YJ<rL TOU Ct1f'ELpou apx1/v. 

Cf. note 1. 
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Aristotle ma5 justly censure the Atomists for not 
having duly sought the cause of motion,1 it is untrue to 
say that they derived motion from cbance.2 Motion 
can only be called fortuitous, if by fortuitous we under
stand all that does not proceed from design ; 3 but if. this 
expression be taken to mean that which happens with
out natural causes, the Atomist:s are far from making 
such a statement. On the contrary, they expressly 
declare that nothing in the world happens Ly chance, 
but all follows of necessity from definite causes ; 4 that 

1 Arist. De Ccelo, iii. 2, cf. p. 
228, 2; .Zlfetaph. i. 4, end: 7repl oe 
1ei111/<J'Eoos, 38Ev 7, 7rws fnr&.pXEt -ro'is 
oO<J't, 1eal o'll-roL 7rapa7rft.77crlws -rol:s 
lift.ft.ots pq.8vµoos luf>E'i:crav. Cf. Diog. 
ix. 33, who says of Leucippus: Eiva! 
8' 8'<r7rEp ')'EVf<THS 1e6<J'µov oi>-roo 1eal 
alJ~f]<J'Ets 1eal rpelcrEts 1eal <f>8opa.s 

.!. '' ~~I'\ ICCX,Tt,T, TLVa ava')'IC'Y]V, ,,v U1f"0La E<TTLV 
oil otacra<f>E'i. Similarly Hippol. i. 
12, whfoh is taken from the same 
source. 

2 Aristotle gave ocqasion to this 
misunderstanding when in Phys. 
ii. 4, he made use of the expression 
auT6µaT01l, which in this place, and 
always with him, is synonymous 
with TVX'f/ ; whereas Democritus 
must have used the word in quite 
a different sense, if indeed he used 
it at all. It is Cicero, however, 
especially who put this opinion in 
circulation. Cf. N. D. i. 24, 66 : 
ista enini fia_qitia Democriti, sive 
etiam a.nte Leucippi, esse corpuscula 
qucedam laevia, alia aspera, rotitnda, 
alia, partim antem angidata, cur
vata qitcedam et quasi aditnca _; e:c 
hise.ffectum esse coelumatqite terram, 
nulla cogPnte natura sed concursit 
quodam fortuito. We find the 
same concursits fortuitus also in 

c. 37, D3; Tusc. 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, 1; Philop. 
Gen. et Corr. '),9 b; Phys. G~ 9 ; 
Simpl. Phys. 73 b, 74 a; Eus. Pr. 
Ev. xiv. 23, 2; Lactant. Inst. i. 2 ; 
and perhaps also in Eudemus, vide 
sipra, p. 236, 2. 

3 As Aristotle does, Ph,ys. ii. 5, 
196 b, 17 sqq .. who, so far, can 
truly maintH-in from his own stand
point, that the Atomists supposed 
the world to have come into being 
by chance. 

4 Stob. Eel. i. 160 (Democr. Fr. 
Phps. 41) : AEVKL7r1f"OS 7rav-ra «arr' 
' ' ' 5:'' ' ' (: J. ava'}'K'Y]V, Tr]V u ClVT'Y]JI V7ro.pxEL11 

( I ").f \ ' .,. \ 
Etµapµ.~V'Y]V. , .. eyet 7ap EV Tep 7rEpL 
VOV. " OVO~V XPrJµa µiT'Y]JI '}'L'}'VETat, 
'"'l."'l.\ I ' ").I \ a,", .. a 7rav-ra eK , .. o'Yov 'TE KaL fl7r' 
avct')llC'Y]S ." That Leucippus has not, 
without show of probability, been 
denied to be the author of the 
treatise 7repl vou, and that this 
fragrnent has been ascribed to 
Democritus, we have already seen, 
p. 207, l; but this is of no im
portance in regard to the pre8ent 
question. 



238 THE A.TOMISTIC PHILOSOPHY. 

fortune has little power over men, and chance is merely 
a name used as an excuse for our own faults. 1 Ari8totle 
and the later writers admit that the Atomistic philo
sophy strongly maintained the unconditional necessity 
of all that happens,2 reduced even what is apparently 
fortuitous to its natural causes,3 and started more 

I Democrit. Fr. 2lfor. 14 ap. 
Stob. Eel. ii. 344; Eus. Pr. Ev. 
xiv. 27, 4 : ltv8pw7rot 'TVX'YJS f:'tawA.ov 
brA.aCTaJITO 7rp6<f>a<JLV LO{'Y]S a{3ovA.l'Y]S' 
(or avol'YIS). {3ata 7ap <f>pov1/uLL 

r ' ' ~' "' ' a' 'TUX'YJ µaxE'Tat, 'Ta UE 7rAEl.CTTa EV µtcp 
l/Jvx1J efJ~DVETOS O~VOEpKEELV Ka'TL-
8vPEL. 

2 Arist. Gen. Anim. v. S, 789 
b I ~' \. IC' ~' ' rh \ , 2: A'Y]µoKptrros uE 'Tu ov EVEKa a't'eLS 
A.~J'ELV (Aristotle again censures 
him for this, De Resp. c. 4 init.) 
7raV'Ta ava"}'EL EtS aVa"}'K'l}V o'f s Xpfirrat 
r, </>VCTLS. Cic. De Fato, 1 ol 2R : 
Democritus . . . accipere maluit, 
necessitate o mnia fieri, qitam a cor
poribztS individitis ?Wlitrales motitS 
avellere. Similarly, ibid. 1 7, 39 ; 
Plut. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. i. 8, 7 : ~~ 
a:irelpov xp6vov 7rpOKaTEX,eCT8aL Tp 
ava7Kp 7rat18' a7rA.ws rra J'E"}'ov6rra 
Kal 5vrra Ka.l ~<16µeva.. Sext. Matlt. 
. 113 ' ' ' ' l < \. ix. : KaT ava-yK'Y]V µEv Ka V1ru 
olv'Y]s, &s ~AE"}'OV OL 7rEpl 'TOV A'Y]µ6KpL-

' -:.\ " c:: I D• 'TOV, OUK av ICLVOLTO 0 KO<J'µos. wg. 
• 4e::. ' ' ' ' ' ix. ,, : 7ravra 'TE Kar ava"}'fC'YJV J'LVE-
e ... ~' ' ! )/ "' CT aL, 'T'l/S ULV'Y]S aL'TLaS OU<J''l]~ '1"1JS 

' f ~ ' I "'l.' "/EVE<J'EWS 7ravrrwv, 1111 ava"}'K'Y]V /\.E'}'EL. 

Oenomaus ap. rrheod. Our. Gr. A.ff. 
vi. 15, N r. 8, 11, p. 86 and Theodo
retus himself says : Democritus 
denied freewill, and gave oyer the 
whole course of the world to the 
neressi.ty of fate. Plut. Plac. i. 
25, 26 : IT.apµEvlO'Y]s Kal A'Y]µ6KpLTOS 

1 ,,, \ ,, 
7ra.VTa KaT a11a7K'l}V • 'T'l]V aVT'l}V 
o' elvat «al Elµ.apµJll'Y]V Kal o[K'l]V Kal 
7rp6voiav Kal 1wcrµo1rot611 (this is only 
partially true in respect to Demo-

critus); Democritus placed the es
sence of ava-yK'Y] in the CtV'Tl'TV7r{a 
Kal <f>opa Kal 'lrA'YJ/'tJ rr-ns vA.'l}s. Cf. 
also p. 237, l, 4. 

3 Arist, Ph.11s. iv. 2, 195 b, 36 : 
>f ' l ' >f [c ' \. EVLOL 7ap tea El. ECT'TlV 'l] 'TVX'YJ 'Tu 
ailrr6µarrov] :t, µ1, Ct7ropovcrtv • ovof:v 

\ f e '\.I \' \ 7ap J'LVECT aL a7ru 'TVX'YJS <f>aCTLV, aft.A.a 
f -l f '' c I (/ 7raVTWV E vaL 'TL atrrtov wptCTµEvov, ucra ")., , , , , , e .. , 

, ... E7oµE11 a7r av7 oµarrou J'L"/VECT aL 'lJ 
T1~X'YJ~, ofov rrov ~A.8e'iv a7ro TVX'YJ~ 

' \ ' ' \ Q" ~' ELS 'T'lJV a-yopav KaL KarraA.afJELV 011 
'Q /"). \ ' •I ~\ >I \. 
EµOVt\.ETO µev OVIC Cf'ETO OE, aL'TlOV 'Tu 
a ""). e :I ' ' e6 c ' /Jov1 ... E<1 a1 a:yopacrat. EA vrra • oµoiw~ 
~\ \ ' ' - ,, - ' \. ' uE KaL E7rL rrwv aA.A.wv TWV a7ru TVX'YJS 
"). ' ,, - a- \. 1\.E"}'Oµ.Evwv ae1. 7' L ElVaL A.aµEt.V rru 
'' ' "). "). ' , ' S. 1 Ph aL'TLOV, at\./\. OU 'TVX'YJV. imp . ?JS. 

74 a (on the words which refer to 
what has just been quoted. Ka0&-
7rEp o 7raA.aLOS A.67os EZ7rEV o avalpwv 
rr1,v 'T{'X'YJV): 7rpos ~'l]µ6Kpl'TOV ~OLKEV , ,.,. e , " , .,, , " 
Hp'l]CT at. EKEl.VOS 7ap, Kav EV 7'IJ 
KOCTµo7rod°q. ~OOICEL rrp 'TVX'[J XPTJCT8a!., 
, "'l.' , - I '~ L aA.,... EV 'TOLS µEptlCWTEpOtS OVUEVUS 
rh -;- \ I ' [ ' t 't''lJCTlV ELVaL 'T'lJV 'TVX'YJV alT av, ava<f>E-
poov els Cf.A.A.as al T la~, oTov rrov e'YJ rravpov 
c" \.I ii.\ l -EUpet.V Tu CTtca7rTELV '11 T'Y]V </>UTE av T'Y]~ 

eA.afas, 'TOV oe Ka'Tea-y1jvat 'TOV <f>a'J\.a-
,... \. ' \ ' \. c ',f, tcpov 'TU KpaVLOl/ 'TUV aETUV pt't'atl'Ta 

\ "). , tf \. "). , ( "' 
rrnv xe1\.wv1111 o7rw~ rru xe1 ... wvio11 pa1v. 
<>f)Tw 7ap o EtJorJµos lcrrropE'i. Simi
larly 76 a, 73 b. The same is as
serted, only in Stoical language, in 
the statement of rrheodoretus l. c. 
p. 87, that Demonritus declared the 
TVX'YJ to be an lfo'Y]A.os ah[a av8pw-
7rlvcp A.6-ycp. Cf. Part. III. a, 151. 
3, 2nd ed. But if Democritus did 
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.1 The .l\.tomists 
could not of course explain natural phenomena by 
reference to design: 2 natural necessity was to them a 
blindly working force ; their system kne-\v nothing of 
any spirit that had formed the world, or of a Providence 
in the later meaning of the word ; 3 the reason of: 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 
s·up'ta) in empty space, that the Void is the cause of 
motion ; 4 sometimes the Atomists conceived weight as 
an essential property of all bodies, and consequentl.Y, as 
corresponding to the corporeal mass of the atoms.5 It 

particular, we may be sure that so 
logical a thinker would never have 
supposed the whole uni verse to be 
the work of chance. 

1 Cf. what is said by Aristotle 
on this point (besides the quota
tion p. 219, 2; 215, 1 ), Gen. et Gorr. 
i. 2, 315 a, 34 (he is speaking of the 
explanation of becoming, decay, 
& \ ~' ~' ' ' ' '). .... c. / : o"Aws ue 7rapa 'TCl E7rt.7r01\.'YJS' 

\ ' ~ \_ '~ \ ' I lit 7rEpt. ovuevus OVUEl.S E7rE<J'T'Y]<J'EV Ec;W 

A'Y]µotcphov. OtcjTOS' o' ~OLKE µ'Ev 1TEPL 
c f I ~~ ~\ ' ""' a7ra.VTWJI <f>po11TL<TC1.L, IJU'YJ UE EV Tep 
7r&s ota.<f>€pfl. De A'J7,. i. 2, 405 
a, 8: ~'Y]µ6Kp. O~ Ka.l 'Y"Aacpvp::AJn4pws 

>/ ' I 'i:'\ I .I Etp'Y]ICEV, a.rro<f>rivaµevos ULCl TL TOUTWV 
, I 
EKa.Tepov. 

2 P. 237, 3. 
3 Democritus is commonly re-

proached with this, vide Uic. Acad. 
ii. 40, 125; Plut. ap. Eus. 1. o. 
Plew. ii. 3 (Stob. i. 442) ; Nemes. 
Nat. Hom. c. 44, p. 168; Lactantius 
l. c. According to Favonius. ap. 
Diog. ix. 34 sq., Deinocritus ex
pressly opposed the Anaxao-orean . c 
doctrine of the forming of the world 
by vovs. How far, however. he was 
able t') speak of a universal reason 
we shall enquire later on. 

4 As Aristotle says (Ph,ys. vii1. 
9, 265 b, 23) when he describes the 
Atomists as those who admit no 
particular moving cause, ot11 oe TO 
Kevov KLVEtfI8af. <f>a.<nv. Sirr1ilarly . ' Eudemus ap. S1mpl. Phys. 12± a. 

5 P. 226, 1, and also Theophr. 
De sensu, 71 : Ka.f Tot T6 'YE f3a.pv 1ea.l 
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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; 1 

moreover, it is expressly stated that Democritus, like 
Empedocles, represented all the atoms as having been 
originall.v moved by their weight ; and that he explained 
the upward motion of many hodies by the pressure 
which drives up thA 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 Epicurus 
thus sought to evade; 3 in reality, however, his polemic 
and that of his followers against the absolutely vertical 
fall of the atoms 4 only applies to the older Atomistic 
philosophy: not to mention that Epicurus was certainly 
not the discoverer iz:>f the purely physical derivation of 

Kov<f>o11 cha.11 ~Lopl(p 'TOL'J µeyefJE<TL11, 
.,., \C,... I \ ' ' a.11a.')'K1/ Ta a.?r A.a ?ra11Ta. T1]11 aVT1]11 

~XEL11 6pµ1]11 T1js <f>opas. 
1 Cf. inf. p. 241. 
2 Simpl. De Ocelo, 254 b, 27, 

Sehol. in Arist. 510 b, 30: 0£ 'Yap 
?repl ~'f]µ6KpLTOV Kal fJa·-repo11 'E?r[KOV-

\ ' 6 J. c ,.,. pos rra.s a.T µous ?Ta.eras oµocpve1.s 
otJcra.s ~dpos ~XEL11 <f>a.crl, T~ Be eI11a.i 
TL11a {3a.pV-repa J~oofJovµe11a. Ttt KOu<f>6-

c ' ' ..... en,. /". 6 ' \ \. Tepa. V?r a.VTW11 v'f't~a.11 11TW11 E?TL TU 
':J!_ f f) \ C/ f a.11W <f>EpECT a.L. Ka.t. OVTW AE')'OVCTL11 
oDTOL B0Ke'i11 Ta µev Koihpa eivat Ta 

o~ f3a.p~a. (What follows is not 
concerned with the exposition ofthe 
theorie8 of Democritus.) Similarly, 
ibid. 314 b. 37; 121b,42; Schol. 517 
b, 21; 486 a, 21; Ibid. Phys. 310 a: 

c \ A f _,,,"\. \ 
OL irepL ~'f]µOKpLT011 • • • Et\.E')'OV, KaTa 
\' '"Q' I T'f]11 E 11 avTOL'J JJapVT'f]'Ta, KLVOVµ.e11a. 

'TavTa. [Ta lt.Toµa] Bu~ 'TOV Ke11ov ,, \ ,, ,.,. ' 
ELK011TOS Ka.L µ'Y] a11TLTV?TOV1ITOS Ka.Ta 

T6?T011 KL11EtCT8a.t • • • Ka.l oil µ.611011 
f ~· \ I 6 I . r.-

?rpWT'f}11 a.A.A.a Kat. µ 111111 Ta.vrrw ov-rot 
' ,.,. ' , ~ ~6 KLV1JCTL11 TOl.S CTTOLXELOLS a.?TOutu aCTL. 

Cic. vide following note. 
8 Cic. N. D. i. 25, 69 : Epieurus 

eum videret, si atomi .ferrentur in 
locum inferioreni siwpte pondere, 
nihil .fore in nostra potestate, quod 
es.~et earitm motus eertus et neees
sarius, invenit q1wmotl,o necessitateni 
effuqeret, quod videlicet Demoerituni 
fugerat : ait attJmitm, eum pondere 
et gravitate directa deorsum .feratur, 
declinare paululum. It is evident 
the presuppositjon here is, that 
Democritus came to his conclusions 
through admitting that the aton1s 
exclusively foliowed the law of 
gravitation. 

4 Epicurus ap. Diog. x. 43, 61; 
Luer. ii. 225 sqq. 
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motion and of the universe which he himself violates 
by his arbitrary theories on the deviation of the atoms. 
We must, therefore, consider the movement of the 
atoms, according to the doctrine of Leucippus and 
Democritus, simply as a result of their weight, and 
consequently the earliest kind of motion must have 
been downward and perpendicular. 1 The difficulty tha~ 
in infinite space there is no above and below 2 does not 
seem to have forced itself upon the Atomists.3 

1 The opposite theory of Lewes 
(Hist. of Phil. i. 101) that Demo
critus ascribed no weight, but only 
force, to the atoms, and supposed 
weight to arise from the shock 
given by means of a greater force, 
cannot be supported even by the 
statements quoted, p. 227, 2, and 
contradicts the most trustworthy 
evidence. 

2 Cfo. Fin. i. 6, vide sup. p. 236, 
3 ; Sim pl. JJe Cmlo, 300 a, 45 (Schol. 
516 a, 37): a11TLAE'}'EL µeTa~V 7rpOs 

' \ '/". -l \ ,, \_ Tovs µ1] voµL~<WTas e vat µev avoo rru 
~\ I I ~\ 6 " ue KO.TW. TO.VTTJS ue '}'E'}' VO.UL TTJS 
00~11s 'Ava~lµavopos µ'Ev teal A.11µ6-
KptTOS otd. TO ~:rretpov v7roTieeu8at 'TO 
7rav. kristotle does not seem to 
have the Atomists in view in the 
passage De Omlo, iv. I, 308 a, 17; 
but on the other hand in Phys. iv. 
8, 214 b, 28 sqq. ; De Cm lo, i. 7 ~ et 
pass., he applies the above censure 
to them. Cf. Part ii. b, 210 sq. 
312, 2nd ed. 

3 Epicurus, indeed, ap. Diog. x. 
60, defends the theory that even 
in infinite space there may be a 
movement upward and downward 
in the following observation. If, 
he say8, no absolute Above and 
Below (no &vooTciTw and KaTCJJTcXTCJJ) 
be possible in infinite space, stjll a 
motion in the ilirection of our feet 

VOL. II. 

frnm our head is always contrary 
to a motion from our feet towards 
our head, even should both lines be 
produced to infinity. Lange, Gesch. 
d. Mat. i. 130, approves of this ar
gument, and thinks it may be 
referred to Democritus. But De
mocritus not only said that the· 
atoms actually moved in the direc
tion which we are accustomed to 
designate as downwards, he main
tained that they must follow this 
direction; he placed the cause of 
their motion in their weight, and 
it was solely on this ground that 
he could determine anything as to 
its direction, for we cannot perceive 
the movement in the least. But jf 
the atoms are l~d downwards by 
their weight, this below is not 
merely the place which, from our 
position on the earth, appears as 
lower, but the place which for eH.ch 
atom, wherever it may be in infinite 
space, is the lower, the goal of its 
natural motion. But there cannot 
be a below in this sense in infinite 
space. IfEpicurus overlooked this 
fact and sought to defend the doc
trine handed down to him of the fall 
of the atoms against the censures 
of Aristotle, by an expedient so 
little in harmony with the presup
positions of that doctrine, we need 

R 
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In and for themselves, the atoms in their movement 
would all follow the same direction. But as they are 
unequal in size and weight, they fall (so the Atomists 
think) with unequal ve~ocity; they therefore impinge 
upon one another, the lighter are forced upwards by 
the heavier,1 and from the collision of these two 
motions, and the concussion and recoil of the atoms, 
there arises a circular or whirling movement 2 in which 

not be much surprised. But it is in
credible that a natural philosopher 
like Democritus should not have 
remarked the contradiction ; it is 
far more likely that both he and 
Leucippus regarded the fall of 
bodies in the void as self-evident ; 
and never proceeded to reflect that 
the case was that of a natural mo
tion downward, and that such a 
motion in unlimited. space was 
impossible. 

1 According to Arist. De Cm lo, 
iv. 6, 313 b, 4, Democritus called 
this upward motion crovs. 

2 This conception of the origin 
of the circular motion from which 
the Atomists derived the universe 
(videinfra), is not only necessitated 
by the interconnection of their 
doctrine, which cannot be satisfac
torily established in any other 
way, but is fully confirmed by all 
historical testimony. That the 
original motion of the atoms was 
in a downward direction, and that 
only in consequence of this motion 
a portion of the atoms was driven 
upward, is exprflssly 8tated by 
Simplicius, vide p. 240, 2. Lucre
tius contradicts this opinion in a 
passage which, according to our 
previous remarks, can only refer to 
Democritus, ii. 225: Graviora po
tesse corpora, qito citius rectum per 
inane feritntitr, incidere ex siipero 

levioribus atque ita plagas ( 7f'A'YJ'Ytts, 
vide inf.) gignere, quCP possint geni
talis reddere motus; like Epicurus 
(vide Part III. a, 378, second 
edition) he opposes to it Aristotle's 
proposition (ibid. ii. b, 211, 1 ; 
312, 3), that all bodies fall with 
equal velocity in empty space. 
Further, although the Placita, i. 4 
(Galen. c. 7), primarily reproduce 
the Epicurean theory merely (cf. 
Part III. a, 380, second edition), 
yet this theory itself indicates the 
doctrine of Democritus as its source; 
and Diogenes and Hippolytus, 
moreover, make precisely similar 
statements as to Leucippus. Diog. 
ix. 31 : 'Ylvecrem 3€ Tovs K6crµovs 

Cf m' (J ,, \' ,_ OV'TW' 't'epecr a.L Kalr 0.7f'OTOµr]11 EiC T'YJS 
' ' '\'\' ' ,.. ... 0.7f'€Lpov 7f'Ot\.l\.0. crooµa'Ta 7r0.VTOta TOLS 

I ' I \. Cf ' e CTX'l}µaCTLV ELS µE'YO. KEJluV, a:1rep a -
potCT8EVTtJ. olv'l}V Ct7rep7&(eu8at µ£av, 
Ka.8' nv 7rpOCTKpOVOV'TO. 1eal 7T'O.VTOOa7r&'JS 
KVICAOVµt:va OLaKpfvecr8at xwp2s Ttt 
q \_ ' q ' ''6 ~\ uµota 7rpus Ta uµota. uropp 7f'CJJV ue 
3ta TO 7rA.?}8os µ'l}KETt 3Pvetµ€voov ,,.,, e , , ' ..... 7r€pt't'epecr at, Ta µev A€7f''TO, xoopetv 
els TO ~~oo Kevov, WCT7rep 3ta'TTOµeva, 

' ~\ \ ' ' Ta ue A.ot7f'a crvµµevetv Kat 7rEpt7rA.e-
' I ' I KOµeva CTV'YKO.'TO.TPEXELV a'A.A.'l}'A.OLS 

Kal 7f'Ote"iv 7rp&'JT6v TL CTVl1T'l}µa crcpat-
poFLoEs. 1-Iippol. Refitt. i. 12: 

6 ~\ [ Cl J ' I e I K crµovs uE oUTw 'YEVECT at A.e'YEL" 
8Tav ELS µf:'raKotvov [µ€'Ya Kevov J €1t 
TOV 7reptEXOVTOS a8potcr8fi 7f'O'A.A.a 

I \ ~( ..... I 
crooµaT~l KaL crvppv'!J, 7rpocr1epovovTa 
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all parts of the congeries of atoms are thenceforward 
involved. 1 

aA.1'.1}A.oLS <TVµ7r'A.EKE<T8aL TCt oµotocr
X1Jµova Kal 7rapa1TA.1/crLa rras µopq>as' 
Kal 7rept7rA.Ex8€vToov els ETepa (in
stead of els E'Tepa we should proba
bly read ~v a-Uu-r'f}µa) '}'lve<r8aL. 
Aristotle doubtless is referring to 
the Atmnistic philosophy in De 
Cmlo, i. 8, 277 b. 1 : Fire, he says, 
takes the upward direction by 
virtue of its own nature, not in 
consequence of force employed by 
another, C!J<Y7rep TW's cpacrL -rfi €K8>...£
'o/EL ; and perhaps Plato also refers 
to it, Tim. 62 C. How the Atomists 
supposed the circular motion ori
ginated from the two rectilinear 
motions upward and downward, we 
are not told. Epicurus, ap. Diog. 
x. 61, 43 sq. speaks (without refer
ence to the Atomists) of a lateral 
motion caused by collision and a 
rebound of the atoms; the latter 
is also ascribed to Democritus in 
the Plew. i. 26 (sup. p. 238, 2), as 
well as by Galen (sup. p. 236, 1 ), 
and Simplicius, JJe Cmlo, 110 a, 1 
(Schol. 484 a, 27): TCtS a-r6µovs , e , " ,..,, ' , • • • q>epEcr aL EV T(f) KEV(/) KctL E'lf'LKa-
TaA.aµf'avov<laS aA.A.fjActS lTV'}'KpOVECf-
() 

'\ \ \ ~ f '\. '\. e Cf aL, Ka£ 'TctS µev CJ.'lf'O'lf'ctt\.t\.E<f at, 07rTJ 
~ I \ ~' '\. , e u.v TVXCJJCfL, Tas uE 7repL7r1\.EK.E<l at 
' I ' \ ~ I 
ctAA'Y}AaLS Kct-ra 'T'Y]V TCJJV Cf'XYJµa-rwv 
Ka.l · µe'}'ee~v 1eal 8E<TECJJV Kal Tct~E(L'V 

I '\ Q { \ e/ <TvµµeTpw.v, Ka1. cruµ/Ja VELV Ka1. ovToo 
, '"' e' , ~ 'T1JV TCJJV a'VV ETWV "fEVEa'LV a7rOTE-

AEtCf8aL. Epicurus's remark, ap. 
Diog. x. DO, that this exposition 
requires to be completed, refers to 
the doctrine of Democritus of the 
formation of the world by means 
of the circular motion: ou ')'ttp 
6.Bpot<Tµov OEL µ6vov '}'EV~a'8aL ovo~ 
~- ) 'C' ~ ~ I I I e uwov EV <.p EvuEXETaL 1eocrµov ')'LVE<:r at 
KEV~ KaTCt TO oo~a(6µevov E~ &vd'}'-

~c e f e' Cl ~- ~ , IC1]S, av1:1E(f aL ECJJS a.v ETEpCf 7rpoa'-
' ()I "" , Kpova''[I, Ka a7rEp TCJJV KaA.ovµ.Evoov 

!{JvcrtKwv <P11crl TLS. Further details 
in the next note. Augustine's as
sertion, Epist. 118, 28 : inesse con
cursioni atomoru1n vim quandam 
animalem et spirabilem, is rightly 
referred by Krische, Jllorsch. i. 161, 
to a misapprehension of Cicero, 
Tuse. j. 18, 42. Lange's conjec
turP- (Gosch. d. Mat. i. 130, 22) 
that Democritus supposed the cir
cular motion to take place after the 
formation of the complex of atoms, 
out of which the world originated, 
finds no support in the tradition ; 
on the other hand, Diog. ix. 31, 
represents the <TV<:rT11µa <T</>atpoEco€s 
as arising first from the olvn. Simi
larly Epicurus, l. c., speaks of a 
o'ivos in the void, EV ip EOEXE'TaL 
K6a'µov "fLVE<f8at. 

1 This idea. in connection with 
what has been remarked, p. 236, 4, 
explains why the doctrine of De
mocritus is sometimes represented 
as if the mutual concussion and 
rotation of the atoms were main
tained to be their only motion, of 
which he sought no further deriva
tion, cf. Diog. ix. 44 : c/JEpea'Oat 
o' EV 'Tc; 3A.CfJ Otvovµ€vas ( TCtS CtT6uovs ). 
Id. § 45, p. 238, 2; Sext. Math. ix~. 
113; ap. Stob. Eel. i. 394 (Plac. i. :, · 
23, 3) : A1}µ6tep. iv "fEVos tetv1}<TEws 
To tea-ra 7raA.µov [if the 7rA.&.7 iov of 
the text. ought not to be replaced 
by 7f'A1J'}'nv J a:rrEq>alveTO. (Ibid. 
348, where the concussion of the 
atoms is eYen stated to be their 
only motion, and th,eir weight is 
denied, sup. p.227, 2.) Alexander, 
ad Metaph. i. 4, p. 27, 20 Bcm. o'tJToi 
')'ttp (Leucippus and Democritus) 
AE'}'OV<TLV aA.A.7]A.0Tv1rova'as teal Kpovo
µ€vas 7rp0S CtAA1}AOVS KLVEta'8aL TtlS 
aTOµovs, 7r08ev /tEVTOL 1, apx~ T1]S 
Ktv1}<TECJJS TOLS [ T7}S J Ka.Ta cpvcriv~ o~ 

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 place.1 It 
follows, however, from the nature of things that not 
loose concatenations merely, but firm combinations of 
atoms must be produced; for as the variously shaped 
particles are shaken together, many must necessarily 
adhere and become entangled one with another, must 

I C \ \ l_ )'\'\ '\ 
A.e'}'ov<J'i.V' 77 '}'ap 1w:·ra r1,v a''-''-'11''-orv-

' a.' 6 ) ' \ ' ' 7f'LaV fJLaL s E<J'rL ICLV"f1<J'LS Ket.£ OU Ka'Ta 
I c I ~\ C a_I ,.. \ 

</JV<J'tv, v<J'rEpa UE '11 fJLaLOs r'17S Kara 
<fJV<J'Lv. ovo€ 'Yap, etc., sitp. p. 227, 2. 
Cic. De Fato, 20, 46: aliam enim 
quandam vim motits habeant 
[ atomi] a JJemocrito impulsionis, 
quam plagam (vi de previous note) 
ille appellat, a te, Epicure, gravi
tatis et ponderis. Simpl. JJe Cmlo, 
260 b, 17 (Schol. 511 b, 15): ~A.e-, ., " e ' " , '}'OV aeL ICIVEL<J' aL Ta 7rpoora • • • EV 

Tcii &7refprp KEvcp f'lq,. (Mullach, p. 
384, quotes from Phys. 96 : Anµ.6-

, ) I I ,,, 
KpLTOS <{>v<J'et aKtvr]Ta A.E'}'W// Ta aroµa 
7TA"f1'Yfi KLve'L<J'fJal c/J"f1<1'Lv; but the 
words are not in our present pas
sage.) For the same reason Aris
totle, JJe Cmlo, iii. 2, 300 b, 8 sqq. ; 
ii. 13, 294 b, 30 sqq., asks the 
A tomists what was the original 
and natural motion of the atoms, 
since this forcible motion presup
poses a natural one ? It is quite 
conceivable that the downward mo
tion in empty space, which seemed 
possible to the Atomists, though 
not to Aristotle, may have been 
left without notice, because De
mocritus presupposed, without ex
plicitly stating, that this was the 
natural motion of the atoms. 

1 Cf. the passages quoted, p. 
242, 2. Democritus himself re
marks in the fragment ap. Sext. 

Math. vii. 116 sqq. (cf. Plut. Plac. 
iv. 19, 3, and Arist. Eth. N viii .. 2), 
that it is a universal law that like 
consorts with lik~: Kal '}'Ctp (o/d, 

c I /'".I C '\I </J"f1<1'tV, oµ.O'}'EVECJ't ~/~OL<J'L ~vva"}'Et\.a~ 

r c ' " ' ~ETCH, WS 7rEptefTEpat 7rEpt<J'TEp'[l<1'L KaL 
I f \ ) \ " ~ 7epavot '}'€pet.110t(J't KCl.L E'Tl'L TWV W.,AAWV 

&.>...6-yoov. But he considered that 
the cause of this lay not in a 
tendency inherent in the primitive 
substances, but in the mechanical 
motion, the size a.nd form of the 
atoms, as we see from what follows : 
i: I ~ \ \ \ " ) ,f, I wcraVTOOS UE KaL 7f'EPL 'TWV a-rvxwv, 
KaTci7rEp opfjv 7r&pE<1'Tt E7f'l TE TOOV 

I f \ ' \ KO<J'KLVEVOp.EV(J)V <J'7rEpp.aTOOV Kat E'Tl't. 

Toov 7rapa rycri Kvµa,.,.w'Yff<J'L l/JtcplOoov • 
~ ' ' ' \_ ~ ' uKOV µ.ev 'Yap KaTa TUV TOV ICO(J'Ktvov 
OWOV otatcptTtlCWS cfJaKol µEra </>aKOOV 

' ' e' ' e' Ta<J'<J'ovrat Kat. rcpt aL µ.eTa Kpt eoov 
\ \ ' " q ~\ ' Kat 7rvpot µ.eTa 7rvpoov, uKOV UE Kara 

l, " I I c \ r 1/V TOV KvµaTOS KLV"f1CJ'tv at µEv 
E7rtp.1,1CE€S tf;11cpwe~ els TOV avTOV 
6 " , ' 'e' c T 7f'OV T'[l<J'L E7f'LP."f1KE<J'L 6) EOVTat, at 

O~ 7rEpt<f>Epees T'fiCJ'L 7rEpt<fJepECft. (The 
rest appears to be added by Sextus 
himself.) Cf. Alex. Qu. Nat. ii. 
23, p. 137 Sp.: 0 A'17µ6KptT6s TE 

Kal avTOS o:rroppo{as TE 'YlVE<J'6ai 
Tl8ETal Kal Ttt 8µ.ota cfJ'pe<J'8aL 7rpOs 
'Ta 8µ.ota. aA.A.a 1eal Els TO ICOtVOV [I. 
Kevov 1 7f'avTa cpepEcr8ai. Simpl. 
Ph.ys.-7 a : 7f'Ec/JvKevat 'Yap TO 8µ.owv 
c \_ "5.' "e ,,.,.,, a V7f'U rov uµ.owv KLVELCJ' at KaL 't'EPE<J'vat 
Ta crtryyEv?] 7rpos i£A.A."f1A.a. 
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embrace and impede one another in their course,1 so 
that some will even be retained in a place which is not 
suited to their nature; 2 and thus from the combination 
of atoms compound bodies are formed. Each of these 
complexes separating itself from the mass of primitive 
bodies is the germ of a world. These worlds, according 
to the Atomists, are innumerable; for the number of 
atoms being infinite, and empty space being unlimited., 
atoms will be found in the most various places. As 
moreover the atoms are infinitely various in size and 

1 Arist. JJe Cmlo, iii. 4 (sup. p. 
216, 2); Gen. et Corr. (sup. p. 215, 
I) 1eal <fVJJTL8EµEva o~ 1eal 7f'EpL7rAEICO• 

µEva 'YEllV~v. Philop. ad. h. l. 36 a, 
seems to be only inventing ; Hip
pol. Refilt. i. 12, vi<le p. 242, 2; 
Galen vide p. 243, n; Strabo in Cic. 
Acad. ii. 38, 121 : Simpl. IJe Cmlo, 
133 a, 18; Schol. 488 a, 26 : 
<fTa<Tta(ELv OE [ TCtS aT6µous] 1eal 
cp€peu8ai ev Trj ICEVrf ota Te T~v &vo-

6 ,,,, ')I 

µoi T'f/Ta 1ea1. Tas a.A.A.as- Tas eipnµevas 
~ \ ' ~' , ' \ uta<f>opas, <f>epoµevas uE eµ7rt7f'TELV Km. 

7repL7rAEKE<T8at 7rEpt7rAOK~V TOLaVTTJV 
~ ,f, I \ ' \ \ '\. f ,, <Tuµ'faveiv µEv avTa 1ea1. 7f'1\.T}<TLOV 
Elvai 7f'OLEL, <f>v<Ttv µevTOL µCav €~ 
" I '~' C - "" EICEtl/CJJV ovu 1/VTLvaovv "fEVV°t • • • 

..... ~' ' ' , l ' Tov uE <Tvµµeveiv Tas ov<T a.s µET 
aA.A.1}A.oov µexpi TLllOS alTtaTaL TCtS 
' '\. ' ' ' ' 1,1, ..... €7f'ct1\.Act'YaS ICaL Tas ctVTLA1/'fELS TCJJV 
<TooµaToov. Ta µev "fCtp avToov eivaz 
<flCct'l\.T}vCt, TCt O~ a'YICL<TTpWO'f/ (cf. 
with this p. 224, 1) Ttt oe ltA.A.as 
, 'e "' ~ ,,.,., , , ' avapt µous EXOllTa uta't'opas. E7f'L 

'TO<TOVTOV oiJv XpOvov IJ<f>oov a?rr&Jv 
' f e I/" l f a/J"rEXE<T at voµ1.~EL Ka <TuµµeveLV, 
t:/ , I ~ - I 
ECJJS L<fXVPOTepa 'TLS EiC 'TOU 7rEpiexov-

' I I \ ~ Tos ava'YIC'f/ 7rapa'YevoµEv1J Km uta-
' \ ',, ~ ' <fEL<f'[J ICaL XCJJPLS ctVTctS uta<f7f'ELP?l· 

Ibid. 271 b, 2 (Schol. 514 a, 6) on 
the passage quoted from Aristotle : 
Ta6ras oe [ Ttts &,,,.6µovs] µ6vas 

€>...ryuv (Leucippus and Democritus) 
~ ' ' ;?!'\.'\. \ ~ ~ <fVVEXELS. Ta -yap U.1\.1\.a Ta. uOICOVVTa 

CTVVEX1J acpfj 7rpO<fE'Y'Y£(eLV Ct\A1/AOLS. 
~\. ' ~ ' ' , ' , ULU Ka.L T 1/V TOµ'f}v avppovv, ct7r01\VCTLV 
Toov a7f'Toµ€voov A.€'Yov-res T-)Jv 001eov-

' ' ~ ' ..... '~' ,~ crav 'TOµT}v • ICaL uLa TOV'TO ouu Et; 

c \ ' I e '' El!US 7f'OAAct 'YLVE<f CU EAE'YOV • • • 
y , '\...... "' , , '-e OVTE EiC 7f'OA1\.CJJV EV Kar aA.11 Etav 

uvvExes, &>..>..a ,,.ii <Tuµ7rA.01efi ,,.c;,v 
' 6 Cf d ~ "' f e a,7 µoov EICct<f'fOV EV uOICElV 'YLVE<f at. 

'T1/v 0€ <Tvµ7rA.01e1/v 'Af3onp'Vrat e7raA.
>...a~tv €1eaA.ouv {f,<f7rep ATJµ61ept'Tos. 
(Also some of the MSS. have 
7rept7rA.e~EL instead of e7raA.A.a~EL in 
the passage from Aristotle.) 

2 According to Aristotle ( JJe 
Cmlo, iv. 6, 313 a, 21 ; cf. Simpl. 
acl. h. l. 322 b, 21 ; Schol. 518 a, 
1 ), Democritus explained the phe
nomenon that flat bodies of a sub
stance specifically heavier than 
water can yet float upon water in 
this way. The warm substances, 
he said, ari~ing 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. H~ therefore supposed 
that, by rotation, that which is 
lighter might easily come into a 
lower place, and the heavier into a 
higher place~ 
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shape, the worlds formed from them will display the 
greatest diversity; yet it may also happen that some of 
them are absolutely alike. Lastly, since these worlds 
had a beginning, so are they subject to increase and 
diminution, and finally to destruction; they increase 
as long as other substances from without 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 ; 1 and in their 
internal construction likewise they are subject to per
petual change.2 

1 Aristotle doubtless has the 
Atomistic philosophy in view when 
(Pliys. viii. 1, 250 b, 18) he says: 
~ \ ' I 6 ~l I O<J'OL µev a7rELpov~ TE K <iµovs E va.L 
cpa<iL Kal rrovs µev 'Yl'Yveff8ai rrovs oE 
cp8etpE<i8at T6JV K.6<J'µCJJV, aEL <f>a<J'LV 
eivat 'YEVE<itv ; for the words rrovs 
µev 'YLV. can only be understood of 
co-existent worlds like those of the 
Atomists, and not of successive 
worlds, as held by Anaximander and 
Heracleitus. The refutation of the 
opinion that there may be several 
worlds (IJe Cmlo, i. 8) must also 
refer to co-existent worlds. Later 
writers are more explicit: ol µev 

\ ) I "" 1 8 \ 6 'Yap a7retpovs 7q. 7f'A'YJ EL rrovs K <J'µovs 
lnro(JEµEvoi, &s ol 7repl. 'Ava~lµavopov 
(that this is a misunderstanding 
hils already been shown, Vol. I. 
257 sq.) Ka·l AEVKL7f'7rOV Kal ll..11µ6-

, ' ' ' KptTOV, • • • 'YLVOµEVOVS aV70VS KaL 
() 

I ~ 'e > ) of cp Etpoµevous 1;7re eVTO E71" a11"Etpuv, 
aA.'J\.oov µ.EV ael 'YLVOµEVCJJV, if.A.A.oov 

OE </>8ELpoµ€voov. ld. De Cmlo, 
91 b, 36, 139 b, 5 ; Schol. in 
Arist. 480 a, 38, 4'89 b, 13 ; Cic. 
Acad. ii. 17, f:5 : ais IJemocritum 
dicere, innumerabiles esse mundos, 
et quidmn sic q_uosdam inter se non 

solum similes, sed undique pm:fecte 
et absolute ita pares, ut inter eos 
nihil prorsus intersit, et eos qitidem 
innumerabiles: itemque h01nines. 
Diog. ix. 31 of Leucippus : Kal 

"/ ,,+, 6 ' ' I <J'TOLXELa 't'T}<J'L, K <J'µous T EK TOUTCJJJI 
, , 1 '~ , e , ..... a7retpovs E'VaL KaL uta'A.VE<J' at ELS rrav-
Ta. Ibid. 44 of Democritus : Ct7f'Efpovs 

' ... ' \ ' ' T ELVat KO<J'µovs KaL 'YEVVTJTOVS Kat 
<f>8u.pToVs. Ibid. 33, supra 236, 3 ; 
Hippol. Refut. i. 13 : a7relpovs oe 
Elvai K6<iµovs ( l'A.E'YEV o .6.T}µ6Kp.) Kal 
µE'YE8Et oia<f>epovTas, ~v Tt<J'L OE µ1} 
~ S. ~\ I :>I ~\ elvai ,,A.wv µT]uE <J'EA'YJVT]V, EV TL<J'L uE 
'r [ ] ~ ) ~ ,... ' ., µEL~CJJ -OVS TCJJV 7ret.p T]µLV KctL EV 

' [ J .... ~' .... TL<J'L 7f'AEL(J) -ovs • Eivat ue TCAJV 
KO<J'µoov lfvt<J'a Ttt 5ta<J'T1,µarra, Kal Tfi 

\ '\ f ~ ~\ ' I \ µev 7f't\.ELOVS T'!J oE EJ\.aTTOVS, KaL 
\ \ "t {J \ ~ \ ) I/-. TOVS µEv auc;E<J' aL TOVS UE aKµ.a~ElV 

TOVS' OE cpelvEtv, Kal Tfj µ.ev 'Y£ve<i8ai 
.... ~, ' e £ e ~, ' ' T'[J uE A.EL7rEl'V, <P E pe<i at uE avrovs 

E7r' a'J\.A.-fi'J\.0011 7rpO<i7f'f7f'TOV'TaS. E1VaL 
OE evfovs K6<J'µovs ep1/µous (~oov Kal 
cpvrroov Kal 7ravTos 1}'Ypou • • • aK-

' ?- ~ \ 6 Cf ,, f µa!> ELV uE K <J'µov ECJJS av µT}KETL 
ouv'YJTat ~~ooeev 'TL 7rpo<iA.aµf3avEtv. 
Stob. Eel. i. 418 : .6.T]µ6KptTos <1>8e(
pE<i8at 'TOV K6<iµov TOU µ.r:l(ovos 

~ 

VLKCJJVTOS. 
2 Cf. p. 248, 3. 
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The way in which our 'vorld originated is thus more 
particularly described.1 When by the concussion of 
many atoms of different kinds, one mass of atoms had 
been separated in which the Ughter portion bad been 
driven upwards, and the whole had been set in rotation 
by the encounter of the opposite movemenh~,2 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 
'vere gradually carried by the motion into the centre, 
while, on the other hand, the mass of the incipient 
"\vorld 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 4 those which went upwards. A 
portion of these shaped themselves into balls of denser 
mass, which at first were in a damp and miry state ; 
but as the air which carried them round with it was 

1 Diog. ix. 32, after the quota
tion on p. 242, 2: TOUTO o) oiov uµ,ei•a 
v<f>lcrTacr8at, 7f'EPLEXOVT) Ell €avrcp 

" I 'C ' \ " 7ra11Tota. crooµa-ra • 0011 /Cara T'YJV Tou 
I ) I ~ I µecrov avrepetcrtv 7repwtvovµe11001 1 , 

AE7f'TOV 'Y£vecr8at 7"0V 7rEpt~ vµeva, 
cruppe6vTCJJV &et 7"00V (fVVEXWV Kct7") 
' ',f, ~ ~I \ Cf \ e'TrL-rO.UCfLV 71JS uLV1JS • KO.£ OU'T(J) µev 

'YEVECf8at 7"1]V -yfjv, cruµ,µev6V7"CJJV 7"WV 
' e' ' \ \. I ' 6 EVEX E1!7"CJJV E1fL 7"U µE<lOV. ctV7" v TE 
1fal\.Lv TOV 7rEptEXOVTct oTov vµeva 

.>Ii:: e \ \ ) I ~ 
au~ecr at Kara 7"'YJV E7rEKpucrtv TCJJV 
~~CJJ8EV crooµa'TCJJV . o[vp 7"E </JepOµEVOV 
au7"0V 6Jv 'hv e7rtlf;at'Jcrp 7"av7"a emK
Tacr8cx.i. To{;rwv oe nva crvµ7r'l\.eK6-
µeva 7rOLELV crvefT'l}µa TO µ.'Ev 7rpoo7"0V 
Ka8v'Ypov 1eal 7f'7J'l\.oooes, ~'l/paveev7"a 
[o'E J Kat 7rEpt<f>ep6µ.eva crvv Tfj TOV 
3A.ov olvp ELT) EK7rupweev7"a TtJV TWV 
acrrepoov Ct'TrOTEAECfO.L <f>Vcrtv. In 

agreement with this, vide the ex
position ap. Plut. Plac:. 1, 4, con
cerning which see p. 242, 2. 

2 Cf. p. 248, 2. 
3 This is also to •be found in 

Stob. Eel. i. 490. Stobreus adds 
that the crust is formed (chiefly) 
of hook-shaped atoms. Cf. Galen, 
c. 11, p. 267 K. 

4 In reference to this, Metro
dorus the Democritean is censured 
ap. Plut. lf'ao. 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 
'vhirling motion, they gradually dried, and the swift 
motion kindled them, and so the stars arose. 1 In a 
similar manner by the pressure of the winds and the 
influence of the stars the smaller particles were forced 
out of the earth ; these ran together as water into the 
hollo\vs, 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 In consequence of the 
earth's increasing mass and density, it attained its 
fixed place in the centre of the world, whereas in the 
beginning, when it "\Vas still small and light, it had 
moved hither and thither.4 

The notions of the Atomists respecting the universe 
are therefore tolerably in harmony \vith the ordinary 

1 Cf. on this point, besides the 
quotations just given, and inf. note 
4, Hippol. i. 13 : Tov OE 7rap' -YJµlv 
K6crµov 7rpOTEpov TTJv 'Y11v TOOV ltcrTpoov 
'Yevecr8at. Diog. ix. 30 : Tovs TE 

K6crµovs 'YLvEcr8at <Yoop.ctTCcJV els TO 
KEVOV Eµ'trL7r'TOV'TCcJV Kal aA.A.1}A.ots 
7rEpt7rA.e1<.oµevw11 • ~1<. TE T1]s Ktv1}crEws 

\ \ >le ' " ' e KO.Ta 'T"f}V aV~"f}CfLV 0.V'T(c)V ')'LVE<f at 
T1}v 'TOOV acrTepwv <f>VCJ'LV, Ibid. 33: 

\ J. \ \~ ~\ \_ ' KO.L 'lf'U.V'TO. µEV Ta u.Cf'Tpa Uta TU TO.XOS 
T-)Js <f>opas, 'TOV o' ?]i\wv {rrro 'TOOV 
' f ' " e \ ~\ '\ I aCf'TEPCcJV EK7rVpovcr at, 'T"f}V uE CJ'Et\.'Y}V"f}V 
TOV 7rupos @A.£'Yov µE'raA.aµf3ctvEtv. 
Theod. Cu,r. Gr. Ajf. 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. 

2 Plew. i. 4 : 7roA.A.1/s OE fJA."f}s 
)/ I ) "• -E'TL 7rEpLELA7}µµEV7JS EV 'T'[J "f?J, 'lf'VKVOV-

' , ' ' ~\." µEV7JS 'TE 'TO.V'T"f}S Ka'Ta Tas a7ru 'TCcJV 
' ~ \ ''\." 'lf'VEvµaTWV 7f'A7J"f0.S KaL 'TO.S a7ru 'TCcJV 

acrTE{JCcJV aiipas (solar heat and the 

like), 7rpocrE8A.l{3eTo ?Tas o µtKpoµe-
' \_ ' \ ..\. P7JS crx"f}µaTLCfµus 'TO.V'T'f]S Kat 'TIJV 

.C. \ ,,+, I ' I c " ~ \ u"fpav 't'VCJ'LV E"fEVVa. pEV(f'TLKWS uE 
ct ~ ' ' \ aV'T"f} utalCELµEVY] ICO..TE<f>EPETO 7rpos 

'TOVS KOLA.ovs T67rOVS 1eal ovvaµevovs 
,..., ' ' 'c + e' ' \_ X6JP1JCfaL 'TE Kat Cf'TEc;at 'f} Ka aVTu 

'TO vooop V7rOCf'TCtV EKOLAO.VE 'TOVS V1r0-
KELµevovs rr67rovs. This exposition, 
though primarily Epicurean, may, 
perhaps, in the last resort be 
referred to Democritus. This is 
probable, both on internal evidence 
and from a comparison with the 
theories about to be quoted. 

3 According to Arist. Meteor. 
ii. 3, 365 b, 9; Alex. in h. l. 95 a, 
b; Olympiod. in h. l. i. 278 sq. Id., 
he supposed that the sea would in 
time dry up through evaporatjon. 

4 Plac. iii. 13, 4: KaT' apxas 
\ '\. I/-_ e \ "" c A µEv 1rt\.O.~E(j' aL 'T"f}-V 'Y7JV <f:;'YJ<TLV 0 ~'YJ-

µ6Kpt'TOS otd TE µtKp6T7JTa 1eal Kov<f>&
T'YJTa, 7f'VKVW8ELCJ'aV oe 'TcfJ xp6vrp KctC. 

f3 ap vv8ELCJ'ctV Ka'Ta<J''T1/ vat.. 
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opinion. Surrounded by a circular layer of tightly 
compressed atoms, it swims in the infinite Void ; 1 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, Democritus 
asserted this particularly of the sun and moon : he also 
agreed with his predecessor in representing them both 
as of a considerable size ; and the moon as a kind of 
earth, for he recognised in its face the shadow of moun
tains.3 The statement that these two heavenly bodies 
had originally been, like the earth, the nucleus of other 

1 At any rate we are told no
thing of a movement of the entire 
universe ; the Atomists seem to 
have been of opinion that, through 
its circular motion, the tendency of 
weight in a downward direction 
would be overcome. 

2 Plac. iii. 10 : AeVKL7r7rOr; Tvµ-
7ravoeto-ij [ T1]v 'Y-ijv ], .Anµ6tcptTos oE 
~ ~" ' .... ,, ,,. S:-' ULCTKOELu1J µev TCf' 7rAct'T'EL, ICOL1\.1]/J uE 

TO µefJov. 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, 
.A.stron. Geogr. d. Gr., FlenEb. 1873, 
p. 14; Arist. De Omlo, ii. 13, 294 
b, 13 : 'Ava~tµlvris OE 1ea.l 'Ava~a .. y6-
pas 1eal .Anµ6KptTos TO 7rA.aTos a1TLOV 
eival cpacn TOV µ€11etv auTfiv. OV '}Ctp 

I ,,.,.,' I/" \. 'll 
TEµVELV at\./\. E7rL7rWµa'TL~ELV 'TuV aEpa 
TOV KaT~·eev ••• 'TOV o' OUK ~xovTa 
µETa<T7-ijvaL T67rOV LICCX.VOV a8pOOV 'T~ 

I e .Z, " ~I \ , " JCaTW EV 11pEµEtv, (J)<f7rEp 'TU Ell Tats 
ICAEtJruopats vowp, cf. p. 245, 2. 

3 Oic. Fin. i. 6, 20 : sol Demo
crito ma_qnus videtur. Stob. Eel. i. 
532: [ Tov ?J>...Lov l Anµ61eptTos µvopeiv 
;t. I ~ f \ S:-' I -,, 7rETpov uta7rvpo11, 7p07r"f/V uE '}'LVE-
<T8at EK Tns 'lrEf'Lc/JEpo-IHT"f/S avTOV OLV1}
<fECA.lS. Ibid. 550 : [ T1]v <J'EA.1/vnv] 
'Ava~a'}'6pas 1eal A'f/µ61<.ptTos <TTEpew-

~ I :JI , c " S:-' µa uta7rupo11, EXOV EV EalJT!p 7rEuW, 

1eal lJp"f/ 1eal cp&.pa'}''}'as (and in the 
same words, Theodor. Our. Gr. A.ff. 
iv. 21, 23). Ibid. 564, concerning 
the face of the moon. Of. follow
ing note ; and as to the light of the 
moon, pp. 250, 3, and 248, 1. When 
it is said in Diog. ix. 44, that the 
sun and moon consist, like souls, 
of smooth and round atoms, i.e. of 
fire, this can only refer to the fire 
which was afterwards added to 
their earthly nucleus. 
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universes, and that the sun only subsequently became 
filled with fire, 1 when its circle grew larger, may be 
brought into connection with the rest of the Atomistic 
cosmology through the theory that the sun and moon, 
at an earlier stage of their formation, had been taken 
hold of by the masses circulating about t.he earth's 
nucleus, and so had become part of our universe.2 The 
opinion of Leucippus and Democritus concerning the 
order of the stars jg variously given.3 Their orbits, 

1 Plut. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. i. 8, 
7: 7,A.fov O~ teal <YE'Af}vT]S '}'EVe<Yfv 
c/JTJ<YL, tcaT, lofov q>epe<Y6ai TavTa 
(namely at the time of their ge-

• ) ~I r >I 
lleSIS µT]uE'lf'CJJ 'T07rapa7rav EXOV'ra 
6epµ~v c/JV<Ytv, µ110€ µ~v tca66A.ov 
'\. I ~ I ~\ '£' t\.aµ7rpO'TaT1]V, 'TOUll(J,,V'TLOV ue E':.(J)-

µotooµevr]V 'Tfi 7repl T~v '}'i]v cpvcrei· 
t \ c I I 6 '}'E'}'OVEVaL 'Yap EKa'TEpov 'TOVTCJJV 7rp -
,, , 's:-' c a ,. l 'TEpov E'T'L Kar LULaV V'lf'OtJOl\.'f]V Ttva 

1e6<Yµov, V<Y'TEpov 0€ µe'}'e6u7rowuµevov 
" \ \. C/ '\. I "). l '\. TOU 7rept TUV 1}t\.LOV KVlrt\.OV eva1ro1\.1]-

cp61jvai ~v avTri) 'I' o 7rvp. 
2 That the sun and moon should 

have originated in a different 
manner from the other heavenly 
bodies, might appe~r necessary on 
account of their size. The state
ment of Diogenes, that the sun, ac
cordjng to Leucippus, was kjndled 
by the stars, quoted p. 248, 1, 
and no doubt connected with what 
has just been cited from Plutarch, 
seems also to show that the case 
of the sun and moon was peculiar. 

3 According to Diog. ix. 33 
(concerning LE>ucippus ), 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 Galen, H. Pit. 11, p . 
272 (also less fully, ap. Stob. Eel. 
i. 508), they came in the follow
ing order : moon, sun, planets, 
fixed stars; according to Hippol. 
Rqfut. i. 13, thus : 1noon, 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
ptajned the deviation of the sun's 
course at the solstices by saying 
that each heavenly body followed 
the movement of the sky with less 
and less velocity, the nearer it 
approached the earth: ideoque re
linqui paulat1:m solem cum posterio
ribus signis inferior multo quod 
sit, qitam fervida signa (the signs 
of the Zodiac in which the sun is 
in summer, cf. v. 640) et magis hoe 
lunam. So that the sun is passed 
by the fixed stars, and the moon 
by all the heavenly bodies, and 
again overtaken; which gives the 
appearance of the sun and moon 
going in an opposite direction from 
the rest. The words ap. Plut. 
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those philosophers thought., were originally (before the 
inclination of the earth's axis) parallel to the earth's 
surface; their motion consequently was a lateral revo
lution, 1 the direction being in all caRes from east to 
,vest ; 2 their velocity increased ·with the distance of the 
stars from the circumference of the universe, and there
fore the fixed stars outstrip the sun and the planets, 
and these again are s'\vifter than the moon.3 The fire 
of the stars, other writers say, they believed to be 
nourished by the vapours of the earth.4 The theories 
of the Atomists on the inclination of the earth's axis, 5 

Fae. Lun. 16, 10, p. 929: "KaTa 
<rTa.fJµrw, <f>11ul i:l.11µ61CptTos, t<J'Taµ€1111 

...,, I/". [' / ] C TOV cpwrL~OllTOS 1J <J'EA1/V1J V7rOA.aµ-
/3&11eL Kat. o€xerat TOV ¥,A.Lov," do not 
affect the pret-ient question ; for 
Ka.Ta <J'Ta8µ11v doe& not mean ' close 
by,' but ' directly opposite ; ' 
properly,' lying in a straight line,' 
as we find ap. Simpl. De Cmlo, 226 
a, 20 (Schol. 502 b, 29) ; Seneca, 
Qu. Nat. vii. 3, says: Democritus 
quoque . . . suspicari se ait plures 
esse stellas, qu(IJ currant, sed nee 
numerum illarum posuitnecnomina, 
nondum comprehensis quinque side
ritm mtrsibus; but it does not follow 
from this that Democritus did not 
allow the number of the planets 
to have been five Seneca's mean
ing appears to have been this : 'At 
that time the five planets had not 
only been long universally known 
in the eastern lands visited by our 
philosopher, but they had also 
been admitted into the astronomi
cal system of the Pythagoreans.' 
Moreover the title of a treatise : 
7repl Twv 7rAaV1J7'WV (Diog. ix. 46) 
is against the supposition. What 
Democritus really said was proba
bly this, that besides the five 

known p 1anets, there might be 
others; which Seneca heard at 
third hand, and misundersto0d. 

1 This seems probable, from 
their theory, shortly to be men
tioned, of the inclination of the 
'earth, and from the corresponding 
statements of Anaximenes, Anaxa
goras and Diogenes, with whom the 
Atomists in their ideas about the 
form and position of the earth are 
entirely agreed. 

2 Plut. Plac. ii. 16, I. 
3 Luer. l. c. p. 250, 3. 
4 According to Eustath. in Od. 

xii. p. 1713, 14 Rom. Democritus 
explained Ambrosia the food of the 
Gods, in reference to the nourish
ment of the sun by vapours. 

5 According to Plutarch, Plew. 
iii. 12, they supposed that the 
earth inclined towards the south, 
which Leucippus explained by the 
lesser density of the warmer regions, 
and Democritus by the weakness 
of the southern part of the 7rEpt
€ xov: the opinion of both philoso
phers is no doubt the same : the 
warmer part of the universe filled 
with lighter and more movable 
atoms offers less resistance to the 
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on solar and lunar eclipses, 1 on the light of the stars 
and the milky way,2 on comets,3 and on the great 
cosmical year,4 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 5 we 
may be allowed to pass over in silence, and in respect 
to the few further theories be is said to have held 

pressure of the earth's disc, and 
therefore it inclines to that side. 
In that case it is difficult to see 
why the water does not all run 
towards the south, and overflow 
the southern countries. Cf. the 
theories of Anaxagoras and Dio
genes on the same subject (Vol. I. 
p. 293, 4); also the following note. 

1 According to Diog. ix. 33, 
Leucippus had taught eKA.el7rELV 
<':/ 1. \ i. I ,.. 1. I 8 \ 
'1}1\.LOV Ka.L <J'f1\.'f}V"f/l' TqJ KEK1\.L<J' a.L T"f/V 

'Y11v 7rpos µe<J'1}µ/3plav, which is mean
ingless. The words, •np KEKA.la8at, 

&c., as is shown by what follows, 
must originally have stood in the 
same connection as the passage 
just quoted from the Plaeita; and 
other reasons must have been as
signed for the solar and lunar 
eclipses. But it is possible that 
Diogenes may himself be responsi
ble for the confusion. 

2 Democritus thought the milky 
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. l. 81 b ; 
Olympiodorus, in h. l. p. 15 a; i. 
200 Id. ; Stob. Eel. i. 576: Plut. 
Plae. iii. 1, 8; Macrob. Bonin. Seip. 
i. 15 ; see also Ideler, ad Meteorol. 
i. 410, 414. . 

3 Democritus, like Anaxagoras, 
supposed the comets to be a col
lection of several planets, so near 
to one another, that their light 
was united. Arist. Meteor. i. 6, 
342 b, 27, 343 b, 25; Al~x. in h. l. 
p. 78 a, 79 b; Olympiodorus, in 
k. l. i. 177 Td.; Plut. Plae. iii. 2, 
3; cf. Sen. Qii. Nat. vii. 11; Schol. 
in Arat. IJiosem. 1091 (359). 

4 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 29! days for 
each lunar month, if the solar year 
be reckoned at 365 days. 

5 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. 1 

III. Organic Nature. Man: his knowledge and his actions. 

The enquiries of Democritus in regard to organic 
beings included not only animals, but plants; he was, 
however, chiefly occupied "\Vi th mankind.2 From a phiio
sophic point of view, his anthropology alone is worthy 

1 He supposed that earthquakes 
were caused by the action of sub· 
terranean water and currents of air 
(Arist. J.1feteor. ii. 7, 365 b, 1; this 
j s repeated by Alex. in h. l. Sen. 
Nat. Qu. vi. 20); thunder, light
ning, and hot blasts ( 7rp1J<1TtJP) he 
tries, ingenious1y enough ( ap. Sto b. 
i. 594 ), to explain by means of the 
nature of the clouds which engen
der them ; and the various effects 
of lightning, ap. Plut. Qu. Conv. 
iv. 2, 4, 3 (Democr. 'Fr. Phys. 11 ), 
he accounts for by saying that f:ome 
bodies ofter resistance to it, while 
others allow it to pas~ through. 
Wind arises when many atoms are 
pressed together in the air into a 
s1nall space : when they have room 
to spread, there is a <>alm. The 
overfiowings of the Nile he explains 
thus : When the snow melts in the 
northern mountains, the evapora
tions are carried by the north wind 
of the latter part of the summer 
towards the south, and fall in the 
Ethiopian mountains (Diod. 1. 39; 
Athen. H. 86 d; Plut. Plao. iv. 1, 
4; Schol. Apollon. Rhod. in Argon. 
iv. 269). Sea-water, he supposed, 
like Empedocles, to contain sweet 
water as well as salt, and that the 
fishes were nourished by it ( lElian. 
H. Anim. ix. 64 ). Of the magnet 
we have already spoken, p. 230, 1. 

The rules about the weather must 
also be referred to Democritus, ap. 
Mullach, 231 sqq. 238 (Fra_q1n. 
Philos. i. 368 sq.), so far as they 
may be considered at all genuine ; 
on the other hand, what is ascribed 
to him, ibid. 238, 239 sq. (Fra_qm. 
i. 372 sq.), concerning the finding 
of springs, out of the Geoponica, 
cannot belong to him ; as the De
mocritean Geoponica (on which, cf. 
M8yer, Gesch. d. Botanik. i. 16 sq.) 
are wholly spurious. 

2 The list of his writings, ap. 
Diog. ix. 46 sq., mentions : atTLaL 

' ' \ " ' 7rEpL <f7repµaT(J)'JI /CaL </>VT(J)'JI /Cal 
" ' I \ f"l I \ 1Cap7r(J)V, a.LTLaL 7rEpL ~rpwv 'Y . 7rEpL 

&.v9pc!J7rou <f>6cnos f'/ 7rEpl <fap«:.os 13', 
7repl vov, 'Tr. al<1'81}lrt(J)V; also the 
books 7rEpl xuµoov and 7rep} xpo(;,v 
-partly belong to the same category. 
Backhuisen T."Brinck, in Philologus, 
viii. 414 sqq., has collected from 
the spurious letter of Democrjtus 
to Hippocrates 7repl cp6<1'ws &.vepw-
7rov, and other sources, the pro
bable fragments of the treatise 
7repl &.v8pc/J7rou </>V<ftos. In this trea
tise perhaps the words may have 
stood which are censured by Sext. 
Math. vji. 265 ; Pyrrh. ii. 23, but 
which cannot of course have been 
intended as an actual definition : 
2! e , , ~' ' ~~ v.V p(J)7r0S E<J'TLV 0 7ravTES 1.uµe11. 
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of attention; such of his observations on plants 1 and 
animals 2 as have been handed do,vn to us consist merely 
of isolated remarks and conjectures. Even his theories 
on generation and the development of the footus,3 on 

1 Plants, the empty channels of 
which run straight, grow more 
quickly, but last a shorter time, 
because the nutritive substances, 
though cirrulating more swiftly 
through all their parts, are also 
carried off more swiftly, Theophr. 
Gaus. Plant. i. 8, 2; ii. 11, 17. What 
is quoted by Mullach, p. 248 sqq. 
(Fragm. i. 375 sq.), from the Geo
ponica concerning various agricul · 
tural growths, cannot be certainly 
traced to Den1ocritus. Cf. previous 
note. Concerning the soul of plants, 
vide infra. 

2 The passages collected by 
Mullach, 226 sqq. ( Fragm. i. 
366 sq.) from JElian's History of 
Animals relate to tb e following 
subjects : that the lion does not 
C)me into the world blind, like 
other animals ; that fishes feed 
upon the sweet portions of the sea
water; concerning the productive
ness of dogs and swine, the un
fruitfulness of mules (cf. also Arist. 
Gen. Anim. ii. 8, 747 a, 25, para
phrased in his usual· manner by 
Phil op. ad h. l. 58 b ), and the 
origin of these hybrids; on the 
formation of stags' horns; on the 
differences of bodily structure be
tween oxen and bulls; on the ab
sence of horn8 ju bulls. To 
De1nocritus n1ay likewise be re
ferred the observations, ap. Arist. 
Part. Anim. iii. 4, 665 a, 31 on the 
entrails of bloodless animals; Gen. 
Anim. v. 788 b, 9 (Philop. ad h. l. 
119 a), on the structure of teeth ; 
Hist. Anim. ix. 39, 623 a, 30, on 
the webs of spiders. The statement 

about hares in Muilach, 254, l 03 
(Fragm. Philos. i. 377, 13 from 
Geopon. xix. 4) is clearly not his. 

3 According to Plutarch's Pla
cita, he supposed that the seed is 
secreted from all parts of the body 
(v. 3, 6, cf. Arist. Gen. Anim. iv. i. 
764 a, 6; i. 17, 721 b, 11 ; Philop. 
Gen. Anim. 81 b ; Censor. Di. Nat. 
c. 5, 2), and that it is found in 
women, and also an organ con
nected with it : he seems to have 
distinguished its visible consti
tuents from the atoms of fire or 
soul concealed in them. (Plac. v. 
4, 1, 3 : further particulars result 
from his doctrine of t.he soul.) 
The continuance of the fretus in 
the maternal body causes its body 
to resemble that of the mother 
(Arist. Gen. Anim. ii. 4, 7 40 a, 35, 
whose statement is amplifie~ by 
Philoponus, ad h. l. 48 b, obviously 
on his own authority and not on 
that of Democritus). The process of 
formation begins with the navel, 
which retains the fretus in the 
uterus (Fr. Phys. 10, vide i?~fra); 
at the same time, however, the 
coldness of the air assists in closing 
the maternal body more firmly, 
and in keeping the f retus in repose 
(JElian, H. A.nim. xii. 17). The 
external ·parts of the body, espe
cially (according to Cens . .Di. Nat. 
6, 1) the head and the stomach, are 
formed previously to the internal 
(Arist. l. o. 7 40 a, 13. Philopo
nus asserts, no doubt quite arbi
trarily, and on no other evidence 
than this passage, that, according 
to Democritus, µ.~ €11 Tfj Kapo£q. 
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which the ancient physicists were ~o prone to speculate, 
are not of a kind to demand our particular attention. 
We may mention, however, that in agreement with 
several of bis predecessors be represented men and: 

I 

animals as arising from terrestrial slime.1 
\ 

Man, on account of his bodily structure and form, is I 
to Democritus an object of the highest admiration.2J 

In bis description of the human body 3 he not merely 
attempts to describe its parts according- to their position 
and nature with as much exactitude as the then state 
of these enquiries allowed, but he praises their utility 
and importance for the life of man with such fervour 
that, is spite of bis general tendency to a purely me
chanical explanation of nature, be approaches the tele
ology which has always been chiefly connected with the 
study of organic life, and_which even then, in the person 
of Socrates, had begun a successful conflict with the 
- ' e ' ' ~ ElVa.L 'r1}11 pE7r'rlKYJV Ka.L 7f'OLIJ'rLKt/11 

06z1a.µtv, &A.A.) ~KTOs). The sex of 
the child depends on the relative 
proportions of the paternal and 
maternail seed, emanating from the 
sexual organs (Arist. l. c. 764 a, 6, 
whose observations are enlarged 
upon by Philoponus, 81 b, doubt
less more accurately than by Cen
sorinus, IJi. Nat. 6, 5; similarly 
Parmenides, vide Vol. I, p. 601, 4). 
Abortions are caused by super
fretation (Ari st. l. c. iv. 4, 769 b, 
and following him, Philop. 90 b ). 
The child gets its nourishment 
through the mouth, even in the 
womb, by sucking a part of the 
utPrus corresponding with the teats 
( Plac. v. l 6, 1 ; cf. Arist. Gen. An. 
ii. 7, 746 a, 19). The last-men
tioned theory, which Censorinus 
(l. c. 6, 3) also attributes to Hjppo 

and Diogenes, indicates enquiries 
about animals ; for it refers to the 
cotyledons which are absent in the 
human body. 

1 This is primarily asserted of 
men by Censorinus, IJi. Nat. 4, 9; 
and his statement is placed beyond 
question by the analogy of the 
Epicurean doctrine. The same 
appears to be intended in the 
mutilated and imperfect notice in 
Galen, Hist. Phil. c. 35, p. 335. 

2 According to Fulgentius, 
M.'llth. iii. 7, he praised the ancients, 
referring to Homer, Il. ii. 478, for 
assigning the various parts of the 
human body to different gods-the 
head to Zeus, the eyes to Pallas, 
&c. According to David, Schol. in 
Arist. 14 b, 12, he called man a 
µucpos tco<J'µos. 

3 Cf. B. Ten Brinck, l. o. 
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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 ; 1 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; 3 he does 
not actually proceed teleologically, but as he traces the 
result not to a fortuitous concurrence of circumstances 
but to nature as Unity,4 which does nothing without 
teason and )1ecessity,5 he approaches as nearly to the 
teleology which he despises as is possible from his own 
point of vievv. 6 

The soul on the hypothes~s of the Atomistic doc
trine can only be conceived as corporeal, but its material 
substance must be of a kind to explain its peculiar na
ture. This, according to Democritus, lies in animating 

1 Cf. p. 258, 2. 
2 Cf. in respect to the organs 

of sense the words which are quoted 
by Heracleides ( ap. Porph. in Ptol. 
Har1n. (in Wallisi'i Opp. Math. T.) 
ii. p. 215: (7, &.Kot,) €KooxE7ov µl8oov 

;- I \ R. ~ , / ~, 
ovcra µeveL T1JV 't'wv11v a-y-yewv uLK'YJV" 
t:f ~ ' , / \ ' ..... i]uE -yap EL<fKpLVETaL Kat. Evpet. 

3 Cf. Arist. J)e Respir. 4 (infra, 
p. 259, 2). In the words 71". cpvcr. 
&.vep. l. c. No. 28 : r, 0€ &.crdJµaTos 
' "' f 't I t 1 ev µLXOL<fL cf>V<TLS Ec;ETEVc;E 7raVTU-

µopcpa <f7rA.&-yxvwv -y€vEa, it is pos
sible that &:<rdJµaTos may belong to 
the supreme worker ; if indeed we 
ought not to substitute &.&paTos. 

4 Vide previous note, and No. 
26 : EtJV7]TOV d7rO cf>A.E/3EWV TE Kal 

' , n.' t:f vevpoov 7rA.E-yµa. • • • 'YV(T'LOS U11"0 

OE011µtovpy11TaL. 
5 Vide supra, p. 237 sq. 
6 This is not, however, carried 

to such an extent that we need 
doubt his being the author of the 
above description. We find the 
same theory in Plutarch's quota
tion, IJe Am. Prol. c. 3, p. 495 ; cf. 
Fort. Rom. c. 2, p. 317 : o -yetp 
oµcpaA.os 7rpWTOV EV µ1,TpTJ<fL ( ths 
cJ>1/<fL fl.1}µ0KpLTOS) 6.-yKvp7]/30A.L071 
cr&.A.ov Kal 7rA,rl711JS eµcf>VETaL, 11"Et<fµa 
Kal KA.i]µa Tep 'YLVOµEVqJ Kap7rcp Kal 
µ€A.A.ovTL. We shall see in the 
course of this chapter that Demo
critus had no difficulty in combin
ing with his materialis1n the re
cognition of the spiritual in nature 
and in man. 
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and motive force: the soul is that which effects the 
movement of living beings. But this it can only do 
if it is itself in constant motion, for the mechanical 
motion, which alone is recognised by the Atomjsts, can 
only be produced by what is moved. The soul must\ 
therefore consist of the most movable substance--of' 
fine, smooth, and round atoms-in other words, of fire. 1

1 

And the same results from the second chief quality of 

the soul, which appears side by side with it:s vivifying 
force-the power of thought, for thought likewise is a 
motion. 2 These fiery particles were consjstently supposed 
by Democritus to be diffused throughout the whole 
body; the body is animated in all its parts because 

1 P. 234. 
2 Arist. IJe An. i. 2, 403 b, 29: 
\ \ ,, \ , .. , \ 

<Pa<ft. '}'ap EVLOL /CaL 7rpWTWS 'fUX"l}V 
~ \. ,.. 'fl' ~\ \. \ €£VaL 'TU 1avovv. OL71uEVTES uE TU µ71 

I ' \. \ '~I fl "' KLVUVµEV071 avTu µ71 El1UEXE cruaL ICLVELV 
eTepov, Twv Ktvouµ,vwv TL TtJ11 lflvxnv 
v7t €A.a{3 ov EivaL. 88Ei1 .ll:YJµOKpLTos 
µEV 7rVp 'TL /Cat fJEpµov cp71<fLV avTnv 

-;-- ., ' ' ,, , 
ELVQL • a7rELpWV 'Yap OVTWV <J''X'l}µaTWV 
Kat aTOµwv Ta ucpatpOELO?j 7rVp /Cai 
lflvx~v A.E'YEL, oTov EV T~ dlpL Ttt 
Ka'A ovµEva ~V<Tµa-ra, etc. (vide p. 
225) oµolws OE /Cat AEVICL7r7rOS. 

' ~' ' rt-. s:-" .r, ' ~ ' 'TOVTWV UE Ta <T'r'aLpOELUTJ 'fVX"l]V, uLa. 

TO µ&.A.t<TTa oLa 7ranos 0611alJ'8aL oLa-
s:- I \ I c \ (th• uVVELV 'TOVS TOLOUTOUS p11crµovs IS 

expression, with which cf. p. 223, 
1, seems to show that Aristotle 
is not 1nerely advancing his own 
opinions, but quoting from Demo-

• ) ' ,.... \ .1 , cr1 tus Ka1. KLPELV 'TC<. AOL1f'CJ, I( LVovµEva 
. Kal ail re~, v7roA.aµ{3dvovTEs T1/v lf!ux'hv 
ElvaL TO 7rap€xov To'is (c{iots TtJV 
KlvTJ<TLv. Ibid. 405 a, 8 : .ll.71µ6«pLTos 
'!>:'\ \ I ,, ' .-h 
uE Kat. 'YA.a.cpvpwTEpws ELp71KEV a7rO't''YJ-

J. '!>:'' I f [ ,.... vaµEVOS uLC<. TL TOVTWV SC. TOV KLV"I]• 
T LKOV Kal yvw pL<TT LICOU] elCcfTf pov [ sc. 

VOL. II. 

7, lf!ux'h] • l/Jvx~v µEv '}'ttp f1vat TaOTo 
Ka~ 11ovv, TOVTO o' EiVaL TWV 7rpWTWV 
Kal aotatpE'TWV <FwµaTwv, ICLV71TLICOV 
OE ~La µtKpoµ€petaV /Cat TO crx?Jµa· 
TWV OE ux71µdTw11 f:VICLV"l}TOTCX.TOV TO 
acpatpoELOES AE'YEL" TOLOVTov [ scil. 
€UKLV"l}T0TaTOV] o' ELVCU T~V vovv Kat 
To 7rvp. Cf. Ibid. c. 4, 5, 409 a, 10 
b, 7, and the following notes, espe
cially p. 259, 2. That Democritus 
regarded the soul as coinposed of 
warm and fiery substances, and of 
smooth and round atoms, is as
serted by many writers, e.g. Cic. 
Tusc. i. 11, 22 ; 18, 42 ; Di og. ix. 
44 ; Plut. Plac. iv. 3, 4 {Stob. i. 
796, the same thing is asserted of 
Leucippus). Nemesius, Nat. Hom. 
c. 2, p. 28, explains the round 
atoms which form the soul as ' fire 
and air,' and Macrobius, Somn. i. 
14, as 'Spiritus;' but these are in
accuracies, resulting perhaps from 
a confusion with Epicurus's doc
trine of the soul~' or from Demo· 
critus's theory of the breath, men
tioned infi·a. 

s 
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there are atoms in all, which, according to their nature, 
are involved in perpetual motion and also move that 
which surrounds them : 1 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 "\\rhen, therefore, later authors 
assert that he assigned the whole body to the irrational 
part of the soul as its abode, 4 and the brain or the heart 
to the rational part, the statement, though not \vholly 
to be discarded, is only partially correct.5 On account 

i Arist. De An. i. 3, 406 b, 15 : . Adposita, alternis variare ac nectere 
evwi 0€ Kal Ktve'iv cpacrl. T1}v t[Jvx~11 membra. 

\. ....... ) ~ ' \ ~ ) \ " 'TU crwµa EV cp E<T'TLV oos aUT'Y} KLVEL'TaL, 
,.._, I I I I 

OtoV d'Y}µoKpLTOS • • • KtVOUµEVaS )'ap 
''s:- ' ,n' ~' \. cp11crt Tas autaLpETOVS er 't'aLpas uta Tu 

f ~I I 
7rE<PVKEVaL µ:ryuE1rO'TE µ.EVELV (fUJ;E-
cpb,.KEL11 Kal KLJIEtV 'TO <Tooµa 7raV, 
whjch Aristotle compares to the 
fancy of Philippus the comic poet, 
that Dmdalus gave motiqn to his 
statues by pouring qui.cksilver 
into them. Hence at the beginning 

f h ,, ' ' c 0 c. 5 e says: EL7f'Ep )'ap E(J'TLV 'Y} 
,,, ' ' ' ,.... ' Ll , / 
'1' VX'iJ EV 'traVT L 'TCf) aUJ"uaVOfJ.EV(f' (f(J)-
µ.aT L. We find the same, probably 
quoted from Aristotle, in Iambl. 
ap. Stob. i. 924, and morf' concisely 
in Sext. Math, vii. 349; cf. Maicrob. 
l. c. 

2 Lncret. iii. 370 :-

lllud in his rebus nequaquam sumere 
possis, 

JJe1nocriti quod sancta viri sententia 
ponit, 

Corporis atque anirni primordia, sin
guia privis 

Lucretius thought that the atoms 
of the body were much more nu
merous than those of the Boul; and 
that the latter were therefore dis
tributed at wider intervals than 
Den1ocri tus supposed. 

3 In this sense Democritus, 7f'. 

av8pcfJ7rOU cpt1<nos, Fr. 6, calls the 
brain cpvA.aKa Otavo'l°17s; l!r. 15 the 
heart {3acrtA.ls op'}'ns Tt8rw6s ; Fr. 
17 the liver, bn8vµl11s a'frwv. 

4 Plut. Plao. iv. 4, 3 : A11µ&
KptTos, 'E7r£KOVpOS, otµEp1} 'T~V tfJv-

'. '.\ \ \.~ ',.... X7JV, 'TO µEV AO'}'LKUV exovcrav EV 'T(f) 
86Jpa1CL Ka8topvµevov, TO o' lt°A.O'}'OV 

e' U ~ f " I Ka 0A.11v T11v crtrytcpLCr'LV TOV crwµaTos 
OLE<J"rrapµ~vov. Theod. Cur. Gr. Ajf. 
v. 22, p. 73: 'I1T7ro1ep&.T11s µ~v 'Yap 

\ A 6 ' II ' ' ' KaL ~11µ tcpt'TOS Kat A aTWV EV E'}'KE:-

cpaA.cp TOUTO [TO ~'YeµovL1dw] l.Op6cr8aL 
Etp~Ka<TLV. 

5 The Placita manifestly con
fuse the doctrine of Democritus 
with that of EpicurusJ (on wh~rh, 
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of the fineness and mobility of the soul's atoms, there 
is danger lest they should be forced out of the body 
by the air that surrounds us. Against this danger 
Democritus says we are protected by our inspiration, 
the importance of which lies in its constantly intro
ducing nevv fiery and vital matter into the body; this 
in part replaces the soul-atoms that pass off; 1 and also 
and chiefly hinders by its counter current those which 
are in the body from gaining egress ; thus enabling 
them to resist the pressure of the outer air. If the 
breath is impeded, and if this resistance is in c.onse
quence overcome by the force of the air, the internal 
fire wastes away and death is the result.2 As, however, 

cf. Part III. a., 386, second edition). 
In Theodoretus the ronception of 
thP -li'YEµovucov, at any rate, is inter
polated. 

1 That expiration also helps 
towards this purpose is clear from 
Ari st. De An. i. 2 (following note) ; 
for the exit of older fiery particles 
corresponds to the entrance of new. 
This is said more definitely, but 
no doubt only on the authorjty of 
the p!1ssage in Arjstotle, by Philop. 
De An. I~, 15; Simpl. De An. 6 a, 
and the SCholia On 71". CtVa'TrVO~S; 
Simpl. De An. 165 b. 
· 2 Aristotle, De An. i. 2, con
tinues : OLO Kal TOV (fiv opov e1var, 

\ ' ' ' \ .... Tnv ava7rvo~v· ~vva'YOVTO~ 'Yap TOV 
7rEpL€xovTos TCt <TdJµaTa (Phi lop. ad. 
h. l. B, 15, in agree1nent with the 
Atomistic presuppositions, assigns 
as a reason for this, the coldness 
of the 7repLExov ; cf. rilso Ari st. De 
Respir. c. 4, 4 72 a, 30) : Kat EK8A.{
{3ov-ros Twv <TX11µ&1rwv Ta 7rap€xovTa 

,... /-. I \ I ~ \ \ ~l 
TOLS ~rpOLS' T1]V ILLV1]<1'LV uLa TO µ11u 

' \ ' "" ~ I Q .t.e I avTa ~pEµELV µ1]uE'TrOTE, IJOI/ Etav 'YL-
i'VE<T8at evpa8ev E11"EL<l0'1-'TWV ctl\A.wv 

I ' "' ' "' I TOLOVTW11 E11 T~ ava'TtVELV" f(.WAVELV 
''' \ '' L ',... '}'ap cwTa KaL Ta evv7rapxovra ev Tots 

(rPots EKKplve<r8ai, <Tvvave[p'YOVTa 'TO 
I \ I \ /:" ~ \ Cf (jlJVa'YOV KaL 1r1J'YVVov· KaL ~vv UE EWS 

av OVVWV'TaL TOVTO 11"0LEtV. 8imilarly 
De Respir. e. 4 : A11µ0KpLTOS o' 3n 

\ =.t " ' " Q I µEv Ell T1}S ava7rV01]S <Tvµ/JaLVEL TL 
,... ' I I I 

TOLS ava7rJJEOV<TL AE'YEL, cpa<TKWV ILW-
AVELV eK8A..[{3e<T8aL Tnv lf!vxfw· OU 

I l C I 9 Cf f 
µEVTOL "}' WS TOVTOU "}' EVEKa 11"0L~(J'a,. 

.... ' m, , ~' '' <Ta.V TaUTO 'TT}V 't'V<TLV ovuev ~ip1]1<EV • 
<>' 1. \ Cf ' C )/ \ . 01\.(l)S '}'ap W<1'7rEp KaL OL aA.A.oL cpv<TLIWL 
Kal ODTOS OVOEV a7rTETat T?'ls TOLa6T1J" 

l I 1. I ~> C C ,f. \ \ 
aLTLas. l\.E'YEL u ws TJ '1'VX7J lla.L Tb 
8epµov TafJTov 'Ta, 7rpwra <TX1Jµa7a 
TWV <TcpatpoELowv. <TV'YKptvoµ€vwv oov 
auToov 07rO TOV 7r~pt;xovros EK8A.l{3ov
TOS' {3o1}8eLaV 'Y[V~<T8aL ThV CtVa7rVOf}11 

</>1J<TLv· €v 'Y~P 'Trp a€pL 7roA..vv apt
eµov El11a.L TW11 'TOLOVTWV, &_ !CaA.eL 
' "' "' \ ,f, I ' I EILELVOS' vovv llaL '1'vx~v· ava11"VEOVTO" 
ovv Kal EL<Tt6vros TUV a~pos (J'VVEL<Tt6v .. 

Ta TaV'Ta Kal avEf p'}'OV'Ta Thv 8A.ll/Jiv 
1., \ ' .... ' ,... }of ILW1\.VELV TYJV EVOV<Tav €71 TlJLS ~woes 

' ' ~ .. I ,,, I \ ~ \ "' l ,... 
ULLEVU.L '1'VX1JV' KaL uta TOVTO EV 'T(I) 
ava7rVEW Kat Ell'TtVELV Eivat 'TO (fiv Kd2 , 8 , Cf , ,.. \. 

ar.o V1J<TILELV. O'Tav 'Yap k.paT'[l 'TU 71"€~ 

pLEX011 {jfJV8A.7{3ov Kal µ1]KETL 8vpa8ev 

s 2 
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the fire is not extinguished instantaneously, it may also 
happen that vital action may be restored when part of 
the soul's substance has been lost. In this way sleep is 
explained; in that case only a few fiery particles have 
left the body.1 The same process more completely car
ried out produces the phenomenon of apparent death.2 

, \. ~f , I \ ~ f eunuv uVV1JTaL avetp-yeLV, µ11 uuvaµe-
vov ava7r'llELV, T6TE <J'vµ{3alveLV TOV 
8ava.TOV 'TOLS (cf.Jots• ELlltl.L 'Yap 7 OV 
8dvaTov T1/v TWV TOLOthoov <TX71µdTwV 
~K Tov <TdJµaTos ~~ooov eK T1]s Tov 
7reptexoll'ros ~K8A.h/Jeoos. 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. iv. 
913sqq.). 

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. Nitm. Vind. 563 B 
(Animadverss .. ii. 1, 201 sq.); and 
Mullach, JJemocr. 115 sqq. De
mocritus had written a treatise on· 
the apparently dead, a subject 
n1uch 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 

l t . ' " ) t/~ a so a reat1se, 7rEp£ TWV ev <fuav, 
in which. as Proclus says, he en
quired 7f'WS TOV aTro8av6vTa 7rdA.w 
ava{3LWVaL 0UVaT6v; but the Only 
answer is that it is possible the 
person was not really dead. To 
these enquiries about the resusci
tation of the dead, the graceflJ.l 
fable seems to refer which Julian 
(Epist. 37, p. 413 Spanh., printed 

in Mullach, 45) relates, of course 
from older writers; namely, that 
Democritus, to comfort King Darius 
for the death of his wife, told him 
that, in order to recall her to life, 
it was only necessary to write upon 
her grave the names of three men 
who were free from sorrow (Lucian, 
Demon. 25, relates the same thing 
of Demonax). Pliny may perhaps 
have been thinking of this story 
when he says (H. N. vii. 55, 189): 
revivisoendi promissa a JJemocrito 
vanitas, qui non revixit ipse ; but it 
is also possible that these words 
may allude to a passage in Demo
critus's treatises on magic: from 
which Pliny, ignorant of crjtici8m 
as he is, quotes only this much; 
and that Julian's anecdote, which 
giyes 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 
js altogether irreconcileable 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: Roth is, there
fore, entirely mistaken ( Gesch. d. 
Abendl. Phil. i. 362, 433), and so is 
Brucker (Hist. Grit. 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 
1:eturn to it, or that they can maintain themselves in 
combination outside the body. 1 

Democritus, thPrefore, does not deny that there is a I 

difference between soul and body, nor that the soul is 
superior to the body. The soul with him is the essen
tial in man, the body is only the vessel of the soul,2 and 
he admonishes us for this reason to bestow more care on 
the latter than on the former ; 3 he declares corporeal 
beauty apart from understanding to be something 
animal ; 4 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; 6 he makes the soul answerable for 

whom he follows, in his inference 
that Democritus was an adherent 
of the Persian doctrine of the 
res urreetion. 

1 This lies so entirely in the na
ture of the subject that we 5carcely 
require the testimony of Iambli
chus ap. Stob. Eel. i. 924; Lactan
tius, Inst. vii. 7; 'l'heodoretus, 
Cur. Gr. A.ff. v. 24, p. 73 ; and the 
Placita, iv. 7, 3, to djsprove the 
belief of Democrjtus in immor
tali.ty; more especially as it is 
nowhere stated that Epicurus dif
fered from him in this respect; 
and, considering the great import
ance ascribed by Epicurus to the 
denial of immortality, the venera
tion with which he and his school 
regarded Democritus seems to ex
clude any disagreement between 
them on this subject. Democritus 
thus expresses himself, ap. Stob. 

Floril. 120, 20 : €11t0t Ov1JT7Js <f>V<:rtos 
01di\v<:Tt11 ofJIC EtOOTES i£v0poo7rot, ~vvfl
of,<J't OE 'T7Js EJI Tep {3tcp 1Ca1Corrpa7µ0-
<J"VJ11]S, 'TDV ,,.71s /3t0'T7Js xp6vov ev 
Tapaxfl<:Tt Kal <J>o/3ot<:Tt Tai\.at7roop~
ou<rt, tf;evoea 7repl TOV µeTa Thv TE

AEVThv µv0o7rl\.a<:T'TEOJITES xpovov. 
The obscure statement in the 
Placita, v. 25, 4, that Leucippus 
referred death to the body only, 
cannot be taken into account .. 

2 ~1e1}11os is a common desjgna
tion for the body with Democritus, 
Fr. Mor. 6, 22, 127. 128~ 210. 

3 Fr. Mor. 128 : &.110p6'1roL<J'L ap
µoowv tflvx71s µal\.l\.011 ?f, <r6'µaTos 
7rot€eu0ai l\.07011 • tflvx~ µ'Ev ')lttp 
TEAEOOTa'Tr} <:T1C1}11eos µox0np£rJV op8o'i, 

' ~\ ' \ ~ "' <rK1JVEOS ue L<J'XVS u.vev l\.oyi<:Tµov 
,f, \ '~ I ' I le .,,vx1111 OVUEJI TL aµeivoo TL 1J<:TL. 

4 Ibid. 129. 
5 Ibid. 127. 
6 Fr. 1, &c. Further details inf. 
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the injury it causes to the body; 1 he c0ntrasts tl;ie 
endowments of the soul as divine with those of the 
body which are merely hun1an; 2 he is even said to have 
reckoned the intellect of man among the divinities.3 

This, however, presents no contradiction to the mate
rialism of the Atomistic philosophy, if we place our
selves at its own point of view. The soul is something 
corporeal, like all other things ; but since the corporeal 
substances are as various as the form and composition 
of the atoms of which they consist, it is also possible 
that one substance may have qualities which belong to 
no other ; and if the sphere be regarded as the most 
perfect shape, Democritus may also have held that that 
'vhich is composed of the finest spherical atoms, fire, or 
the soul, exceedR all else in worth. Spirit is to him, as 
to other materialists,4 the most perfect body. 

From this connection of ideas, 've can no\V see in 
\Vhat sense Democritus could assert that soul or spirit 
dwells in all things, and that this soul, distributed 
throughout the 'vhole universe, is the Deity. As he 
identifies reason with the soul, and the soul with the 

1 Plut. Utr. An. an Corp. s. lib. 
( Plid. ffiragm. 1 ), c. 2, p. 695 W., 
Democritus says that· if the body 
arraigned the soul for abuse and 
ill-treatn1ent, the soul would oe 
condemned. 

2 Ibid. 6 : o 'Ttt lf!vx1J ~ a:ya.Oa 
~ I \ 0 6 $. '!::'' ' epEoµevos Ta EL repa., u uE Ta 
<J'Kf}veos, Tav0poo7r1}"ia.. 

3 Cic. N . .D. i. 12, 29: IJenw
oritus qui t.um imagines . . . 'in 
IJeorurn numero rej'ert . . . tit;m 
scientiam intell~qentiamq_ue nostram. 
We are justified in regarding this 
statement as historical evidence ; 

for though Philodemus, whom 
Cicero here follows, is apt to dis
tort the opinions of the ancient 
thinkers, yet there is generally 
son1e 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 vovs 0Ews, and in a certain 
sense Oeos also. 

4 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 'varmth. He therefore considers that in the 
air much soul and reason is distributed : how other
wise could we inhale from it soul and reason ? 1 He 
also ascribed life to plants, 2 and even in corpses he 
probably thought there rem?iined a portion of vital heat 
and sensation.3 This warm and animate element he 
seems to have described as the Divine in things,4 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 

1 Aristotle, in the passage 
quoted, IJe Respir. c. 4: ev 7ap ,,.~ 
.,, \., (}\.. " " I a.EpL 1r0AVV apt µuv ElVaL 'TOOV 'TOLOU-

~ ,... , ,... ,... ' .r, ' 'TOOV, u. ICCXAEL EICELVOS "VOUV /Cat 't'VX'YJV. 
Theophr. De Sensu, 53 : 3crrp €µ-
·'· 6 ~ ., ' 'l'ux Tepos o a'Y}o. 

2 Plut. Qu. Nat. 1, 1, p. 911: 
(cpov 7ap ~'Y'}'EWV TO </Jt1Tov f:lvac. o[ 
7repl Ili\aToova Kal ) Ava~a76pav Kal 
A1]µ61CptTov o'tovTaL. Ps.-Arist. IJe 
Plant. c. 1, 815 b, 16: o oe )Ava~a-
76pas Kal o A1}µ6KptTOS 1ea.l o )Eµ-
1rE001Cl\.?]s «al vouv Kal 7voo<J'LV e1rrov 
>/ \ I 
EXELV Ta <f>vTa. 

3 Plut. Plac. iv. 4, 4: o oe 
Ariµ61CpLTOS 7rctV'TC1. fJ-ETEXELV <{J1]<J'l 
ol. " "' \ \ \ " I 'l'uxus 7rotas 1eat Ta i1e1Cpa 'TWV <J'ooµa· 
'TOOV. OLO'TL ael OLaq>avoos 'TLV<H Oepµov 

\ 'O ""' I ""' ' /Cat. aLCT r}'TLICOV µeTEXEL, 'TOV 7rAELOVOS 

oc.a.rrveo1-dvou. Joh. Damasc. Parall. 
s. ii. 25, 40. Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. 
iv. 236 : A1}µ6Kp. 'TCt VEICpa 'TWV 
<J'ooµaToov al<I0ave<J'0a£. Similarly, 
Alexander in Topica, 13 (also Par
menides, vide Vol. I. p. 602). In 
accordance with this last passage, 
Philippson changes " µc.1epov '' into 
" veKpov," ap. Theophr. IJe Sens'lt. 
71 : ( </>TJlTL [ A1]µ61Cp.] 7£vecrOac. µev 
~I \ - > ) I 0 )~ i' El\.aCTTOV K.aL elvat K.Ct.T Ct.Ar} ELa.v, LULOOS 

~' ' \ " " ,, ' ) uE e7r£ µc.Kpov µotpa.v exec.v a-uve<J'eoos • 
The thing, however, is not quite 
beyond question: Cicero says, Tusc. 
i. 34, 82 : num igitur aliquis dolor 
aut omnino post mortem sensus in 
corpore est? nenio id quidern dicit, 
etsi Democrit'lt/ni in.5imulat Epicurus : 
IJemocritici negant. According to 
this passage it would seem that the 
statement of Democritus was either 
limited to the time before the corpse 
becomes completely cold, or that he 
ascribed to the dead an infinitesimal 
portion of soul, but neither con
sciousness nor feeling. 

4 Cic. N. D. i. 43, 120: tum 
principia mentis qum sunt in eode1n 
'ltniverso IJeos esse dicit. These prin
cipia mentis are manifestly what 
Aristot,le means in the passage just 
quoted-the fine and round atoms. 
Cf. on this point, p. 262, 2 ; 
263, 1. 

5 Stob. Eel. i. 56 ; Plut. Plac. 
i. 7, 13, ap. Eus. Pr. ]j]u. xiv. 16, 
6; Galen, H. Ph. c. 8, p. 251, whose 
imperfect. text Krische (For."ch. i. 
157) rightly refers to the more 
complete passage, ap. Cyrill. a. Jut. 
i. 4: vovv µ'Ev 7Ct.p elvcu TOV 0Eov 
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language is, however, inaccurate and misleading, for 
when Democritus speaks of the Divine, he means not only 
no personal being, but no one being at all; not a soul, 
but merely the substance of souls,1 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, int.he sense of 
Anaxagoras's vovs or Plato's 'vorld-soul. 2 Other writers 
therefore, who deny that he held the theory of a spirit 
forming the world and a Divinity ruling it, are m0re in 
accordance vvith the truth. The spiritual from his point 
of view. is not the power above matter collectively; it is 
a part of matter; the only motive force is gravity and 
the sole reason why the soul is the most movable of all 
things, and the cause of motion, is that the substances_ 
of which it consists are on account of their size and 
shape the most easily moved by pressure and impact. 
The doctrine of spirit did not result from the general 
necessity of a deeper principle for the explanation of 
nature; it primarily refers only to the activity of hu
·man souls ; and though analogues of these are sought 
in nature, yet the statements of Democritus concerning 
spirit differ from the corresponding statements of Anaxa
goras and Heracleitus and evPn 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-
' I/- \ ' \. \ ' l L<1'XVPL~E'Ta.L ICCJ,L CJ,U'TuS, 7rA1}V EV 7rvp 

cnpatpOELOEt, Kal afJTOV elvaL T1}v 'TOU 
K6crµou l/Jux~v. 

1 Principia mentis, as Cicero 
rightly says, apxal voepal. 

2 Vide sup. p. 239, 3. 
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ality which he attributes to all things to be an internal 
quality of the elements ; Democritus on the contrary 
represents it as a phenomenon resulting from the mathe
matical construction of certain atoms in their relation 
to the others; 1 sensation and consciousness 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 attempts to explain 
these and no others. According to what we have seen 
of his theories, he could only start, generally speaking, 
from the presupposition that all presentations consist of 
corporeal processes.3 In particular be explained the 
perceptions of sense as well as thought. The former he 
derived from the changes 'vhich are produced in us by 
means of external impressions ; 4 and since every opera-

, 

1 Whether this is a defect or, 
as Lange, Gesch. d. Mat. i. 20, be
lieves, a merit in the theory of 
Democritus, or whether it may 
perhaps be both, the logical de
velopment of a one-sided point of 
view. I need not here enquire. It 
fa all the less necessary since Lange 
has acknowledged the substantial 
correctness of my representation ; 
but he at the same time remarks : 
' The want in all matel'ialism is 
this: that it ends with its expla
nation of phenomena where the 
highest problems of philosophy 
bPgin.' 

2 This may also explain why 
the theories of Democritus on the 
spiritual in nature are here men
tioned for the first time: hfa inter
pretation of nature did not require 
these theories; they resulted from 
his contemplation of the human 

spirit .. and are only to be under .. 
stood in this connection. 

3 Stob. Exe. e Joh. IJamasc. il. 
25, 12 (Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. iY. 
23 3): Ae61aTr7f'os, .6:nµotcpdT'lJS (- 6tcpt
'fos) Tas al<J01weis teal Ttts vo~<J'Ets 
ETepotW<TELS el vat TOV <TWµaTOS. 

4 Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 b, 
12, of Democritus and others: ota 

\ c 'l. {3' . \ ~ TO V7f'01\.aµ CtvELV <f>p61/'l{<J'l1f µev Tt/11 
>I e f ~' ~l ' 'l. I aL<J' 'l]<TLV, TaVT1J11 u E Vat a1\.AOt(J.)<J'LV, 

TO <f>atv6µevov tcaTa TtJV a't<T01J<Ttv ~~ 
., ' ''l. ()' .. I Tb h avaf'K'l]S a1\.'l} ES ELVaL cpa.<J'LV. eop . 
IJe Sensit, 49: .6.'l]µ6KpLTOS oe . . . 

"''l.'l. " fJ " \. ' O' 0 TW a1v\.OLOV<T aL 7f'OLEL TU at<J ave<J' at. 
' Theophrastus goes on to observe, in 

reference to the unanswered ques
tion of Democritus-whether each 
sense perceives what js like itself 
or what js unlike, that this may 
admit of a double answer: so far 
as the S(\nse-perception js a change, 
it must proceed from what is hete-
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tion of one body upon another is conditioned by touch, 
it may be said that he represented all sensation as con
tact, 1 and all the senses as various kinds of touch. 2 This 
contact, however, is not merely direct contact, it is more 
or less the result of the emanations without which the · 
interaction of things on each other would be inexplicable. 
As these emanations penetrate through the organs of 
sense into the body, and spread through all its parts, 
there arises the presentation of things, sensible percep
tion.3 But in order that this result should be attained, 
on the one hand there must be a certain strength in 
the impression, a certain a~ount of permeating atoms ; 4 

and on the other, their material constitution must cor-

rogeneous, so far as like can only 
affect like (sup. p. 221, 2),from what 
is homogeneous. Cf. p. 267, 2. 

1 Vide sup. p. 230. 
2 Arist. IJe Sensu, c. 4, 4± 2 a, 

2n : .6.'Y]µ6KptTos oe Kal o[ 7rAEt<TTot 

TWV <J>u(TLoA..6-ywv, 3<Jot A..'you<J'L 7rep1 
' O' ' I 6 ..... aL<J' 1}<J'E(J)S' aTO'lrOO'TaT v 'TL 7f'OLOV<J'LV' , , , , e , c ' ,.. 

7f'CtVTa yap Ta aL<J' 'Y]Ta a7r'Ta 7f'OLOV<TLV. 
l ' <I " ' >/ ~,.... c Ket 'TOL EL OU'T(J) TOUT EX~t, u1JAOV WS 
\ " >1-i. ' 8' C I Kat 'T6)V a1\.A(J)V aLO" 'l}<J'EWV EKCt<J''T'Y] 

a<J>fi TLs e<JTiv. 
3 Theophr. IJe Sensu, 54: ifro-
~, ' \. ' 6 .... ,, 7rOV UE KaL 'TU µ.17 µ vov 'TOLS oµµa<TLV 

a/....l\d Kal Tcf Cf/..../....cp <TWµaTL µeTaOL06-
,.. '()' l '~' vat T'YJS at<T 'Y]<J'Eoos. </>'YJ<1' yap uta 

'TOV'TO KEV6'T7}7 a Kal {ryp6T'YJ'Ta ~XELV 
OELV 'T~V o<J>OaA..µ~v, l.v' E7rL7rAEOJ/ 

OEX'YJTaL Kal Tep Cfr...r...cp <TcfJµaTL 7rapa
otocp. § 55: in hearing, the agi
tated air penetrates through the 
whole body, but especially through 
the ear, 3Tav oe evros f'EV'Y]Ta.L, 
<TKiova<T8at ota T~ Taxos. This is 
further explained by what follows. 
§ 57: Cirorrov OE KC.d oi' @v ( ~ .. r. o~ 
'TO towv, better : ct'T. oe Kal 'lowv) 
Kara 7ruv TO <J'wµa Tov lf!6<f>ov el<J'dvai 

\ ~ ' I e ~ \ ,.. ' " ~ KaL U'TaV EL<J'EA '[J uta 'T7JS alCO'Y]S uLa-
,.. 0 ' ,.... ~,_ ) "" XEt<T aL KaTa 7rav, W<J'7rEp OU Tats 

' "' ' -i. ' cl '"' I \ aKoats a/....,'- o/....cp Tlfl <rwµ.aTL T7JV 
>I e >' ' ' ' \ aL<T 7}<J'LV ou<J'aV. OU 7ap E£ KaL <J'vµ-

7ra<J'XEL 'TL Tfj aKop, OLa 'TOVTO Kal 
'()' I \ [ "' aL<T al/ETaL. 7ra<TaLS 7ap SC. Tats 
' (}' ] "' I c I " at<T 'l]<TE<J'L 'TOV'TO 'YE oµoLOOS 7r0LEL° 

Kal OU µ6vov TaLs al<J'fJf]<fE<J'LV, a/....A..a 

1eal Tfi l/Juxp. His opinion in re
gard to the other senses has not 
been transrnitted to us, but it is 
clear from. the above quotation 
that he assumed, not merely in 
smell and taste, but also in the 
perceptions of touch, the entrance 
of en1anations 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. 

4 Vide supra, p. 231, 2; 233, 1 ; 
Theophr. IJe Sensit, 55. The tones 
penetrate indeed through the whole 
body, but in greatest numbers 
through the ears·, oio «al «aTa µev \. ,, ,.. ' ' e ' e 7 u ai\.Ao <Tooµa ouK at<T ave<J' aL, 
TU.VT'{/ oe µ6vov. 
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respond to that of the organs of sense ; for as like can 
only work upon like,1 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 b:y us, 
because it is not adapted to our senses,3 and admitted 
the possibility that other beings might have senses 
which are wanting to us,4 it was quite consistent with 
his other presuppositions. 

1 ·vide sitp., p. 221, .2. 
2 Theophr. IJe Sensu, 50. 'Ve 

see when the eyes are damp, the 
cornea thin and firm, the internal 
tissues porous, the channels of the 
eyes Straight and dry: Kat oµoLO
<TX1Jµ.OVOLE11 [SC. OL o<J>Oai\µot] 'TOLS 
a:1rOTV7rOVµEVOLS. Sext. Math. vii. 
1 .. 6 '). ' ' c ,.. 1 : 1ra1\.aLa 'Yap 'TLS, ws 7rpOEL1rDV, 
~ 0 ' ,.. rh " .,.1 avw Ell 7rapa 'TOLS 'f'V<lLICOLS ICVt\.LE'TaL 
o6~a 7rept 'TOV 'Tel oµ.ota 'TWV l>µof.wv 

>' I \ I >I'S:: {'. ELVaL 'YVWpt<T'TLKa. ICaL 'TaV'Tr}S EuOr;E 
\ \ A 6 I \ µ.ev Kat .Ll.1}µ ICpL'TOS ICEICO/)-Ll!EVaL 'TaS 

7rapaµv0las, namely in the passage 
given on p. 244, 1. That the pas
sage really stood in this connection 
is established by Plut. Plac. iv. 
19, 3, where an extract from it jB 
introduced with the words : .6.1]µ6-

' \ .,, ' ) c 1Cpt'TOS ICaL 'TUV a€pa </>1J<TLV £LS oµ.oLO-
' 0 f e I \ <TX1Jµ.ova pv7r'TE<T at <Twµ.aTa Kat <Tv'Y-

1eaA.tvOEt<TOat 'ro'is EiC T?]s <J>wv?]s 
Opav<Tµa<TL' (cf. in_f p. 269) "«oi\otos 
'Yap 7rapa 1Coi\otov t(&.vei," etc. On 
th~ principle that like is known 
by like, vide Arist. IJe An. i. 2, 
405 b, 12: those who define the 
nature of the soul by its intellec
tual faculty, make it one of the 
elements, or something composed 
of several elem~nts: i\E'YOV'TES 7ra-

' ., f \ c I pa7ri\1]<TLWS aA.A.1]i\OLS 1ri\1]V EVOS 

(Anaxagoras)· <f>a<Tl "}'ap 'YtVW<TICe-
0 \ <f ,.. S. I 

<T at Tu oµ.oLOV Tep uµou.p. 
3 Stob. Exe. e Jok. IJamasc. ii. 

25, 16 (Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. iv. 
233): Ll1]µ.61ept'TOS 7ri\e£ovs µ~v elzral 
'TttS al<T01]<TELS TOOi/ al<T01}'TWll, Tep o~ 

l. ) !/-. \ ) 0 ' " ' µ11 avaA.O'YL~fLV Ta d.L(J' TJTU. 'TqJ 1ri\1]-
0EL A.avOdvew. That this state
ment, which in its present form 
is so strange, originally had the 
n1eaning assumed in the text, is of 
course merely a conjecture. 

4 Plut. Plac. iv. 10, 3 (Galen, 
c. 24, s. 303) : .6.TJµ.61ept'TOS 7rA.elovs 
efvaL at<T01}<TELS 7r~pt 'Tel ai\o'Ya (cpa 
Kat ( 1. f,, as Gal. has) 7r~pl Tovs 
Oeovs 1eal <To<f>ovs. This, as it stands, 
can only be an inf~rence drawn by 
some opponent, and not Democri
tus's o-wn assertion; but it clearly 
shows us what Democritus really 
said. He must have asserted that 
animals might have senses which 
were wanting in other creatures, 
and from this an adversary, pro
bably a Stoic, deduces the conse
quence, which seems to him ridicu
lous, that a knowledge is ascribed 
to irrational natures, which is not 
possessed by the highest intellec
tual natures-gods and wise men. 
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As to the several senses, we hear of no peculiar 
vie,vs 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 eRsentially new 
with respect to them. 1 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 2 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 
thern. Therefore it is that the clearness of the percep
tion decreases with distance, but as at the same time 
emanations are going out from our eyes, the image of 
the object is also modified by these.3 Thus it is very 

1 Theophr. IJe Sensu, 49: 7repl 
( f '!::'' ~'!::' " 3 I [ ' 0 I E/Ca<J'Tr}S u 11U1} TWJI EV µepEL CJ,L(J' 1}-

<TEWV] 'JretpaTai A.e7eL11. § 57 : 1eal 
l ' •'.r, ' ' ... ~' 7rEp µev o.,ews /CCJ,£ aKOr}S OVTWS 

' '!::'''!::' ' '!::'' ,,.,. ' OL a'lrOuLuW<TL. TU.S u CJ,1\.A<JS aL<T 11<TELS 
'!::'\. $. ' "' "' ' <TXEuuv uµorns 'lrOLEL TOLS 7rAEUTTOLS. 

The short statements on the sense 
of smell, l. c. § 82, and IJe Odor. 

• 6-! contain nothing particular. Cf. 
p. 232, 3. 

2 EL'ow'Aa, as they are usually 
called (Diog. ix. 4 7 mentions a 
trea;tise by Democritus 7repl elOdJ
A.wv). According to the Etymol. 
Magn., sitb voce oE£Ke'Aa, Democri
tus himself made use of this word, 
and in that case we ought, no 
doubt, to substitute '' oeLKEA.a" for 

OELV, instead of "olv'YJ," as Mullach 
thinks (and with this aiJTa agrefs), 
in Simpl. Phys. 73 b (IJemocr. Fr. 
Phys. 6) : .6.1]µ61eptTOf) ~11 or~ </>1J<TL 
'· 0 E LV a'lrO 'lrCX,1/TOS a:1ro1<plv~<TOai 

, ''!::'' ,, " '!::'' \ c \. 'lrCJ,VTOLWV ELUEOOV, 'lrWf) uE /CCX,£ V'lru 
I ' l \ I ~ ' \. TLVO~ aLT as µ11 AE"fEL, EOLILEJI CJ,7ru 

'' \, ""'~' Tav7oµaTov KaL TVX1JS 7Ev11q,11 avTa. 
3 The above is deduced from 

Arist. IJe Sensit, c. 2, 438 a, 5 : 
A 6 '!::'' ~f \ ~I'S:' >' £ .Ll.1}µ KpLTOS u OTL µev vuwp ELJl(J, 

m. [ ~ ,,,,, ] ' " ~, '!::'' ..,.,1J<TL Tt/11 o.,LV AE''}'EL KaA.ws, OTL u 

oi'ETCJ,L TO op~v elvaL TTJV gµcpa<TLV 

(the reflection of objects in the 
eye), oil 1eaA.oos • TovTo µ~v 7ap <Tvµ
~alvei, 5TL TO lJµµa 'Ae'"iov, etc. TO 

\ ,. \ ''·'· ~l ~I'S:' ' O' µev ouv T'f}V O't'LV E 1/CX,L uuaTOS aA.1} ES 

µ~v, oil µEVTOL <Tvµ~a!veL TO op~v ?l 
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evident that our sight does not represent things as they 
are in themselves. 1 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 law noticed above, come together.3 When 
these reach the atoms of the soul, sensations of hearing 
t:f<;:: ' ' ~ <;:: I Al . h vuwp, aA.A. p uLa<J>avEs. ex. in . 
l. 97 a ; Theophr. De Sensu, 50 : 
c - \ ? " "' 3 I I Op<[-11 µ.EV OU11 ?TOLEL T'{J Eµ<f>a<TEt. • Tau-

~) ><;::I I l, \ :JI ffi 
Tr/11 u LuLws AE'}'EL • T 1111 7ap Eµ'f'a<Ttv 

> '(}' > ,... 6 I (} > 'l. \ ouK EU us EV T?J " p'{J "}'LVE<T aL, ai\1\.a 
\ ~ I \ t' ,... ",J, \ ""' TuvaEpaTull µErar:,u 'T1jS'0'1'Ews KO.£TOU 

opw µevov TU1f'OU<TfJaL, <FU<J'TEA.A.6 µEVOV 
{nro TOU opwµevov /Cal TOU opwvTOS • 
(

t:r \ > \ I () I ., "' CJ,7r'CJ,JITOS 7ap O.E£ 7u E<.T CJ,L TLlla a7rop-
C / ))f ""' 'I..)/ pO'YJV' E7rELTCJ, TOVTOJI <J'TEpEuV OJITO. 

'''l.'l.' '..n' () ,.. ,, ICO.L 0.1\.1\.oxpwv eµ'f'aLVE<f CJ,L 70£S oµ-
c ..... \ \' '' µa<TLJI u7pots • Ka£ TU µEv 7r'UICJIOJI ov 

OEXE<TfJaL '1"0 0) u7po11 o:.'ilvaL. Theo
phrastus repeats the same state
ments afterwards (in § 51, where, 
however, "Tu?ToVµEvov" is to be 
read for '' ?Tv1Cvo6µE11011 "), in his dis
cussion of this theory, and adds to 
them what is quoted on p. 266, &c. 
In support of hjs theory on images, 
Democritus appeals to the visible 
image of the object in the eye 
(Al ex. l. c.) : the fact that we can
not see in the dark he explains, 
according to Theophrastus, § 55, 
by the supposition that the sun 
must condense the air before it 
can retain the in1ages. Why he 
did not imagine that these images 
themselves entered the eye, instead 
of their impression on the air, we 
can see from the notice, ap. Arjst. 
De An. i. 7, 419 a, 15 : ou '}tap 
1eaA.ws Tovro A.€7EL .6.'Y}µ6KptTos, ol6-

µ.Evos, EL 7€votTo KEvov TO µ~Ta.~v, 
opa<TfJat av aKpL{3iis /Cal EL µvpµ11~ EJI 

Tep ovpavcp Etr/. We find a less 
exact statement in Plut. Plac. iv. 
13, 1 (cf. Mullach, p. 402): Eteeing 
arises, according to Leurippus, 
Democritus and Epicurus: KaT, 

><;:: / 'l. > I \ r ELUW1\.WJI EL<TICpL<TEL~ /CCX,£ /CCX,T(J, TLJIWJI 
> I 3( \ \ \ 'I.. 
aH:TtJIWV E£ClH:pt<TLV µETa T'f}JI ?Tpus TU 
C I :JI I c 
V?TOICELµEVOJI EV<J'Ta<J'tJI 7"0.ALJI V1rO-

<T'TpE</>OU<TWV 7rpos T1]v ~i/JLv. How 
the eye, in the opinion of Demo
critus, ought to be formed in order 
to see well we have already found, 
p. 267, 2. We are told that he also 
explained the reflections of mirrors 
on the theory of EtowA.a ; vide Plut. 
Plac. iv. 14, 2, parall. Cf. Lucret. 
iv. 1,!1 sqq. 

1 Vide p. 231. 
2 Theophr. l. c. 55-57; cf. § 

53 ; Plut. Plac. iv. 19 ; Gell. N. 
A. v. 15, 8; Mullach, 342 sqq.; 
Burchard, Democr. Phil. de Sens. 
12 ; cf. p. 2 6 6, 3 ; 2 6 7. 2. 

3 Vi de p. 244, 1. By means of 
this concAption Democritus, as it 
seems, sought to explain the rela
tions and musical properties of 
tones which he discusses in the 
treatise 7r. pufJµoov Kal apµOVL'YJS 
(Diog. ix. 48). A tone, he n1ight 
say, is so much the purer the more 
homogeneous are the atoms in the 
flux of which it consists, and the 
smaller these atoms are, the more 
acute is the tone. 
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are the result.. But although sounds enter through 
the whole body, we only hear with our ears, for this 
organ is so constructed that it absorbs the largest mass 
of sounds and affords it the quickest passage, whereas 
the other parts of the body admit too few to be per
ceptible to us. 1 

Thought has the same origin as perception. That 
which perceives, and that which thinks, is one and the 
same.2 Perception and thought are both material 
changes of the soul's body,3 and both are occasioned, like 
every other change, by external impressions. 4 If this 

1 From this point of view, the 
physiological conditions of an acute 
sense of hearing are inYestigated 
ap. Theophr. § 56. 

2 Arist. IJe An. i. 2, 404 a, 27 : 
eKe'ivos [ ll.11µ,6KpLTos] µ,'Ev 'Yap &1r'/....wf) 

' \. ,,, \ \ " \. \ 'TCJ,V'TUV 't'VX'YJV !Cat vovv· 'TU ')'ap 
aA..118€s eivaL TO <J>atv&µevov ( r.f. p. 
272) oio KaA.ws 7roi1j<raL -rov 

rr Oµ'f}pov ( jn whom, however, this 
js not to be found concerning 
Hector; vide the commentators 
on this pass:::tge, and on Metaph. jv. 
5, and Mullach, 346) : &s "'EH:'Twp 
KE'iT' &A.A.o<f>pov€wv. oil 01} XP~TaL 'Tep 

.... e ~ / ' \ ' ~.,.,t.a vr.p ws t•vvaµ,EL TOIL 7rEpi 'T'Y]V a1\.tfUELaJ1, 
) \ ) \. , ,,, \ \ .... 
a.A.A.a TCWTU AE')'EL 't'UXr/11 ICaL VOVV. 
Ibid. 405 a, 8, s1tp. 257, 2; Metaph. 
iv. 5, 1009 b, 28 (infra, 271, 1); 
Philop. IJe An. A, 16 o, B, 16; 
Iambl. ap. Stob. Ekl. i. 880 :. o[ o'e 
7rEpl .6.'Y]µ,OKpL'TOV 7raV'Ta 'TCt efori 'TWV 
'!::', ' ' ,, '"[~ uvvaµ.ewv ELS 'Tr/'ll ovcnav aVT1JS 'T1JS 
i/Jvx1is J crvv&'You<rtv. To this belongs 
what is ascribed to Democritus in 
the traditional :-ext of Stob. Floril. 
116, 45 : but jnstead of Democrjtus 
we should doubtless read .6.11µ.0K1}
oovs (vide Heimsoth. IJemocr. de 
An. Doctr. p. 3), for the words are 
iu Herod. iii. 134, who puts them 

into the mouth of Atossa, ai:d in
directly of Democedes. 

3 Stob. cf. i'llj. p. 271, 1; Arist. 
Metaph. iv. 5 ; Theophr. IJe Sensu, 
72 ' i\ \ \ \ I :>f : a A.a 7rEpL µEV 'TOVTaJV EOLKE 

[ .6.'Y]µ,61ep.] <TVJl'Y]ICOA..ov8111CEVaL TOLS 
7rOLOV<TLV o/....ws TO <f>pove'Lv KCJ.'TCt 'TtJV 
' -i. I <:/ ' \ ' I CJ.1\.AOLW<TLV, 117rEp E<T'TLV apxatoTaT'Y} 
o6~a. 7rctV'TES "'yttp OL 7raA.awl Kal OL 
7rOL1/Tat Kat C1'0<f>Ot Ka'TCt 'T~V Otcif)E<TLV 
a7rOOLOOa<J'L 'TO <J>pove'iv. Cf. Arist. 
IJe An. iji. 3, 427 a, 21 : o'l. '}'E 

apxa'ioL 'TO <J>pove'iv H:at 'TO al<r8dve<r8ai 
'Tav'TOV eiva[ <f>a<rtv, for which, to
gether with En1pedocles' verse& 
quoted p. l 69, 2, Homer, Od. x1,iii. 
135, is 'quoted, perhaps from De
mocritus, with the observation: 

F \ 'C' \. ,.. \.. 
7rCJ.V'TES ')'ap OVTOL Tu VOELV <Twµ,aTLKUV 
<:F \. ' (} I (} c -i. (.J f W<T7rEp TU aur aVE<F CJ,l V7r01\.aµ,,..,a-
vovcrw. Cf. the followjng note. 

4 Cic. Fin. i. 6, 21 : (Democriti 
surd) atomi, inane, ima.qines, qum 
idola nominant, quorum incursione 
non solum vi<leamus, sed etiam 
cogitemus. Plut. Plac. iv. 8, 3 ; 
Stob. Floril. iv. 233 Mein. ; No. 
18, Leucippus, Democritus and 
Epicurus : 'TtJV at<J'Brwtv Kat T1]v 
v6'Y}<TLV '}'lveafJaL elaror...wv '¥~wfJev 
7rpo<ri&v'Twv, µ,11oevl '}'ttp E7rt/3dA.A..etv 
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movement is of such a kind that the soul is placed by 
it in the proper temperature, it will apprehend objects 
rightly, and thought is healthy; but if, on the contrary, 
it is unduly heated or chilled by the movement im
parted to it, it imagines false things, and thought is 
diseased.1 Though it is difficult to see, upon this 
theory, how thought is distinguished from sensible 
perception,2 Democritus is very far from ascribing the 
same value to them. He calls sensible perception the 

~ I l " I µ"f/uETEpav xwp S 'TOV 7rpO<T7rL7r'TOVTOS' 
elodJi\ov. Cf. Dem.ocr. ap. Sext. 
1lfath. vii. 136 (supra, p. 231, 3). 

l Theophr. l. c. 58 : 7repl oe 'TOV 
cpoavew €7rl To<rovTov e'lpTJtcev, 3Tt 

I I ' f "' '}'LVETat <TvµµE'rpws exov<T"f/S T"f/S 
, ,, ,.,. \ \ I '' ~ \ 't'VX"f/S µeTa 'T"f/11 KLV71<TLV 0 eav ue 
7rr:pleepµ6s TLS :f) 7replt/Jvxpos 'Y'V"f/Tat, 
µeTaA.A.aTTetv cp11ai. ot6Ti Kal Tots 

\ "' "e' c a " q 7raA.awvs KaA.ws 'TOV V1rOAatJEtV, U'TL 
E<TTlv &i\i\ocf>pove'Lv. d;CFTE cpavepov 
Cf " I " I ....... ~ O'TL 'TrJ Kpa<TEL 'TOV <TwµaTOS 7rOLEt 7u 

cppove'iv. Instead of the words 
µera T. KlVrJCFtv> Ritter, i. 620, 

ld b . ' \ ,.. " wou SU st1 tute " Kala 'T'YJV Kpct<TLV. 
I had myself thought of tcaTa TtJV 
tclvrJ<TLV. But it now appears to me 
that the traditional text, also re
tained by Wimmer, is in order, 
and that Theophrastus intends to 
say: the cppove'iv (the right judg
ment of things, in contradistinc
tion to aA.i\ocppove'Lv) gains entrance 
when the condition of the soul pro
duced bv the movement in the 

ol 

organs of sense is a symmetrical 
condition. This statPment of Theo
phrastus is elucidated by the cita
tions on p. 270, 2, and also by 
Arist. Metaph. iv. 5, 1009 b, 28: 
cpa<TL oe Kat 'TOV ~'Oµ"f/pOV 7aVTYJV 
EXOVTa cpalveCFBat 'T~11 o6~av (that 

. all presentations are equally true), 
q ' I \_ ~'E c ' I U'TL E7r0L7J<TE 'TUJI K'Topa, ws E~E<T":"rJ 

U7f'O T?]S 1rA'f1"Y?ls, KEt<TBat aA.1'.ocppo-

I C m " \ \ \ veovTa, ws 't'pcvovvra.s µev Kat Tovs 
rh " ,, ' ' ' ' 7rapa't'povovvTaS' a/\.A ov 'TaVTa. 

2 Brandis (Rhein. Mus. z1. 
Niebuhr und Brandis, iii. 139, Gr.
Ro'm. Phil. i. 334) supposes an 
' unmittelbares hinewerden der 
.A.tO?ne und des Leeren' (a direct 
intuition of the atoms and the 
void), but it is difficult to see how, 
according to Dem.ocri tus' s presup
positions, the atoms and the void 
could act upon our souls otherwise 
than in the things com.pounded 
of them., nor how these things 
could act upon our souls except 
through the senses. Nor does 
Johnson's attempted explanation 
(p. 18 i:;;q. of the treatise mentioned 
p. 208, 1) enlighten me. Ritter's 
proposal ( Gesch. d. Phil. i. 620) is 
better: viz. to identify clear or 
rational knowledge with the sym
metrical state of the soul (vide 
previous n.ote); only in that case we 
must assume what is neYer ascribed 
to Democritus, and in itself seems 
highly unlikely, that in his opinion 
every sensible perception disturbed 
the symmetry of the soul. It 
seems to me most probable that 
Democritus never tried to establish 
psychologically the superiority of 
thought to sensible perception. 
Vide Brandis, Gesch. d. Entw. 
i. 145. 
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dark, and the rational perception alone the true ; the 
real constitution of things is hidden from our senses ; 
all that they show us belongs to the uncertain phe
nomenon; our intellect only discovers, what is too 
subtle for the senses, the true essence of things, atoms 
and the void. 1 Though we must start from what is 
manifest in order to know what is hidden, it is thought 
alone which can r~ally unfold to us this knowledge.2 

If, ther,efore, Aristotle attributes to Democritus the 
opinion that the sensible perception as such is true,3 

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 It 

1 Authorities have already been 
given, p. 219, 3 ; 225, 3. See also 
Cic. Acad. ii. 23, 73. J_.ater writers 
have so exprrssed this as to assert 
that Democritus ascribed reality to 
the intelligible alone (Sext. Math. 
viii. 6) and den.ied sensible pheno
mena, which he maintained existed 
not in actuality but only in our 
opinion (Ibid. vii. 135). 

2 Sext. Math. vii. 140: ll.tO'rtµos 
OE 1pla ICa'T' avTOJI ~AE"jE71 E111aL Kpt-

' " ' " ~'!I:'' TTJpta. TTJS µEll 'T(J)JI auTJAWJI KaTa-
,,,, ' , t:f th 7'71-rews -ra <f>awoµEva, ws 'f'TJ<J'LV 

'A t I .. , ~ ' , A , 11Clc;Cl"jOpas' OJI E7rL TOV'T(f> J..l • .'YJµOKpt'TOS 
' " r. , '!I:'' \ "' E1raL11EL. ~TJTTJ<J'EW~ UE 'TTJV EVJIOtav • 
aip~<TEws oE Kal cpv71}5 Ta 7rdB11. The 
'criteria' must here be laid, as well 
as the whole expositio11, to the ac
count of the narrator. 

3 Gen.et Corr.1. 2 (sup.219, 2); 
De An. 1. 2 (sitp. 270, 2); Metaph. 
jv. 5 (sup. 265, 4). Likewise 
Theophr. IJe Sensu, 71 (sup. 263, 3). 

I \ t:! \ ~l ) 
'}'LVE<Y8aL µev €/CCla'TOV Kai. E vaL KaT 

ClA~f:JELU.71 seems to belong to this 
connection, only no doubt the text 
is corrupt: 'Y[ve<J'8at µ~v perhaps 
arose out of (TO) <f>aLv6µe11011, and 
€u:acrTov may be a mistake for 
H Etca<J"TW." 

4 As he himself indicates in the 
passage from the lJfetaph,ysics : 
€~ &.v&.-yKrJS is to be connected not 
with E1vat but with <f>acrt so that 
the meaning is: 'because they hold 
thought to be the same as sensa
tion, they must necessarily declare 
the sensible phenomenon to be 
true.' 

5 That such procedure is not 
unusual with Aristotle may be seen 
from numerous examples. The 
very passage in Metaph. iv. 5 
·contains only inferences of this 
kind unon which he founds his 
complai'iit against some of the 
natural philosophers, that they 
deny the law of contradiction. We 
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 philosopherR, 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 distinctly 
bow 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; 1 consequently if the senses in different 

theory (Papencordt 60, Mullach 
415) that Democritus altered his 
opinion on this point, and discarded 
the evidence of the senses which at 
firRt he had admitted. Though he 
may with time have modified his 
views in regard to certain parti
'culars (Plut. Virt. Mor. c. 7, p. 
448 A), it does not follow that he 
could entertain at different times 
opposite convictions on a subject 
like the one we are considering, 
with which the very foundations 
of the Atomistic system are inter
woven. As little can we allow (with 
Johnson, l. c. 24 sq.) that Aristotle's 
language bears this construction : 
'Democritus supposed that the 
phenomenal is actually present ob
jectively, though it may not be in 
harmony with our presentation of 
it to ourselves.' This interpreta
tion is contradicted by the words 

VOIJ. II. T 

themselves (TO &.A.118Es, De An. arnl 
Gen. et Corr.) even more decidedly 
than by the interconnection of the 
passages quoted. The theory which, 
according to Johnson, Aristotle at
tributes to Democritus could not 
have been charged upon him as an 
erroneous opinion arising from a 
confusion of thought with sensation. 

1 Philop. himself attributPs 
this proposition to him, De An. B, 
16 : iJ.vTm:pvs "Yap EhrE11 l /J ll..11µ61rpt
Tos] CJTL TO aA.ri8€s Kal 'TO <f>at116µE11011 

) 6 l \ l ~\ ~ I \ TaVT 11 E<f'Ti, KaL ovue11 uta¢EpEL11 Tr/11 
aA.1J8Eta11 Kal TO TV ala'81J<TEL cpaw6-
µe11011, aA.A.a TD cpat116µ.e11ov ~k:atJ'Ttp 
ual 'TO OOKOV11 TOVTO Kal Eivat aA.11-· 
e€s' W<T7rEp Kal IlpruTa76pas ~AE7E11. 
But Philoponus has probably no 
other authority than the passages 
in Aristotle, from which such 
a theory cannot be deduced. Nor 
can we take much account of the 
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persons or at different times declare the contrary con
cerning the same object, these opposite declarations 
must be equally true, and therefore also equally false; 
and thus we can never know how in truth things are 
constituted.1 He says no doubt that every thing con
tains atoms of the most diverse forms, and that this is 
the reason why things appear so differently; 2 but it 
does not follow from thence that the Real itself, the 
atom, bas simultaneously opposjte qualities. He also 
complains of the narrowness of human knowledge; he 
declares that truth lies in the depth ; bow things 
really are constituted we know not ; our opinions change 
with external impressions and corporeal conditions. 3 

assertion of Epiphanius, Exp. Fid. 
J 087 D, that Leucippus taught: 
Kara <f>av-racrlav Kai 06107crzv Ta 

f ( e \ ~' ' ''\. I 7ravra 7WECT at Kai µ''f/uEV 1eara al\.'f/-
8etav. 

1 Cf. Arist. Metapk. iv. 5, 1009 
a, 38 : /Jµolws a~ Kal ~ 7C'Epl TCt <f>at-
1/0µeva &A.1/8Eta (for the theory that 
all phenomena and presentations 
are true, cf. the beginning of this 
chapter) ~vlots ~K rwv alcrB"f]rrwv 
€A.1/A.v8ev. TD µ'Ev 'Yd.P aA."f]BES OU 
7r°A.~BEL 1Cplvecr8aL ofovraL 7rpocr1}KHV 
ouO' 0AL'Y0T7JTL, TO o' ailrD TOLS µ'Ev 
'YAVICV 7EvoµE-11ots 001Cetv elvat rots 
~' 1 t:l ) , ' ,, ue 7C'L1Cpov. W<J'T EL 'Tl"aVTES EKaµvov 
1) 7raV'TES 7rapE<f>p0VOVV, OVO o' 1) TpEtS 
{rylatvov 1) vovv Efxov, 001Ce'iv &.v 
-ro6rovs 1Caµ11ELv 1Cal 7rapa<f>po11e'i11, 
TOVS o' il.A.A.ovs 01$. ETL OE 7r0AAOLS 

... ':!!. r' ' ' ' ... rwv a.A.A.wv ~ cpwv ravavrta 7rep1. T6'11 
'"' t 8 \C"" \ >n avrwv <f>a veer aL Kai "f]µtv, 1CaL av-rep 

~' c ' '- , '- , , ' ' UE EICa<I'T([J 7rpu~ aVTUV OV TavTa H.a'Ta 
rr1/v at<J'81]CTLV ttEl 001Ce'i11. 7ro'iu. o:Ov 
TOVTWV &A.1181} 1) \f!EL•01] lto?']AOV" ov8'Ev 
7d.p µ'CtA.A.ov -doe Ti rraoe ttA.?']87/, &A.A.' 
/Jµolws (essentially the rea:;ons 
giV"en by Democritus against the 

truth of sensible perceptions, vide 
sup. p. 231, 3) oto .6..?']µ0Kpt-ros 'YE 
</>?'J<FLV nrol oiJB'Ev EiPai ftA.?']Bes fi ~µ'iv 
'Y, ll.0111\ov, Plut. Adv. Col. 4, 1, p. 
1108 : E'YKaAEL o' avrfi> (SC. .6..'l]µo-
1Cpl-rrp l> KoA.d,T"f/S J 7rpwrov, 3-rt TiJv 
7rpa7µdT6'V EKacrro11 ei7ra,v ov µaA.A.ov 
-ro'iov 1) TOtov elvat, <I'U'}'IC~XVICE rov 
{3lov. Sext. Pyrrh. i. 213. Also 
the doctrine of Democritus is akin 
to that of the sceptics: &7ro 'Yap -roil 

"" \ \ ( 8 \. I TOLS µEv 'YAVICV <f>aivECT at Tu µeA.t, 
T07S ae 7l"t1<po11, T011 .6..'f/µ61CpLTOV t7rt
AOJ'£(euea£ <f>a<J't -ro µ1/-rE 'Y°A.u1Cv a.vTo 

°? I \. \~\ "' ' E£VaL µ'f/TE 7rt1Cpuv, Kai uta TOVTO E1rL-
<1>8e77E<J'8at -r1/v "of• µaA.A.ov" <f>ruvtw, 
<TICE7rTLKtJv o:Ocrav; an opinion which 
Johnson D. Sensital. d. Demokr. 23, 
ought not to treat as historical evi
dence without further examination, 

2 Vide previous note, and p. 
224, 1. 

3 Ap. Sext . .ZJfatk vii. 135 sqq., 
besides the quotation, p. 225, 3: 
" > ,.. I ~f 'C' ~I ,[ ' 

ETE'P µev VV'll OTL Ot.011 EICaCTTuV E<FTL'll 
:I>. , ll ) c l ,. .,, OVK ElTTLJI OV ~vv EµEv, 7rOA.A.aX7J 
oeo-fJA.wrat." '' 'YLVW<J'ICELV TE XPtJ 
lfvepw7rov rcf]oe -rep 1Ca11611t, 3-rt €-re7]s 
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Lastly, he admits that the names of things are arbi
trarily chosen; 1 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 we 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 bis time.3 The later sceptics themselves 

a7rf,A.A.aKTat." " OTJAOL µ€v 01, Kal 
ODTOS 0 A.6-yos, 8TL ollo€v 'toµEv 7rEpl 
'~ \. ''"l>' ' ~e f e 1 OVuEVus, al\.t\. E7rtrpv<Tµtp EKa<TTOL<J'LV 

'h o6~ts.'' '' 1Ca£Tot of/ADV ~<J'Tat, {)TL, 
',,...~ti ~ ''1 

ETE'lJ OLOV EICa<J'TOJ', -ytvw<TICELV, EV a?ro-
' ' " A. n· · 72 P'f' e<Tnv. p. iog. lX. : 

" , ~ ~' , ~' '{~ , a ll "' ' e ETE?J uE OVuEV •JµEV' EV fJVU(f' -yap TJ 
aA.'Y}8E[TJ" (the last is also ap. Cic. 
Acad. ii. 10, 32). Surh passages 
as these are doubtless the only 
foundation for the remark of Sex
tus, Math. viii. 327, that tbe em
pirical physicians dispute the possi
bility of demonstration : r &. X a oe 
1eal ATJµlmptros, la·xvpws -yap avrfi 
ota ,,.&,, 1Cav&vwv all'relp1JKEv, indi
rectly, otherwise r&.xa would be 

sons. The further development of 
these arguments as given by Pro
cl us cannot be referred to Demo
critus. Cf. Steinthal, Gesch. d. 
Sprachwissensch. bei Gr. u. Rom. 76, 
137 sqq., with whose explanation 
of these expressions I do not, how
ever, entirely agree: the vc/;vv,uov 
especially, he seems to me to haye 
n1isconceived. Some linguistic 
writings of Democritus, on the 
authenticity of which we cannot 
decide, are mentioned by Diog. ix. 
48. 

2 Plut. l. c. : Ct.A.A.a ro<Tovr&v "YE 

ATJµOKptros a7rOOEt rov voµ[(Etv, µ1/ 
µaA.A.ov Eivat ro'iov :fJ ro'iov roov 

, ~ q unnecessary. 7rpa-yµaT(IJJI EKa<Trov, w<TTE np(l.)ra-
1 Procl. in Grat. l 6 supposes 76pa r~ <To<j>t<Trfi Tovro Et?r6vri 

that the ovoµara are 8e<TEL aceor- µEµaxfi<T8at 1Cal "YE"Ypa<j>€vat 7rOAA.a 
ding to Democritus. In support Kal 7rt8ava 1rp0S avrov. Sext. Math. 
of this view he brings forward vii. 389 : ?rU<HlV µ€v oov <f>avra<Tlav 
1rOAV<TTJµOv L<TDpporrov and vwvvµov, olllC Ef?rot TLS &A.118fi Ota r1,v 7rEpt-
and contends that many words 'Tpo?r~v, Ka86's () TE ATJµ6KptTos Kai 
h 1 • Cnf ' I ~ ave severa meanings, many o A.aTwv avrtA.E-yovrEs T'f' Ilpo'T"a-
thjngs several names ; and also -y&pq. ~o!Oa<T1Cov. Cf. ibid. vii. 53. 
many things which, judging from 3 Fr. 145. ap. Plut. Qu. Oonv. 
analogy, we might expect to have i. 1, 5, 2 ; Clem. Strom. i. 3, 279 
a distinct designation have none ; D. he complains of the AE~Etof(IJv 
he seems likewise to have appealed 811paTopEs, (17A.wral rExvv~plwv, 'P'
to the change of the names of per- o&.vreH teal 'iµ.avrEA.ltcrE:ES. 

T2 
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point out the essential difference between bis doctrine 
and theirs ; 1 and even Aristotle records his testimony 
(which harmonises ill with the supposed denial of all 
knowledge), that of all the pre-Socratic philosophers he 
concerned himself the most with definitions of concep
tions. 2 We must, therefore, suppose that the complaints 
of Democritus as to the impossibility of knowledge are 
intended only in a narrower sense : only of the sensible 
perception does he maintain that it is limited to the 
changing phenomenon, and guarantees no true know
ledge. On tbe 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 

1 Sext. Pyrrk. i. 213 sq. : ota.
cpopws µEVTOL xp6WTO.L rp '' 00 µaA.-

'' ... tf ~ l \ c A.ov cpwvy OL TE ~KE7rTLICO KaL OL 
''-"A f '"" \ a7ru TOV L.l..'YJµOtcpL'TOU • EKELJIOL µev 
'Yap cbro TOU µ11oerrepo11 E111at 

I ~ ~ c ,.. ~\ ' \ TaTTOV<TL T111I cpw11111I, 'YJµELS ue E7rL 

TOV a711oe'iv 7rOTEpov aµcp6-
::l>. '~' I' ,.., TE pa ·11 0 Vu ET E p 0 11 TL E <TTL TWJI 

cpaivoµlvwv. 7rpoo11A.ora'T1J o~ 7l11e
-r:ai Ti otaKpL<TLS. 8Ta11 o ll.11µ6Kptros 
AE'Y'[J ,, ETEj7 o~ aroµa 1eal KEJIOV." 

' "' \ \ I ' \ ,.. '"l. 
ETE?J µev 'Yap i\E7EL avTL TOU al\.1]-
8efq.. tear' aA.1]8Etav OE ocpeura1:at 

I I '' \ \. \. A.e7w11 ras TE aroµovs 1eat Tu tcE11u11, 
et s:- l c..... \. 
OTL uLEJl'YJVOXEV 1Jp.W11 • • • 7rEpLTToV 

"';' I 
otµai A.e7etv. 

2 Part. A.nim. i. 1, cf. Vol. I. 
185, 3; Metaph. xiii. 4; 1078 b, 17: 
~ I ~\ \ \ 'll \ ' ' -L4wu:parous uE 7rEpL Tas 1JutKa~ aperas 

I \ \ I 7rpa-yµarevoµevou Kat 1rEf>L rovrwv 
opf (E<T8at 1Ca80AOV ('YJTOUVTO~ 7rpclJrov • 
rwv µ~11 7 a.p cpu<rt1ewv €7rl µi1epo11 
fl.71µ61eptros ;}lf!arro µ611011 1eal &pl
<rar6 1r"'s rro 8epµov 1eal ro lf!uxp6v, 
&c. (vide sup. Vol. I. 505, 3); Phys. 
.. 2 4 8 '\' \ u. ; 19 a, I : ets µEv 7ap rovs 
aoxofous a7rofJA.€tflavTL OO~ELEV av 
elvai [.;, cpv<rts] Tfj~ vA.11s • E7r2 µi-

'- ' I 'E ~ "l.... \ 1Cpov 7ap TL µEpos µ7rEuOICl\.1]S ICaL 
ll.11µ61epiros rou etoov~ 1eal rov rl ?jv 
e1vat ?i\flavro. That Democritus did 
not altogether satisfy later demands 
in this respect, we see from the 
proposition censured by Aristotle, 
Part. A.n. i. 1, 640 b, 29 ; Sext. 
Math. vii. 264 : i£v8pw7ros E<T'f L 'b 
"lrclJITES 'loµEV. 
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learning, and from placing thought higher than em
pirical knowledge; 1 that he should assert that men only 
arrived at culture by degrees, having borro-wed, as he 
thinks, some arts from the animals ; 2 that they at first 
strove only to satisfy their most necessary wants, and 
then, in the course of time, to beautify their life ; 3 on 
which account Democritus insists all the more that 
education should come to the help of nature, and by 
the remodelling qf the man, bring forth in him a second 
nature.4 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 ho-\vever clear this may be, 
and however numer~us the ethical writings which are 
attributed to him 5 (sometimes indeed unwarrantably), 

1 Fr . ..Zlfor. 140-112 : ?roA.A.ol 
e I 6 ) :>I woA.vµa EES v ov ovK Exovc:rt.-?roA.v-

·'· > 'l. e' > I I VOL"f/V ov 'Tf'Ol\.vµa L"f/V ac:rKEELV XP"f/--
, ' ' ' e e' ' µ."f/ ?rav'Ta E1rLifTac:r at 7rpo vµeo, µ"f/ 

?rdvr~v aµae~s 'YEV'[J. I must aban
don nly previous doubts as to the 
Democritean origin of these frag
ments, as, according to the above 
remarks, they harmonise well with 
the views of this philosopher. 

'..: Plut. Bolert. Anim. 29, I, p. 97 4. 

3 Philodem. De Mus. iv. (Vol. 
Herc'ltl. i. 135, ap. Mullach, p. 237). 
On this suhject cf. Arist. Metaph. 
i. 2, 982 b, 22. 

4 Fr. JJf or. 133: 1J <f>V<Tts 1ral 1J 
"i:-~ \ ,., 1 ) ' ' ULuax"f/ 7rapa7r1,1J<TLUV E<T'TL • Kat 7ap 
1i otoaxti µErappv<rµo'i TOV ctv8p~71'0V 
µ€-rappv<rp.ov<ra o~ <J>V<JL01rOLEEL. 

5 Cf. Mullach, 213 sqq. Lort
ziug in the treatise named on p. 
208, 1. The fragments on morals 
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he was still far from the scientific treatment of Ethics 
·which was inaugurattd 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; 1 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 a version are the 
measure of the useful and injurious; the best thing· for 
man is to go through life, enjoying himself as much, and 
troubling himself as little, as possible.2 But Democritus 
does not conclude from this that sensuous enjoyment is 
the highest end. Happiness and unhappiness dwell not 
in herds or jn gold, the soul is the abode of the dremon ; 3 

not the body and 'vealth, but uprightness and intelli
gence produce happiness (Fr. 5); the goods of the 
soul are the di vine goods41 those of the body, the 
(which, for the sake of brevjty, I 
quote only according to the num
bers in this collection), ap. J\iull. 
Denwcr. 160 sqq.; Frag. Philos. i. 
340 sqq. 

1 Cic. Fin. v. 29, 87 : Demo
critus neglected his property quid 
q_uaerens aliud, nisi beata?n vitam ? 
qtzta1n si etiam, in rerum cognitione 
ponebat, tamen ex illa investiga
tione natitrae consequi volebat, ut 
esset bono animo. Id enim ille sum
mum bonum, EUBvµ!av et saepe aeaµ
{lfo.v appellat, i.e. animitm terrore 
liberum. Bed haec etsi praeclare, 
nondurn tameri et perpolita. Pauca 
enim, neqite ea ipsa enucleate ab hoc 

de virtiite q_uidem dicta. 
2 Fr. Mor~ 8: oopos ~vµcpop€~111Cal 

' t I I ,,, \ ) I T 
asuµcpopE~V TEP"t'LS ICaL aTEp7rt1J. o 
the same effect Fr. 9 (cf. Lortzing, 
p. 28; instead of the incompre
hensible 7rEpt111eµa1COT~v, we might 
conjecture 7rp1JKTEc1w). Fr. 2 : 
lfpLCT'TOV avBpcfrrrcp 'T~JI {lfov Ota7ELV 
c ... , e e , \ ,"). , ws 1rAELCTTa EU uµ11 EV'TL Ka' Et\.axicr-
-ra aVt1]0EJITL, which is SO expressed 
in Sextus (sitp. p. 272, 2), as to 
make the sensations the criterion 
of desire and detestation. 

3 Fr. 1 : eil6a,µ011!11 tf;uxfi S' Ka~ 
~ I', QI , ICO.ICOuatµoVL1J OUIC EV 1JOCTK1]µ.acrt Oi.-

1 , ~' , ... ,,, ~ ~J , ' 
KEEL, OVu EJ/ xpvcrcp, 'YVX11 u OLIC'YJ'T'tJ& 
prnv oa!µavos. 
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human.1 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: 4 it is 
fitting that man should bestow more care on the soul 
than on the body,5 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 the portion of 
man the more surely, and the more perfectly, the more 
he knows how to keep measure in his appetites and 
enjoyments, to discriminate the 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.8 Contentment, 

1 Fr. 6, vide sup. p. 262, I. 
2 Fr. 58, 60. 
3 Jf'r. 51-56. 
4 Fr. 3 ; cf. I 9. 
5 Fr. Ii8, vide sup. p. 261, 3. 
5 Fr. 7: ailTov €~ ~avTov 'fas 

TEplfnas Uh(oµEvov A.aµ{3avELv. 
7 Oic. sup. p. 278, I ; Theod. 

Our. Gr. Aff: xi. 6, vide p. 98, 2; 
Epiph. Exp. Fid. I 088 A; Diog. 
ix. 45 : 'TEAOS a' Efvai TtJV EfJ8vµlav, 
ov TtJV a.bT1/v oD<Tav TV 1/oovfi, &S' 
~ f 't I ' EVLOL 7rapa1WV<TaVTES Es"f/J'"f/<Tav-ro, a'l\.-
A.a 1ra8' ~v 7aA.r111£s Kal ev<TTa8ws ~ 
lf!ux1J ota-yEL, {nro µ"f/OEVOS Tapa-rTo
µ€1111 cp&/3ov :f) ~et<Ttoaiµnvlas :fj 2%.A.A.ou 

\. 'e .. ~, , , ' TLVUS 11"a ovs. KaA.et u aV'T"f/11 "°" 
, \' ,...,,_ 'l EVE<J''T!i) Kat 71"0AA0tS aAAOLS ovoµaO"tV. 

Stob. Eel. ii. 76: 'TtJV o, Eb8t•µ£av 
\' \ l~ I I Kat ~VE<T'TW Ka apµovtav <TvµµE'TpLO.V 

TE Kal aTapa~lav KaAEL. <Tvv£<T-ra-

<T8at 0) afJ'TtJV ~K TOV otoptO"µov Kal 

-rf]s oia1rp[Q"Ews -rwv 1/ooviiw • 1ral 
... ' ~ \. , 1 \ TOV'T ElVaL 'ru KaAAL<J''TOV 'TE Ka' 

<Tvµcpopc!JTa'TOV av8pc!J1rOLS. Clem. 
Strom. ii. 417 A: .6."f/µ01rp. µ~v Jv 

... l I \ '8 I [ I T(f 7rEp 'TEAOVS 'T'Y}V EV vµLav 'TEAOS 

Elvai otoa<TKet] ~v 1ral EfJE<TTw 7rpo<T11-
7&pev<Tev. Of. the following note. 
Diog. 46 and Seneca, Tranqu. An. 
2, 3, mention a treatise, 71". Eu8v
µl11s, which is probably identical 
w·ith the evE<T'TW described by Dio
genes as lost. What Stobreus calls 
Ataraxia is designated by Strabo, 
i. 3, 21, p. 61, as a8avµ.a<TT£a, and 
by Cicero, l. c., as a8aµf3la. 

8 Vide the previous note, and 
Fr. 20: av8pc!J1rOL<TL 7ap Ev8vµl"f/ 

I 1 I ,,, \ QI 
')'LVE'TaL µe-rpLU'T"f/'TL 'TEP"t'LOS KCX.L tJLOV 
t I \ ~\ '\. f l c r;uµµE7PL'lJ, -ra UE 1\.EL11"0VTa Ka V7rEp-
a f ( m I -\ tJaAAOV'Ta µeT<x.1rt.1r'TELJI 'Tf yl.AEE& Ka, 
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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 unso_:ught (Fr. 10); 
but he maintains notwithstanding that all the means of 
happiness are assured to him, and that it is his own 
fault if he makes a wrong use of them. The gods give 
man nothing but good ; only man's folly turns the good 
to evil ; 1 as the conduct of a man is, such· is his life. 2 

The art of happiness consists in using and contenting 
oneself "\Vi th what one bas got. Human life is short and 
needy and exposed to a hundred vicissitudes: he who 
recognises this \Vill 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 

f f , I " ,f, " µe7a"A.as ICLJl1J<Ttas eµ7rOLEELJI T?7 -rVX?J, 
c <:-' ' , "}. <:- , aL u EK µe7a1\.WJI uta<T71Jp.aTWV ICLJIE-

6µe11aL (that which moves back
wards and forwards between two 
extremes) Ti;J11 lJ!vxew11 oilTe eb<TTa-
8ees el<rl oiJTe e1J8uµo.. In order to 
escape this, Democritus advise~ 
that we should compare ourselves, 
not with those who have a l>righter 
lot, but a worse, that so we may 
find it easier: e7rl TOL<TL ouvaTOL<TL 
>I \ I \ " " exet11 T'Y/11 711wµ1JV 1eat TOL<TL 7rapeovcn 
ap1CEE<T8at. Fr. 118 : He who with 
a good courage does righteous 
deeds i8 happy and free from care; 
he who despises the right is 
troubled by fear and by the re
membrance of his deeds. Fr. 92: 
T011 eb8vµ.ee<T8at µeA.A..ovTa XP~ µ1/ 
7roA.A..a 7rp1}<r<Tet11 µ1/Te lotv µ1/-re 
~vvfi, p.7Joe a<r<r' '&11 7rp1/<rff'[J inrEp 

<:-I c I e \ , " \ 
TE uvvaµt11 atpee<T at T"f/11 ewuTov 1ea, 
.+.' & c ' ' ' , o_yV<TLJI, c. 7J 7ap EVO"/KL"f/ aqcpa-

AECJ'Tepo11 T'Js µe'YaA.071e!1Js. Cf. 
1lf. Aurel. iv. 24 : '· 'OA.t7a 7rp'7<r<re," 
</>1Jcrl11 (who, it is not stated) " el 
p.EAAELS eu8vµf]<TEW." 

1 Fr. 13 : oI BEol 70t()L av8pw-
<:- <:- .... ' 8' , \ f 7rOL<TL ULUOU<TL Ta7a a 1f'a11Ta KaL 7ra-

A.aL 1eal 11v11, 7r"A.~v o7r&<ra {3A.a{3epa 
ICctl avw<f>eA.ea. TaOe o' ov 7ra1'.aL 

:J/ "8''8! <:-I OVTE JIV11 EOL av pw7rOLlJL uwpeovTa:.. 
aA.A.' aVTOl TOUrOE<TL eµ7reA.a(ou<TL Ota 
JIOOV TV</>AO'T"f/Ta Kal a711wµO<TVJJ"f/1I. 
F'r. 11. Fr. 12 : a7r' 6Jv 1/µ'iv Ta-

e' I ' \ " ' I \ \ 'Yet a ')'LllF.Tat, a7ro 'TW11 aUTEWll ICaL Ta 
\ ' I 8' >I " <:-\ 1ea1ea e7ravpt<TKOLµe av · Twv ue 

1CaKi:J11 EICTOS eY7]µ.ev (we could re
main free from it). Cf. Fr. 96: 
Most evils come to men from 
within. Fr. 14, sup. p. 238, 1. 
_ 2 Fr. 45 : TOL<TL o rp67ros E<TT l 
etJ'TalCTOS, TOU'TEOL<TL 1eal {3fo~ ~VVTE
TaKTaL. 

3 Fr. 22, cf. 23 and 28: TO 
xpff (011 oIOe, OICO<Tov [perhaps, -Wll 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.1 

He who has too much, loses that which he has, like 
the dog in the fable (FP. 21); through excess every 
pleasure becomes a pain ( 37) ; moderation, on the other 
hand, increases enjoyment (35, 34), and ensures a satis
faction which is independent of fortune (36). He is a 
fool who desires what he has not, and despises what is 
at his command ( 31); the sensible man enjoys 'vhat 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 evil.3 To conquer one
self is the noblest victory (Fr. 7 5); h~ is the valiant 
man who conquers, not enemies merely, but de~:dre 

( 7 6) ; 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 (7 4) trouble. Sensuous 
enjoyment affords but short pleasure and much pain; 
and no satiating of appetit.e,4 only the goods of the 
soul can give true happiness and inward contentment.5 _ 

Wealth gained by injustice is an evil; 6 culture is 

XPP(H, 0 ~E: xpp(wv ob '}'Lvcf>crKEL. 
The neuter To xpiJ(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 TO xprf (ov 
is the beast and o xprf(wv maL, 
makes good sense. 

1 }Jr. 24, cf. 26, 27, 35 sq., 38 
sq. ; cf. Fr. 40, on the advantage 

enjoyed by povertv, of being secure 
• v 

from Jealousy and enmity. 
2 Fr. 29, cf. 42. 
3 Fr. 25 : KaA.ov brl 7ravTl 'TO 

'lcrov, V7rEp/3oA.~ o'E 1eal ~A.A.EtWts ou 
µ01. OOJ(EEt. Of. Fr. 33. 

4 Fr. 47, cf. 46, 48. 
5 Vide supra! p. 279, 7, 8. 

. 6 llr. 61, cf. 62-64. 
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better than possessions; 1 no power and no treasures 
can be equivalent to the extension of our knowledge.2 

Democritus demands therefore that not merely deed 
and word, 3 but the will also, 4 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 ; 5 and should keep himself from 
evil ( 117), not from fear, but from a sense of duty; be 
should be more ashamed before himself than before all 
others, and avoid wrong equally whether it will be known 
to no one or to all: 6 be says that only that man pleases 
the gods who hates wrong; 7 the consciousness of doing 
right alone brings peace of mind (Fr. 111); doing 
wrong makes a man more unhappy than suffering 
wrong (224). He extols wisdom, which guarantees us 
the three greatest goods-to think truly, to speak well, 
and to act rightly; 8 he holds ignorance to be the cause 

1 Fr. 136. With this Lort
zing, 23, connects with much pro
bability Fr. 18, Stob. Jlloril. 4, 71, 
jf indeed by the etowA.a ~<T81]T1. 
(Meineke has this word instead of 
alcr81JT1.Ka) the emptiness of the 
ostentatious man is meant to be 
described. 

2 Dionys. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 
27, 3: A11µ61<pLTos '}'ovv airros, lhs 

:JI /3 I e " <f>acrtv, EAE'}'E ouA.ecr aL µaA.A.ov 
IC""'' I l\ \ n µLav eupe1.v Cl.L'T'LOAO'}'LctV, -,, 'T'l}ll ep-
" Cf.1 -,.I '8 awv OL µU.<TLt\.ELaV '}'EVECT at. 

3 Fr. 10 3, 10 6, 9 7, 9 9. 
4 J/'r. 109 : a'}'a8ov ofJ To µ.~ 

a.~iKEELv, aA.A.a ,,.o µ11~e ~o~A.etv. Cf. 
lf'r. 110, 171. 

5 Fr. 160 : xapurTucos (bene
ficent) olJK o /3A.,7rwv 7rpos ,,.~v &µ.ot
{3~11, aA.A.' 0 EV ~p~v -rrpO?Jp11µevos. 

6 Fr. 98, 100, 101. 

7 Fr. I 07, cf. 242. 
8 Democritus, according to 

Diog., ix. 46 ; Su id. TpLTO'}'. (cf. 
Schol.-Bekker in Il. @, 39; Eus
tath. ad ll. @. p. 696, 37 ; Rom. 
Tzetz. ad Lycophr. v. 519; Mul
lach, p. 119 sq.), had composed a 
work, TptTO'}'eveia, in which he 
explained the Homeric Pallas and 
her other names as wjsdom: OTL 

I I 'l: ' ,.., t<. I \ TpLU. 'Y''YVETal. E~ aVT1]S, a. 1rC1.VTC1. TU. 
a118pcfnrt11a <J'VVEXEL, namely, e6 AO'}'[
(ecr(}ai, AE'}'ELll KaA.ws, op6ws -rrpdTTELll. 
Lortzing, p. 5, considers this an 
interpolation, and I do not deny 
that it may be so; but such alle
gorical language does not seem to 
exceed that which is elsewhere 
ascribed to Democritus and his 
contemporaries (cf. p. 251, 4 ; 
255, 2 ; 287, 3 ; Part 111. a, 300, 
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of all faults ; 1 and recommends instruction and practice 
as the indispensable means of perfection ; 2 he 'varns men 
against envy and jealousy,3 avarice 4 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-
1nent 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; 5 but the friendshi.p of one "\vise 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 \Vhen it is not defiled by any 
unlawful passion.6 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,7 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 ; 8 he 

2nd ed.). It 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
tion. 

l Fr. 116: aµap'TL1JS al'TlTJ 1i 
aµa8l11 -rou 1CpE<1<1ovos. . 

· 2 Fr. 130-134, 115, cf. 85 sq., 
235 sq. 

3 JPr. 30, 230, 147, 167 sq. 

4 Fr. 68-70. 
5 Fr. 162, cf. 166. 
6 Fr. 4 : olKctLOS ~pws avvf3pl

<1'TWS ~<f>leu8a1. Twv 1eaA.wv, which 
lv.Iullach does not seem to me 
rightly to understand. 

7 Fr. 225 : avopl uo<f>~ ?raua 'Y-)} 
/3ct'T~' t/Jvxfis ')'ttp a7a(Jfjs 1rctTpls 0 
~vµ:1ras 1e6uµos. 

8 Fr. 212 : Tct Ka.Ta T1]v 1rOA.tv 
xpewv 7WJI A.ot7r6'V µ€')'t<1'Ta 1J'Y€Eu8a1. 
OKWS &~e-ra1. ED, µ1}-re <f>tA.ovEtKeov-ra 

'\_) 'l) \ ~"" 7rapa TU E'7rELICES µ'Y]TE L<1XVV EWV'T'fl 
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thinks the distress of the commonwealth is worse than 
that of individuals; 1 he would rather live in poverty 
and freedom under a democracy, than in plenty and 
dependence with the great (Fr. 211). He acknow
ledges that nothing great can be accomplished except 
by unanirp.ous cooperation (Fr. 199), that civil discord 
is under all circumstances an evil (200); he sees in law 
a benefactor of men (187), he requires dominion of the 
best (191_..J 94), obedience to authority and law (189 sq., 
197), unselfish care for the common good (212), general 
willingness to help others (215); he deplores a state of 
things in which good rulers are not duly protected, 
and the misuse of power is rendered easy for evil 
rulers; 2 and in which political activity is connected 
with danger and misfortune.3 Democritus is therefore 
at one with the best men of his time on this subject.4 

. 
His opinions on marriage are more peculiar ; but their 

7rept'Tt8eµEvov 'Tap?t 'Tb XP1J<TTov 'Tov 
~VVOV. 7r6ALS -yap ef.i a-yoµeV't] µE-

' >I (J t ' \ ' I 'YL<T'T'Y/ Op W<T LS EO'"'T £" KCll. Ell TOV'Tlp 
J. >I \ I '/"' ' 1ra.VTa EVL, KaL 'TOVTOU <TW:, oµEVOU 

7rctVTa <Tw(e'Tat, 1eal TOVTou <f>8Etpo
µevou 'Ttt 7r&vTa liia<f>8e£pe'Tat. Plut. 
adv. Col. 32,- 2, p. 1126 : ATJµ61ep. 
µ'Ev 7rapatvE'i T1iv TE 7f'OAL'TtK1}-P TEXV'Y/V 
µe-yi<TT'Y/V oli<Tav €Koiiia<T1eeffBai 1eal 

\ 6 ~, ,, .. ' TOVS 7f' J!OU~ uLWKELV, a<f> WV Ta µe-
d."). \ "). \ I ..... ) 

-ya.1\.Ct. Ka£ t\.Ct.µ7rpa 'YLVOVTCt.L TOLS av-
6pW7rOLS, cf. Lortzing, p. 16. 

I LJl 43 ' I t \ .... ( I 
.J.1 r. : Ct,7r0pt1] <;VJ/1] T1]S EICa-

<T'TOU XCt.AE1fWTEp1J· ov-yap 07rOA.E[1rETaL 
'"). ' ' ' Et\.1rLS E7rLKOvptas. 

2 Fr. 205, where, however, the 
text is not quite in order. Fr. 214. 

3 So I understand Fr. 213 : 
TOWL XP'Y/<TTOL<TL ov ~vµ<f>€pov aµE
AEOVTas 'TOL<Jt [ Twv] €wvTwv CiA.i\a 
'lfpfi<T<Tetv, etc. ; for taken in an 

unconditional sense, this warning 
against political activity would 
not be in harmony with the other 
principles of Democritus. Cf. in 
addition to the above quotations 
Fr. 195. 

4 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 mjght 
easily find in the citations, p. 219, 3, 
the universal opposition of v6µos 
and <f>V<TLS, little as this applies to 
civil laws. 
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peculiarity is not on the side where from his materialism 
and his seeming eudremonism we might expect to find 
it : a higher moral view of marriage is indeed wanting 
in him, but not more so than in his whole epoch. 
What chiefly offends him in marriage is not the moral, 
but the sensual element of this relation. He has a 
horror of sexual enjoyment, because consciousness is 
therein overcome by desire, and the man gives himself 
over to the debasing charm of the senses.1 He has also 
rather a low opinion of the female sex ; 2 and desires to 
have no children because their education withdraws men 
from more neceRsary activity, and its results are uncer
tain; 3 and though he acknowledges that the love of 
children is universal and natural, he esteems it more 
prudent to take adopted children whom one can choose, 
than to beget others in the case of whom it is a chance 
how they turn out. Though we must allow that these 
opinions are onesided and defective, we have no right 
on that account to raise against the ethical principles 
of Democritus, as a whole, objections which we do not 
raise against Plato in spite of his community of wives, 
nor against the Chr~stian votaries of asceticism. 

Whether Democritus has connected his ethics with 

I Fr. 50 : ~vvova'[1J a7ro7rA.1]~{1J 
f 't I \ ,, e 't <J'µucprr Ec;Ea'<J'VTat -yap av pw7ros E~ 

av8pcl>7rov(to which should probably 
be added 1eal a7ro<J'7rCiTat 7rA1J'YP 
TLVL µEpt(6µEvos, cf. Lortzing 21 sq.). 
Fr. 49: ~v6µEVOL ~v8pw7rOL ~oovTat 

I I t:T " 'ifh ICaL <J'<f>t "fLllETaL a7rEp TOL<J'L a.,.,po-
OL<J'ta(ou<J'L. 

2 Fr. 175, 177, 1 79. 
a Fr. 184-188. Theodoretus, 

Cur. Gr. A.ff. xii., censures De-

n1ocritus for declining marringe 
and the possession of children 
because they would be a disturb
ance to him in his eudoomonism, 
bnt this is a misunderstanding; 
the &11olai, which Democritus fears, 
refer to the trouble occasioned by 
misguided children. Theodoretus is 
only quoting from Clemens, Strom. 
ii. 421, c., who does not, however, 
express himself so decidedly. 
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his scientific theorie~ 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.). 
ternal things; and his insight into the unchangeable 
order of nature must have awakened in him the con
viction that it was best to find satisfaction and content
ment in that order. But so far as we know, Democritus 
did little himself to elucidate this inter-dependence; 
he did not enquire into the nature of moral activity 
generally, but promulgated a numher of isolated ob
servations and rules of Ii fe, 'v hi ch 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 Ree in them an outwork of. his philosophical 
system, which can have but a secondary importance in 
our estimate of that system. 

It is the same with the views of Democritus about 
religion.1 That he was unable to share the belief of 

1 Cf. for what follows Krische, Forschungen, 146 sqq. 



RELIGION AND THE GODS. 287 

his nation as to the gods is evident. The Di vine, in 
the proper sense, the eternal essence on which all 
depends, is to him only~ ature, or more accurately, the 
totality of the atoms moved by their weight and form
ing the world. If the gods are substituted for this in 
popular language, it is merely a form of expression.1 

In a secondary manner he seems to have designated 
the animate and rational elements in the world and in 
man as the Divine, without meaning by it anything 
more than that this element is the most perfect matter 
and the cause of all life and thought.2 Moreover he 
perhaps named the stars gods, because they are the 
chief seat of this divine fire; 3 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 
n1oral conceptions had originally been represented in 
them, Zeus signifying the upper air ; Pallas, wisdom, 
&c., bt1t that these forms had afterwards been erro
neously taken for actual beings, having a personal 
existence.4 That men should have arrived at this opinion, 

1 Fr. Mor. 13, supra, 280, 1. 
Similarly, Fr. Mor. I 07 : µovvo 
8Eo<f>tA.EES, c>croLO'L ~xepov TO aot
KEELV. Fr. Mor. 250: 8Efou voou 
TO aEl otaA.o-yl(E<T8at 1eaA.6v. In 
the quotation, p. 267, 4, the men
tion of the gods, as is there shown, 
cannot belong to Democritus, who, 
however, might still have spoken 
of them hypothetically. 

2 Cf. p. 262 sq. 
3 Tertull. Ad Nat. ii. 2 : Oum 

reliquo igni superno Deos ortos De-

mocritus suspicatur; this is prob
ably a reference to the origin of 
the stars; it might also, less fitly, 
be connected with the existences 
presentl v to be discussed, from 
which the etowA.a emanate. That 
the stars were regarded as gods is 
shown by the explanation of am
brosia, noticed p. 251, 4. 

4 Clemens, Cohort. 45 B (cf. 
Strom. v. 598 B, and concerning 
the text, MuUach, 359 ; Burchard, 
Demoor. de Sens. 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, 1 and 
partly he believed it to be founded on real observations 
which were not rightly understood. Ji,ree therefore as 
is his attitude in regard to the popular religion, he 
cannot resolve to explain all that it relates of the phe 
nomena of higher natures, and their influence on men, 
absolutely as deception: it might rather seem to him 
more consistent with his sensualistic theory of knowledge 
to derive these conceptions also from actual external im
pressions. He assumed, tberefore,2 that there dwell in 

cordt, 72) : 38fv ovK a7rEtK6Tws !J 
6 " I ' e I A'f/f'- ri:ptTOs TWV A.o'}'LWV av pw7rw11 

~ l l , I \ oA. "Yous </>rJtT v avaTEtVct.V7ctS Tas 
XEtpas ~vTavea 8v vvv .Y,€pa KaA.€oµev 
of '1EA.A.71vEs 7rd11Ta (this seems to 
be incorrect, thnugh it was doubt
less in the MS. used by Clemens ; 
perhaps we shoJlld read 7rdvTes, or 
still better, 7raT€pa) A.la µv8€Ecr8a1., 
«al (a &s or voµl(Etv &s seems to 
have dropped out here) wdvTa oDTos 

,....~ \ ~~"" \ , I l oluEV KaL UlUOL Kat a.cpalpEETat K.a 
f3acrtA.EVS oOTos TWV 7rdvTwv. On 
Pallas, vide p. 282, 8. 

1Sext. Math. ix. 19. Demo
critus is of the number of those 
who derive the belief in gods from 
extraordinary natural phenomena : 
opwvTEs 'Ydp, <PTJcrL, Ta Ev To'is µE
rEwpots 7rct,fJ1JµaTa of 7ral\.aL01 TWV av
Opdnrwv, Ka6a7rEp (3povTa.s Kal &cr

Tpa7rar; «.Epavvovs TE Kal ltcrTpwv 
,-vv63ovs (comets, so also p. 252, 
3 ; Krise he. 14 7) f]A.fov TE Kct.l crE

"A 1Jv11s €KA.Ehf/Ets ~~EtµaTovvro, 8Eovs 
oloµEvot TOVTwv alTlovs ETvai. 

? Sext. Math. ix. 19 : A'fJµO
KptTos oe E1owA.c£ TLVcJ. <P'fJ<TLV Eµ7rE-

d/". "" ~ e I \ I A ~ELV TOLS av pw7rOLS, Ka, TOVTWV 

' ' -l ~ e ' ' ~, Tct. µEv E Vct.L C1.'}'C1. 01rOLa, Ta UE ICaK0-
7rOLd. ~v8Ev Kal E~XETat EVAO'YXWV 
(so I read, with Krische, p. 154; 
Burchard, l. c. and others, for 
EvA.O'YWV on account of the pas
sages quoted. inf.) TVXELv EWcf,A.w11. 
EWaL o~ TaVTC1. µt'}'dA.a T~ Kal {nrEp
µE'}'E871 1eal ~vcrcp8apTa µ~v, ovK ~<P-
6ct.pTa ~E, 7rpO<T'fJµa[vELV TE Ta µlA.-
'l. .... , e , e , J\.OJITct. TOLS av pw7rOLS, EwpovµEva 
Kal cpwvas &cpdvTa. (Thus far also, 
almost word for word, the anony
mous commentary on Aristotle's 
JJe Divin. p. s. ; Simpl. JJe .Anima, 
p 148~ Ald. ; and, very similal'ly, 
Themist. on the same work, p. 295. 
Sp. Both substitute EvA.6x'-"v for 
EvA.6'}'wv, and leave out before fJ7rEp
µE'}'J8'fJ the words µE'}'aA.a TE Kai, 
which are no doubt glosses.) 88Ev 
TOVTWV aVTWV <(>avTaa'lav A.a.(36vTES 

c \ c I ,....l 8 \. OL 7ral-.aLOt V1rtV071a'av E vat EUJI µ71-
8EVOS ~A.A.ov -rrapa Tav'Ta lJVTOS 8EOV 
Tov lfcpeapTov cpocriv ~xovTos. Cf. 
§ 42 : . TO o~ EfowA.a ElVat EV T~ 
7rEpL~XOVTL V7rEp<f>v7J Kal &.v6pw7rOEtOEtS 
~xovTa µopcpas, Kal Ka86"Aov ToiavTa 
c,.. D' C"' I 01r'Otct, fJOV"J\.ETaL avTW ava7rA.aTTEtV 

' A'fJµOKptTos, 7raVTEA.ws E<J'Tt ovcr7rap&.-
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the air beings who were similar to man in form, but 
superior to him in greatness, power, and duration of 
life : these beings manifest themselves when emanations 
and images, streaming forth from them and often re
producing themselves at a great distance, become visible 
and audible to men and animals, and they are held to 
be g·ods, although in truth they are not divine and im
perishable, but only less perishable than man. These 

oe1erov. Plut. ..A..emil. P. c. I : 
A11µ01tpLTOS µ.ev yap ei>xecrBa£ c/>1JO"L 
OEtv, lhrws evi\6)'XWV fLOf.6J...wv TV'YXcJ.
JIWµev, Kal TCt crvµcpvi\a ICal TCt 

' """ ( """ '.) """ XP1J<TTa µai\i\ov 1]µtv EK Tov -rrept-
' ;A ' ~ \ ' ' EXOVTOS, .,, TCI. cpavi\a Kat. Ta CTICaL<:t., 
Q"vµcp€p1]TaL. D~f. Orac. c. 7 : ~TL 
oe A7]µ6uptTOS, evx6µEVOS evA.6-yxw11 
elowi\wJ! Tv-yxavetv, o7]i\os 17v ETepa 
oucrTpchrei\a 1eal µoxe'f/pu.s -ytvr/J<T1<.wv 
>/ f \ \CI 
EXOVTa -rrpoatpE<TEL!; TLVa$ KCl.L opµas. 
Cic. (who also mentions this theory 
in Divin. ii. 58, 120), N. JJ. i. 
12, 29: Democrit'lts, qui tu1n ima
gines earumque circuitus in heorum 
numero ·refert, tu·m illam naturam, 
quae imagines fundat ac mittat, 
tum scientiam intelligentiamque 
nostram (cf. on this point, p. 262 
sq.). Ibid. 43. 120: tum enim censet 
imagines divinitate pra~ditas inesse 
in universitate rerum, tum prin
oipia mentis, q1tae sunt in eodem 
universo, Deos esse dicit; tum ani-
11iantes imagines, quae vel prodesse 
nobis soleant vel nocere, tum in
gentes quasdam imagines tan
tasqite, ut universum mundum 
complectantur extrinsecits. (This 
latter is certainly a perversion 
of the doctrine of Democritus, 
occasioned probably by the,,men
tion of the 7rEptExov, which we 
also find in Sextus and Plutarch; 
we ought, moreover, to remember 
that in both these passages of 

VOL. II. U 

Cicero, an Epicurean is speaking, 
who introduces as many absurdities 
and contradictions as possible into 
the doctrines of Democritus, in 
order the more easily to turn thPm 
into ridicule.) Clemens, Strom. 
V. 590 C: TCt -yap afJTCt (il1JµOKp.) 
7rE-rrol111eev ei'owi\a Tots b.v(Jpr/J-rrois 

f \ "" ' 6 /°'.I 7rpO<T1rL1rTOVTa K.G.L TOLS ai\ -yots ~fPOLS 
tt-rrO T7}S (}e{as OVCT[as, where 8e'ia OUCT{a. 
designates natura quae imagines 
fu,ndat, the beings from w horn the 
e'towi\a emanate. Cf. Ibid. Cohort. 
43 D (the first principles of Demo
critus are the atoms, the void a·nd 
the eY.owA.a) and Krische, 15 0, 1 ; 
Max. Tyr. Diss. xvii. fj: the Deity, 
according to Democritus, was oµo
-rra6~s ( sc. ~µ'iv, therefore like to 
men). From a misunderstanding 
of what was said by Democritus 
concerning the beneficent and male
ficent nature of these existences, 
and perhaps through the instru .. 
mentality of some forged writing, 
no doubt arose the statements of 
Plinius, H. N. ii. 7, 14, that Demo
critus supposed there were two 
deities, Pmna and Beneficium. 
Iren. Adv. Hmr. ii. 14, 3, even 
confounds the atomistic etowi\a with 
the Platonic ideas. For the rest, 
cf. the account of the Epicurean 
doctrine (Part III. a, 394 sqq. 2nd 
ed,). 



290 THE ATOMISTIC PHILOSOPH.17: 

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 11nfold to us the designs of those from 
whom they emanate, and also what is going on in other 
parts of the world.1 In fact, they are nothing else than 
the dremons 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 dremons. 
Together with this physical vie'v of the belief in gods, 
some words of his have been transmitted to us, which 
refer to its ethical importance. 3 In. no case did he 
think himself justified in assuming an antagonistic 
position to the existing religion, and to the order of 
the commonwealth ; it may, therefore, be true of him
self, as it was asserted of his followers, perhaps only o_n 
account of the Epicureans,4 that they took part in the 
accustomed religious services : from the Greek stand
point this 'vould be quite jn 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 

1 Cf. p. 291, 1. 
2 The dremons were supposed 

to be long-Jived, but not immortal. 
Cf., not to mention other references, 
Plut. Def. Orac. c. 11, 16 sq. p. 415, 
418, and sup. p. i52, 1 ; 172, ~-

3 Fr. Mor. 107; vide sup. 287, 

1. Cf. also Fr. 242 : xpn T1}v µ'Ev 
, 'Q l'I\ ~ ) ~ I e " 

EVO"EtJELaV 't'avepws EVUELICVVO" at, T1]S 
OE aA.ri8elas 8appoV]ITWS -rrpo1:(J"Ta<J'8cu. 
These words, however (as Lortzing 
remarks, p. 15), do not sound as if 
written by Democritus. 

4 Orig. C. Gels. vii. 66. 
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his physical system, though he tries to bring them into 
harmony with it. Thus besidea what we have just 
been speaking of as to the manifestations of superior 
beings, he believes in prophetic dreams, and seeks to 
explain them also by the doctrine of images. As dreams 
in general (so we must understand him) arise because 
images of all possible things reach sleeping persons, so 
under certain circumstances, he thinks, it may also 
happen that these images (like the words or features 
which we perceive in waking) may reflect the conditions 
of sou], 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.1 

The theory of emanations and images is also employed 
to justify the superstition, so prevalent in Greece even 

1 Plut. Qu. Oonv. viii. I 0, 2: opµas, th-av €v&p6povs 1eal a<fvyxv-
c/>1J<rl .A.'1]µoKpL'1"0S E')'ICara~v<T<rov<r8ai Tous <fluA.ctTrovTa 1rpo<rµ[~p TCtS ELICO-
,.,.a, EtowA.a oia Twv 7r6pwv Els ,.,.a, vas • TOvTo 0€ µal\.t()Ta 7toLE'i oi> 
<J'cl,µaTa 1ecx.l 7rote'iv Ttts Ka.Ta Tov &epo~ A.Elou T1]s cpopa.s ')'Lvoµ~v'f}s 
ihr11011 l$i/JELS e7rava<f>ep6µEva • <f>OLT~V alCWAVTOV Kal TaXE(as· O O~ <f>8tvo-
O~ Tavn1. '71"avTax68Ev U'Jl"L6vTa Kal 7rWpLVO~, EV Cf, <f>vA.A.oppoEL TCt oevopa, 

" \ C I \ "" f'). '). '). \ :> ').I >I \ I G'ICEVWV Ka£ tµ.a.TLWV '!a£ 'f>UTWV µa1\.L- 'lrOt\.l\.'YJV U.Vwµ.a1\.LaV EXWV Kai. Tpaxv-
!:>' /'.I C \_ Ii. i.i. " \ !:' 'Ai. \ I <J'Ta ue ~cpwv V'JrU <ra1\.0V 7r01\.l\.OV KaL Tr]Ta, uLa..<TTpE'l'EL Kai. 7rapaTpE7rEL 

(J 6 :i I >I m 1' 1' ,.., \ >I!:> 1' \ \_ :i \ Epµ T'1]Tos, ou µovov exovTcx. µop'l'o- TrOl\.1\.aXTJ Ta E£uW1\.a /Cai. Tu evap')'ES 
!:' .... .... ' , , , .... ,t, .,. , , e , ~ ,.., 

ELUElS TOV (fwµaTOS EICµEµa')'µevas aVTWV Er:;LT1}1\.0V /Ca£ a<r EJIES 'JrOLEL T'!/ 
oµot6T'1]TaS ••• aA.A.d. 1Cal ·raw ICaTCt ~paOVT1}TL Tf;S 7rOpEfas aµavpoVµEvo;, 
,f, _l. I \ Q .l ~f ';' f'l. \_ :> I \ ..,vx-1111 KLV'1]µaTWV KaL µOVA.euµa.Tw1· w<r-rrEp av 7ra1\.Lll 7rpus op')'WV'l'WV ICCt£ 

eKa<rT({J Kal :;,ewv Kal 7ra8wv ~µ<f>&.<reLs 3tatcawµevwv €K8pc£,cr1eo11Ta 7roA.A.a Kal 
:> Q f I e \ \ /":I \ :i I \ avu.A.aµ/Javovra <rvve<f>el\.ICE<T aL, Kat Taxv 1coµt~oµEva Tas eµ<f>a<rets voEpa~ 
7f"po<r7rf7rTov-ra µ.eTa Tuv-rwv Ch<r7rep «al <r11µavTLKCts &7rool0w<riv. These 
~µi/Jvxa cppd(EL11 Kal ota<r-rEAAELV To'is theories are alluded to in Arist. 
{nrooexoµ.lvots Ta~ Twv µe8tEVTwv De Divin. p. s. c. 2, 464 a, 5, 11 ; 
a.vTa oo~aS' 1Cal OLaAO')'L<Tµovs Kal Plut. Plac. v. 2; Cic. Divin. i. 3, 5. 

u2 
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to the present day, of the effect of the evil eye : from 
the eyes of envious personR images, be thinks, proceed 
which carrying with them something of their temper, 
trouble those with whom they settle.1 The argument 
for the inspection of offerings, which our philosopher 
also approved, was simpler.2 Whether and in what 
manner, lastly, he connected the belief of the divine 
inspiration of the poet 3 with his other doctrines, we are 
not told ; but be 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 Atornistic Doctrirne as a 'whole ; its historical place 
and import ; later adherents of the School. 

THE character and historical position of the Atomistic 
philosophy have been variously estimated in ancient 
and modern times. In the ancient order of succession 
the Atomists are always included in the Eleatic school ; 4 

1 Plut. Qu. Conv. v. 7, 6. 
2 Cic. Divin. i. 57, 131: Demo

critus autem censet, sapienter insti
tuisse veteres, ut hostiarum immola
tarum inspicerentu/r e:cta, quorum 
ex habitu atque ex colore tum salu
britatis tum pestilentiae signa 
percipi, nonnunquam etiam., quae 
sit vel sterilitas agrorum vel fer
tilitas futura. The limitation to 
these cases proves that only such 
changes in the entrails are intended 
as are effected by natural causes, 
and Democritus seems on this 
subject less explicit than Plato, 
Tim. 71. 

3 Democritus, ap. Di.Chrys. Ore 
53. C/-0µ.11pos <f>v<Tios i\axwv 8ea(oV<T1JS 
~ , 6 ~ , , 

E71'EW71 K <Tµov ETEICT'1]71aTo TraVTOLWV. 
Id. ap. Clem. Strom. vi. 698 B : 

\ ~\ <:f \ ~ I 
TrOL'1JT'1JS ue arr<Ta µev u11 "}'pa<f>p µeT' 
'8 .... \ C .... I 
EV OV<Tla<Tµov JCaL lt:pov 7T71EVµaTOS 
(?) 1eaA.a 1edpTa ~<TTl. Cic. ])ivin. 
i. 37, 80: Negat enim sine furore 
Democritus quenquam poetam mag
num esse posse. 

4 By Diogenes, Pseud-0-Galen, 
Hippolytus, Simplicius, Suidas, 
Tzetzes. In the first three it ap
pears from the place assigned to the 
Atomists, and in all from their 
statements as to the teachers of 
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Aristotle generally places them with Empedocles and 
Anaxagoras, sometimes classiug them with these philo
sophers among the physicists,1 and sometimes remark
ing upon their affinity with the Eleatics.2 In modern 
times the order of these ancient lists has been followed 
by a few 'vriters only, who describe the Atomists as a 
second branch of the Eleatic School, as Eleatic physic
ists. 3 The more usual course is, either to reckon them 
among the Ionian physicists,4 or to place them as a 
particular form of philosophy among the later schools.s 
But even in this case their relation to predecessors aud 
contemporaries has been variously stated. Though it 
is generally admitted that the Atomistic doctrine at
tempted to combine the conclusions of the Eleatics 
with experience, yet opinions are not 'agreed as to ho\Y 
far it was influenced by other systems, and especially 
by those of Heracleitus, Anaxagoras and Empedocles. 

Leucippus and Democritus ( vjde 
sup. p. 207, 1 ; 210, n ). On the 
same presupposition, Plutarch, ap. 
Eus. Pr. Ev. i. 8, 7, places Demo
critus immediately after Parme
nides and Zeno; Cicero's Epicurean, 
N. D. i. 12, 29, places him with 
Empedocles and Protagoras after 
Parmenides. 

1 1lfetaph. i. 4, 985 b, 4. 
2 For example, Gen. et Gorr. 

i. 8 ; vide supra, 215, I. 
3 e.g. Degerando, Geschich. d. 

Phil. i. 83 sq. of Tennemann's 
translation, Tiberghien, Sur la gene
ration des connaissances kttmaines, 
p. 176. Similarly, Mullaeh, 373 
sq.; Ast, Gesch. d. Phil. 88, pla.ces 
the Atomistic philosophy under the 
category of Italian idealism, al· 
though he elsewhere characterises 

it as Tt>nnemann does. 
4 Reinhold, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 

48, 53; Brandis, Rhein. Mus. iii. 
132, 144; Gr.-rom. Phil. i. 294, 
301 ; Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 
87, 95 ; Hermann, Gesch. und 
System d. Plat. i. 152 sqq. 

5 Tiedemann, Geist d. spek. 
Phil. i. 224 sq.; Buhle, Gesch. d. 
Phil. i. 324; Tennemann, Gesch. d. · 
Phil. I A. i. 256 sq.; Fries, Gesch. 
d. Phil. i. 210 ; Hegel, Gesch. de 
Phil. i. 321, 324 f; Branjss, Gesch. 
d. Phil. s. Kant, i. 135, 139 sqq. ; 
vide sup. Vol. I. p. 168 ; Strlimpell, 
Gesch. d. Theoret. Phil. d. Gr. 69 
sqq.; vide Vol. I. p. 209, 1; Haym, 
Allg. Ene. Sect. iii. vol. xxiv. 38 ; 
Schwegler, Gesch. d. Phil. p 16 ; 
Gesch. d. Gr. Phil. p. 12, 43 ; 
U e berweg, i. p. 25. 
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While some see in it the completion of the mechanical 
physics, which were founded by Anaximander,1 it seems 
to others a development of the Heracleitean stand
point, or, more accurately, a combination of the con
ceptions of Heracleitus and those of the Eleatics,2 an 
explanation of Becoming, as held by Heracleitus, by 
means of the Eleatic Being.3 Wirth places the Atomists 
side by side with Heracleitus ; because Heracleitus 
maintained Becoming, and the Atomists the plurality 
of things,4 as against the Eleatics; 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 ; 5 lastly, Brandis regards it as the connect
ing link between Anaxagoras and the Sophists. At an 
earlier period, Schleiermacher 6 and Ritter 7 had still 
more decidedly reckoned the Atomists among the Soph
ists, and had declared their doctrine to be an unscientj fie 
corruption of the Anaxagoreap and Empedoclean philo-

1 Hermann, l. c. 
2 Hegel, i. 324 sqq. takes this 

view, observing: In the Eleatic 
philosophy, Being and non-Being 
appear in opposition; with H8ra
cleitus both are the same and both 
equal; but if Being and non-Being 
be conceived objertively, there re
sults the opposition of the Plenum 
and the Vacuum. Parmenides set 
up as his principle, Being or the 
abstract universal; Heracleitus the 
process ; to Leuci pp us belongs the 
determination of Being in its actu
ality. Cf. Wendt, zu Tennemann, 
i. 322. 

3 Haym, l. c.; Schwegler, Gesch. 
d. Phil. 16; cf. the first edition of 
the present work, i. 212. Schweg
ler, on the contrary, Gesck. d. 
Griech. Phil. 43, treats the Atom
istic philosophy as a reaction of 
the mechanical view of ~ature 
against the dualism of Anaxagoras. 

4 Jahrb. d. Gegenw. 1844, 722; 
I dee d. Gottheit. p. 162. 

5 Or, as Brandis says, Anaxa
goras and Empedocles. 

6 Gesch. d. Phil. 72, 7 4 sq. 
1 Gesck. d. Phil. i. 589 sqq. 

against him; Brandis, Rhein. Mits. 
iii. 132 sqq. 
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sophy. This view must here be examined, as it com
pletely destroys the position which we have assigned to 
the Atomists, and must affect our whole conception of 
their system. 

This conception is founded partly on the literary 
character of Democritus, and partly on the content of 
his doctrine. In regard to the former, Ritter 1 finds 
much to censure. Some words that the philosopher 
uses at the beginning of a treatise 2 evince arrogance ; 
of his travels and his mathematical knowledge he speaks 
vaingloriously, his language betrays hypocritical enthu
siasm ; even the inno0ent remark that he is forty years 
younger than Anaxagoras, is meant as an ostentatious 
comparison with that philosopher.. In respect of the 
character of the system, all this would be of no impor
tance" Even supposing that Democritus may have been 
vain, it does not follow that the doctrine he taught \\7 as 
an empty form of Sophistry, if indeed the doctrine were 
his alone.. This is not, however, the case ; for though it 
is reL.1arkable how his name, both with adversaries and 
admirers of the Atomistic philosophy, from Epicurus 
and Lucretius down to Lange, has caused that of his 
master to he forgotten,3 yet it is certain that his physics 

A Gesck. d. Pkil. i. 594-697. 
2 Ap. Sext. Math. vii. 265 (who 

sees in it only a pretentious boast) ; 
Cic. Aead. ii. 23, 73 : Tcioe ~f')'(JJ 
-zrepl Tilv ~uµ:KciVTOOV. 

3 Aecording to Diog. x. 7, even 
Epicurus would not reckon Leucip
pus (whose work was perhaps 
wholly unknown to him) as a phi
losopher (a'AA.' ovo~ AeVKL7r7rO v 

rr L 11 a. f'E'}'ev7ju8aJ </>1JtfL <f>1.A.6tro<f>o11), 
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 18 
pages which he devotes to the 
Atomists, only once refers to him 
(p. 13) in the remark: 'A doubtful 
tradition ascribes to him the pro
position of the necessity of all that 
happens ; ' for the rest, he so ex
pr~sses himself that anyone not 
previously acquainted with the true 
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in all their essential features are derived from Leucippus. 1 

But these censures are in themselves most unjust. 2 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 'vere not uncommon 
in antiquity. The opening words of his book are 
simply an announcement of what it contains. His 
self-confidence does not exceed, and often does not 
nearly equal, that with which Heracleitus, Parmenides 
and Empedocles express tbemselvese3 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 4 may have stood in a connection in 

state of the case would suppose 
Democritus alone to be the founder 
of the Atomistic system. 

1 For instance, the reduction 
of generation and decay to the 
union and separation of underived 
matter. the doctrine of atoms and 
the void, vide sup. p. 215, 1 ; 217, 
1 ; 220, 3 ; the perpetual motion 
of atoms (236, 1 ), which he can 
only have deduced from their gra
vity, the concussion of the atoms, 
their rotary motion, and the forma
tion of the world, which resulted 
from it (p. 242, 2); the conceptions 
(somewhat different from those of 
Democritus) on the shape of the 
earth, the order of the heavenly 
bodies, the inclination of the earth's 
axis (249, 2; 250, 3; 251, 5); the 
nature of the soul (258, 1 )-all this 
8hows that Leucippus had treated 
of cosmology and the theory re
specting living beings, though pro
Lably not so profoundly as his 
disciple. The fundamental con .. 
ceptions of the Atomistic physics, 
which are precisely those portions 

on which La.nge lays so much stress, 
belong, therefore, to Leucippus, 
whom he passes over so unaccount
al;>ly in silence-a faet, the recog
nition of which would not indeed 
have unduly diminished the great 
merit of Democritus, but would 
have corrected exaggerated noti0ns 
of his orjginality and importance. 

2 Cf. Brandis, Rhein. Mits. iii. 
133 sq. ; also Marbach, Geseh. d. 
Phil. i. 87. 

3 Cf. as to Parmenides, Parm. 
v. 28 (xpew oe <Te ?Tdvra ?Tu(lf<T8ai, 
&c.) ; v. 33 sqq., 45 sqq. (Vol. I. 
p. 584, 1) ; as to Empedocles, Emp. 
v. 24 ( 424 K ; 462 M) sqqo. 352 
(389 K; 379 M) sqq. (vide sup. 
p. 118, n. ). If Democritus is to 
be regarded as a Sophist on the 
strength of one expression, which, 
in truth, is not more boastful than 
the beginning of Herodotus's his
tory, what would Ritter haye said 
supp-: sing, like Empedocles, he had 
represented himself as a god wan
dering among mortals? 

-1 Vide sup. p. 210, 21L. 
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which special motives might have given rise to it; and 
speaking generally, a man cannot be considered a Sophist 
because he asserts in a suitable place a thing of which 
he has in truth every right to be proud. 

But the Atomistic philosophy itself, we are told, 
~ 

bears throughout an antiphilosophical character. In 
the fu:~t place, it is alleged, 1 we find in Democritus an 
undue predominance of Empiricism over speculation,-
an unphilosophical variety of learning ; this very ten
dency, sec~!!_dly, 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 and ideality, his la\v 
of nature is chance; he acknowledges neither a god nor 
the incorporeality of the soul, and the result of all 
this is that, foui:_~hly, 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 "\Vas 
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, 

1 Schleiermacher, Gesch. d. 601, 614 sq.; 622-627. 
Phil. 75 sq.; Ritter, p. 597 sq.; 
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and it must be so with every philosopher 'vho unites 
comprehensive observation "\Vith philosophical specula
tion. Is Democritus to be blamed because he did not 
neglect experimental science, and tried to base his 
theories upon an actual knowledge of things, and thence 
to explain the particular? Is it not a merit rather 
than a defect he should have embraced a larger sphere 
in his enquiry than any other previous philosopher, and 
in his insatiable thirst for knowledge 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-sufficiency in the light of his own 
erudition. But all that we have seen in the foregoing 
pages has shown how far he was from this ; how de
cidedly he preferred thought to sensible perception, 
how industriously he laboured to explain natural phe
nomena from their causes.1 If, in so doing, he en
counters that which in his opinion cannot be derived 
from any ulterior principle,2 we may, perhaps, perceive 
in this a proof of the insufficiency of his theory, but 
not 3 a Sophistic neglect of the question respecting 
ultimate causes : and if the difficulty of the scientific 
problem forces him to complain of the futility of 
human knowledge,4 he may \Yell 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 Xenopbanes, or a Parmenides, an Anaxa-

1 Vide sup. 271 sqq. 
2 Vide sul'ra, p. 236, 4. 

8 With Ritter, p. 601. 
4 Vide p. 27 4. 
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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.1 But in the first place 
this is not compatible with the other charge of super
fluous learning, and secondly, we can only wonder how 
so true and innocent a remark could receive such an 
interpretation. If even however he had said, what in 
fact he never does say in so many words, that we should 
strive after science in order to be happy, it would only 
be to reiterate the assertion, a hundred times repeated, 
of the most honoured thinkers of all ages; and we 
should have no right to represent as a base-minded 
Sophist, a man who with rare devotion gave his life 
to science, and who, as it is related, would have re
f used the kingdom of Persia in exchange for a single 
scientific discovery. 2 

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 expre8s terms against 
the vovs of Anaxagoras.3 But most of the ancient sys
tems are materialistic : neither the Early Ionian School, 
nor Heracleitus, nor Empedocles recognised any im-

1 Ritter, 626, on account of E'r. 
Mor. 142 : µ1, wavTa E1rL<TTaa8aL 

a' '[' ' .... fJ' ' 7r'()Ouuµeo, µ1] E7rL T'[J 7r'OAVµa L'[J U..VL'1]-
8f7s, we should expect, according to 

Ritter's representation, but what 
follows lS] 7raVT6JV aµafJtJS "fEV?J. 

2 Vide s1tp. p. 282, 2. 
3 Diog ix. 34; cf. 46. 
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material essence ; even the Being of the Eleatics is the 
Plenum or the body, and it is precisely the Eleatic 
conception of Being 'vhich 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 were 
already contained in the theories of their predecessors. 
"\\re therefore mistake their historical significance if we 
separate their system from the previous natural philo
sophy, with which it is so closely connected, and banish 
it under the name of Sophistic beyond the limits of 
true science. It is likewise unjust to maintain, on 
account of the multiplicity of the atoms, that this 
system 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 praiRing its logical 
consistency and the unity of its principles, and giving 
the preference to it in that respect as compared with 
the less consistent doctrine of Empedocles. 1 This 

1 Vide on this poiut what is from IJe Gen. et Corr. i. 8; i. 2; 
qt10ted (p. 215, 1; 219, 2; 239, 1; IJe 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. 1 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 
systems.2 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 'vhen 
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? 3 

The atheism of the Atomistic philosophy is merely 
another expression for the same defect. But this also 
is found among others of the ancient philosophies, and 
at any rate it is 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 

1 P. 236 sqq. a, 5 sqq.; Gen. et Corr. ii. 6, 333 
2 Vide Phys. ii. 4 ; Metapk. i. b, 9, 334 a. 

3, 984 b, 11. Concerning Empe- 3 Cf. Ritter, p. 605; cf. 534. 
docles especially, Phys. viii. 1, 252 



302 THE ATOMISTIC PHILOSOPHI'" 

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 1 when we perceive that Democritus, in his 
hypothesis of the E~DwA.a, only does in his way what so 
many others have done since his time: namely that 
he explains the popular gods as dremons, and in this 
adheres as logically as possibl~ to the presuppositions of 
his system. Moreover, if he has purified bis exposi
tion from all mythological ingredients, this is not, as 
Schleiermacher asserts, a fault but a merit which he 
shares 'vith Anaxagoras and Aristotle. The fact that 
even a purer idea of God is wanting in the Atomistic 

system is a graver matter. But this want is not peculiar 
to Sophistic; the ancient Ionian physics could only 

logically speak of gods in the same sense as Democritus; 
Parmenides only mentions the Deity mythically; Em

pedocles speaks of him (irrespectively of the many 
dremon-like gods which are in the same category as 
those of Democritus) merely from want of consistency. 
With Anaxagoras first, philosophy attained to the dis
crimination of spirit from matter ; but before this step 
had been taken the idea of Deity could find no place in 
the philosophic system as such. If, therefore, we under
stand by the Deity the incorporeal spirit, or the creative 
power apart from matter, the whole of the ancient 
philosophy is atheistical in principle ; and if it has in 
part, notwithstanding, retained a religious tinge, this is 
either an inconsistency, or it may be due to the form of 

i Vide sitp. 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 
for\vard some unreasonable objections to them. In their 
form they are certainly eudremonistic, 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 bis ethical doctrine, and not a self-indulgent dispo
sition.1 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 finding nothing moral in the 
conjugal and parental relation : our previous discussion, 
however, will show that this censure is in part wholly 

1 Even Socrates, as a rule, 
founds moral activities on a merely 
eudremonistic basis. 

2 It is in Fr. Mor. 125 : al\.1180-
µvOeetv xrewv 37rov 1'.dJi'ov; but this, 
jt is clear, only meane that it is 
often better to keep silence than 

to speak; the same thing thatjs 
thus expressed in Fr. 124: olid,-ioJ1 
''!. e I ' ' I f ~ ~\ c 
€1\.EV ept1]S ?Tapp1J<TL1/' KL'l/UUVOS OE 'lJ 
Tov Katpou. Moreover, even Socra
tes and Plato, as everyone knows, 
maintain that under certain cir
cumstances a lie iH ::tllowable. 
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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.1 Lastly, with re
gard to his wish that he might meet with favourable 
~t:SwA.a, Ritter observes with all the force of a prejudice: 
'An entire surrender of life to accidental occurrences is 
the end of his teaching.' 2 Such a wish may indeed sound 
some,vhat 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 \vhole 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, 'vhich 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,4 who were accordingly 

1 Not to mention what has been 
already quoted of other philoso
phers, we find the same cosmopoli
tanism ascribed to Anaxagoras as 
to Democritus. 

• 2 Ritter, i. 627. 
3 Vide p. 238, 1 ; 278. 3 ; 280, 1. 

4 Braniss says (p. 135) in proof 
of the similarity between the Atom
istic doctrine and that of the 
Sophists, 'that it regarded spirit, 
as opposed to the objective in space, 
as merely subjective,' but this is not 
accurate. The Atomistic system, in 
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never reckoned as Sophists by any ancient writer. They 
· are natural philosophers, who are commended 1 and 
regarded with preference by Aristotle for their logical 
consistency ; 2 and it is precisely in the strictness and 
exclusiveness of a purely physical and mechanical ex
planation of nature that the strength and weakness of 
their system lies. We have, therefore, no ground at 
all for separating the Atomistic philosophy from the 
other physical systems; and we can rightly define its 
historical position only by assig·ning it to its true place 
among these. 

"\Vhat 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 Parmenide8' propo
sition concerning the impossibility of Becoming and 
Decay-to escape the conclusions of Parmenides' system 
without questioning those first principles-to save the 
relative truth of experience as against Parmenides, while 

common with other physical sys
tems, has among its objPctiveprinci
ples no ~pirit separate from mattRr; 
but we have no right to turn this 
negative proposHion jnto a positive 
one, and say that they place spirit 
exclusjvely in the subject; for they 
recognise an immaterial principle 
as little in the subject as out of 
it. Braniss, p. 143, justifies hjs 
statement with the remark that 
the Atomistjc philosophy opposes 
to inanimate nature only the sub
ject with its joy in the explanation 
of nature, as Fpirit; in place of 
truth it introdu<?es the subjectjve 
stri"Vj ng after truth (after tr11tth, the 
real 'knowledge of things); while 

VOL. II. X 

apparently taking interest in things, 
subjective thought is on1y con
cerned with itself, its own explana· 
tions and hjpotheses, but supposes 
it will attajn in these objective 
truth. &c. Part of this mjght be 
asserted of any materialistic sys
tem, and the rest is refuted by 
what has just been said against 
Ritter, 1. 

1 Viele p. 300, 1. 
2 Of all the pre-Socratic philo

sophers, none is more frequently 
quoted in the phy~foal writings of 
Arjstotle than Democritus, because 
his enquirjes entered most particu
larly into details. 
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its absolute truth is renounced-to mediate between 
the Eleatic point of view and that of ordinary opinion.1 

Of all the earlier doctrines, therefore, it is most close I y 
allied with that of Parmenides-allied, however, in a 
double manner: directly, inasmuch as it adopts part of 
his propositions ; indirectly, inasmuch as it contradicts 
another part, and opposes thereto its own definitions. 
From Parmenides it borrows the conception of Being 
and non-Being, of the plenum and vacuum, the denial 
of generation and decay, the indivisibility, qualitative 
simpleness, and unchangeableness of Being ; with 
Parmenides, it. teaches that the cause of multiplicity 
and motion can lie only in non-Being ; like him it 
discards the perception of sense, and seeks for all truth 
in the reflective contemplation of things. In opposition 
to Parmenides it maintains the plurality of Being, the 
reality of motion and quantitative change, and, in con
sequence, that which most clearly expresses the oppo
sition of the two points of view, the reality of non-Being 
or the Void. In the physical theories of the Atomists, 
we are reminded of Parmenides by several particulars,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-

1 Vide sitpra, p. 210 sqq., cf. p. 
229 sq. 

2 e.g. the conception of the 
universe, which, according to the 
second portion of Parmenides' poem, 

is surrounded by a fixed sheilth; 
the genesis of living creatures from 
slime, the statement that a corpse 
retains a certain kind of sensation. 
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torical connection. But if there is no doubt that Leu
cippus is indebted to Melissus, Melissus, on the other 
hand, seems to have bestowed some attention on the 
doctrine of Leucippus. For example, if we compare 
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 t.he 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.1 This theory is found 
in none of the physical systems except that of tlie 
Atomists,2 who alone attempted to explain motion by 
means of empty space. Are we then to suppose that 
Melissus, to "\vhom no especial intellectual acuteness is 
ever ascribed, himself originated and introduced into 
jts proper place this conception which was so important 
for the subsequent Physics, and that the Atomists first 
borrowed from him what was one of the corner-stones 
of their system; or is not the opposite supposition far 
more probable, viz., that the Samian philosopher, who 
in general was more closely allied with the doctrines 
of the contemporary natural philosophy, so carefully 
studied that conception, only because its importance 
bad been proved by a physical theory which derived 
the motion and multiplicity of all things from the 
Void? 3 

1 Vide supra, Vol. I. p. 632, 2; sitpra, 215, 1, Vol. I. 632, 2) cannot 
635 sq. be brought forward against this. 

2 Vide p. 228, ±; 229, 1. Aristotle here certainly :represents 
3 Arist. Gen. et Corr. i. 8 (vide the Eleatic doctrine, from which 

x2 

• 
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Whether in their polemic against the Eleatics, the 
Atomists were at all under the influence of the Hera
cleitean system cannot be stated with certainty. In 
regard to Democritu~, it is in itself probable, and is 
confirmed by his ethical fragments, that the treatise of 
Heracleitus was not unknown to him ; for not merely do 
particular sayings of his agree with Heracleitus, but his 
whole theory of life closely resembles that of the Ephe
sian p~hrlos0pher .1 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 political views.2 That Leucippus, 
on the other hand, was acquainted with 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 main.tained, 

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 J.\iielissus. 

1 Such as the statements about 
encyclopredic learning, sup. p. 277, 
1, compared with what is quoted 

from Heracleitus, Vol. I. 510, 4; 
336, 5, the proposition that the soul 
is the dwelling place of the dremon, 
p. 278, 3, cf. 98, 5; the theory that 
all human art arose from the imi
tation of nature, p. 277, 2, cf. 92, 
2; the utterance quoted p. 10, 2, in 
reference to which Lortzing, p. 19, 
cites Ps.-Galen, 8p. la.Tp. 439, xix. 
449 K, where these words are 
ascribed to Democritus : Civ8p<A17ro1. 
~,, \?,!8 ' ELS EO'TU.L Ka.£ u.V pw7rOS 7f'Q,V'TE:S. 

2 Vide p. 97 sq., 277 sq. 
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more decidedly than any other philosopher, that the 
Real is constantly changing and sundering into oppo
sites; if the Atomists derive all things from Being and 
non-Being, and believe all motion to be conditioned by 
this opposition, Heracleitus bad previously said that 
strife is the father of all things, that every motion pre
supposes an opposite, and that everything is, and equally 
is not, that which it is. Being and non-Being are the 
two moments of the Heracleitean Becoming, and the 
principle of the Atomists that non-Being is as real as 
Being, might without difficulty be derived from the 
theories of Heracleitus on the flux of all things, if for 
absolute Becoming, relative Becoming-Becoming from 
an unchangeable primitive matter-were substituted in 
deference to the Eleatics. The Atomists, further, are 
in accord with Heracleitus in their recognition of an 
unbroken interdependence of nature, in which, despite 
their materialism, they acknowledge a rational con
formity to law.1 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; 2 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 

1 Vide supra, p. 236 sqq.; cf. 2 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, it arose independently 
of the latter, at any rate the thought of change and 
Becoming, of multiplicity and of divided Being, is so 
predominant in it, that it must, from the state of the 
case, be regarded as a union of the Heracleitean stand
point with the Eleatic, or, more accurately, as an attempt 
to explain the Becoming and plurality of derived things 
on the hypothesis of the Eleatic fundamental doctrines, 
from the nature of the primitive Being.1 

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 un
changeable substances, and since this is only possible, 
and the multiplicity of phenomena is only explicable, 

1 Wirth seen1s to me less accu- vindication of Becoming and 
rate when ( vide sitpra, p. 2!14, 2) Change as of plurality ; on the 
he co-ordinates the A tomists and other, their method is essentially 
Heracleitus with this observation: distinct from that of Heracleitus 
'In the Eleatic doctrine there lies in that they return to the Eleatic 
a double antithesis, ag dnst Be- conception of Being, and expressly 
coming and again-st plurality; the recognising this conception, attempt 
former conception, that of Be- to explain phenomena; whereas 
coming, was taken from Heraclei- Heracleitus not only does not 
tus, the latter, that of plurality, recognise the conception, but in 
from the Atom1sts. For on the one fact most decidedly annuls it.' 
hand, as Aril'4totle perceives (vide Moreover, thAre js a chronological 
supra, p. 210 sqq.), the Atoruists interval of some decades between 
are as much concerned in the them. 
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if these unchangeable substances are many, both sepa
rate the one primitive matter of the earlier philosophers 
into a plurality-Empedocles into four elements, the 
Atomists into innumerable atoms. Both systems, there
fore, bear the stamp of a purely mechanical explanation 
of nature; both recognise only material elements, and 
only a combination of these elements in space; even in 
the particulars of their theories as to the way in which 
the substances combine and influence one another, they 
are so very similar that we need only develop the con
ceptions of Empedocl~s more logically to arrive at 
Atomistic definitions.1 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 \vith 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 I~ove and Hate, move
ment is explained by the Atomists in a purely physical 
manner as the effect of weight in the Void ; while he 
attributes to the primitive substances a qualitative 
determinateness from the beginning, the Atomists, 
maintaining more strictly the conception of Being, re
duce all qualitative differences to quantitative differ
ences of form and mass; while he limits the elements 
according to number, but makes them infinitely divi-

1 Vide supra, p. 134. 
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sible, the Atomists more logically go back to in di visible 
primitive bodies, which, in order to explain the plurality 
of things, are conceived as infinite in number and infi
nitely various in form and ~ize; 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 sarne tendency, but this tendency 
is more simply and logically developed in that of the 
Aton1ists, 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 've should be justified in 
ascribing the doctrine of Empedocles to Atomistic in
fluences; the two systems seem rather to have been 
developed simultaneously from the same presuppositions. 
Only when the Atomistic philosophy goes more into de
tail, as in the doctrine of emanations and EtOro'Aa, in 
the explanation of the perceptions of the senses, and 
the theories on the origin of living creatures, does an 
express obligation to Empedocles become probable, the 
more so as he was mucl1 reverenced by the later ad
herents of the Atomistic school.1 But this further de
velopment. of the Atomistic doctrine- is apparently the 
'vork of Democritus, in regard to whom there can be no 
doubt that he was acquainted with the opinions of his 
famous Agrigentine predecessor. 

No influence of the ancient Ionic School can be 
traced in the Atomistic sygtem; a knowledge of the 
Pythagorean doctrine is indeed ascribed to Democritus, 'l 

i Vide the quotation from Lucretius, p. 185, 1. 2 Vide p. 210. 
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but whether it was already possessed by Leucippus we 
do not know. If this were in truth the case, the ma
thematical and mechanical character of the Atomistic 
doctrine might have some connection with the Pytha
gorean mathematics, and in proof of the similarity of 
the two systems, we might refer to the Pythagorean 
Atomistic doctrine of Ecpbantus,1 and to the remark 
of Aristotle,2 in which he compares the derivation of 
composite things from atomR "\vith the Pythagorean 
derivation of thing~ f:x;om numbers. In respect to 
Ecphantus, however, we might more easily suppose 
that his theory had been influenced by the Atomists. 
Aristotle's comparison of the two doctrines proves 
nothing as to any real co.nnection lJetween them ; we 
must, therefore, leave the question undecided, whether 
or not the founder of the Atomistic doctrine received 
any scientific impulse from the Pythagoreans. 

Lastly there remains the enquiry concerning the 
relation of the Atomists to Anaxagoras ; but as this can 
only be pursued afteJr we have acquainted ourselves with 
the opinions of that philosopher, it must be postponed 
to a future chapteI. 

As to the histoiy 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 N essus, 
or perhaps of Democritus himself, was Metrodorus of 

1 Vide Vol. I. p. 527. 
2 JJe Ccelo, Hi. after the words 

quoted p. 216, 3: Tp07rov 7&.p Tiva 
''C ' \)/ -KO.L OVTO£ 1f'0.11TO. TO. 01/'TQ, 1f'OLOVCnv 

a,DL6µovs Kai E~ api8µ.~v. Kal 7ap el 

µn <racpiils 01J'l\.ov<riv, Zµws TOvTo 
1J. I I 
pOVAOJl'TO.£ AE/'ElJ/. 

s Diog. ix. 58 ; Aristocl. vide 
following note. 
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Chius,1 who seems to have been one of the most im
portant of these later Atomists. 

While agreeing with Democritus in his fundamental 
doctrines, concerning the plenum and vacuum,2 the 
atoms,3 the infinity of matter and of space,4 the plurality 
of worlds, 5 and also resembling him in many particulars 

1 Diogenes, l. c. mentions both 
statements, Clem. Strom. i. 301 D, 
and Aristocl. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 
19, 6, mention Protagoras and 
Metrodorus ; Suidas, A11µ6«p. cf. 
n6ppwv the latter, Democritus's 
disciple; Aristocles ap. Eus. Pr. 
Ev. xiv. 7, 8, says on the contrary 
that Democritus was the instructor 
of Protagoras and N essas, and that 
Metrodorus was the disciple of 
N essas. The name of Metrodorus's 
father, according to Stob~us, ll'cl. 
i. 304, was Theocritus. 'O X2os 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 sonietimes confounded 
with them ; for instance, in Si mpl. 
Phys. 257 b, where it can only be 
through an O\"'ersight that the Me
trodorus to whom in common with 
Anaxagoras and Archelaus is at
tributed the theory of the creation 
of the world by vovs is designatPd 
as the Chian. The statements of 
the Placita (except ii. 1, 3, where 
'Metrodorus the disciple of Epi
curus' is mentioned), of the Eclo
gre of Stobreus, and of the pseudo
Galen concerning Metrodorus, re
late to the Chian, those in Stobreus' 
Florilegium to tLe Epicurean. 

2 8imp1. Ph,ys. 7 a (according to 
Theophrastus); Ka2 Mq7p6owpos oe 6 

X .... , ' i;:,\. \ , ' ... LOS apxas <TXEUUJI 'TaS aV'TQS 'TOLS 
repl A.71µ6Kpt'TOJI 'lrOLEL 'TO 'lrATJpES KaL 

\ \. \ I ' ! t 1)1 'TO 1'EVuv Tas rpwTas ainas V1T'OuEµE-
"" \. ' .,, \. i;:,' ' .,, -VOS, WV 'TU µEV OY TU uE µ11 011 €l11aL, 

\ i;:,\ "' ~ >i;:,I \ "' 7rEpL uE 'TCdJI a'A.AWJI LuLaV 'TLVa 7r0tEL rai 
TtW µ€800011. So also Aristocl. ap. 
Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 19, 5: Metr. is 
said to have been instructed by 
Democritus, apxas 0€ a7roq>1,11aU'8~i 
TO rA.:qpES Kal To KE116v- &v TO µe11 011 
TO 0€ µ1, 011 EZvat. 

3 Srob. Eel. i. 30-!; Theod. Our. 
Gr. Affect. iv. 9, p. 57, according to 
whom he Called the atoms a?tafpE'Ta. 
On the void, in particular, cf. Simpl. 
l. o. p. 152, a. 

4 Plut. Plac. i. 18, 3 ; Stob. 
Eel. i. 380 ; Simpl. l. c. 36 a, cf. 
following note. 

:, Stob. i. 496 (Plut. Plao. i. 5, 
5; Galen c. 7, p. 249 I{): M1JTp6-
i;:, ' " - , uwpos • • • </>1J<TLV Cl.Torov Elvat EJI 

µeyaA.rp 7rEOLft1 eva <T'Ta xuv 'YE11111J8:q11aL 
\ t:f 6 2 "' ' I r1 Ka' EJla K aµov t::JI 'Tft' arELprp. U'TL 

o~ lfrEtpot Ka'Ta 'TO r'J\1j6os, of,'J\ov EK 
... ~ ' )/ ~ ' ' c 'TOV arELpa Ta aLTLa Eivat. EL 'Yap o 

K6U'µos 7rE7rE(JctU'µeJ OS', 'Ta_ a' UJTta 
I ~ 'I: ~ rfi;:, S 1 ravTa a7rEtpa, e'i wv ouE u Ku<J'µos 
I ' ''I -l t:I 

'YE'YOVE11, ava'YK11 a7retpovs e vai. orov 
\ \ )/ I '"' \ ' ' 'Yap 'Ta <lLTLa 7f"Q,,Jl'T<l, EKEL KU.£ Ta <l1rO-

TEAE<TµaTa. atna oe (adds the nar
rator) 7/TOL al lfToµoL fl 'Ttt <T'TOLXEL<l. 
There is again mention of the 
All in the singular, when Plutarch 
ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. i. p. 12 says: 
M11Tp60. fJ X'ios &.towv Elva£ <PTJ<TL TO 
ru11, O'TL El ijv 'YE11V7J'TOJI EK TOV µ1, 
.,, .,. .J; ~ ~ ' "' , J.i;:, Oll'TOS av ,,11, a1f"Etpov uE, O'TL U.LULOV, 

> \ rfo ~ C ' ~ \ I , ~ \ ou 'Yap o EJI 11pr.:,aTo, ouue repas ovue 
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of his explanation of nature, 1 he was separated from 
him as a physicist by many opinions peculiar to him.
self; 2 and as a philosopher, by the sceptical inferences 

I ' ' '~' I , 'TE'J\.ev'T1]JI° a'J\.'J\. ovue ICLJ11]<Tews µere-
\.. ,.. ... (J \ ,~, 

xew 'TU 7ra11· ICLJleL<J' aL /'O..p auV110..'T011, 
µ1/ µefJL<J'T&µ.evov, µe6i<rTa<J'6aL 8€ 
a11a71eaLOJI 7]TOL els r'J\.1jpes fl els 
1ee11611 (but this would seem to be 
impossible, since in the ra11, the 
totality of things, all the void and 
all the full are contained). Even 
here there is no contradiction to 
the atomistic standpoint, for the 
atoms and the void are eternal, 
and if within the infinite mass of 
atoms motion has never begun and 
never ceases, yet this mass as a 
whole (and only as such is it spoken 
of) because of its infinity can never 
be moved. Metrodorus could per
fectly, therefore, in regard to it, 
adopt the doctrine of Melissus on 
the eternity, unlimitedness, and 
immobility of Being (that he did 
so is proved by the comparison in 
Vol. I. 553 sqq. ; even the false 
deduction of the unlimitednAss 0f 
the world from its eternity reap· 
pears here), and we may disregard 
the conjecture that Eusebius in his 
excerpt has mixed up two accounts, 
one relating to Melissus and one 
to Metrodorus. On the other hand, 
there .is between the words quoted 
above, and the words which directly 
follow them, a lacuna which no 
doubt is the fault, not of Plutarch, 
but of the compiler of the Eusebian 
extracts. 

1 Thus he agreed with Demo
critus (vide supra, p. 252, 2) that 
not only the moon and the other 
planets, but also the fixed stars re
ceive their light from the sun ( Plut. 
Plao. ii. 17, 1 ; Stob. Eel. i. 518, 
558 ; Galen, H. Ph. c. 13, p. 273 
K); the milky way, unlike Demo-

critus, he explained as the 1]'J\.ia.1eos 
ICVK'J\.os, probably meaning that it 
was a circle of light left Lehind by 
the sun on his way through the 
he~vens (Plao. iii. 1, 5; Stob. 574; 
Gal. c. 17, p. 285). Like Anaxa
goras and Democritus he called 
the sun a µt'Jopos ~ 7rETpos ouhrupus 
(Plac. ii. 20, 5; Gal. 14, p. 275; 
less precisely, Stob. 524, rvpivo11 
fnr&pxew ). Also his explanation of 
earthquakes (Sen. }{at. Qu. vi. 19) 
as caused by the penetration of the 
external air into the hollow spaces . 
within the earth, must have been 
suggested to him by Democritus, 
who however ascribed that phe
nomenon even more to the action 
of water than to currents of air 
(sup. p. 253, 1 ). No doubt there 
were many other theories in which 
he agreed with Democritus, but 
which have not been handed down 
t~ us, because the compilers chiefly 
quote from each philosopher those 
opinions by which he was distin
guished from others. 

2 Especially his theories about 
the formation of the world seem to 
have been very distinctive. He is 
said (Plac. iii. 9, 5) to have re
garded the earth as a precipitate 
from the water, and the sun as a 
precipitate from the air; this is, 
indeed, but a modification of the 
conceptions of Democritus, and 
with it agrees what is quoted, p. 
247, 4. On the other hand, the 
statement of Plutarch is much 
more remarkable (ap. Eus. i. 8, 12): 

I ~ \ \.. 'e I ,.. '1rVICVOVp.E110JI ue 'TUJI aL epa 7rOLELJI 
.-n. ''l. ? ('/~ ~ \ \.. ' l JIE't'E1\.a..s, eL'Ta vuwp, u ICaL ICO..'TLU'll E7r 

T011 ;]'J\.wv <J'{3evvv11aL av'TOJI, 1eal 7rctALJI 
' I 't I (J I ~ \ a.pu..iovµevov e'ia7r'TE<J' cu· xpovqJ ue 
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which he drew from the doctrine of Democritus. For 
example, he not only questioned the truth of the sense
perception, 1 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 neither have professed the chief doctrines of 
the Atomistic system, nor would he have occupied him ... 

w~7vv<J'8at T~ ~1JP~ TOV ;]A.wv Kal 
,.. .2 ,.. ,.. ~f~ ' I 

1f'OLELJI t::K TOV A.aµ7rpov vuaTOS a<J'TE-
1 \ C I ' " pas, JIVICTa TE KCU 'f}µepav EK TrjS 

<J'/3E<J'ews Kal €~&lf;ew> Kal 1ea86-
A.ov TOS eJCA.ell/JeLS lnrOTEAELV. 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 coemogony has been 
misrepresented, and he in reality 
only accounted in this way for the 
first production of the stars, it 
would still be a considerable di
vergence from Democritus. What 
is further said of the daHy ex
tinction and rekindling of the 8un 
has more similarity with the the
ory of Heracleitus than of Demo
critus. Like Anaxagoras, Metro .. 
dorus is said to have regarded the 
stars as wheel-shaped (Stob. frl 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 remajning in its place 
in the foilowing manner: µ110€11 ~.,, 
Tep olKelqJ T07rcp <J'Wµa IClJIE:L<J'6ai, el 
µ1, TLS 7rpOW<J'ELE f'J KalJfAKV<J'ELE JCaT' 

) 1 ~ \. ~ \ \ ,.. rf 
Et'EP/'ELav· olu µ71ue T1JV /'1JV, a. Te 
ICEtµevrw cpv<J'LKws, 1Cl11eL<r8ai; the 

same view which is brought for
ward by Plato and Aristotle 
against the Atomistic hypotheses 
about weight. Cf. further bjs 
theories on the Dioscuri (Pl. ii. 18, 
2); on shooting stars (Plac. iii. 2, 
11 ; Stob. i. 580) ; thunder, light
ning, hot blasts (Pl. iii. 3. 2 ; Stob. 
i. 590 sq.); clouds (Plut. ap. Eus. 
l. c. ; on the other hand, Plac. iii. 
4, 2; Stob. Flm·il. ed. Mein. iv. 
151, contain nothjng of impor
tance) ; the rain bow ( Plac. iii. 5, 
12); the winds (Plac. iii. 7, 3); 
the sea ( Plac. iii. 16, 5); and the 
quotations jn the previous note. 

1 Ap. Joh. Damasc. Parall. S. 
ii. 25, 23; Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. 
iv. 2, 34. The proposition, \flevoe'is 
e1vai TO.s al<J'81/<J'ets, is ascribed to 
Metrodorus, as well as to Demo
critus, Protagoras, and others. 
Similarly Epiph. l. c. : ouo~ Ta.is 

' (J' ~" I ~ l ai<J' 1/<J'E<J'L UEL 7rp0<1'E:XELJI, uOK'YJ<J'EL 
' ) \ \ I -yap e<J'T' Ta wavTa. 

2 Aristocl. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 
19, 5. At the openjng of a trea· 
tise 7repl <f>V<J'ews, Metrodorus said: 

) ~ \ c .... ) ~' -i·~ ) ~' ) \. OVUELS 11µw11 ovuev 0 uEJI, ovu UVTU 
TOvTo 1f'OTepov otoaµev fl oDK otoaµev. 
The same thing is quoted jn Sext. 
Math. vii. 88 ; cf. 48 ; Diog. ix. 
58 ; Epiph. Exp. Fid. I 088 A; 
Cic. Acad. ii. 23, 73 ; the iast as.
serts that it stcod i'J'iitio libri <J..Ui 
est de natura. 
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self so closely with physical enquiries; they must, 
therefore, be regarded merely as an exaggerated expres
sion of his mistrust of the senses, and of his judgments 
concerning the actual state of human knowledge. The 
truth of thought he does not seem to have disputed.1 

Anaxarchus of Abdera,2 the companion of Alexander,a 
celebrated for his heroism under a torturing death,4 is 
said to have been taught by Metrodorus,-i or by his 
disciple, Diogenes. He too was reckoned among the 
precursors of Scepticism ; 6 but the only thing that can 

1 Aristocles, l. c., cites from him 
the staternent: OTL 1TttVTa. eo-Tlv, ?> 
'1.v Tts vo-fio-at. This may be taken 
to signify, 'all is for each man 
whathethinksofit' (cf. Euthydem. 
ir1;f.) ; but the meaning may also be 
'the all is that which we can think 
included in jt ; ' so that. it expresses 
the worth of thought as contrasted 
with perception. Similarly Empe
docles (vide sup. 169, 5) opposes 
110E'Lv to the senses. On this sub
ject, cf. p. 225, 3. 

2 He is described as an inhabi
tant of A bdera, Diog. ix. 58 ; Galen. 
H. Phil. c. 3, p. 234 K, and c. 2, 
p. 228, where instead of '' Ava~a'}'O
pas ,' ' 'Avd~apxos' is to be read, as 
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. ; but, 
according to Epiph. Exp. Fid. 1088 
A, Cyrene was also mentioned. 
Epiphanius, on whom, however, 
we cannot certainly rely, says that 
his philosophical standpoint was 
the same as that of Protagoras. 

4 Concerning him, Luzac, Leo-

tione.~ Attiece., 181-193. 
5 He had fallen i.nto 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: 1TTLCTO'e 
TOV 'Ava~dpxGv 8{i'A.a1cov, 'Av&~apxov 
ov 1f'Ti!T!TELs. The circumstance is 
commonly narrated with various 
minor details; cf. Diog. l. a. ; Plut. 
Virt. Mor. I 0, p. 449 ; Clem. Str01n. 
iv. 496 D; Valer. Max. iii. 3, ext. 
4 ; Phn. H. Nat. vii. 23, 87; Ter
tull. Apolo.qet. 50 ; Ps. Dio Chrys. 
Or. 37, p. 126 R (ii. 306 Dind. ). 
Wiedemann, in the Pkilologus, 
xxx. 3, 249, 33, refers to other 
testimonies. 

6 Ps. Galen. H. Phil. 3, p. 234 
K, reckons him among the sceptic~, 
and Sext. Math. vii. 48, includes 
him, with Metrodorns, among those 
who admitted no criterion of truth. 
Also in p. 87 sq. he says: Many 
think this of Metrodorus, Anax
archus and Monimus; of Metro
dorus, because of the remark 
quoted above; of Anaxarchus and 
M • U I ' on1mus: OTL O"K7JVO'Ypa<fnq. a1Td-

~ >I .... ~' \ ~ Ka<Tav Ta OVTa, TOLS uE KaTa V'll'JIOUS 
*; µavlav 1Tpocr7rl 1f'ToucrL TavTa &µoiiiJ
<rOat u7rel\.afJov. 
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be quoted as evidence of this is a contemptuous ex
pression about the doings and opinions of men, which 
does not assert more than we constantly find apart from 
all connection with any sceptical theory. Other ac
counts represent him as an adherent of the Democritean 
theory of nature.1 He may also be connected with 
Democritus when he declares happiness to be the highest 
end of our efforts.2 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 
be approaches Cynicism ; 3 he praises Pyrrho's indif
ference ; 4 he confronts external pain with that con
temptuous pride which appears in his famous utterance 
while he was b-eing pounded in Nicocreon's mortar; he 

1 Ap. Plut. Tranqit. An. 4, p. 
466; Valer. Max. viii. 14, ext. 2, 
he is rPpresented as bringing before 
Alexander the doctrine of the 
infinity of worlds, which would be 
as inappropriate to a. sceptic as the 
language agreeing with the utter
ances of Democritus (sup. 277, 1 ), 
quoted in Clem. St1·om, i. 28 7 A ; 
Stob. 34, 19 on ro'J\.vµael11, which, 
though useful to the wise man, is 
declared to be very injurious to the 
perr,on who chatters about every
thing without distinction; a state
ment which Bernays, Rh. Mus. 
xxiii. 37 5, also proves to have come 
from the mechanist Athenreus (vide 
W F-scher's Poliorcetique des Grecs, 
§ 4, 2'12). 

2 It is to this statement, and not 
to his ara8Eta 1eal EtJICo'l\.[a 'TOV {3fou 
(as Diog. ix. 60, asserts), that he 
owes his appellation o Euoatµo11t1eo~ 
(Diog. and Olem. l. c.; Sext. vii. 48; 
Athen. vi. 250 sq.; lElian V. H. 

ix. 37). Cf. Galen, H. Phil. 3, 
230 ; a philosophic sect might be 
called be -reA.ous «at oo'Yµa-ros, 
11. c '~ ' ,~ ' ,A .tr w<J'7rEp 1J Euuotµovt1e17. u 'Yap vac;ap-
xos -re'A.os -r?]s 1ea-r' ab-ro11 EVa'Yw'Y?Js 
(1 ) ) \ '~ I :JI • a'Y""'Y· T1/V Euuatµoviav EAE'YEV, 

Diog-. Procem. 17. Many of the 
philosophers are named aro ota-
6e<J't:w11, &s oI Eboatµovt1eol, Clear
cbus ap. Athen. xii. 548 b: -rwv 
E ' ~ .... I 'A t I uuatµo11t1ew111ea'J\.ouµE11w11 vac;aPXf:P· 

3 Thus Timon speaks, ap. Plut. 
Virt. Mor. 6, p. 446, of his 8ap-

'l. I \ ' \ h" I cra1\.EOV TE KaL EµµavEs, lS ICUVEOJI 
µlvos, and Plut. Alex. 52, calls 
him l~[av Ttva 7rOpEuOµEVOS ~~ a.px?Js 
60011 EV <f>L'J\.oa-o<Plq. Kal oo~av Ell\.11cf>ws 
{nrt:pot/Aas 1eal o'J\.L'Ywplas -rwv <ruv1J-
8wv. 

4 Diog. ix. 63. Once when 
Anaxarchus had fallen into a bog, 
Pyrrho passed by without troubling 
himself about him, but was praised 
by Anaxarchus for his aota<f>opo11 
#Cal ll<r-rop'YoJI. 
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takes many liberties with the Macedonian conqueror,1 

corrupting him at the same time with flatteries, couched 
in the language of honesty.2 On the other side, in his 
personal conduct be contradicts his principles by an 
effeminacy and self-indulgence for which he is censured 
in many different quarters.3 Anaxarchus was the in
structor of Pyrrho the Sceptic.4 Nausiphanes also seems 
to have been indirectly connected with l\ietrodorus, at 
least he is described as a follower of Pyrrho's scepticism, 
and at the same time as the teacher of Epicur~s ; 5 we 

1 Cf. the anecdotes, ap. Diog. 
ix. 60. Diogenes himself calls at
tention to the different account in 
Plutarch, Plut. Q1t. Oonv. ix. 1, 
2, 5 ; .iEl. V. H. ix. 3 7 ; AthPn. vi. 
250 sq. (according to Satyrus); 
even the last seems to me to con· 
tain not flattery but irony, as is 
presupposed by Alexander's answer. 

2 I know not how otherwise to 
regard his behaviour after the 
murder of Clitus (Plut. Alex. 52, 
ad prirw. incr. 4, 1, p. 7 81 ; Arrian, 
Exp. Alex. iv. 9, 9), on which Plu
tarch observes, that through it he 
made himself greatly beloved, but 
exercised the worst influence over 
the king : and I see no reason to 
mistrust the narrative of Plutarch. 
On the other hand, it may be true 
that it was not Anaxa,rchus, as 
Arrian says, l. c. 9, 14. 10, 7, pre
facing his statements with i\67os 
JCa-r€xEL, but Cleon. (so Curt. IJe 
Reb. Alex. viii. 17, 8 sqq.), who 

. recommended to the Macedonians 
the adoration of Alexander. That 
Alexander valued Tov µ~v apµ.ovacov 
(l. Tov Ev~atµovucov) 'Avd~apxov, 
Plutarch likewise observes, Plut. 
Alex. Virt. 10, p. 331. 

3 Olearchus ap. Atken. xii. 548 
b, reproaches him with love of 

pleasure, and prov·es it by many 
examples. Ap. Plut. Alex. 52, 
Callisthenes says to him, when the 
question was under discuEOsion 
whether it were warmer in Per~ia 
or in Greece, he must, doubtless, 
have found it colder in Persia since 
in Greece he had exchanged his 
cloak for three coverings ; but 
even Timon says, ap. Plut. Virt. 
Mor. 6, p. 44 6: his cplHns Tioo1107r}\n~ 
drew him aside against his better 
knowledge. To see in all this, as 
Luz:-tc does, only a peripatetic 
calumny the final motive of which 
lies in the enmity between Calljs
thenes and Anaxarchus. seems to 
me hazardous, though· I attach 
no undue importance to the asser
tion of Clearchus. 

4 Diog. ix. 61, 63, 67 ; Aristocl. 
ap. Eus. l. c. and 18, 20. 

5 Diog. Promm. 15, where to
gether with him a certain Nau
sicydes. otherwise unknown, is in
troduced as a disciple of Democri
tus and an instructor of Epicurus, 
x. 7 sq. 14; ix. 64, 69 ; Suid. 
'E7rlK.; Cic. N. IJ. i. 26, 73. 33, 93; 
Sext. Math. i. 2 sq. ; Clemens, 
Strmn. i. 301 D. According to 
Clem. Strom. ii. 417 A, he declared 
aJCa:ra7ri\1J~ta 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.1 In general, among the successors 
of Democritus, the Atomistic philosophy seems to have 
followed the sceptical tendencies which might so easily 
be deduced from its physical presuppositions, though it 
did not itself abandon these presuppositions ; while 
previously and contemporaneously, a similar modifica
tion of the Heracleitean physics was undertaken by 
Cratylus and Protagoras, and of the Eleatic doctrine by 
Gorgias and the Eristics~ Whether Diagoras, the famous 
Atheist, who became proverbial in antiquity, can he 
rightly included in the 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 recorded.2 

good, which was ca.lled by Demo
cri:us &eaµ{3la.. As to his relation 
with Epicurus ef .. Part III. a, 342, 
2nd ed. 

I This comnection between Epi
curus and Metrodorus, through 
the medium of Nausiphanes, may 
have gi,Ten rise ta the statement 
(Galen. H. Phil. e. 7, p. 249 ; Stob. 
Eel. i. 496), that Metrodorus was 
the 1ea81J'Y'Tl'T~S 'E7rtKovpov. 

2 Concerning Diogenes, vide 
Diodorus xiii. 6 end; Jos. c. Apion. 
c. 3 7 ; Sext . .Zlfath. ix. 5, 3; Suidas, 
sub voce ; Hesch. IJe Vlr. Rlustr. 
sub voce ; Tatian, Adv. Gr. c. 27; 
A the nag. Supplic. 4 ; Clemens, Co
hort. 15 B; Cyrillus, c. Jul. vi. 
189 E; Arnob. Adv. Gent. iv. 29; 
Athen. xiii. 611 a; Diog. vi. 59. 
From these passages we get the 
following result: that Diagoras 
was born in Melos, and was at 

first a dithyrambic poet; that he 
originally feared the gods but 
became an atheist, because a fla
grant wrong committed against 
him (as to which particular ac· 
counts differ) remained unpunished 
by the gods; he was then con
de1nned to death in Athens for 
blasphen1ous words and action~, 
especially for divulging the mys
teries, and a reward offered for 
delivering him up; in his flight he 
was lost in a shipwreck. Aristo
phanes already alludes to his 
atheism, Clouds, v. 830 (01. 89, 1 ), 
and to his condemnation, Birds, v. 
1073 (01. 91, 2). Of. with this 
last quotation Backhuysen v. d. 
Brinck, v. Lectt. ex Hist. Phil. 41 
sqq. His condemnation is also as
signed by Diodorus to 01. 91, 2; 
the statements of Suidas that he 
flourished in 01. 78 (wh;ch Euse-
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Of the Democritean philosopher Bion of Abdera,1 we 
know no particulars whatever. 

III. ANAXAGORAS.2 

1. Pr,inciples o._f his syste1n: ]fatter and Mind. 

ANAXAGORAS, born about 500 B.c.,3 'vas a contemporary 

bius likewise maintains in his 
Olzron. on 01. 78), and was set free 
by Democritus from imprisonment, 
mutually confute one another. In 
the accounts of his death, perhaps 
he is confused with Protagoras. A 
treatise in which he published the 
mysteries is quoted tinder the 
title of <f>pVf'LOL i\Of'OL, or Ct7r0-
7rVpf'L (ovTES. 

1 Diog. iv. 58. What is said by 
the comic poet, Damoxenus, ap. 
Athen. 102 a, on the popularity of 
the physics of Democritus, re]ates 
to the Epicurean physics, and only 
jndirectly through these, to the 
Democritean philosophy. 

2 On the life, ·writings and doc
trine of Anaxagoras, vide Schau
bach, Anaxagorm Ola~. Fragmenta, 
&c., Leipzig, 1827, where the ac
counts of the ancients are most 

· carefully collected ; Schorn. Anaxa
gorm Olaz. et Diogenis ApoU. 
Fragmenta, Bonn, 1829 ; Breier, 
Phil. d. Anaxag. Berl. 1840; 
Krische, Forsch. 60 sqq. ; Zevort, 
Dissert. sur la vie et la doctrine 
d'Anaxagore, Par. 1843; Mulla0h, 
Fragm. Philos. i. 243 sqq. Among 
modern writers, cf. the treatise of 
Gladisch and Clemens, De Philos. 
Anax. Berl. 1839 (quoted Vol. I. 
p. 35). Concerning older mono~ 
graphs, especially those of Carns 
and Remsen, cf. Schau bach, p. 1, 
35; Brandis, i. 232; U eberweg, i. 
§ 24. 
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3 Tb.is date, previously accepted 
universally, has been recently dis
puted Ly Muller, llra_qm. Hist. ii. 
24 ; iii. 504; IL F. Hermann, De 
Philos. Jon. mtatibits, 10 sqq. ; and 
Schwegler ( Gesch. d. Griech. Phil. 
p. 35 ; cf. Roni. Gesch. iii. 20, 2); 
and the life of Anaxaggras has 
been placed 34 years earlier, so 
that his birth would fall in 01. 61, 
3 (534 B.c.), his death in 01. 79, 
3 ( 462 B.c.), his residence in Athens 
between 01. 70, 4, and 78, 2 (497-
466). An attempt had already 
(1842) been made by Bakhuysen 
von den Brinck {Var. Lectt. de Hist. 
Philos. Ant. 69 sqq.) to prove that 
Anaxagoras was born in 01. 65, 4, 
came to At hens at the age of 20 in 
01. 70, 4, and left the city in 01. 
78, 2. I opposed this view in the 
second edition of the present work, 
and at p. 10 sqq. of my treatise, 
De Hermodoro (Marb. 1859 ), with 
almost universal acquiescence. It 
would seem from Diog. ii. 7, that 
Apollodorus probably, after Deme
trius Phaler. (Diels, Rh. Mits. 
xxxi. 28), placed the birth of Anax
agoras in 01. 70, I ( 500-496 B.c. ). 
Still more definite is the statement 
(ibid. with the prefix i\e7eTaL) that 
he was 20 at the invasion of Greece 
by Xerxes, and lived to the age of 
72; that his birth took place in 
01. 70, 1 (500 B.c.), and his death 
in 01. 88, 1 ( 528, 7 B.c.); and 
though the traditional text of Dio-
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genes, l. c., represents Apollodorus 
as assigning 01. 78, l as the year 
of his death, we should doubtless 
read (as most agree) e/3~oµ'Y/KO<TT1is 
instead of (yyoo'Y/JCOCJ'Tfjs. The con
jecture of Bakhuysen v. d. Brinck 
(p. 72), that the number of the 
Olympiad should be retained, but 
that insfead of 'TE8V'Y/KEvai' 1]Kµ.'Y/
Kevat should be substituted, has 
little in its favour. The ordinary 
theory is confirmed also by Hjppol. 
Refitt. i. 8, who, no doubt, places 
the &1eµ1, of this philosopher in 01. 
88, 1, merely because he found this 
year mentioned as the year of his 
death, and erroneously referred it 
to the time of his &1eµ1,. With 
this agrees also the statement of 
Demetrius Phal. ( ap. Diog. l. c. ), 
in his iist of the archons : 'l}p~aTo 

..... 'A(J I ' \ K .,. 1. I <f>Li\O<TO</>ELV 1'/1'7'/<TLll E7rL a1\.1\.LOU, 

~Twv E'lKocrt &v, without even 
changing (wHh 1\'Ieursius, &c., cf. 
Menage, ad h. l. ; Brandis, Gr. 
Rorn. Phil. i. 233 ; Bakhuysen v. 
d. Brinck, l. c. 79 sq.; Cobet in his 
edition) KaA.A.lou into KaA.i\t&aov, as 
these are only different forms of 
the same name. A Kalliades was 
Archon Eponymus in 480 B.c. 
We therefore get the year 500 B.c. 
as the birth-year of Anaxagoras. 
Only we must suppose Diogenes or 
his authority to have misunderstood 
the statement of Demetrius, who 
must either have said of Anaxago
ras: 'l}p~a'To cpiA.u<ro<f>E'iv ~7rl KaA.A.lov, 
or more probably, 1lp~. <f>tA.o<r. 
'A81Jv1Ja't C1.pxovTos KaMfov ; for in 
that case 1]p~. <f>tA.. could not relate 
to the appearance of Anaxagoras as 
a teacher, for which the age of 20 
would be much too young, but only 
to the commencement of his philo
sophic studies. What could have 
induced him to come for this pur
pose at the very moment when the 
armies of Xerxes were pouring 

down upon A.thens, to a city which 
neither then, nor for many decades 
previously, had harboured any 
noteworthy philosopher within jts 
walls? (Schaubach, 14 sq.; Ze
vort, 10 sq., etc., propose that with
out changing the name of the 
archon, " 'TE<T<TapdKovTa " should be 
substituted for ELl(.O<Tt ; that is. 
'M' should be substituted for 
'K;' so that AnaxHgoras would 
haye come to Athens at the age of 
forty, in 456 B, when Pallias was 
archon.) Now it is true that Dio
dorus, Eusebius and Cyrillus assign 
dates to Democritus, which are not 
compatible with this; for if Demo
critus (as Diodorus, xxiv. 11, says) 
died in 01. 94, 1 ( 403, 4 B.c.) at the 
age of 90, or if (as Euse'bius and 
Cyrillus say, vide sitp. 209) he was 
born in 01. 69, 3, or 01. 70, Anax
agoras, who was 40 years older 
(Diogo. ix. 41 ; vide sup. p. 209), 
must have been at the beginning 
of the fifth century a man of from 
33 to 41 years old. But there 
are many important reasons to be 
urged against this theory. In the 
first place, it is not only Eusebins 
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 treatjse, De 
Hermodoro, p. 10; cf. also PrrPp. 
Ev. x. 14, 8 sq.; xiv. 15, 9, where 
Xenophanes and Pythagoras are 
made contemporary with Anaxago
ras, and Euripides and Archelaus 
are nevertheless caJled his disci
ples. As to Cyrillus, it is enough 
to remember that in 0. Jitl. 13 b, 
he assigns the aKµtJ of Democritus 
simultaneously to 01. 70 and 86 ; 
and Parmenides to 01. 86, and 
makesAnaximenes the philosopher, 
no doubt by a confusion· with the 
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rhetorician of Lampsacus, a con
temporary of Epicurus. Cedren. 
158 C, also describes him as a 
teacher of Alexander the Great); 
but also Diodorus who, in chrono
logical accuracy, is not to be con1-
pared with Apollodorus. Hermann 
thinks that the three statements on 
the date of Democritus, viz. of Apol
lodorus, Thrasyllus and Diodorus, 
are to be traced back to this : that 
they are all founded on a previous 
notice, according to which Demo
critus was born 723 years after 
the destruction of Troy; and each 
calculated the date after his own 
Trojan era (placed by Apollodorus 
in 1183, by Thrasyllus in 1193, 
by Diodorus, in agreement with 
Ephorus, in 1217 B.c.) ; and that 
they then determined the date of 
Anaxagoras according to that of 
Democritus. Even if this were 
true, it would not follow that Dio
dorus is right, and that the other 
two are wrong ; in itself, however, 
the conjectur-e is not probable. 
For, on the one hand, jt cannot 
even be proved that Ephorus as
signed the destruction of Troy to 
121 7 (Bakh uysen v. d. Brinck, 
Philol. vi. 589 sq., agrees with 
Boeckh and Welcker in saying 1150; 
and Muller, Otes. et Chronogr. 
Fragm. 126, does not seem to me 
to have proved anything to the 
contrary) ; only this much is clear 
from Clemens, Strom,. i. 337 A; 
Diodorus, xvi. 76, that he fixed 
the migration of the Heraclidffi in 
1070 or -1090-1 B.c. ; and it is, 
moreover, very improbable that 
A pollodorus and his predecessor, 
Eratosthenes, a,rriYed at their con
clusions about the dates of Demo
critus and Anaxagoras, in the way 
that Hermann suggests. For De
mocritus's own statement, that he 
composed the µt1£(JOS ~t&.Kocrµos in 

the 730th year after the destruction 
of Troy, 111ust have been well known 
to them; indeed, from Diog. ix. 41, 
it would seem that Apollodorus 
founded his calculation of Demo
critus's birth-year upon this very 
statement. Bnt in that case they 
could not possibly have placed ~pe 
birth of the philosopher in the 
723rd year of the same era in the 
730th year of which he had com
posed his work; they could only 
have found its date by making the 
statements of Democritus as to his 
epo~h correspond with their era 
instead of his own. In regard to 
Anaxagoras, bo·wever, Demetrius 
Phalereus, and others, ap. Diog. 
ii. 7, are in accord with them, who 
cannot certainly haye arrived at all 
thf'ir theories through a wrong ap
plication of one and t"he same Tro
jan era. Even to an Eratosthenes, 
an Apollodorus, or a Thrasyllus, it 
would be i1npossible to ascribe so 
careless a procedure as that with 
which Hermann credits them. In 
the seconcl place, Diodorus himseJf, 
Hermann's chief witness, agrees 
with the ab8ve testimonies con
cerning Anaxagoras; since in xii. 
38 sq., when discussing the causes 
of the Peloponnesian war, he ob
serves : ' The embarrassment in 
which Pericles was placed by his 
administration of the public trea
sure was increased by some other 
accidental circumstances : the pro
cess against Pheidias, and the 
charge of Atheism against Anaxa
goras.' Here the tr:~al of Amtxa
goras is assigned, with the greatest 
possible explicitness, to the time 
immediately preceding the Pelo
ponnesian war, and consequently 
his birth in the beginning of the 
fifth or the end of the sixth 
century. Hermann's explanatory 
comment (p. 19), that upon occa-

y 2 
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sion of the charges against Phei
dias, the old complaints against 
Anaxagoras were revived, is so un
natural that scarcely anv one could .. " 
admit it. 'The enemies of Peri-
cles,' says Diodorus, 'obtained the 
arrest of Pheidias : teal cr.vrou rov 
TI f I c f 
~pLKAEOUS KC1.T1J'}'Opouv LEpo<rul\.w.v. 

7rpOs 0€ rovrots 'Ava~a:y6p·a.v 'TOP 
uo<f>tcrT1,v, otodcrKaA.011 6vTa IIEpt-

, c , a ..... , ' e ' 
KA.EOIJS, WS fJ.<TEtJOVVTa ·Et.S TOUS EOVS 

ecrvKoq>civTOVV. Who can believe 
that Diodorus would have thus ex
prgssed himself if he had been 
alluding, not to a suspicion attach
ing to Anaxagoras, who was then 
living, but to .. the charges that h::iid 
been brought against a man who 
had been dead for thfri:y years? 
The present forms, oio&.crKaA.ov 
l5vTa and acrE{3ovvTa, alone 
would prove the contrary. Plu
tarch also (Perie!. 32) places the 
accusation of Anaxagoras in the 
same period and historical connec
tion ; and he also observes, Nie. 23, 
upon the occasion of a 1 unar eclipse 
during the Sicilian campaign, 
' Anaxagoras, who was the first to 
write openly and clearly on lunar 

1. :>/ , , \. ~ \. :>/ ec I pses, .ovT avrus 1Jv -wa'i\.aws, ovre 
6 <A6~os -~vlio~os (acknowledged by 
public opinion), on account 0f the 
disfavour in which the physical 
explanation of nature was at that 
time held jn Athens, his opinions 
were, however, received with ca"t1-
tion antl in a narrow circle.' Plu
tarch, therefore, agrees with Dio
dorus, that Anaxagoras was in 
Athens until . near the begjnning 
of the Peloponnesian wa'.r. No 
argument against. this can be de
rived from the fact ·that Satyrus, 
ap. Diog. ii. 12, names Thucydides 
(son of Melesias) as the accuser of 
Anaxagoras; for Sot.ion (ibid.) had 
designated Cleon as such, who only 
~ttained to any celebrity towards 

the end of Pericles's li@ (Plut. 
Per. 33); and, according to Plut. 
Per. 32, the ~~<f>u1 µa against those 
who denied the g0ds, and taught 
nietarsiologia, was the work of 
Diopei th es, who is mentioned by 
Aristophanes (Birds, v. 988) as 
still alive (414 n.c.). Nor is it 
prejudiced by the circumstance on 
which :Brandis, Gesch. d. Entw. i. 
120 sq., greatly reUes, that Socra
tes, in Plato's Phredo, 97 B, derives 
his knowledge of th~ Anaxagorean 
doctrine, not from Anaxagoras 
himself, but from his treatise. 
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 nntil 434 B.c., can
not be maintained. Tliirdl:1, it 
tells against Hermann's view that 
Xenophon (Meni. iv. 7, 6 sq.) and 
Plato (A.pol. 26 D) treat Anaxago
ras as the physical philosopher 
'vhose doctrines and writings were 
universally known 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 Cratylits ( 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, 
& EKEwos v e w a' Tl ~AE'}'EV. More
over, Euripides (born 480 B.c.) is 
called a disciple of Anaxagoras 
(inf. 328, 1 ), and if he himself 
seems to betray that he was so 
(vide Vol. II. a, 12, third edition), 
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thi~ presupposes tha.t the philoso
phe1· did not die before 462 B.c., 
several years after he had qujtted 
Athens. If it be objected that the 
authors who attest this relation of 
Eurjpides to Anaxagoras are com
paratively recent, there is a valid 
answer even to that objection_,. 
For, according to AthemEus, v. 220 
b, the ' Callias' of JEschines the 
Socratic contained: T~v -rov Kai\.i\.fou. 
7rpos TOV 7rWTEpa ata<f>opav Kal T1/V 

Ilpoo£1wv Kal 'Ava~a7.Jpou 'rWY <To<f>t<T
Twv ouxµWK1J<TLV (mockery); he had 
consequently connected Anaxagoras 
and Prodicus with Callfas, who was 
not born at the time when, accor
ding to Hr-rruaun, Anaxagoras left 
Athens. Hermann's only resource 
in this difficuJty is the conjecture 
that we should read Ilpwra7~pov 
instead of) Ava~a76pov in Athenreus. 
(1Je Aesch. Socrat. Reliqu. 14.) But 
this alteration is quite arbitrary, 
and no reason. can be assigned for 
jt except the impossibflity of re
conciling the traditional text w}th 
Hermann's hyp0thesis. That An
axagoras, acco-rding to the language 
of the time, might have been called 
a Sophist, is clear from Vol. I. p. 
302, 1, and will be made clearer 
further on (inf". Chap. III. Soph. ). 
Hermann expressly acknowledges 
thiR, Diodorus himself (vi de sup'iYt) 
calls him so, and the niime involved 
no evil imputation. Why then a 
Sor.ratic like 2Escbines should have 
objected to class him with other 
Sophists it is hard to see ; for 
Socrates hin1self, in Xenophon's 
.j_lfern. ii. 1, 21, passes a much nlore 
fa\'"ouraule judgment on Prodicus 
than on Anaxagora.:;i. Hermann 
thinks, lastly, that as Callias wa~ 
still (ap. Xfln. l-fellen. vi.. 3. 2 sg.) in 
01. 102, 2 (371 11.c.) occupied with 
state affairs, he could no longer 
have attended the lectures of 
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Anaxagoras; and as his father, 
Hipponicus, fell at Delium in 424 
B.c., he could not before that date 
have been represented as favourinO' 
the Sophists. But against this w~ 
have not only Plato's account, 
which makes Protagoras even be
fore the beginning of the Pelopon
nesian ·war entertain a number of 
the most distinguished Sophists, 
but the stiU more decisive proof 
that Callias's younger half-brother 
Xanthippus was already married 
before the year 429 (Plut. Per. 24, 
36 ; cf. Plato, Prot. 314 E). If we 
add to these argu1nents the fact 
that Anaxagoras (as will be shown 
at the end of this chapter), not 
only ·was strongly infiuenaed by 
Parmenides, whose older c0nten1-
porary, according to !Iermann, he 
was~ but in all probability studied 
:E1npedocles and Leucippus, the 
correctness of thP popular theory 
as to his date will no longer be 
doubtful. No argument against 
this can be founded on the state
nient in Plutarch, The1nist. 2, that 
Stesim brotus asserted that 'l'hem.is
tocles had listened to the teaching 
of Anaxagoras~ and had occupie~l 
himself with Melissus. Fo:u thougl1 
Plut. Cimon, 4 sRys of Stesimbro
tus that he was 7rEpl TOV ainov /Jµov 
Tt xp6vov -rcj) Klµwvt '}'E'}'OV~S, this 
e\ridenre can be no more worthy of 
belief in regard to Anaxagoras 
than to MeliEisns, who was somewhat 
younger, and not older than Anaxa
goras, according to the reckoning 
of Ap1)llodorus; and we have the 
choice between two alternati ,·es--
ei ther to suppose that Themistocles, 
during his stay in Asia Minor 
(474 to 470 n.c.), actually came in 
contact (fr. could not have amounted 
to more than th 1 s) with Anaxago
ras, who was then in Lampsacus, 
and with Melissus; or that the 
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of Empedocles and Leucippus. This learned man,1 who 
is also named with distinction among the most ancient 
mathematicians and astronomers,2 came from his native 

writer, whose work, according to 
Plut. Per. 36, was composed 1nore 
than forty years after Themisto
cles's death, and of whose untrust
·worthiness Plutarch (Per. I 3, 36; 
Tlternist. 24) furnishes conclusive 
proofs, is in this case also speaking 
groundlessly, or in,Tenting with 
some ulterior purpose. To me the 
latter is far the more probable. 
As little can be said for the state
ment. that Archelaus, the disciple 
of Anaxago1·as. was regarded by 
Panaetius as the author of a con
solatory poe1n addressed to Cjmon 
after the death of his wife ( Plu.t. 
Cini. 4 ), for this is apparently a 
inere conjecture, as to the truth of 
which we know nothing ; and even 
:if we accept it as true, we are al
together ignorant how long this 
poem was composed before Cimon'f.! 
death { 450 ), hOIW old Arch elans 
was at tL.li.e time, and how n1uch 
younger he wafl than Anaxagoras. 
Plutarch, who assigns the :flight of 
Anaxagoras from Athens t.o the 
period immediately preceding the 
Peloponnesian war, thinks, ho\Y
ever, that the chronology is in 
favour of the opinion of Panaetius. 
For similar reasons, we should not 
be justified by the staten1ent (even 
were jt correct) that Socrates was 
a djsciple of Anaxagoras, in assign
ing Anaxagoras's residence in 
A thens to the firbt third of the 
fifth century. I haYe already 
Rhown, however, elsewhere (Part 
n. a, 4 7, third edition) how little 
this statement is to be trusted. 
Hermann alleges in support of his 
theory, that it js only on his cal
culation that Protogoras can be the 

disciple of Democritus, and Demo
critus the disciple of the Persians, 
whom Xerxes brought into his pa
ternal house; but this is little to 
the purpose, for the supposed 
discipleship of Protagoras ema
nates, as will be shown, from very 
doubtful sources; and as to the 
Persian instructors -0f Democritus, 
we have already seen (srztp. p. 210) 
that the story is altogether un
worthy of credit. 

1 Ki\a(oµ~vws is his usual ap
pellation. His father, according to 
Diog. ii. 6, &c. (cf. Schaubach, p. 
7). was called Hegesibulus, or also 
Eubulus; on account of his wealth 
and good family he occupied a pro
minent position. 

2 That Anaxagoras was so, there 
is no doubt, but how he arrived at 
his extensive knowledge it is no 
longer possible to discover. In 
the ataoox?], he was usually placed 
after Anaximenes, and therefore 
was called the disciple and succes
Ror of that philosopher ( Cic. N. JJ. 
i. 11, 26; Diog .. Prom1n. 14, ii. 6; 
Strabo, xiv. 3, 36,. p. 645 ; Clem. 
Strmn. i. 301 A.; Simpl. Phys. 6 
b ; Gal en. H. Phil. c. 2, &c. ; cf. 
Schaubach, p. 3 ; Krische, Forsch. 
61); but this is. of course, a 
wholly unhistorical combination, 
the defence of which ought not to 
have been attempted by Zevort, p. 
6 sq. ; the same theory seems to 
have been adopted by EusPbius 
(Pr. Ev. x. 14, 16) and Theodore
tus (Cur. Gr. Ajf. 22, p. 24, cf. iy. 
45, p. 77), when they represent 
him as the contemporary of Py
thagoras and Xenophanes, and 
when Eusebius places his (ucµn in 
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cit.y Clazomenre 1 to Athens, 2 where in his person philo
sophy first became naturalised ; 3 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,4 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 culture, by Ammian, xxii. 
16, 22 ; Theod. Citr. Gr. Alf. ii. 
23, p. 24 ; Cedren. Hist. 94 B; 
cf. Valer. viii. 7, 6, deserves no 
credit. Josephus brings him into 
connection with the Jews ( 0. 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, it is said, he neglected his 
property, left his land to be pasture 
for sheep, and finally resigned his 
property to his relations (Diog. ii. 
6 sq. ; Plat. Hipp. lJ,faj. 283 A; 
Plut. I>ericl. c. 16 ; De V. .!Ere Al. 
8, 8, p. 831 ; Cic. Titsc. v. 39, 115; 
Valer. Max. viii. 7, ext. 6, &c.; 
Sc ha ubach, 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 con tern plation of the stars 
as his vocation (Diog. ii. 7, 10; 
Eudem. Eth. i. 5, 1216 a, 10; Philo, 
.lEtern. M. p. 939 B; Iamb. Protrept. 
c. 9, p. 146 Kiessl. ; Clem. Strom. 
ii. 416 D ; .Lactant. Instit. iii. 9, 
23; cf. Cfo. De Orat. jii. 15, 56. 

1 Ps.-Plato, Anterast.; Procl. 
in FJuclid. 19 65 sq. Friedl. (after 
Eudemus) : 7rOA.A.wv ~cp1Jt/JaTo Kara 
"'fEroµErpfov ; Plut. De Exil. 1 7 
end. In after times, some pre
tended to kuow the very mountain 
(Mimas, in the neighbourhood of 

Chi')s) on the summit of which 
Anaxagoras pursued his astrono
mical observatjons (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. vii. 8 ; Plin. H. 
Nat. ii. 58, 149 ; Plut. Lysand. 12; 
Philostr. Apollon. i. 2, 2, viii. 7, 
29 ; Ammian. xxii. 16, 22 ; Tzetz. 
Ghil. ii. 892; Suid. 'Ava~o.7.; Schau
bach, p. 40 sqq. 

2 According to the account of 
Diog. ii. 7, prefaced with <J>mrlv, he 
lived in Athens for thirty years. 
In that case his arrival there must 
have taken place about 463 or 
462 B.c. For the rest, in regard to 
dates~ cf. p. 321 sqq. 

3 Zeno of Elea is also said to 
hav/j lived for a while in Athens, 
vide Vol. I. p. 609, 1. 

4 Cf. the passage from Plut. Ni'c. 
23 discussed supra, p. 324; Plato, 
Apol. 26 c, sq. ; and Aristophanes, 
Clo1tds. Even the appellation Nous, 
which is said to have been given 
him, was no doubt rather a nick
name than a sign of respect and 
recognition (Plut. Pericl. 4; Timon, 
ap. Diog. ii. 6 ; the later writers 
quoted by Schaubach, p. 36, pro
bably copied from them). 
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'vho sought his instructive society ; 1 and in the great 
Pericles especially he found a protector whose friendship 
was a compenRation for the disfavour of the populace.2 

'\\
1hen, however, in the period immediately preceding 

the Peloponnesian War, the enemies of that statesman 
began to attack him in his friends, Anaxagoras beca1ne 
implicated in a charge of denying the gods of the state, 
fro1n \vhich even his po-'1-Verful friend ~ould not altogether 
shield him; he was therefore obliged to quit Athens,3 

1 Besides Archelaus and Me
trodorus (who will be mentioned 
later on) and Pericles, Euripides 
is also spoken of as a disciple of 
Anaxagoras (Diog. ii. 10, 45 ; Suid. 
Evpnt. ; Diodor. i. 7 end; Strabo, 
xiv. 1, 36, p. 645 ; Cic. Titsc. iii. 
14, 30 ; Gell. N. A. xv. 20, 4, 8 ; 
Alexander Aetolus, whom he 
quotes; Heracl. Alle.q. Hom. 22, 
p. 47; M. Dionys. flg,lic. 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. II. a, 
12, 3rd ed.). According to Antyllus 
ap. Marcellin. V. Thuoyd. p. 4 D, 
Thucydides had also heard the 
discourses of Anaxagoras. That 
it is a mistake to represent En1-
pedocles as his disciple, has been 
shown, p. 187, cf. p. 118; for evi
dence th::tt Democrates and So
crates could not have been so, cf. p. 
210 and Part n. a, 47, 3rd ed. 

2 On Pericles' relation to An
axagoras, cf. Plut. Per. 4, 5, 6, 16; 
Plato, Phredr. 270 A; Alcib. i. 118 
0 ; Ep. ii.. 311 A; Isocr. 'Tr. avTto6cr. 
235 ; Ps.-Demosth. Amator. 1414 ; 
Oic. Brut. 11, 44; De Orat. iii. 34, 
138; Diodor. xii. 39 ( sru,p. p. 323); 
Diog. ii. 13, &c., ap. 8chaubach, p . 

• 

17 sq. But tI1is relation became 
the prey of anecdote and scandal
JnongL rs (even no doubt at the 
time) ; among their idle inventions 
I include the statement in Plut. 
Per. 16, which is not yery happily 
explained by Backhuysen v. d. 
Brinck, that once, when Pericles 
could not loo'k after him for a long 
time, Anaxagoras fell into great 
distress, :tnd had almost resol , .. ed 
to starve hin1se1f when his patron 
opportunely interposed. 

3 Concerning these events, cf. 
Diog. ji. 12-15; Plut. Per. 32 ; 
Nie. 23; Diodor. xii. 39 ; Jos. c. 
Ap. ii. 37 ; Olympiod. in .1lfeteorol. 
5 a, 1, 136 Id. (where, in opposi
tion to all the most trustworthy 
evidences, Anaxagoras js rPpre
sented as hav·ing returnf'cl); Cyrill. 
C. Jul. vi. 189 E; also Lucian, 
Timon. 10 ; Plato, A pol. 26 D ; 
Laws, xij, 967 0. ; Aristid. Orat. 
45, p. 83 Dind.; Schaubach, p. 47 
sqq. The details of the trial are 
variously given. Most. accounts 
agree that Anaxugoras was put in 
p1~ison, but son1e say that he 
escaped with the help of Pericles ; 
others that he was set at liberty, 
but banished. ~'he str~tement of 
Satyrus, a p. Diog. ii. 12 (as to th A 

real meaning of which Gladisch, 
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and betook himself to Lampsacus,1 where he died, about 
the year 428 n.c.2 His scientifiu theories had been em
bodied in a treatise of which valuable fragments have 
been preserved.3 

The doctrine of Anaxagoras is closely related to the 

Anax. ii. d. Isocr. 91, offers a Tery 
im.probable conjecture), that he 
was accused, not only of a<J'E/3ELa 
but also of µr]'ourµos, stands q11ite 
alone. As to the date of the charge 
and the ac·cusers, vide p. 323 sq. 

1 That he founded a school of 
philosophy there, is very insuffi
ciently proved hy the statement 
of Eusebius, Pr. Ev. x. 14, 13, 
that Archelaus took charge of his 
school at Lampsacl'ts; and frotn 
his advanced age, it is not likely. 
Indeed it is a question whether the 
conception of a school, generally 
speaking, can rjghtly be applied to 
him and his friends. 

2 These dates are given by 
Diog. ii. 7 in part after A _t>ollo
dorus; vide sitp. p. 321 ; that at 
the time of his trjal he was old 
and weak, is mentioned also by 
Hieronymus, ap. Diog. 14. The 
assertion that he died from volun
tary starvation (Diog. ii. 15; Suid. 
'Ava~a7. and a7rOIHtfiYTEpf,cras) is 
very su~picious: it seems to have 
arisen either fron1 the nnecdote 
mentioned p. 328, 1, or frmn the 
statement of Herm1ppus, ap. Diog. 
]i. 13, that he killed him·self, from 
grief on account of the disgrace 
that came upon him through his 
trial. This anecdote1 however, as 
we have said, is yery doubtful, and 
relates to something else ; the as
sertion of lfermippus cannot oe 
:reconciled either with the fact of 
his residence in Lampsacus, or 
with what we know of the equa-
1ility with which Anaxagoras bore 

his C'ondemnation amd banishment, 
as ·well as other misfortunes. The 
people of La1npsacns honoured his 
nrnmory by a puolic funeral, by 
altars, and (according to lEli an, 
dedicated to Nous and 'AA.~8Eta) by 
a yearly festival which lasted for 
a century (Alcidamas, ap. Arist. 
Rlwt. ii. 23, 1398 b, 15; Diog. ii. 
14 tlq.; cf. Plut. Praec. Ger. Reip. 
27, 9, p. 820; AeL V. H. viii. 19). 

3 This, like most of the trea
tises of the ancient philosophers, 
bears the title 1repl qn)cef.f.JS. }.,or 
the frag1nents of whic1l ef. Schau
oach, Schorn and I\'.lullach. Be
sides this treatise he js said 
(Vjtruv. vii. Prrej: 11) to ha,·e 
written on Scenography; and, ac
cording to Plutarc·h, De E'xil. 17, 
p. 607, he composed a treatise in 
prjson, or more properly, a figure 
which related to the squaring of 
the circle. Schorn's notion (p. 4 ), 
that the author of the work on 
Scenography is another person of 
the same name, is certainly inccr
rect. Zevort's conjecture seems 
more plausible-that the treatise 
on Scenography formed part of the 
treatise 7rEpl lf>V<TEws, and that this 
·was his only work; as Diogenes, i. 
16, no doul>t on mote <Jncient autho
rity, gh·es us to undel."c;;tand. Of 
other writings there are no definite 
tl·aces (Yide Schaubach, 51 sqq.; 
Ritter, Gesclzich. d. Ion. Pliil. 208). 
Eor the opinions of the ancients 
on Anaxagoras cf. Schaubach, 35 
E;q ., cf. Diog. ii. 6. 
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contemporaneous systems of Empedocles and Leucippus. 
The common starting point of all three is found in the 
propositions of Parmenides on the impossibility of gene
ration and destruction ; their common airn is the ex
planation of the actual, the plurality and variability of 
"\vhich they ackno-\vledge; 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 bis 
more precise definitions concerning the primitive sub
stances and the cause of their motion. They conceive 
the original substanees "\vithout 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, 
Rnpposes all the qualities and differences of derived 
things already inherent in the primitiv'e matter, and 
therefore conceives the original substances as unlimited 
in kind, as well as in number. J\'Ioreover, while Empe
docles explained motion by the mythical forrn s of T-'ove 
and Hate, and therefore in reality not at all ; and the 
Atomists on their side explained it mechanically by the 
effect of weight, Anaxagoras came to the conclusion 
that it can be only understood as the working of an in
corporeal force ; and he aecordingly oppoRes to matter, 
mind, as the cause of all motion and order. On these 
two points all that is peculiar to his philosophy, so far 
as ··we are acquainted with it, may be said to turn. 

The first presupposition of his system lies, as before 
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remarked, in the theorem of the unthinkableness of 
absolute Becoming. 'Of generation and destruction 
the Greeks do 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.' 1 Anaxa
goras, accordingly, is as unable to conceive generation 
and destruction in the spec] fie sense of the words, as 
Parmenides ; for this reason he also maintains that the 
totality of things can neither increase nor diminiHh ; 2 

and in his opinion it is an improper use of language to 
e~ploy such expressions at all. 3 In truth, the so-called 
Becoming of the new and cessation of the old, is only 
the change of something that previously existed, and 
continues afterwards ; and this change is not a qualita
tive, but a mechanical change: t:be substance remains 
what it was, only the mode of its composition changes ; 
generation consists in the combination, destruction in 
the separation, of certain substances.4 

1 Fr. 22 Schaub. 17 Mu11. : TO 
0 ~ 7[11e<T8at Kal a:rr6A.A.u(]"8ctL OVK op-
e..... 'r c ('E ,. '5:'' (l)S 11oµt1::iOV<TLJI OL l\.1\.1J1IH. ouuev 

\ ,... f '5:'' ~ I 7ap xp11µa 'YL'VETaL, OUuE a7T'-O/\.AUTaL, 
CtAA' rt7r' e6Jl'T(l)11 XPTJµctT(l)ll <JVµ-

' f \ 5:- I \ µL(]""'fETaL TE KaL utcucpLVETaL, KaL 
(/ ~, , e..... ,. .... , , 

OUTWS av op (l)S Kct1\.0LEV TO 7€ "'fLllE-
<r8aL <ruµµl<T'YE<T8aL Kal TO a1T'6A.A.u
<r8at otaKpfoea-Oat. The treatise of 
Anaxag<>ras did not begin with 
these words; but that js, 0£ course, 
no reason ·why they should not forn1 
the starting-point of his systern. 

2 Fr. 14: TOUT~WJ/ o~ OVT(I) OLa .. 
f I \ <t I 

1CeKptµE11w11 7t11w<TKEL11 Xp'YJ, oTL 1T'~vra 
aboev eA.a<r<Tw E<TTl11 ouoe 7f'AEW. 0 u 

' ' \ I I '? "'Y"P avucrTuV 1fct117WV 7r'AEW ELllaL, 

~,.\ f >I ~I 
a.\,"a 1T'ctVT(l ura atEL. 

3 In th.e fragment just quoted 
" 11oµl(Et11" -seems to allude (as, in
deed, the mention of "(1EA.A.1111ES" 
'vould lead us to suspect) to the 
current expression, which corre
sponds with the "v6µrp '' of Em· 
pedocles and Democritus (p. 124, 
1; 219, 8), and with the ''teas" 
of Parmenides (V. 54, vide sup. 
Vol. I. p. 584, 1 ), and is therefore 
not quite accurately translated by 
'belieYe.' 

4 Arist. Plz.11s. i. 4, 187 a, 26: 
~OLICE oe 'A11o~a76pas U7r'Etpa ouTws 
OL1}81}vat [ 7 a (]"TOLXEta] Ota TO V1T'O
A.aµ/3rtvELV T1}v Kour~v 06~a11 rwv 



AYA~"YAGORAS. 

In this manner a plurality of original substances 
'vas at once admitted; but whereas Empedocles and the 
Atomists maintain the simplest bodie.s 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 qualities of th'e four elementR, Anaxagoras, on 
the contrary1 believes that the individualls determinate 
bodies-·such as flesh, bones, gold, &c.-are the most 
primitive, and that the elementary substances are only 
a: mixture,1 the apparent simpleness of which he explains 

<f>V<TLKWJI Elvat aA.118f}, WS OV "'fLVOµ~-
' ~ \_ ' . ..... ' ,, ~ .~. 'J/ov ovuEvus EK Tov µ11 011-ros • u.:a 

" \ Cf I - t " TOVTO 7ap OVTW AE/'OV<TLV, '' fJV op.av 
TCt 7ravra '' Kctl " TO 7[11Ea-8at roi6v()E 
Ka8~<TT11KEV a7'.A.owv<T8ai,'' OL 0-€ 

f '\ ~ I )/ ~' ' (1"U"'fKpLtTLV Ka.1. uLa.f.(pttTLJI. ETL u EK ..... , e , t , ' ~ J,. 
Tov /'LVE<T at Es a.7'.A.117'.wv TavavTL'a: 
EVV7rTJpXEV apa, etc. The words TO 
, ' ..... e 7tv. - aA.A.otov<T ai see1n to me to 

contain, like the preceding words, 
a direct citation ; so that we should 
transla:te the passage thus: 'For 
therefore they say all things were 
united together,' and 'Becoming 
means to change,' or they also· 
speak of co1nbination and separa
tion. There is another allusion 
to these words in Gen. et Corr. i. l, 
314 a, 13: 1ea.lrot 'Ava~a76pa.s ')'E TtJV 
ol1<:Ela.v cpwv~v 1/71N57J<TEV • A.€-yet 7ouv 
&s TO 7t')'VEtr8a.t Kal a7rOA./..va8a.t 
Ta.VTOV 1eafJE<T1'1IKE Tij3 aA.:\owu0"8cu 
(which is repPated by Philop. ad 
ll. l. p. 3). In any case, we find 
in this a confirmation of the state-
111ent that Anaxagoras expressly 
reduced . Beeoming' to aA./\.olw<TlS 
(cf. p. 71); ·when, therefore, Por
phyry (ap. SimpL Phys. 34 b), in 
this passage of the Physics, pro
poses to refer the words TO "/LVEa8a.t, 

etc., to .A.naximenes instead of An
axagoras, he is eertainly in error. 
On <TV'}'Kpt<rts ancl outu:pi<Tts, vi.de 
Jl!letapli. i. 3 (following note) and 
Gen. An. i. 18 (iJ~f'. p. 334, 1). 
l.iater testimonies reiterating that 
of Arjstotle, ap. Schaubach, 77 
sq., 136 Rq. 

i"· G cf· .'irlSt.. en. et orr. I. 1, 314 
a, 18: 0 µ€11 ')'dp (Anaxag.) TCt oµow
µEµf, <TTOL xeL'a. rle11<TLV ofov O<TTOVV 
1ea.l <TaoKa. Ka.l µ.vE/..Dv 1eal rwv lti\A.wv 
'<" t ' ' ( .... cJ WV EH:a.<J'TOV <TVVwvuµov SC. T(fl uA.cp, 
as Philoponus, ad h. l. 3 a, rightly 

1 . ) \_ ' ' ' exp a1ns Tu p.Epos E<TTtV • • • 
) f ~\ f I t 
EVavTLoos uE cpatPovrat AE'}'OVTES ot 
7rEpl 'Ava.~a76pa.v 7'ots 7rEpl 'Eµ7reoo-
1eA.€a • 0 p.~V /ap </J7J<TL 7rup «al VOWp 
1rn.l cdpa. Ka.l 7.Y,v <J'TOLXELa TE<TUapa 
Ka.L a:rrA.a EtVaL µ.af..hov 1) a-cipKa. Ka.L 
' - ' ' '""' - t Oa''TO'UV Ka.L 70. TOLaVTa. TWV oµotaµE-
p&v, at 0€ Ta.vra µ'Ev a7r/..a Kal <rro
xe7a, ')'TJV ne Kal 7rVp Kal vowp Kat 
a€pa <Tvv8e-ra • 7raV<T1rEpµ[av 7ap 
Elva:L Toi5rwv (for they, the four 
elements, are an - assemblage of 
tbem, the determinate bodies). 
Similarly, JJe. Gcelo, iii. 3, 302 a. 
28 : 'Ava.~a.7opa.s o' 'Eµ7rE~oKAEL 
' ' ' \ ..... ' EVa.JITLWS AE')'EL 7rEpL TWJI <J'TOLXELWV. 
c' ' ..... ' ..... ' ' ' o µev "Yap 7rvp tcaL "Y7JV tca.L 7a uv-
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by saying that, on account of the amalgamation of all 
possible determinate -sub.stances, not one of these jg per-

' ~1 .... <TTOLXa TOVTOLS <TTOLXELa </J11<1'UI elvaL 
...., I \ "' e I " TCtJV <TCtJµaTCtJV Ka£ <TV')'ICEt<T aL 7raVT 

, ' 'A t ' ~' , EK TOVTCtJV, va.c;,a'}'Opa.s uE TiJVVav-
TLoV. Ta '}'ttp oµowµ<:pTJ <J"TOLXELa 
( AE'}'W o' 0To11 u&pKa Kal O<J'TOV11 K~t 

...., I t:1 ) ' ' ~ \ \ TCtJV TOLOVTCtJV E/Ca.<J'TOV ' aepa uE Ka£ 
1rvp µ'i'}'µa -rov-rCtJv Ka.l Twv 11.A.A.CtJv 

J. I ";' \Cf 
<T7repµv..TWV 7rCJ,VTCtJV. ELVaL 'Y"P EKa.-

' .... 'l: ' ' c --repov a.u-rwv e~ aopaTCtJll oµ.owµepCtJv 
1rav-rCtJv 1]8pm<lµEvCtJv. In like man
ner Simpl., inh. l., sup. Vol. I. p 233, 
1; 236, 1 ; cf. Theophr. H. Plant. 
iii. 1, 4; ibid. ap. Simpl. Phys. 6 b; 
Lucret. i. 834 sq. ; Alex. Aphr. JJe 
.iJ'/ixt.141 b; cf.147b; Diog.ii. 8, 
etc., yide p. 333 sq. This seems 
to be contradicted by Arist. Me
tapli. i. 3, 984 a, 11.: , Ava~a.76pas oe 

'f -:;- f ' 'I ••• a7retpovs etvat </J'YJ<TL -ra.s apxa.s • 
.... \_ \ t:f ' c ,... 

<TXEOUV '}'a.p a7raVTa Ta oµotoµeprJ, 
e J. (/ ~ ~\ .... t:f , 

IC a u.. 7r E p lJ u W p 'l] 7r V p, OVTW ')'L'}'-

71E<T0a.L Kal Cl.1r0AAV<T8a( <f;'lJ<TL <J'V'}'Kp[
<1'€L Kal OLatcpl<reL µ6vov, aA.A.6>S o' 

::i/ ' e "'' '6'l.··e OVTE ')'L'}'JIE<T aL OVT a1t' Al\.µ<T cu, 
al\/\.a OLap.EVELV a:l'ota. 13ut the words 
Ka86.7rep ~owp 1'J 7rvp m.ay also signify 
that the conception of oµowµ~p~s 
is explained through them by 
Arjstotle only in his own name; 
while, at the same time, <J'xeaov in
dicates that Anaxagoras <lid not 
reckon all which Aristotle includes 
under this conception as primitiye 
substances (Breier, Pltilos. d. Anax., 
40 sq., after Alexander, ad h. l.); 
or, still better, the words n1ay be 
an allusion to what has previously 
been quoted from Empedoclcs : for 
he nlaintains that all bodies of 
equal parts, as well as the elements 
(according to Empodocles), origi
nate only in the given manner, 
through combination and separa
tion (cf. Bonitz, in h. l.). The 
passages, as 8chwegler re1narks, 

only assert the same thing as the 
fragment qu0ted, p. 331, 1, and we 
have no xeason (with Schaubach, 
p. 81) to mistrust the expreEis 
staten1entG of AriBtotle in the two 
_passages first quoted. Philoponus 
indeed, Gen. et Gorr. 3 b, contra ... 
diets his statement with .the asser
tion that the elements also belong 
to the class of things that have 
equal parts. But this js of little 
importancfl ; for if we m~ y argue 
fron1 other analogies, this theory 
has only been invented by PhHo
ponus from the .Aristotelian con
ception of that which has equal 
parts. The mode of conceptjon 
which Arjstotle ascribes to Anaxa
goras, moreover, perfectly agrees 
with the general tendency of his 
doctrine; since he Eiupposes that 
no quality, perceptible to sense, 
appears in the original mixture of 
substances, it may also seem to 
him natural that. after its first 
imperfect separation, only the 
most universal qualities, the ele
mentary, should be observable. 
IVIoreover, Anaxagoras (vide infi·a) 
does not suppose the four elements ') 
to be equally primitive; but, first, 
he makes fire and air separate 
themselv-es, and out of fire and , 

I 

air arise water and earth. When 1 

Heracleitus, Alleg. Hom., 22, p. 46, 
ascribes to Anax<-1goras the theory 
which is elsewhere ascribed to 
Xenophanes--that water and earth 
are the elements of all things (not 
merely of men, as Gladisch says, 
Anax. 'lt. d. lsr. )-he can only 
have arrived at that incomprehen
~ible statement through the verses 
there quoted from Euripides, the 
supposed disciple of Anaxagoras. 
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ceived in its distinctive individuality, but only that 
is perceived \Vherein they all agree.1 Empedocles and 
the Atomists hold that the organic is formed from the 
elementary; Anaxagoras, conversely, that the elementary 
is formed from the constituents of the organic. Aristotle 
usually expresses this by asserting that Anaxagoras 
maintained the bodies of similar parts (Ta oµotoµspi}) 
to be the elements of things, 2 and later writers call his 
primitive substances by the name of oµoioµipsiai. 3 

1 In the same way perhaps that 
seemingly colourless light arises 
from the mixture of all coloured 
lights. 

2 Vide, besides thP- quotations 
in the note before the last, Gen. 
Anim. i. 18, 723 a, b (on the opinion 
that the Eeed must contain in itself 
parts of all the n1em bers) : /J au'To s 
7ap .A67os ¥otKev Elvat oo,-os Tep 
'A11a~a76pou, Tc,_;; µ118'Ev 7£7ve<J8aL 'TWV 
oµowµ.Epwv. Ph,z;s. i. 4, 187 a. 25: 
,1 I c "' \ ' f a7retpa. Ta TE oµowµepf1 Kat Tava.vna 
( 7rOLEL 'Ava~a'}'. ). Ibid. iii. 4, 203 a, 
19 : 3<J'OL o' Cl7rELpa 7rOLOV<J'£ Ta <J'TOL .. 
xet'a, n:a8&7rEp 'Ava~a'}'Opas Kal A11µ&-
1<ptTos, 0 µ'Ev EK TWV oµoLOµEpwv 0 o' 

, " I - I 
EK T1/S 7rctV<J'TrEpµtas TWV <TX11µaTwV, 
ry cvpp <Tuvexh TO . 'it.1rEtpov Elva.£ 
<f>a<TLv. Metaph. i. 7, 988 a, 28 : 
'Ava~a'}'&pas 0€ T1/v Twv DµowµEpwv 
a7rELpfo.v [ apx1/v i\l'}'EL]. De CCRlo, 
jii. 4: -rrpwTov µ'Ev ofiv g'TL ouK ~<TTLV 
,f [ \ "] e I lX.7rEtpa Ta <TTOLXEta • • • ewp1JTEOV 

\ " ' , ' c ,..., Kat 7rpwTov Taus 1ru.vra Ta oµowµ~pri 
.... ..... fJ ' 'A t O"TOLXELa 7rOLOUVTaS, Ka a7rep vac:,a-

76pa.s. .Gen. Anim. ji. 4 sq., 7 40 
b, 16, 741 b, 13, can scarcely be 
quoted in this connection. 

3 The ·word is first met with in 
Lucretius, who, however, USPS it, 
not in the plural for the several 
primitive t·-lt>ments, but in the sin
gular, for the totality of these; 

SO that TJ oµowµepELa is synonymous 
Vi ith Ta /JµowµEp~ (so at least h1s 
words seem to me best explained ; 
Breier, p. 11, explains them some
what differently); for the rest he 
gives a sufficiently accurate ac .. 
count, i. 830 :--

niltnc et Anaxa,qorCl3 scrittemur ho-
1J'UE01neriam, 

q_uam Graii memorant, &c. 

834:-
princi'pio, rerum. q_uom dicit homC£o

nim·iam (al. tprincipium rer. 
q_uam d. hom.) 

ossa videlicet e pauxillis atq_'lte 
minutis 

ossibus hie, et de pa'lltxillis atq_ue 
minutis 

visce1·ibus viscus gigni, sanguenque 
creari 

sanguinis inter se multis coeun tibu' 
guttis, 

ex auriq_ue putat nzicis consistere 
posse 

awrum, et de terris terram concres-. . 
cere parvis 

ignibus ex ~qnis, urnorem umoribus 
esse, 

cetera consimili fingit ratione pi!t
tatq_ue. 

The plural oµowµ.lpELaL is first found 
in later writers. Plut. Pericl. c. 
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Anaxagoras himself cannot have employed these 
expreRsions,1 for not merely are they \Vholly absent from 
the fragments of his treati8e,2 but they can only be ex
plained in connection with Aristotle'_s use of language .. 3 

4 .... ' ' ' 1 : VOVJI ••• a7roKpLVOV'Ta 'TaS' uµow-
µEpelas. Sext. Pyrrh. iii. 33: Tots 
repl 'Ava~a-yopav 7ra<Tav ai<T81JT~v 

' '"t '~-7rOLOT'l}Ta 7TEpL 'TaLS oµowµEpELO.LS U.7r0-
AEL7r0V(JLV. Math. x. 25, 2: of 7ap 
aT6µ.ovS e£7r6V'TES :P, oµ.owµEpEfaS ~ 
<57Kovs. § 254. Diog. ii. 8 : apxas 
~' \ 1 f e I ' ' ue 'TaS uµornµ.epELas· Ka a7rEp 7ap EK 
'TWV t/l'lJ'Yµchwv 'Ae70µ.€vwv TOV XPV<TOV 
<TUllE<T'Tcivat, OV'TWS EK 'TWV oµowµepwv 
µtKpwv <TwµciT6JV 'TO 7raV <J'V"'fKEKpl
<T8at. Simpl. Ph,ys. 258 a: eo6KEL 
~' ' c 'A ,., t ., $. " I ue J\.e7ew o v'""S., OTL uµov TraVTWV 
)/ ' ' ' ' \_ uvTwv XpTJµaTWll KaL TJpEµovvTwv Tuv 
a7rEtpoP 7Tp0 'TOV xp6vov, {3ou'ATJ8Els o 
1w<rµo1rotos vovs omKp'ivcu Ta E'to11 
(kinds of things, not as the word 
has been translated, 'ideas; ' it 
seems to refer to Anaxag . .Br. 3). 
ti t I ,.. t ' a7rep oµ.owµEpELaS Ka'A.EL, KLV'l]<TLV av-
Ta LS €ve7rol11uev. Ibid. 33 a, 106 
a, 10, and Porphyry and Themis
tius, who are both cited by him 
here (Phys. 15 b, p. 107 Sp.). 
Phil op. Phys. A, 10 ; Ibid. Gen. et 
Cnrr. 3 b; Plut. Plac. i. 3, 8 
(Stob. i. 296) : 'Ava~a7. • • • 2tpxas 

,.. )I \ t ( ' ffi f 'TWV Ull'TWV Tas oµowµEpE£C/,S Ct'lrE't'TJ-

va'TO, and af.:er the reasons of this 
theory have been discussed: a7rD 
Tau o:Ov 3µ.oLa Ta µep'IJ eivaL ~v Tfi 
-rpoq>p TOLs f'EVVWµEVOl.S oµowµEpELO.S 

> ' > , ,. auras e«a".E<TE. 
1 Schleiermacher was the first 

to announce this (on Diog. Werke, 
iii. 2, 167; Geseh. d. Phil. 43 ), 
afterwards Ritter (Ion. Phil. 211, 
269; Gesch. d. Phil. i. 303) ; Phi
lippson (TA.11U.vfJp.188 sqq.); Hegel 
( Gesch. d. Phil. i. 359) ; and subse
quently Breier (Phil. d. Anax. 1-54 ), 
with whom modern writers almost 

without exception agree, and whon1 
we chiefly follow in our exposition, 
places it beyond a doubt by a 
thorough enquiry into this whole 
doctrine. The opposite theory is 
held by all the earlier writers, and 
by Schaubach, p. 89 ; vVendt, zii 

Tenneniann, i. 384 ; Brandis. l. o. 
245 (otherwise in Gescli d. Entw. 
i. 123) ~ Marbach, Gesch. d. Phil. 
i. 79 ; Zevort, 53 sqq. 

2 In places where we should 
have expected the words Ta oµow
p.epT,, as in Fr. i. 3, 6 ( 4 ), Anaxa
goras has u7repµaTa, or, still more 
indefinitely, xp-liµaTa. Cf. Simpl. 
De Cmlo, 268 b, 37 (Schol. 513 a, 
39): 'Ava~a7. Ta bµowµEp1} 0Tov 

1 ,, ~ '' ,.. <TapKa Kat O<J''TOVV Kett Ta 'TOLaV'Ta, 
a7rEp <rTrepµaTa EKaA.H. 

3 Aristotle designates by the 
name of oµowµep~s ( GleichtheiUg) of 
like parts, bodies which in all their 
parts consist of one and the same 
substance, in which, therefore, all 
parts are of like kind with each 
other and with the whole (cf. on 
this point Gen. et Gorr. i. 1, and 
Philop. in h, l. p. 332, 1 ; ibid. i. 
10, 328 a, 8 sqq. ; Part. Anim. ii. 
2, 647 b, 17, where oµ.owµepes and 
'To µepos oµdwuµov Tq) 5A.cp express 
the same idea. Alexander, JJe 
Mixt. 147 b: &voµotoµEpYJ µev 'Ttt 
EK ow.cpep6vTwv µepwv <TVVE<T'TCJTa, ws 
7rp6<rc.cnrov teal XEtp, oµotoµEp1} OE <rap~ 
T Ls ['TE] 1eal orJTa, µvs Kal aTµ.a Kal 
rh\.',r. q-,. -< ' 6 ..... ~' 
't''"E:'t', Ut\.WS WV Ta µ. pw .. TOLS oAoLS 
e<rTl <rvvc/Jvuµa ), and he distinguishes 
from the oµ,owµEpes on the one 
hand, the elementary (which, how
ever, is reckoned with the oµow-
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He certainly cannot have spoken of elements, for this 
term was first introduced into philosophy by Plato and 
Aristotle; 1 and the primitive substances of Anaxagoras 
are beside~, in accordance 'vith what we have already said, 
something different from the elements~ His meaning 
is rather that the substances of which things consist, ar~ 
in this, their qualitative determinateness, underived and 
imperishable; and since there are innumerable things, 
of 'vhich no two are perfectly alike, be says that there are 
innumerable seeds, not one of 'vhich resembles another,2 

µepes, siip. p. 332, 1, and De Cmlo, 
iii. 4, 302 b, 17) ; and on the other~ 
the so-called organic in the nar
rower sense. In this graduated 
scale, formed by these three kind~, 
he always indicates the lower as 
the constituent and condition of the 
higher; the oµowµ,epes consists of 
the elements; the organic, of the 
substances of like parts; to the 
oµotoµe~es belong flesh, bone, gold, 
silver, &c.; to the organic, or of 
unlike parts, the face, hands, &c., 
vide Part. Anim. ii. 1 ; De Gen. 
Anim. i. 1, 715 a, 9; Meteor. iv. 8, 
384 a, 30; JJe Cmlo, iii. 4, 302 b, 
15 sq., Hist. Anim. i. 1 : -rwv ~v To1s 
/" I I _\ I ' ' f £) 
~q.ots µopLCtJV Ta. µev E<YTLV a<ruvveTa, 
l><ra OLatpe'haL els oµowµepTi, oTov , , ' , ~, ' e <rapKES ELS <rapKas, -ra ue (]"UV E7a, 

l><ra els avoµotoµep1j, oTov Ti xe~p OVIC 
ELS xe'ipas OLaLpe'fraL OUOE TO 7rpO<YCtJ-
7rOV els 7rp6<rCtJ7ra. Further details 
in Breier, Z. c. 16 sqq.; Ideler on 
the Meteor. l. c., where references 
to Theophrastus, Galen, and Plo
tinus. are given. In the discrimi
nation of like and unlike parts, 
Plato anticipated Aristotle (Prot. 
329 D, 349 C); the expression 
oµowµep1}s, it is true, does not oc
cur, which is another proof of its 
Aristotelian origin, but the idea 

is there Very decidedly : 7r6-VTa O~ 
TavTa µGpLa El'JfaL apeTfjs, DUX &Js 
TCt TOV xpv<rou µ6pta oµouf. J<rTLV 
'")."\!"\ \ ,..N "'C' 1 '' ct1v\.'Y}1\.0LS KaL Tf.P oA.c.p uu µopta E<YTL1", 
' ").'' \ " I 6 \ aA.1\. WS Ta TOV 7rpo<YW1TOV µ pla Kat. 

,... rf "). "'C' 6 f ' \ ' ,t. TqJ Ot\.r.p OU µ pta E<YTL KctL aA.A.11AOLS 
av6µota. The comprehensive ap
plication of this distinction, how
ever, which we find in Aristotle, is 
wanting in Pl?. to. According to 
what has been said, the expla
nation in the Placita, l. c.; Sext. 
JY!ath. x. 318 ; Hippol. Re;fut. x. 7, 
of the Homoeomeries as 8µota TOL') 

I • • 
7evvwµevots, 1s incorrect. 

1 Cf. p. 126, 1. 
2 Fr. 6 ( 4) : 7J <rVµ~u~L~ 7rd11TCtJV 

XP'YJµttTCtJv, Tov Te oiepou Kal Tov 
~'Y/pov, Kal Tov 8Epµov Kal Tou t/Juxpou, 
«al Tov A.aµ7rpou Kal -rou (ocpepou, 
«al 77]s 7roA.A.->}s- ei10V<r1JS Ka2 0'1Tep-

' ' ' "). 'e '~' ' 6 µaTWJI a7rELpCtJV 'lrl\.'Y} ovs ouuev EOLK -
').I). )~\ \ ,... )f).). 'TCtJV al\.1\.1)1\.0LS. OUUE 7ap TCtJll a1\.t\.CtJ1I 

(besides the substances already 
named, the eepµ.ov, &c.) ovoEv €ot1ee 
Tep ETE p(fJ TO eTepov. Fr. 13 ( 6) : 
ETepov ouoev (besides vovs) e<r-rw 
cl ' ~ \ t I ' l ' f oµowv ouuevr. ETEpc.p a7re pwv EOVTCtJll, 
F 8 ti ~ \ ) ~ I ' ~ ' r. : ETepav uE ouuev E<YTLV uµowv 
ou8evl a.A.Ac..,, The infinite number 

' of primitive matters is often men-
tioned, e.g. in Fr. 1 (inf. p. 338, 1); 
e.g. Fr. 1 ; Arist. Metaph. i. 3, 7; 
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but they a.re different in shape, colour, and taste.1 
Whether this statement relates only to the various' 
classes of the original substances, and to the things com
pounded from them, or whether the individual atoms 
of matter of the same class are also unlike each other, 
is not specified, and this question was probably not 
entertained by Anaxagoras; nor is there any trace of his 
having brought the infinitely heterogeneous character 
of the primitive substances into connection with more 
general metaphysical considerations ; 2 it is most pro
bable, therefore, that, like the Atomists, he founded it 
merely upon the multiplicity of phenomena as shown 
by experience. Among the opposite qualities of things, 
we find the categories of the rare and the dense, the 
warm and the cold, light and dark, moist and dry, 
brougl1t into especial prominence ; 3 but as Anaxagoras 

Phys. i. 4, iii. 4 ; JJe O(J!lo, iii. 4 
(sup. p. 332, 1 ; 334, 1); De Melissa, 
c. 2, 976 b, 17, &c., vide Schaubach, 
71 sq. Cicero, Acad. ii. 37, 118, says 
Anaxagoras taught: materiam. in
jinita1n, sed ex ea particiilas similes 
inter se 11ninutas, but this is only a 
wrong interpretation of the oµow· 
µEp1}, whic];J. he no doubt took from 
h~s Greek authority; in order to 
correspond with ouo€11 eorn:6Twv in 
Fr. 6,we should here read dissirniles. 
In favour of this conjecture we 
might quote Aug. Oiv. JJ. viii. 2 : 
de particiilis inter se dissimilibus, 
corpora dissimilia ( vid e infra, 
Anaxagorean School ; Archelaus ). 

1 ~ 3 f ~\ Cl ' I 
.L' r. • : TOUTECIJV UE OUTWS E ')(,011-

'TWV XP~ 001eeetv eve'LvaL (this reading, 
suggested by Simpl. JJe Omlo, 271 
a, 31 ; Schol. 513 b, 45, is ri~htly 
adopted by Schaubach and JYiul
lach: Brandis, p. 242; and Schorn, 

VOL. II. z 

p. 21, defend ~v elvai, but this 
makes no proper sense), 71"01'.Ad. TE 

Kal 7ravTo'ia €v 7ra<TL To'is <Tv'}'Kpivoµe
vots (this will be further discussed 
later on) 1ral <T7repµ.aTa 7rd.vTwv 
XPTJµd.rwv Kal loeas 7ravTolas €xovra 

\ \ ' t~ I 0 h Kat. xpotas KctL 'l}UOl/aS. ll t e 
nieaning of ~oov1,, v-ide Vol. I. p. 
291, 2, and supra, p. 38, 1. Here 
also it inay be translated ' smell,' 
but 'taste' js much more appro
priate. It is most probable, how
ever, thatthe word, like the German 
' Schmecken ' j n certain dialects, 
unites both significations without 
any accurate di1'.ltinction. 

2 Like that of Leibnitz, as· 
.,cribed to him by Ritter, Jon. Phil. 
218; Gesch. d. Phil. i. 307, that 
everything maintains its individual 
character through its relation to 
the whole. 

3 Fr. 6, p. 336, 2; Fr. 8 (6): 
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supposed the particular substances to be original, with
out deriving them from one primitive matter, the per
ception of these universal opposites cannot have the 
same importance for him as for the Physicists of the 
ancient Ionian School or for the Pythagoreans. 

All these different bodies Anaxagoras then conceives 
as originally mixed together, so completely and in such 
minute particles, that not one of them 'vas perceptible 
in its individuality, and, consequently, the mixture 
as a whole displayed none of the definite qualities of 
things. 1 Even in derived things, however, he believes 
the separation cannot be complete, but each must 
contain parts of all ; 2 for how could one come out of 
' ' ,, .... , ,.. \. Ct,'lrOl{pLVETaL a:rro 1'E TOV c:tpawv TU 

7rv1evov, 1eal &7ro -rov lfluxpov TO 8Epµov, 
Kal a1f'o Tov (ocf>epov TO >.aµ1f-p'ov, 
Kal a7r0 TOV OLepov TO ~1]p6v. Fr. 
19 (8): TO µ€v 7rvKvov Kal otepov 
11:a2 tf;uxp~w /Cal (ocf>€po11 ~ve&oe <J'uvE
xJ,p11crev, ~vea JJVV 1i 71], TO OE &po.LOV 
llal TO eepµ.ov Kat TO ~1JpOv ~~exd,p11crev 
els TO 7rp6ctoo 1"ov a.leepos. Vide p. 
339, 1. It is no doubt in reference 
to these and similar passages that 
Aristotle, Phys. i. 4 (s1J,p. p. 334, 2), 
Calls the oµotoµEpTJ also ~vavT{a (Cf. 
Sim pl. Phys. 33 b; ibid. 10 a). 

1 Fr. 1 (opening words of his 
treatise) : oµov '!raVTa XpfJµaTa ?}v, 
li7rELpa 11:al 7rA.1}8os 1eal cr,ut1epor1,Ta, 
1eal 7ap TO <rµLKpov lhretpov ~v· Ka2 

I t " '6 ' ~' -"'l::' 7raVTW11 oµov E VTWV OVUEJI EUu'fJ"J\.OV 
(al. ~vo11A.ov) ->)v v1f'O <rµt1epor1,Tos. 
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, js in error 
when he makes a separate frag
ment of it, p. 126. Similarly his 
Fr. 17 b, ap. Diog. ii. 3 (as is 

rightly maintained 'by Sch~)rn, p. 
16; Krische, Forsch. 64 sq.; 
Mullacb, 248 ), contains not the 
very words of Ana,xagoras, but 
merely an epitome of his doctrine, 
connected with the commPncen1ent 
of his treatise. On the other han<l, 
Simpl. De G~lo, 271 a, 15 (Schol. 
513 b, 32), has retained the words 
which Mullach passes over: "l!Jf1T<= 

""' ' I \ ~~ f \. TWV a1f'OKpLVoµ<:vwv µ'T] EWEJlaL Tu 
~ "e I i. I l )/ " 7Jl. 1rf\.1} os µ1]TE 1\.0'}'f..fJ µ.11re EP/'Cf.J· L' r. 

6 · ( 4) : 7rplv oe &7roKptv8T,vaL Tavra, 
I $,. " '6 '~\ ~ 7ravrwv uµov E vrwv, ouue x_pot11 

~I~ ~ ( :>I ~ ) ".>' ' ~ ' ' I EUU'flt\.OS Hu. 'T]V ovueµL1]. 0,7r'EICWAVE 
\ t I C I I '}'ap 'Y/ <J'vµµLr,,LS 'TfQVTWV XP'flµctTWll, 

etc. ( vide p. 337, 1 ). The expres
sion l>µov 7r&vra, whjch became a 
prmrerb among the ancients, is 
continually alluded to ; e.g. by 
Plato, Pluedo, 72 0; Gorg. 465 D ; 
Arist. Ph.i;s. i. 4 (supra, p. 331, 4); 
Metapk. iv. 4, I 007 b, 25, x. 6, 
1056 b, 28, xii. 2, 1069 b, 20 (cf. 
also Schwegler) ; Schaubach, 65 
sq.; Schorn, 14 sq. 

2 Fr. 3, supra, p. 337, I ; cf. 
Schaubach, p. 86; Fr. 5, infra, 
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another if it were not in it ; and bow could the transition 
of all things, even of the most opposite things, one into 
another, be explained, if they were not all of them in 
all? 1 If, therefore, an object appears to us to contain 

p. 341, 3; Fr. 7 ( 5): bl 1TavTi 7ravros ... .., , ' "' r ~, µcupa EJJE<TTL 'TrATJV voou, E<TTL 0 ffL ue 
. 1eal v6os ~vt. F-r. 8, infra, p. 341, 3; 
·1f'r. 11 (13): ob KEXWpt<TTaL Ta ev 
( ' 1 's:' ' ' "\' .. EVL JCu<Tµc.p ouu~ a7rOKEK01f'TaL 7r~t\.EKEL, 

olJ TE TO 8Epµov Ct1f'O TOV tf!uxpov OtfTE 

'TO l/Juxpov a7r(/ 'T'Ou eepµov. Fr. 12 
(6), which is referred to in Theophr. 
ap. Sjmpl. Phys. 35 b: ev 7ravrl 

' ·~\ ' )/ - ~ \ 'ffav;a OVuE XWPL~ E<T'TtV elJ.rat. a'J\.A.a 
7ravTa 71"aVTOS µo'ipav µETEXEC Zre o~ 
', \31 y '.,, TOUA.aXL<TTOV J.L?J E<TTLV ELVaL, OU!{ av 

~ , e~ , ~, ~, , , ,n' 
uVVaLTO XWpL<T 'YJVaL, OVCJ av A.taV CX.-r 

( God. D better : hp' cf. Fr. 8) 
EWUTOV ')'EVEU8at, aA..A.' 07rEp (or OKC:O!i) 
7rEpl dpxnv, Elvat (thjs word seerns 

b t) \ ,.. ' ( ,.. ' to e correc Kat vuv 7rav'Ta oµou. Ell 

7ra<TL O~ 7rOA.i\.tt ~'llE<J'TL t~aL TWV a7rO-
, >I ~e ' ~ I/'. I ICpLvoµevwv t.<Ta 'lrAY] OS Ell TOLS µEL<::,O<TL 

'TE Kal EAaTTO<J'L (' and in all things, 
even those divided from the original 
iIJtermixture, i.e. indiYidual things, 
are substances of different kinds, 
in the least, as much as in the 
greatest.' The same idea js thus 
expressed at the commencen1ent 
of the fragment: L'<rat µo'ipal Elcrt 
Tov TE µE-yaJ\ou Kal TofJ !1'µ.t1epov). 
This is frequently repeated by 
Aristotle (vide thA folloYring notes). 
Alex. De Sensu, 105 b ; Lucret. i. 
87 5 sq. &c. ; vide Schaubach, 114 
sq., 88, 96; Philop. Phys. A 10, 
and Simpl. Phys. 106 a, do not 
express this quite correctly when 
they say that in every Homceomeria 
all others are present. 

1 Arist. Ph,ys. iii. 4, 203 a, 23 : 
o µ~v (Anaxag.) OTLovv TWll µoplwv 
-i ' ( ' ,.. ' ~ \ \_ E vaL µt-yµa oµoLWS TqJ 7raVTt. uta TU 

6p~ll oTwuv e~ orououv "fL"'fVOµEvov • 
' "'(J \ )/ ' ( ~ ' EPTEU EV 7ap EOLKE ICaL oµ.ov 7rDTE 

7ravTa XPfiµaTa cpdvat Elllai, 0To11 
~! ~ ( ' t \ 1 ... \_ ' ~ ' "l]OE 1J IJ'apc;, Y.ctL TUOE TU O<TTOVV KaL 

Cf ( ~ \ f >I \ 

OVTWS OTLOUV. KaL 'Tf'avTa apa. Ka:. 
~, ' ' ' ' ' 6 '.:' ap,d. 7'0L1/UV. a.pxri -yap OU µ 1/0V EV 
tf '\~~I '\ EK<MJT([J E<T'TL T'f}S uLC1.~pL<TEWS, a.A.ft.a 
JCal '!rdv..,.wv, etc., which Sim pl. in 
k. l. p. 106 a, well explains. Ibid. i. 
4 (after the quotation on p. 331, 4): 
el -y(tp 'Tf'aV µEll TO -yw6µEll0ll ava71Cr] 
' e i>. 't ,, ~\ ' ' >r 'YLllE<T aL I/ Ey VVTWll 'fJ EiC µ Y} Ull"lwv, 
' ~ \ \_ ' ' ~ ,, 70VTWV OE Tu µEV El! µ11 UVTWV 

"Y[vE<r8at aovvaTov • • • TO X.ot1rov 
~~ f3 [ 'I:: ' ' ' ' I/ U'f} <J'Uµ a 1/EtV Es C:VCX,."'f t('YjS' EVO µ,t<Tall 
't ,, ' \ ' 6 ' Ee; UllTWV µEll /CaL E:VV7rapx llTWV "fl-

e ... \ ' ~' .... ,, VE(]' a.L, OLa µtlCpOT'f/Tct uE 'TW"/J u-yKWll 
e~ avat<T81/Twv fiµ.'iv. ot6 cf>a.<n 7rav €11 
7ral1Tt µeµ'ix8m OLOTL 7rav EiC 7rav'TOS 
~rf.Jpwv "fLll6fMll0ll. cpcdvE<r8et.L o~ Ola
cf>epovTa Kat 7rpo<la"'fopEVE<r8at errEp~ 
) "\ f "\. ) ~ f). £)) C I 

a.A.1\.'f}t\.Wll EiC TOU µa1\.LCT0 L''TrEfJf:XOll-
TOS ota r.A.1j8os €v TV 1-d~EL Twv 
~ f '"\ ~ \ ' <I a1f'Etpwll • EL1\.L1Cptvws µEv -yap oA.ov 
A.Eu1eov :f} µ€A.av 1) "fAUKV Ti <rap1ea t) 
o<TTouv OUK Elvac, 3Tou oe 7rA.e'i<TTOJI 
ef{a<rTov €xEt, TovTo 0Jl{Ett1 efva.t ,,1Jv 
cpv<rtv Tov 7Tpa-yµaTos.. In the Pla
cita, i. 3, 8, and Simpl. l. c., the 
doctrine of the oµowµep~ is de
riYed nlore immediately from the 
observation that in the nourish
n1ent of our bodies the different 
substances contained in the body 
are formed from the same ineans 
of nutrition; but that Anaxagoras 
was also thinking herein of the 
transmutation of inorganic matter 
is shown by his famous assertion 
that 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. Pyrrh. i. 33; Qjr. 
Aoad. ii. 23, 72, 31, 100, and after 

z 2 
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some one quality to the exclusion of other qualities, 
this is only because more of the corresponding sub
stance than of other substances is in it ; but in truth 
each thing bas substances of every kind in it, though it 
is named from those only which predominate.1 

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 TheophrastuR reduces 
this mixture of Anaxagoras,2 or the Platonic matter, to · 
'v hi ch it is reduced by Aristotle. 3 If, on the other 

him Lactant. Inst. iiL 28; Galen, 
IJe Simpl. Medic. ii. 1 B ; xi. 461 
Kiihn. Behal. in fliad. ii. 161). 
The sceptical propositions which 
were deduced even by Aristotle 
from the above theory of 4-naxa
goras wi11 be discussed later on. 
Ritter (i. 307) ,explains the sen
tence, 'all is in ·all,' to mean that 
the activity of all primitive con
stituents is in each of them; but 
this seems to me compatible nei
ther with the unanimous testimony 
of the ancients, nor with the spfrit 
of Anaxagoras's doctrine. 

1 Vide in addition to the two 
last notes Arist. Metaph. i. 9, 991 a, 
14, and Alex. in h. t. A criticism 
of Anaxagoras's doctrine concern
ing the Bei.ng 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 clearness is, of course 
in this form, alien to Anaxagoras, 
vid e Breer, p. 48. 

2 Vide sup., Vol. I. p. 233, I ; 
236. 

3 Metaph. i. 8, 989 a, 30 (cf. 
Bonitz, ad h. l.) : , Ava~a:y6pas o' 

,, c 'Q ~' '\' " EL TLS U7r0Aa!JOL uVO 1\.E"/flV <rTOLXEla, 
µ&A.t<rT' '&v v7roA.&{)oL KaTa A.6-yov, c>v 
,,.. '\., '~'e , EKEtVOS aVTUS µEV ov UL'YJP W<J'EV, 'YJICO-

'e ' ' ~ 't • I " A.ov 'Y}<J'E µevT u,V Ee; ava.-yJC'Y}S TOtS 
:i • ' 6 cf \ E7ra-yov<JLV avT v • • • • OTE -yap 
ov8~V ?}v Ct'lrOICEKptµevov, o'l]A.ov OOS 
'e' .,. , '\ e' ' ..... ' ..... UV EV 'YJV a1\.1] ES EL'lrEtV KaTa T1]S 

'' '' "' ' 6 OV<J'LaS EICELV'YJS • • • OVTE -yap 71"0£ V 
TL o'f6v TE avTO EivaL oifre '1io<Yov ofJTE 

TL Twv -yap Ev µepeL TL A.e-yoµevoov 
)~ "'""" t _.... ..,, ) "' " ~' ELUW1/ U1r1J,PXE11 av aVTCf, TOVTO uE 

") ~ f I I 
auv11aT011 µeµL7µevwv -ye 71'all'rwv • 
1}01] -yap av Ct7r'EKE1CpLTO • • • EiC 01/ 

f Qf I ~ - \ TOUTWJI crvµ!JaLVEL A.e-ye!V aVT~ Tas 
., ' l .. , ( ,... ' c ..... apxas TO TE EV TOUTO -yap a7rA.ouv 

' , ' ) ' 0 ' '? 'O tea£ aµt-yes Kat aTepo11. oio11 'TL Eµev 
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band, the determinate qualities of the substances are to 
be maintained in the mixture, it becomes evident, as in 
the system of Empedocles, that this would be impossible 
unless the ultimate atoms were incapable of division or 
of amalgamation with others; and thus "\Ve should arrive 
at the indivisible bodies, which are likewise by some 
writers ascribed to Anaxagoras.1 Not only, however, is 
he himself far from holding the theory of one uniform 
primitive matter,2 but he expressly maintains that the 
di vision and increase of bodies goes on to infinity. 3 

'- ' ' ' ( 8" ' Tu a.opurrov 7rpLv opur 'f}Va.t Kat µe-
" >1$:- 6 ~f '}. I Ta.<J'XELV ELUOVS TLV S. W<J'TE t\.E'YETa.L 

' !>/ ' ' 8" !>/ " a ' µEv OVT op ws OV'TE <J'a.<f><.cJs, fJOVAETa.L 
I I " ~ µewrut TL 7rapa.7rA1J<FWV 'TOLS TE v<J'-

'Tepov AE'}'OV<J'L Ka.l TOLS vvv <f>a.tvo
µ€vots µaA.1'.ov. 

1 Never indeed in express words; 
fo:r Simpl. Phys. 35 b, only says 
that the primitive substances do 
not separate chemically, any fur
ther; not that they cannot be 
divided in regard to space. And 
(ap. Stob. Ect. i. 356) it is evi
dently by a mere transposition of 
the titles that the atoms are at
tributed to Anaxagoras and the 
homceomeries to Leucipp11s. Yet 
some of our authorities seem to 
look upon the hon1rnomeries as mi· 
nute bodies, e. g., Cicero in the 
passCLge quoted sup. p. 336, 2; but 
especiCLlly Sextus, who repeatedly 
n1entions Anaxagoras with the 
various atomists, Democritus, Epi
curus, Diodorus Cronus, Heraclei
des and. Asclepiades; and identi
fies his 6µowµEpYJ with the liroµot, 
tl ''l. r \ ' ,... I ie E1\.a.XL<rTa K.aL a.µ.Ep1J <J'wµa.ra, 
the '&va.pµot l>7n:ot. (Pyrrh. iii. 32; 
}}.fath. jx. 363, x. 318). That he 
is here following older accounts, 
we have the less reason to doubt, 
since Hippol. Rejut. x. 7, p. 500 

D, agrees word for word with 
Math. x. 318; and in an extract 
from a Pythagorean, i. e., a neo
Pythagorean treatise, ib. x. 252, 

d c' ,, '6 we rea : OL 7ap a.roµovs EL'lr 11TES 
il,C I .iA>f -I< " ,, oµowµ.epELa.s I/ O'}'KOUS 1J KOL.VW~ 

J101}Ta <rWµ.a.Ta.; similarly, ibid. 254. 
Among modern writers RitLer (i. 
305) js inclined to regCLrd the pri
mitive seeds as indivisible. 

2 'l'his is clear from our pre
vious citations fro1n Aristotle. We 
may refer also, however, to Ph.lfs. 
iii. 4 (sup. p. 334, 2), where a<f>h 
designates the n1echanical combi
nation, as distinguished from the 
chemic<ll (µ[~Ls) ; and to the dis
cussion, Gen. et Corr. i. I 0, 327 b, 
31 i:;qq., where Aristotle evidently 
has in view the Anaxagorean doc
trine mentioned shortly before. 
Stobreus, Eel. i. 368, is therefore 
right when he says: 'Ava.~&.7. ras 
1<:pa<J'ets Kara 7rap&.8e<J'tv 7i11ECJ8at. rwv 

f 
CfTOLXELWV. 

3 F'r. 5 (15): oifTE 7Ct.p rou 
,... I ' 6 ''l. I crµ.tJLpou 7e E<J'Tt. T 'YE €1\.aXLCfTOV, 

' ) !>/ ' I \_ \ ''- ' a.A.A. eA.a.<r<J'OV aeL • 'TU -yap EUV OVIC 
E<J'TL TO µ.1/ oun: eYvaL (1. roµ.fi ov1e 
EZvat. It is impossible that Being 
should be annihilated by infinite 
division, as others maintain; vide 
sip. Vol. I. 615; II. 218) : aA.A.a. 
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His primitive sub8tances are, therefore, distinguished 
from the atoms, not merely through their qualitative 
determinateness, but through their divisibility. He 
also contradicts, quite as emphatically, the second fun
damental doctrine of the Atomistic S}~stem, when he 
disputes, on insufficient grounds it is true, the presup
position of empty space. 1 His opinion is, that the 
different substances are absolutely mixed, "\Vithout there
fore becoming one matter ; Empedocles had also main
tained this in regard to the mixture of the elements in 
the Sphairos, perceiving, as little as Anaxagoras, the 
latent contradiction. 

But if a "\vorld is to be formed from these substances, 
there must be in addition an ordering and inoving 
po\ver, and this, as our philosopher believes, can only 
lie in the thinking essence, in spirit or mind (Geist). 2 

The reasons for this theory are not given in a general 
inanner in the fragments of Anaxagoras's treatise ; but 

\ ,... f ' I , "/" l 
Kai TOU ,,ie7a'Aov a.et E<TTL µe1.~ov If.a. 

1CJ'ov €crTl T~ crµucpij) 7rA.f}8os (in
crease has as many gradatjons as 
din1inntion ; ljterally, there is as 
1nuch great as small). 7rpOs EWUTO oe 
<' 6 > \ I \ 6 EIW.O"'T V E(J''TL Ka.£ µE'}'O. Ka.£ ffµ.tii.p V. 
'' ..... , \ '"' \. EL 7ap 7r'G.V EV 7r(J..VTL, Kat 'TrU.l! EiC 7rav-rus 
'I \'~."'I EKKpLVETa.L, K.aL a-rru TOV €A(J,X'£<1'TOU 
~ I ' e I I >I"\ uOKEOVTOS EK.K.pt 'Y}<J'E7at 'TL Et\.aTTOV 
'I \'I ~I '6 EJCEtYUV, llClL 'TO µ_E'}'Lff'TO]J uOJlEOV a7r 

> r 'e c " I/" 17 'iLVOS E~EKpL T/ EWVTOU µEt~ovos. J_' r. 
12 ( 16): TUlJAciXLCJ'TOV µ1} ~<1TLV .. 
ELVaL. 

1 Arist. Phys. iv. 6, 213 a, 22: 
( \ >' ~ f I ~ 

0£ µEV ouv uELKVVVaL 7rE1pwµevoL -OT£ 
' ~I [ '\_ J > L\ Q I"\ OV1' E(J'T LV IC€VUJJ , OUX D JJOV1\.0lJ'TCJ.£ 

I c .t e \ ,.. ' '~ A.E')'ELV OL av pw7roL KEvov, TOUT Ei;E-
, ' ' c I f AE'}'XOun tv, a.A.A. aµ.apTa.VOVTES A.E-

7ov<rLV, tf><r7rEp 'Ava~a76pas K.al ol 

'fOVTOV TOV Tp6irov EAEJ'XOVTES. 

' '!> ' ' ti >I c , \ 
E'irWEL~VUDVO'l. 7ap OTI. E(fTL Tl 0 aYJp, 

Q"\. ,... ' ' ' ' ~ CJ'TPEfJt\.OUVTES 'TOUS a.<r1cous Kai. UELK-
' c ' \. c ,, \ ' 

'llUVTES WS L<TXvpuS 0 G.?Jp, KaL €VC1..7rO-

A.aµ.{3avoVTES ev -ra'is 1eA.etJ;6opa.is (cf. 
also p. 135, ~). Lucret. L 843 : 

nee tcr,men esse 1ulla ideni [ Anaxag.] 
ex parte in rebus inane 

concedit, neqiee corporibus fine1n e.sse 
secandis. 

2 So I translate, ·with othe:r 
writers, the Nous of Anaxagoras, 
although the two expressions do 
not exactly coincide in theh· mean
ing; for the German language 
conta;ins no more exact equivalent. 
The precise conception of vovs, 

indeed, can only be taken from 
the explanati0ns of Ana4ago~as 
himself. 
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they result from the characteristics by which mind is 
distinguished from the various substances. These are 
three~the singleness of its nature, its power, and its 
knowledge. Everything else is mixed with all things, 
mind must be apart from all, for itself; for only if it 
i8 unmixed \vith other things, can it have all things in 
its po\ver. It is the rarest and purest of all things; 
and for this reason it is in all essences entirely homo
geneous; as to other things, no individual thing can 
be like another, because each is compounded in a par
ticular manner out of different substances. Spii·it, on 
the contrary, has no heterogeneous particles in it ; it is, 
therefore, everywhere self.identical; in one substance 
there will be more, in another less of it ; but the smaller 
mass of spirit is of the same nature as the greater ; 
things are distinguished only according to the quantity, 
and not by the quality of the spirit inherent in them. 1 

1 Fr. 8 ( 6) : Ttt µ.Ev lfi\.i\.a 7Tav· 
'TOS µo'ipav ~XEL, v6os OE ~<J'TL a7rELpov 

\ ' \ \ I '~ \ KCl.L aUTOKpaTES Kct£ µEµLKTctL OUUEI1£ 
I ' \ " ) \. ) rh' XprJµaTL, aA.J\a µouvos ctUTuS E't" 

~ "' ' ) l. ' ) rn.' ~ ..... EWUTOV E<J'TLJI. €t. µ11 7ap E'I' EWVTOU 
?]v, aA.A.a TFcp €µ€µLKTO ii.A.A.cp, µETE'i· 

:-. c: I I ''' XEV av a:ira.vTWV XPTJµa.Twv, EL Eµ.E· 

µtKTO TECfJ ( ev rravTl 'Yap 7ra.vTos 
..,. >I t;I , ,... 6 e µotpa EVE<TTLV, W<T7rEp EV 7'01.S 7rp (j EV 

I ) \)/ '' )\_ µot A.eA.EKTaL /\.ct£ EKwA.vEv av auTuJ/ 
Ta rruµµEµt7µfVa., tiJ<J'TE µ?]OEVOS 

I I c I C \ 

x.pr;µa.70S Kpct'TEELV oµotws, WS KaL 
µ.ouvov €6vTa. E<f'' E:wvTou. ~<J'TL 7ap 

r I I I 
Af:7r'TOTa.rrov TE 7f'(J.11TWV xp11µa.TwV 
1ad K.a.8apdJTaTOJI • • • 7ra1.1Td1f'a.<J't. 
~' '~\ ' I <!! ' \_ "" UE ovuev (J.7r0KpLVET(J.L ETEpov (J.7f'U TOlJ 
c I \ I 6 ~\ r ETEpou 7rA'fJV voov. 'l/ OS UE 7ras 

cl I ) \ c I/': \ C ''\ I oµows EIJ'TL /(.(J.L 0 µ.E'::JW'V K.aL 0 E1\a.<T-
~· ~ \ ' ~ I ' r] crwv. E'TEpov UE OUoEV E<J'TLV uµOLOV 

) ~ \ " ' '\) u ( p 11 OVUEJIL aA.i\.rp, (}.At\. O'TEWV so re er, 
Hist. Phil. Gr.-Roni. § 53, and 

Mullach, instead of 3Tw ap. Sjmpl. 
Phys. 33 b) 7rAELflT~ ~vt, rraiJTa. €v· 
~ 6 f!< Cl ) \ \ -C:l?}A Ta.Ta ~v EKa<J'TOV E<J'T£ /(.ct£ ~v. 

The same is repeated by later 
writers in their own mode of ex· 
pression; cf, Plato, Grat. 413 C : 
dva.L o~ TO 0{1eawv 'b AE"YEt. ) Ava~a'Y6-

""' ':i' "' ' I pas, JIOl.J v ELJ!aL TOUTO • auTOKpa.Topa 
7ap ctVTOV lJwra. n:a.t ou8Evt µEµt7µ€
vov 7rrlVTCt </>?Jfflv a.VTOV KO<J'µEtV ra 

I ~ \ , ,, A. 
7rpa.'YµetTa uLtJ, 7r(J.VTWV LOV7a. r1st. 
J.11etaph. i. 8 ( sitp. p. 340, 3); Phys. 
viii. 5, 256 b, 24 : there 1nust be 
something that moves, and is itself 
unmoved. oto 1<.ai 'Ai·a~a76pa~ op .. 
ews AE')'f!L, TOV vouv a7ra.ef] <f'tt<TKWV 
Kat aµt7?J EZllaL, E7rELOf]7rEp Ktv1/<TEWS 
ap x1Jv auTOV 7r0LEL elvaL • offrw 7ap 
~ 6 I ' I ~ \ av µ. VOS KLVOL?J (J.J<.Lll?JTOS WV l<.Ct.£ Kpa-
TOLr] aµ.L7i}~ tiJv. JJe A.n. i. 2, 405 

13 . 'A c I ~) ) I a, . ya,~a'Yopa.s u • • • ct.OX?Jll 
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To spirit must also belong absolute power over matter, 
the 1notion of "\vhich can only proceed from spirit.1 It 
must, lastly, possess an unlimited knowledge,2 for only 
through itR kno"\vledge is it in a position to order all 
~things for the best : 3 vovs must, therefore, be simple, 
because it could not otherwise be all-mighty and om
niscient, and it must be all-mighty and omniscient, 
that it may order the world: the fundamental idea of 
the doctrine of vovs, and the idea chiefly brought for-

'}'E 'TOV vovv TleE'rat µdA.urra 7rctVTWJI. 
6 "' \ ,, ,... ,, 

µ "J/ov ')'OVV <P?J<J't.V aVTOV TWV UV'TWV 
&_7r'AOYV etvat. Ital aµt")'1} TE Kal Ka· 
8ap611 ; 405 b, 19 : 'Ava~. oe µ6vos 
a7ra8fi <f>11ulv EtVaL TOV vovv Ka.l KOL· 
, , e' , fJ ' ,., " ,, vov ou EV ou EVL TWV a'J\.'Jtwv EXELV. 

'TOLOY'TOS o' &v 7r'WS "fVWPLE'i Kat OLCt 
/) 'I .>I> '" >I 'TLV Q.t.Tt.av, OV'T El£ELVOS Etp?JKEV, 
.>/)' " > I ,+. I OUT EK 'TWV eip?JµE'J/WJI uvµ't'aVES 

~<rTLV. Ibid. iii. 4, 429 a, 18 : 
'' >I.'\ I "'" ava")'KrJ ctpg,, E7r'EL 7raVTa VOEL, aµt")'T} 

Elvat, &cr7rEp </>?JtJ'lv 'Ava~ay6pas, £va 
KpaTfj, TOU'TO o' ~tJ'Tlv, 1va ')'VWpf(?J 
(this is Aristotle's own comment): 

I \ I \. ' 7rapEµ.<f>atvoµEvov 7ap KwA.vEL 'T(} aA.· 
A.oTpwv 1w.l lx.vTL<f>p&.TTEL. By the 
apathy which is attributed to vovs 
jn some of these passages Aris
totle understands its unchange· 
ableness; for, according to Metapk. 
v. 21, he describes as 7ra86s a , e' ,, , ,... e , ~ , 7rOLOT?JS 1Ca 7JV aA.A.owucr aL EVuEXE-

TaL (cf. Breier, 61 sq.). This 
quality is a direct consequence of 
the simpleness of vovs; for since, 
according to Anaxagoras, all 
change consists ju a -change of the 
parts of which a thing jg composed, 
the simple is necessarily unchange· 
able. Aristotle may therefore have 
derived this conception from the 
words of Anaxagoras quoted above. 
But Anaxagoras may perhaps him· 
self have spoken of it. In this 

qualitative unchangeableness, how
ever, there is not as yet the im
n1ovableness in space, the lx.1dv11Tov 
which Simpl., Phys. 285 a, derives 
from Aristotle. Further evidence 
repeating that of Aristotle ap. 
Schaubach, 104. 

1 Ai ter the words "Kal t£a8apw· 
"A . F TaTov, naxagoras continues, r. 

83 \ I \ \. ,... 
: KaL 'YVWµ'Y)V '}'E 7rEpL 7raVTUS 7racrav 

ttJ'XEL Kal LtJXVEL µE")'LO"'TOV. otJ'a 'TE 
,J, ~ >I \ \ I/" \ \ ' I 'fux11V EXEL Kat Ta µE~w KaL Ta EAatJ'tJ'w 

I 6 I \ ,... 1T'aVTWV v OS Kpct'TEEL. KaL 'T'17S 7rEpL-
' " I I ' I XWp1J<FLOS 'TTJS tJ'Uµ1fatJ'?]S JIOOS EKpa-

•t "' \ ' I T?]<iEV, WtJTE 1rEPLXWP'l1tJ'at 'T'fJJI apxr;v. 
Cf. note 3> and p. :343, 1. The in
finity which is ascribed to it in the 
last passage seems chiefly to refer 
to the power of vovs. 

2 Yide previous note, and the 
following words: Kal rra tJ'vµµLcr")'O
µEVct TE Kal a7roKpL116µEva Kal OLa-

1 I >I I ( h" h KptvoµEva 7ravTa EJ'VW voos w IC 

are also quoted by Simpl. De Cmlo, 
271 a, 20; Schol. 513 b, 35). 

3 Anaxagoras continues : Kal 
( "Y >I e \C "J; OKOLa EµEAAEJI EO"E(J' at KaL OICOLa 111' 

\<' ,... >I \C.., >I 
Kai atJ'tJ'a vvv EO"'TL Kaz. OIWLa EO"Tat, 
7r&.VTa 0LEK60" µ'Y}tJ'E v6os· Kal TYJV 7rEPL-

' I £. " I XWp?]tJ'LV TaUT7}11, 11'V VVV 7rEpLXWpEEL 
I ,, \ ( •l \ ( I 

Ta TE affTpa KaL 0 ?JALOS Km ?] tJ'EA. '1711?] 
\ C > ~ \ ~ 'e~ C ' I KaL () a11p KaL 0 at 11p OL ct1f01<.ptvo-

µEVOL. Cf. what is quoted, Vol. I. 
286, 1, from Diogenes. 
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ward by the ancient writers,1 lies in the conception of 
world-forming force. We must, therefore, assume that 
this was actually the point from 'vhich Anaxagoras 
attained his doctrines He knff\V not how to explain 
motion, by means of matter as such ; 2 and still less the 
regulated motion which produced a result so beautiful 
and so fall of design as the world. He would not have 
recourse to an irrational Necessity, nor to Chance,3 and 
so he assumed an incorporeal essence, 'vhich has moved 
and ordered matter : that he really had such an essence 
in view 4 canno~ well be doubted, as his emphatic asser-

1 Plato, Phcedo, 97 B (inf. p. 
351, 1); Laws, xii. 967 B (ibid.); 
Crat. 400 A: T£ 0€ ; 1eal 'TtJV Twv 
:i!. c: I r1,.I ' I u.A.A.wv ct'lf'ctV'TWV <pVO' LJI OU 'lf'La''TEUELS 
'Ava~aJ'6pq. vouv Kal lf;vx1Jv Elvat T~v 
otaKo<rµovcrav Kal ~xov<J'av; Arist. 
Metaph. i. 4, 984 b, 15 : the 1nost 
ancient philosophers knew only of 
material causes; in course of time 
it became eyident that to these a 
moving cause must be Hdded ; and 
at last, after prolonged enquiry, it 
was acknowledged that both were 
insufficient to explain the beauty 
and design of the system and course 

f h . ,... <;::/ ' ' o t e unrverse: vovv u11 TLS EL'lf'wv 
, ,.. e' , ,.. I".' ', EVELVctL Ka a7rEp fJI 'TOLS ~Cf'OLS KctL EV 

Tfi </>Vf.TEL 'TOV a'frwv 'TOV K6a'µou Kctl 
" le I '? I ' , T'l)S Tctc;EWS 1f'ct<J''17S, 01.0V v11<f>wv E<f>av11 

' ) ""' I \ 6 7rctp ELK'17 AEJ'OV'TctS 'TOVS 7rp TEpov. 
Plut. Pericl. c. 4 : Tots oAots 7rpwTos 

) I > <;::' ) I <;:: I 
OU TVX'l1V ovu ctvct'}'K'17V, uLctKoa-µ11-

, ' ,,. \ ,... ' ' <J'EWS ap X'11 v, ct1\.i\.ct vovv E7T' Ef.T'T'17<J'E 

e ' \ :i!. ' I Ka apov KctL u.Kpct'TOV, EµµEµLj'µEVOII 
" '''lt. 'lt. > I \ c 'TOLS ltt\.l\.DLS, a1T'OKpL110VTct TaS oµow-

µEpELaS. Further details p. 346 sq., 
and in Schaubach, 152 sqq. 

2 This is clear from the state
ment to be mentioned later on, 
that the primitive mixture before 
the working of nlind upon it had 

been unmoved; for it is in that 
primitive state that the essence of 
the corporeal presents itself purely 
and absolutely. What Aristotle 
quotes (Phys. iii. 5. 205 b, 1) con
cernjng the repose of the infinite 
does not belong here. 

3 That he expljcitly repudiated 
both is asserted by later writers 
only: Alex. Aphr. De An. 161 a, 
m (De .B'ato, c. 2) : A.E'}'EL J'Ctp ('Ava~.) 

~' " ' ' e e' µ'17uEV TWV J'LVOµEvwv J'LVE(j ctL Ket 

Etµapµ€v11v, ai\.A.' E1vaL KEVOV TOV'TO 
Tolivoµa. Plut. Plac. i. 29, 5 (Stob. 
Eel. i. 218 ; Theodoret, Gr ... A.ff. 
0 . 87 ' \ c ur. Yl. p. ) : Ava~ay. Kett ot 
::ZTwiKoL ctD71A.ov al'f fav avepw7r£vcp 
A.07ta'µrp ( TtJv TVXTJV ). In point of 
fact, however, the statement con
tains nothjng improbable, even 
though the words employed by our 
authorities may not be those of 
Anaxagoras. Tzetz. in Il. p. 67, 
cannot Le quoted against it. 

4 As is asserted by Philop. JJe 
An. c, 7, 9 ; Pro cl. in Parni. Yi. 
217 C0us. ; and is presupposed by 
all philosophers from Plato on
wards, according to their idea of 
vous. Vide especially 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 not be wholly 
due to the inadequacy of his language, that the con
ception of the Incorporeal comes out vaguely in his des
cription1-though he may actually have regarded spirit 
as a more subtle kind of matter, entering into things 
in exten~ion 2-this does not interfere with his general 
purpose. 3 Our experience affords no other analqgy for 
incorporeality and for design to\vards an end than that 
of the hurnan spirit; and it is, therefore, quite natural 
that Anaxagoras should define his moving canse, ac
cording to this analogy, as thinking. Hut because he 
primarily required spirit only for the purpose of ex
plaining nature, this ne\v principle is neither pl.lrely 
apprehended, nor strictly and logically carried out. On 
the one side, spirit is described as a nature that knows 
and exists for itself,4 and thus we might suppose we had 
reached the full coneeption of spiritual personality, of 
free, self-conscious subjectivity; on the other hand, it 
is also spoken of as if it \Vere an impersonal matter, or 
an impersonal foree ; it is called the sn btlest of all 

1 Vide infra and Zevort, p. 84 
f:qq. 

2 The proof of this lies partly 
in the words A.E7rT6Ta.Tov 7r&v-rwv 
xpr;µcf:rwv ( l/r. 8, p. 343), but espe
cially in what will imn1ediately be 
obser·{ed on the existence of vovs 
in things. 

3 Tbe same· half-materialistic 
presentations of vous are also to 
be found a1nong philosophers who· 
jn theory maintain the oppo.sition 
of mind and matter most empha
tically. Aristotle, for instance, 
when he conceives the terrestrial 

sphere as surrounded by the D.eity, 
can scarcely be considered free from 
them. When, therefore, l{ern, Ueb. 
Xenoplwnes, p. 21, finds no proof 
that A.naxagoras taught an im
material principle unextended in 
space, thjs does not touch the 
matter. He probably did not teach 
it jn so many words. but his desjgn 
is nevertheless to distinguish vovs 
jn its nature from all composite 
things. 

4 µovpol) €r.p' ~oourQv eg-r1. (Fr. 
8)~ 



SPIRIT: IS IT A PERSOJ.~AL BEING? 847 

things,1 it is said that parts of it are in particular 
things,2 and the amount given is designated by the ex
pressions ' greater and lesser spirit,' 3 while no specific 
distinction is observed between the lowest stages of life 
and the highest stages of rationality.4 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 
?f personality, nor did he apply it to spirit; for an 
essence, parts of \V hicb inhere in other essences as their 
soul, cannot 'vith any propriety be callecl a personality; 
and when we further observe that precisely the dis
tinctive tokens of personal life, self-consciousness and 
free self-determination, are no'\vh.ere ascribed to vovs, 5 

that its existence for self ( F'ursichseiri) pTimarily re
lates only to the singleness of its nature, and would 
hold good jus't as much of any substance with "\vhich no 
other substances are mingled; 6 finally, that kno¥vledge, 
'vas not unfrequently attributed by the ancient philo
sophers to essences which \Vere indeed temporarily per-

1 8'ztp. 346, 2. 
2 Fr. 7, ·where also the second 

v6oi; can only be understood of .a 
µo'if>a. v6ou. Arist. De An. i. 2, 
404 b, 1 : 'Ava~ay6pas a' ~TTOV 
OLaO-a<f>EL 7rEpl avTWV (on the nature 
of the soul). 7roi\.i\.axou ~t~v 1&p 'TO 
atnov TOU /\.aAWS KaL op8ws ';rOV JIOUV 

i\.t7et, E'TEpw8L o~ 'TOV'TOV EtVaL 'T~V 
,,, I ' ~' \ ' \ c I -rvx11v· EV aira<n 7ap avTvv u7rapxELv 
'To'is (cpots, Kat µ.evai\.ots Kal µ.tKpo'is 
Kal ·nµlots Kat aTLµWTEpOtS. Cf. 
what was quoted fron1 Diogenes, 
Vol. l. p. 287, 1, 7. 

3 Jir. 8; cf. p. 343. 
4 Cf. sup. note 2. 
5 For avTOKpa-r~s, Fr. 8, and 

the simi1ar expressions of the va
rious aecounts (sup, p. 343) des
cribe, indee.d, like the one quoted 
p. 344, 1, ahsnlute power over 
n1atter, but not freewill; 2lnd so 
the knowledge of Nous chiefly ro
lates ;to its knowledge of primitive 
subi:;tances, and what is to be 
formed out of them. Vvhether 
Novs is a self-conseious Ego, and 
whether its action proceeds from 
free ·will, Anrtxagoras probably 
never thought of asking, because 
he only required Nous as world-
forming force. 

6 As is clear from the connec-
tion of JJ'r. 8 just quoted. 
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sonified by them, but were not seriously regarded as 
persons, as individuals; 1 when all this is borne in mind, 
the personality of the i\.naxagorean spirit becomes very 
uncertain. The truth probably is, that Anaxagoras de
fined, indeed, his conception of vovs according to the 

1 Thus Heracleitus, and after
wards the Stoics, regarded fire as 
at the same time the world-intelli
genc•e; Heracleitus represents man 
as inhaling reason from the sur
rounding air ; with Parmenidt>s 
thought is an essential predicate of 
Being, of the universal material 
substance; Philolaus describes 
number as a thinking nature (sup. 
Vol. I. p. 371, 2), and Diogenes 
(Vol. I. p. 287, 7) believes he can 
transfer all that Anaxagoras had 
said of mind simply to the air. 
Even Plato may be mentioned in 
this connection, for his world-soul 
is conceived according to the ana
logy of human personality, but 
with a very uncertain personality 
of its own ; and at the beginning 
of the Critias, he inyokes Cosmos, 
the derived god, to impart to the 
speaker true know] edge. \Virth 
(d. Idee Gottes, 170) objects to the 
two first of these analogies, that 
Heracl~itus and the Eleatic8, in 
the conceptions just referred to, 
transcend their own principles; 
but our previous exposition will 
serve to show how untrue this is. 
He also discovers, in my view of 
Diogenes, merely a proof of the 
bias, which will see nothin~ but 
Pantheism everywhere in philoso
phy (as if the doctrine of Diogenes 
w0uld not have been truly panthe
istic, and in that case only, if he had 
made the personal Deity into the 
substance of all things). For my 
part, I do not see what we are to 
understand by a person, if the air 

of Diogenes, the matter from which 
all things are for1ned by condensa
tion and rarefaction, can be so re .. 
garded. That it must be a person, 
because 'the self-conscious princi
ple in man is air,' is more than a 
hazardous inference. In that case, 
the air of Anaximenes, the war1n 
vapour of Hel'acleitus, the round 
atoms of Democrjtus and Epicurus, 
the corporeal in the doctrine of 
Parmenides and the blood in that 
of Empedocles-w·ould ea~h be a 
self-conscious per~onality. It by 
no means follows from \.vhat I have 
said that Diogenes was ' not in 
earnest' when he asserted that the 
air has knowledge; he is certainly 
in earnest, but is still so far from 
clear conceptions on the nature of 
knowledge, that he supposes that 
this quality, iustasmuch as warmth, 
exte"nsion, etc., may be attributed 
to lifeless, impersoU:-~1 matter. But 
if matter is thereby necessarily 
personified, there is still a great 
difference bt>tween the involuntary 
personification of that which js in 
itself impersonal, and the conscious 
setting up of a personal principle. 
Still 1 ess can be proved by the 
inythical perBonification of natural 
oLjectR, which Wirth also quotes 
against ine: if the sea was per
sonined as Oceanus and the air as 
Ht>re, thet-e gods were discriminated 
from the elen1entary substances by 
their hun1an forms. Water as siwh, 
air as such, were never regarded 
as persons, either by Homer or 
Hesiod. 
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analogy of the human mind, and in attributing thought 
to it, ascribed to it a predicate 'vhich strictly belongs 
only to a personal being; but that he never consciously 
proposed to himself the question of it8 personality, and, 
in consequence, combined with these personal concep
tions others which were taken from the analogy of 
impersonal forces and substances. Were it even true, 
as later "\Vriters 1 maintain, probably without foundation,2 

that he describes vovs as Deity, his theory would be only 
on one side theistic ; on the other it is naturalistic, and 
its peculiar character is shown in this : that spirit, in 
spite of its 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 nature.3 

1 Cic. Acad. ii. 37, 118: in or~ 
dinem adductas [particulas J a rnente 
divina. Sext. Math. ix. 6: vovv, 
c>s e<J'TL Ka:r

1 
afJTOV 8E6s. Stob. Eel. 

i. 56 ; Themi st. Orat. xxvi. 31 7 c; 
Schaubach, 152 sq. 

2 For not merely the fragments, 
but the majority of our testi1nonies 
are silent on thjs point; and those 
which allude to it are not very 
trustworthy about suc~h things. 
The question, however, is not very 
important, since N oils, in any case~ 
does, in fact, correspond with 
Deity. 

3 \Virth says, l. c., that ' in the 
doctrine of .A .. naxagoras there is a 
theistic element.' I have not the 
least ground for denying this, nor 
have I denied it, as he supposes, in 
the Jahrb. d. Gegenw. 1844, p. 826. 
All that I maintained, and do main
tain, is this: that the breach be
tween spirit and nature, though 
begun by Anaxagoras, was not 

completed, that. spirit is not actu
ally conceived as a subject inde
pendent of natu?e, because though~ 
on the one hand, it is represented 
as incorporeal find thinking ; on 
the other, it is regarded as an ele· 
ment divided amohg individual 
natures, and working after the 
manner of a physical force. 
Krische, Forsch. 65 sq., expresses 
himself quite in accordance with 
this view, Gladisch, however 
(An.ax. u. d. Isr. 56 ; xxi. et pass.), 
and F. Hoffmann ( U eber die Got
tesidee des Anax. Boer. 1.t. Plat on, 
Wiirzb. 1860. JJer dualistische 
Theismus des Anax. 1.tnd der Mo
notlieismus d. Sokr. u. Pl. ; in 
Fichte's Zeitschriftf. Philos N. Fl. 
:x.l. 1862, p. 2 sqq.) have attempted 
to prove that our philosopher's 
doctrine of God was pure Theism. 
But neither of these writers has 
shown how the pure and logically 
developed concept of personality 
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This will become still clearer when \Ve perceive that 
even the statements concerning the efficient activity of 
spirit are chargeable with the same contradiction. So 
far as spirit is to be an intelligent essence which, out of 
its knowledge and according to its predetermined pur
pose,1 has formed the world, the result must have been 
for Anaxagoras a teleological view of nature ; for as the 

js compatib1e with the statement 
that Novs is divided among all 
living crPature~, and that the va
rious classes of thesA creatures are 
dfstinguished indeed by the quan
tity, out not by the quality of ihis 
vovs inhering in them. Hoffmann, 
however, expressly allows that the 
two things are not compatible (F. 
ZedschrU~, p. 25); but when he 
deduces from this that we cannot 
'seriously ascribe to Anaxagoras 
the doctrine that Nous is a essence 
which has parts and can be divi
ded, so tha,t parts of it abide in 
other natures as their soul,' this is 
(if we may say so wichout offence) 
to turn the question upside down. 
What may be ascribed to Anaxa
goras we can only judge of from 
hiR own statements, w hi.ch, 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 the conse
q nences of his own point of view. 
All that I maintain is this: I do 
not deny that Anaxagoras conceived 
his Nous as an intelligent nature, 
working according to design ; but 
I do deny that he combined with 
the conception of such a nature, all 
the presentations which we are ac
customed to connect with the idea 
of a personal being, and excluded 
all those which we exclude from 

that idea; and that he rJ'WJJ have 
proceeded in this wa.y (not, as Hoffm. 
F. Zeitschrif't, 26, says, niust have 
done so), I conclude, a1nong other 
reasons, fron1 the circumstance, 
that many noteworthy philosophers 
have actually taken this course. 
To find fault with this opinion of 
mine on the score of 'Halbheit' 
( l. c. 21) is strange; if I say that 
Anaxagoras remained half-way, 
this is something different from 
my remaining half-way. But iny 
adversary has not suffici Pntly dis
criminated the hiRtorical question : 
how did Anaxagoras conceive the 
Deity as vovs? from the dogmatic 
question, how ought we to conceive 
it? Whereas it is quite immate
rial for our conception of the person
ality of God, whether Anaxagoras 
and other ancient philosophers had 
or had not this conception, and 
whether they apprehended or de
veloped it more or less purely or 
imperfectly. 

1 'l'his is indicated in the words 
(p. 3-1:4, 3): 01wL'a ~µEA.A.ev ~<J'E<J'-
8 a L OLEK6<rµ1JuE v6os. Anaxagoras 
perhaps also spoke of mind as sus
taining the universe, cf. Suid. 'Ava
~af'. (Also ap. Harpokration, Ce
dren. Citron. 158 C) : vovv '1ra11Twv 
<f>povpov Ebnv. But it does not 
follow that he himself employed 
the expression, <f>poup6s. 
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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-~ctivity working to an end. But the physical 
interest is much too strong with our philosopher to allow 
of his being really satisfied with the teleological view 
of things; as the idea of spirit has been in the first 
instance forced upon him by the inadequacy of the 
ordinary theories, 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 
at a materialistic explanation, he gives it the preference; 
spirit divides matter, but it does this in a mechanical 
manner, by the rotatory movement it produces; all 
things are then developed according to mechanical 
laws from the first motion, and spirit only enters as a 
Deus ex rniachinct wherever this mechanical explanation 
fails. 1 Still less, even when it is present, is any special 

1 Plato, Phcedo, 97 B : &A.A., 

&"ov<J'as µev 7rOTE eK fjif3A.[ov Tivos, 
c )/ 'A l'. 6 ' I ws EC/>r? vac;a'}' pov, ava'}'L'}'VWCJ'tcov-

' I C )I ,.. ) \ 
'TOS KaL A.E'}'OvTos, ws a.pa vovs ECJ'TLJI 
c 5:' ,.. l ' ,, 

0 uLatCOrJ'µwv TE I{{). 'TrctVTWV atTWS, 
l s:-' ,.. , , !!. e , 

'TC1..VT?7 u'Y} T?] atTta ,,er riv TE Kat 
t < L 

>IS:- l: I 6 \ 7 )/ \. 
EuOc;E µot TP 7r011 'Ttva EV EXELV Tu 

TOv vovv Eivat 7rdvTwV a'tTwv, 1eal 
c ' ' ""8' ~' " 6 'IJ'}''l}<faµ'Y}v, EL TOV OVTWS EXEL, T v 

" " I \ ~,. 
')'E vovv 1eocrµovvTa 7ravTa Kat EKacr-

e I f ~f ~ Q I"\ 
TOV TL EVaL TC(VT'YJ 01T1] u.V fJEl\.TL<JTa 
)/ . ~ ,. . ' ' ' ' ' EX'f7' EL ovv TLS fjovA.otTO T'YJV at.TLav 

c .... ' c I ~' I 1>. 
EVpEtV ?TEpL EfCa<J'TOV, 01rrJ '}'L'}'VETaL If 

' ' 1>. )/ .... ~ .... l Cl.7r0AAUTaL ·11 E<TTL, TOVTO uHV 7rEp 
' " ~ " ~f fJ. I ' " CWTOV E11pE1.v, 01r'[7 fJEATi.CJ'TOV avnp 
'' 1>. -l '!\''"\"\ c .... ' E<J'TLV ·11 E llctL 'IJ a1\.t\.O OTWVV 7r0..CT)\.EL11 

f, ?TOLEtv, etc. ; but when I came to 
know his treatise better (08 B), 
0/11"0 01, eavµacrTTJS ~A.?TLOO~, JJ ETctLpE, 

cpx6µ1}11 cf>Ep6µ.Evos, ~11'Eton 7rpoi.'~v 

,, I C" '''I:: " ICctL ava')'L'}'1/CJ.1(J'fCWV opw ClV'Jpct Tep 
\ " '~' I 'S:-' µEV 11<p OVUEV xpwµEVOV OVUE TLVa.S 
''' I '\5:- ,.. ainas E1rctLTLW/M3VOV ELS TO uLatwrrµEw 
\ I ) I 5:' \ l 'e I Ta ?Tpa.'}'µa.Ta, a.Epas uE Ka at Epas 

\ ~I" ' I \ ' ' \ /Cat vOaTa atTtWµEVOV llaL a.A.A.a 7r0AA<1. 

1t:al lt-ro7ra, etc. ; Laws, xii. 9 6 7 B : 
I ' I"\ " I ' \. Kat TLJIES ET01\.µwv TOVTO '}'E avTv 

7rapa1avovvEt'JELV 1Cal 'T6TE, A.E'}'OVTE~ 
c ,.. ,, c 5:' ' ' (J' ws vovs El.1} 0 uLaK<:KOCJ'µ'Y}llWS 1rCX,1J 

~ ) ' 6 c s:-' ' ' ' u<ra l\.aT ovpav v. OL uE avroL 7raluv 
c ' .r. .... ' a,u.apTaVOVTES yVX'fJS <fiv<TEWS • • • 
tr e' ' ' " '' ' I ,f, a.7rall ws EL1T'ELV E7r0S CWETpEyav 

f")_ c ' S:-' "\' .... ' 7ra1\.LV, EavTOVS UE 1TOt\.V µaA.A.ov· TO. 

'}'ttp 01, 7rp0 TWV op.µdTwv 7rdvTa 
, ,.. 'm ' ' , ' '- ' av rois E't'a.v'Y} Ta KaT ovpavuv <{>Epo-

µEva µE<TTa Elvai A.[Bwv Kal '}'~S Kal 
- ,, ',,, ' ' 5:' 7rOAA.wv aA.A.wv a.yuxwv crwµarwv uta-

' \ ' I \. " VEµOVTWV Tas aLTLaS 7r0,,V'TUS TOV 

1c6crµov. Aristotle's language is 
quite in accordance with this. On 
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rrole assigned to it in the 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 1 even of the thought of a Divine government~ 

the one h~na. he acknowledges that 
an essentially higher principle was 
discovered in vovs, that in it all 
things are referred to the Good, or 
final cause, but on the other he 
complains, partly in the words of 
the Pluedo) that in the actual de
velopment of the systrm the me
chanical causes are brought for
ward and mind is only introduced as 
a stop-gap. Besides the quotations 
on p. 344, 4 ; 346, 6, vide Metaph. 
i. 3, 984 b, 20 : ol µ'Ev ovv ol5Too~ 
c a 1 (A ) tr ,.. V1rOA.aµ.paVOVTES nax. aµa TOV 

"\" ~ ,, '' - ,.. 1ea1\.oos rr-,111 a.inav a.px1Jv elvm rrwv 
>I >Ill l ~ I qe 07/T(J)JI Evecrav ICC!. T11V TOLCl.VT'l]V u EV 

7J KlTl'Y/ffLS U7rapXEl TOLS O'(j(J'lJI (cf. C. 

6 end.) ; xi.i. 10, 107 5 b, 8 : 'Ava.
~a')'6pa.s oE &s Ktvovv rro &:ya8ov 
' ' s_ ' ,.. " ' ' "' ap X1JV • u 7ap vovs KLJ!et, aA.A.a KLTlet 
'" I • 4 b EVEKct rrivos; XIV. '1091 '10: 
rrh 7evv1}<Ja.V 7rpWTOV Cipio-rrov Tt8EU.fTL 
••• 'Eµ.7rE8oKA.1}s rre Kcti 'Ava~a'}'6-
pas. But on the contrary he says, 
in chap. i. 4, 985 a, l 8: thA an
cient philosophers have no clear 
consciou'3ness ·of the import of 
their principles_, Ava~a'}'6pas TE 

7ap µ.1}xavfi XP1Jrra.i rr~ v~'J 7rpos rr1}v 
Kocrµo7roda.11, Kal oTav &7ro!J1/crv, oia 

' ' ' ' 't ., ' ' ' 6 "r L 11 "' "r Lat' e ~ U.7/U.'}' K1] ) E crrr L' "r TE 
/"\ ' \_ ' S:-' ,.. ' 7rape1\.teEL av-ruv, ev ue Tots a.A.A.ois 

?rctVTa µ.aA.A.ov ctLTLUTC!.L 'TWV '}'L'}'7JO
µ €vwv 1) vovv. C. 7, 988 b, 6: TO 
S:-' "< "' c 't \ t a u OU EJIEKU.. Cf.L 7rpU.sELS ICCt.L ai µ.eTCl.tJO-
"\ ' ' c ,!,.. ' ' t\.Cl.L l<C!.L C!.L KLV-11creis, rrpo7rOV µ.ev TLVC!. 
A.E'}'Ot1<rt11 atrrwv, ovroo (as final 

) S:-' ' "\ ' ' <;:> q cause u ou 1\.E'}'OVO"tV, ovu uvrrep 
'.r. c ' ' ,.. ' '1f'EyVICE11. oi µe11 '}'ctp vouv AE'}'OVTES 

~ m "\ , c ' e'- ' ' 7J 't'Lt\.LctV (J)S Cl.'}'C!. uv µ.ev TL 'TctVTC!.S 
, , ' e' , ' c 'Ta.s aLTias rrt eaffiv, av µ1}v (J)S 

"' 1 1 1>. ,, 1>. I I 
(;JI EK a ')'E TOVTW11 I/ OV ·11 '}'L'}'110µ.ETID11 

TL rrwv DVTOOV, &A.A.' &s &, 7r 0 TOVTOOJI 
Ta.s Kiv1}<1'eis oilffas A.e7ovcrtv. Later 
writers who repeat the judgnient 
of Plato and Aristotle are cited by 
Schaubach, p. 105 sq. In this 
place it will suffice to quote Simpl. 
Phys. 7 3 b : 1eal 'Ava~. o~ rrov vovv 
~ctffas, fJJs <P'1JffLV EiJo1}µ.os, 1eal cdno
µa-rl(wv rra 7rOAACt ffUVlO"rr1]lJ'L. 

1 The Placita attributed to 
Plutarch, i. 7, 5 (also ap. Eus. Pr. 
Ev. xiv. 16, 2), say, indeed: o o, 
'Ava~a'}'6pas cp'l}crlv, &s elcrrr1/Ket KaT' 
' ' ' I ,.. [S:-'J ' ' apxas Ta <fooµaTa vovs ue avTa 

OLEK60"µ1]0"f eeov 1eal rras '}'E7!EO"ELS 

TWV (}A,.oov ~7ro(1]0"EV, and after men
tioning the similar exposition of 
Plato (in the Ti11ueus) it is added: 
KOL7JWS OV7/ aµapT&vovcrtv &µcporEpoL, 
l5rt rrov Oeov ~7rOl1}crav ~7rt<Jrrpecp6µ.e-

" ' n I 1>. \ I 7!011 'TWJI a.vupw7rtll(J)7J, -,, 1Ca.L 'TOVTOV 
xapt11 TOV t<60"µ0V ICC!.TC!.a'ICEUct(OVTC!. • 
TO '}'Ctp µ.aKdptoV ICU.1 lfcp8apTOV (°qJOJI 
• • • oA.ov OJI 7repl T1,v crvvox1/v rr1}s 
's:-' ' 5:' ' \ 'me l ' tuias evuatµovias KCJ.L a't' ap(1 a~ ave-

' ' ,.. ' (} ' 7rL<TTpecpes EO"'T'L TOOV av poo7rt7!0011 
' ~ ' S:-' ~ >I 7rpa'}'µaroov • 1eaKouatp..0011 u v.7/ ei1] 

' ' S:-' \ ' ' (} Ep'}'aTOU uLK'l]V Kat TEKTOVOS ax 0-
<f>OpWV Ketl µ.epiµvwv ELS rr1/v rrov ICOO"
µ.ov KaTa<JKev1}v. But to see in 
this passage ' an explicit and 
clear testimony of Plutarch, which 
makes, all furtht>r enquiry super
fluous,' to believe that ' Plutarch 
ascribes so definitely to Anaxa
goras the superintending care of 
vovs, even in human affairs, thait 
he even makes it a ground of cen
sure to this philosopher' (Gladisch, 
.Anax. d. it. Isr. 123; cf. 165), re
quires all the prejudice und haRti
ness into which the lively desire 
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of that belief in Providence \vhich had such great im
portance with philosophers like Socrates, Plato, and 
to substantiate a favourite opinion tion. When Gladisch further (p. 
often betrays writers not otherwise 100 sq., 118) puts jnto the mouth 
deficient in learning or in the art of our philosopher the propositions 
of methodical enquiry. Gla::lisch that there is nothing out of orde1 
knows as well a.s any of us that and irrational in nature; that vovs 
the Placita, in their prest>nt form, as the arrangt>r of the universe is 
are not the work of Plutarch, but also the author of all 'vhich is 
a inuch later compilation, patched usually regarded as evil,-thiR is 
together from various, and some- more than can be proved. Arist. 
times very doubtful, sources; be- Metaph. xii. 1'0, 1075 b, 10, blames 
sides, he cannot be so unacquainted Auaxagoras indeed because TO 
with Plutarch's theological views ~vcu1Tfoz, µ~ ?Tot1}<Tcu Tep &"'ja8if Kal 
as not to admit that it would be Tcj vrji, lrnt we ought not to con
impossible for him to ha,ye raised elude from this that he referred. 
such objections against the 1elief evil also to the causality of vol,s ~ 
in PJ?ovidence, and especially for it is likewise pos~ible that he 
against Plato's conception of it; neyer attempted to solve the 
hr can ~carcely dispute that the problem of the existence of evil ; 
.b:picurean origin of this belief and Mctapli. i. 4, 984 b, 8 sqq., 
appears absolutely certain at the 32 sq., un1nietakeably fa,vours the 
first glance (cf. with the passage latter view. The passage in Alex. 
we are considering the quotations ad. Metaph. 4 b, 4 ; Bon. 553 b, 
jn Part III. a, 370-390, 2nd ed.); 1 Br.: 'Ava~a76pq, o~ 0 vovs "TOU E~ 
and yet he speaks as though we TE Kal KaKi;;s µ6vov ?}v 1roi1Jn1eov 
were here concerned with the un- a'frwv, ws E'tp1JKEv (sc. 'Api<TTOT.), 
<loul>ted testimony of Plutarch. would in no case proye much, for 
The supposed Plutarch does not it would merely be an inference, 
ev-en say what Gladisch finds in and by no means a necessary infer
him: he only gives as Anaxagoras's ence, fron1 the principles of Anax
own statement the same passage as agoras (for Ani:lxagoras might 
all other writers, Yiz., that the equally well have d'erivt-d evil fron1 
DiY·ine Nous for1ned the world : matter, as Plato did). It is, how0 

when he attributes to Anaxagoras eYer, manifest (a.s even Gladisch 
the belief in a Divjne Proyidence inclines to admit) that we ought 
over n1en, this is sjmply an inft-r- here to read" KaA.i;;s '' for '' KaKiA.1s." 
ence of the Epicurean v;·ho was Arist. J.11etapk i. 3, 984 1, 101 and 
enabled by it to apply the usual Alexander himself, p. 25, 22 Bon. 
objections of his school against 53 7 a, 30 Br. describe the vov) of 
that belief, to the Anaxagorean Anaxagoras as the cause of the Ei5 
doctrine. This inference, however, «al KaA.ws. Still lPss can l>e inf erred 
has as historical evidence no higher from Themist. Phys. 58 b ( 413 Sp.)~ 
-value than, for example, the equally 'According to Anaxagoras nothing 
Epicurean exposition in Oic. N. IJ. irrational and unordered finds pl?.c~ 
i. 11, 26 (cf. Krische, Forsch. 66), in nature.' He is rather in this 
according to which vovs is a (~uv passage opposiug Anaxagoras from. 
endowed with sensation and n10- his own standpoint. 

VOL. II. A A 
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the Stoics. Whether this be matter for praise or blame, 
in any case it proves that the inferences which would 
reRult from the conception of an omniscient framer of 
the world, ordering all things according to set purpose, 
were very imperfectly drawn by him ; that he conse
quently cannot have apprehended this conception itself 
purely, or made clear to himself all that it involves. 
Anaxagoras's doctrine of spirit is thus, on the one side, 

"' the point to which the realism of the older natural 
philosophy leads up beyond itself; but on the other 
side, the doctrine still rests to some extent on the 
ground of this realism. The cause of natural Becoming 
and J\1otion is sought for, and what the philosopher 
finds is spirit ; but because he has sought this higher 
principle primarily for the purpose of explaining nature, 
he can only employ it imperfectly; the teleological view 
of nature is immediately changed into the mechanical 
view. Anaxagoras has, as Aristotle says, the final cause, 
and he uses it merely as motjve force. 

2. O·rigin and Sy-stern of the Universe. 

IN order to form a world out of the orjginal chaos, 
Mind first produced at one point of this mass a rotatory 
motion, which, immediately spreading, involved in its 
action an ever-increasing portion of the mass, and ex
tended itself further and further. 1 This motion, 

1 Fr. 8 (sup. p. 343, 1): 1eal -rrA.€ov, note 3. In this description, 
" I " ' " A h . 'TTJ'> 7rEpixwpTJ<rws 'TTJS uvµ:rracr-fJs vovs naxagoras seems to a,ve pr1-

~1ep&T1J<TEV, &<r'TE -rrEptxwpficra.t 7~v marily in view the idea of a fluid 
itpx~v- 1eal 7rpwTov cbro Tau crµ,tKpov mass, into which, a body being 
1]p~a'To 7rEptXC1Jp1,crai ~1rELT~ 7rA.€011 cast, there arise whirling ed<lies, 
7rEpiExdJpEe, Kal '1TEpixwp1/<rEt €7r2 spreading ever further and further. 
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through its extraordinary swiftness, effected a division 
of the substances, \Vhich were in the first instance 
separated into t\vo great masses, 1 according to the 
most universal distinctions of dense and rare, cold 
and warm, dark and bright, moist and dry; 2 and the 
reciprocal action of these is of decisive in1portance in 
the further conformation of things. Anaxagoras called 
them Aether. and Air, including under Aether all that 
is warni, light and rare; and under Air all that is cold, 
dark and dense.3 The dense and moi.st were driven by 
the rotation into the centre, and the rare and warm· 

, "\Vithout, just as in all eddies of "\Vater Or air the 

Perhaps it was some expression of KaTEtxEv, aµ.cp6TEpa U1T"Etpa €6J1Ta. 
this kind wb.ich gave rise to the Tavra '}'ap µe'}'tcrra ~vEcrTtv ev To'icn 
erroneous st<l tement of Plotinus, crvµ-rracrt Kal 7r7'.1}8Ei: 1eat µ.E'}'a8Ei'. 
Enn. ii. 4, 7, that the µryµa is water. Fr. 2: 1eal 'Yap o a~p 1eal o al81}p 

I For the warm and dry are Ct1rOKpLVETaL a7ro 'TOU 7rEptEXovros 'TOV 
with Anaxagoraa, as with the other 7ro7'.7'.ov. 1eal T6'}'E 7rEptexov i£7rEtp6v 
physicists, identical with the rare €crTL TO 7r7'.1}8os. Arist. IJe Gcelo, iii. 
and light, vide iJ~fra, note 3. 3 (sup. p. 332, 1) : &€pa o~ 1eal 7rvp 

2 Fr. 18 (7) : E7f'El np~aTO 0 µ.ryµ.a TOV'TWV Ka~ TWV ctA.7'.wv 0'7rEp-

6 / '\ " I I I 5:-\. \ I e v OS KLVEELP, ano TOV KLVEOµEVOV µarwv 'TravTWV . • • u.u KC1.L '}'L'}'VECT a.L 
7raVTOS Cl'TrEKpLVETO, Ka.L ocrov ~Ktll'f}<J'EV 'Trdvr' EK TOVT(J)V (air and fire)- TO 
(! 6 .... .... ~ 'e ' ~ ' \. 'e ' , 0 v OS 'TraV TOVTO UlEKpL 1'}' KLVEO- ')'ap 7rvp KaL TUV aL Epa 7rpocra'}'opEVEl 
µ.evwv OE Kal otaKptvoµevwv {/ 7rEp!- Tavr6. Theophr: IJe Sensu, 59 : 
xc!Jp'f}CTLS 'Tr07'.7'.cp µ.a7'.7'.ov E7WLEE 8rL TO µ.Ell µ.avov Kai AE7rTOV 0Epµov 
ouurp£vE<J0at. Fr. 21 (II): OVTW TO OE 1f'LJKVOV Ka~ ?raxv l/Jvxp6v. 

I 6 ' , ~, 'A l: ~ ~ \. ' I \ TOV'TEWV 7rEptxwpE VTWV TE KaL a.1f'O- WCT1rEp vac;. utatpEL ruv aEpa KaL 
Kptvoµ.evwv {nro f3[1'JS TE 1eal raxv- rov aleepa. That Anaxagoras un-
ri}Tos· [3[1']11 OE ~ TaXVTtJS 'TrotiEL, ~ derstood by rether the fie-ry ele-
~' ' , I '~ ' ,, t . 1 fi d b A . uE TaXVT'Y}S auTEWV OVuEVL EOLICE men ' IS a so con rme y rist. 
XP'hµan T~11 Taxur~ra Twv vv11 De Ccelo, i. 3, 270 b, 24 ; Meteor. 
€6vTwv xp11µ.aTwv Ev &vepw7ratcrt, i. 3, 339 b, 21 ; ii. 9, 369 b, 14. 
a~7'.a 7rltV1 (J)S 1f'OAAa7rA.a.<rlws Taxv Similarly, Plut. Plac. ii. 13, 3 ; 
E<TTL. Fr. 8, I9, vide p. 337, 3. Simpl. De l'celo, 55 a, 8, 268 b, 

3 Tbis theory, already advanced 43 (Schol. 475 b, 32, 513 a, 39); 
by I{itter (Ion. Phil. 266, Gesch. d. Alex. 1Yeteorol. 73 a, 111 b; Olym 
Phil. i. 321) and Zevort, I 05 sq., is piodorus, Meteorol. 6 a (Arist. 
based upon the following passages. Mete01~. ed. Id. i. 140), where we 
Anax. ]f'r. I (after what is quoted, read in addi6on that Anaxagoras 
p. 338, 1): 71'cl.11Ta '}'d.p a~p TE Kal a.t8~p derived aie~p frOlll a't0w. 

A A 2 



356 A.N AXA G ORA.S. 

heavier elements are carried towards the centre. 1 

From the lower mass of vapour water was at length 
secreted, and from 'vater earth ; from earth stone is 
formed. ,through 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 
rether, illumine the earth; these are the stars, includ
ing the sun.3 By means of the sun's heat the earth, 
"\vhicb at first cunsjsted of sljme and mud,4 \Vas dried 

1 Fr. 19, vide sup. p. 337, 3, 
cf. Arif::t. IJe Cmlo, ii. 13, 295 a, D; 
l\feteor. ii. 7 ; Simpl. Phys. 87 b; 
Be Cmlo, 235 b, 31 sqq. The 
·words of Anaxagoras a,re follo\i;·ecl 
by Hippol. R~f'ut. i. 8, and less 
accurately by Diog. ii. 8. 

2 Fr. 20 (9) : a:rro TOVT,WV 
' I I ,... ' a1l'OKptvoµE11wv UV/)-1l'1]'YVVTaL yrr EK 

µ~v 7'1.p TW11 VEC/>EAWV l5owp a7toKpl-
' ~ ' " ~/~ ..... ' f'.'llt. ' verat, El£ uE TOV vuaTOS 'Y1J. EK OE 

T1js /'115' A.lea£ <J'uµ,1l'1/'Y11v11Tcu fnro 
Tov ~vxpov. The doctrine of the 
elements cannot be ascribed to 
Anaxagoras, either on the strength 
of this passage, or on t bat of the 
Aristotelian texts quoted p. 332, 1 ; 
334, 2. In his system it would 
have had quite another meaning 
from that of Em,pedocles ; cf. the 
preYious note, and Simpl JJe c~lo, 
269 b, 14, 41 (Schol. 513 b, 1 ), 
281 a, 4. 

3 Plut. Lysana. c. 12: E1vai o~ 
1eal TWV ~<TTpwv EKa<J'rov ovK ~11 V 

f r '.I. e I~ \ >I /J. I '1rE<f>VICE xwpcf t\.L Wu1} 'Yap 01/Ta µapEa 
' ' ' ' \ A.aµ:rrELV /)-EV a11TEpEL<TEL KaL 7rEpL-
' ,.. 'e ' (/"). e 'l:'' ( \. KAa<J'El TO u at Epos, Et\ICE<J' at uE U7rU 

{3las <J<f>try6µ.EVOV [-a] 0£1117 Kal ·TOV~J 
T~s 7rEpt<f>opas, 8Js 1l'ov 1eal TO 7rpwTov 
~Kpa7'f,871 µ.1, 7rEUEL11 oevpo, TWV 
l/Juxpwv 1eal $ap€w11 tt?r0Kptvoµ{vw11 
'Tou ?ravr6s. Plac. ii. 13, 3: .' Ava~a7. 

\. ./ 'e I I \ 'fU11 7rEpi.f.CEL!J.EVOV at Epa 7rVpLVOV µEv 

";' ' ' ' ' ,.. ~' ' f ELVaL Ket.Ta T'Y}JI OV<J'La11. TTJ (J EVTOV a . ' " 't' I ' Ii', I 
'1"1/S 7rEpLul11'Y}<JEWS a11ap?ra~01ITa 'TrE-

Tpous EK T17s- 'Y17s Kal KaTa<f>l\E~avTa 
TOVTous fJ<JTEptKEvaL. I-Iippol. l. c. : 
Cf "l 'J:' \ \ l \ I \ 
?]1\.lOV uE KaL <J'EA'1]V1]11 KaL 'JT'aVTa Ta 
il.<JTpa l\{8ous Elvai ~µ.7rVpous <J'vµ.1H:pi
'A17q>8e11Tas {nro T17s Tov aleepos 
7rEpupop&s. That Anaxagoras Le
lieved the stars to be stones, and 
the sun in particular to be a red
hot mass (1'.l8os ouf,7rupos, µvopos 
ouhrvpos ), we are repea,tedly in
for1ned. Cf. (besideH 1nany other 
passages quoted by Scha.ubach, 
139s qq., lfiD) Plato, Apol. 26 D, 
Laws xii. 967 C.; Xenoph. Mem. 
i'·· 7, 6 sq. According to Diog. 
ii. 11 sq., he appealed in support 
of this o,pinion to the phenomenon 
of meteoric stones. What is said 
in the Placita, as to the terrestrial 
origin of 1·hese stony masses, is con
firmed by the passages in Plutarch; 
and not only so, 1ut fron1 the whole 
interconnection of his doctrines. it 
is impossible to see how he could 
ha'iTe imagined stones arose except 
from the earth, or at any rate in 
the terrestrial sphere. Cf. the 
last two notes. The sun and moon 
must have arisen at the same tinie 
( Eudem. ap. Procl. in Tim. 258 0). 

4 Cf. the following note and 
Tzetz. in Il. p. 42. 



FORMATION OF THE UNIVERSE. 357 

up, and the water that was left became, in consequence 
of evaporation, salt and bitter. 1 

This cosmogony labours under the same difficulty 
that we find in all attempts to explain the origin of 
the uni verse. If on the one hand the substance of 
tbe world, and on the other the world-forming force, is 
eternal, ho-\v comes it that the "\Vorld itself, at a definite 
moment of time, began to exist? We have no right, 
however, on that account to explain away the statements 
of our philosopher, which throughout presuppose a be
ginning of inotion in· time; or to adopt the opinion of 
Simplicius,2 that Anaxagoras spoke of ar beginning of 
motion merely for the sake of argument, without really 
believing in it.3 He himself adopts the same tone in 
speaking of the beginning of 1notion and the original 
intermixture as in treating of other subjects, and he 
noyvhere implies by a single \Vord that what, he says 
has any other than the ohvious sense. Aristotle 4 and 
Eudemus 5 both so understood him ; and, indeed, it is 
impossible to see how he could have spoken of a con-

i Diog. ii. 8 ; Plut, Plac. iii. 
16, 2 ; llippol. R~fut. i. 8. Alex. 
J.11eteor. 91 b, ascribes to Anaxa
goras the statement (Arist. Meteor. 
)i. 1, 353 b, 13) that the taste of 
sea-water is caused by the admix
ture of certain earthy ingredients ; 
only this admixture is not brought 
about (as Alexander seem-s first to 
ha\e concludPd from the pass-age 
in Aristotle) by percolation through 
the earth, but results from the 
original constitution of the fiui<l, 
thP earthy portions of which re
mained behind in the process of 
evaporation. 

2 Phys. 257 b. 

3 So Ritter, Ion. Phil. 2fi0 sqq. ; 
Gesch d. Phil. L 318 sq. ; Brandis, 
i. 250; Schleiermacher, Gesch. d. 
Phil. 44. 

4 Phys. viii. 1, 250 b, 2±: <PYI<rl 
\ ' " PA t ] (! " I ')'ap EKEtVOS L Vac;,. ' oµov 'Tf'ctV'TWV 

)/ \' ' \. ,, OV7'WV KCU. 11peµovV'TWV 'TUV C1,7rEtpov 

xp6vov, x[VTJfTLV €µ7roL1/crai TOV vovv 
' ~ " KaL uLal(ptvai. 

5 Simpl. Phys. 273 a: o o~ 
E >/~ I rf.. ,.. > t f ' 

rVu1}µ<Js µep.'re'TaL -rep Avar;a7opq. ou 
6 ., ' 6 ";' ~ t µ vov D'TL- µ1] 7rp repov ou<rav v.pr;a· 
e l I \ I '3 er at 7rOTE AE'}'Et 'T'lJV KLV'YJ<rtv, aA.A. 

~' \ \ " ~ ' " , t O'Tl KctL 7rEpt TOV otaµEVEtV t, A1JsELV 
\ '"l. ' " I ' 7r'O'TE -rrapE1\.L7rEV EL'Tretv, KaL7rEp OVIC 

011Tos <PavEpov. 
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tinual increase of motion without presupposing a com
mencement of that motion. Simplicius, on the other 
hand, h~ no more to be trusted in this case than when 
he applies the intermixture of all substances to the 
unity of the Neo-Platonists and the first separation 

I 

of opposites to the world of ideas; 1 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. "\\rith more reason we may 
ask whether our philosopher supposed there would be at 
some time or other a cessation of motion, a return to 
the original state of the uni verse. 2 According to the 
most trustworthy witnesses he did not express himself 
clearly on this point; 3 b11t his language respecting the 
increasing spread of motion 4 does not sound as if he 
contemplated any end to it, nor is there any connect
ing link with such a conception in his syste~. How 
should vovs, after once bringing· the world into order, 
again plunge it into chaos? This statement had its 
origin, no doubt, in a misunderstanding of t~at which 
Anaxagoras had said about the world and ifa:i alternating 
conditions.5 Lastly, it is inferred from an obscure 

1 Phys. 8 a ; 33 b sq. ; 106 a ; 
257 b ; vide Schaubach, 91 sq. 

2 As Stobreus. Eel. i. 416, main
tains. Since he classes Anaxagorcts 
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. 
Phys. viii. 1, 252 a, 10 ; Simpl. 
De C~lo, 167 b, 13 (Schol. 491 b, 
10 sqq.). This last passage cannot 

be quoted in favour of the opposite 
view, for it only asserts that Anaxa
goras seems to regard the motion 
of the heavens and the repose of 
the earth in the centre as eternal. 
It is stetted more defii..1.itely in Simpl. 
Phys. 33 a, that he regarded the 
world as imperishable; but it is 
doubtful whether this is founded 
on any express statement of Anaxa
goras. 

4 S1tpra, p. 354, 1. 
5 Accotding to Diog. ii. 1 O, he 
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fragment of his treatise 1 that Anaxagoras believed in 
many universes similar to our o\vn; 2 but this conjec
ture I must also discard. For even if we attach no 
weight to the testimony of Stobreus,3 that Anaxagoras 
taught the unity of the \Vorld; 4 yet, as he himself 
describes the \vorld as one, he must certainly have re
garded it 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 matter., like parts are brought 
into one and the same place-the heav,y ,going down
wards, the light up,vards. 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 that the mountains 
around Lampsacus would some 
time in the distant future be 
covered with the sea. Perhaps he 
was leJ to this conjecture by obser
vations like those of Xenophanes 
(Vol. I. p. 569). 

1 Fr. 4(10): &v8pcfnrovsTe<J'uµ7ra
'Y17vat 1Cal TaA.i\a (cpa 3cra t/Jux1iv ~XEL, 
llal TOLO"L /'E av8pW7rOlCTLV elvat KaL 

6 I \ '>I 
7r A.Las (J'UJ!Cf.Jll'f/µEvas KaL Ep7a KaTE-
CTICevafJ' µEva, &cr7rep 7rap' 1}µ'iv Kal 
1,eA.t6v TE auTOLO"LV et11aL Kat O"EA1/V1JV 
Kal Tct'A.A.a, CfJCT7rEp 7rap' rrµ'iv, /Cal T1/V 

.... ' ~ rt-.' ,.,., \ /'1JV avTOLCTL 'f'VELV 1r0t\.l\.a TE Kat 
,.... '<' ~ " \ ' I•• 7raVTOta WV EKELVOL Ta OV'f/LO"Ta o-uve-

' ) \ '>I I VELKaµEvot €S T'lJV DllC1J<Hv XPEOVTal. 
S1mpl. Phys. 6 b, speaking of this, 
n1akes use of the plural, TOVs Ko
<J'µovs; but this is of no im
portance. 

2 Schaubach, 119 sq. 
3 Eal. i. 496. 
4 Fr. 11, sup. p. 338, 2. 
5 The words (the con text of 

which we do not know) may refer 

either to a different part of the 
earth from our own, o-r to the earth 
in a former state, or to another 
world. The first is JJ.ot probable, 
as it could not be asserted of a 
different part of the world, that it 
likewise had a sun and moon, for 
Anaxagoras, entertaining the no
tions he did of the form of the 
earth and of the Aboye and Belo·w 
(vide p. 360, 3), cannot have be
lieved in antipodes, in regard to 
whom the observation might haYe 
been in place. The second ex
planation is excluded by the present 
forms eivai, cpvELv, xp€ovTat, There. 
remains, therefore, only the thirds 
and we can but suppose that the 
moon is intended; moreover, we 
know that Anaxagoras elsewhere 
says it is inhabited, and calls it an 
earth. If a moon is also assigned 
to jt, this would then signify that. 
another star is rt?lated to the moon 
as the moon is to the earth. 
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spreads infinite matter, of which more and more is 
drawn into the cosmos,1 by means of the advancing 
vortex. Of this infinite Anaxagoras said it. rested in 
itself, because jt has no space outside itself in ·which it 
could move. 2 

In his theories concerning the arrangement of the 
universe, Anaxagoras is f0r the most part allied with 
the ancient Ionian physicists. In the midst of the 
\V hole rest8 the earth as a flat cylinder, borne, on ac
count of its breadth, upon the air.3 Around the earth 
the heavenly bodies moved at the beginning, laterally; 
so that the pole \Vhich is visible to us stood always per-. 
pendicularly over the centre of the plane of the earth. 
Afterwards the position of the earth became oblique, 
and on account of this the stars, during part of their 
course, go under it.4 As to the order of the heavenly 
bodies, .A .. naxagoras agreed with all the more ancient 
astronomers in placing the sun and moon next the 
earth ; but he thought that bet"veen the moon and the 
earth there were other bodies invisible to us: these, as 
well as the earth's shado\v, he supposed to be the cause 
of lunar eclipses,5 while eclipses of the sun were caused 

1 Vide supra, p. 35-1, 1 ; 355, 3. 
2 .Arist. Phys. iii. 5, 205 b, 1 : 

Ava~a76pas o' aT61rCt>S A~'}'EL 7rEpl 

'T'lJS -rov 6.7relpou µ.ovfjs· <f r?']p((etv 
' ~ \_ c 6 \. ,, 7ap auTu auT </>TJa'L Tu a7retpov. 

'°' °!:.'-\ Cf ' ' " ~ \ 
'TOU'TO uE O'TL EV ctUTCfJ' u.A.A.o '}'ctp 

ou5~v 7r:=pLEXEL. Cf. what is quoted 
from Melissus, Vol. I. p. 635. 

3 Arist. De O(f!lo, ii. 13, vide 
supra, p. 249, 2; Metror. ii. 7, 365 
a, 26 sqq. ; Diog. ii. 8 ; Hippol. 
RP:fut. L 8 ; Alex. lifeteor. 66 b, 
and others ap. Schaub. 17± sq. 
According to Simplicius, De Ocelo, 

167 b, 13 (Schol. 491 b, 10), be 
mrnrioned the force of the rotadon 
as a further reason for the quies
cence of the earth ; but Siinplicius 
seems here to be unwarrantab1y 
transferring to hi1n what Aristotle 
says of Empedocles; cf p 156. 2, 3. 

4 Diog. ii. 9 ; Plut. Plac. ii. 8 ; 
also Rippol. i. 8 (cf. Vol. I. p. 293, 
4; and sup. 251, 1). 

5 I-Iippol. l. c. p. 22; Stob. Eel. 
i. ,560, according to Theophrastus, 
also Diog. ii. 11 ; cf. Vol. I. p. 
455, 3. 
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solely by the passing of the moon bet,veen the earth 
and sun. 1 The sun he held to be much larger than it 
seems to us, th~ugh he had no idea of its real size.2 

As we have already seen, he described it as a glowing 
mass of stone. The moon he believed to have moun
tains and valleys like the earth, and to be inhabited by 
living beings; 3 and this, its terrestrial nature, he 
thought, explainfd \vhy its O\Vn light (as shovvn in lunar 
eclipses) was so dim; 4 its ordinary brighter 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 Greece.6 Ho\v he accounted for the annual revo
lution of the sun, and the monthly changes of the 

1 Hippol. l. o., also the observa
tion: oiJTOS acpdJpL<FE 1rpWTOS 'Ttt 7rEp1 

' ' '}. '·'· ' m ' f Tas Ell1\.Et1ffl~ Ka.£ rWTL<rµovs, c • 
Plnt. }lie. c. 23 : o 7ap 7rpwTus 

m' ' ' 'e ~, ' <lctrEfJ'TaToJJ 'TE 7T(J,ll'TW11 fta.L appa.AEW-
'TO.,'TOV 7repl a'EA.{]vr;s Ka-rav7acrµwv , ,.,. ~ , , e' 
KaL (}KUXS l\.O"yov ELS' '}'pacpr)V KClTa E-

f1-EPUS 'Ava~a.'}'6pa.s. 
'.l According to Diog. E. 8 ; 

Hippol. l. c., he said it was larger, 
and according to Plut. Plae. ii. 21, 
many times larger than the Pelo
ponnesus, while the moon (accorcl
ing to Plnt. J/ac. L. 19, 0, p. 932) 
·was the same size as that peninsula. 

3 Plato, Apol. 26 D : -rov µ.€v 
<I 1 Q \ l \ ~ \ 
'l)ALOV Ah:tOV </>'YJC1LV EiiVctL T'f}JI uE 

ueA.1/VTJV '}'~V. Diog. ii. 8 ; Hippol. 
l. c. ; Stob. i. 550 parall. (supra-, p. 
249, 3); Auaxag.' F1". 4 (supra, p. 
359, 1 ). From Stob. i. 564, it would 
seem (and it is besides probable 
in itself) that Anaxagoras con
nected with this the face in the 
moon; according to Scl101. Apoll. 
Rlwd. i. 498 (vide Schaubach, 161), 

cf. Plut. Fae. L. 24, 6, he explciined 
the fable that the N emean lion had 
fallen from the heavens by the 
conjecture that he might have 
come from the moon. 

4 Stob. i. 564 ; Olympiad. in 
Meteor. 16 b, i. 200 Id. 

5 Parmenidfs maintained this 
before hi1n, and Empedocles con
temporaneously with him, vide 
Vol. I. p. 600, 2, and .sup. p. 156, 8. 
The former, v. 144, for this reason 
calls the moon: vvKTt<flaes 7Tepl 
"}'ctta.V a'/\.cf>µ.evov aAAO'Tpt..Dv <P~s. On 
the other hand, the discovery is 
wrongly ascribed to Thales (V. ol. I. 

9') - 1) p . .;.;.;.;i), • 

6 Plato, Grat. 40D A: () eKe?vos 

[' A~ct~.] VEWO"Tl EAE'}'EV, O'TL 1J (J'EA1/11TJ 

Ct7rD 'TOU ?]A.fov rxeL 70 cpws. Plut. 
Fae. Lun. 16, 7, p. 920 ; Hippo]. 
l. ().; Stob. i. 558; cf. p. 356, 3. 
According to Plutarch's Plae. ii. 
28, 2, the Sophist Antiphon still 
thought the m~on shone by her 
own light. 
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' 
moon, cannot be discovered with certainty.1 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 ; 2 like t~e 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 at night, because of the 
earth'8 shadow, form the milky way.3 Their revolution 
is always from east to west.4 From the close juxtaposi
tion of several planets arises the phenomenon of comets.5 

How Anaxagoras explained the various meteoro
logical and elemental ·phenomena is here only shortly 
indicated,6 as we must now examine, in detail, his 
theories respecting living beings and man. 

1 From Stob. Eel. i. 526; Hippol. 
l. c. we only learn that the pe
riodical return of both is derived 
from the resistance of the condensed 
air driven before them ; and the 
reason the moon returns oftener in 
her course than the sun, is said to 
be that the sun by his heat warms 
and rarefies the air, and so conquers 
this resistance for a longer period. 
Cf. Vol. I. p. 27 6, 1. 

2 Hippol. l. a. and supra, p. 
356, 3. 

3 Arist. Meteor. i. 8, 345 a, 25, 
and his commentators : Diog. ii. 9 ; 
Hi ppol. l. a. ; Plut. Plae. iii. 1, 7, 
cf. p. 252, 2. 

4 Plut. Plao. ii. 16. Democri
tus was of the same opinion. 

5 Arist. Meteor. i. 6 ; Alex. and 
Olympiod. ad h. l. supra, p. 252, 3 ; 
Diog. ii. 9; Plut. Plae. iii. 2, 3 ; 
Schol. in A.rat. Diosem. 1091 (35~). 

6 Thunder and lightning arise 

from the breaking forth of the 
rethereal fire through the clouds 
(Arist. Meteor. ii. 9, 369 b, 12; 
Alex. ad h. l. 111 b ; Plut. Plac. 
iii. 3, 3; Hippol. l. a. Sen. Nat. 
Qu. ii. 19; cf. ii. 12, less precisely 
Diog. ii. 9), similarly hurricanes 
and hot blasts ( Tvcpwv and 7rp1J
o-r1}p, Plac. l. a.) ; other winds from 
the current of air heated by the 
sun (Hippol. l. c.) ; hail from 
vapours, which, heated by the sun, 
ascend to an altitude at which they 
freeze (Arist. Meteor. i. 12, 348 b, 
12 ; Alex. Meteor. 81) b, 86 a ; 
Olymp. Meteor. 20, ap. Philop. 
Meteor. 106 a, i. 229, 233 Id.)~ 
falling stars are sparks which the 
fire on high emits by reason of 
its oscillation (Stob. Eel. i. 580 ; 
Diog. ii. 9; Hippol. l. a.); rain
bows and mock suns are ca used 
by the refraction of the sun's rays 
in the clouds (Plac. iii. 5, 11 ; 
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3. Organic Beings. Man. 

IF, in opposition to the prevalent opinion of his time, 
our philosopher degraded the stars into lifeless masses 
which are moved by Mind in a purely mechanical 
manner, through the rotation of the whole, in living 
beings he recognises the immediate presence of Mind. 
' In all things are parts of all except Mind, but in some 
Mind is also.' 1 'That which has a 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 manner~3 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 disting·uished from that of 
another, not in kind, but in degree : ~11 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 structure. 5 He himself speaks expressly of a 
Sohol. Venet. ad Il. p. 54 7); earth
quakes by the penetrating of the 
::ether into the hollows by which 
the earth is pierced (Arist. Meteor. 
ii. 7 ; Alex. ad h. l. 106 b ; Diog. 
ii. 9 ; Hippo!. l. a.; Plut. Plae. iii. 
15, 4 ; Sen. Nat. Qu. vi. 9 ; Am
mian. Marc. xvii. 7, 11, cf. Ideler, 
Arist. Meteorol. i. 5'67 sq.); the 
rivers are nourished by rain, and 
also by the subterranean waters 
(Hippo!. l. o. p. 20) ; the inunda
tions of the Nile are the result of 

the melting of the snow on the 
Ethi0pian mountains (Diodor. i. 
38, &c. ). Vide on these subjects 
Schaubaeh~ 170 sqq., 176 sqq. 

1 If'r. 7, vide p. 272, 1. 
2 llr. 8, p. 34 3, 1. KpaTe"iv, as 

is clear from what immediately 
follows, indicates moving force. 
Cf. Arist. sitp. 34 7, 2. 

3 Vide sup. 345 sq. 
4 Cf. p. 343. 
5 As is thought by Tennemann, 

i. a; i. 326 sq.; Wendt, ad h. l. p. 



364 AN.AXA GORAS. 

various amount of mind,1 and this is quite logical 
according to his own presuppositions. .i\.lso, '\vhen he 
said that man is the most sensible of all living beings, 
because he has hands,2 he probably did not mean to 
deny the advantage of a superior order of mind,3 but 
is merely employing a strong expression for the value 
and indispensability of hands.4 Nor can \Ve 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 bet-vveen the 
soul and Mind,5 and in transferring to the soul upon 
this presupposition what Anaxagoras primarily says of 
J\iind, that it is the moving force.6 l\1ind is al\vays 
and every\vhere that which moves matter. Even if a 

417 sq. ; Ritter, Jon. Phil. 290; 
Gesoli. d. Phil. L 328; Schaubach, 
188; Zevort, 13.5 sq., &c. 

1 In the Plaoita, v. 20, 3, the 
opinion is ascribed to hin1 that all 
living beings have active, but all 
have not passive intelligence; this 
he cannot possibly ha.ve said; and 
in order to express the special pre
rogative of man above animals, the 
sentence must bA inverterl. 

2 .A.rist. Part. Anini. iv. 10, 
687 a, 7: ) Ava~a:y6pas µ.~v oDv cf>rJ<rl, 
~' \. "' )! I uLa. Tu XEtpas EXELV cppoviµwTarov 
eI11aL TWV (c{Jwv av8pw7rOV. Cf. the 
verse in Svncellus, Ohron. 149 c, to ,, 
which the Anaxagoreans are there 
said to appeal : XELpi:J11 oA.A.uµ.evwv 
)/~C '"I. I 'A8 I eppEL 7r01\.Vµ.1}Tt.S 1]V1]. 

3 Th is is also shown by the 
observation of Plutarch, IJe For
tuna, c. 3, p. 98 : 'in respect of our 
bodies, we are far surpassed by the 
b ' ' I ~\ \ I \ easts : eµ.7rELptq. uE Kat µvr}µ.'[J Kat. 

' ' I ' 'A t I <TO</>L(f Kat TEXVTJ Kara vac;a.')'opav 
"" ~" I e 'a' t:rc/JWV 'TE U.tJTWV xpwµ.e a KO.L µALT'rO-

µ.EV Kal aµEA.')'Oµ.EV Kal cp€poµ.E11 Kal 
a')'Oµ.EV <T'tJ°A.A.aµ.~aVOVTES. 

4 Plao. iv. 3, 2: oi o' &7r' 'Ava~a
')'Opov aEpOELO.Y, ~AE')'OV TE Kal uwµ.a 
[ -r1,v lflvx1w]. This theory is n1ore 
definitely ascribed to Anaxagoras 
and Arche1aus, ap. Stob. Eel. i. 
796 ; Theod. Citr. Gr. Alf. v. 18, 
p. 72 ; cf. Tert. IJe An. c. 12 ; 
t)impl. De An. 7 b; ap. Philop. IJe 
An. B. 16 (Anaxagoras described 
the soul as a self-moving number); 
Br~ndis, Gi·.-Rom. Phil. i. 261-, 
rightly substjtutes °SiEJ/01cpd.T17s. Of. 
ibid. c. 5. 

5 De An. 1, 2; sup. p. 347, 2; 
ibid. 405 a, 13 : 'Ava~a'Y6pas o' ~OLKE 
µ.'Ev eTepov A.E')'ELV lJ!vx1Jv TE Kal vouv, 
t6<T7rEp E'{7roµ.Ev Kal 7rpO'TEpov, XP~Tat. 
o' aµ.cpotV &s µL~ c/>V<TEI, 7rA.7}v o.px-fiv 
')'E etc. v-ide p. 3±3, 1. 

6 l. a. 404 a, 25: oµ.oEws o~ 1cal 
)A t ' .1. ' ... .,. I ~ vac;a.·')'Opas 't'UX1JV ELVaL /\.E')'El T1(ll 

" ,,, ~). ).f c 
KLVOtJ<.Tav, Kat EL TLS V.At\.OS EtpTJKEV ws 
TO 7rctV EKtV1]<.TE vous. 
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being moves itself, it must be l\'.Iind which produces 
this motion, not only mechanically, from ,vjthout, but 
from within; in such a being, consequently, J\'.'.Iind itself 
must dwell-it becomes in him a soul.1 

This animating influence of mind Anaxagoras re
cognises even in plants, to which, like Empedocles and 
Democritus, he ascribes life and sensibility.2 The 
origin of plants he explains in accordance vvith the 
fundamental ideas of his system ; for he supposed their 
germs to come from the air,3 which, like the other 
elements, is a mixture of all possible seeds.4 In the 
same manner the animals originally arose; 5 the slimy 
earth was fructified by the germs contained in the 
:;ether.6 This was asserted contemporaneously by Em-

' Cf. p. 363. 
2 So Plut. Qu. N. c. 1, p. 911; 

Ps.-Arist. De Plant. c. 1, 815 a, 15; 
L, 16 (sup. p.159, 4; 263, 2): p µ~v 
' I \ /°."" ~ [ \ '] Avaga:yopas Ka.L ~rpa. elva.L Ta. <f>t1Ta. 
Ka.L 7}oe<r8aL Ka.l AV1f'EL<T8at eY.rre, Tfj 'TE 

a-rroppofi 'TWV <f>VA.A.wv KctL TV a.vgi}rreL 
TovTo EK 'l\.a.µ{3&.vwv. According to 
the Si=lme treatise, c. 2, he also 
attributed breath to pfants; on the 
other han1l, Arist. De Respir. 2, 440 
b, 30~ refers 7ravTa. to (cj)a only. 

3 ThPophr. H. Plant. iii. 1, 4: 
' I \ \. ' ' I Ava.~a-yopas µEv T:iv et..Epa. 7raVT6JV 

• ,, I \ ,... 
<fJcirTKWll EXEW <J'TrEp,ua.Ta.· Ka.L Ta.vTa. 
O"V')'Ka.Tct<f>Fp6µE11a Tcj) fJ~a.TL J'EV'Jl~V 
'Ttt cpvTd. \Vhethe.r it is meant that 
plants are still produced in thjs 
n1anner is not clear. According to 
Arist. De Plant. c. 2, 817 a, 25. 
Anaxagoras called the sun the 
father, and the earth the n1other 
of plants; but this is unimportant. 

4 Cf. on this subject p. 332, 1. 
5 Yet their higher nature seems 

to be indicated in the derivation of 

t11eir seeds, not from the air and 
moisture, but from the fiery ele· 
n1ent, the rether. 

6 Iren. Adv. Haer. ii. 14, 2: 
Anaxagoras . . . . dogrnatizcn.Jit, 
facta animalia decidentibus e crelo 
in te1·ra1n seminihus. Hence Euri
pides~ Chrysipp. Fr. 6 (7): souls 
arise from rethereal seeds, and 
return after death to the rether, as 
the bocly returns to the earth from 
which it sprang. This is not con
tradicted but rather completed by 
what we read in I-Iippol. Refut. i. 
8, p. 22, and Diog. ii. 9 : (~a. oe 
'T~v apx~v €11 v-ypif' -yEve<rea.i, µETa 

- ~\ '~ -, I a ~,.. Ta.V'Ta. uE E fJ.AA'l}AfJ..'V an wa. 
' ' ' 7Ev~<r8at E~ D')'pov Kat 8Ep,uov teal 

I 'I: ~I ~ \ 3 l: 3 I 
'}'ECtluOVS. V<F'TEpov UE E~ aJ\.A.7]ACJJV. 
According to Plut. Plac. ii. 8, this 
happened l)efure the inclination of 
the plane of the earth (sup. p 360, 
4); as Anaxagoras doubtless as
sumed because the sun might then 
work upon the earth without in
terruption. 
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pedocles, previously by Anaximander and Parmenides, 
and subsequently by Democritus and Diogenes.1 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,3 tradition has told us 
nothing of any importance ; 4 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 at its separation from the body is very 

1 Vide sitp. p. 159 sq. ; Vol. I. 
pp. 256, 601 ; Vol. II. 265, 1; Vol. 
I. 295. Also the Anaxagoreans, 
Archelaus (Yi de i1~frra ), and Euri
pides, ap. Diodor. i. 7. 

2 According to Aristotle, Gen. 
Anim. iv. l~ 793 b, 30 ; Philop. 
Gen. An. 81 b, 83 b ; Diog. ii. 9; 
Hippol. l. a. (certain divergences, 
ap. Censorin. Di. Nat. 5, 4. 6, 6, 8; 
Plut. Plao. Y. 7, 4, need not be con
sidered), he supposed that the male 
alone furnished the seed, the female 
only the place for it ; the sex of 
the child is determined by the 
nature and origin of the seed ; boy8 
spring from the right side of the 
uterus, and girls from the left. 
Cf. sup. Vol. I. p. 601, 4; Vol. IL 
p. 162, 5. Censorinus further says 
that he thought the brain of the 
fcetus was formed first, because all 
the senses proceed from this ; that 
the body was formed fl'om the 
rethereal warmth contained in the 
seed (which r.armonises well with 
what is quoted in 365, 6), and that 
the child receiT'Pd nourjshment 
through the navel. According to 
Cens. 5, 2, he op ~osed the opinion 
of his contemporary Hippo (Vol. I. 

p. 282, 5) that the seed comes from 
the marrow. 

3 Arist. De Respir. 2,470 b, 30. 
The Scliolia ad h. l. (after Simpl. 
.De An.Venet. 1527), p. 164 b, 16 7 a. 
\¥ith Diogenes, this theory, which 
he shared with Anaxagoras, stands 
in connection with his view of the 
nature of the soul. With Anaxa
goras this is not the case (Yi de p. 
365, 6); but the thought must have 
been oby·ious to him, that all things, 
in order to live, must inhale vital 
warmth. Of. p. 365, 6. 

4 We have only the observa
tions in Aristotle, Gen. Anim. i.ii., 
that he thought certain animals 
copulate through the mouth; and 
ap. Atben. ii. 57 d, that he called 
the white in the egg the milk of 
birds. 

5 According to Plut. Plao. v. 
25, 3, he said that sleep merely 
concerned the body and not the 
soul ; in support of which he no 
doubt ::tppeal ed to the activity of 
the soul in dreams. According tc 
Arist. Part. An. iv. 2. 677 a, 5, he 
(or possibly his disciples only) de
rived feverish diseases from the · 
gall. 
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uncertain; 1 and it is a questjon 'vhether he ever ex
pressed any opinion on this point. From his own pre
suppositions, however, \Ve must necessarily conclude 
that mind, as such, is indeed eternal, like matter; but 
that mental individuality is, on the contrary, as perish
able as corporeal. 

Among mental activities Anaxagoras seems to have 
kept that of the intel1ect 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. In contradiction to 
the ordinary theory, be 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 it; 
only the unlike works upon another, and for this reason 
every sense-perception is united with a certain di~taste.2 

1 Plut. l. a. under the title 
' ' l ~/ :f>. IJI '11"0TEpov E(J'T v V7rVOS -,, uavaTos, 

tf;ux.qs f, (J'Wµ.a.Tos; continues : Etvac 
o~ Kal lflvx??~ edvaTOV TDV OLCl..X(J)pL
(J'µ6v. This statement is the more 
untrustworthy, as the proposition 
that death concerns the body only, 
and not the soul, is referred to 
Leucippus, and on the other hand, 
Em pedocles, in spite of his belief 
in immortality, is credited with 
the theory that it concerned both. 
It is plain that no inference can be 
drawn from the expression ap. 
Diog. ii. 11; Cic. Tusa. i. 43, 104 
(vide inf. 371, 5); and the utter
ances, ap. Diog. ii. 13, .lEl. V. H. 

iii. 2, &c., if they are historical, 
would rather seem to show that he 
regarded death as a simple neces
sity of nature, without thinking 
of a future life after death; but 
this inference would be likewise 
uncertain. 

2 Theophr. IJe Sensu, 1 : 7repl 
~, ' e ,_ c ' ' ' e ' u at(J' 1](J'f(J)S Cl..L µEv 7roA.A.at KCl..L Ka o-
1\.ov o&~aL ovo Et(J'lv. ot µEv 'YttP -rep 

(' I " C ~\ -"' 3 I 
oµ.ot~ '11"0LOV(J'LV, OL uE Tep EVCl..V'Tt..cp. 
To the former belong Parmenides, 
Empedocles, and Plato ; to the 
latter Anaxagoras and Heracleitns. 
§ 27: 'Ava~a76pas 0€ 7l11e(J'8at µ~v 

"' ) I \_ \ <f ' e' TOLr; EVCl..V'Tt..OLS. 'T"U '}'C!..p oµowv a7ra ES' 
' \_ "' c I ll' t f '!>:' ' 
C(,7rU 'TOV oµoLOV. ICCXP f:ICCl..(J'TT}V ue 
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The chief confirmation of his theory lay however, he 
believed, in the consideration of the several senses. 
\V. e see because of the reflection of objects in the 
apple of the eye: this reflection is for1ned, according 
to Anaxagoras, not in the part \Vhich resembles the 
object in colour, but which is different; as the eye is 
dark, "re can see in the day if the _o~iects are illumi
nated ; but in certain instances the opposite is the case.1 

Similarly with touch apd taste ; w~e receive the impres
sion of heat and cold from such things only as are \Varmer 
or colder than our body; we perceive the sweet 'vith the 
bitter, the fresh with the salt element in ourselves.2 So 
we smell and hear the opposite with the opposite ; the 
more precise explanation of smell js that it arises from 
respiration ; of hearing, that the tones are transmitted 
to the brain through the cavity of the skull.3 In 
respect to all the senses, Anaxagoras believed that large 
organs vvere more capable of perceiving the great and 

?rEtpaTaL otapt8µE?v. After this has 
been shown in detail, he continues, 
R ~, ~' ,, 8 ' ~ 29 : arrc)(J'av u atO"' 1JcTLv µera. 

/\.vrr11s· (similarly in § 17) 3rrEp 'b.v 
o6~ELEV aJC6A.ov0ov flVaL TV Vrr08EtTEl. 

,,.. ' \. ~ I c ' 6 7ra11 7ap Tu uvoµ.ow11 arrToµEJJOJI rr vov 
7rap€XEt, as vve clearly see in those 
sensible impresbions, which are 
especially strong and lasting. Cf. 
p. 89, 2. 

1 Theopl1r. l. o. § 27. 
2 l. c. 28 (cf. 36 sqq.), where 

it is thus expressed: the sensation 
follows Ka.Ta -r1,v ~A.A.Enf'w -r1,v EKct-

, \ ' I ' c " <rTov· 7ra.vTa 7ap evurrapxflv f11 T}µW. 
Cf. with the last proposition the 
quotations from Anaxagoras, p. 
338 sq., from "Parmenides, ·vol. I. 
p. 165, 3, and from Empedocles, 

sup1·a, p. 165. 3. 
3 l. c. Concerning hearing and 

toues, other writers t~ll us a few 
furthf'r particulnrs. According to 
Plut. Plac. iv. 19, 6, Anaxagoras 
believed t1iat the voice was caused 
by the current of air p:roceBding 
from the speaker strikjng against 
condensPd air and returning to the 
ears ; jn this way also he explained 
the echo. According to Plut. Qu. 
Conv. viii. 3, 3, 7 sq., Arjst. Probl. 
xi. 33, he thought that the air 
was made to vibrtite with a tremu
lous motion by the heat of the sun, 
as we see in solar motes ; and that 
in consequence of the n0ise that 
resultH frmn this, we hear less dis
tinctly by day than by night. 
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distant, and smaller organs the small and near.1 As to 
the share of vovs in the sense-perception, he does not 
.seem to have expressed any definite opinion, but to 
have presupposed, not,vithstanding, that voiJs is the 
percipie~t subject, while the senses are merely organs 
of perception. 2 

But if the sense-perception is conditional on the 
nature of the bodily organs, "\Ve cannot expect that it 
should reveal to us the true nature of things. Every 
corporeal thing is an intermixture of the most various 
ingredients; how then can any object be purely re
flected in it? Spirit alone is pure and unmixed: it 
alone can separate and distinguish things; it alone can 
procure us true knowledge. The senses are too weak 
to ascertain truth. This Anaxagoras proved from the 
fact that we do not perceive the minute atoms which 
are intermingled in a body, nor the gradual transitions 
from one state into the opposite.3 That he therefore 
denied all possibility of knowledge,4 or declared all 
presentations to be alike true,5 we cannot suppose, 

I Theopkr. l. a. 29 sq. 
2 This seems to be conveyed 

by the words of Theophrastus, De 
Sensit, 38. He says Clidemus 
(vide infra) supposed that the 
ears do not themselves perceive 
objects, but transfer the sensation 

~ ' ~, 'A i': ' to vovs, ovx w<T7rEp va.r;a1yopa~ 
., \ " I \. "' a.pxrw 7TOLEL 1fa.V'TCIJV 'TUll vovv. 

3 Sext. J.Vf ath. vii. 90 : 'A. &s 
' fJ "' o:- a' ' '(J' a<r EVE LS uta.µa.A.J\wv TaS a.L<T 1}<1ELS' 
" V7r0 acj>a.vp6T1]'TOS afrrwv,'' cj>'f}<TLV, 
" '':' '' , ' (J' " ov uvva.TOL ECfµ.EV KptVELV Ta.7\1} ES 
(Fr. 25). Tie1}CJL S€ 7rlrrnv a.VTwv 
T?]S a7rL<TT£a.s 'TtJV 7ra.pa µtKpov 'TWV 

f 't I ' \ 0:-1 XPWfJ.a.'TWV Er;ct7\A.a.')'1}V. EL rya.p uVO 
A.d{3otµ.Ev xpwµa.TCI., µ.€7\av Ka.2 AfUKOV, 

ElTct. ~K 8aTEpov el~ flcf'Tepov Ka.Ta 
6 I ' !::' I <T'Ta.')' va. -rrapr:-')'XEotµev, ov uUV1}<1fTaL 

C: '',I, ':' I \ \ ). 'I/ O't'LS' utaKptVELV Tas 7ra.pa. µucpu.v 
f.l ').\ I \ \ I 

µeTaµ01\.a.s, KaL7rEp -rrpos 'TTJV cf>V<TLV 
v7roKEtµ.€va.s. The further reason, 
th;:i.t the senses cannot distinguish 
the constituents of things, is all n<led 
to in the passages quoted, p. 272, 2, 
and in the statement (Plew. i. 3, 9; 
Simpl. De Gcelo, 268 b, 40 ; Sohol. 
513 a, 42) that the so-called 
6µ.owµ.EpTJ are perceived, not by the 
senses, but by the reason alone. 

4 Cic. Acad. i. 12, 44. 
5 Arist. Metaph. iv·. 5, 1009 b, 

25: 'Ava.f,a')'6pov OE 1ea.l &.rr6<f>8E')'µ.a. 
I \_ "'t I \ 

µv1}µ.ovevETa.t 7rpus TWll ETa.tpwv Ttva~, 

VOL. II. :B B 
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since he himself states his opinions with full dogmatic 
conviction ; as little can 've inf er, as Aristotle does, 
from the doctrine of the mixture of all things, that he 
denied the law of contradiction ; 1 for his opinion is 
not that opposite qualities belong to one and the same 
thing as such, but that different things are inextrica
bly intermingled; the inferences which a later writer, 
rightly or wrongly, derives from his propositions ought 
not to be ascribed to himself. He regards the senses, 
indeed., as inadequate; he admits that they only in
struct us imperfectly ~s to the nature of things ; yet he 
argues from phenomena to their hidden cause8,2 having 
really attained to his own theory in this and no other 
'\Vay; and as the world-creating Mind knows all things, 
so the portion of Mind which is in man must be allowed 
its share in this kno\vledge. When it is said that he 
declared reason to be the criterion, 3 this is true in fact, 
though not literally. He doubtless never attempted any 
precise definitions of the nature and distinctive character 
of thought.4 

The moral life of man was, in all probability, not 
tr ,.. ' ' "' " , ,, '? OTL TotavT O.VTOLS E<TTaL 'Ta OVTa Ot.ct 

ltv f17roA.&{3w<rn', which, if the tradi
tion is true, no dou b.t is only in
tended to assert that things contain 
j'or 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 
have a right or a wrong theory of 
the world. Cf. also Ritter, Ion. 
Phil. 295 sq. The alteration which 
Gladisch, Anax. u. d. Isr. 46, pro
poses in the words of Anaxagoras, 
and the explanation he gives of 

• 

them, hardly require a refuta
tion. 

1 Metaph. iv. 4, 5, 17, 1007 b, 
25, 1009 a, 22 sqq. 1012 a, 24, xi. 
6, 1063 b, 24.; Alex. in Metaph. 
p. 295, 1 Bon. 684 a, 9 Br. 

2 Supra, p. 272, 2. 
3 Sext. Math. vii. 91 : 'Ava~. 

Kow@s -rov A.67ov ~</>'YJ !!pLT1}pwv elvcu. 
4 This we must infer from the 

silence of the fragments, and of all 
testimony: even Philop. De An. 
C 1, 7, does not ascribe the Aris
totelian definitions: " tJ 1wp£~s A.e70-

.... ( ' " l " µevos vovs o KaTa T1JV cppuvr]Cftv, 
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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 taRk of man, 1 and blames the 
superficiality of the ordinary view of life; 2 and traits 
are related of him which evince an earnest and yet 
gentle disposition,3 a magnanimous indifference to 
external possessions,4 and a quiet fortitude in distress ;5 

" o JIOVS u:1r'l\c{is av-r1{3o"J\.a£s TOlS that he was neyer seen to laugh; 
7ip&:yuacnv avTt{3&A.A.wv 1; ~7vw if} on the other hH-nd, the anecdote 
ovK ~7vw," to the philosopher him- told of him in Plut. Praec. Ger. 
self; he only makes use of them Reip. 27, 9, p. 820; Diog. jj_ 14, 
in the discussion of his doctrines. th~it on his death-bed, he asked, 

1 Eudem. Eth. i. 5, 1216 a, 10 instead of any other honours, that 
(and others, p. 326, 2), says (prefix- the children might have a holiday 
ing <f>acrlv) : Anaxagoras replied from school on the anniversary of 
to the question why life has any his death, sho-\vs a genial and 
value: Tou Oewp~ua.t [eveH:a. J Tbv kindly disposition. 
ovpa.vov Kal -r1,v 7repl TOV 3A.ov H:6crµov 4 Of. what is said, p. 326, 2, on 
Ta~tv. Diog. ii. 7: 7rpDs -rov e't7rov-ra.· the neglect of his property. All 
" ouotv <fOL µEAEL T1}S 7r0.Tpf.Oos ; " the more incredible is the calumny 
"eu<f>nµet, ~</>'YJ, Eµol "YttP '"d <1¢6opa. ap. 'rert. Apologet. c. 46. The
µ€"Au -r1]s 7raTpEoos," od~as TOV ovpa- mistius, Orat. ii. 30 0, uses OLKaL0-
11611. He calls his country the -repos 'Ava~a.76pou proverbially. 
heavens either because his ii{terest 5 A~cording to Diog. ii. 10 sqq. 
and his thoughts are at home he replied to the news of his con
there, or because of the theory demnation (this, however, is also 
mentioned p. 3 65, 6, on the origjn told by Diog. ii. 35, of Socrates) 
of the soul; or in allusion to both that 'the Athenians as "\Yell as 
at once, he may mean that the himself have been long ago con
heavens from which our soul dcmned to death by nature:' to 
springs are the worthiest object the observation, " e<f-repf}O'Y]s 'AO'Y]-
f .t . t t l "'' ) ' '3' ~'\.'\.) ) "' 0 I s Ill eres . 11a.1.wv, OU µev ouv, a.1\./\. EICELVOL 

2 Eudem. l. c. c. 4, 1215 b, 6: ~µ.ou;" to a condolence upon his 
'Ava~ . ••• EpWT'Y]8els, TtS 0 euoatµo- being forced to die in banishment, 
VE<J'Ta.Tos ; " ouOel.s, eTurev, 6Jv <fV 'it is the same distance everywhere 
voµ,C(ets, a"J\."J\.' ~-ro1ros &v TLS (J'OL to Hades' (this is also in Cic. Tusa. 
<f>avel'Y]." i. 43, 104) ; to the news of the 

3 Oic. Aead. ii. 23, 72, praises death of his sons: poetv a.u-rovs 
his grave and dignified demeanour; 01171Tovs "YE11111}<fas. The last is told 
Plut. Per. c. 6, ascribes the well- by Plut. Cons. ad. Apoll. 33, p. 
known seriousness of Pericles to 118 ; Panaetius ap. Plut. Goh. Ira, 
his intercourse with Anaxagoras; 16, p. 463 E, and by many others, 
and .lElian, V. H. viii. 13, relates but of Solon and Xenophon as well 

BB 2 
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but we know of no scientific rules belonging to this 
department,1 and even the statements mentioned above 
are not taken from the treatise of our philosopher. 

Nor did he enter much into the subject of religion. 
The charge against him was made, indeed; on the score 
of atheism, that is, denial of the gods of the state ; 2 but 
this censure was only based on his theories about the 
sun and moon : as to the relation of these theories to 
the popular faith he had doubtless hardly expressed an 
opinion. The same is probably the case in regard to 
his naturalistic explanation of phenomena, in which 
his contemporarjes were accustomed to see miracles 
and portents.3 Lastly, he is said to have been the first 
to interpret the Homeric myths in a moral sense ; 4 

but it would appear that in this respect he is wrongly 
credited with what really belongs to his disciples,5 

and especially to Metrodorus; 6 for if the allegorical 

as Anaxagoras, vide Scha ubach, 
p. 53. 

1 The statement of Ctemens, 
Strom. ii. 416 D (repeated by 
Theo_d. Cur. Gr. A.ff. xi. 8, p. 152): 
, Ava~a.7&pav • • • '1"~11 8ECt>pfo.v cp&:va.i 
"T'ov {3fov 'TE"J\.os e1va.t 1ea.l T~v cbro 
Ta.VT1JS ~A.Eu8epCa.v, is no doubt de
rived simply from the ethics of 
Eudemus (supra, p. 371, 1). 

2 Vide the writers cited p. 
328, 3 ; Iren. ii. 14, 2, calls him 
for this reason Anaxagoras, qui et 
atheus cognominatus est. 

3 Such as the much talked of 
stone of JEgospotamos, ap. Diog. 
ii. 11, and the ram with one horn, 
3.p. Plut. Per. 6. 

4 Diog. ii. 11 : OOKEL o~ 7rpi;rros, 
Ka.8& </>1J<TL 4'a.{3wpivos €v 7ra.vrooct.7rfi 
c I ~ 'O ' ( ' , lU'Topiq., T ,,v µ:YJpov 7rOi1J<TLV U.'lr0</>1]-

va.<r8cu E1vai 7rEpl &pET?}s teal ottca.Lo-, ) \ '). , ~' .... "" <TVV'l}S" E7rL '1f'1\.EOV UE 7rpOffTr}Va.L TOU 
A.67ov M1]Tp6obJpov Tov Aa.µ\fla.1e1JVOP 
7vc!Jptµov ()vTa avTov, fJv 1<al 7rpWTOV 

~, "" "' ' ~ <T7r0Vua.<Ta.L TOU 7f'OL1J'TOU 7rEpL Tt/V 
<f>ucntc1,v 7rpa.7µaTEfav. Heraclit. 
Alleg. Homer. c. 22, p. 46, has no 
connection with this. 

5 SJncell. Chron. p. 149 C : 
c , "'' c 'A r 6 , €PU.1J7/EUOU<TL OE OL va.c;a")' pwt TOVS 
µuedJoELS eeovs, vouv µf:v TOV ..6.Ca, 
T1,v o~ ) A811va11 TEXV1JV, 38Ev Ka.l T6· 
XEtpwv, etc. Vide p. 364, 2. 

6 Vide concerning Metrodorus 
(who is also mentioned by .. l\..lex. 
.11,feteorol. 91 b, and Simpl. Phys. 
2b7 b, as a disciple ef Anaxagoras, 
and in Plato's Ion. 530 C, as a 
solemn expounder of the HomE>ric 
poems), Tatian. 0. Graea. c. 21, p. 
262 D : tca.l M1JTp6owpos oE 6 Aaµ-
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interpretation of the poets is altogether more in har
mony 'vi th 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. 

IV.-Anamagoras in relation to his predeaeasors. Character 
and Orig,in of his Doctrine. The .Anaxagorean School : 
.... 4rchelaus .. 

WE have already observed, in regard to Empedocles 
and Democritus, Melissus and Diogenes, that in the 
course of the fifth century the various schools of phi
losophy and their doctrines were gradually beginning to 
exert a livelier and more important influence over one 
another. The example of Anaxagoras only confirms 
our observation. This philosopher seems to have known 
and made use of most of the ancient doctrines : from 
Pyt.hagoreanism alone he stands so entirely aloof that 
we can discern 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,1 

,f, \. ' ,.. \ to f '\. I 
't'Ct.KTJ11US EV TCfJ 7rEpL µ'Y]pOu t\.La'V 

, '8 ~ I f ' ~'\.'\. EVTJ WS ULELAEK'rat 'Ira'J/Ta ELS Cl.1\.t'\.'Y}-
1 , "' ' "H "}'Up Lall µeTa:ywv. OUTE '}'ctp pall 

y 'A8 ..... ,, A' ..... , ? I OVTE r}Va'V OV'l'E La TOUT ELVaL 

</>TJ<I'LP, orrep 0£ TOV~ 7rEpL{36"Aovs alno7s 
\ \ I l}~ f I 

1t.a1. Ta TEµev1} Ka.utupucravres voµL-
1'". f ~\ ~ I \ 
~OU<I'L, <f>vcrews uE V1r0CI'Ta<I'ELS k:aL 

<I'TOLXELW11 0LaKo<I'µ1/tTELS. we might 
just as well~ adds Tatian, explain 
the fighting heroes as merely sym-

bolical persons; and according to 
Hesychius (' A7aµeµ. ), Metrodorus 
actually interpreted Agamemnon 
as the rether. But as a rule, as 
n1ay be seen from Tatian's censure, 
allegory was not employed by him 
in respect to the human figures of 
the Homeric poems. 

1 P. 355, cf. Vol. I. p. 250, 
272, 2. 
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in his astronomical theories, 1 in his views about the 
formation of the earth,2 and the origin of living 
creatures; 3 what he says of the mixture of all things 
and the unlimitedness of matter reminds us of Anaxi
mander and Anaximenes; and though in particular 
details he has no such striking points of contact with 
Heracleitus, 4 yet his whole system is directed to the 
explanation of phenomena~the reality of vvhich ·Hera
cleitus was more forward to acknowledge than any 
other philosopher,-of change, to which all things are 
subject, and of the multiplicity resulting from change. 
Still more clearly can we trace in him the influence of 
the Eleatic doctrine. The propositions of Parmenides 
on the impossibility of Becoming and. Decay form the 
starting-point of his whole system. He coincides with 

» 

the same philosophers in mistrust of the sensible per-
ception, in denial of empty space,5 and in certain of 
his physical theories ; 6 the only doubt is whether these 
doctrines came to him directly from Par~enides, or 
through the medium of Empedocles and the Atomists. 

To these his contemporaries (the Ionians and the 
Eleatics ), as has been already observed, Anaxagoras is 
primarily allied. The three systems equally propose to 
themselves the problem of explaining the formation of 
the universe, the Becoming and individual generation of 

1 P. 360, cf. Vol. I. p. 273 sq. 
2 P. 356, cf. Vol. I. p. 255, 

254, 1. 
3 P. 365 sq. 
4 His theories concerning the 

sense-perception, however (sup. p. 
367 sq.), seem to betray the influ
ence of Heracleitus. 

s Sup. p. 342, I. Ritter (i. 

::306) thinks that thi~ may have 
Hrisen independently of Eleatic in· 
fiuences, out of the polemic agajnst 
Atomists or Pythagoreans ; but, 
considering the unmistakeable in
terdependence of the Anaxagorean 
and Parmenidean doctrines on the 
whole, it seems to me improbable. 

6 Cf. p. 365, 6; 366, 2; 368, 2. 
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beings, and the changes and multiplicity of phenomena, 
without, ho,vever, maintaining an absolute Becoming 
and Decay, and a qualitative change of the primitive 
matter, or giving up any part of the Parmenidean 
theories concerning the impossibility of these processes. 
To this end they all adopt the expedient of reducing 
generation to the union, and decay to the separation of 
substances, which, being underived and imperishable, 
change in that process, not their quality~ but only their 
place and relation in space. But in their more precise 
definitions the three systems differ. A plurality of 
original substances they must all indeed assume, in 
order to make intelligible the mu1tiplicity of derived 
things ; but to these substances Empedocles ascribes 
the elementary qualities ; Leucippus and Democritus 
merely the universal qualities, \vhich belong to every 
corporeal thing as such ; Anaxagoras, the qualities of 
determinate bodies. In order to account for the innu
merable differences in the nature and constitution of 
derived things, EmpedocleR 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, 'vhile Anaxagoras says that the innu
merable substances are capable of the most various 
intermixture. The primitive substances, therefore, are 
conceived by Empedocles as limited in number and 
differences of kind, but infinitely divisible; by the 
Atomists, as unlimited in number and variety of form, 
but indivisible; by Anaxagoras, as unlimited in number 
and distinctions of kind, and infinitely divisible" 
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. Lastly, in order to explain motion-on which all gene
ration of derived things is based-Empedocles adds to 
the four elements two moving forces ; but as these are 
'vholly mythical forms, the question as to the natural 
cause of motion remains unans,vered. 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 realit.y, but recognises in spirit or mind the 
natural ruler and mover of matter. 

In the further application of his principles to the 
explanation of nature, Anaxagoras is also in many 
respects agreed 'vith Empedocles and Democritus. All 
three begin with a chaotic mixture of primitive sub
stances, out of which they say the world arose by means 
of a whirling motion, self-engendered, in this mass. 
In their conceptions of the universe there is hardly one 
important difference bet,veen Anaxagoras and Demo
critus. As Democritus regarded the three lower ele
ments as a medley of the most various kinds of atoms, 
Anaxagoras sa\v in the elements generally a medley of 
all seeds.1 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 from the terrestrial slime; 4 Empedocles and 

1 Cf. p. 225, 1, with 332, 1 ; 
Aristotle uses the same expression, 
7Tavo-7r1:pµ.fo., in both cases. 

2 Vide p. 157, 5; 251, 5; 360, 4. 
3 P. 173, 3; 263, 2; 365, 2Q 
4 P. 365, 6; 366, 1. 
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Anaxagoras also in regard to the generation and de
velopment of the fretus; 1 and, at any rate, the first and 
last-named of these theories are so remarkable that 've 
cannot regard the coincidence as fortuitous. 

Although, however, it thus appears unquestionable 
that the above-mentioned philosophers are not merely 
allied as to their doctrines, but that they actually and 
historically influenced one another, it is not so easy to 
determine which of them first advanced the propositions 
that are common to all three. Anaxagoras, Empedocles 
and Leucippus are contemporaries, and tradition has not 
told us which was the first to promulgate his system. 
Aristotle indeed says of Anaxagoras, in a well-known 
passage, that he was earlier as to bis age, and later as 
to his works, than Empedocles. 2 But vvhether this 
means that his doctrines appeared later, or that they 
'vere more matured, or on the other hand, more imper
fect, than those of Empedocles, it is not easy to dis
cover. 3 If vve try to decide the question according to 

1 Pp. 162; 366, 2. 
2 11-Jetaph. i. 3, 984 a, 11 : 

'A t ' ~' ""' ' c ,. I VO..t;C!.,j'Opas UC: ••• TIJ µEv 171\.LICL![-
l ''· I "' !l:'l >I 7rpuTEpos wV TOU'Tou, 70£S u Ef1J'OLS 

~I 

v~TEpos. , 
3 ·The words allow of all three 

interpretations. In regard to the 
fir8t, even jf Breier (Phil. d. Ana.r. 
85) is right in saying that ~p1a 
cannot refer to the writings, the 
Opera omnia ; nothjng hinders our 
translatjng the text thus : 'his 
achievements fall later.' Moro· 
oYer, as what is later is as a rule 
riper and more advanced, v~TEpos 
may also be used in this sense ; 
and Aristotle, c. 8, 98-9 b, 5, 19, 
actually says of Anaxagoras: if 

we deduce the consequence of his 
theories~ tuws 'b.v <f>ave[71 Katvo7rpE-

' ' Q I f 1TECJTEpws AEJ'WV ••• fJGUJ\.ETat µewro-
,., '"'~I I 

7l. ·rra.pa.7r1'-1J~LOV 70L~ ua--rEpov AE"YOU~L; 
and iu still closer correspondence 
·with our text, .De 0<£lo, iv. 2, 308 
b 30 I >' ~ f ,... 

' : IC.ClL11'Ep UJl'TES apxawTEpot 'T'l}S 
""' c"). I I ~ 6 \ vuv 'l}1\.l.liLClS KCll.JIGTEpws EV 'f}uav 7rEpt. 

TWV vuv A.ExOevT<.rJV. On the other 
hand, VdTE pov also designates that 
·which is inferior to something else 
in value. Cf. Arist. JJfetaph. v. 
11, 1081 b, 22: TO 7ap mrepfixov 
-rfi ouvaµEL 7rpGTEpov, and Theo
phrast. ap. Sirnpl. Phys. 6 b, who, 
using the same expression con
versely, says of Plato: rrovTots 
E1rl.'}'EJIOµevos IIA.ct'TWV' Tjj µ.'Ev oJ~p 
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the internal relation of the doctrines, 've shall probably 
be drawn in tvvo opposite directions. On the one hand, 
it \vould seem that Anaxagoras's derivation of motion 
from spirit must be later than the mythical derivation 
assigned to it by Empedocles, or the purely material 
explanation it receives· from the .A .. tomists; for in the 
idea of Spirit not 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; vvhereas Empedocles, in his conception of the 
moving forces, approximates to the mythic cosmogony, 
and the Atomists do not advance beyond the pre-So
cratic materialism. On the other hand, however, the 
theories of Empedocles and the Atomists appea:r to be 
more scientific in regard to the primitive substances 
than those of Anaxagoras; for Anaxagoras places the 
qualities of derived things immediately in the primitive 
substances, while the other two systems seek to explain 
those substances by reference to their elementary and 
atomistic constituents: consequently, the procedure of 

' ,.. ~ , ' ..... ~' KaL T'[J uvvaµ.Et 7rpOTEpoY, TOLS u€ 

xp6vots lJ<I'TEpos. This signification 
is given to the words of our text 
by Alexander, p. 22, 13 Bon. 534 
b, 1 7 Br. The words, thus undtr
stood, contain a rhetorical ancl not 
a logiral antithesis ; for, in point 
of fact, there would be nothing 
surprising in the older view being 
the less perfect; but if Theophras
tus could express himself as he 
does ( l. c. ), Aristotle may have said 
the same in the same sense. If, 
on the contrary, we understand by 
V<I'TEpos the riper, there arises the 
difficulty (of which Alexander re
minds us), that in the question of 

the primitive substances with 
which our text is concerned, Aris
totle could not possibly have rated 
the doctrine of Anaxagoras higher 
than that of E1npedocles, which he 
himself followed. But h may be 
that in the predicate To'Ls ~p'Yots 
vo-rrepos he had in view the whole 
of Anaxagoras's doctrine, in which 
he certainly recognjsecl an essen
tial progress, as com pared with 
previous philosophers, and that 
his observation was nierely in
tended to explain why he had 
placed Anaxagoras, in spite of his 
age, immediately after Empedocles. 
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the Atomist8 is more thorough, because they are not 
content "'\vi th attaining sensibly perceived substances, but 
derive these, indi vid uall y and collectively, from some
thing still more primitive. This might incline us to sup
pose that the Atomi8ts appeared later than Anaxagoras, 
and EmpedO'cles at any rate not earlier; and that it was 
precisely the inadequacy of Anaxagoras's explanation of 
nature "'\Vhich caused them to abandon Spirit as a sepa
rate principle side by side with matter, and to set up a 
uniform and strictly materialistic theory.1 

But the opposite view has nevertheless preponder
ating reasons in its favour. In the first place, it bas 
already been shovvn 2 that Empedocles was acquainted 
with the poem of Parmenides, and that he took from 
that source what he says on the impossibility of gene
ration and decay. If "\Ve compare vvith this Anaxa
goras's utterances on the same subject,3 "\Ve find that 
the thoughts and expressions in them exactly harmonise 
'vith those of Empedocles, ~whereas they have no similar 
connection \Vi th 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, \vithout any as
sistance from Anaxag:oras; 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 tb ein that implies a direct 
obligation to Parmenides. This relation of the three 
systems makes it highly probable that Empedocles first 

1 Cf. p. 293 sq. v. 36 sqq., 40 sqq. 69 sqq., 89, 92 
2 P. 195 sq.; 161 sq. (p. 122, 1, 2; 123, 1, 2; 124, 1). 
! Sup. 331, 1, 2, 3; cf. Emped. 
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derived his statement that all generation is the union, 
and all decay the separation, of substances, from the doc
trine of Parmenides of the impossibility of Becoming; 
while, on the other hand, Anaxagoras first borrowed 
the theory from Empedocles = and this conjecture is 
confirmed 'vhen we observe that it harmonises better 
with the other presuppositions of Empedocles than with 
those of Anaxagoras. ]"or to identify generation with~ 
mixture, and decay with division, must have been ea£y 
to a philosopher who regarded the elementary substances 
as the original principle out of which the particular 
was formed, merely through combination; and "\vho, in 
connection with this, considered the uniting power as 
the truly divine and beneficent, and the intermixture 
of all matter as the most blessed abd perfect state. It 
is, on the contrary, much less easy if, with Anaxagoras, 
we regard particular substances as the most primitive, 
their original in termixture as an unordered chaos, and 
the ~eparation 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 th@ second place 
only from the union, of the funda1nental substances; 
while their decay must be brought about by their return 
to the elementary condition of intermi4ture.1 Among 

1 Steinhart (Allg. L. Z. 1845, elements were not the simplest. But 
}lovbr, p. 893 sq.), on the other what is mixture, if not the genera
hand, thinks that the dnctrine of tion of a composite something from 
the generation of individuals fron1 something more simple? If, there
mixture and separation does not fore, all things arose out of inter
harmonise with the four primitive mixture, the simplest substances 
substances of Empedocles; it could must be the most primitive; as 
only have been an organic part of indeed all meQ.hanical physicists, 
a doctrine in which the physical except Anaxagoras, have assumed 
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the other theories of Anaxagoras, especially in what he 
says of the sense-perception, he seems sometimes to 
contradict Empedocles, and sometimes to show traces 
of his influence.1 We may therefore suppose that the 
philosophical opinions of Empedocles were published 
before those of Anaxagoras, and that Anaxagoras made , 
use of them. 

The same holds good of the founder of the Atom
istic School. Democritus certainly seems to have 
borrowed much from Anaxagoras, especially in his 
astronomical conceptions, in which he is allied with 
the older theory of Anaximander and Anaximenes.2 

Anaxagoras, on the contrary, seems to be referring 
to Leucippus when he refutes the doctrine of empty 
space in its details by physical experiments. When he 
expressly asserts the unity of the world, and protests 
against the division of primitive substances,3 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-\vho were anterior to the Atomistic theory 
-bestow on it no detailed refutation. The Atomistic 
philosophy seems to have been the first to arouse 
serious discussion as to the possibility of empty space.4 

There is doubtless a reference to this philosophy, also, 

for this very reason, and do as
sume, even to the present day. 

1 Cf. p. 367, 2; 368, 2; with 
p. 165, 3. 

2 Videsupra,p.360,3,4; 374, 

1 ; 248 sqq. 
3 Vide supra, p. 342, 1 ; Fr. 11, 

snpra, p. 338, 2. 
4 Cf. p. 306. 
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in the remark 1 that there can be no 'smallest,' since 
Being cannot be annihilated by division; for here the 
theory of indivisible bodies is directly supported by the 
assertion that things are annihilated by infinite divi
sion: v1hich, indeed, had· already been pointed out by 
Zeno, though he gave a different application to the 
theory. Anaxagoras's denial of a blind JTate 2 has also 
been said, though less certainly, to have reference to 
the Atomists : there is no other system to which it 
would better apply. I should therefore suppose that 
Leucippus must ~ave preceded Anaxagoras in his doc
trine, and that Anaxagoras had directed his attention 
to it. That this was quite possible chronologically we 
have already seen 3 in the course of our discussion. 4 

The special philosophic importance of Anaxagoras 
1 Vide s1tpra, p. 341, 8, cf. p. 

218; Vol. I. 614. 
2 Vide s1tp. p. 345, 3, cf. p. 238 sq. 
3 P. 306. 
4 Further confirmation of this 

might be found in the treatise De 
Melissa, c. 2, 976 a, 13. Accord
ing to the n1ost probable reading, 
though thjs is partly founded on 
conjecture, we are there told : 1eal 
70.p 8µowv ofJTc.J ?\e7EL 'TO 7rav elvat, 
ovxl &\' ltAi\ • . • Ttvl (JYiullach 
completeR this in agreement wjth 
Beck, lll\l\ot eTEPCfJ Ttvl, I should 
myself conjecture lX.A.i\(f' 0µ016v Ttvt) 
chrep Kal ) Ava~a'}'Opas (Beck rightly 
substitutes Anaxagoras for 'A811va-
76pas, which ·we find in God. Lips.) 

) I ttf t:f \_ :Jl \_ 
EAE")'XEL, OTL oµowv Tu v."1TEtpov • Tu 
~' q c f er ttf ~ f ;!.\ 
uE uµowv ETEP(f' oµowv, w<J"TE uvo -,, 

' ,, ' ~ "' ' ... , ~ 7rAELW OJ/Ta OUK v.JI EV OU() U.1TELpOV 

t:lvai. These words, it seems to 
me, can only be understood. to 
mean that Anaxagoras contradicted 
the theory that the Unlimited is 

8µowv. Mullach's interpretation 
quod etiam Anaxagoras o st end it 
infinitum szti sirllile esse (so far, ac
cordjng to Fr. 8, supra, p. 343, I, 
as vovs is infinite, and at the same 
time ?Tas 8µows ), introduces a 
thought that· is superfluous and 
frrelevant to the context, and is 
besides contradicted by ~l\e7xeiv; 
for though this word is used not 
merely for ' refute,' but also for 
'prove,' yet it always designates 
a proof by which an opposite 
opjnion is refuted. But as the 
writer does not expressly say that 
Anaxagoras contradicted the 
opjnion of Melissus concerning the 
homogeneous nature of the i£7Teipov, 
his language may also be under
stood thus : 'Even Anaxagoras con
tradicts the opinion that the li7ret
pov must be homogeneous, so far 
as he represents the infinite mass 
of the primitive matter as consist
ing entirely of heterogeneous parts.' 
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is based upon the doctrine of vovs.. With this doctrine 
his theory of matter is, however, so intimately connected 
that the one is conditioned by the other., l\'.Iatter 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 qualitiesa 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 cauRe, distinct fro1n 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 "vay and no other.. Both definitions 
are so far equally original-they merely indicate 
the two Rides 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.1 Ancient physics recognised 
only corporeal nature. With this corporeal nature 
Anaxagoras cannot satisfy himself, because he knows 

1 P. 345. 
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not how to explain from such a cause the movement of 
nature, the beauty and design of the universe, especially 
as he has learned from Parmenides, Empedocles and 
Leucippus, that the corporeal substance is something 
underived and unchangeable, not moved dynamically 
from within, but mechanically from without. Accord
ingly, he discriminates Spirit, as moving and ordering 
force, from matter; and as he finds all order conditional 
on a division of the unordered, all knowledge condi
tional on discrimination, he thus defines the opposition 
of Spirit and matter: Spirit, he says, is the dividing and 
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-
1noeomeries 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, we can the more readily dispense 
with the other sources of this doctrine, which some even 
among the ancients sought to derive from Hermotimus, 
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the mythical magician,1 or from the wisdom of the East; 2 

but 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 Oriental doctrines, 
there exists no tradition on which the smallest reliance 
can be placed, nor does the nature of his system render 
it in any \vay probable.3 Hermotimus is manifestly not a 

1 Arist. Metapk. i. 3, 984 b, 
18, after mention of vovs: cpavEpws 

' ,. 3A t 6 " ",,, ' p..Ev ovv var;a'Y pav L<lµev «'t'aµEvov 
I "' 1 ) [ '!::'> JI 

TovTwv TCfJJJ A.u'Ywv, atT av u EXEL 

7rp6Tepov 'Epµonµos 6 KA.a{oµ~vws 
el7retv. The same is repeated by 
Alexander, &c., ad k. l. (Schol. in 
Ar. 536 b) ; Phi lop. ad k. l. p. 2 ; 
ap. Simpl. Pk.ys. 321 a; Sext. 
Math. ix. 7 ; Elias, Oret. in Greg. 
Naz. Orat. 37, p. 831 (in Carus, 
Nachg. W. iv. 341 ), with no other 
authority for the statement except 
this text of Aristotle. 

2 To these belong the state
ment already mentioned, p. 326, 
2, that Anaxagoras visited ·the 
East and especially Egypt; also 
the hypotheses of Gladi sch (Die 
Rel. und die Pkilosophie Anaxag. 
1wnd die Israeliten ), and some of 
the ancients (on whom cf. Anaxag. 
und d. Isr. V· 4), who would con
nect him with Judaism. 

3 How inadequate are the au
thorities for Anaxagoras's Yisit to 
Egypt, we have already seen in 
the notice of them, p. 326, 2. Not 
one is less recent than the last 
decade of the Fourth Century after 
Christ ; even Valerius Maximus 
does not speak of a journey to 
Egypt, but only of a diutina pere
,qrinatio, while the property of An
axagoras was laid waste, and it is 
very possible that he was thinking 
of Anaxagoras's residence inAthens, 

or of nothing definite. But even if 
he had named Egypt as the destina
tion of this journey, his evidence 
could easily be contradicted, and 
the saying concerning the grave 
of Mausolus, ·which Diog. (ii. 10) 
puts into the mouth of our philo
sopher (who died 19 Olympiads, 
i.e. 76 years, before it ·was built), 
would scarcely lend it any confiFma~ 
tion. If it be urged that the Greeks 
from the time of Anaxago:ras were 
so inclined to place their scientific 
greatness in connection with Egypt; 
that it is improbable an Egyptian 
journey, known to have been under
taken by this philosopher, should 
have received no mention, we can 
only inf ~r from the com.plete 
silence of all authorities on the 
subject, that nothing whatever was 
known of such a journey. Con
cerning the hypothesis of Gladisch, 
I have already given my opinion 
on the general presuppositions and 
collective result of this, Vol. I. p. 
36. The interpretation of facts 
to suit the interest of arbitrary 
combinations, with which he is 
there censured, is not wanting in 
the present case. For example, 
from the dogmas of the Old Testa
ment, not only does he deduce, p. 
19, the doctrine of pre-existent 
matter (for which the Alexandrian 
Book of Wisdom is cited among 
other evidence as perfectly valid 

VOL. II. c c 
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historical contemporary of Anaxagoras, but a mythical 
figure in the past, who has only been associated with 
Anaxagoras by the idle ingenuity of later 'vriters.1 

testimony); but also the Anaxago
rean Homoeomeries (p. 48) ; and 
conversely, from Anaxagoras (as 
has been shown, p. 352, 1) he de
rives, by the most inadequate 
reasoning, the Jewish notions of 
the government of the uni verse. 
The doctrine of the Old Testament 
of the creatjon of the world bv the 
direct Divine behest is repres;nted 
as in all essential respects 'entirely 
the same' (p. 43) as that of Anax
agoras, of the first movement of 
matter by vo1Js, from which move
ment all things arise in a purely 
mechanical manner. A paralleHsm 
that is instituted in such a way 
can be of no assistance from an 
historical point of V'iew. 

1 The statements of the ancients 
in regard to Hermotimus (the most 
complete collection has been made 
by Carus, ' Ueber die Sagen von 
Hernwtimus,' Nachg. Werlce, iv. 
330 sqq., and previously in Fullc
born, s Beitriige) are of three kinds. 
The first has just been quoted 
from Aristotle, &c. Secondly, it 
is asserted that Hermotimus had 
this wonderful faculty-that his 
soul often quitted his body for a 
long time, and after its return to 
thB body would give news of things 
at a distance; but once his enemies 
took advantage of this state to 
burn his body as if he had bAen 
dead. Thus Pliny, H. N. vii. 53; 
Plut. Gen. Socr. c. 22, p. 592 ; 
Apollon. Dysc. Hist. Oomnientit. c. 
3. All three, however, are evi
dently dependent on the same 
source (probably Tkeopompus; cf. 
Rohde, Rhein. Mus. xxvi. 558); 
Lucjan, Muse. Ene. c. 7; Orig. c. 

Gels. iii. 3 ; Tert. De An. c. 2, 44, 
who adds that the inhabitants of 
Clazomenre erected a shrine to Her· 
motimus after his death. Thirdly, 
Hermotimus jg mentioned by Hera
cleides ap. Diog. viii. 4 sq. among 
those in whom the soul of Pytha
goras had dwelt in its previous 
wanderings; and this is repeated 
by Porph. V. Pytlt.; Hippol. Refitt. 
i. 2, p. 12 ; Tert. De An. 28, 31 a 

That the statement refers to the 
Hermotimus we are discussing 
there can scarcely be a doubt, 
though Hippolytus erroneously 
calls him a Samian. But since in 
thPse narrations Hermotimus ap
pears as a fabulous personage of 
the distant past, it is obvious that 
the statement which Aristotle men
tions must be deYoid of all his
torical foundation; not to mention 
the modern writers who would 
even make Hermotimus the teacher 
of Anaxagoras (vi de Carus, 334, 
362 sq.). Thi.s statement no doubt 
originated in the myth, in an 
attempt to find in the separation 
of the soul from the body, which 
is related of the old soothsayer. an 
analogue of Anaxagoras's distinc
tion of mind and matter. It is 
possible that Democritus may have 
been the author of this interpre
tation, cf. Di0g. ix. 34. Similar 
legends are found in -India, as 
Rohde shows, l. c. ; and it. may 
well 1'e that the story, like other 
myths and some of our fables 
about animals, may have had its 
rise there : whether we suppose it 
to have been brought by the an
cestors of the Hellenes in Yery 
ancient times from their Asiatic 
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We may therefore discard all these conjectures, and 
consider the doctrine of Anaxagoras as the natural pro
duct of the previous philosophic development. And it 
is also the natural end of that development. For if in 
Spirit a higher principle has been found through which 
nature itself is conditioned, and without "\vhich neither 
the movement of nature nor its order and design can 
be explained, there arises henceforward the demand 
that this higher cause of nature shall also be recognised, 
the one-sided philosophy of nature comes to an end, 
and along with nature, and even before it, spirit be
comes an object of investigation. 

The school of Anaxagoras did not itself take this 
course. We are indeed reminded of the Sophists in 
:ll'.!etrodorus's allegorical interpretations; 1 but on the 
other hand Archelaus,2 the only disciple of Anaxagoras 

home, or to ha-ve come by way of Procem. 15; Eus. xiv. 15, f) ; Aug. 
further Asia to the Ionians on the l. c., and from thence emigrated to 
coasts. Athens. The same presupposition, 

1 P. 372, 6. or a negligent use of the source 
2 Archelaus, son of Apollo- employed by Clemens, seems to have 

dorns, or, according to others, of given rjse to the astounding asser
Myson, is described by most writers tion (Diog. ii. 16; cf. Schaubach, 
as an Athenian, but by some as a An ax. 22 sq.) that he £rst trans
Milesian (Diog. ii. 16; Sext. Math. planted Physics from Ionja into 
vii. 14, ix. 360; Hippol. R~fut. 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 rnerely inferences 
Simpl. Phys. 6). That he was a from the supposed connection of 
scholar of Anaxagoras we are fre- the Ot'Y.oox-h. Of. p. 329, 1. The 
quently told (cf., bes]des the writers same judgment must be passed on 
just cited, Cic. Tusc. v. 4, 10 ; the statement ( Cic., Sext., Diog., 

' Strabo, xiv. 3, 36, p. 645 ; Eus. Sirnpl. l. c. : Io, Ari~toxenits und 
Pr. Ev. x. 14, 8 sq.; August. Civ. IJiokles ap. Diog. ii. 19, 23, x. 21 ; 
IJ. viii. 2). According to Euse- Eus. Pr. Ev. x. 14, 9, xiv. 15, 9, 
bius, l. c., he first presided in Lamp- xv. 62, 8; Hippol. i. 10; Galen, 
sacus over the school of Anaxagoras, H. Phil. 2, &c.) that Socrates was 
whose successor he ]s called, ap. his disciple. This js not historical 
Clem. Strom. i. 301 A; Diog. tradition, but a pragmatical con-

e c 2 
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of whom we know any particulars,1 remained faithful to 

jecture, shown to be improbable 
not merely by the silence of Xeno
phon, Plato, and Aristotle, but also 
by the mutual relation of the doc
trines of the two m.en, and by the 
philosophic character of Socrates. 
(Cf. Part II. a, 4 7 ·sq., 3rd e(L) 
'l'he accounts concernjng rthe doc
trine of Archelaus would lead us to 
conjecture that it was expounded 
in writings. A book of Theophras
tus about him, which is mentioned 
:ty .Biog. ·v. 42, was perhaps only a 
section of 'a larger work. Simpl. 
'l. c .. seems to refer to Theophrastus's 
Bhysics and not to this exposi
tion. 

1 The Anaxagorean school C A11a
~a76peun, Plato, Grat. 409 B ; 
Syncell. Ohron. 149 C ; oi a1T' 
'Ava~cry6pov, Plut. ,pzac. iv. 3, 2-oi 
7rt:pl 'Av. in the texts which Schau
bach, p. 32, quotes ·is merely a 
paraphrase) is sometimes mentioned 
without any further account of it. 
A trace of its inft.uence has already 
come before us (p. 70 sq.) in the 
treatise of the pseudo-Hippo-crates, 
?r. otaLT'YJS. A scholiast on Plato's 
Gorgias (p. 345, Bekk.) calls the 
sophist Pol us an A;naxagorean; but 
this is evidently an inference un
justifiably drawn 'from 465 'D. 'In 
regard to Clidemus,also,it seems to 
me doubtful whether·Philippson is 
right in a~signi.ng him to the sch0ol 
of Anaxagoras ('TA.'YJ av8p. 197), 
though I cannot agree· with Ideler 
(Arist. Meteorol. i. 617 sg.), who 
makes him an adherent of E:rqpedo
cles. It would rather appear that 
this naturalist, who is mentioned 
by Theophrastus ( H. Plant. iii. 
1, 4) after Anaxagoras and .Dio
genes, and again (IJe Sensit., .38) 
between them, and whom we may 
probably regard as a contemporary 
of Diogenes and Democritus, h'ld 

no fixed theory of philosophy, but 
occupied himself merely with par
ticular investigations. Arist. Me
teor. ii 9, 370 a, 10, says he supposed 
lightning to be ,only a phenomenon 
of light, like the glittering of water 
in motion. 'Theophrastus, H. Ph. 
l. c., says that, according to him, 
plants consist of the same sub
stances as animals, only that they 
are less pure and warm ; and 
(Gaus. Plant. i. 10, 3) that the 
colder plants flower in winter, the 
warmer in summer. ThA same 
aut'hor ( l. c. iii. 23, 1, sq.) mentions 
his opinion on the best time for 
sowing; and (V. 9, 10) his view 
concerning a disease of the vine ; 
lastly he tells us(JJe Sensu, 38) thi:tt 
Cli<lemus expressed some opinjons 
on the perceptions of the senses: 

, B' B ' tf. ..... ') e "). ..... a.ur '1..VE<J' aL 7ap 'Y'YJ<TL 'TOLS ocp a1\.µ0LS 
µ~v(so Wimmer reads instead of µ6-

) 
~ ~ ,.. ..... ~,, ..... ~, 

vov U'TL utacpaVELS' TaL~ u a.KOCI.LS O'Tt 
~ I t: '\ "" " ~' t! \ EfJ.'TrLTr'TWV 0 0..1/P KLVEL. 'Tats uE pL<I'L'V 
ecf>El\1coµevovs rov a~pa, 'TOV'TOV "'fCtp 
) I {J "" ~\ "\. I \ avaµ.L"'f'VV<J' ac 7IJ UE "'f1\.W<J'<l"[J 'TOVS 
xvµovs Kal 70 8Epµ°Dv Kett 'TD t!Jvxpov, 
Ota TO lToµcp1Jv Elvat• TcP o' cxl\l\r.p 

' ' ' ,,.,. ' '8' ' ..... <J'W,UO..'TL 7rapa. µEV 'TaV'T ov EV, aVTW11 
~ \ ,, \ \. 8 \. ' ' c \ 
UE 'TOV'TWV KO..L 'TU Epµuv Kat Ta V'}'pa 

\ ' ' ' 6 ~\ \ ' \ Kat rra EVawna· µ vov uE Tas a1was 
' ' \ '~' ' ) ~' \ auTas µEv OUuEV KpLVELV, ELS u€ 'TU11 

...... ·~ I ' ~, 'A t 1/0VV uLCt'TrEµTrEL'V. ovx W<J'7rEp vac;a-
"'fOpas apx~v 'TrOLEt 7rcfV'TWll (of all
sense•perceptions) TDV vovv. This 
alone shows that Clidemus did not 
share the philosophic opinions of 
Anaxagoras; and, indeed, nothing 
is anywhere said of him in a philo
sophic point·of view. That he is a 
different person from Clidemus, or 
Clitodemus the hjstorian (Miiller, 
Hist. Gr. i. 359 sqq.), with whom 
he is identified by Meyer, Gesch. d. 
Botanik. i. 23 sqq. and others, is 
proved by Kirchner, Jahrb. f. 
Philol. Suppl. N. F. vii. 1501 sq. 
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the physical tendency of bis master, and while he 
sought to soften down his dualism, approximated some
what to the ancient materialistic physics-. But even 
in bis case our information is very scanty. We are 
told that in respect to· ultimate causes he ag~reed with 
Anaxagoras; that, like him, he assumed an infinite 
number of small bodies of equal parts, from which all 
things· arise by means of meehanical combination and 
separation, and conceived these substances as o~dg.inally 
mingled together ; but that he distinguished Spirit from 
the corporeal as the power which rules over it.1 The 
origjnal mixture of all substances he (approximating. 
herein to Anaximeues and the ancient Ionic school) sup
}'Osed to be lik.e air,2 \vhich, indeed, ... L\.naxagoras bad re-

1 Simpl. Phys. 7 a (after Theo
phrastus) : ev µ~v -rfi flEVE<Tet rov 

I \ ""'' ,.... I IWfJ'µov Kai. TOLS aAAOLS 1ret:paraL 'TL 
I ' >/":;:: \ ' \ ":;::' \ ' \ <f>epeLV LULOJI. 'TClS apxas ue Tas CWTClS 

'S:: I ":;:: ~I ) A t 0 '< uLuW(J'LJI a<f1rEp .L"\tVctsCl'}' pas· OU"fOL 

µ'Ev oliv a7refpovs Tep 7rA.1/8EL Kal 
aVOf..W'}'EJIELS TttS U..pxU.s AE'}'OU<TL TUS 
r / 8 1 ' / (Th oµowµepeta.s TL evrEs apxas. e 
latter also in JJe Ocelo, 269 b, 1 ; 
Schol. in Ar. 513 a.) Clem. Cohort. 
43 D c ' ' .... \_ ,., ; OL µEJI ClVTWV 'TU a:iretpov 
«.a8vµ1n1<rav, CfJv ••• 'Ava~a76pas •• 

\ 'A '"!. ' I 1ca1. • • pxe1'"aos· TOVTW µev 7e 
lfµcpoo 'TOV VOVJI E1FE<lT1]<raT'YjV rfi 
a:rretplq.. Hippol. Ilrj'ut. i. 9 : ODTOS 
"' \ ""I: " Cf ~ ' 'A e<f>1J 'T1JV µic;LV 'T1JS vA.11s oµoLws va-
~a76pq. Tas TE apxas WClClV'TWS. 
Aug. Oiv. D. viii. 2 : etia1n ipse de 
particulis inter se dissiniilibus, 
qitibns singula quaeque fierent, ita 
omnia constare putavit, ut inesse 
etiam nienie1n diceret, quae corpora 
dissiniilia, i. e. illas particnlas, 
e01u·un genclo et dissipando ageret 
omnia. Alex. Aphr. JJe Mixt. 141 
b: Anaxagoras and Archelaus were 

of opinion that lJµowµep7} • • • -rtva 
lf.7reipa elvai <Ywµ.ara, ~~ !tv 1i -rwv, 
al<r81]TWJI '}'EVElJ'LS lJ'wµaTwJI, '}'LVOµ.EJ/1] 

\ I \ I e h Ka.Ta fJ'1J'}'KpL6LJI FCa.L <J"vv ECTLll, 'v ere-
fore they are both counted among 
those who regard all niixture as a 
n1ass of substamtially separa,te mat
ters. Philop. JJe An. B 16·: Arclie
la us belongs. to those <>fJ'oi elp~Ka<J'c 
TO 7rav lr-rr'b Tov 1rov KEKLVYJfJ'f:icw. 

2 Through this theory, which 
is confirmed by what i1nmediately 
follows, the statement that Arche
laus held air to be the primitIYe 
matter may easily be combined, as 
it appears to me, with the othe:t: 
accounts. Cf. Sext. Math. ix. 360: 
'Apx . . . &~pa [ eA.e~e 1FctJl'T6JV elva' 
apx~v Kal <T'TOLXELOV ]. Plut. Plac. 
i. 3, 12 (word for word the same: 
Justin, Cohort. c. 3 end) : , Apx. 
•• aipa cfiretpOV [ apXtJV a7re<f>fivaTO] 

' ' ' ' \. ' l /Cat TTJV 7rep1. aur UV 'TrUKJIOT'Y]Ta Kai. 
' ' t:;::\ \. ' -;- " µo.vwlJ'tJI• TOVTWV uE TU µev ELJlaL 7rvp 

TO OE vowp. 
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garded as a mixture of primitive substances of various 
kinds, but still only as a part of the original mass.1 

Moreover, while Anaxagoras strongly insisted on the un
mixed nature of Spirit, Archelaus, it is said, represented 
Spirit as mixed \Vith matter; 2 so that ·in a1r animated 
by Spirit, he bad a principle sirnilar to that of Anaxi
menes and Diogenes, but different from theirs by reason 
of its dualistic composition.3 He also agreed with these 
philosophers in describing the first separation of the 
primitive mixture as rarefaction and condensation.4 

In this first separation the 'varm and the cold were 
divided, as had been taught by Anaximander, and also 
by Anaxagoras ; 5 but, as the original mixture 'vas already 
declared to be air, Archelaus (herein differing from 
Anax·1goras) called these two principal masses of derived 
things fire and water. 6 J.1-,ollowing the example of his 
master, he regarded fire as the active, and water as the 
passive element ; and since he tried to explain the 
formation of the universe in a purely physical manner 
from their joint operation, it might seem .as if these 
material ba8es were the ultimate cause of the uni verse, 
and that Spirit had no concern '-vith it. This cannot, 

1 P. 355, 3. 
" H' 1 l ,.. ~, .... .... - ippo . . c.: ovros uE Tep vcp 

' ' 'CJ' .... EVV7rapxew 'TL EUuEWS µt-yµa. 
3 l::;tob. Eel. i. 56, may so far be 

'A J I \ ~ \. correct: PX· aep:x Km vovv 'Tuv 
8E6v, i.e., he n1ay have ch'1racterised 
air and Spirit as the eternal and 
divine. 

4 Plut. Plac. ; vide 389, 2. 
5 Vide Vol. I. p. 250, and Vol. 

II. p. 355. 
6 Plut. Plac. l. c., Diog. ii. 16: 

~,. ~ \ ~ I ) / 7 I 
E1\.f)'E uE uuo aLTLaS ELVCt.L ')'EV€<TEws, 

8Epµ.ov «al v')'pov. Herm. lrris. c. 
5 'A ' 6 .... e1 : PX· arro<J>atv µevos 7WV o'Arxv 
apxas 8Epµ.ov Kal tJ!uxpov. Hippol. 
l ~l ~> ' \ "' I . c. : E vat (J apx11v 'TTJS KL111J<TEWS 
'TO a7rOKptvEtJ'8aL (so Daneker, after 
Roper and Ritter) &.7r' a'A'A1}Awv TO 
8Epµov Kal 'TO tJ!vxpov, Kal 'TO µ.€v 
8fpµov Ktve'iueai, 70 0€ if;uxpov 
'1JpEµ.e£v. Cf. Plato, Sopli. 242 D: 
~' ~' u ' \ e \. \ t \. uuo uE ETEpos H7rWV, VJlpuv KaL c;TJpuv 

1'J 8epµov JCa2 tfiuxpov, <ruvoud(et TE 

auTa «al €Kotow<TL. The reference to 
Archelaus is not, however, certain. 
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however, have been the 1neaning of Archelaus; 1 he no 
doubt supposed, like Anaxagoras, that spirit produced 
a vortex in the primitive infinite mass, and that from 
that vortex arose the first di vision of heat and cold, 
from "\vhich all other things spontaneously proceeded. 

In the division of matter the water ran together in 
the midst ; through the influence of beat, part of this 
evaporated and ascended as air, another part condensed 
and became earth ; from the earth came the stars, 
'vhich are detached portions of earth. The earth, 
which is a very small part of the uni verse, is kept in 
its place in the rotation by the air, and the air by fire. 
The surface of the earth must, according to Archelaus, 
be depressed towards the centre; for if it \Vere absolutely 
level, the sun would rise and set everywhere at the 
san1e time. The stars at fi.r~t revolved laterally around 
the earth, which, on account of its raised edge, lay in 
perpetual shadow; only when the inclination of the 
heavens began, could the light and warmth of the sun 
operate upon the earth and dry it up. 2 In all these con
ceptions there is little to distinguish Archelaus from 

1 Vide previous note and Stoh. 
l. (J.: OU µEJl'TOL l(()(}µ01fOLDJJ TOJI JIOVJI. 

2 The above results from Hip
pol. loo. cit., where, however, the 
text is very corrupt; and from 
Diog. ii. 17, where the traditional 
reading is equally inadmissible in 
its meaning. According to this 
the "\Vords run thus : TTJK6µe11611 
<PTJ<TL TO vowp {nro TOV eEpµov, Kaeo 
fl~V els TO 7rvpwoes <Jv11l<JTarai, 7rOLEW 
11?111· Kaeh OE 7rEptppE'i, a€pa ')'€1111~11. 
~""'or 7rvpwoes Ritter, i. 342, reads 
Tvpwoes; perhaps we should sub
stitute for this 7r1JA.woes, and for the 

obscurE" 7r€ ptppe'i, 7rvpl 7reptppe'i'Tai, 
as Diog. continues : o8Ev 7-J µ€11 {nro 

TUV aEpos, 0 OE V1r0 T'l}s TOV 'lf'VpOs 
. 7reptcpopas Kpa.Te"irat. Byk, Vorso
krat. Phil. i. 247 sq., proposes to 
transpose the sentence thus : Ko.eo 
µ~11 7rEptppe'i 1rOLELV 71}11, Kaeo OE els 
TO 7r11pwoes <JuJIL<TTarat &€pa '}'EJJJ/~11. 
But what then would be the mean
ing of 7reptppel.? In the same 

. h ' ~\ passage lS t 8 statement T'f/V ue 
eat...arTa11 €11 Tol.s KotA.ots oia T'l}s 
71}s rieovµ,111111 <Jv11e<JTd.11a£. In this 
way no doubt the taste of sea
water was explained. 
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Anaxagoras, 1 whom he likewise resembles in his opinions 
concerning living beings, so far as we are acquaint.eel 
'vith them. The cause of animation irr all creatures is 
Spirit, 2 which Archelaus seems to have connected with 
the air that they breathe.3 They first arose from the 
heat of the sun : this produced from the terrestrial 
slime various kinds of animals, which were nourished 
by the slime and only lived a short time; subsequently, 
sexual propagation was introduced~ and men r~ised 
themselves above the other creatures by their arts and 
manners.4 Concerning his other theories about men 
and animals, nothing has been told us ; but it Reems 
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 
senses,5 The statement that he believed in the exist-

1 Cf. p. 355 sq., 360. Arche
laus ( vide sttpra, 362, 6) also agrees 
with Anaxagoras in his explana
tion of earthquakes, ap. Sen. Qit. N. 
vi. 12. 

2 Hippol. l. c. : vovv o~ AE"jEL 
,. ' I e rl ~ I I wacnv eµ<f>ve<r at :, qiots oµotws. XPT/"" 

<raa'8at "fap eKa11Tov Kal TWV crwµaTwv 
~I \. \ f3 "" I \. ~ \ O<l(f) Tu µev paOvTepws Tu ue 'Taxv-
TEpoo~. Instead of XP~<racr8at we 
should read no doubt xp'l}cr8at, and 
instead of the obscure w0rds, Twv 

I ~I "' I ~ I trwµa7wv oO'r.p T<f' <rwµaTt oµotws, as 
Ritter suggests (Ion. Phil. 304). 

3 This, I conjecture, partly 
from his general theories on t:3pirit, 
discussed above, and partly from 
the testimonies quoted 1 p. 364, ·1. 
Also the fact that that opinion was 
attributed to Anaxagoras is most 
easily explained on this theory. 

4 Hi ppol. l. c. : we pl o~ (<f wv 
<j>'l]<Tlv. OT' fJepµatvoµev'f}s T1]s "t1Js TO 

7rpWTOV Jv 'Trp ICa'Ta µlpos [ Kd T(J) 

µ€pet], owou TO Bepµov 1eal TO l/Jvxpov 
' I ' rh I ' '' r~ eµL<T"fE'TO, ave~aLVETO Ta TE aA.A.a ~cpa 

).' ''6 ' \ -~ 7r01\.A..a KaL av µ.ota wa.11Ta TTJV av-r11v 
~I >I ' ,... ' I I uta£Tav• EXOV'Ta EK 'TTJS LAVOS Tpe<f>o-

:X ~' ' 6 ~' '!::'' µeva, '11V ue oA.L"fDXP 11rn· vcrTepov ue 
avTots «at 1J ~~ aA.A.1}A.wv "fEllE<TtS 
., ' ' ~ 'e ,, e ., \. ave<TTTJ Kat ulEKpi 1J<Tav av poo7rOL arru 
TW'JI ltA.A.wv, 1Lat 1i'leµ611as Kat i16µ.ovs 
Kat T'xvas Kat 7r6A.~ts Kat Ta &;\i\a 
crvJIE<TT'YJ<rav. The same is to be 
found in part ap. Diog. ii. 16 ; cf. 
p. 365, 6. A misapprehension of 
this tradition seems to have given 
rise to the statement of Epipha
nius, Exp. I/id. 1087 a, that Arche
laus thought all things originated 
from earth, which he regarded as 
the apx1J Twv 3A.wv. 

5 There seems to be an allusion 
to this in the short notice, ap. 
Diog. ii. 1 7 : 7rpW'TOS o~ e17re cpw111}s 
7€11e<TLV TtJV TOV aipos 7rA?]~w, where 
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ence of an infinite number of worlds 1 is, no doubt, 
founded on a misapprehension. 

Some writers maintain that Archelaus occupied 
hi1nself with ethical enquiries as well as physics, and 
that he was in this respect a precursor of Socrates. 2 

In particular, he is said to have sought the origin of 
right and wrong, not in nature, but in custom.3 These 
statements, ho\vever, seem to have arisen fro1n 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 hi1n. 

But although the school of Anaxagoras remained 
faithful, as he himself did, to physical investigations, yet 
howeYer 7rpwTos is incorrect, vide 
Sllp. p. 368, 3. 

1 Stob. Eel. i. 496, vide supra, 
Vol. I. p. 262, 3. 

2 Sext. JVlath. vii. 14 : 'Apx. 
• • • 7 a <{Jv<TLK011 Kal 1,8u£?)JI [µeT1/p
xe:o J. Diog. ii. 16 : EOLKE OE Kal 
oiJTOS aif;aa'8aL TrJS i}8uc1}s. Kilt ')'Ctp 
7rEpl 116µw11 7rE<f>tA.ocr6cp11Ke Rial KaAWJI 

\ ~ I > 'C' ~ f ~ lfat. ut1eatw11· 7rap ov """001epar11s TCf' 
av~1}crat a.vros evpeiv V1f'EA1/cf>811. 

3 D' l "' ~' ' iog. . c. : EAE')'E uE • • • Ta 
(cpa a1f'O r1Js lA.6os ')'E11117181J11m· Kal 
TO o[KaLOV ElJlaL KQ.L TO alO"xpov OU 
</>VO"EL aA.,\a 116,U(f). 

4 At any rate in Diogenes the 
re1narkable combination of the two 
propositions concerning the genesis 
of animals, and the orjgin of right 
and wrong, would lead us to sup
pose that his utterances are ulti
mately derived from the same 

passage in Archelaus's treatise as 
that quoted on p. 392, 4, from Hip
polytus. Arc·helaus in that case 
had merely sa!d that men ·were at 
first without law or morals, and 
only attained to them in course of 
time; and from this, later writers 
deduced the sophistical statement 
that right and wrong are not 
founded on nature. Ritter's ex
planarion of this proposition 
( Gesch. d. Phil. i. 344): 'Tbat good 
and evil in the world arise from 
the distribution (v6µos) of the 
primal seeds in the world,' seems 
to me impossjble : this signification 
of 116µos is not proved by any of 
the analogies which he adduces. 
Diogenes, inoreoyer, certainly took 
the sentence ·which he quotes only 
in its ordinary meaning. 
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the new principle which he had introduced into physics 
necessitated an altered direction of enquiry; and thus 
he is immediately connected with the phenomenon 
'vhich marks the end of the previous philosophy, and 
the transition to a new form of scientific thought-viz., 
the ris_e of Sophistic opinion. 

§ III.-T HE SOP HISTS.1 

1. Origin of the Sophistic doctrine. 

PHILOSOPHY, until about the middle of the fifth century, 
"\Vas 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 instruction was only 
felt by a few, and as yet the attempt had never been 
made on an extended scale to make science co1nmon 
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 it 
was only the members of the Pythagorean Society on 
whom its educating influence "\Vas exerted; and secondly, 

1 J ac. Geel, Historiq, critica results. Grote, Hist. of Greece, 
Sophistarum, qui S(loratis cetate viii. 47 4-f>44; to whjch discussions 
Athenis floriternnt C1'ova aota lite- I shall .often have occasion to refer, 
raria societ. Rheno-TraJeot. P. II.), on account of their very great im
Utr. 1823. Hermann, Plat. Phil. ports.nee. Seha;nz, Beitr. z. vorso
pp. 179-223, 296-321. Baumhau.er, krat. Phil. aus Plato, 1. H. Die 
IJisp1.ttatio literaria, quam vim, So- Sophisten. Gott. 1867; Siebeck, 
pllistCE lzabuer'int Athenis ad (etat'is Ueb. Sokrates Verk. z. Sophistik; 
~um di~ciplinam 1nores ac studi·a Untersuoh. z. Phil. d. Gr-. 1873. p. 
immutanda (Utr. 1144), a labori- 1 sqq.; U e1erweg, GTundr. i. § 27. 
ous work, but without important 
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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 '\Vas, generally speaking, quite alien to 
antiquity. 

Mean·while, in the course of the fifth century, 
various ca.uses combined to alter this state of things. 
The mighty impulse "\vbich Greece had received since 
the Persian wars, and Gelon's vietory over the Carthagi
nians, must, in its subsequent influence, have deeply 
affected Greek science also, and the relation of science 
to the nation at large. Through a magnanimous en
thusiasm, a rare devotion on the part of all individuals, 
these extraordinary successes had been att~ined : a 
proud self-reliance, a youthful desire for action, a pas
sionate stn 1ggle for freedom, glory and po,ver, 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 1their 
ground against the spirit of the age--the old customs, 
even in Sparta, \vere 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, 1 a democracy arose to 
power "\vhieh in course of time was able without diffi
culty, to s.et .aside the few barriers of law yet remaining. 

1 Especially in Athens and among her allies in Syracuse, and the 
other Sicilian colonies. 
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Athens, who by her glorious deeds had hecome 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 course. The result was an incredibly rapid pro
gTess 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 prosperjty and po\ver, 
of glory and culture, of \vhich history affords no parallel. 
With the increase of culture the claims on individuals 
necessarily increased, and the customary means of edu
cation were no longer sufficient. Education had, till 
then, be~n limited to music and gymnastic, together 
with some elementary arts; everything further was left 
to the unmethodical practice of life, and to the personal 
influence o.f relatives and fello\V-citizeBs. 1 Even politics 
and the art of oratory~. so indispensable to a statesman, 
were learned in the sa:me 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 \Vords of the poets
of Epicharmus and Pindar, of Simonides and Bacchy
lides, of JEschylus and Sophocles-an abundant store of 
practical wisdom and observation of mankind, of pure 
moral principles and profound religious ideas, \Vas de
posited in the most perfect form, for the benefit of all. 
But just bec'.luse men hag gone so far, they found it 
necessary to go farther. If a higher cultivation of 
taste and intellect, such as could be attained in the 

1 Vide Vol. I. p. 77. 
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accustomed way, 'vas universally disseminated, the man 
who wished to distinguish himself was forced to look 
around him for something ne,v. If all "\Vere habituated, 
through political acti vit.y 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 d~cided ascendency to individuals; if an 
appreciative sense of the beauties of language and the 
subtleties of expression 'vere quickened in all, speech 
required to be treated in a more artistic manner than 
heretofore ; and the value of this artistic eloquence 

' 

·became necessarily greater as more importance was 
attached, in the all-powerful popular assemblies, to the 
momentary charm and impression of the speeches. For 
this reason there arose in Sicily, independently of the 
Sophists, and almost contemporaneously with them, the 
rhetorical school of Corax. But the necessities of the 
time required not merely a methodical introduction to 
rhetoric, but scientific instruction concerning all things 
of value in practical, and more eRpecially in civil, life; 
and if Pericles himself did not disdain to feed his re
fined and commanding spirit upon intercourse with 
Anaxagoras a:nd Protagoras, the disciples of this scien
tific culture might the more confidently expect to benefit 
-as it became easier for a receptive intellect, by the 
proper use of dialectic, to discover weaknesses and con
tradictions in the ordinary notions about ethics, and 
thereby to attain, even as ag·ainst the most skilled 
and experienced men of practice, the consciousness of 
superiority.1 

1 Cf. the remarkable -con versa- biades, Xen. 1Yle1n. 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 ]t had itself arrived at 
a point where its form must of necessity undergo a 
change. It had started from the contemplation of the 

_ external world ; but already Heracleitus and Parmenides 
had sho\vn, 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 thjs 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, 1 it is not easy to under
stand why the one should be more trustworthy than the 
other ; and all that the early philosophers, from their 
various standpoints, had said against the senses may be 
said universally against the human faculty of cognition. 
If there is nothing besides corporeal Being, the mis
trust of the Eleatics and the principles of Heracleitus 
may be applied to all reality. They had contended 
against the reality of the Many by showing the contra
dictions that would result from its divisibility and ex
tension in space : and the reality of the One might be 
questioned on the same grounds. Heracleitus had 
said that nothing is fixed except reason and the law of 
the universe ; and it might with equal right be asserted 

1 Vide Vol. I. p. 602; Vol. II. pp. 79, 171. 
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that the law of the universe must be as changeable as 
the fire of which it consists-our knowledge as change
able as the thing to which it relates, and the soul in 
which it dwells. 1 The ancient physics, in a word, con
tained in its materialism the germ of its destruction. 
If there be only corporeal Being, all things ar'e extended 
in space and divisible, and all presentations arise from 
the working of external impressions upon the corporeal 
soul-from sensation; therefore, if the reality of di
vided Being and the truth of the sensible phenomenon 
be renounced from this standpoint, truth and reality 
are altogether cancelled, all things are resolved into a 
subjective appearance; and, \Vith the belief in the 
cognisability of things, the endeavour after the know
ledge of them must likewise be at an end. 

As Physics thus indirectly paved the way for an 
altered tendency of thought, so this tendency was di
rectly forced upon Physics from without. Though we 
ought not, perhaps, to lay much stress upon the fact 
that the later physicists, as compared with the earlier, 
bestow far more attention on the study of man, and that 
Democritus, already a contemporary of the Sophists, 
also occupied himself to a great extent with ethical 
questions-yet we must in any case regard the Anaxa
gorean doctrine of Spirit as the direct preparation for 
the Sophistic doctrine, or, more accurately, as the 
clearest indication of the change which was even then 
taking place in the Greek theory of the \Vorld. The 

1 That such inferences were of this section. In regard to 
really deduced from the doctrines Herac]eitus it has already been 
of the Eleatics and Heracleitus shown, p. 115, 1 ; and in regard to 
will be shown in thefourth Chapter the Atomists, p. 314 sq. 
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vovs of Anaxagoras is not, indeed, the human mind as 
such ; and "\vhen he said that vovs rules all things he 
did not mean that man bas all things in his po\ver by 
means of thought. But be had nevertheless created 
the conception of mind out of his own consciousness, 
and though it may have been treated by him as a force 
of nature, iri its essence it was not distinct from the 
mind of man. Consequently, when others transferred 
\vhat 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 be bad 
opened-they reduced the vovs of Anaxagoras to its 
basis in actual fact, and set aside a presupposition "\vhich 
must have seemed to others untenable : they allowed 
that the \Vorld is the work of the thinking essence ; 
but as the world was to them a subjective phenomenon, 
so the world-creating consciousness b8came human con
sciousness, and man became the measure 0f 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 ; 'vhereas 
previously, the grandeur of nature had so absorbed man 
that he was carried away, and beca1ne 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 naturp, ; he turns from the 
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investigation of nature, in order that he may be 
occupied with himself. 1 

That this "\vould immediately take place in the right 
"\vay 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 )vide field for 
hatred and revenge, for avarice, ambition, and all the 
passions ; men accustomed themselves to the violation., 
first of public, then of private rights, and the curse 
of all self-aggrandising policy was fulfilled in the most 
po-\iverful cities, such as Athens, Sparta and Syracuse: 
the recklessness with \vhich the State trampled upon 
the rights of other States destroyed in its ovvn 
citizens respect for right and la-\v.2 And when indi
viduals had sought their glory for a while in devotion 
to the ends of the common selfishness:; they began to 
apply the same principle of egoism in an opposite 
direction, and to sacrifice the welfare of the State to 
their own interests.3 Moreover, as democracy in most 
of the States increasingly threw aside all the restraints 
of law, the most extravagant notions were formed con-

1 A similar relation to that 
between Anaxagoras and the So
phh,ts is to be found later between 
Aristotle and the post-Aristotelian 
philosophy, with its practical one
sidedness, and its abstract su~jec
tivity. Uf. Part III. a, 13, 2nd ed. 

2 Cf. in reference to this Part 
u. a, 23, 3rd ed. 

3 No more forcible reason could 
be given for the Sophistic theory 
of egoism than that brought for
ward by the Platonic Callicles 
( Gorg. 483 D), and afterwards 
repeated in Rome by Carneades 
(vide Part III. n, 467, 2nd ed.) 
that in politics men on1y proceed 
on these principles. 

VOL. II. DD 
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cerning popular government and civil equality; there 
grew t1p a licentiousness which respected no customs or 
proprieties, 1 and the perpetual alteration of the la"\Vo 
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 'vere formerly set by morality 
and religious faith to selfishness. The unqualified 
admiration of ho1ne institutions, the simple presupposi
tion, so natural to a restricted stage of culture, that 
everything must be as we have been accustomed to 
see it at home, necessarily vanished before a wider 
kno\vledg-e of the world and of history, and a keener 
observation of mankind.3 For the man ·who had once 
accustomed himself to ask for reasons in everything, 
traditional usage naturally lost its sanctity; and he 
who felt himself superior to the mass of the people in 
intelligence would not be inclined to venerate, in the 
resolutions of the ignorant multitude, an inviolable 
law. Nor could the ancient belief in the gods hold 
its place before the growing enlightenment; the reli
gious services and the gods themselves belonged to the 
things which some nations regard in one way, and some 
in another; moreover, the old myths contained much 
that was incompatible ·with the purer moral conceptions, 
and newly attained insight.. Even art contributed 

1 Here again Athens is an ex
ample ; the fact itself requires no 
confirmation; in place of all other 
evidence we may refer to the mas
terly description in the Republic, 
viii. 557 B sqq., 562 C sqq. 

2 Cf. on this point the quota
tions that will be cited later on 
in connection with the Sophistic 
theories on right and law. 

3 Cf., for example, Herod. iii. 
38. 
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to the undermining of faith. Plastic art, by its very 
perfection, made men recognise in the g·ods the work 
of the human mind, which in art actually proved that 
it was capable of creating from itself the divine icleal, 
and was free to control it. 1 But still more dangerous 
for the traditional customs anP. 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 la\vs, between faith and the specula
tions of reason, between the spirit of innovation and 
the predilection for \vhat is old, between versatile 
cleverness and simple rectitude-in a word, upon the 
dialectic of moral relations and duties.2 The more p·er
fectly this dialectic unfolded itself, the lower poetry 
descended from the sublime study of the moral whole 
to the relations of private life, the inore she sought her 
glory (after the manner of Euripides) in the subtle 
observation and accurate dissection of dispositions and 
motives, the more the gods \Vere subjected to human 
standards, and the weaknesses of their anthropomorphic 
nature exposed,-the more unavoidable \Vas it that the 
drama should serve to nourish moral doubt, to under-
1nine the old faith, and along 'vith pure and exalted 
utterances, to bring into circulation some that \Vere 

1 The most flourishing period 
of art, even of reljgious art, seems 
in general to oceur when some form 
of faith is beginning to waver, 
and its transformation is "being 

prepared : we need only think of 
the artists of the fifteenth and six
teenth centuries. 

2 Part n. a, 4, 3rd edition. 

1> D 2 
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frivolous and dangerous to morals.1 Of what use was 
it to recommend the virtue of the ancients, and to 
complain, like .A~ristophanes, of the moderns, if every
one was alike quitting the standp0int of past times, 
and making merry in a wanton humour with all that 
had then been holy? The whole epoch was penetrated 
'vith a spirit of revolution and of progress, and none of 
the existing powers was in a position to exorcise it. 

It was impossible that philosophy should not be 
infected by this spirit. Essential points of contact with 
it were already to be found in the systems of the 
Physicists. When Parme:nides and Heracleitus, Em
pedocles, Anaxagoras and Democritus with one accord 
distinguish bet\iveen nature and traditional custom, be
tween truth and human tradition, this distinction 

~ needed only to be applied to the sphere of practice in 
order to maintain the Sophist~cal view of the positive 
etlement in morals and law. If several of these philo
sophers had expressed themselves with bitter contempt 
in regard to -the senselessness and f oliJ.y of mankind, the 
conclusion was not far to seek-that the opinions and 
laws of this foolish multitude were not binding on 
the wise. In respect to religion, this declaration had 
long s!ince been made. The b0ld and telling assaults 
of Xen0phanes had given a shock to the Greek popular 
belief, from which it never again recovered. Hera
cleitus agireed ·with him in a passionate polemic against 
the theological poets and their myths. Even the 
mystical sch0ol of the ~ythagoreans, even the prophet 

1 The charact&r of Greek p0etry 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, 
,vhich, outside of philosophy-not unfrequently in the 
verses of ·a Pindar, an JE:schylus, a Sophocles, an Epi
char1nus-gleams out amidst the luxuriant gro\vth of 
mythical imagery. The stricter physicists, lastly-such 
as Anaxago1~as and Democritus-occupy to,vards the faith 
of their country. an attitude of complete independence:. 
the visible gods, the sun and moon,, are in their opinion 
lifeless masses; and whether the guidance of the uni
verse be entrusted to a blind natu1·al necesRity or to a 
thinking mind, whether the gods of the popular creed 
are quite set aside, or are changed into the ~zowA.a of 
Democritus, makes no great difference as far as any 
connection "\Vi th tb e existing religion is concerned. 

l\iore important however for the purpose of our 
enquiry, than all that we have been considering, is 
the 1Nbole character of the earlier philosophyo All 
the factors \vhich promoted the development of a 
sceptical mode of thought, were also of necessity 
favourable to moral scepticism ; if truth, speaking 
generally, disappears from consciousness on account 
of the deceptions of the senses and the flux: of pheno
mena, moral truth must likewise disappear from it. If 
man jg the measure of all things, he 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 vqe expect that all men in their 
actions should follow one and the same la\v~ 'l1 his scep
tical result could only be escaped through a scientific 
method, 'vhich should be able to reconcile contradic
tions by the union of that ·which is apparently opposed, 
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to distingaish the essential from the unessential, to 
point out abiding lavrs in changing phenomena and in 
the capricious actions of men; and, in this manner, 
Socrates saved himself and philosophy from the errors 
of the Sophists. But it was here, precisely, that all 
the earlier philosophers failed. Starting from a limited 
observation, they brought forward now one, and now 
another quality in things~ to the exclusi0n of all other 
qualities, as their first principle. Even _those among 
them who ~ought to combine the opposite principles of 
Unity and lVlultiplicity, Being and Becoming--viz. 
Empedocles and the Atomists-did not get beyond a 
one-sided physical and rnaterialibtic theory of the 
'vorld; and though Anaxagoras completed the material 
causes by the addition of l\iind, he only apprehended 
~'.!ind 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 have been forced to adopt it. If 
the Plurality of Being 'vere maintained, the Eleatics 
proved that All is One ; if its Unity 'vere asserted, this 
"\Vas met by the consideration 'vhich had led the lat~r 
Physicists beyond the Eleatic doctrine-viz., that with 
Plurality all concrete qualities of things must likewi~e 
be given up. If son1ething unchangeable were sought 
as the object of thought, Heracleitus upheld the uni
versal experience of the variability of phenomena. If 
the fact of thejr variability were admitted, then the ob
jections of the Eleatics against Becoming and Being 
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had to be overcome. If natural enquiries were pursued, 
the newly-awakened consciousness of the higher im
portance of spirit turned aside the enquirer. If moral 
duties '\Vere attempted to be established, no point of 
fixity could be found in the vortex of opinions and 
usages, and natural la\v 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 
'\Vere to be weighed against each other dialectically, and 
combined in general conceptions, which teach us to 
know the unchangeable essence of things in the change 
of their accidental cbaracteristjcs. The earlier philo
sophers, to \V born this method \Vas still strange, could 
not "\Yithstand him-their one-sided theories mutually 
destroyed each other. The revolution which was then 
being accomplished in all the spheres of Greek life 
took possession also of science, and philosophy became 
Sophisticism. 

2. The Ea.~ternal History of the Sophi.r;;ts. 

The first person who is mentioned 1 as having come 
forward under the name and with the pretensions of a 

1 The fullest account of Prota- Grit. Soph. p. 68-120, is unimpor
goras is giYen by Frei in his tant; the n10nograph of Herbst in 
Qumsti11 nes Protagorere (Bonn, Petersen's Philol.-Histor. St1tdien 
1845); this is 111erely confirmed and (1832 ), pp. 88-164, contains much 
supplemented as to dPtai]s, by matter, but treats it rather super-
0. \V-eber, Qumstiones Protagorem ficially; Geist, De Protogorm Vita, 
(Marb. 1850 ), and Vitringa, De Giessen, ] 827, confines himself to 
Prat. Vita et Philos. (Gron. 1853). a short discusf,ion of the biography 
Of the earlier ''Titers, Geel, Hist. of Protagoras. 
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Sophist is Protagoras,1 of Abdera.2 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,3 from his thirtieth year up-

1 All writers, from Plato down
wards, 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 
Tei an, but this is only a difference 
of expression. The Abderites 
were called 1'eians because their 
city was a colony of Teos. In 
Galen, H. Phil. c. 8, instead of 
Protagoras the Elean,, Djagoras the 
Melian shou1d be substitut~d. The 
father of Protagoras is sometin1es 
called Artemon, sometimes Mrean
drius, also Mreandrus or Menander; 
vid0 Frei, 5 sq.; Vitr. 19 sq. 

2 In Plato~ Prat. 316 B, sqq., he 
says himself that the Sophistic art 
is of ancient date, but that those 
who practised it formerly disgu:ised 
themselves under other names: E')'W 

- ' ' ' ' if t ~' OVJJ TOVT(J)JJ T'Y]V E'llaJJTtav a7rauav 0U01' 

€A.1}A.v8a, 1eal 6µ07'.07w TE <TO</>LUTtJS 
- \ ~I' I & ElJJaL /lat 1TatuEVELJJ a110pc1)1T'OV~, (". 

In reference to this we read further 
on, 349 A : <TV "/ ava<j>avoov <TEaVTOV 

' t ' ' ' ' ''E V1rOK'l}pvr;,aµEVOS El.S 7raVTa~ 70VS A.-
~ \ ' I ~ A.'l}vas uo.,,.urTIJV E1TOVO/J.auas cTEavTuv 

'I ~I \' " 
ct1rE<f>1]va..s 7raLuEUUEWS /laL apET'f}S 

otocf.<r1ta7'.011 7rpW70S T<JIJ'TOV µur8ov 

a~tdJ<ro.s lt.pvuueai. (The latter state
ment is repeated in Diog. ix. 52; 
Phjlostr. V. Soph. i. 10, 2; Plato, 
Hipp. Maj. 282 C, &c.) When in 
the li1eno, 91 E, certain predecessors 
of the Sophists are mentioned, this 
does not refer to Sophj sts proper, 
but to the persons previously spoken 
of in Prot. 316 sq. 

3 The dates in the life of Prota
goras ar8 uncertain, as with most 
of the ancient philosophers. Apol-

lodorus, ap. Diog. ix. 56, assigns 
his most flourishing period to Ol. 
84 ( 444-440 B.c. ). That he was 
cousiderably older than Socrates 
we learn from :;Flato, Prot. 317 C, 
where it iR sa,jd that there "\Vas 
none of those present of whom he 
might not have been the father 
(though this remark may not be 
inte:r. ded literally) ; fron1 P1·ot. 
318 B. Thea:t. 171 0, and from the 
circumstance that the Platonic> So
cratt>S often speaks of him ( Thea:t. 
164 Esq., 168 0, D, 171 D. Meno, 
91 E ; rf. Apol. 19 E) as dead, and 
in the Meno, l. c. he is said to have 
nearly attained the age of seventy. 
In regard to the tin1e of his death, 
the words in the J.lfeno: ~Tt ~l~ 

~ c f ' ,~ ,.. ·~' T'l}JJ 'l}µEpav TCX.UT'YJVL EUuOKLµWv OUUEV 

7rerravTat imply that he belouged to 
the distant past ; and if the state
ment of Philochorus, ap. Dirg. ix. 
55, is correct, tbat Euripides, who 
died in 406 or 407 B.c., alluded to 
hi1n in Ixion, he cannot be supposed 
to haYe lived beyond 408 B.c. That 
this theory is not contradicted by 
the verse of Timon, ap. Sext. Math. 
ix. 57, has already been' shown 
by Hermann (Zeitsch1·. f. Alter
thurnsw. 1834, p. 364 ), Frei, p. 62, 
&c. The assertion ( Diog. ix. 5±) 
that his accuser Pythodorus was 
one of the Four Hundred, makes 
it probable that his trial took place 
in the time of the Four HundrPCl; 
though it mu~t be granted to the 
writers namtcl R bove that this does 
not absolutely follow; and nuother 
testimony (i1~f. 409, 2) designates 
Euathlus as his accuser. The other 



.. 
EXTERNAL HISTORY: PROTAGORAS. 409 

wards 1 he passed from one Greek city to another, offer-
1ng his instructions in exchange for payment, to all 
who sought to gain practical ability and higher inental 
culture ; 2 and so brilliant was his success, that the 
youths of the educated classes everywhere flocked to 

authorities in favour of his perse
rution by the Four Hundred (cf. 
Frei. 76; Weber, 19 sq.) are un
certain. The statement that he 
was ninety years old at his death 
( ~vwi, ap .. Diog. ix. 56 ; Schol. ad 
Plat. R1'J?. x. 600 C), which c.on
tradicts the testimony of Plato, 
followed also by Apollodorus (ap. 
Diog. ix. 56), deserves no· attent10n. 
According tot he foregoing evidence, 
the conjecture (Geist, 8 sq.; Frei, 
64 ; Vitringa, 27 sq.) that his birth 
was in 48\J B.c. aud his death in 
4-11 B.c. does not make him at all 
too old; his birth may probably be 
assigned still more accurately to 
481-2 (Diels, Rli. lYlits. xxxi. 44); 
on the other band, Schanz, l. c. 23, 
doubtless goes too' far in assigning 
his birth to 490-487, and his death 
to 420-417 B.c. Cf. the detailed 
discussion of Frei, p. 13 sqq., and 
Weber, p. 12. 

1 According to Plato, Meno, 91 
E; Apollod. ap. I>iog. ix. 56, he 
practised his prof esision as a Sophist 
for forty years. 

2 Vide p. 408, 3; 411, 1 ; Plato, 
Thea:t. 161 D, 179 A. The fee 
that he asked (for a \vhole course) 
is said by Diog. ix. 50, 52 ; 
Quintil. iii. 1, 10, &c. (Frei. 165) 
to ha Ye been 100 n1jnre, and Gell. 
v. 3, 7, speaks 0£ a pecunia ingens 
annua. The sum is no doubt 
g1·eatly exaggeTatod, though it 
appears from Prot. 310 D, that he 
demanded considerable remune1~a
tjon. According to Plato, Prot. 
328 B; Arist. Eth. N. ix. 1, 116± 

a, 24, he asked, indeed, a fixed 
sun1, but left it to his pupil to 
decide at the end of the instrue
tions what he would gi\"'e-, if the 
price seemed to him excessive. 
All the more improbable is the 
well-known story of his law-suit 
with .Enathlus, ap. Gell. v. 10; 
A pul. Floril. i'r. 18, p. 86 Hild. ; 
Diog. ix. 56; Murcellin, Rhet. Gr. 
Ed. W ~lz, iv. 179 sq. Especially 
as Sext. JYJath. ii. 96; Prolegg. in 
Herm(lgen. ; IT.het. Gr. Ed. Wa1z, 
iv. 13 sq.; Sopater, in Htrmog. 
ibid. v. 6, 65, iv. 154 sq.; Max. 
PJan. l-1rolegg. ibid. v. 215;: Doxo
pater, Prolegg. ibid. vi. 13 sq., sriy 
the sarr.e of Corax and Tisias. The 
case her'e supposed of an 1\lnanswer
able question seems to have been & 
fay·ourite theme for sophistic rhe
torical exerci.ses; if Pythagoras's 
olKrJ {nrep µur8ov ( Diog. jx. 55') was 
genuine, we might assu1ne that this 
theme had been disctlssed in it, 
and that the anecdote arose frmn 
thence; if it was not genuine, the 
opposite assumption, that the anec
dote ga,~e occasion to its fabrica
tion, has more in its favour. Ac
cording to Diog. ix. 54 ; cf. Cran1er, 
Anecd. Paris, i. 172 (Frei, 76), 
Euathlus was named by Aristotle 
as the per~on who accused Prota
goras of atheism ; but this is 
perhaps only the i12nora.nt repeti
tion of an exp1·ession relating to 
the lawsuit about hjs payment. 
Accordjng to Diog. jx. 50, Prota
goras also collected money from 
those present for single lectures. 



410 THE SOPHISTS. 

him and overwhelmed him with admiration and with 
gifts. 1 Besides his native city, 2 Sicily and Magna 
Grrecia 3 are mentioned as the scene of his labours, but 
especially Athens,4 where not only Callias, but also 
Pericles and Euripides sought his society; 5 the exact 

1 The most vivid account of 
the enthusiastic veneration ac
corded to ProtRgoras, is given by 
Plato, Prot. 310 D sqq., 314 Esq., 
&c. Cf. Rep. x. 600 C (inf 418, 1); 
Thea:t. 161 C; as to his gains we 
read in the Meno, 91 E, that his art 
yielded more than that of Phe:dias 
to himself and ten other sculptors; 
Athenreus, iii. 113 c, speaks pro
verbially of the. gains of Gorgias 
and Protagoras. Dio Chrys. Or. 
1i v·. 280 R, cannot be quoted Rs 
evidence to the contrary, as is 
shown by Frei, p. 167 sq. 

2 According to JElian, V. H iv. 
20; cf. Suid. npwTa'}'. Schol. ad. 
Plato. Rep. x. 600 C, hjs fellow 
citizens called him i\6'}'os. Fa\"'O
rinus, ap. Diog. ix. 50, says, through 
a mistake for Diogenes (vjde s1tp. 
p. 213. n.): <rocpfa. 

3 His resjdence in Sicily i.£ 
mentioned in Plato's Greater Ifip
pias, 282 D, which, however, itself 
is not very trustworthy. There is 
a reference to Lower Italy in the 
statement that he gave laws to the 
Athenian colony in Thurii (1IeFa
cleid. ::tp. Diog. ix. 50, and Frei, 6.5 
sqq., Weber, 14 sq.~ Vitringa, 43 
sq.), since he no doubt himself in 
that case accompanied the co1oni8ts. 
Fron1 Sicily be may ha, ... e gone to 
Cyrene, and there formed a friend
ship ·with the nutthematician Theo
dorus, w horn Plato mentions, The(Et. 
161 B, 162 A. 

4 Protagoras was repeated1y 'in 
Athens, for Plato (Prot. 310 E) 

rep:resents him as speaking of a 
:former visit which took place a 
considerable dme before the second, 
to which the dialogue is assigned. 
Plato makes this second viBit begin 
before the commencement of the 
Peloponnesian ·vv ar, for that is, 
irrespective of trifling anachro
nisms, the snpposed date of the 
dialogut>, 'vhi<'h was he1d on the 
second day after the arrival of the 
Sophist (Yide Steinhart, Platon's 
Werke, i. 425 sqq., and my treatise 
on the Platnn. Anachronismen, Ahh. 
d. Berl. Akad. 1873; Phil. Hist. 
Kl. p. 83 sq.). That Protagoras 
was at that time jn Athens, we 
find also from the frag1nent, ap. 
Ph1t. Cons. ad Apoll. 33, p. 118, 
and Perzol. c. 36. \Vhether 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 
probahle. 

5 In. regard to Calli::ts, the 
famous patron of the sophists, who, 
according to Plato, Apol. 20 A, had 
expended more money upon them 
than eYeryone el~e put together, 
t h1s is well known from Plato 
(Protaq. 314 D, 315 D, Grat. 391 
B), Xenophon (Symp. i. 5), &c. 
In regard to Euripides, we gather it 
from the quotations, p. 408, 3, an<l. 
also from the statement (Diog. ix. 
54 ), that Protagoras read aloud 
hi~ 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 "\Vas drowned : his treatise was 
burnt for political rea'3ons. 1 Of his doctrine nothing 
is kno\vn to us; he is said to have been a pupil of 
Democritus,2 but this, in spite of Hermann's opinion 
to the contrary,3 I consider to be as fabulous 4 as the 

in the preYious note; for eyen if 
the anecdote mentioned in the 
srco:cd quotation be merely a piece 
of gossip, such gos~ip would have 
been impossible un l rss the inter
course of Pericles with Protagoras 
had been a recognised fact. Con
cerning other disciples of Prota
goras, vide Frei, 1 71 sqq. 

1 The aboYe is attested by 
Plato, Themt. 171 D; Cjc. N. .D. 
i. 2!3, 63; Diog. jx. 51 f, 54 sq.; 
Ens. Pr. Ev. xiL l D, 10; Philostr. 
V.Soph.i. 10; Joseph. c. Ap.ii. 
3 7 ; Sext. . .Zl1 ath. ix. 56, &c. ; but 
the evidence is not agreed as to 
the particular eircumstances, and 
especially as to whether Protagoras 
]ett Athens as an exile or as a 
fugiti\~e. VideFrei, 75 ~q.; l{rische, 
l!'vr.sah. 139 sq.; Vitringa, 52 sqq. 
' Diagoras' is substituted for Pro
t;:igoras in Valer. Max. I., i. ext. 
7 ; but this js of no importance. 

2 The oldest evidence for this 
is an Epicurean letter, Diog. ix. 
53 - \ I f : 7rpWTOS T'fJV 1eaA..ovµeV'f}V TV'A.'f}v, 
ecp' ~s Td <f>opTla /ja<rTa(ou<nv, EDfJEV, 
tfJs cf>TJ<TLV 'Apt<lTOTE"ATJs €11 Tep 7repl 
7rcttoelas· cpopµocp6pos -y&p ;}v> ws «at 
'E I I I \ ~ \ 

1rLIClJUpos 1rOU </>TJ<TL, ICaL 'TOVTOV TUV 

Tp07rOV 1]p811 7rpos ll.'f]µOu:ptTOV, ~v'J\.a 
OEOEK<iis o<f>8Eis; Id. x. 8, Timocrates, 
a pupil of Epicurus, ·who afte1·wards 

. 
quarrelled with him, reproached 
him with despi~ing all other philoso
phers, and with having called Plato 
a sycophant of Dionysius, and Aris
totle a de hauchee (lX<rwTos) cpopµo-

, TI ' ' I <f>opov TE pwTa-yopav KctL -ypacpea 
ATJµo1ep£Tov 1eal ev KWµats -yp&µµaTa 
oto<icrK1::tv. 1'he same is asserted by 
Suidas, IlpwT<.v.-yopas 1wT6A.11, cpopµo
cp6pos, by the Scholiast in Plato's 
Rep. x. 600 C, and somewhat more 
at length from the same Epicurean 
letter, by Athen. viii. ;),54 c. 
Lastly, Gellius v. 3 elaborates the 
story still further, but without ad
ding any djfferent features. Pro
tagoras is also rallecl the pupil of 
Democritus by Philostr. V. Sopli. 
i. 10, 1 ; Clem. Strom. i. 301 D, 
and Galen, H. I>hil. c. 2 ; and the 
statement in Di1,genes is based 
upon the same assumption. 

3 De Philos. Ionia . .lEtatt. 1 7, cf. 
Zeitsclzr. fiir Alterthumsw. 1834; 
369 F. Gesch. d. Plat. 190. Vitringa 
follows him, p. 30 sqq. ; Brandis 
also gives credit to the statement 
of Epjcurus, while l\'Iullach, De
moar. Fragm. 28 sq., Frei, 9 sq., 
and others, contest it. 

4 My reasons are these. In 
the first place there is no credible 
testimonv for the statement. In ., 
regard to our authorities, Diogenes 



412 THE SOPHISTS. 

statement of Philostratus, according to 'Which he was 
instructed by the Magi 1-the same, who, according to 
others, vvere the teachers of Democritus himself. 2 Of 
his writings, which were tolerably numerous,3 only a 
few fragments have lJeen preserved. 

Gorgias of Leontium "\Vas a contemporary of Prcta-

and Athenreus name as their source 
only the Epicurean letter; Suidas 
and the Scholiast of Plato depend 
only on Diogenes; the representa
tion of Gellius is evidently a mere 
amplification of that which Athe
nreus relates as from Epicurus .. 
All these testin1onies, therefore, 
are wholly derived from the state
ment of Epicurus. What value, 
howeyer, can we attach to this 
when we see w ha.t slanders the 
writer permits hin1self, in the 
same letter, against Plato, Aris
totle, and others ? (As to the 
conjecture of its spuriousness, We
ber, p. 6, which is not justified by 
Diog. x. 3, 8, I say nothing; nor 
can I attribute any weight in the 
discussion of the question to 
the words of Protagoras jn the 
Scholium in Cramer's Anecd. Paris, 
i. 171.) rrhe statement of Epi
curus is perfectly accounted for by 
the contemptuousness of this phi
losopher (whose self-satisfied vanity 
depreciated all his predecessors), 
even if it had no further founda
tion than the above-mentioned no
tice of Aristotle. The statements 
of Philostratus, Clemens~ and the 
pseudo-Galen may ultimately have 
had the same origin; in any ease 
they cannot claim more credit 
than other statements of the same 
authors concerning the oLaoox1i. 
l3ut the discipleship of Protagoras 
to Democritus, besides being alto-

' 

gether uncertain, cont:radicts the 
most trustworthy theories as to the 
chronological relation of the two 
men (cf. p. 209, 321 sqq.), and since 
we shall presently find that there 
is not a trace of Den1ocritean influ
ence in the doctrines of the S.oph
ists. we may venture to regard the 
whole as n1ost probably an unhis
torical inirention. 

1 V. Soph. i. 10, 1. His father, 
Mreander, by his magnificent re
ception of Xerxes, is said to have 
obtained the instruction of the 
l\1agi for his son. Dino in his 
Persian History mentions Prota
goras ancl his father, but it does 
not follow from this, as Weber 
supposes, p. 6, that he related the 
above story of the Magi, though 
the thing is possible. The story 
is irreconcilable with the state
ment of Epicurus; for, according to 
the latter, he was only a day
labou~er, while in the former he 
appears as the son of a rich man, 
who gained the favour of Xerxes 
by his princely gifts and hospi
tality. 

2 Cf. p. 210 n. 
3 The scanty statements of the 

::incients concerning these will be 
found in Frri, 176 sqq.; Vitringa, 
113 sq., 150 sq.; cf. Bernays, 
KaTa/3aA.A.ovTEs des Prot., Rh. M1ts. 
vii. ( 1850) 464 sqq.; those which 
claim our attention will be men· 
tioned later on. 
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goras, perhaps some\vhat anterior t.o him.1 He also 
came to Athens, vrbere he made his first appearance in 
the year 427 n.c., at the head of an embassy to solicit 

1 Vide Foss, De Gorgia Leon
tino (Halle, 1828), who treatfS of 
hin1 far more particulady and ex
haustively than Geel (p. 13-6 7) ; 
Frei, Beitra_qe z. Gesch. der Griech.; 
Sophistik, Rhein. Mits. vii. ( 1850) 
527 sqq., viii. 268 sqq. The native 
city of Gorgias is unanimously 
stated to have been Leontini 
(Leontium). On the other hand. 
the statements as to his date differ 
considerably. According to Pliny, 
H. N. xxxHi. 4, 83, in Ol. 70, he 
had already erected a statue to 
himself of massive gold in Delphi: 
here, however there nntst be a mis
take in the calculation of the Olym
piads, whether arising from the 
author, or the transcribers. Por
phyry ap. Suid. s1tb voae, assigns 
him to Ol. 80 : Suidas himself de
clares him to be earlier. Eusebius 
in his Chronicle places his acme in 
Ol. 86. According to Philostr. V,, 
Soph. i. 9, 2 (on. ·which little stress 
can be laid), he came to Athens 
1Jo"IJ -yYJpciaKwv. Olympiodorus in 
Gorg. p. 7 (Jahn's Jalirbb. Sup-
plementb. xiv. 112), makes him 
twenty-eight years younger than 
Socrates ; but the statement on 
which this is founded, that he 
wrote in Ol. 84 ( 444-440 B.C.) 7rt=pl 
cplnteoos implies the contrary. The 
safest clue, though it may not be 
altogether accurate, is to be found 
in the two facts that in Ol. 88, 2 
( 427 B.c.), he appeared in Athens 
as the ambassador of his country 
(the date is given in Diog. xii. 53, 
C"f. Thucyd. iii. 86), and that his 
long life (cf. Plato, Phmdr. 261 B ; 
Plut. Def. Orac. c. 20, p. 420), the 
duration of which is sometimes 

fixed at 108 yeaI"s (Pl in. H. N. vii. 
48, 158; Lucjan. 1vfaerob. c. 23 ; 
Cens. Di. Nat. 15, 3 ; Philostr. v.; 
Soph. 49±; Schol. ad Plato. l. c.; 
cf. Valer. l\fax. viii. 13, ext. 2) 1 

sometimes at 109 (Apollodor. ap. 
Diog. viii. 58; Q,uh1til. iii. 1, 9 ; 
Olympiod. l. e. Suid. ), sometimes 
at 107 (Oic. Gato, 5, 13), some
times at 105 (Pausan. vi. 17, p. 
495), sometimes less precjsely at 
more than 100 (Demetr. Byz. 
ap. A..thrn. xii. 548 d), came to 
an end subsequently to the death 
of Socrates. This is clear from 
Quintilian's evidence, l. e., accord
ing to the pertinent ren1ark of 
Foss (p. 8 sq.), also from Xeno
phon's statements concerning 
Proxenus. the pupil of Gorgias 
( Anabas. ii. 6, 16 sq.), also from 
Plato (Apol. 19 E), and from the 
statement (Pausan. vi. 17, p. 495) 
that Jason of Pherae highly es
teemed him (vide Frei, Rh. M. 
vii. 535); this agre2s witb another 
statemrnt, that Antiphon, who was 
born about the time of the Persian 
War (the second, no doubt), is 
called rather younger than Gorgias 
(Pseudoplut. Vit~ ... ¥". : Orat. i. 9, 
p. 832, with which cf. Frei, l. c. 
530 sq.). According to all these 
indications, Gorgias can scarcely 
hav·e Ii ved earlier than Foss, p. 11, 
and Dryander, De Antiphonte 
(Halle, 1838), 3 sqq. suppost>, viz. 
from Ol. 71, 1 to 98, 1. But he 
may perhaps have been later (as 
Kruger, ad Clinton Fasti Hell. p. 
388 thinks), and Frei may be more 
correct in assigning his birth proxi
mately to Ol. 7 4, 2 ( 483 B.c. ), and 
his death to Ol. 101, 2 (375 B.c.). 
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help against the Syracusans.1 Already much esteemed 
in his own country as an orator and teacher of rhetoric,2 

be charmed the Athenians by his ornate and flowery 
language,3 and if it be true that Thucydides and other 
important writers of this and the succeeding epoch 
imitated his style,4 he must be allo-\ved to have exercised 

I Vide, concPrning this embassy, 
the previous note and Plato, Hipp. 
J.1faj. 282 B; Paus. l. c. Dionys. 
Jud. Lys. c. 3, p. 458 ; Olympiod. 
in Gorg. p. 3 (likewise Plut. Gen. 
Soc. c. 13, p. 583, in itself not 
indeed his(-,orical evidence), and 
Foss, p. 18 sq. 

2 This appears probable from 
the expr8ssions of Aristotle ap. 
Cic. Bru,t. 13, 46, and especially 
from his havjng been sent as am
bassador to A thens. Hardly any
thing besides js known of Gorgias' 
previous life, for the names of his 
father ( ap. Pa us. vi. 1 7, p. 494, 
Kar1nantidas, ap. Suid., Charman
tidas), of his brothrr (Herodicus, 
Plato, Gorg. 448 B, 456' B), and 
of his brother-in-law (Deicrates, 
Pa11s. l. c.) are j1111naterial to us; 
and the statement that Empedocles 
had been his teacher ( vide on this 
point Frei, Rli. Mus. viii. 268 sqq.) 
is not established by Satyrus ap. 
Diog. viii. 58 ; Quintil. l. c., Suidas, 
Hnd the scholia on Plato's Gorgias, 
465 D ; and it cannot be deduced 
fron1 the language of Aristotle, 
quoted p. 119, note. However 
credible it may be, thPrefore, 
that Gorgias n1ay have received 
impulses fron1 Empedocles, as an 
orator and rhetor, and may also 
have appropriated something from 
his physicrtl theorjes (as we may 
infer from Plato, Meno, 76 C ; 
Theophr. Fr. 3 ; De Igne, 73); it 
is questionable whether this in-

volves actual discipleship, and 
whether moreover the remark of 
Satyras, which primarily refers to 
the rhetoric of Gorgias, does not 
rest upon mere conjecture, perhaps 
even upon the passage in the 
Meno. The same may be said of 
the statement in the prolegomena 
to Hermogenes, Rhet. Gr. ed. Walz, 
jy. 14, where Gorgias is represente<i. 
as having been taught by Tisias, 
with whom, according to Pausan. 
vi. 17, he contended in Athens. 
To infer from Plut. De Aditl. c. 23, 
p. 64; Conj. Praec. 43, p. 14±, 
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 testj1nony of 
Isocrates '11". &.V'n36cr. 1557, that he 
was unmarried. 

3 Diodor. l. c. ; Plato, Hipp. 
l. c. ; Olymp. l. c. ; Prolegg. in 
Herm0g. Rhet. Gr. ed. Walz, iv. 
15 ; Doxopater, ibid. vi. lo, &c. ; 
vide Welcker, Klein. Sehr. ii. 413. 

4 This is said of Thucydides in 
Dionys. Ep. ii. c. 2, p. 792 ; Jitd. 
de Thuc. c. 24, p. 869 ; Antyllus 
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,uintH. Inst. iii. 1, 13; Dionvs. 
Jud. d. lsocr. c. 1, 535; De vi die. 
De1nosth. c. 4, 963 ; Cic. Orator, 
52, 176; Gato, 5, 13; cf. Plut. V. 
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considerable influence over Attic prose and even poetry. 
Sooner or later aft~r his first visit, 1 Gorgias seems to 
have betaken himself permanently to Greece Proper, 
where he wandered through the cities as a Sophist,2 
earning thereby much wealth.3 In the last period of 

IJec. Orat. Isocr. 2, 15, p. 836 sq. ; 
Philostr. V. Soph. i.17, 4, &c. (Frei, 
l. c. 541); of Agathon in Plato, 
Symp. 1~8 C, and the Scholiast on 
the beginning of this dialogue, cf. 
Spengel, ~vva'Y. Texv. 91 sq.; of 
1E8chines in Diog. ii. 63 ; Philostr. 
Ep. xiii. 919 ; cf. :Foss, 60 sq. 
That Pericles was not a ' hearer' 
of Gorgias is self-evident, and is 
shown by Spengel, p. 64 sqq. 

1 For the supposition (Prole_qg. 
in Hermog. Rhet. Gr. iv. 15) that 
he remained there after his first 
visit, is contradictecl by Diodur. 
l. c., and by the nature of the 
errand on which he went. 

2 In Plato he says, Gorg. 449 
B, that he teaches ov µovov €118&.oe: 
al-..A.'fl. Kal ctAA08L; this is Confirmed 
by Socrates, Apol. 19 E, and hence 
Theag. 128 A. In the 2l:feno, 71 C, 
Gorgias is absent, but a former 
sojourn of his in Athens is spoken 
of. Cf. Hermippus ap. Athen. xi. 
505 d, where some unimportant 
and very uncertain anecdotes on 
Gorgias and Plato are to be found 
(likewise ap. Philostr. V. Soph. 
Pro(Em. 6, tn Gorgias and Chaeri
phon ). There is mention of a 
journey to Argos, where attend
ance at his lecr,ures 1vas forbiddrn, 
in Olympiod. in Gorg. p. 40; 
Proxenus, according to Xenoph. 
Anab. ii. 6, 16 (after 410 B.c.), 
seems to have had instruction fron1 
him in Breotia. Among the writ
ings of Gorgias. an Olympic dis
course is named, which, according 
to Plut. Oon.j. Prcec. c. 43, p. 144; 

Paus. vi. 17; Philostr. V. Soph. 
i. 9, 2; Ep. xiii. 919, he himself 
delivered at Olyn1pia; also accord
ing to Philostr. V. S. i. 9; 2, 3, a 
discourse on the fallen in Athens, 
and the Pythian oration in Delphi. 
Much reliance, howe,Ter, could not 
be placed on thrse statements as 
such, if the facts they assert were 
not in themselves probable. Jn 
regard to Siivern's mistaken con
jecture that Peistheta:-rus in the 
Birds of Aristophanes is intended 
for Gorgias, vide Foss, 30 sqq. 

3 Diod . .xii. 53, and Suidas, re
present him as asking a premium 
of 100 minre, which is also said by 
others of Protagoras and of Zeno 
the Eleatic ( vide p. 409, 2; Vol. I. 
609, n.); in Plato's Greater Hippias, 
282 B, it is asserted that he gained 
much money in Athens; similarly 
in A then. i~i. 113 e; cf. also Xenoph. 
B_ymp. i. 5 ; Anab. ii. 6, 16. On 
the other hand, Isocrates says 7repl 
&.vTL06a'. 155, that he was indeed 
the richest of all the Sophists with 
whom he was acquainted, but that 
at his death he left only 1,000 
staters, ·which even if they were gold 
staters would only amount to 15,000 
marks (750l.). The magnificence 
of his external appearance would 
seem to ha.ve corresponded with 
his supposed wealth as, according 
to lElian, V. H. xii. 32, he used to 
appear in purple raiment; but the 
golden statue in Delphi is especi
ally famous ; which, according to 
Paus. l. c. and x. 18, p. 842; Her
mipp. ap. Athen. xi. 505 d; Plin. 
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his life, \Ve find him in Larissa in Thessaly,1 'vhere, 
after an extraordinarily long and hale old age, 2 he 
appears to have died. Among the treatises ascribed 
to him 3 is one of a philosophic nature ; t"\VO declama
tions which bear his name 4 are probably spurious.5 

Prodicus 6 is mentioned 7 among the clisci ples of 

H. ll. xxxiv. 4, 83, he himself 
erected, whereas according to Cic. 
De Orat. iii. 32, 129 ; Valer. Max. 
viii. 15, ext. 2, and apparently also 
Philostr. i. 9, 2, it was erected by 
the Greeks. Pliny and Valerius 
describe it as massj ve ; Cicero~ 
Phllostratus and the so-ca1led Dio 
Chrys. Or. 37, p. 115 R, as gold.en, 
Pausanias as gilded. 

1 Plato, Meno, at the beginning. 
Arist. Polit. iii. 2, 127 5 b, 26 ; 
Paus. vi. 17, 495; Isocr. 7r. avTL8ocr. 
155. 

2 In regard to the length of his 
life, vide sitprrt; in regard to his 
green and hale old age, and the 
temperate life of which it was the 
fruit, vide Q,ujntil. xii. 11, 21; 
Cic. Cato, 5, 13 (repeatedly in 
Valer. viii. 13, ext. 2); Athen. xii. 
648 d (Geel, p. 30, rightly conj ec
tures 70.a-Tepos for eTepov) ; Lucian, 
Macrob. c. 23; Stob. Floril. 101, 
21 ; cf. Foss, 37 sq.; Mullach, Fr. 
Phil. ii. 144 sqq. According to 
Lucian, he starved himself to 
death. One of his last ~ayings is 
reported by JElian. V. H. ii. 35. 

3 Six discourses, probably also 
a systen1 of Rhetoric, and the 
trea6se 7r, cpva-eoos r, 'Tov µ1, ()vTos. 
Vide the detailed enquiry of 
Spengel, ~vva.7. Texv. 81 sqq.; 
Foss, pp. 62-109. Foss and Schon
born (p. 8 of his dissertation quoted 
below) give the fragment of the 
discourse on the Fallen, whjch 
Planudes, in Hermog. Rlwt. Gr. 

ed. vValz, v. 548, repeat£ fron1 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. 

4 The IJe;fenee of Palamedes and 
the Praise of He{ en. 

5 Opini.ons on this point are 
divjded. Geel, 31 sq., 48 sqq., con
siders the PalaniedPs to be genuine 
.and the Helen spurious. Schonborn. 
De authentia declamationwni Gor:cJ· 
(Bresl. 1826) defends both ; Foss, 
78 sqq., and Spengel, l. c. 71 sqq., 
re.iect both. Steinhart (Plato's 
Wlrke, ii. 509, 18) and Jahn, Pala-
medes (Hamb.1836), agree with the 
last writers. To me the Palanwdes 
appears, if only on account of its 
language~ decidecily spurious. and 
the Helen Yery doubtful; but I can
not agree with Jahn's conjecture 
that these vvi~hings ma.y have been 
composed by the later Gorgias, 
Cicero's contemporary. Spengel 
may more probably be right in 
assigning the Praise of Helen, to 
the rhetorician Polycrates, a con
ten1porary of Isocra,tes. 

6 W elcker, Prodikos von Keos, 
Vorganger des Sokrates. Klein. 
Behr. ii. 393-541, previously in 
Rhein. ]}fus. 1833. 

7 Scholia ad Plat. Rep. x. 600 
C (p. 421 Bekk.), of whom one calls 
him the pupil of Gorgjas, another 
the pupil of Protagoras and Gor
gias, and a contemporary of Demo
critus. Suid. Ilpoora.7. and Ilp6o. 
Vide, on the other hand, Frei, 
Qur.est. Prot. 174. 
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Protagoras and Gorgias; but this is doubtless only so 
far true that, judging from his age, he .might have been 
so.1 A citizen of Iulis,2 a town in the little island of 
Ceos, renowned for the purity of the manners of its 
inhabitants; 3 a fellow-townsman of the poets Simon
ides and Bacchylides, he seems to have first come for
ward in his own country as an ethical teacher : whether 
jt be true or not that he frequently journeyed, on public 
affairs,4 to Athens, under whose dominion Ceos stood,5 

it was there only that he could find an important 
sphere of aetion. That he visited other cities is not 
altogether certain,6 but it is possible. Like all the 
Sophists, he required payment for his instructions ; 7 

the esteem, in which he was held, is attested not only 

1 This may be deduced from 
Plato, for Prodicus already ap
pears in the Protagoras (perhaps 
indeed rather too soon) as a Sophist 
of repute ; and yet it is said, 317 
C, that Protagoras might be his 
father ; also in A.pol. 19 E, he is 
brought forward among the still 
livip.g and active Sophists; he ean 
therefore neither be older, nor very 
much younger, than Socrates, and 
his birth may be approximately 
assigned to 460-465 B.C. This 
agrees in a general manner with 
what is said of him by Eupolis and 
Aristophanes, and in the Platonic 
Dialogues, and also with the state
ment that Isocrates was his pupil 
(vide W elcker, 397 sq.); although 
we cannot assert anything very 
definite on the strength of it. The 
description of his personality in the 
Protagoras, 315 C sq. would imply 
that the traits there mentioned, 
the careful attention to the invalid 
Sophist, and his deep voice, were 

VOL. II. E 

known to Plato from his own ob
servation, and were fresh in the 
remembrance of his hearers. 

2 This is asserted by Suidas, 
and indirectly by Plato, Prot. 339 
E, when he calls Simonides his 
fellow-citizen. Prodicus is always 
without exception called Ke'Los or 
KL'os ( vide, concerning the ortho
graphy, Welcker, 393). 

3 Cf. on this point the passages 
cited by Welcker, 441 sq. from 
Plato, Prot. 341 E; Laws, i. 638 ; 
A. Athen. xiii. 610; D. Plut. Mul. 
Virt. KL'at, p. 249. 

4 Plato, Hipp. MaJ. 282 C · . , 
Ph1lostr. V. Soph. i. 12. 

s Welcker, 394. 
6 What Plato says, Apol. 19 E, 

does not appear decisive, and the 
accounts of Philostr. V. S. i. 12; 
Promm. 5 ; Liban. Pro Boer. 328 
Mor.; Lucian, Herod. c. 3, may easily 
be founded on mere conjecture. 

7 Plato, .A.pol. 19 E ; Hipp. 
Ma}. 282 C ; Xen. Symp. I, i5, 4, 

E 
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by the assertions of the ancients,1 but by the celebrated 
names that are found among his pupils and acquaint
ances.2 Even Socrates is kno·wn to have made use 

62 ; Diog. ix. 50; according to 
Plato, Grat. 384 B; Arist. Rhet. 
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 at half-a-drachma, at two, 
and at four drachmas; but upon 
this we cannot depend. 

1 Plato, A pol. 19 E ; Prot. 315 
D, and particularly Rep. x. 600 C, 
where it is said of Prodicus and 
Protagoras that they could per
suade their friends : ws olJTe ol1dav 

"' 6 \ e ,.,. ~ "' '<' f ' OUT€ 7r AlV T'f/V ctVTWV ulOLICElV OLOL T 
"' ,, \ .... ' "' ' 
E<1'0V1'ctL eav µ11 u<{>ELS (}.,VTWV E'IrL<TT(}.,-

1 ,,.., ~' ,,, ' 
T'f/<J'W<J'L 'T'f/S 71"ctLUetas, /CctL €71"£ 'TctVTTJ 

TP <ro<f>lq. o&w <r<f>6opa <f>tA.ovvTat, 
OJ<r'TE µovov ovtc e'7I"l Tats tcecpaA.clis 
'lreptcpepov<rtv av'Tobs oi eTa'ipot. Also 
it appears from Aristophanes (cf. 
W elcker, p. 403 sq.) that Prodicus 
was respected at Athens, and even 
by this poet, the relentless foe of 
all other Sophists. Though he 
may. have occasionally reckoned 
him (Tagenistm, 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 Tagenistm 
(Fr. 6), he seems to have assigned 
him a worthy role, and in the Birds, 
v. 692, he introduces him at any rate 
as a well-known teacher of wisdom. 
The proverb { ap. Apostol. xiv. 7 6) 
TJpoottWV <TO<f>dJTepos (not IJ.pooftcov 
Tov Klov, as W elcker supposes. 
395) has doubtless. nothing to do 
with the Sophist, but means' wiser 

than an arbitrator:' Apostol., who 
takes 1rp6ottcos for a proper name, 
without thinking of the Cean, has, 
as W elcker observes, misunderstood 
the word. W elcker, p. 405, tries 
to show that this proverb occurs 
at the beginning of the thirteenth 
Socratic letter, where we certainly 
find " IJ.pooltcw 'TW K[w <ro<f>diTEpov~" 
but the expression here does not 
sound like a proverb: it relates 
only to supposed utterances of 
Simon concerning the Heracles of 

<..; 

Prodicus. Eyen the predicate 
<rocp~s (Xen. Mem. ii. 1 ; Symp. 4, 
62 ; Axioch. 366 C; Eryx. 397 D) 
proves nothing, for it is identical 
with 'Sophist' (PJato, Prot. 312 
C, 337 0, et pass.), still less does 
Plato's ironical 1ra<r<ro<r>os Kal 8e'Los. 
Prot. 315 E (cf. Euthyd. 271 C; 
Lys. 216 A). 

2 e.g., Damon the musician 
(Plato, Lach. 197 D), Theramenes, 
himself a Cean by birth (Athen. v. 
220 b ; Schol. on Aristoph. Clouds, 
360; Suid. 0r]paµ.); Euripides 
(Gell. xv. 20, 4; Vita Eurip. ed. 
Elmsl. cf. Aristoph. Frogs, 1188); 
Isocrates (Dionys. Jud. Is. c. 1, p. 
535; Plut. X. Orat. 4, 2, p. 836 ; 
repeated by Phot. God. 2~0, p. 
486 b, 15, vide Welcker, 458 sqq.). 
That Critias also attended his in
structions is in jtse]f probable, but 
is not proved by Plato, Charm. 163 
D; nor can it be established by 
Prot. 338 A, cf. Phmdr. 267 B, that 
Hippias the Sophist was influenced 
by Prodicus; of Thucydides, it is 
merely said, by Marcellinus V. 
Thuc. p. viii. Dind. and the Scholion 
ap. Welcker 460 (Spengel, p. 53), 
that in his mode of expression, he 
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of,1 and recommended, his instruction,~ though neither 
Socrates nor Plato assumed an attitude towards him 
really different from that in which they stood to Prota
goras and Gorgias.3 Beyond this we kno'v nothing of 

took for his model the accuracy of mental birth, he assigns to other 
Prodicus ; the truth of which ob- teachers: &v 7r0AAOVS µ.e11 o~ E~E
servation Spengel, ~vv. Texv. 53 ow1ea Ilpool1up, 7ro'AA.ovs 0€ if'AXots 
sqq., proves by examples from <rocpo'i:s TE 1eac 8e<r7rHrlois &.vopcf<ri. 
Thucydides. According to Xenoph. On the other hand, it is Antis
Symp. 4, 62, cf. i. 5. Prodicus was thenes and not Socrates, through 
introduced to Callias, in whose whom Prodicus makes the acquaint
house we find him in the Prota- ance of Callias. 
goras, by Antisthenes, who was also 3 All the remarks of the Pla-
one of his followers. tonic Socrates concerning the in-

~ 1 Socrates often calls himself, struction which he received from 
in Plato, the pupil of Prodicus. Prodicus, even those in the Meno, 
Meno, 96 D: [KtvouveVEL] <re 'TE have an unmistakeably ironical 
ropj'tas oux £1<.cxvws 7rE7rct:Loeu1eeva.i tone, and as to any historical con
Kal €µ.e Ilp6oLKos. Prot. 341 A: tent, nothing is to be derived from 
you, Protagoras, do not seem to them, beyond the fact that Socrates 
understand the dis6nctians of was acquainted with Prodictu~, and 
words : oux t./Ja-7rep E"}'a, <f µ.1f'etpos ot?t had · heard lectures from him as 
'TO µa811T1is eivat IlpoolKou TOUTou·t: from other Sophists. That he sent 
Prodicus always corrects him, he certain individuals of his acquaint
says, when he applies a word ance to him does not prove any 
wrongly. Charm. 163 D: Ilpool1eov special preference, for, according 
µ.up!a 'Ttva aK1}Koa 7rEpl lJlJoµa'TWV to the passage in the Themtetus, he 
otatpovvTo(). On the other hand, sent others to other Sophists. We 
we read in C'l'at. 384 B, that he have no rjght to make of these 
knows nothing about the correct- others, one other, viz.s Evenus, as 
ness of names. as he has not heard Welcker does, p. 401. In Xen. 
the fifty-drachma course of Prodi- Mem. iii. I, Socrates even recom
cus, but only the sjngle drachma mends the tactician Dionysodorus 
course. In Hipp. Ma:j. 282 0, to a friend. He not only takes 
Socrates calls Prodicus his eTa'Lpos. rebukes from Hippias in the 
Dialogues like those of Axiochus Greater Hippias ( 301 C, 304 C), 
(366 C sqq.) and Eryxias (3!:17 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. Gorgias, 461 C, without expressing 

2 In Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 21, he himself in the ironical manner 
appropriates to himself the story which he does ( Prot. 341 A) to 
of Heracles at the cross ways, Prodicus. He describes fljppias 
which he repeats in all its details, likewise as a wise man (Prot. 337 
from Prodicus ; and in Plato, C), and Protagoras (Prat. 338 C, 
Thea:t. 151 B, he eays that those 341 A), Gorgias and Polus ( Gor.q. 
who are not in travail with any 487 A); he calls the two last his 

EE 2 
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the life of Prodicus.1 His character is described, but 
only by later and untrust,vorthy testimonies,2 as licen
tious and avaricious. Of his writings, tradition has only 
handed down imperfect accounts and some imitations.3 

friends, and in the Themt. 161 D, 
he expresses himself as grateful 
to Protagoras with the same grace
.ful irony as elsewhere in speaking 
, of Prodicus. Although, therefore, 
:it may be true (W elcker, 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 speci
ally quoted as a pupil of Gorgias. 
Whether the non-appearance of 
Prodicus in the arguments shows 
a high estimation of him or the 
l'everse would be matter of .enquiry. 
l3ut if we recall the satirical man
ner in whjch Plato, Prot. 315 C, 
represents- this Sqphist as a _suffer
ing Tantalus ; what insignificant 
and absurd parts he assigns him, 
ibid. 337 A sqq., 339 E sqq.; the 
fact that nothing special is recorded 
of him except his di~tinctions of 
words (vide inf.), which are treated 
with persistent irony; and a rhe
torical rule of the simplest kind in 
Phmdr. 267 B; and that he is al
ways placed in the same category 
with Protagoras and other Sophists 
(A.pol. l9 E; Rep. x. 600 C; 
Euthyd . . 277 E, and throughout 
the Protagoras), we shall receive 
the impression that Plato regarded 
him indeed .as one of the most 
harmless of the Sophists, but of 
far less importance than Protagoras 
and Gorgias ; and that he recog-

nised no essential difference be
tween his labours and theirs. Cf. 
also Hermann, ~e Boer. Magistr. 
49 sqq. 

1 According to Suidas and the 
scholiast on Plato, Rep. x. 600 C, 
he was condemned at Athens as a 
corrupter of .youth to drink hem
lock. The falsity of this statement 
is undoubted, vide W elcker, 503 
sq., 524. Nor is there any ground 
for the theory that he chose this 
death voluntarily for himself. 

2 The scholi um on Clouds, v. 
360, which perh~ps 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 0, describes him, not 
merely as weak in health, but as 
effeminate. 

3 Of his works there are known 
to us the discourse upon Heracles, 
or, as the proper title was, -c-npcu 
(Schol. on Clouds, 360; Suidas, CZpat 
llpoo.), the contents of which are 
given by Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 21 sqq. 
(other details in Welcker, 406 sqq.), 
and the lecture 'U'Epl ovoµaT<JJV op8o
T1J70S (Plato, Euthyd. 277 E ; Grat. 
384 B, &c. ; W elcker, 452), which, 
even judging from Plato's carica
tures of it, must have been pre
served after the death of the au
thor. A statement in Themist. Or. 
xxx. 349 b, would seem to imply 
the existence of a panegyric on 
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Hippias of El~s1\ seems to have been almost of 
the same age as~ Prodicus.2 · After the m'8inner of the 
Sophists, he also wandered through the Greek cities in 
order to gain by his orations and lectures fame and 
money; and he frequently came to Athens~.- where he 
like,vise assembled round him a circle of admirers.3 

Agriculture; the imitation in the 
pseudo-Platonic Axioohus, 366 B 
sqq. (Welcker, 497 sqq.), a dis
course on the mitigation of the 
fear of death, and the story in the 
Eryx'ias, 397 C sqq., a discussion 
on the value and use of wealth~ 

1 Mahly, Hippias von Elis, 
Rhein. Mus. N. F. xv. 514-535; 
xvi. 38-49. 

2 In this respect he is men
tioned in the Protagoras in the 
same way as Prodicus (vi de supra, 
417, 1). So in tbe Hippias MaJ. 
282 E, he appears considerably 
younger than Protagoras, but still 
old enough to come into conflict 
wj th that S<;>phist. Xenophon, 
Mem. iv. 4, 5 sq., depicts him as 
an old acquaintance of Socrates, 
who, at the time of tbe dialogue, 
had revisited Athens after a long 
absence, and Plato's Apol. 19 E, 
presupposes that in 399 B.C. he 
was one of the foremost Sophists 
of the time. Against this con
current testimony of Plato and 
Xenophon, the statement of the 
pseudo-Plutarch ( V. X. Orat. iv. 
16, 41) that Isocrates in his old 
age had mal'ried Plathane, the 
widow of the rhetorician Hippias 
(Suid. 'AcDapE:Os, first says the 
Sophist), cannot justify us in sup
posing (Milller, Fr. Hist. ii. 59; 
Mahly, l. a. x,... 520) that Hip .. 
pias ·was only a little older than 
Isocrates ; we do not even know 
whether Hippias the Sophist is 

intended, and not some other per
son of the same name ; nor what 
relation the age of Plathane bore 
to· that of her two husbands. If 
she was several decades younger 
than the first, but the same age or 
not much younger than the second, 
by whom she had no child, the 
birth of the Sophist (even if he 
was really her first husband) must 
be placed about 460 B.c. On· the 
native city of Hippias all authori
ties are agreed. His supposed jn
strnctor Hegesidemus (Suid. 'l7r7r.} 
is wholly unknown,. and perhaps is 
only mentioned through an error. 
Geel concludes from. Athen. xi. 
506 sq. that 1-Iippias was a pupil· 
of Lamprus the musician and of 
the orator Antiphon; but there is 
not the smallest foundation for the 
story. 

3 What tradition has told us 
on the subject is this: Hippias, 
like other Sophists, . offered his 
instruc6on in different places 
for remune:ration (Plat. Apol. 19' 
E and other passages) ; in the 
Greater Hippias, 282 D sq., he 
boasts of having made more money 
than any other two Sophists to
gether. The same dialogue, l. a. 
and 281 A, names Sicily, but es
pecially Sparta, as the seen~ of 
his activity; whereas, on account 
of the numerous political embassies 
to which he wao;; attached, he came 
less frequently to Athens ; on the 
other hand, Xen. Mem. iv. 4, 5,, 
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Preeminent for his vanity, even among the Sophists,1 

he aspired above all things to the reputation of uni
versal knowledge, constantly bringing out of the 
treasury of his manifold 'visdom, according to the taste 
of his hearers, something new for their instruction and 
amusement.2 The same superficial manysidedness 

remarks only in a single passage, 
that after long abseRce he came to 
Athens and tllf're met Socrates. 
The Le::>ser Hippi·as, 363 C, asserts 
that he usually at the Olympic 
gamE>s delivered lectures in the 
temple precincts, and answered 
any questions that were put to 
him. Both dialogues (286 B, 363 
A) mention epideictic speeches in 
Athens. (These statements are 
repeated. by Philostr. V. Sop.Ii. i. 
11.) Lastly, in the Protagoras, 
315 B, 317 D, we see Hippias with 
other Sophists jn the house of 
Callias (with whom he is also re
presented as connected in X~noph. 
Symp. 4, 62), where, surrounded. 
by his followers, he gave informa
tion to all questioners concerning 
natural science and astronomy, and 
afterwards took part in the pro
ceedings by delivering a short 
discourse. vVe cannot, however, 
deduce mth certainty from these 
statements anything more than is 
given in the text, since the repre
sentation in the Greater Hippias 
is rendered suspicious by the doubt
ful authenticity of that dialogue 
(vide Zeitsaltr. f. Alterthitmsw. 
1851, 256 sqq.), and even the 
details of the other dialogues are 
scarcely free from satirical ex
aggeration; while Philostratus is 
unmistakeably employing, not in
dependent and historical sources, 
but merely these Platonic dialogues. 
Tertulli~n's assertion, Apologet. 46, 

that Hippias was killed in a trea
sonable undertaking. deserves no 
more credence than the other ini
quities which Tertullian ascribes to 
many of the ancient philosophers. 

1 e.,q. in the matter of the 
purple robe whjch JElian, fr. H. 
xii. 32, ascribes to him. 

2 In the Greaier Hippias, 285 
B sqq., Socrates, in ironical ad-
1niration of his learning, na1nes, as 
subjects of his knowledge, astro
nomy, geometry, arithmetic, the 
science of letters, syllables,rhythms, 
and. harmonies; he him.self ad.d.s 
to these the history of the heroes 
and founders of cities, and of 
arch~ology in general, boasting at 
the same time of his extraordinary 
memory. The Lesser Hippias, in 
the introduction, rnentions a lecture 
on Homer, and, at p. 368 B sqq., 
makes the Sophist boast, not 
merely of many and. multifarious 
lectures in prose, but also of epics, 
tragedies, and djthyrambs, of his 
knowledge of rhythms and har
monies, and of the op60T1JS f'pa,µ
µcf.Twv, of his art of me1nory, and. 
of every possible technical art and 
skill; e.g. the fabrication of clothes, 
shoes, and ornaments. These 
statements are subsequently re
peated by Philostratus l. a. ; by 
Cic. ne Orat. iii. 32, 127; Apul. 
Floril. l{o. 32 ; partially also by 
Themist. Or. xx1x. 345 0 sqq., and 
on them is founded. the treatisR of 
pseudo-Lucian, 'br7rtas -1) {3a} ... ave'i.011, 
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,vas no doubt characteristic also of his literary ac
tivity.1 

Of other celebrated Sophists who are known to us, 
it remains to mention Thrasymachus,2 of Chalcedon,a a 

which, however ( c. 3, sub init. ), 
itself claims to be a production of 
the time of Hippias. Meantime 
it is a question how much fact 
underlies this story ; for if, C!l 

the one side, it is impossible to 
calculate to what point the van1~y 
of a Hippias might be carried ; oc 
the other side it is very likely, and 
the language in which it is clothed 
favours the supposition, that in 
Plato's account, a boastful sty le 
of expression, not so altogether 
childish, or, generally speaking, 
the selfpcomp1acent encyclopoodic 
knowledge of the Sophists, may 
have been parodied in an exag
gerated manner. More reliance, 
in any case, is to be placed on the 
statement of the Protagoras, 315 
B (vide previous note), 318 E, 
that Rjppias instructed his pupils 
in the arts (Ttxvcu), under which 
may have been included, besides 
the arts named (arithmetic, astro
nomy, geometry~ and music), en
cyclopredic lectures on mechanical 
and plastic art ; 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. Symp. 4, 62. 

1 The little that we know of 
his writings, or that has been pre
served from them, is to be found in 
Geel, 190 sq. ; Osann. IJer Sophist 
Hipp. al::s Arohceolo_q, Rhein. Mus. 
ii. (1843) 495 sq.; MiilJer, Fragm. 
Hist. Gr. ii. 59 sq.; l\iiahly, l. o. 
xv. 529 sq., xvi. 42 sq. Through 
these works we learn something 
about the archreological treatise 

ref erred to in the Greater Hippias. 
Hippias himself says in a Frag
ment ap. Clem. Strom. ii. 624 A, 
that he hopes in this treatise to 
compose a work collected from 
earlier poets and prose-writers, Hel
lenes and barbarians, and agreeable 
by reason of its novelty and variety. 
The statement ap. Athen. xiii. 609 
a, is taken from another treatise, 
the title ofwhich,cruva7001n perhaps, 
had some more definite addition. 
In the Greater H1ippias, 286 A, 
there is an allusi')n, doubtless 
founded on fact, to a discourse 
containing counsels of practical 
wisdom for a young man. The 
lecture on Homer seems to have 
been distinct from this (Hipp. Min. 
cf. Osann, 509). Aecording to Plu
tarch, Nunia. c. 1, end, Hippias 
made the first catalogue of the 
victors at Olympus, and we have 
no reason to doubt this statement, 
as Osann does. From a treatise of 
Hippias, of which no exact title is 
given, a notice is quoted, ap. Prokl. 
in Eitel. 19 ( 65 Fr.), concerning 
the Mathematician Ameristus, the 
brother of Stesichorus. Pausan. v. 
25, 1, refers to an elegy composfd 
by him. What is said by Philostr. 
V. S. i. 11, of his style is perhaps 
only an abstract from Plato. 

2 Geel 201 sq.; C. F. Hermann, 
De Trasymacho Chaloedonio. Ind. 
Leet., Gotting. 1848-49 ; Spengel, 
TExv. ~uv. 93 sq., where the various 
statements as to the writings of 
Thrasymachus are also to be found. 

3 The Chalcedonian is his con
stant appellation, but he seems to 
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younger contemporary of Socrates,1 who occupies no in
considerable position as a teacher of rhetoric,2 but in 
other respects is unfavourably portrayed by Plato,3 on 
2.ccount 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 ~t the same 
time as ethical teachers, whereas they had previously 
only given lectures on the arts of war and forensic 
oratory ; 4 Polus of Agrigentum, a pupil of Gor-

have spent a considerable portion 
of his life in Athens. From the 
epitaph in At.hen. x. 454 sq., it is 
probable that he died in his native 
city. 

1 This is to be conjectured from 
the relation of the two men in 
Plato's Republic~ but on the other 
hand it seems probable from Theo
phrast. ap. Dionys. De vi dia. 
JJemosth. c. 3, p. 953 ; Oic. Orat. 
12, 3 sq., that he considerably 
preceded Isocrates, who was born 
in Ol. 86, 1 ( 435 :B.c. ), and was 
older than Lysias (Dionys. Jud. de 
Lys. c. 6, p. 464, in opposition to 
Theophrastus, regards him as 
younger; but the contrary results 
from the Platonic representation). 
As the date of the dialogue in the 
Republic is supposed to be about 
408 B.c. (cf. p. 86 sqq. of my trea
tise, mentioned p. 410, 4), Thrasy
machus must have at that time 
arrived to manhood. 

2 Vide infra. 
3 Rep. i. cf. especially 336 B, 

338 0, 341 C, 343 A sqq., 344 D, 
350 0 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 8pal1uµaxewA.71~t«€pµalros 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. 

4 Euthyd. 271 0 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 inay have 
formed a connection with Prota · 
goras), that they left the city as 
fugitives or exiles, and travelled 
a bout, remaining mostly in Athens, 
and tb.at they were about as old, 
perhaps rather older, than Socrates. 
Dionysodorus als0 appears ap. 
Xen. Mern. 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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gias,1 who, like his master in his later years,2 confined 
his instructions to rhetoric ; the orators Lycophron, 3 

Protarchus,4 and Alcidamas,5 also belonging to the school 

Thed3tetus ; and this is so far true 
that this description is (as it never 
attempts to conceal) a satirical 
parody. In its main features, 
however, it is confirmed by Aris
totle and others, cf. p. 456; 467, 2). 
Grote further believes (ibid. 559) 
that in the epilogue of the Euthy
demus (304 C sqq.), the Sophist of 
that name is treated as the repre
sentative of true dialectic and phi· 
losophy; but he has entirely n1is
understood the design of this portion 
of the dialogue. Cf. Part II. a, 
416, 3. Even Euthydemus 3 05 A 
D, proves nothing. 

1 He is described as an inhabi
tant of Agrigentum by the pseudo· 
Plato, Theag. 128 A ; Philostr. V. 
Soph. i. 13, and Suidas, sub voce ; 
that he was considerably younger 
than Socrates is plain from Plato, 
Gm'f}ias, 463 E. Philostratus calls 
him moderately wealthy, a Scho 
liast on Arist. Rhet. ii. 23 (in Geel, 
173) 7rat~ TOu I'op7fou, but the 
former is no doubt inferred from 
the high price of Gorgias' instruc
tions, and the- latter (according to 
Geel's just observation) fron1 a 
misunderstanding of Gorg. 461 C. 
There is referenee to a historical 
treatise of Polus in Plato, Phmdr. 
267 C ; Gorg. 448 C, 462 B sq. ; 
Arist. Metaph. i. 1, 981 a, 3 (where1 

however, we must not, with Geel, 
16 7, considP-r what follows as an 
extract from Pol us) ; cf. Spengel, 
l. c. p. 8 7 ; Schanz, l. c. p. 134 sq. 

2 Plato, Meno, 95 C. 
3 Lycophron is called a Sophist 

by Arist. Polit. iii. 9, 1280 b, 10, 
Alexander~ in Soph. el. Schol. 310 
a, 12; in Metaph. p. 533, 18; Bon. 

and Ps. Plut. JJe Nobilit. 18, 3. 
What Arist. Rhet. iii. 3 ; Alex. 
Tap. 209, 222, relate of his mode 
of expression, stamps him as a 
pupil of Gorgias. Also the state
ments to be discussed, infra, pp. 
455, 456, 4 77 ; 48 7, 1, coincide with 
this. A few unimportant sayings 
are also to be found ap. Arist. Polit. 
l. c. Metaph. viii. 6, 1045 b, 9 ; cf. 
Alex. ad h. l. Concerning the man 
himself, vide V ahlen, Rhein. J.Vlits. 
xvi. 143 sqq. 

4 Plato unrr1istakeably de
scribes Protarchus (to whom in 
the Philebus the principal part after 
Socrates is assjgned), Phileb. 58 A, 
as a pupil of Gorgias, and chiefly 
indeed in rhetoric, for his recom
mendation of oratory is here 
quoted as something which Prota
goras had often heard from him. 
As Plato elsewhere never introduces 
imaginary persons with names, we 
must suppose that Gorgias really 
had a pupil of thjs name; and in 
that case, the conjecture (vide 
Hirzel, Hermes, x. 254 sq.) has 
everything in its favour, that this 
Protarchus is the same from whom 
Aristotle, Phys. ii~ 6, 197 b, 10, 
quotes a text probably taken from 
a public oration. 

5 Alcidamas of Elrea in .JEolia 
was the pup11 of Gorgias, who after 
his death undertook the leadership 
of his rhetorical school (Suid. rop-
1lai, ) Af....KLO. Tzetz. Ghil. xi. 7 46; 
Athen. xiii. 592 c). He was a 
rival of Isocrates, and bitterly 
opposed him not only (as Vahlen 
shows: JJ. Rhetor Alkid. Sitzungs
berichte der Wiener Akad. Hist.
Phil. Kl. 1863, p. 491 sqq., cf. 
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of Gorgias; Xeniades, of Corinth, whose sayings remind 
us most of Protagoras ; 1 Antimrerus, the scholar of 
Protagoras; 2 Evenus of Paros,3 the rhetorician and 
teacher of virtue, and Antiphon, a Sophist of the time 
of Socrates,4 not to be confounded with the famous 

especially p. 504 sqq.) in his MEtJ

u1111icucbs, but also in the discourses 
of his that have been preserved, 
and are probably genuine, against 
the writers of speeches or Sophists. 
A second declamation bearing his 
name, the denunciation of Pala
medes by Ulysses, is spurious. 
All the particulars known of his 
1vri tings are given by V ahlen ; the 
fragn1ents of the1n are to be found 
in Orat. Attiai, ii. 154 sqq. That 
he survived the battle of :rdantinea 
(362 B.c.) is proved by his Messe
nian oration composed subsequently 
to that battle (Vahlen, 505 sq.). 

1 The only author who men
tions him is Sextus, Math. vii. 48, 
53, 383, 399, viii. 5; Pyrrh. ii. 18; 
according to JJ,fath. vii. 53, Demo
critus had already spoken of him, 
no doubt in the same connection in 
which he had opposed Protagoras 
(vide sitpra, 275, 2). As to his 
sceptical propositions, we shall 
have to speak further on (956). 
Grote, Plato, iii. 509, refers the 
statements of Sextus to the well
known Coriuthian Xeniades, the 
master of the Cynic Diogenes ; 
and Rose, Arist. Libr. Ord. 79, to 
a treatise which must have been 
forged with his name; but the 
fact of his haying been already 
Jnentjoned by Den1ocritus is here 
overlooked. 

2 Of this man we know nothing 
further than what is said in Prat. 
315 A, that he came from Mende 
j n Macedonia, was regarded as 

the most distinguished scholar of 
Protagoras, and intended to make 
himself a professional Sophist. 
From the last remark we may 
infer that he really appeared sub
sequently as a teacher. The same 
may perhaps hold good of Archa
goras (Diog. ix. 54). Concerning 
Euathlus, vide p. 409, 2. 

3 Plato, Apol. 20 A; Plu2do, 60 
D ; Phmdr. 267 A (cf. Spengel, 
~vva7. T. 92 sq.; Schanz, 138). 
According to these passages, he 
must have been younger than So
crates, was at once poet, rhetorician, 
and teacher of aper1, ttv8pecnr£v71 TE 

«al 7ro7'.LTLKtJ, and demanded a fee 
of fi v·e minre. Further particulars 
concerning him in Bergk, Lyriai 
Gr. 476, and the writers there 
quoted. Ibid. 474 sq., for the frag
ments of his poems. 

4 On the personality of this 
man (concerning whom, according 
to Athen. xv. 673 e, Adrantus and 
Hephrestio wrote), cf. Sauppe. Orat. 
Att. ii. 145 sqq.; Spengel, ~vva"'t· 
TExvwv, 114 sq.; We1cker, Kl. Sahr. 
ii. 422 ; Wolff, Porphyr. De Philos. 
ex oraa. haur. Rel. 59 sq. He is 
described as <ro<j>t<TT1,s in Xen. 
Memor. i. 6, and is there repre
sented as seeking to allure to 
himself the pupils of Socrates, 
and consequently disputing with 
him on three occasions ; this pas
sage is referred to not only in Ps. 
Plut. V. Dee. Orat. i. 2, p. 832 
(where the Sophist of Rhamnus is 
expressly said to be ineant), but 
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orator. Critias, also, the celebrated leader of the Athe
nian oligarchs, and Callicles, 1 must be counted among 
the representatives of the Sophistic culture, although 
they "\Vere far from being Sophists in the narrower sense, 
i.e., paid and professional teachers, 2 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' Av-r. o -rEpa-roa-K6Jros, 
and this agrees with Hermog. De 
Id. ii. 7 (Rhet. Gr. iii. 385 Vv, ii. 
414 Sp.), who, quoting Didyrnus 
the gramn1arian, distinguishes him 
by the appellation o teal -rEpa-ro-

' \ ' I "l. I <r1w1ros IUJ.L OJIEtpOKpLT'f}S l\.E'yoµevos 
from Antiphon the rhetorician of 
Rhan1nus. When Suidas mentions 
one Antiphon as -rEpa-ro<Y«67ros «cd 
e7ro1rotos Kat. <ro<j>L<TT'i/s, and a second 
as ovetp0Kph11s, he has no doubt 
erroneously referred. to different 
persons two statements derived. 
from separate sources, but relating 
to the same person. 'l'zetzes (in 
a scholiu1n quoted by 'Volif, l. c, 
from Ruhnken) represents Anti
phon o -reparo<Jx67ros as a contem
porary of Alexander; but this 
cannot ·weigh against the above 
more authentic and. unanimous 
testimonies, and does not juEltify 
us in distinguishing, as Wolff does, 
o -rEpa-romdnros from the Sophist of 
the Me11wrabilia. His i\67ot 7TEpl 
T1}s aA.'f}8efo..s are discussed in Her-
1nog. l. a. p. 386, 387 W ; a small 
fragment of the a' cAA.1]8e£as is given 
by Suidas, aOE1J'TOS; son1e other 
writings, which are ascribed. to hi1n 
in the traditional text of Her
mogenes, belong to Antiphon of 
Rhamnus, as is clear from the sub
sequent context in Rermogenes, 
and. also from Philostr. V. Soph. i. 

15 ; and are only attributed to him 
through the carelessness of the 
transcriber, cf. Spengel, T. ~- 115. 
In the treatise 71", T. aA.1J8Elas he 
no doubt brought forward the 
mathematical and physical theories 
to be m~ntioned later on; no frag
ments of any systein of physics of 
his (as 'Volff supposes) have been 
handed. down to us. The interpre
tations of dreams, mentioned by 
Cicero, IJiVtn. i. 20, 39, ii. 70, 144; 
Seneca, Gontrov. 9, p. 148 Bip.; 
Artemidor. Oneirucrit. ii. 14, p. 
109, Herch., seem to have been 
taken from a separate book. 

1 The principal interlocutor in 
the third pa,rt of the Gorgias, from 
481 B onwards, of whom we kno-vv 
so little that his very existence 
has been doubted.. In faxour of 
it, however, \Ve 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, whe.ther it be 
historical or not. Qf. concerning 
Gorgias, Steinhart, Pl. Werke, ii. 
352 sq. 

2 Some writers would there· 
fore distinguish Critias the Sophist 
fr0m the statesman of that name 
(Alex. ap. Philop. De An. C, 8; 
Simpl. De An. 8 a). Vide, on the 
other hand. Spengel, l. a. 120 sq.· 
Dionys. Jiid. de 1'huc. c. 51, and 
Phrynichus ap. Phot. Cod. 158, p~ 
101 b, reckon Critias among the 
model .writers of the A.ttic style .. 
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speaks contemptuously of the uselessness 1 of the theo
rists. On the other hand, in the political rules 2 of the 
famous Milesian architect, Hippodamus,3 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
ists.5 The communistic theory of Pbaleas the Chalce
donian 6 may perhaps with more probability be brought 
into connection with the Sophistic doctrine; it is at 
any rate quite in the spirit of Sophistic innovation, and 
may easily be deduced from the proposition that exist
ing rights are contrary to nature ; but we know too 
little about him, to be able to determine bis personal 
relation to the Sophists. In regard to Diagoras, it bas 
already been shown 7 that we have no right to assume 
bis atheism to have been based on his philosophy; and 

i Gor_q. 484 C sqq., 487 C; 
cf. 515 A and 519 C, where Oal
licles, as politician, is clearly 
distinguished from Callicles as 
Sophist. 

2 Arist. Polit. ii. 8. 
3 Concerning the date and per

sonal circumstances of this man, 
who is mentioned by Arist. l. o. 
and Polit. vii. 11, 1330 b, 21, as the 
first person who attempted to lay 
out cities artistically1 Hermann, 
De HipporlamoMilesio(Marb.18-11 ), 
comes to the following conclusions : 
he may have been twenty...:five years 
old in 01. 82 or 83, when he made 
the plan for the Pirreus, that he 
planned the city of Thurii in 01. 
84 ; and in 01. 93, 1, when he 
built Rhodus, was eonsid.erably 
past sixty. Whether Hippod.amus, 
·the so- called Pythagorean, of whose 
treatises, 1r. 'ITOAL'TELaS and 7r. EUOCU-

µovfos, s0me· fragments are given 
by Stobreus, Floril. 43, 92-94, 98, 
71-103, 26, is the same person (as 
Hermann believes, p. 33 sqq.), 
and whethPr Hippod.amus the 
Sophist really had any connection 
with the Pythagoreans (ibid. 42 
sq.), cannot be ascertained.. 

4 Arist. Polit. ii. 8 : 7ev6µ.evos 
\ \ \. ,f 1'. QI I 

1Ca£ 7rEpL TuV Cl.A1\.0V JJlOJI 7rEpLTT0TEp0~ 

OLCt <f>LAOTtµ.fo.v . • • A.67ws o~ Kal 
7rEpl T~v 3A.nv </>V<Ttv (in physics, cf. 
Metaph. i. 6, 987 b, I) elva.t ~ovA.6-

" " \ I µ.evos, 7rpW'TOS 'f'WV µ'Y] 7T'OAL'TEUOµevwv 
3 I I \ I 3 " 

EVEXELP'YJ<TE TL 7rEpL 7T'OALTELaS Et'TT'ELV 
..,. ' I 

T'YJS apt.<JT1}S. 
5 Among whon1 Hermann, p. 

18 sqq., includes him. 
6 Arist. Polit. ii. 7, where he 

is mentioned. as the first who de
manded. an equality of goods. 

7 Vid.e 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. 1 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 
Polns and Thrasymachus~ 

3. The Teaching of the Sophists considered in its General 
Character. 

PLATO himself complains that it is difficult rightly to 
define the nature of the Sophist .. 2 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 
the Republic, where the connection 
with fundamental ethical enq ui
ries causes the polemic against 

sophistic doctrines to be resumed. 
2 Soph. 218 0, sq., 226 A, 

231 B, 236 0, sq. 
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and procedure which, in spite of the unmistakeable 
family likeness between its different branches, is com
patible with a multiplicity of starting-points and results. 
Contemporaries designate by the name of Sophist, 
gener~lly speaking, a wise man; 1 but more particu
larly, one who makes wisdom his calling and profession 2 

-who, not satisfied with informal and unmethodical 
influence on fello\v-citizens and acquaintances, regards 
the instruction of others as bis profession, and in his 
wanderings from city to city offers it for payment, to 

· everyone desirous of culture.3 .A.s to its extent, this 
1 Plato, Prot. 312 C: Tl "1'YEL 

.... \_ I ' \ \ ~ ~' elvat TUV croc/)t<fT'YJl' ; E"}'w µ.Ev, ?} u 
"- tf :>/ I " """ vs, W<T7rEp TOVVOµa .i\E'YEL, TOV'T"OV Elva£ 
7011 TCJ11 cro<[>fiw briu.,r1/µova, where 
the validity of the evidence as to 
the use of language is not affected 
by the derivation of the last 
syllables from ~7rL<17"1/µwv, in the 
manner of Platonic etymologies. 
Diog. i. 12 : of oe <1ocf>ol «al cro<f>t<17"al 
eKaAOVVTO. In this sense Hero
dotus, i. 29, iv. 95, calls Solon and 
Pythagoras, and in ii. 49 the 
founders of the cult of Dionysus, 
Sophists. The name is also ap
plied by Oratinus, ap. Diog. i. 12, 
to Homer and Hesiod, by Sopho
cles in the fragment ap. Schol. 
Pind. lsthm. v. 36, &c. (Wagner, 
Frag. Gr. Fragm. i. 499, No. 992) 
to a citharist; by Eupolis (ac
cording to the Schol. Ven. Zit. ll. 
0, 410; Eustath. in h. l.p.1023, 
13) to a rhapsodist ; according to 
Hesych. cro<f>t<TT., the designation 
was in use for all musical artists. 
A ndrotion ap. Aristid. Quatuorv. 
T. ii. 407 Dind., Aristarchu:s ap. 
Plut. Frat. Am. i. p. 478 and 
Isokr. 11". avno6<1. 235 apply it to 
the seven sages; the first of these 

authors applies it to Socrates also 
(while on the othPr hand Mschin. 
Adv. Ti1n. § l 7 3 describes Socrates 
as a Sophist in the later sense); 
Diog. Apoll. ap. Simpl. Phyrs. 32 
b; Xenoph. Mem. i. 1, 11 ; Ps.
Hippokr. 11". apx. la-rp. c. 20; Isokr. 
l. c. 268, apply it to the ancient 
physicists; .JEschines the Socratic 
and Diodorus to Anaxagoras (vide 
suprrt, p. 325) ; Plato, Meno, 85 B, 
to the teachers of mathematics ; 
conversely, the Sophists are called 
crocpol, vide sitp1"ct 418, 3, end; 419, 
4 ; cf. Plato, Apoll. 20 D. The 
explanation of the word as ' teach
ers of wisdom' is disputed by 
Hermann, Plat. Phil. i. 308 sq., as 
it appears to me, rightly; while 
Steinhart, Plat. Leben, 288, 92, 
defends it. 

2 Plato, Prot. 315 A (which ex
plajns 312 B): e7rl TEXVV µ.ave&vei, 
&s <1o<f>tcr11,s ~<16µ,evos; 316 D: 
E'Ycb 0€ TtJV uocpt<1TtK1,v 'T"EX'll'YJV <f>'J7µ.l 
µ€v E1vat 7ret.7'.autv, etc. Epitaph on 
Thrasymachus in Athen. x. 454 sq. 
n OE TEXV1J [SC. Cf.VTov] uo<f>l11. 

3 Xenoph. h'lem. i. 6, 13 : 1eal 
~ ,,t.I c I \ \ ' T l/V (jO'f'LaJI W<J'CWTWS TOV~ µ.ev ap-yv-

plov T~ {3ovl\.oµ€v(f' 'TC'Wl\.OVV'Tet.S crocpt-
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instruction might embrace everything included by the 
Greeks in the comprehensive idea of wisdom,1 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, 2 

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 archreological 
and physical knowledge,4 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 

' ' ,.. ~' ~ ' ,, .,, <fTas a7roK.a'Aov<fLV • o<tTLS uE ov av 
...... ' ,.. ,, ~ ~ ' (_( ~- ::;/ ')'Vtp EV<f>va O'J/Ta uLUa<J'K.WV U TL U.V EX'[l 

a/'ya8ov <f>t'Aov 1f'OLELTat, TOVTOJI voµ£
(oµEv & Tc{j 1eaA.ip K.a/yaecp 7roA.lTp 
7rpo<F1,KEL TavTa 7roie'iv; cf. p. 409, 
2 · 417 7 · Protagoras ap Plato ' ' ' . ' Prot. 316 C : ~€11ov 7ap Cfvopa 1ea.l 
'6 'I I \:> 
L VTa HS 7rOAELS µe7aA.as Ka.£ EV 

I 'e " I ' TaVTCCLS 7rEL OVTa 'TWV VE(JJV 'TOVS 

f3 
I ' f \ ,.. EATL<fTOvs, a7rOAEL7r0l'Tas Tas 'TWV 

,J I ( ~ ""' 
aA.'Awv <fVVOU<F Las • • • eavTtp <IV'J/EL-

( f3 f ) I ~\ ' va.L ws E} ... TLOVS E<foµEvovs uta. T1JV 

€avTov <tvvovcrlav, etc. (cf. 318 A); 
Apol. 19 E : 7raLOEVELV av8pW7rOVS 
~ ' ' ' W<f7rEp rop'}'taS, etc. TOVTWV 7ap 
'" )\ ' ( I " EK.a<J'TOS • • • LW'J/ ELS EKa<fT'l}'J/ TWV 
'710AEW'J/ 'TOVS v€ous, oTs ~~ECTTL 7WV 

€avTWP 7r0ALTW'J/ 7rpoma ~U'J/EtVaL f ttv 
f3ov'AwvTaL, T06TOVS 7rEl8ov<J£ TttS 
' ' t ' ' "). 6 n-.' EK.ELVWV ~UVOU<Ftas a7r01\.L1r VTas (j 't'L<FL 

~UVELVC1.L xp1/µaTa OLo6vTas Kal xapw 
7rpocrEto€vat. Similarly Meno, 91 B. 

1 Arist. Etli. N. vi. 7. 
2 ln:l note 5 ; sup. 408, 2 ; 424, 

4; 426, 3. I do not think that 
the words of Prodicus, ap. Plat. 
Euthyd. 305 C ( oOs ~</>YJ Tip6o.-

µE80pLa <f>LAO<F6<f>ov TE a110pOS Ka.l 7r0• 

'AtTLKov), are intended to describe 
the position ascribed to himself by 
that Sophist. 

3 Plato, Meno, 95 C; cf. Phileb. 
58 A. Polus, Lycophron, Thrasy
machus, etc., p. 423 sqq. 

4 Sitpra, p. 422, 2. 
5 In Prot. 318 D, the Sophist 

says that it shall not be with his 
scholars as with those of other 
Sophists (Hippias), who Tas Texvas 

' ' n-. 6 ,, ' ~ aVTOVS 7rE't'Et:J'}' TctS' aKOVTaS 7raALV av 
'l!.. ~ a'"). ' , U."YOVTES eµfJal\.AOU<FL'll ELS TEXVas, A.o-
"YL<Fµovs TE Kat a<FTpoVoµiav Kal "YEW

µeTpfa'P Kat µov<FtK.tJv otod<FK.ovres : 

by him they shall only be taught 
what suits their purpose: TO o~ 

'e I ' 'Q I f ,.. µa 1Jµa E<FTL'J/ EUµOUJ...La 7rEpt TE 'TWV 
'[ q ~,, ~ ',.. 

OllCE wz.·, U7f'WS v..V apL<FTa T11V avTOU ,, ~ ,.. \ \ ,.. ..... 
OLK.tav ULOLKOL, Kat 7rEpt T6JV 'TTJS 

6 q \ ""' I ~ 
7r A.ews, U1f'WS Ta 'T'fJr; 7r0AEWS uvvu.-

1 ~ >.' \ I \ TwTa'Tor; v.V ELTJ Kett 7rpctT'TELV Kat 

A.e7eLv, in a word, therefore, the 
7roA.tTLK1} ,.,-€xv11, the introduction to 
civic virtue. 
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and Dionysodorus combined with ethics, lectures on 
strategy and military tactics, 1 and even Protagoras 2 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 3 applies it to Isocrates him
self, on account of his studied and written speeches, 
this is entirely consonant with the language of the 
time. Every paid teacher of the arts included under 
higher culture is called a Sophist. The name relates 
primarily to the object and external conditions of in
struction. In 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 it 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. Ile is a merchant, a host, a pedlar, who 

1 P. 424, 4. 
2 Plato, Soph. 232 D; Diog. ix. 

53; cf. Frei, 191. According to 
Diogenes, Protagoras wrote a 
treatise, 7rEpl 7raA.ns ; Frei con
jectures that this may be a portion 
of a more comprehensive work on 
the arts ; but perhaps some later 

writer may have composed a sepa
rate treatise out of the discussions 
mentioned by Plato, and these dis
cussions may have been really in 
the Eristic disputations or the con
tradictions. 

3 Alcidamas, vide p. 425, 5. 
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traffics in art, a tradesman who makes money by dispu
tation: 1 a person who may no doubt be mistaken for a 
philosopher, but to whom it would be doing too much 
honour to ascribe the higher vocation of purifying men 
by means of the elenchic art, and of freeing them from 
conceit. 2 The Sophj stic 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 "\vith others can involve 
them in contradictions.3 It is therefore no art at all, 
but a flattering shadow of an art-a caricature of the 
true art of politics, which is related to it only as the 
art of dress is to gymnastic, and is distinguished from 
false rhetoric only as the setting up of principles is dis
tinguished from the application of them.4 Similarly, 
Aristotle describes the Sophistic doctrine as a science 
confined to the unessential; as appearance-knowledge,5 

or, more exactly, as the art of gaining money by mere 
appearance-knowledge. 6 These descriptions are evi-

1 Soph. 221 C, 226 A; cf. Rep. 
vi. 493 A : e1emrTos Twv µur8ap11ov11-
Tw11 LOLWTWV, oDs 01, OVTOL a'O</>L<TTaS 

Ka/\..ova'i, etc. 
2 Soph. 226 B-231 0. 
a Ibid. 232 A-236 E, 264 C 

sqq. ; cf. Meno, 96 A. 
4 Gorp. 463 A-465 C; Rep. 

l. o. ; cf. Part u. a, 509 sq., 3rd ed. 
5 frfetaph. vi. 2, 1026 b, 14; xi. 

3, 8, p. 1061 b, 7; 1064 b, 26. 
6 Metaph. iv. 2, 1004 b, 17; 

Soph. Et. c. 1, 165 a, 21 : ~<TTL 'Yap 
T, crocpurTLK1} cpatvoµEJl'Y/ <rocpta oOlTa 
o' oD, Kal 0 <TO</>L<TT1}s XP'Y/µaTL<TT1,s 
' \. ' m' '').').' ' CJ.'lrU cpa111oµEV'f}S' <TOyLaS' a1\./\. OVIC 

oi1<r7Js. Ibid. c. 11, 171 b, 27; cf. 
33, 183 b, 36: oI 7rEpl TOVS €pta''TL-
1eovs i\67ovs µtcr8apvovvTES. Still 
stronger langnage is used by the 
pseudo-Xenophon, IJe Venat. c. 
13 ( rh. \ ~' ' \ ,.. ' t .... : OL <TOyL<TTCl.L u ~'lf'L TqJ ,e'='a'lf'aTq.v 
').I \ ff'h. ' \ ,.. C ,.. 1\.E'}'OVa'L KaL 7payOV<TLJI E'lf'£ TqJ EaVT(J)J/ 
I~ \ '~/ '~\ ' ,.. ICEpuEL, 1Ca£ OVuEJ/a OUuEJ/ wcpeA.ov<TLJI. 
,~,' rh.\. , "''' ,~, uvue 1a.p a'OyUS aVT(J)JI E'}'E//ETO OUuELS 
, 'i:'' ,, ( \ \ \ 

ovu E<JTLJI • • • OL µEv '}'ap crocpta'TaL 
'). I \ ' (J - c 

'lf't\.OVlTLOV~ KaL JIEOVS TJPCdV"raL, OL 
0€ <pt/\..6<Tocpoi 'lf'aa't «otvol 1eal cplA.oi • 

Tvxas (happy circumstances) 0€ 
avopw11 oiJTE TLµ!iJcftJI olJTe aTLµa
(ov<TL. 

J 
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dently in part too narrow, in part too broad, to afford 
us trustworthy information concerning tbe peculiar 
character of the phenomenon \Ve are considering-=-too 
narrow, because from the outset the idea of the wrong 
and untrue is included as an essential characteristic 
in the conception of the Sophistic doctrine; too broad, 
because they do not represent that doctrine in its defi
nite historical aspect, as it actually appeared at a certain 
period, but as a universal category. This is lhe ca;;;e, 
in a still higher degree, with the language of the more 
ancient accounts. The conception of a public instruc
tion in wisdom tells us nothing as to the content and 
spirit of this instruction, and 'vhether it was imparted 
for payment or not, is in itself quite unimportant. If, 
ho,vever, we considet the circumstances under which the 
Sophists made their appearance, and the earlier customs 
and culture of their nation, these traits 'vill 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 'vriting, 
arithmetic, music, gymnastic, but left everyone to re
ceive bis general training and education simply through 
intercourse with bis family and acquaintance. It some
times happened, no doubt, that individual youths allied 
themselves with some man of special reputation, in 
order to be introduced by him ·to public affairs ; 1 or 

1 Thus Plutarch in his life of Mnesiphilus, ·who, as Plutarch ob
Themistocles represents that states- serves, belongeu neither to the 
man, jn the begjnning of his public orators, nor to the cpv<Tuwl cptA.6. 
career, as seeking intercourse with (J'o<f>ot, but aimed at distinguishing 



AS PROFESSION.AL TE.A.CHERS. 435 

that -teachers of music or other arts attained, under 
certain conditions, to a more extended sphere of per
sonal and political influence.1 In neither case, 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 
educational purpose, must naturally result from free 
personal intercourse. 2 Not one of the ancient Physicists 
can be supposed to have opened a school of his O'\Vn, 
or given instruction in the way that was after\vards 
customary : the communication of their philosophical 

himself by what was thPn called this ease, as in Plato1 Sy1np. 20:1 D, 
(J'ocpl.a, the OEtVOT1JS -rroA.tT£t(1] 1eal seems to designi:ite both the Sophist 
opaa'Tnprns a'!Jve(J'ts, on the ground and the crafty man) concealed his 
of an old family tradition of Solon; avocation as teacher of Perjcles 
nv oI µeTa TauTa, adds Plutarch, in politics: under the mask of a 
otKCtvLKa'Ls ftt~a11Tes Texvms !<al µeTa- n1usician. Similarly, Protagoras, 
J'et')'OVTES cbro 7 wv 11"pcf.~ewv T1}v ap. Plat. S.1Jnip. 203 D, maintain8 
UCJ'IC1)a'LV e7rl 'TOVS i\67ous crocpLo-Tal that the art of the Sophists is 
r.po<Trryopev81jrrav. very ancient, but fron1 fear of the 

1 e.g. Damon, cf. Plut. Per. 4; dislike attaching to them, thev 
Plato, Lach. 180 D; Aleib. i. 118 had all before him concealed it~· . ' C, and Pythoclides: cf. Plut. l. e.; some havrng callPd themselves 
Plato, Prot. 316 E; Aleib. i. 118 C. poets, as Homer, Orpheus, Simo-

2 Plutarch has drawn this dis- nides, &c.; others gymnasts; others 
tinction quite correctly (Them. 2) again musicians, as Agathocles and 
when he says that those persons Pythoclides. Here it is in fact 
were called Sophists who trans- conceded what Prot., 317 B, ex
ferred political training from prac- pressly declares, and what was of 
tical acti'rity to speeches; Sophists course self-evident in most of thG 
in the sense alluded to p. 430, 3, above-n1entioned cases, viz .. that 
can only be said to exist where the the di~tinguishing mark of those 
arts and skill, which hitherto had who were called Sophists in the 
been attained by· practice in the f:pecial sense-the oµ.oA.o')'e'Lv cro
treatment of actual cases, are hence- <f>La'T~s eivm 1ea l 11"aioevetv &vepw7ro~s 
forth founded on theoretical in- -"W·as absent in the predecessors 
struction (A.6701) and the universal of Protagoras; they are uo<f>oi, 
rules of art which are thus im- like the seven wise men, but net 
parted. Plutarch also s::iiys, less <TO<f>ta'Tal, according to the mean
accnrately (Per. 4). that Damon ing of the word in the time of 
being an l:t1rpos a'opt<TT~s (which in Socrates. 

FF 2 

> 
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doctrines seems to have been entirely confined to the 
narrower circle of their acquaintance, and to have been 
conditioned by the relation of personal friendship. If 
a Protagoras and his successors departed from this 
custom, it argues a two-fold change in the popular 
estimation of science and scientific teaching. On the 
one band, such teaching "\Vas no'v declared to be indis
pensable for everyone who desired to distinguish him
self in active life: the previous capability for speech 
and action attained merely by practice was condemned 
as unsatisfactory.: theoretical study, and the knowledge of 
universal rules, 'vere announced as necessary. 1 But on 
the «)ther hand science, so far as the Sophists troubled 
themselves about it at all, was essentially restricted to 
this practical problem. It jg not in knowledge as such, 
but simply in its use as a means of action, that its 
worth and importance are soug·ht.2 The Sophistic doc
trine, therefore, stands on the ' boundary line between 
Phil0soph y and Politi.cs ; ' 3 practice is t0 be supported 
by theory, and enlightened in regard to its ends and 
means ; but theory is to be merely a help to practice. 
This science is, in its general aim and purpose, a phi
losophy of enlightenment and nothing more. 

From this point of view alone can we rightly 
criticise the disputed question concerning the pay-

1 This fundamental distinction 
between the jnstruction of the 
Sophists, and the purely practical 
instruction of the previous teachers, 
is overlooked by Grote, viii. 485 
sq., when he maintains that the 
appearance .of the Sophists was 
nothing new, and that they only 

differed from Damon and others 
in the superior an1ount of know
ledge and ability ·which they 
brought to the exercise of their 
profession. 

2 Cf. also p. 430, 3. 
3 Vide sipra, p. 431, 2. 
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ment accepted by the Sophists. As long as the im
parting of philosophic opinions and knowledge was 
on the same line with all other educational intercourse 
bet"\veen friends, there could, 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 fr(?e choice. This is the light in which both were 
regarded by Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, and conse
quently the idea of remuneration for instruction in 
philosophy was energetically opposed by these men as 
a gross indignity. Wisdom, in the opinion of the 
Socrates of Xenophon, like love, should be besto\ved as 
a free gift, and not sold.1 He wbo teaches any other art, 
says Plato,2 may take wages in return, for he does not 
profess· to make his pupil just and virtuous; hut he who 
promises to make others better must be able to trust to 
their gratitude, and should therefore i·equire no money. 
Aristotle expresses himself in a similar strain. 3 The rie
la tion 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 \Ve feel towards parents and towards the 
gods. From this point of view we·can well understand 
the harsh judgments that \Vere passed on the earnings of 
the Sophists by Plato and Aristotle, as \Ve have seen, 
p. 432 sq. That the same judgments, however, should 

1 Mem. i. 6. 13 ; vide supra, 
p. 430, 3. 

2 Gorg. 420 C sqq.; cf. Soph. 

223 D sqq. The same in Isocr. 
Adv. Soph. 5 sq. 

s Eth. N. ix. 1, l 16L! a, 32 sqq. 

.. 
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no-w be repeated, that in an age in \vhich all instruc
tion is usually given by salaried and paid teachers, and 
by such as on this very account vvrould have been con
sidered Sophists in Greece, the teachers of the fifth cen
tury before Christ should, merely because they demanded 
payment for their instructions, be treated as mean
spirited, self-seeking, avaricious men-is a :flagrant 
injustice, as Grote justly maintains. 1 "\\rhere the ne
cessity for scientific instruction is 1nore extensively felt, 
and in consequence a separate class of profes~ional 

teachers is for1ned, there the necessity also arises that 
these teac~1ers should be able to support tl)emselves 
by the labour to which they devote their time and 
Rtrength. Even in Greece this natural demand could 
not be ignored. A Socrates, in bis magnanimous con
tempt for the necessaries of life, a Plato and an Aris
totle, vvith their ideal theory of the relation between 
master and teacher- an ideal fostered by their O\Vll 

easy personal circumstances, and by the Hellenic preju
dice against all industrial activity-may have disdained 
all remuneration for their teaching ; and the mass of 
the people may have been the more ready to blame 
the Sophists for their gains, 'vhich were represented, 
no doubt, as much greater than they actually 'vere; 
for in this case the universal ill-will of the unculti
vated man tovvards inental work the labour and trouble 
of ·which are unkno\vn to him, was combined with 
the jealousy of natives towards foreigners, of demo
crats towards the teachers of the upper classes, of the 
friends of the old against innovators. In point of 

1 L. c. 493 sqQ 
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fact, however, as has been \vell observed,1 there was no 
reason 'vhy 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 
rhetors, gymnasiarchs and teachers of all kinds were 
paid; and the Olympic victors received from their 
native cities rewards of money as well as prizes, or 
even themselves collected contributions in their con
querors' wreaths. Nor can the theory of payment for 
philosophic teaching be condemned without further 
argument, even from the ideal standpoint of Plato and 
Aristotle ; it does not necessarily follow that the scientific 
a·ctivity of the teacher or his moral relation to his 
pupil should thereby be corrupted; for, in analogous 
cases, the love of the 'vife 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 la'v to support and educate them. That the 
Sophists should have asked payment from their pupils 
and hearers could only be turned to their disadvantage if 
they had made exorbitant demands, and had shown them
seives generally in the pursuit of their calling t,o be cove
tous and dishonourable. But it is only in regard to some 
of them that this can be provBd. Even in antiquity, no 
doubt very exaggerated notions were rife concerning 

1 Welcker, Kl. Sckr. ii. 420 sqq. 
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the payments they claimed, and the riches which they 
amassed; 1 but Isocrates assures us that not one of 
them had made any considerable fortune, and that their 
gains did not exceed a moderate amount.2 And though 
it is quite possible that many, especially among the 
younger Sophists, may have deserved the reproach of 
selfishness and covetousness,3 it ia a questietn whether 
we ought to apply to a Protagoras and a Gorgias the 
descriptions of sophistic teaching 'vhich men, to whom 
all payment for philosophic instruction appeared at the 
outset as something vulgar and shameful, had copied 
from the Sophists of their o'vn time. Protagoras, at any 
rate, showed great consideration for his pupils 4 "\vhen 
he left the amount of his fee to be decided by them
selves in doubtful cases; 5 and that there was a difference 
in this respect between the founders of Sophistic 
teaching and their successors, is indicated by Aristotle. 6 

1 Vide the statements on this 
subject, p. 409, 2; 410, 1 ; 415, 3; 
4-18, 1; 421, 3. 

2 TI. avTioocr. 155 : 81\ws µ'Ev oov 
ouoels evpe81,crETaL TWV KaA.ovµ.€110011 
<Tocf>L<T'TW11 1rOA.A.a xpfJµaTa CTllAA€~a-

' "1> , ~ \ ' ' ' c µEvos, a1\.A OL µev EV OAL'}'OLS, OL 
o' €11 7r&.vu µe'TpLoLS 'TOV {3fov OLa'}'a
'}'6117 ES. Vide the statement as to 
Gorgias (quoted p. 415, 3), who 
amassed more wealth than any of 
the Sophists, and had neither 
public nor family expenses. We 
must not suppose that the Sophists 
earned as much as the actors. In 
later times, the fee for a cour~e of 
instruction seems to have been 3-5 
mime. Evenus jn Plato, Apol~ 
20 B, asks 5; Isocrates who, like 
other rhetoricians, took 10 mirne 
(Welcker, 428), ridicules the Eris-

tics (Adv. Soph. 3), because- the 
whole of virtue-was to be had from 
them for the absurd price of 3 or 4 
mime; while in Hel. 6, he blames 
them for only caring for the money. 

3 Cf. p. 424, 3; 433 sq. 
1 As Grote (Hist. of Gr. viii. 

494) rightly observes. 
5 Cf. p. 409, 2. 
6 In the passage quoted by 

Welcker, lt'th. l>t. ix. 1, 1164 a, 22 
sq., where this custon1 of Protagoras 
as to payment is mentioned, and 
Aristotle then goes on to say that 
it was different with the Sophists, 
i.e. with those of his o-wn time: 
these no doubt ·were obliged to 
demand pay1nent in advance, for 
no one after gPtting to know their 
science would have given them any
thing for it. Xenoph. De JTenat. 

• 
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If we consider impartially the circumstances under 
which these men arose, and the accounts which have 
peen preserved of them, \Ve are not justified in charging 
the Sophists as a body, and especially those of the earlier 
generation, "\Vith niggardliness and avarice. 

But although we must protest, on behalf of the So
phists, or at any rate of many of the most important of 
them, against a prejudice which for more than t\VO 
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 ra~e 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 "\Vorthy 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 Sophi3ts claimed to teach the special 
tricks of eloquence, of worldly prudence, of the manage
ment of men; and it is the prospect of the resulting 
advantage, the possession of political and oratorical 
trade-secrets, \vhich they, as indispen8able guides, hold 
out before everything else to the youth of the period.1 

13, is less conclusive : we know 
no one 3v7u/ ol vvv <rocf>t<r-ral 
o.,,aeov e7rof1Jrrav ; for it is doubtful 
·whether the author intends by the 
older Sophists -with whom he com
pares the Sophists of his time, 
Protagoras, &c., or w he th er he is 

referring to other philosophers and 
teacher& of virtue, in which case 
the vvv <rocj>t<rTal would coincide 

. h h \ ' wit t e O'ocpurrat Kal\.ovµevot pre .. 
viously mentioned. 

1 Proof of this will be given in 
the descrjption of the Sophistic 
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Secondly, experience shows that it was a most dangerous 
thing, under the circumstances of that time, to place 
the higher education and preparation for public life ex. 
elusively in the hands of teachers who were dependent 
for their maintenance on the payments of their pupils. 
As human nature is constituted, scientific activity would 
inevitably by such an arrangement become dependent 
on the wishes and necessities of those who sought in
struction, and 'vere in a position to pay for it. These 
pupils "\vould chiefly estimate its value by the advantage 
'vhich they might hope from it, for their personal ends; 
very few would look beyond, and recognise the use of 
studies, the practical application of which did not' lie 
ready to hand. A nation 'vould require to be penetrated 
in an unusual dPgree, and far more than 'vas the case in 
Greece at that time, with the value of pure and inde
pendent enquiry, if science as a 'vhole did not sink, 
under these 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 
all he possesses in order 7ravr) 
a«.ovrraL 3<Ta7r€p O'GTO!; poet, '\iv·hile 
Socrates, hy his purely moral con
ception of their relation, makes 
him feel the difference of his in
struction from that cf the Sophists. 
The Sophists, it is true, are net 
named here, but the v;ray in which 
Alcibiades at nrst treated his rela
tion with Socrates shows what 
pupils of his class were accustomed 
to seek and to expect from their 
instructors. The same holds good 
of the remark of Xenophon~ Mem. 
i. 2, 14 sq., that Critias and Alci-

bi:ades did not Reek intercourse 
with Socr·1.tes in order to become 
like hin1 in character, but voµf-

, c I ) I I 
(J'avre, EL oµlA'l/<laLT1/V EICELVr.p, "'/EJIE-

e "' C I 'l. I \ (j cu CJ.JI LKaVCJJTaTW 1\.E"'fELJI TE Ka&. 

7rp&r-ret11. The fact that the So
phists announced themselves as 
teachers of virtue and improvers 
of m.en does not a1ter the case, for 
it may well be asked wherein 
virtue (or more properly, ability, 
fitnesf,, aper1,) is to be found : the 
aper11, for instance, which Euthy
den1us and Dionysodorus promise 
to giye to their scholars more 
quickly than all other teachers 
(Plato, Euihyclem. 273 D), is en
tirely different from y;rhat 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 kno,vledge which they considered advan
tageous, as quickly and easily and pleasantly as possible. 
In the circumstances under which the Sophistic in
struction 'vas given there lay a great danger for the 
thoroughness of enquiry and the earnestness of the 
philosophic mind; and this danger was further in
creased by the fact that most of the Sophists, without 
any settled abode, and '\vithout any interest in the 
State, were thus "\vithout the restraint which citizenship 
a.ff ords to men in respect to their moral life and the 
moral side of their professional activity. 1 That circum
stances themselves led to this result cannot, however, 
alter the inatter. It is undeniably true that, for 
talented and cultivated citizens of small States, travels, 
and public lectures, \Vere in those times the only ~eans 
of obtaining recognition for their attainments and a 
comprehensive sphere of action, and the discourses of a 
Gorgi;:is and a Hippias at 01.ympia are not in then1-
selves more blameworthy than those of an Herodotus; 
it is also true that it 'vas only po8sible by means of 
payment for instruction, to open the profession of 
teacher to all ,vho ·were capable of it, and to collect in 
one place the most multifarious powers ; the effects, 
ho,vever, of such an institution are not on that account 
cancelled. If the Sophistic teaching involved from the 

1 Cf. Plato, Tirn. 19 E: To oe 
'TWV crocpurTWV f'EVOS ai5 7TOA)._f;Jv µev 
'\' \ '\~ ''1'"). '">.':J/ l\.Of'WV «aL KCt..1\.Ci.111 aµ..r..WV µar\. eµrrEL-
pov ?]7'1]µai, cpof3ovµcu oe, p.1J7rws, a 

\.~' '' ,, TE 7rAav'f}TUV 011 /CO.Ta 1rOAEtS o:.t<'t]<JfLS 

'~' , "l' ,.. ~ 6 •' 'TE LuLOS OVuC!µ'YJ UUf)IC'YJIC S, affTOXOV 

aµa </>t/\.oa'6<j>wv Ct11opwv p Kal 1i0AL'TL

ICWll (it is incapable of rightly un
derstanding the old Athenians). 
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outset the limitation of the scientific interest to the 
useful and practically advantageous, this one .... sidedness 
was greatly increased by the dependence of the Sophistic 
teachers u pan the 'vishes and taste of their hearers, 
and the more deficient in sci en ti fie and very soon after 
in ethical content the Sophistic instruction became, the 
more inevitable it was that it should speedily be 
degraded into a mere instrument for the acquirement 
of money and fame. 

Though this disregard of purely scientific enquiry ju 

and for itself presupposes a sceptical temper, yet the 
most important of the Sophists never expressly declared, 
and the rest only implied by their general procedure, 
that they had broken with the previous philosophy 
because they thought a scientific kno,vledge of thing·s 
impossible. When man despairs of knovvledge, 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 o~ject from it
self; its self-confidence now becomes absorption in 
self, duty; knowledge becomes will.1 So the Sophistic 
philosophy of life is entirely based upon doubt of the 
truth of knowledge. But this makes a fixed scientific 
and moral attitude impossible to it ; it must either 
follow the old opinions, or, if it criticises them more 
closely, it must come to the conclusion that a moral law 
of universal validity is as impossible as a universally 

1 Examples may easily be found Cicero, &c., the 'Illumination' of 
in the history of philosophy: it is the last cEntury, the connection 
sufficient for our present purpose between Kant's ' Critique of the 
to 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 to 
furnish moral precepts : its instn1ction must be limited 
to the means through which the ends of individuals, of 
'vhatever 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 
~he 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 Knowledge and Eristic 
Dis11utation. 

EVEN among the most ancient philosophers we find -
many complaints of the limitations of human know
ledge, and from the time of Heracleitus and Parme
nides downwards, the uncertainty of the sensible percep
tion was acknowledged from the most opposite points 
of view. 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 
t~is scepticism, they took as their starting-point, partly 
the doctrine of Heracleitus, partly that of the Eleatics; 
that the same result should haYe 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, \Vhich ·was concerned, not with any definite 
view of the nature of things or of knowledge, but 
only "Vvith the setting aside of objective philosophical 

. . 
enqu1r1es. 

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; 
,vbat 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 ; 1 but this motion is not merely of one kind : 

1 Plato, Tlzecet. 152 D, 157 A sq. 
(vide sup.18, 2), ib. 156 A, expresses 
this in the following manner: &s TO 
r.av KLVTJ<TLS ?jv 1eal lti\.i\.u rrapa TOVTO 

ovoev, that he is not thinking, how
ever, of motion without something 
moved-a 'pure motion '-but on1y 
of a motion the subject of which 
is constantly changing, is clear 
from 180 D, 181 C, D, where he 

h d .I ..... ' uses t ese wor s, 7ravTa KtvetTat, Ta 
I ,.. e ""' ~ I 7ravTa ICLVELCi aL, 7rav aµ,<f>oTepws 

KLVEL<r8aL, <f>ep6µ,ev6v TE Kal a;A.l+..ow6-
µevov, and also from 156 C sqq. : 

..... I \ ,.. 
TaVTa. 7rot.l 1Ta fJ.EV ICLVELTaL • • • 
<P€pETaL 'Yap 1eal Ev cpop~ ailrwv ~ 
1elv11<rts 7r~<f>v.icev. &c. (and the same 
texts prove that 7}11 does not imply, 
as Vitringa asserts, p. 83, that 
originally only motion was, but 
that all is, according to its essen
tial nature, motion ; cf. Schanz, 

p. 70). The pra;terite is used here 
as in the Aristotelian expression, 
TL .;jv Elvai. We can, therefore, 
neither attribute this pure mo
tion to Prot. (Frei, 79), nor ac
cuse Plato of an invention (Weber, 
23 sqq.), justified by Sextus, who 
declares of Protagoras in Stoical 
langu~ge (P_yrrh. i. 217) : <P1l<rlv 

>' c ' \ \ rt..,. c \ ~ 
ovv 0 av11p T'lJV Vl\.1111 pEV<TT'lJV Elvat, 
c ' ~' ) ,... ..... 8' pEou<T1JS u.: avT'fJS <TVVEXWS 7rpo<r E<TELS 
) \....,' I I e avTL 7WV a7roq:>op11<rewv ')'L')'VE<T cu. 
In Thecetetus, 181 B sqq., it is 
further shown that the moti0n of 
all things, assumed by Protagoras, 
must be defined not merely as <Popa, 
but as al+..l+..o[w<rls; but it is clear, 
from the same passage, that Pro
tagoras himself had not explained 
himself more particularly on tho 
subject. 
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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.1 Only through their action, or their 
being acted upon, do things receive their particular 
qualities; and as doing and suffering can belong to a 
thing only in relation to other things with which it is 
brought into contact by motion, we ought not to 
attribute any quality or definiteness to anything as 
such : it is only because things move to\vards each 
other, mingle, and work upon one another, that they 
become determinate : we can never say, therefore, that 
they are something, or, in general, that they are, but 
only that they become something, and become.2 

1 Thecet. 156 A, continues: T'l]s 
OE 1Cl111}0-EWS avo eYoT], 7r'i'\.1}8eL µ~11 
~ ' I ~I ~\ \ \ u"Jf'etpov EKaTepo11, uv11aµt11 ue Tu µev 
'1rDLEL1' ~xov TO o~ 7r<l.a-xetv. This is 
furtherexplainedat 157 A: neither 
action nor suffering belongs to a 
thing absolutely in and for itself; 
but things act or are acted upon by 
meeting with others to \l hich they 
are related in an active or pas'3ive 
manner; the same can therefore 
be actiyo in relarion to one thing, 
and passive in relation to another. 

. The language in this ex po si ti on is 
for the most part Platonic, but we 
are not justified in denying alto
gether to Protagoras the distinction 
between active and passive motion. 

2 Thecet. 152 D, 156 E (sup. 
18, 2), 157 B : TO o' OU Oet, &s 
o Tw11 a-ocpw11 A.6'Yos, otJre Tl ~v7-

""' ~ -. :J/ ) ) "" y 
XWpELV OVTE TOV OUT Eµ.Ov OVTE 

~ x ) , ,... "' ~ , "'' TluE OUT EKEL110 OUTE v..AAO OUOE11 
,, r;f 't. ( "''1.'1.' 'n.' 0110µ.a u TL v.11 L<J"T'{l, a1\.1\.a KaTa 't'VO"L11 

<f>8E"f"fECT8aL 'YL"JVOµE11a /Cat 'lrOLOVµ.eva 
\ ~ I \ ' I 1ea1. a7roA.A.vµe11a Kat. aA.'J\.owvµ.e11a. 

(The form of the exposition seems 
to belong to Plato.) We find the 

same-no doubt originally taken 
from these passage~-in Philop. 
Gen. et Corr. 4 b, and Ammon. 
Categ. 81 b, Schol. in Arist. 60 a, 
15, where the proposition ou" Ei11at. 
<f>V<J"LJI 6JpLO-µEV1JV ou5€tJ6s is ascribed 
to Protagoras (Frei, p. 92, con
jectures, probably erroneously. that 
these are his Yery words). It js 
also expressed in the language of 
later terminology by Sextus, l. o. 
th ' '1.' ' ,... US : TOVS t\.OJ'OVS 1r'CX.11TW11 TWV 
cpat110µ~11w11 U1f'OKe'i<J8at ev T?J fJi\.77, 
words which do not seem to me 
rightly explained either by Peter
sen (Phil. Hist. Stud. 117), Brandis 
(i. 528), Hermann (Plat. Phil. 297, 
142), Frei (p. 92 sq.), or Weber (p. 
36 sqq.). These words do not assert 
that the causes of all phenomena 
lie only in the material, but rather 
the con verse, that in matter, in 
things as such, irrespective]y of 
the manner in which we apprehend 
them, the germ of all things, the 
equal possibility of the most 
various phenomena is given, that 
eyerything, as Plut. Adv. Col. 4, 2, 
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Through the meeting of these two kinds of motion our 
presentations of things arise. 1 Where an object comes 
jn contact with our 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 'vith determinate 
qualities.2 But these two results occur only in and 

says in explaining this theory of 
Protagoras, is µT, µaAAov 'l'o'iov fi 
Tol:oi·; and as Sextus himself goes 

1 . 5:: ' 0 ' ~''1. on to exp a1n, uuva<J at T1/V V1\.?]V, 
O(J'OV e<f>' eauTfi' 7rctVTa EWaL 3<Ja 7ra<Jt 
<f>alveTat. 

1 It is not quite clear whether 
he simply identified active motion 
with that of the al<J071Tov and pas
shre with that of the a'{<r8YJ<JLS (as 
Schanz, p. 72, believes), or whether 
he regarded the motion of the 
al<1871Tov and the o't<J071<Jts only as 
definite kinds of active and passive 
motion. ThA latter opinion seems 
to 111e 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 ren1ark 
(157 A. vide sup. p. 446, 2) tells 
the same way, viz., that the iden
tical thing that in relation to one 
thing is active, in relation to 
another thing may be passive: for 
in respect of our ar<J871<Jts the al<J8?J
Tov is always active ; it can only be 
passive in respect of other things. 

2 Thecet. 156 A, after what is 
quoted, p. 446, 2: eK oe T?]s TOVTCJJV 
oµtA.las '7.E Kal Tpltf;ECJJS 7rpOS l£A.A.71'J\.a 

, "' .,. '8 ' ,, ')lt""jVETat e1e7ova 7r1\.'f1 Et µev a7retpa, 

olOvµa OE, TO µE-v al<J01JTOJI, TO OE 
at<J07]<JLS, &.El <JUVEK7rL1rTOV<J"a Kal 'YEV· 

' ' ..... ' e ..... Th vwµEVr] µETCG TOU aur 1JTOU. e 
at<J81,<JELS are called Vt!JELS, aKoal, 
, "' ' ,,, 't ' (' ~ ' orr't'p?]<JELS, "l'VsELS, KaV(J'ELS, ?JUOVCt..L, 
A.mrat, E7rt8uµ.lat, <f>6{3ot, etc. ; to the 
al<J8rJTOv belong colours, tones, &c. 
This is then further explained : 
E7rELOttv o~v uµµa Kal CfA.A.o Tt TWll 

ToiYrqJ ~vµµ€Tpwv (an object which 
is £0 formed as to act upon the 
eye) 1rA1J!TLct<Ja.v 'YEVVf]<Jp TfJV AEUK6-
TTJTci 'T'E Kal at<J8ij<JLV aUTV ~vµcj>UTOV, 
s}.. '~ ,, (' v. OUK v.v 7rOTE E""jEVETO f:Ka7 epou 
~Kelvwv 7rpos ltA.A.o JA.86vTos, TOTE 
'l'\ t' , ..... ' ,,,,, U?J, µeTac;u <pepoµEVCJJV T?]S µev O't'ECJJS 

7rp0S TWll o<f>OaA.µ&Jv, T?]s o~ AEUKO
T'f1 ros 7rpbs TOv cruva1ToTLKTOVTOS 'TO 
xpwµa, 0 µev o<f>8aA.µos ltpa l)~ews 
"' '1. ' ' \ ( ..... 'l'\ 6 \ eµ7r1\.ECJJS eyEVETO Kat Op<f Ur/ 'T TE Kat. 
E'YEVETO oiJTL lh[ILS aA.A.a o<f>BaA.µo s 
opf;Jv, TO o~ ~U""f""fEV?]<Jav 'TO xpwµa .,. , .,., e , , , 
1\.EVKOT?JTOS 1TEptE7r1\.?]<J 1/ Kat E'}'EVETO 

' .,. ' ? ' .,., 6 ov 1\.EVKDT'f1S av a.A.1\.a A.ez1K v • • • 
Kal Ta'AA.a o'h OlJTW, <JK7'.?Jp0V Kal 
8cpµov Kal 7rclVTa, TOV avTOV Tp07rOV 
( ' , \. \ f)' ( \ ~ \ V7T'OA'YJ7f'TEOV aUTU µe11 Ka auru µ?]uEV 
dvat, etc. The various relations 
in which things stand to the senses 
seem to have been deriYed by 
Protagoras from the greater or 
lesser swiftness of their motion, 
for it is said (156 C) that some 
move slowly, and consequently 
only attain to what is near, others 
more quickly, and attain to what· 
is farther. The former would 
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during this contact; as the eye does not see when it is 
not affected by some colour, so the object is not 
coloured, when it is not seen by any eye. Nothing 
therefore is or becomes, what it is and becomes, in and for 
itself, but only for the percipient subject; 1 the object, 
however, will naturally present itself differently to the 
percipient subject, according to the constitution of the 
latter : things are for each man, that which they 
appear to him; and they appear to him, as they must 
necessarily appear, according to his own state and 
conditjon : 2 Man is the measure of all things, of Being 
that it is ; of non .. Being that it is not ; 3 there is no 

answer for example to the percep- 15, and Vitringa, p. 106 belieye ), 
tions of touch, and the latter to but to Democritus. 
those of sight. 2 Plato proves this, 157 E sqq., 

1 Vide previous note, and l. c. by the example of dreamers, sick 
157 A: {/;(J'Tf: e~ a7rttVTCtJ11 To'1rw11 persons and lunatics, and observes 
37rep E~ apx?Js EA~'YOP,€11, OVOEV Ell/at. that sinee they are differently con
~v aVTO Ka8' avTD, al\.'J\.a 'TLVl ael stituted from those WhO are awake 
'YL'Yve(J'8ai, etc. (Vide supra, 18, 2; and in good health, different per-
44 7 1 ), 160 B; A.EL11"ETaL 01}, oIµaL, ceptions must necessrlrily result 
7}µ£v aA.A./qA.oLS, e>fT' e<1µEv, e1vat, EfTE from the contact of things with 
'YL'Y116µeea, 'Y£711e<18at, E7rEt7rep 1,µ.&11 1, them. At l 58 E, however, he 
a11d'Ywr1 '1n11 ov<1la11 (J'u110E'i µE11, (J'u110E'i does not seem to refer this answer 
oe ouoevt T&11 itr...r...wv, ouo' ao 1,µ'iv explicitly to Protagoras, but gives 
auro'is. ar...A-fJ°AoLs 01, r...e[1f'ETat (J'u11oe- it rather as the necessa,ry comple-
~ ' e ti ., -;- ' ' 'r t. f h. th Th. k · uE(j aL, W<J'TE EtTE TLS ELVaL TL 0110µ,a~EL, ion 0 1S eory. IS 1na es it 
Tw1 eYvat f, Twos ~ 7rpos TL PTJTE011 the more probable that the similar 
avT~, e'lTe 7l711e(J'8Ct,t, etc,; cf. Plumlo, statements and arguments ap. Sext. 
90 0. Similarly Arist. J.1fetapk. ix. Pyrrh. i. 217 sq.; A1nmon. and 
3, 104 7 a, 5: at(J'87]T011 ovoev E(J'TaL Philop. in the passages quoted, sitp. 
µ~ al(J'eavoµevov· &<!TE TD11 Ilpwra- p. 447, 1; David, Schol. in Arist. 
'Y6pov r...6'Yov <Tt•µ{J1J(J'ETaL AE"fELV 60 b, 16, were not taken from the 
ahTo'is. Alex. ad k. l. and p. 1010 treatis~ of Protagoras, but, like 
b, 30; p. 273, 28 Bon. ; Hermias, those of the Tkecetetits, are merely 
lrris. c. 4; Sext. Pyrrk. i. 219 : Ta the comments and additions of the 
~, ~ ' ,... ' e ' ' l ·t ue µ71ue11' rw11 av pwrrw11 <1>awoµE11a severa wr1 ers. 
ouoE if<1Tt11. On the other hand, the 3 Tkecet. 152 A: cpri(jl 7dp 7rov 
word </>U(J'LOAO'YOL, in Arist. De An. [IlvCtJT.] 'lrctVTCtJV xp71µdTIA'1I µ€Tp011 
iii. 2, 426 a, 20, alludes, not to ltv8pw7rov f'tvai, T&11 µ€11 lJ11rw11 &s 
Protagoras (as Phil op. ad k. l. 0 O'TL, Twv oe µ1, lJvTwv, ws ouK e<1TLV. 
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The same sentence, sometimes with 
this addition and sometimes with· 
out, is often quoted: by Plato, 
Thea3t. 160 C; Grat. 385 E; Arist. 
Metaph. x. 1, 1053 a, 35; xi. 6; 
Sext. Math. vii. 60: Pyrrh. i. 216; 
Diog. ix. 51, &c. (vide Frei, 94). 
According to TheCEt. 161 C, Prota
goras said this, 0.pxoµ€110S "r1js a'A.7}-
0elas. As there is also mention of 
the &A.1/0Eta of Protagoras, 162 A, 
170 E; cf. 155 E, 166 B; Grat. 
386 C, 391 C, it seems probable 
that the treatise in which the 
sentence occurred had the title 
'A'A1,8Eta (as the Sokol. ad TheaJt. 
161 C maintains). It does not, 
however, appear impossible that 
Plato himgel£ first called it so, 
because Protagoras had therein 
often and emphatically declared 
that he would make known the 
true state of things in opposition 
to ordinary opinion. According to 
Sext. Math. vii. 60, the words stood 
at the begjnning of the KaTa{3d'A
A.ovTEs, and Porph. ap. Eus. Pr. Ev. 
x. 3, 25, says that Protagoras in 
the A.O'}'OS 7repl -rou lJ11To~ opposed 
the Eleatics, which no doubt was 
the case in the work from which 
the words in the Thed3tetus are 
taken. But perhaps Porphyry 
designates this work according to 
its contents, and the proper title 
·was Ka.Ta/3d'A7'.ovTH (sc. 7'.0')'ot), or 
'A'A1i0€La 1) KaTa.{3. ; possibly the 
two books of 'Avn;\.O')'Lct.t a p. Diog. 
ix. 55, may be only another ex
pression for KaTa$cf.A.7'.011TES. Cf. 
Frei, 176 sqq.: Weber, 43 sq.; 
Bernays, Rk. Mits. vii. 464 sqq .. ; 
Vitringa, 115 ; Schanz, Beitr. z. 
·f7orsokr. Phil. 1 H, 29 sqq. ; Bethe~ 
Vers. einer Wiird. d. Sophist. Re-
dekunst, 29 sqq. The meaning of 
Protagoras's maxim is usually 
given thus: o'fa 'tt.11 ooKfi EKa<17ct' 
-rotavTa Kai elvat (Plato, Grat. 386 

C. Similarly Thed3t. 152 A; cf. 
Cic. Acad. ii. 46, 142 ), TO 80Kov11 
€te&crTqJ TOVTO Kal €lvat 7ra')'lws 
(Arist. Metaph. xi. 6 ; cf. iv. 4, 
1007 b, 22; iv. 5; Alex. ad Ii. l. 
and elsewhere; David, Schol. in 
Arist. 23 a, 4, where, however, 
what is ~aid in the Euthydemus, 
287 E, is transferred to Prota
goras) 7ra<1as Tas <f>a11Tacrlac; «al Ttts 
o6~as &7'.7}8€LS fnrdpXELV Ka.l 'f'oov 7rpos 
TL ETvai Thv &7'.1;6fla.11 (Sext. lrfath. 
vii. 60; cf. Schol. in Arist. 60 b, 
16). But here also, if the account 
is true, the meaning can only be, 
that what appears to anyone in a 
certain manner, is for him as it 
appears to him. Plato, Thed3t. 
152 A, expressly says this, and is 
unjustly censured by Grote (Plato, 
ii. 347, 353, 369), for .having left 
it unnoticed. The expressions 
n1ade 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 (Z. c. Metaph. 
iv.), and his commentator (Alex. p. 
194, 16, 228, 10, 247) 10, 258, 12 
Bon. 637 a, 16. 65;} a, 1. 662 a, 4. 
667 a, 34 Br.). that according to 
Protagoras self-contradictory as
sertions could at the san1e time be 
true. The statement of Diog. ix. 
51 : ~A.EJ'E T€ µTJ0~11 Elvai tf;vxrw 7rapa 
Tas ala-81,crets, for which he refers 
to the Thed3tetus, seems either to 
have been deduced fron1 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 
~7f'L<1T1,µ.7} is nothing else than 
a.'t<I'87J<11.s. What Themistius says, 
Analyt. Post. p. 25 Sp. ; Sokol. in 



THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE: GORGIAS. 451 

objective truth, but only subjective appearance of truth, 
no universally valid knovvledge, but only opinion. I 

The same result is attained by Gorgias from the 

Arist. 207 b, 26,, on Protagoras's 
view of knowledge, is no doubt 
deduced from the passage· in Aris
totle, which does not refer to 
Protagoras at all. 

1 Grote (Plato, ii. 322 sqq.) 
indeed doubts whether Protagoras 
himself founded his proposition, 
'Man is the mPasure of all things,' 
in the manner supposed in the 
text, upon HerB cleitus' s theory : 
Schuster goes st111 further (Hera/cl. 
29 sqq.); he not only maintains in 
connec~ion with his obserYations 
on Heracleitus (discussed supra, p. 
93 sq.), that neither Prot ignras 
nor H eracleitus arrived at a theory 
of knowledge through meta physical 
principles, but he also believes that 
Protagoras assumed the existence 
of knowledg-e, and that it coin
cided with ata'8YJa'Ls and the opinion 
based upon ata'fJTJa'LS This last 
statement is destitute of all foun
dation, and is besides irrecon
cileable with every tradition con~ 
cerning Protagoras that we possess. 
In the first place the proposition 
(Thecet. 151 E, 160 D): ovK lti\i\o 
Tl Ea''TLV e'Tf'La'T~µYJ ~ a'la'8"f1a'ts, is 
not (as even Schuster observes) di
rectly attributed to Protagoras by 
Plato. Plato expressly says ( 152 
A ; cf. 159 D), that Protagoras 
enunciated this in another form: 
( -rp67rov Tuia Cfi\i\ov), in so far as 
results from his words: 7ravTct.w 
XPr/µ.aTWV µ.eT pop ttv8poo7rO S, that 
there can be no knowledge tran
scending appearance, and con se
quently (since <f>alvea'8ai = ala'8&.-
11etr8a.i, 152 B)transcendinga'ta'87Ja'LS. 
·Ilut in that case, it is clear that 

this proposition,. in the connection 
in which it stands ·with Plato, can
not mean that there is a knowledge 
and this knowledge consists of 
at<J8ricns, but rather the converse: 
there is no objective knowledge, 
for there is no knowledge that is 
anything but a'la'fJ'f]a'ts, and a'ta'8TJa'Ls 
is n1ere appearance and nothing 
else: this is evident from Thecet. 
152 A sq., 161 D, 166 A sqq., &c. 
But all our witnesses without ex
ception say the same: they all 
dAclare 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'Tf'La'T~µri.' 
We must, jf we adopt this, under
stand by e-rrta'T1}µ71 a presentation 
that is only si~bJectivel_y true, a 
mere fancy ( cpavTaa'la, Thecet. 152 
C). It would be more reasonable 
to doubt whether Protagoras had 
really established his proposition 
in the manner that Plato sur poses. 
Plato, as I have repeatedly ob
served, does not seem to have kept 
strictly to the form of Protagoras's 
exposition; but we have no reason 
to deny to Protagoras the essential 
content of the theory which Plato 
puts into his mouth, or to douht 
its connection with the physics of 
Heracleitus, even supposing that 
Sextus, Pyrrh. i. 216 sq., Math. vii. 
60 sqq., is not to be considered an 
original source, which he certainly 
is in respect to part of his state
ments. It is difficult to see how 
Plato arrived at his expos1tion, if 
Protagoras himself had not fur
nished an occasion for it. 

GG2 
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opposite point of departure. In his treatise on Nature, 
or the non-existent, 1 he sought to prove three proposi
tions-( I ) Nothing exists ; ( 2) If anything be assumed 
to exist, it is unknowable ; \ 3) If even it is knowable, 
it cannot be imparted in speech. The proof of the first 
proposition is entirely based on the theories of the 
Eleatics. 'If anything existed,' said Gorgias, 'it must 
be either existent or non-existent, or both at once.' But 
(A) it cannot be non-existent, because nothing can at 
the same time exist and not exist ; and non-Being \vould 
then, on the one hand,, as non-Being, not exist ; but, on 
the 0ther hand, so far as it is non-Being it would exist; 
further, as Being and non-Being are opposed to each 
other, we cannot attribute existence to non--Being 'vith
out denying it to Being; but existence eannot be denied 
to Being.2 Just as little, however, (B) can "\vhat exists 
be existent, for the existent must either be derived or 
underived-it must be either One or lVfany. (a) It 
cannot be underived; for what is not derived, says 
Gorgias, in agreement with Me1issus., has no beginning, 
and what has no beginning is infinite. But the infinite 
is nowhere-it cannot be in some other, for in that case 

1 A detailed extract from this 
treatise, but in his own words, 
is given by Sext. Math. vii. 65-87, 
a shorter one by the pseudo-Arist. 
JJe Melisso, c. 5, 6. For its title, 

\ ""' ' ,, ;t>. .n..' 7rEp£ 'TOV µ'f/ 011Tos ,, 7r. 'Pwrews, we 
are indebted to Sextus. Rose's 
doubt of its authenticity (Arist. 
Libr. Ord. 77 sq.) seems to me 
not adequately justified either by 
the silence of Aristotle coneerni,ng 
the scepticism of Go:rgias, no:r by 
the fact that Gorgias n hist ate? 

life confined himself to rhetoric. 
The statement that nothing exists 
is ascribed by Isocrates, Hel. 3, 
.,,.. ltvTto6u., 268, to his master 
.Gorgias, in tb e former of these 
passa.ges, with express reference 
to the 'Writings of the ancient 
Sophists. 

~ Sext. 66 sq. and (though 
.somewhat differently, which per
haps is the fault of the text) the 
tTeatise on Melissus, c. 5, ~79 a, 
21 sqq. 
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it 'vould not be infinite; nor in itself, for what compre
hends must be some other than that 'vhich is compre
hended. But that 'vhich is nowhere exists not at all.. 
If, therefore, Being is underived, it is non-existent.1 If, 
on the other hand, "\Ve suppose it to be derivecl, it must 
have arisen either from Being or non-Being. But 
from Being nothing can be derived; for if Reing be
came another, it 'vould be no longer Being: and as 
little can it have arisen from non-Being~· for if non
Being does not exi(st, the proposition would apply that 
out of notb.ing nothing eomes ; and, if it exists, the 
same reasons hold good which make a derivation from 
Being impossible.2 (b) Being can neither be One nor 
Many. Not One; for what is really One can have no 
corporeal magnitude : and what has no magnitude is 
nothing.3 Not Many; for every plurality is a number 
of unities: if there is no unity, there is also no plu
rality. 4 ( c) If we add to this that Being cannot be 
r;noved 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. 
2 Sext. 68-71, De Mel. 979 b, 

20 sqq. The latter expressly refers 
to Melissus and Zeno, vide supra, 
Vol. I. 618, 2; 627 £-q. Sextus 
giyes the conclusion of the argu
ment more silnply: he 111erely says 
that from non-Being nothing can 
come, for that which produces 
another, 1nust :first exist itself; and 
he adds that Being cannot at the 
same time Le deriv·ed and unde
riYed, since these terms exclude one 
another. Perhaps, however, this 
may be his own addition. Sextus, 
after refuting the two alternatives 
of a dilemma, is fond of showing 

also that they could not both simul
taneously be true. 

3 De Mel. 9 79 b, 36 (according 
to Mullach's suppleinent: Kal ~v 

\ ' '' '!::' f e 7 <I ) I µEv ovK av uvvaCJ at EL-Vat, oTt curwµa-
,, ,, \. <I \_ ' ' , 1 

7"0V av EL1} TU EV" TU yap a<J'wuaTuv, 
m '~' >f I "t'1JCTLV, OUuEV, exwv ')'VWµ'f}V 7rapa7rA1}-
<rfa11 Tip Tov Z1/vwvas i\O')'cp ( v:ide 
s1tpra, Vol. I. 615, l ). Gorg. ap. 
Sextus, 73, proves at greater length 
that the One can be neither a. 7ro<J'ov, 

' I e nor a <J'uJIEXES, nor a µE')'E os, nor a 
" uwµa. 

4 Sext. 7 4; De Mel. 979 b, 37 
(according to Foss and Mull.); cf. 
Zeno, l. c. ; and Melissus, sitpra,. 
Vol. I. p. 638, 2. 
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motion presupposes a division, and every division is a 
cancelling of Being,1 it is evident that Being is as un
thinkable as non-Being. (C) But if Being is neither 
existent nor non-existent, it plainly cannot be both at 
once; 2 and thus, as Gorgias believes, his first proposi
tion, ' that nothing exists,' is proved. 

The proofs of the two other propositions sound 
simpler. If even something existed it would be un
knowable ; for the existent is nothing that is thought, 
and vvhat is thought is nothing that exists, otherwise 
'vhat everyone imagines for himself must necessarily 
have an actual existence, and a false presentation would 
be impossible. But if Being is nothing that is thought, 
it is neither thought nor known-it is unknowable.3 If, 
however, it "\Vere even knowable, it could not be im
parted in words. For how can intuitions of things be 
produced by mere tones, when, in fact, words arise -0on
versely, from intuitions? Moreover, how is it possible 
that the hearer in hearing the words should think the 
same as the speaker, since one and the same cannot be 
in different places and different persons ? 4 Or if even 
the same were in several individuals, would it not neces-

1 So ju the treatisA on Melissus, 
980 a, 1 ; cf. supra, Vol. I. p. 634. 
In Sextus this pro·Jf is absent, but 
j t is nvt likely that Gorgias made no 
use whateyer of the arguments of 
Zeno and Melissus against motion. 
From his procedure in other cases, 
\ve may conjecture that he set up 
a dilemma, and showed that Being 
can ne1ther be moved nor unmoved. 
There seems, therefore, to be a 
lacuna in this place in our text. 

2 Sext. 7 6 sq. ; cf. the remark 

supra, 453, 2. 
3 De Mel. 9 80 a, 8., where, 

however, the com1nencement is 
mutilated and not satisfactorily 
amended by Mullach; while Sex
tus, 77-82, introduces much matter 
of t...is own. 

4 Sext. 83-86, who her~ again 
no doubt intermingles his own 
comments ; more completely, but 
with a text thal is not altogether 
certain, De Melissa, 980 a, 19 sqq. 
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sarily appear to them differently, since they are different 
persons and in different places ? These arguments are 
in part purely sophistical ; but, at the same time, real 
difficulties are touched by them, especially in respect to 
the third proposition : and the whole might well have 
been regarded at that period as a formidable attempt 
to establish doubt as to the possibility of know
ledge.1 

No other Sophist seems to have taken such pains 
about the complete justification of scepticism, at least, 
there is no tradition of any attempt of the kind. All 
the more general, ho,vever, 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 kno\vledge, yet the sceptical 
arguments of a Protagoras or a Gorgias, a Heracleitus 
or a Zeno~ were, notwithstanding, eagerly utilised. 'rhe 
observation which \Vas perhaps first made by Gorgias 
after the precedent of Zeno, that the One cannot be 
at the same time Many, and that therefore the union 

1 On the other hand, Grote cognised nor described. Of such a 
(Hist. of Grr. vjii. 503 sq.) is carried liinitation our authorities contain 
too far by his predilection for the not the slightest hint; Gorgias 
Sophists, when he says that the argues quite generally and uncon
demonstration of Gorgias relates ditionally that nothing can exist 
only to the Thing-in-itself of the or be known or be expressed. The 
Eleatics. The Eleatics only re- ~leaties themselves, however, did 
ccgnised as reality the essence not distinguish between the phe
lying beyond the phenomenon ; as nomenon and that which lies 
against them, Gorgias (he says) behind it; but only between the 
shovvs with good reason that such true theory of things and the false. 
a ·Thing-in-itself' (' ultra .. plleno- A double Being, phenomenal and 
menal Something or Noumenon ')does absolute, was first held by Plato, 
not exi8t, and can neither be re- and in a certain sense by Arjstotle. 
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of a predicate with a subject is inadmissible-seems 
to have found special favour. 1 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 falsA ; and if Xeniades, 2 in 
contradiction to a presupposition of the physicists, at 
first latent, but since the time of Parmenides explicitly 
recognised, regarded generation as a Becoming out of 
nothing, and decay as pure annihilation, he may have 

1 Cf. Plato, Soph. 251 B: o8Ev 
"}'E, oiµcu, To'is TE 1.1€ots Ital ")'Ep6V"rwv 

..,, '.r. e I e I I 'TOLS o't'tµa Ea'L OLV'Y}JI 7rapEa'KEVaKa-
µe1.1· Ev8vs 7ap avTtA.a{3€a'8at 7raVTL 

6 t 'l~f I ' 7rp xecpov, WS auvPaTOJI Ta TE 7r0AACl 

~JI Ital TO ~v 7roA.A.a Elvat, Kal ofi 7r0V 
I ) ) ~ ) O'- "). I XatpOVClLV OVK EWVTES a"ja UV 1'-E"fELV 

~v8pw7rov, aA.A.q, TO µ~v a"jaOov Ct"ja-
8011, TOll o~ ~v8pW7r011 av8pw7rOJI. 
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 it as a common and uni
versal phenomenon that young per
sons, in their dialectical disputa
tions, used sometimes to convert the 
One into the Many, and sometimAs 
the Many into the One; and to dis
pute the possibility of the Many in 
the One. Aristotle, Phys. i. 2, 185 
b, 25, is still more explicit: €8opv
{3ou11To o~ Kat OL Va'TEpOL TWJI apxalwv 
(Heracleituswas previously named), 
o7rws µ1] liµa ')'EV1JTat avTo'is TO auTO 
c.\ \ 1 ~ \_ c ' \_ ,, Ell Kai 'lfOAAU.,. uLU OL µev TU Ea'TLV 
' " tf A 6.+. c ~ ' ' acpELA.ov, W<17rEp VIC 't'pwv, OL uE Tr]JI 

IC ~ ( I e r tJ ( >I e A.Ec;LV µEreppv µt~ov, uTL o av pw7ros 
ov A.euK6s E(J'TLV, aA.A.d. AEAEVKWTaL, 
etc. If Lycophron alluded to this 
statement, it probably was not first 
circulated by Antisthenes, but was 
borrowed by him from Gorgias, 

who was the teacher both of 
Antisthenes and Lycophron ; cf . 
p. 425, 3. Damasc, De Prine. c. 
126, p. 262, says that the statement 
was indirectly made by Protagoras, 
but explicitly by Lycophron; thjs, 
however, is no doubt founded merely 
on an inaccurate reminiscence of the 
passage in Aristotle. 

2 Of. p. 426, l. This is to be 
found ap. Sext. M. vii. 53: EEvt&.-
~ ~' ( K ' 8 '<" ' 6 ur]S uE 0 optv ws, OU ICaL ..6.1]µ KpLTOS 

I f ) ~ \ ,f, ~"' \ µEµV'f}TaL, 7raVT EL?rWV 't'EVuY} KaL 
7raa'av ·cpavTarr[a1.1 Ka2 o6~av l/JEVOE-
e ') ,... '" ,.,. \.. 

(f at, teat EiC TOV µ1] VVTOS ?rctV TU 
I I e \ ) \_ \ "jLVOµEVOJI "jLVECT at, Kat ELS Tu fJ.1] 

"bv 7rav TO cp8Etp6µEvo1.1 cp8EtpEa'8at, 
ovvaµet T?}S' avT?}S ~XETClL To/ 'E.EVO
</JctVEL a'Tcta'Ews. The latter, how
ever, relates only to the supposed 
scepticism of Xenophanes: we 
cannot deduce from it that Xeni
ades' point of departure was the 
Eleatic doctrine. The statement 
as to genera,tion and decay is only 
compatible with that doctrine. if 
Xeniades used it to proye that 
generation and decay are altogether 
impossible. The proposition that 
all opinions are false, is also men
tioned by Sextus, vii. 388, 389 ; 
Yiii. 5: he reckons Xeniades among 
those who admitted no criterion, 
M. vii. 48; P. ii. 18. 
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been moved to it by Heracleitus's doctrine of the flux 
of all things. Perhaps, however, he asserted this only 
hypothetically, to show that generation and decay are 
as unthinkable as a Becoming out of nothing and into 
nothingci Others, like Euthydemus, no doubt inter
mingled the theories of Heracleitus and the Eleatics. 
This Sophist maintained on the one hand, in the spirit 
of Protagoras, that all qualities belong to all things at 
all times equally and simultaneously; 1 on the other, he 
deduced, from the propositions of Parmenides,2 the con
clusion that no one can err or say vvhat is false, and that 
it is consequently impossible to contradict oneself, for 
the non-existent can be neither imagined nor uttered. 3 

This statement, however, we meet with elsewhere, partly 
in combination with the Hera;cleito-Protagorean Seep-

1 Plato, Grat. 386 D, after the 
citation of Protagoras's propof,ition, 
'Man is the measure of all things:' 
' "). \ \ ' '!i:' \ ) "L' ' f) I '!i:' I aA.1'-a µr]11 ovue Ka'T i:..v vur]µo11 '}'E, 

oIµat, crol OOKE' 'lriiCTL 7rct1/'TO. oµulws 
.,. ' ' ' ' '!i:'' \ ,, q ~l 

ELPaL KaL aEL. OVuE '}'Cl..p av OV'TWS E EP 
c ' \ c s:-' ' ) OL µ.e11 XP1JO-'TO£, OL uE 7rOV1JpOL, EL 

< f <I \ ) \ ' ~ \ / oµOLWS 0.1fa£J"L Kat aEL apE711 Kai. Ka.Ki.a 

e'tYJ. Sextus, Math. vii. 64, couples 
Protagoras with Euthydemus and 
Dionysodorus: Twv 'Yap 7rp6s 'TL Kal 
O'{j'TOL ,.,.6 'TE '011 Kat TD aA.r]OEs a7rOAE· 

A.o£7racrt, whereas Procl us, in Crat. 
§ 41, repeating the assertions in 
Plato,· remarks that Protagoras 
and Euthydemus agree indeed as 
to their result, but not in their 
points of departure. This, how
ever, id scarcely true; cf. what is 
quoted. p. 44 7, 2, on Protagoras, 
with the proposition of Euthy
demus. 

2 Parm. v. 39 sq., 64 sq., Yide 
sitp. Vol. I. 584, 1 ; 585, 3. 

3 In Plato's Euthyd. 28 3 E sqq., 

Euthydemus argues that it is not 
possiLle to tell a lie, for he who 
says s01nething, al ways says what 
is, and he who says what is, says 
the truth; what is not, cannot be 
said, for nothing can be done with 
that which is not. The same 
thesis is shortly summed up, 286 
C, thus : tf;euoi] A.E'}'ELP ovJC ~cr'TL ••• 
ouo~ oo~a(eiv ; after Dionysodorus 
has previously demonstrated that 
as one cannot say what ]s not, it is 
likewise impossible that different 
persons should say different things 
of the same object; for if one says 
something different from the other, 
they cannot be spe1,king of the 
same object. This stateme?Jt also 
appe({,rs in Isocr. Hcl. 1, where, 
however, it see1ns to relate to Ani
tisthenes (concerning whom, cf. 
Part II. a, 256, 1, 3rd ed.), for the 
elder sophists are expressly con
tr~st:ed with tbe upholders of this 
op1n1on. 
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ticism; 1 and thus we may with probability assume that 
observations of different l{inds and starting from dif
ferent standpoints may have been employed without 
any strict logical connection, in order to justify the 
general distaste for scientific enquiries and the sceptical 
temper of the time. 

The practical application of this scepticism is Eristic 
disputation. If no opinion is true in itself and for all 
men, but each is true for those only to whom it appears 
to be true, then every statement may with equal right 
be opposed by another ; there is no proposition the con
trary of which would not be equally true. Protagoras 
himself deduced this fundamental principle from his 
theory of knowledge, 2 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-

l Thus Cratylus (vide sup. p. 
113 sq.) says in the Platonic dia
logue bearing his name, 429 D, 
that we can say nothing false : 

- \ .,\ I , -7rWS 7a..p av ••• A.eywv l'E 'TLS 'TOUTO, 
.. ,.,., '\~' .,., l\.' ~6 
0 t\.Ef'EL, µ.1] 'TU ()V t\.Ef'OL; I/ OU 'TOUT 
E<1TL 70 \f;euof} A.€yeiv, TO µ1, Ta lJvra.. 
A.€-yeLv; and in Euihyd. 286 C, we 
read, in reference to the previously 
quoted statement of Dionysodorus : 
Ka..l 7af> ot &p.q>L IlpwTa..-y6pa..v <T<f>6opa.. 
€xpwvTo a..vrcp Ka..l ol ~TL 7ra..A.a..i6-
Tepot (cf. also Diog. ix. 53 ). Cf. 
An1mon. in Categ. Schol. in Ar. 60 
a, 17. In Soph. 241 A., 260 D, the 
state1nent that there is no untruth 
is ascribed to the Sophists gene-

rally: TO 7ap µ.~ "bv oifTe oia..voe'i<r8a..E 
:>/ ' ) I \ >~\ 'TLV<L ovTE A.E"fELV' ou<r1.as -ya..p ovuev 

)'!::' ,... \_ \ ~' I ouua..µ11 'TU µ1J 011 µ.eTEXELV. 
2 Diog. ix. 51 : 7rpwTos ~<P11 ovo 

A.6-yovs elva..L 7rEpl 7rO..V'TbS 7rptt-yµa..ros 
' ' ' I'). 'f?' \ 0..ll'TLKElfJ-EVOUS a"l\.A'f/t\.OLS' OLS KO..L <J'UV11· 
pwTa.. (he used them in dialectical 
questions) wpwTos Tovro 7rpa~a..s. 
Clem. Strom. Yi. 64 7 A: '1EA.A.11v€s 
<f>a<TL U.pwra.."/&pou 7rpotcardp~a..vTos, 
7ra..v-rl A.6'VCfJ A.6-yov U.vTLKetµ.e vov 7ra..
pe<rttevdcr8a..L. Sen. Ep. 88, 43 : 
Protagoras ait, de 01nni 1re in utran~
que part e?n d isputm·i posse ex cequo 
et de hac ipsa, an omnis res 1in 
utramque partem disputabilis sit. 

3 Vide sup. p. 421 sq. 
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matter of these sciences could not be expected of him, 
and though .A.ntiphon, in his two books upon Truth,1 
alluded also to physical subjects, his attempt to square 
the circle 2 shows that he had no special knowledge of 
these subjects. What is related of him in this connec
tion is either borrowed from others, or else falls short of 
the general level of natural science at that time.3 Pro
tagoras not only himself refrained from giving instruc
tion in physics, but Plato describes him as ridiculing 
that of Hi ppias ; 4 and Aristotle tells us that, true to 

1 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 descriLed as that of a 
dilettante. According to Simpl. 
Phys. 12 a, which Eudemus here 
seems to follow (Alexander in lz. l. 
confuses the solution of Antiphon 
with another ; in the text in the 
Physics he seems to have appre
hended it rigl~tly), it simply con
sisted in drawing a polygon 1n the 
circle and measuring the superficial 
content of the polygon ; for h9 
thought that if only sides enough 
were given to the polygon, it would 
coincide with the circle. 

3 The Placita, ii. 28, 2 (Stob. 
Eel. i. 556; Galen, H. Ph. c. 15, p. 
281 ; Joh. Lyd. De Meno, iii. t;, 
p. 39), ascribe to him the opinion 
(which was also held by Anax
agoras, vi de sup. p. .361) that the 
1noon shines with her own light, 
and that when we do not see this, 
or see it imperfectly, it is because 
the light of the sun oyerpowers 
that of th.e moon. Aecording to 
Stob. Eel. i. 624, he thought the 
sun was a fire, nourished (as Anaxi
mander and Diogenes als.o held, 

Yide sup. Vol. I. 253, 295 sqq.) by 
the vapours of the atmosphere; 
and its diurnal 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 eclipses (in agree
ment with Heracleitus, vide sup. 
p. 58, 2) as the inversion of the 
boa,t in which the fire of the mooM. 
is kept. According to the Placita, 
iii. 16, 4 (Galen, H. Ph. c. 22, p. 
2U9,, he said the sea was f)r1ned 
by the exudation of the earth 
.caused by heat (according to the 
opinion of Anaxagoras, vide sup. 
p. 357, 1 ). Galen, in Hippocr. 
Epidem. T. xvii. a, 681, quotes a 
passage from the treatise named 
aboYe, in which a meteorological 
phenomenon (it is not quite clear 
·what phenomenon it is) is ex· 
plained. 

4 Vide snpra, p. 431, 5. ·When 
therefore Tertullian (De An. 15, 
towards the end) ascribes to Pro .... 
tagoras the opinion . that the seat 
of the soul is in the breast, this 
must refer to some incidental re
mark, and not to an anthropological 
theory. 
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his sceptical standpoint, he found fault with astronomy 
because the actual positions and courses of the stars do 
not coincide with the figures of the astronomers ; 1 if, 
therefore, he wrote upon mathematics,2 he must have 
taken the line of denying its scientific certainty and 
confining its practical application 'vi thin narro\v limits. 3 

Gorgias may have employed certain physical theories 
occasionally for his own purposes, 4 but his scepticism 
likewise must have deterred him from independent en
quiry in this sphere, and such enquiry is never ascribed 
to hime Nor do we hear anything of natural science 
i:Q. connection \Vith Prodicus, Thrasymachus, or other 
famous Sophists. 5 Instead of an objective interest in 

:_/,.... 1 Metaph. Ei. a, 2, which is 
repeated by Alexander, acl k. l., 
and amplified probably on his own 
authority by Asclepius (Schol. in 
Ar. 619 b, 3). This statement is 
referred to by Syrian, JJfetaph. 21, 
l. c., Bagol. 

2. II<ept µ.a811µ.d:Twv, Diog. ix. 55; 
cf. Frei, 18 9 sq,. 

3 He may easily have admitted 
such an application, and even have 
given positive instruction in regard 
to it. According to Diog. l. c. and 
Plato, Soph. 23-2- D (infra,. 461, 1 ), 
he also wrote about the art of 
wrestling ; according to Aristotle 
( vid e sitpra, 411, 2) he in vented a 
pad for porters. 

4 Sopater,. Lltafp. (TJT. Rhet. Gr. 
viii. 2q : rop'Y. µ.vopo11 e1vat AE'YWJI 
T011 ?]A.wv (where there is perhaps, 
however, a confusion with Anaxa
goras). Plato, Meno, 76 C: BoVA.EL 
oll11 a'Ot ILaTa I'op'Yla11 d7ro1Lplvwµ.at; 

0 3 " "\ I 3 .,C I • • • UKOVJI /\.E'YETE a"Noppoas TLvas 
"' ,, ' 'E 5:- "\ I 'TWJI OVTWJI ILaT µ.-1reuOK1\.Ea • • • 

Kal 7r6pous, etc. The definition of 
colours, on the other hand, which 

jg, combined with this, is given by 
SocratEs in his own name. 

5 A treatise of P.rodicus is 
named indeed by Galen, ne Elem,. 
i. 9 ; T. i. 417 K; ne v-rirt. Phys. 
ii. 9 ; T. ii. 130, under the title : 
7rEpt ~Va'EWS or ~. ~Va'EWS a118p~-
7r'OV; and Cicero says, De Orat. iii. 
32, 128: Quid de Prodico Ohio? 
quid de Thrasymacho Ohalcedonio, 
de Protagora Abderita loquar ? 
quorit1n unusqitisque pluri,nntm tem
poribus illis etiani de natura rr·eritm 
et disseruit et scripsit. But that 
this treatise of Prodicus really 
contained physical enquiries is not 
proved by the title. Uicero in the 
passage quoted only wants to show 
veteres doctores aitctoresque dicendi 
nullitni genus di:Jputationis a se 
alienit1n pittasse seniperque esse in 
omni orationis ratione i 1ersatos, and 
for this purpose he instances, be
sides those just nientioned, not 
only the exa,mple of the universal 
artist, Hi ppias, but the offer of 
Gorgias to give lectures on any 
given 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 in the confuting 
of others, when once any positive conviction of its own 
is renounced. Eristic disputation, therefore, was directly 
involved in the Sophistic teaching; Zeno having pre
pared the way, we find in Gorgias a demonstration which 
is thoroughly eristic ; at the same time, Protagoras 
distinctly brings forward Eristic as a separate art, for 
which he himself wrote an introduction ; 1 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 doubtful, and of contradicting 
every statement. 2 In this, however, the Sophistic 

have to do, not with natural philo
sophy, but with orations ; it is, 
mor:!over, 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 7rEpl </JD<1Ews, 7rEpt Tov 
ovTos, or still more probably from 
the ambiguous rema-rk of a pre
decessor on the difference between 
forensic and epideictjc oratory. (Cf. 
W elcker. 522 sq.) J\'Ioreover the 
fact that Ori tias (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 
its seat thrre, does not justify us in 
the conclusion that he occupied 
himself systematically with natural 
philosophy. 

1 Diog. ix. 52 : .ical 71/V ouf;votav 
capEls 7rp0S TotJvoµa OLEAEXOTJ Kat TO 
vuv ~7rmoA.&(ov 7evos 7WV ~pt<1TLKWV 

€-ylv111J<rEV (these words seem to 
have been taken froms01netolerably 
ancient authority), for which reason 
Tin10n says of him, ~pt(€µEvat ev 
eloc6s. In § 55 Diogenes n1entions 
a TEXV1J ~pt<1TtKwv, 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 nlay learn -ra 7rEpl 7ra<1wv 

\ \ I c I 1 
TE Ka.L Ka.Ta µia.v EKa.<FT1JV TEXV1JV, 
& oE'i 7rpos €Ka.<rTov a.urov Tov on-

\. ) " \ µwup-yuv a.vTEL7rEtV • • • 7a. Ilpwra.-
' ' ''). ' ~ ' '}'OpELa 7rEpL TE 7ra.1\.1}S Kat TWV aAAWV 

~ 

TEXVWV. 
2 Plato, Soph. 225 C : TO 0€ ')'E 

~VTEXVOJI (sc. TOV avnA.07tKOV µ,€pos) 
\ \ ~ I ' ~ ' ' ~I Ka.L 'IT'Ept utKa.LWV a.uTWV Ka.L auLK(l)V 
\ ' ,, )I t;[ ' Kat 7rEpt 'TWV a.A.A.wv uA.ws aµcpt<r/31]-

Touv d.p' ou1e ~pt<rTtKov a.15 AE'YELV 
el8l<J',uE8a. The Sophistic doctrine 
then consists in applying this art 
of disputation in such a manner as 
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teachers proceeded very unmethodically. The different 
artifices 'vhich they employed were collected from all 
sides, just as they presented themselves; ancl the attempt 
was never made to combine these various tactics into a 
theory, and to arrange them according to fixed points 
of view. The Sophists cared nothing for any scientific 
consciousness about their method, but only for its direct 
application to particular cases, and they therefore made 
their disciples learn quite mechanically the questions 
and fallacies \vhich most commonly came before 
them. 1 

We get a vivid picture of the Sophistic art of dis
putation, as it was constituted in later times, in Plato's 
dialogue of Euthydemus, and in Aristotle's Treatise on 

to earn money. Similarly it is 
maintained further on (232 B sqq.) 
to be the general characteristic of 
the Sophist that he is aVTLAO'YLILDS 
7rEpl 7rcfVTWV 7rpos &µcpur{3~T'f]<J'LV, 
and consequently it is ~aid, 230 D 
sqq., that the art of the Sophists 
resembles the Elenchic art of So
crates, if only as the wolf resembles 
the dog. Cf. 216 B, where the 
expressions eeos ~AE')'ICTLICOS and TWV 

\ ',,~' ~ 1 7rEpL -ras Eptuas E<J'7rouuaKuTW1' are 
intended for the Sophists perhaps 
in conj unction with Megarian and 
Cynic Eristics. Similarly Isocrates 
designates them as Twv 7r~pl Tas 
,, ~ ~ a' .... ,, Eptua.s uLaTpLJVOVTWV, TWV 'Ir. T. Ep. 

KaA.tvoovµ~vwP ( c. Soph. I, 20, cf. 
Hel. 1 ), and Aristotle (vi de fol
lowing note) as oE 7rEp2 Tovs ~purTL-
1eovs A.6-yous 1.u<r8apvov11TES (cf. Plato, 
supra, p. 433, 1 ). Even Demo
critus complains of the disputatious 
people and their fallacies, .supra, 
p. 275, 3. . 

~ Arist. Soph. El. 33, 183 b, 

15. As to other enquiries. he says, 
he has only had to complete what 
others had begun ; rhetoric, for 
example, had from small beginnings 
gradually developed to a consider
able extent, through the instru
mentality of a Tisias, a Thrasyma
chus, a Theodorus : -raVT1JS oE: T'ljs 
7rpa7µctTElas oil 70 µ'Ev -nv TO o' Ob!C 
~V 7rpOE~Etp'}'ct<J'µEVOV, &A.A.' ObOEV 
7ra.VTEA.ws b7r1}pxEv. JCal 'Yap Twv 7rEpl 

'TOVS ~PL<FTLICOVS A.6-yous µt<rBapvoVVTWV 
oµola TLS ~v 1i 7raloEU<J'LS TV rop'}'lotJ 

I J ' C \ C 7rpa'}'µttTELCf. A.u-yovs -yap ot µEv P'fJTO-
' ( ~' ' \ '~'~ puwus OL uE EpWT1JTLIWVS EuLuo<rav 

' (JL ' •' i. I EKµav Cl.'ZIELV, ELS ovs 1r1\.EL<J''Ta1CLS 
' I ''e c I \ EfJ-7rL7rTEtV <p1] 1J<Fav eu:aT~por. TOVS 
' ,!,. 0 ~ I " \ aA.A.,1A.wv A. -yovs· uL07rEp TaXELCl µEv 
lXTEXVOS o' -nv 1i OLOO.<J'KaA.[a TOLS 

(J ' , ' " ' ' , µ,av avou<rt 7rap auTwv, ou 'Yap TEXV1JV 
' \ \ ., \. '"' I ~ ~J aA.A.a Ta. a7ru T1JS TEXV1JS uLuuVTES 

~ I c ' "f h 7raLuE=VELV V7f"E'J\.aµ{3avov, as 1 a s oe-
maker (says Aristotle) were to give 
his pupil a number of ready-made 
shoes instead of instruction in his 
trade. 

I 
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Fallacies; 1 and though we must not forget that the 
one is a satire written with all poetic fr~edom, and 
the other a universal theory which there is no reason 
to restrict to the Sophists in the narrower sense, or to 
anything historical, yet the harmony of these descrip
tions one with the other, and with other accounts, sho\vs 
that we are justified in applying them in all their es
sential features to the Sophistic teaching. \\.,.hat 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 
gaye seemed incorrect; 2 and whether this object was 
attained by legitimate inferences, or surreptitiously by 
means of fallacies, whether the interlocutor was really 
or only apparently vanquished, whether be felt himself 
vanquished, or only seemed to the auditors to be so, 
whether be 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; 4 if an ans\ver is 

1 Properly the ninth book of 
the Topica, vide Waitz, Aristot. 
Org. ii. 528. As to particular 
fallacies quoted by Aristotle, cf. 
Alexander in the SckoUa; Waitz, 
in his Commentary; Prantl, Gesck. 
d. Log. i. 20 sqq. 

2 The lfcpvn:Ta ~pwT~µaTa, of 
which the Sophist boasts, Euthy
dem. 275 E, 276 E. 

3 Ct: 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 <J'vA.A.07urµos x:a.l eA.E7xos 
<f>aLV6µEvos µ~v ov/C &v 0€. 

4 In Soph. El. c. 15, 174 b, 28, 
Arjstotle gives the rule from the 
standpoint of the Sophists : oE'i oe 
Kat acptaTaµ.€vovs TOV A.6yov TOt A0L7ra 

""""" ') I ') I 

TWV E7rLXELp1]µa'IWV E'lf'LTEµVELV • • • 
' ' ~' ' l \ \_ "' €7rLXELP1JTEOJI u EV OTE KCU 7rpus aA.A.o 

~ ' I ' '"' ' (.)0 TOV Etpr]µEvov, EKELVO EKA.aµ VTas, 
" \ \_ \_ l "' Eav µ1] 7rpus Tu KE µEvov EX?J Tts 
e7rtXELpEtV' 37rEp o AuKO<f>pwv ~7rOL1J<TE, 
7rpo{3A.7]8{11TOS A.Vpav e7x:wµta(EL11. 
Examples are given in ltuthydem. 
287 B sqq., 297 B, 290 A, etc. 
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desired of him, he insists on asking questions ; 1 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; 3 if he is accused 
of contradicting himself, he pro.tests against bringing 
forward things that are done with long ago: 4 if he has no 
other resource, he stupifies his adversaries vvith speeches, 
the absurdity of which precludes any reply.5 He tries 
to hoodwink the diffident ·man by a swaggering mode of 
address,6 to su:rprise the thoughtful man by hasty infer-

1 Euthyd. 287 B sq., 295 B sqq. 
2 Soph. El. 0. I 7, 17 5 b, 8 : 3 

T' bn(rrrov<n vvv µ'Ev frrrov 7rp6rEpov 
~' .... ( ' \ \_ "' ' ;t. uE µaA.A.ov Ol EptUTlKOL, 'Tu I/ vat 'I 

oD arro1Cpi11EU8at. Cf. Eitthyd. 295 
Esq., 297 D sqq. 

3 Thus Thrasymachus in Plat. 
Rep. i. 336 C, challenges Socrates 
to say what is justice : Kal o7rws 

\ ' .... cf \_ ~ t ' \ ~' µot µ1} EpELS, OTL 'TU uEOV EfJTL µ'l}u 
t:f \_ ' 1,. ~' er \_ ,. OTL TU w<f>E1\.Lµo11 µ'l}u OTL TU /\.VfJLTE-
A.ovv µ'l}a' art 'TO u.Epoa A.lov µ'l]O' l5n 
TO ~vµcptpov, aA.'Aa cra<f>ws µot !Cal 
a!Cpt{3ws AE'YE 3 TL "&v AE'}'IJS" &s €7w 

> ~ ~I)" ,, Cf(J f 
OVIC a7rOUE?;,Oµat, EaV v J\ot:JS TOLOVTOUS 
A.€7ps, with which cf. the answAr of 
Socrates, 337 A. 

4 Thjs is done with the most 
delightful na1vete in E2tthydem. 
287 B: ElT', ~<f>v, & ~wKpaTEs, 

]<;:_. C (.J \ Cf 1 ..6.wvu<ruuwpos v7roA.a./Jwv, ovTws Ei. 
I Cf ~ ' " )/ Kpovos, w<rTE u. TO 7rpwro11 Et.troµEv, 

11UV a11a.µtµ111/<r1CEL, 1<al Et Tl 7rEpv<FL11 
";'" " ~ (J ' ~ ~) ' E£7rOV, JIVV avaµV'l]<F 'l]<FEL, TOJS u EV 

'T~ 7rap611TL AE'YOµEVOLS ovx e~ELS' 0 'TL 

XPfi ; Similarly Hippias ap. Xen. 
1lfem. iv. 4, 6, says ironically to 
S ,, ' ''"' \ ,, ocrates : ETt 'Yap au EKEiva Ta avra 

, ~ ) \ ,,. ' ,, 
A.E7Eis, u. eyw 7ra1\.at 7rOTE <Fou 'l]liou<ra; 
to which Socrates replies : t> 0€ '}'E 

' ~ 6 ~ (I ' ) I TOUTOU uELV TEpov, @ 1r7rta, OV µoVOV 

~ \ ~- ' ' ' ) '), ' ' , \ .... 
aE£ Tu. avTa A.Eyw, aA.l'l.a Kat 1'I'Ept TWv 

) "' \ ~) ,, ~ ' \_ (J \ a.VTWV. ffV u L<FWS uta TU 1rOAvµa. 'l]S 
Elvat 7rEpl TW]I avrwv OVOE1r0TE 7a 
a.vTa A.eyEts. Plato, Gor,q. 490, 
puts the same into the mouth of 
Socrates and Callicles ; so perhaps 
it may actually have been said by 
the historic Socrates. 

5 For example in the Eitthy
demus, where the Sophists at last 
admit that they know and under
stand all things, and even as little 
children understood how to count 
the stars, mend shoes, &c. (293 D); 
that puppies and sucking pigs are 
their brothers (298 D); and the 
DIHLle, when the adversary lays 
down his arms and all break forth 
in wild excitement, Ctesippus ex
claims, 7ru71"7ra~, & <Hpatei\Ets ! and 
Dionysodorus answers : 7r6TEpov 
ovv 0 (HpaKA.1]s- 7rU7r7rct~ E<FTLV n 0 
7rutr1fa~ cHpaKA.1]s. 

6 In Rep. 336 C, Thrasymachus 
introduces himself into the con
versation with the words : Tis oµ,as 

Ii. rh"\ f "' Y,.~I ' 7ra1\.aL 't''\.uapia EXEL, w ~wKpaTES, Kat 
' ) (J' /" e \. ~,. ' r TL EV1J L~€a E 7rpus a1\.Ai/AOVS U1rOICa-

TalCA.tv6µEVOL vµ£11 avroLs ; in the 
J]}uth:lfdemits, 283 B, Dionysodorus 
begins thus : & ~WKpar€s TE: Kai 
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ences, 1 to betray the inexperienced man into surprising 
statements2 and clumsy expressions.3 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 i1npossible to learn anything, for a man cannot 
learn what he already knows ; and he cannot seek for 
that of ~hich he knows nothing: the wise man can 
learn nothing, because he already knows, and the foolish 
man nothing, because he does not understand; 4 more
over, he who knows anything knows all things, for the 
man who knows cannot be also ignorant; 5 he who is the 
father or the brother of anyone, must be the father 
and brother of everyone ; for a father cannot be not 

C!"' C!~'i.i. I 1;-_ vµELS OL a.1\.1\.0L • • • 'IrOTEpov 7ra.L~ETE 
Ta.VTC)', AE'YOVTES, f'J ••• <J''IrOVOd(ETE 
(similarly Calli cl es, Gorg. 481 B) ; 
and when Socrates has said that 
he is in earnest. Dionysodorus still 

h • 1 \ ~~I warns 1m: <rtw'Iret µrw, ~ ~wKpa.rEs, 
~' \ ,, "' ~ " ,. , 011"WS µYJ E~a.pvos E<J'Et u.. vvv AE'YELS. 

1 Soph. El. c. 15, 174 b, 8: 
<rcpoopa o~ Ka.l 7rOA.A.cf.KtS 11"0LEL OOKELV 
~J\.'l}AE'YX8a.t TO µ&A.t<rTa. <rocpt<rTLKOV 

I " , I \. <IVlcocpavT11µa. TWV epwTWJITWV, TU 
~' I \ ) I µ'l}uEV <luA.~07u10.,µ€vous µ1} EPWT'Y}µa 

"' \. "' ,,. ' 7f'OLELV TU TEAEUTa.LO'll, a.1\.Aa. <J'Uµ11"E-
pa.vTLKWS EL'Irftv, &s <ruA.A.eA.07urµe
vous, '' oi11c lfpa. 'TO Ka.l TO." 

2 Vide Soph. El. c. 12, where 
various artifices are suggested by 
which the interlocutor might be 
entrapped into false or paradoxical 
assertions. 

3 Among the Sophistic devices 
which Aristotle mentions is the 
Solecism (this was to mislead the 

adversary into wrong expressions, 
or if he expressed himself rightly, 
into the opinion that he was com
mitting faults), Soph. El. c. 14, 32, 
and the 7TOL~<J'aL aoOAE(J'XELV, ibid. C. 

13, 31. The latter consisted in 
obliging the enemy to repeat the 
idea of the subject in the predicate: 
e .. q. TO <riµov Kot"A.6T11s fnv6s ~<rTtv, 
~O'T£ oE {>ls <riµ1], ~<1TtV lipa pls pls 
1wlA.'l}. 

4 This seems to have been a 
favourite fallacy of the Sophists, 
and many different applications of 
it are quoted: by Plato, Meno, SO 
E; Eitth.?Jd. 27 5 D sq., 276 D sq.; 
by Aristotle, Soph. El. c. 4, 165 b, 
30 ; cf. Metaph. ix. 8, 1049 b, 33; 
and Prantl, Geseh. d. Loa. i. 23. 

•/ 

5 Euthyd. 293 B sqq., where 
the most absurd consequences are 
deduced from this. 

VOL. II. H H 
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a father, or a brother not a brotber. 1 If A is not B 
and B is a human being, A is not a human being.2 If 
the negro is black, be cannot be white, even as to his 
teeth.3 If I sat yesterday in a certain place, but to
day sit there no longer, it is at the same time true and 
not true, that I sit there. 4 If a bottle of medicine does 
a sick man good, a cart .... load of the remedy will make 
him still better. 5 Questions were raised such as that 
of the veiled person, 6 and difficult cases imagined, such 
as the oath to swear falsely ,1 and the like. The most 
fruitful mine, however, for Sophistic art \Vas afforded 
by the ambiguity of language; 8 and the less the 
Sophists were concerned with real knowledge, and 
the smaller the advance in that period to,vards 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 Greeks. 9 Equivocal expressions were 

1 Euthyd. 297 D sqq., with the 
same argumentative exaggeration. 

2 Soph. El. c. 5, 166 b, 32. 
3 Ibid. 167 a, 7 ; cf. Plato) 

Phileb. 14 D. 
4 Soph. El. c. 22, 178 b, 24; 

C. 4, 165 b, 30 sq. 
5 Euthyd. 299 A sq., where 

there are others of the satne kind. 
6 A veiled person is shown~ 

and one of his acquaintances is 
asked whether he knows him; if 
he says yes, he says what is untrue, 
for he cannot know who is hidden 
behind the veil ; if he says no, he 
equally says an untruth, for he 
does know the veiled person. These 

and similar catches are mentioned 
by Aristotle, Soph. El. c. 24. 

7 Some one has sworn to commit 
a pe~jury; if he actually commits it, 
is this euopKEW or ~1rt0p1CEW ? Soph. 
El. c. 25, 180 a, 34 sqq. 

8 A rist. Soph. El. c. I, 165 a, 
4 'C' J ' I 0 ) \ : ELS Tu'lrOS EU<f>UE<J''TaT s E<J'Tt IC().£ 
~ I .!: ~ \ " ) f urJµO<J't(J)'Tarros u uta rrwv ovoµar(J)v, 

because words, being universal de
signations, are necessarily ambigu
ous, cf. Plato, Rep. 454 A, where 
Dialectic is characterised as the 
otatpew Karr' eYorJ, and Eristic as the 
custom Kar' aurro 'TO {)voµa otcf ICELJI 

,.. (J' \ ) I 
TOU AEX EVTOS TTJ11 EJlaVTLW<J'LV, 

9 Examples are numerous, not 
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taken in one sense in the first proposition, and in 
another in the second ; 1 that "\Vhich gave a right mean
ing only in combination was separated ; 2 that which 
ought to be separated was united ; 3 the inconsistency 

only in the comic poets, but also 
in the common proverbial expres
sions. Aristotle speaking of the 
Sophjstical play on words alludes 
to those i\6'yot 'Yei\o'iot, which are 
quite according to Greek popular 
t ' ~ a " ,, aste, e.g. : 'IT'OTf:pO. TWV µOW/J Eµ-
7rpo<J'8Ev TE~E7o.t ; oiloeT€pa, &.i\i\' 
lJ7rt<J'8Ev liµcpw. Similarly Arist. 
Rhet. ii. 24, 1401 a, 12 quotes: 
u7rouaa'iov Eivo.t µuv, for from it come 
the µu<J'rf]pio.. 

l For example : Ta KaH:.a a10.8a· 
' ' ~, ' (J' ' ~' ' TO. 'YO.P uEOVTa a.70. o., Ta UE !CO.Ka 

oeo1rra (Soph. El. 4, 165 b, 34).
apo. ~ op~ ns, Touro l>p~ ; op~ 0€ 
'TOV Klovo., f.JJ<J'TE op~ 0 KLWV.-apa 'b 
uv cpps Elvo.t, rouro crv cpfls Elvat; 
~ ~' '8 -l ' ,, \ '(J </>[JS uE AL 0/J E JIO.L, <FU o.po. </J'[}S i\t OS 

EZvat.-'&p' ~O'Tt O't7wvro. 'AE')'Etv, etc. 
-(Ibid. 166 b, 9, and c. 22, 178 b, 
29 sqq.). Of the same calibre, and 
partly identical with these, are the 
fallacies in the Euthydennts, 287 A, 
D, 300 A, D, 301 C sqq. ).-&pa ro.vro. 
n'YEL era EZVO.L, 6Jv av ltp~17s KO.L ~~fi 

'" "(J ~~a' uot o.urots XP'YJ<F at u TL u.V µoui\17 ; 
' ~' '- ( "' .... i '- A' €7rELu1J auv oµoi\07Et.S E VO.L TUV LO. 

\ ' ,, (J ' '";' ,,, , IC<J.L "fOUS o.i\i\ous EOVs, o.po. EsE<FT£ 

<rot ailrovs a7rooo<J'6o.t, etc. (Eidh. 
301 E sq.; Soph. El. c. 17, 176 b, 
1 ' >f (J 1 ' " /". I l : 0 av pW7rOS E<FTL TWV ~cpwv ; vo.c. 

,.., ':!/_ c ,, e " ;-r ) K71Jµa apa o av pw7ros TW1l ~cpwv • 
' What someone has had, and has 
no longer, he has lost; therefore 
if of five stones he lose one, he has 
lost ten, for he has ten no longer.' 
' If a man who has several dice, 
gives me one of them, he has given 
me what he had not, for he has not 
only one' ( Soph. El. c. 22, 178 b, 
29 sqq.). Tou KaKou <r7rouao.'iov 70 

µd.6nµo.· <J'7rovoo.'iov ltpa µ&6YJµa. To 
Ko.Kov. Euthydem. a p. Ari st. Soph. 
El. c. 20, 177 b, 46: the ambiguitv 
lies here in µafh}µa, which may 
either mean knowledge in the sub
jective sense, or the object o:f 
knowledge. 

2 So in the Euthyd. 295 A sqq. 
' Thou knowest all things al ways 
with it (the soul), therefore thou 
knowest all things always.' Soph. 
El. c. 4, 5, 166 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 struck one person and 
not several,' and the like. Ibid.· c. 
24, 180 a, 8 : TO Elvat ri:Jv 1<.o.Kwv 
n &:ya66v • ~ 'Yap cpp6v11cr£s €crn~ 
~7rt<rrf]µr; Twv Ko.Kwv, but if it be 
(so the conclusion must have run) 
E7rt<rT1JµTJ Twv KaKwv, it is also ,..1 
TWV Ko.Kiilv. 

3 E.g. Euthyd. 298 D sq. (ct 
Soph. El. c. 24, 179 a, 34): 'You 
have a dog, and the dog has 
puppies ' : ofJKouv 7rar1Jp &v cr6s 
' ~I ' \ I E<FTLV, W<FTe O"OS 7r0.T1JP 'YL'}'VETat. 
Soph. El. c. 4, 166 a, 23 sq. : 
OUVaTOV Ko.61}µEVO'JI {30.o[(EtV Kat µ1} 
'YP&cpovra '}'pcicpE£v, and the like. 
Ibid. c. 20, 177 b, 12 sqq., where 
the following are given as falla
cies of Euthydemus : ap' oloo.s crv 
" "' , n " ' , vuv oucra.s EV ELpO.lEL Tpt1JpEtS EV 

~LICEA.lq, t/Jv; (' Do you know, being 
in Sicily, that there are ships in 
the Pirc.ens ; ' or : ' Do you know in 
Sicily, the ships that are in the 
Pirc.eus?' This last interpretation 
results from Arist. Rhet. ii. 24, 
1401 a, 26. Alexander's explana-

nn2 
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of language in the use of words was employed for 
small witticisms and railleries, 1 &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 g·r.eat Sophists of the first genera
tion, indeed, we may with certainty assume, even 
judging from Plato's descriptions, that they never 
descended to this level of charlatanism and buffoonery 

tion of the passage does not seem 
J..) ";' ) "' ) e\. to me corree1.; : ap EffTtV, cvya uv 

;Jwra <rtwTea µoxe11pov Elva.t ;-'&p) 
) e' ) "' ,.. ~ \ I aA.11 es EL7r'ELV vvv uTt <rv 7eyovas ;-
) e 'r "' ~, .... e ou Kt apt~wv EXELS uvvaµiv TOV KL a-

pl(e:iv· Kt0apltraLS '&v apa ofJ Kt8apl(CtJ11. 
Aristotle, in all these cases, ascribes 
the fallacy to the <r{wOE<rts, the false 
combination of words, and this is 
quite right ; the ambjguity is based 
upon the fact that the words: 
7raTnp &v <rOS' ~<rTtv, may either 
mean 'he is, being a father, yours,' 
or 'it is he who is your father; ' 
that KalJfiµEVOV ~aol(EtV o{wa<r8at 
means ' to be as a person sitting in a 
position to go,' and also 'to be in a 
position to go sitting;' that lt:yaeov 
;JvTa <rtcvT~a µox-81Jpov Elvat means 
' to be a good cobbler and a bad 
(man)' and' to be a good cobbler 
and a bad cobbler;' that Ei7r'Etv vvv 
oTt uv 'Y~'}'ovas means ' to say now 
that you came into the world' and 
also ' to say that you now came 
into the world,' &c. 

1 Soph. El. c. 4, 166 b, 10 c. 22; 
Aristotle calls this 7rapa -To <J'X1Jµ.a 
T1,s 7'.E~Ews, and quotes as an ex-

an1ple, 0.p' ~volxE'rat Th aDTO aµa 
"' \ I >I ) \ 7r'OLELV TE Kai 7r'E7r'OL1JICEVat; ov. a.A.A.a 

\ c .... ' ef \ c ' \_ µ:nv opq.v 7E TL aµa Kat EwpatcEvat Tu 
afJTO Kal KaTa TafJTO ~VOEXETat, for 
the fallacy here arises from the 
analogy of 7r'OtE"iv TL being applied, 
on account of the similarity of the 
grammatical form, to lip~v Tt. To 
the same class belong the state
ments of Protagoras, caricatured 
by Aristophanes ( Clourl,s, 601 sqq.), 
on the gender of words, that ac
C'.)rding ·to the analogy we must 
say 6 µ1}viS' and o 7r1]A.11~ ( Soph. El. 
14, 173 b, 10). Concerning another 
kind of grammatical paralogism, 
the play upon words which are 
distinguished only by thPir pro
nunciation and accents, as olJ and 
ofj, alooµEV and Oto6µ.Ev ( Soph. El. 
c. 4, 166 b, o. c. 21 ), Aristotle 
hin1s8lf says that examples of it 
never came across him either in 
the writings of the Sophists, or in 
oral tradition, because these fal
lacies are always detected in speech, 
to which the arts of the Sophists 
always had reference. 
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and childish delight in fo0lish witticisms; but their 
immediate- successors, from all that we know, appear to 
have clone so, and they themselves at any rate prepared 
the "\vay for this degeneracy. For they were incontes
tibly the founders of Eristic disputation.1 If, however, 
we once enter on the downward path of a dialectic which 
cares not for truth of fact, but only for the display of 
personal prowess, it is no longer possible to halt at will : 
pugnacity and vanity have full sway, and allow them-· 
selves all the advantage which this standpoint affords ;. 
and such a dialectic will claim the right to exercise 
this principle until it is refuted by a higher principle. 
The E:r:istic of!-shoots of the Sophistic teaching are, 

I 

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. The opinions of the Sophists concerning Virtue and Just·ice, 
Politics and Religion. The 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 successors-in some cases 
they did not proclaim it at all; but they scattered the 
seeds from "\vhich by a historical necessity it could not 
fail to be developed. Although, therefore, we must 

1 Cf. p. 461 sq. 
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always distinguish bet,veen 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 not believe in the scientific knowledge of things 
and had no taste for it. The coneeption of duty seems 
to have been accepted by the elder Sophists in the same 
sense, and with the same indeterminateness, as by their 
co;m.patriots generally at that time. They included 
under this name all that aceording to Greek ideas con
stituted th,e capable man ; on the one si~e all practical 
and useful arts., in,eluding bodily activity, but especially 
all that is of value in domestic and eivil life; 1 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 ; 2 he calls duty the most beautiful of all things ; 

1 Cf. p. 431 sq. Now, there
fore, we meet with attempts at 
political theories, e.g. the treatise 
of Protagoras) 7rEpl 1roA.iTEtas (Diog. 
ix. 55) and the works mentioned, 
supra, p. 428, of Hippodamus and 
Phaleas, of whom the former, ac
cording to Aristotle, opens the 
series of theoretical politicians in 
Greece. To these also the famous 
.exposition of Herodotus (iii. 80-82) 

belongs which, though somewhat 
more detailed, might well form part 
of an independent theoretical dis
cussion such as the Sophists loved, 
in historical language, concerning 
the value of the three forms of go
vernment (cf .. p. 473, l; 473,6); 
possibly it may have been actually 
taken from a discussion of this kind. 

2 Prot. 318 A, E, sq. (sup. p . 
430, 3; 431 5). 
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he does not regard every pleasure as a good, but only 
pleasure in the beautiful ; nor is all pain an evil. I In 
the mythus 2 which Plato has chiefly taken from a 
treatise of Protagoras 3 've 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 ( (;{"'fJ and al8ws) ; these qualities 
are implanted in every man by nature, and if they 
should be 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 

1 Prot. 349 E, 351 B sqq. In 
·what is said 349 B, on the parts 
of virtue, there can scarcely be 
anything really derived from Pro
tagoras. 

2 l. o. 320 C sqq. 
3 Steinhart, Pl. Werke, i. 422, 

doubts this, because the mythus is 
quite worthy of Plato, but why 
~hould it be t.00 good for Pro ta·· 
goras ? The language has a pecu
liar colouring, and the thoughts 
and their investiture are quite in 
the style of the Sophists. From 
·what work it is taken it is impos
sible to discoYer; Frei, 182 sqq., 
thinks, and others agree with him, 
that it is from the treatise, 7repl 
T1js EV apxfi KaTa.<i'r&<JECIJS; Bernays, 

on the other hand, Rh. Mus. vii. 
466, believes that this is the title 
of a rhetorical work. I am in
clined to refer it to the Politeia. 

4 Vide the words from the µe'Yas 
i\o'Yos of Protagoras, in Cramer, 
Anecd. Paris. i. 171 (Mnllach, Fr. 
Phil(IS, ii. 134, 9) : <fn1<1ew~ Ka~ 
a<1K{i<1ews otoa<JKai\la oeL'Tat· Ka~ a7ro 
VEOTTJTO~ oe ap~aµevov~ OEL µave&.
VELV. Here the question is already 
suggested, which Plato asks at the 
beginning of the Meno, and with 
which philosophy has so greatly 
occupied itself ever since the time 
of Socrates, viz. how instruction is 
related on the one hand to natural 
disposition, and on the other to 
moral practice ? 
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of a teacher of virtue; at any rate, in his later life; 1 

but this does not hinder him from speaking about 
virtue. He did not, ho\vever, attempt any general. 
definition of its nature; but described in detail \Vherein 
consisted the virtue of the man and of the woman, of 
the old man and of the boy, of the freeman and of the 
slave, vvithout departing from the prevailing opinion.2 

Plato does 11ot accuse him of immoral principles ; Gor
gias rather hesitates about proceeding to the inferences 
of a Callicles.3 Nor did Hippias, in that discourse in 

i Plato, Meno, 95 B : -rl O'al of) ; 
ol <TO<f>L<T'T"a.! <TOL OfJTOL, o7:rrep µ6voL 
e7ra'Y7eA.A.011Tai, ooKov<Ti oioacrKaA.oi 
- ' ,,.. l r ' ,.,. elvai ape-rl]S ;-Ka op'YLOV µa1\.L<TTa, 

& ~cfJKpares, Tau-ra lf'Yaµai, 3n ouK 
~ '"',...'I C av 71"0TE avTOV 'TOVTO aKOV<TaLS V'lrL-

1 ' ' \ " ,,.,. .,. 
<TXvovµevov, a.A.A.a Kat TWv a'"'"wv 

.... ~ ' ' c KaTa'YeA.q., uTav aKOV<T'[J V1fL<TXVOV-
I ') ' I >/ ~" " µevwv· aA.'J\.a A.e7ELV OLETal. UELJJ 1r0LELV 

oewovs. Cf. Gorg. 449 A ; Phileb. 
58 A. 

2 Arist. Polit. i. 13, 1260 a, 
27: The moral problem fa not the 
same for different persons ; we 
ought not, therefore~ to define 
Yirtue universally as Socrates does: 

\ ' :i!,. I C 't , '1TOAV 7ap aµeivov AE'YOV<TLV OL ei;a-
e " ' ' ' c/ r pi µovvTes Tas apeTas, w<T7rep op-

7las. After th1 s evidence we may 
the more readily ascribe to Gorgias 
himself what Plato in the Meno, 
71 D sq., puts into the mouth of 
the disciple of Gorgias, with express 
reference to his master: TL <Pfls 
apET~V etvaL; ••• 'AA.A.' ov xaA.E7rOV, 
& ~dn~pa-res, ei7re?v. -rrpw-rov µ€v, el 
/3oVA.EL, avopos apeTtJV, p4owv, ()'TL 
a.ffT7] e<TTlv CtVOpOS apE7tJ, tKaVOV Ellla.& 
Ta T1]s 7r0AEWS 7rpaTTELV KaL 7rpa-r-

\ \ I ? ,..._ 
'TOVT<:J. 'TOVS µev cpiA.ous EU 'lrULELV 
'TOVS o' ex8povs KaKws, 1eal a~TOV 
evA.a{3e'i<T8ai µ7}0€11 TOtOVTOll 7ra8Ew. 
(Cf., in regard to this principle, 

vVelcker, Kl. Schrij'ten, ii. 522 sq.) 
' ~' a ,..,. ' ' ' ' EL uE fJOV1\.EL 7uvaLKOS apeTl]V, OU 

.,. \ ~ ..,.(J " q ~ " ' ' ' xa1\.E1rOP UL€1\. ELV, UTL UEL aVT'YJ'l' 'TTJV 
' I 3' ' " t/" f \ OLKLaV EV Ol.KEl.V <TW~ovcrav TE -ra 

)/~ l ' ,. _,~, evuov Ka KaT'Y}KOov ov<Tav TOv avupos. 
1eal ltl\A.7] Ed"Tt 7raLOOS apET1} Kal 81]A.Elas 

\)/~( \ (.}I '~\. KaL appevos Kea 7rpe<T,.,uTepov avupus, 
' ' a '.,. ,.,. ll ' ' ~' a ' EL µev fJOV1\.EL E1\.EVvEpou, EL UE fJOVAEL 

~ 11. \ )I "1-,. I -,. ' I 
uou,"ov. Kai. a"'"ai 7raµ1f'OA.1"'ai aperai 

~ ~l ~ ' I ) "' ~ """' EL<Ttv, W<TTE OUK a7ropta EL7r'ELV apET1jS 
1r~P' 3 TL ~<T-rL· Kae· eK<i<TT7Jv 7 ap Twv 
7rpa~E"'V Ka.l 'TWV 7/°A.LKLWV 7rpOs eKa-

" ( I c ~ c ' I lTTOV EP'YOV eK.atrTCf) nµwv 1'J apET'lJ 
' e I ~' >' - """'I e<T'TLV, w<TavTws ue, otµat, ch ~wKpa-
~es, Kal 1, KaKla. The more g~n era,l 
definitions which are extorted from 
Meno (73 C, 77 B) cannot with 
certainty be ascribed to Gorgias, 
though some isolated expressions 
of his may perhaps be employed in 
them. Plutarch, Mul. Virt. p. 2±2, 
quot~s a few words from him on 
female virtue. Foss, p. 47, rightly 
applies to virtue the apophthegm 
ap. Prool. ad Hesiod. Opp. 340, 
Gaisford, on Being and appear
ance. 

3 Gorg. 459 E sq., cf. 482 C, 
456 C sqq. Likewise what Plu
tarch quotes from hi1n, De Adu lat. 
et Am. 23, p. 64 : 'We mrn;t not, 
indeed, require from our friends 
wrong-doing, but we must be ready 
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which he imparted rules of life to Neoptolemus through 
Nestor, 1 set himself in opposition to the customs and 
opinions of his countrymen.2 As to P:rodicus, it is well 
known that his doctrine of virtue "Vvas approved, even 
by those who, in other respects, had no leaning to the 
Sophistsc His Hercicles,3 which gained for him so 
much praise, portrayed the 'vorth and the happiness of 
virtue, and the pitifulness of an effeminate life, given 
over to the pleasures of the sensese. In a discourse on 
wealth he seems to have taught that riches in them
selves are not a good, but that all depends µpon their 
employment; for the licentious and intemperate it is a 
misfortune to possess the l!leans of satisfying their 
passions. 4 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 

In all this, there is Ii ttle to be found in the way of new 
thoughts and scientific definitions, 6 but as little on the 

to do wrong for them,' hardly 
contradicts the prevailing moral 
notions, while it presupposes in a 
general manner the jdea of right. 

1 The substance of these is 
given int.he Greater H't.°J_Jpias, 286 A, 
no doubt correctly: Neoptolemus 

k N t ... , ' ').'' as s es or : 7r0La. E<1'TL Ka.1\.CG E7rLT1}-
~ f t). >f ~ ~ I I 
ueuµctTa., a. av 'TLS E1f'L'T'f}UEU<la~ VEOS 

''· , ~ I ' ' " wV EUuOICLµWTaTOS f'EVOLTO• µeTa TaUTC1.. 
~' , ' ' f_ N, ' t U'f} AEf'WV E<1TLP u EffTWP Kat U1f'OTL-

e, ' ,.. f ').'). I \ 
eµevos auTtp 7raµ7r01\,1\.a voµtµa. Hat 

7rd71ea.1'.a. 
2 He there boasts of the success 

of his lectures in Sparta. 

3 Ap. Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 21 sqq. 
4 Eryxias, 395 E, 396 E, 397 D. 
5 Axiockns, 366 0, 369 0. That 

what follows, especjally the argu
ments for the belief in immortality, 
370 0 sqq., is likewise horro"\ved 
from Prodicus seems to me jmpro
l>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. 

6 Heracles at the cress-ways is 
only a new investiture of thoughts 
which Hesiod had already brought 
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other hand of Sophistic cavilling at moral principles.1 

Prodicus appears here rather as a panegyrist of the old 
customs and theory of life,2 as an adherent of the school 
of the practical sage~ and gnomic poets, of Hesiod and 
Solon, Simoni des and Theognis. If, therefore, the So
phistic morality were to be judged of from the relation 
in which the first Sophists placed themselves to the 
thought of their nation, there would be no ground for 
any distinction between them and the ancient sages. 

'rhis, 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 transeending of the previous moral tradition: 
by its very existence it proclaims this tradition to be 
inaderiuate~ If we had simply to follow common habits 
and customs, special teachers of virtue would be un
necessary, every man would learn by intercourse with 
his family and acquaintance what he had to. do. If, on 
the contrary, virtue is made the object of special in-

forward in the well-known passage 
on the path of virtue and of vice. 
'E. K. 'H11. 285 sqq. With the pas
sage of the Eryxias W elcker, p. 493, 
justly compares sayings of Solon 
(vide sip. Vol. I. p. 116, 2), and 
Theognis (vide v. 145 sqq., 2~0 
sqq., 315 sqq., 719 sqq., 1165). 
The same author shows (p. 502 
sqq.) that the euthanasia of Axio
chus is specially grounded upon 
Cean eustoms and theoriPs of life ; 
and at p. 434 he makes this general 
remark : ' The wisdom of Prodicus 
(in Plato) might be said to be 

older than Simonides, if it did not 
transcend the simple notions of the 
poets, and were deficient in philoso
phic definiteness and :importance.' 

1 I agree with W elcker (p. 
582) that the semi-eudGemonistic 
basis of the moral admonitions in 
the di.scourse on Heracles are not 
far removed from the standpoint 
of ordinary Greek morality (which 
Plato frequently censures for this 
reason. e.g. in the Phmdo, 68 D sqq.). 

2 His Praise of Agricitlture is 
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 'vherein virtue consists, why it deserves to be 
preferred to vice, &c. To this question, however, on 
the presupposition of the Sophistic standpoint, only 
one logical ans\ver was possible. If there is no truth 
of universal validity, there can be no universally valid 
law; if man in his opinions is the measure of all 
things, he is so also in his 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 .. 
In other "\vords, everyone bas the natural right to 
follow his caprice and inclinations, an~ if he is hindered 
from doing so by law and custom, it is au infringement 
of this natural right, a constraint \Vith which no one is 
bound to comply, if he has the po,ver 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 \vhich Plato puts into the 
mouth of Protagoras on the subject,1 since they pro
bably exaggerate that Sophist's. own declarations,2 yet 
the promise to make the weaker case the stronger 3 

has a suspicious sound; for, if the orator can venture 
to boast that he is in a position to help wrong to gain 

1 Tliemt. 167 C: of& "/ av 
€1eacrT?7 7r6A.et 0£1eata Kat KaA.a ~01efi • • 
TavTa KO..L etvaL avTfi EWS av auTa • 
voµ.£(y. 

2 V1de sitp. p. 470. 
3 On the meaning of this 

promise, vide in~J: 488, 1. 
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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 theoren1 of the later 
Sophistic ethics "\Vhich we hear first clearly and defi
nitely enunciated by Hippias. .XencJphon represents 
this Sophist as disputing the moral obligation of lavvs, 
becau3e they so often change,1 while he acknowledges 
as divine or natural law only that ·which is everywhere 
equally observed ;2 but how little of such la1.v exists, his 
archreological enquiries might have been sufficient to 
show him. In Plato 3 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,4 the young Alcibiades, 
the friend of the Sophistic doctrine, already expresses 
himself in the sa1ne manner as I-Ii ppias, and Aristotle 5 

1 Meni. iv. 4, 14, after Socrates 
has reduced the conception of jus
tice to that of lawfulness : voµous 
o', ~cf>'YJ, dJ ~WKpaTES, '1TWS ltv TLS 
TJ"/TJ<Iai-ro 0"7rou8aL'ov 7rp'a:yµa Etvai ?) 
70 1rE[8ecr8aL auTOtS, OVS '}'€ 7rOA.A.aKtS 

' \ ( e' ' ~ I O.VTO' OL EµEVOL a7rou<nCLµacra11TES 
µeTa'Tl8ernat; 

2 l. o. 19 sqq., Hippjas allows 
that thAre are rulso unwritten laws, 
which proceed from the gods; but 
among these he will <?nly reckon 
those which are everywhere recog
nised, such as venera6on of the 

- gods and of parents;· while on the 
other hand, for example, the pro
hibition of incest, being agajn~t 
the custom of many nations, is not 
included in the number. 

3 Prot. 237 C. - '?J')f\ '--' 
4 Mem. i. 2, 40 sqq. 

5 Soph. El. c. 12, 173 a, 7: 
7rAEL6'TOS 0€ T07ros €crrl Tou 7rOte'iv 
7rap&.oo~a A.E'}'ELV lhcr7rEp Kal /J KaA.A.t
KA.1}s EV Tep rop1lq. 'YE'}'pa7rTaL AE'}'WV, 

\ ( ' .... ~' ' ,, Kai. OL apxaLOL uE TaaVTES Cf?OVTO 
D r ' \. ' ,n' \ cruµµatVELV, 7rapa TU /CaTa 't'V<TLJJ KaL 
\ \. 1 ' I \ ~l Ka-ra Tuv voµov, Evav'TLa '}'ap e va1. 

</JV(J'LV 1eal v6µ.ov, 1eal T1}v ot1eaw<rvv11v 
' 6 ' ';' \. ' KaTa v µov µEv ELVaL KaA.uv KaTa 

cfJVcrtv o' OU KaA.6v. Similarly, 
Plato, The(13f. 172 B: €v rol:s 01.-

, \ ' ~/ \ c ' \ ' KaLOLS KaL CWLKOLS KaL O<fLOLS K(U avo-
1 '8 I ' f /'. () ( ' criots E E°Aoucrw icrxvpi~ecr ai, ws ov1e 

)/ ' ' ~ '~' ' ' ( .... E<TTL cpv<rEL aV7WV OVuEV ovcnav eav'TOU 
)/ ' ' \. .... ~lt .... EXOV, al\A.a TU ICOLV'fJ uuc;aV TOVTO 

' 'D.' "' ~'t ,., '}'L'}'VETaL a.A.rii7ES O'TaV uOs'[J Kat ocrov 
av OoKfl xpovov. Kal OCTOL '}'E 07, 
µ1/ 7rav-ra7T'a<n 'TOV IlpwTa76pou A.6-
7ou A.E'}'OV<rLV wo€ 7rws Thv crocpl.av 
ll'}'OU<T l. 
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deecribes 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. 
No\v 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 ·;2 Alcidamas points out that the contrast of 
slave and freeman is unknown to nature, and others go 
so far as to impugn slavery as an institution contrary to 
nature.3 But we can easily see that their attacks upon 

1 G01:q. 482 E sqq. The fact 
that Callicles was not a Sophist in 
the narrower sense, but a poli~ician, 
who sometimes spoke with con
siderable contempt of this fruitless 
argumentation (vide sup. p. 427), 
is unimportant. Plato certainly 
intends us to regard him as a re
presentative of the Sophistic cul
ture, who does not hesitate to push 
it to its extreme consequences. It 
js evjdently of the Sophists and 
their disciples of whom Plato is 
chiefly thinking, when, in the Laws, 
x. 889 D, he tells us of people 
who maintain TtJV voµo8etJ'lav 7ra<fav 
UV </>V<fEL, 'TEXV?J OE' ~s OVK aA.118e'is 

... , e' ' , , elvat 'Tas e<fet~ . • • 'Ta Ka.A.a cpu<fet 
µ€11 ltA.A.a e1vat, voµcp OE eTepa, 'Ttt 
~' ~' ' ~' ... ' "" ' ue uLKata ovu EtVat T07rapa7rav 'f"v<fet, 
aA..~' &.µcpi<1/37J-rovv-ras oia.TeA.el:v aA..A.1/
A..ots Kat µE"rU.TteeµeVOVS ae} TavTa' 

a o' &v µer&ewvTat Kal OTav, T6Te 
KUpta eKa<T-ra eivat, 1wyv6µeva TEXV[l 

\ ""' 1 ''\ ' , ~/ Kcu TOLS vuµots, a1\.A ov U'YJ 'TLVI. 
<f>v<1et (exactly the same argument 
which, according to 476, 1, Hippias 
had employed). 

2 Ps.-Plut. De Nobilit. l 8, 2. 
Is the ev'Yeveta Twv TLµlwv Kal fl7rov
oafwv, ~ Ka8cf:Irep .L\.vK6<f;poov 6 <10cf>t<1TtJS 
~'Ypaif;e roatv6v [ Kev6v, cf. Meineke, 
ad Stob. Floril. 86, 24 J Tt 7rdµ7rav; 
, - ' ' fJ.f c , EKELVOS 'Yap aVTt1rapa/JaA.A.wv ETEpOLS 
' (} - ' \ ' I \ -a'Ya OLS Cf,'!JT'Y]V, EU'YEVEtas µev 01}v, 

</>'YJ<Tlv, acpaves TO Kal\.A.os, ~v AO'YfP 
oe TO <feµvov. 

3 Arist. says, Pol. i. 3, 1250 b, 
20 : TOLS 3~ 7rapa cf>Va'tll [ooKet eivat] 
TO OE0"'1T6(e1v. voµ~d 7ap TOV µev 
OOVAOV e1vat TOV o' ~A.ev8epo11, cpvcreL 
o' oileev Otacp€petv. OL0'1TfP OVOE ol1Cat0v• 
{3lawv 7&p. Alcidamas expressed 
himself in a similar manner, as 

' 
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positive la,vs would not be confined to such cases. La-\,~ 

and ancient usage had been hitherto the only moral 
authority ; if this authority were no longer binding, 
all moral obligation was open to question, belief in its 
inviolability was declared to be a prejudice, and so long 
as no new basis of moral life was indicated, there 
remained only the negative result that every moral and 
judicial law is an unjust and unnatural restriction of 

Vahlen proves (p. 504 sq. of the 
treatise quoted supra, p. 425, 5), 
from Arist. Rhet. i. 13, 1373 b, 18, 
where Aristotle appeals in support 
of the theory of a universal natural 
law to his ME<TO"''TJVtaKts; and the 
Scholion ( Orat. Attioi, ii. 154) 
quotes from that work these words, 
which originally appear to have 
stood in the Aristotelean text : 
~ eL , ,.. ' e '- , ~' eA.ev ~pous acjYIJICE -rravTas euY, ouueva 

OOVAOV 7} <f>V<TLS 1rE7rO('TJICEV. Yet 
Aristotle does not seem to be 
thinking specially of him in the 
passage quoted above from the 
Politics. For the Me<1<r'1Jvta1eos (as 
Vahlen has conclusively 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
tin ea ; and as in thi8 it ran 
counter to the feelings of the 
Spartans, who strongly disliked 
having their Helots (intermingled 
with the Messenians) for indepen
dent neighbours (as Isocrates says, 
Arohid. 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 
7rOi\.A.ol Twv ~v Tots v6µoLs, 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 : voµr.p 7ap <>s µ€v oovA.os 
ts o' ~A.eveepos shows, which also 
betrays itself, c. 6, 1255 b, 5) in 
the words of a tragic poet, possibly 
Eurjpides (from whom Oncken, 
Staatsl. d. Arist. ii. 33 sq., has col
lected simi.lar statements), or Aga
thon, the pupil of Gorgias. But 
even if the passage in the Politics 
has no special reference to Alci
damas, it is probably concerned 
with a theory which, by the appli
cation of the Sophistic distinction 
between v6µos and <f>v<rts, laid bare 
the most vulnerable p<irt 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 n. 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.1 
Natural right is, as Callicles says ( l.c. ), only and solely 
the right of the stronger; and if the prevailing opinions 
and laws do not recognise this, the reason is to be f Jund 
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 natt1res "\vill not therefore be hindered from 
following the true law of nature-the law of private 
interesto All positive laws therefore appear from this 
point of view as arbitrary enactments, set up by those 
who have the power of making them for their o'vn 
advantage; the rulers, as Thrasymachus says,2 make 
that a law \Vhicb is useful to themselves; right is 
nothing else than the advantage of the ruler. Only 
fools and weaklings consequently will bel~eve that they 
are bound by those laws ; the enlightened man know8 
how little such is the case. The Sophistic ideal is 
unlimited authority, even though attained by the most 
unscrupulous means, and in Plato, Pol us 3 considers none 

1 Cf. the quotations, p. 476, 2, 
5; 277, 1, from Hippias, Plato, and 
Ari&totle, and remark especially, in 
the last mentioned, the expression 
OL apxawL 7rciVTES, which, though not 
to be taken literally, bears witness 
to the wide diffusion of this mode 
of thought; and which we may sup
pose to be founded, not on Plato's 
statements, but on Aristotle's own 
independent knowledge. since he 
had an intimate acquaintance with 
the Sophibtic rhetoricians. 

2 According to Plato, Rep. i. 

338 C sqq., who no doubt has good 
!eason for putting these principles 
into the mouth of the Chalcedonian 
rhetorician : also what is quoted 
inf. p. 481, 2, agrees herewith. 
Thrasymachus there admits that 
justice would be a great good, but 
he denies that it is to be found 
among men, because all laws are 
made by those in power for their 
own advantage. 

3 Gorg. 470 C sqq. Similarly 
Thrasymachus, Rep. i. 344 A; cf. 
Lawsii.661 B; Isocr. Panatk. 243 sq. 
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happier than the King of Persia, or Archelaus the 
Macedonian, who rose to the throne through innumer
able treacheries and deeds of blood. The final result 
is thus the same as in the theoretic view of the world, 
unlimited subJectivity; the moral world like the natural 
world is recognised as the work of man, who, by his 
imagination, produces phenomena, and by his will, laws 
and customs, but who is in neither case bound by nature 
and the necessity of things~ 1 

1 The above result does not Sophi.sts could not have said va
seem to me to be contravened~ even rious things which gave offence to 
by Grote's animated defence of the people. But how do we know that 
Sophistic ethics (Hist. of Greece, a Thrasymachus and his like would 
viii. 604 sqq., vii. 51 sq. ; simi- have a,roused among those who 
larly Lewes' Hist. of Phil. i. 108 chiefly sought Sophistic instruction 
sqq.), full as it is of wei.gbty and -the ambitious young politicians, 
pertinent suggestions in justifiea- the aristocratic youths, whose proto
tion of the errors and extrava- types were Alcibiades and Critias
gancies which bad previously pre- the same opposition by the views 
vented any unprejudiced historical Plato ascribes to them, which they 
representation of Sopbif'tic. It certajnly aroused in the democratic 
would certainly be very precipitate community which adhered to the 
to charge the Sophists in general, ancient forms of religion, politics, 
and without distinction of indivi- and morality? Grote, moreover 
duals, with principles dangerous ( v)ii. 495 sqq.), defends Protagoras 
to morals, or with immorality of for hi8 offer to make the weaker 
life. But, it is no less precipitate argument appear the stronger (cf. 
to maintain, with Grote (viii. 527 inf. 488), by observing that So
sq., 532 sq.) and Lewes, l. o., crates, Isocrates, and others, were 
that such principles as Plato puts also accused of the same principle; 
into the mouth of his Callicles but this is to misstate the ques
and Thrasymachus could never tion. Protagoras was not falsely 
have been brought forward by any aceused of the principle, but him
Sophist in Athens, because the self set it up. Grote goes on to 
hearers on whose applause the So- say that no one would blame 
phists depended, would thereby an advocate for lending hjs elo
have been roused to the most vio- quence to the side of wrong as 
lent opposition against then1. On well as of right; but this again is 
this ground it might also be proved only half true : the advocate must 
that Protagoras did not express certainly urge on behalf of the cri
those doubts in the existence of minal whatever he can say for him 
the gods whjch occasioned his con- with a good conscience, but if he 
demnation; and that many other were to make a trade of his art of 
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Among human prejudices and arbitrary rules, the 
Sophists necessarily assigned a prominent place to the 
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 gods, which in Greece 
belonged entirely to public jurisdiction, inust come 
under the same category. This was expressed in plain 
terms by some of the leading Sophists. ' Of the gods,' 
says Protagoras, 'I can know nothing, neither that they 
are, nor that they are not .. ' 1 Thrasymachus is mentioned 
as entertaining- doubts of Di vine Providence ; 2 Critias 
maintains 3 that in the beginning inen lived \Vithout 

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 blan1eworthy, 
nor did his contmnporaries blame 
him, for teachin~ an art which 
might be abused, but for recom
mending this art precisely from that 
point of view. The disquisitions of 
Hippias on v6µos and <f>V<J'ts are en
tirely passed oYer by Grote and 
Lewes. 

1 The famous opening words of 
this treatise for which he was com-. 
pelled to leave Athens, according 
to Diog. ix. 51, &c. (also Plato, 
Tltecet. 162 D) ra,n thus : 7repl µ~v 
(} 

~ ) >f )~ I ) e) C ) \ 

EWV OUK EXW ELuEVaL OU WS EL<J'L11 
>l(J' C ' ) I '\ \ \ \ 

OU WS OUK EltJLV. '1f'01\.Aa '}'et.p TO. 
I '~ I cf > ~ '\ J \ 

KWAUOV'TO. ELuevca, ·q 'TE CX.U'YJl\.U'TTJS Kat 

/3paxvs &v o {Jfo5 'TOV av8pdnrou. 
Others giye the first proposition, 
less correctly, thus: 7rEpL 8EWV OlJTE 

' ' \ ~18) c "' I I ) <;:: I 
EL EL<J'l.11 OU 01T'OWL 'Tll/ES EL<J'l uuvaµat 

'Ae7Eu'. Vide Frei, 96 sq., and es-

peciaj]y J{rische, Forsch. 132 sqq. 
2 Hermias, in the Phcedr'lts, p. 

192 Ast. : ( 0pa<1'Vµ.) ~'YPal/JEv ev 

A.67f[J eauTOV 'TOLOUT6v TL, 8n OL Oeol 
) c-. ''8' ) '\. oux opwcn Ta av pw'lf'LVa • ou 7ap Tu 
I " ' ' e I '.I /J-. µe'}'t<TTOV TWV Ell av pwrrots a7a[lwv 

"'~ \~ I c~ \ 
7rapetuov, T1JV u LKClLD<J'VllrJV" opwµev 7ap 
\'el ' \ I 

'TOUS av pW7rOUS 'TCW'T?J µ'Y} XPWµEVOVS. 
3 In the verses given by Sext. 

Math. ix. 54, and on account of 
which Sextus, Pyrrh. iii. 218, and 
Plutarch, IJe Superstit. 13, p. 17, 
reckon Critias as an atheist with 
Diagoras. The same verses, how
ever, are ascribed in the Placita, 
i. 7, 2 parall. ; cf. ibid. 6, 7 to 
Euripides, who js there said to 
have placed them in the mouth of 
Sisyphus in the drama bearing his 
name. That Auch a drama com
posed by Euripides existed, cannot 
be doubted after the positiYe state
ments of lElian, V. H. ii. 8 ; but 
Critias may likewise hav-e written 
a S't'.S//plius, and it may have been 
uncertain at a later period whether 

VOL. II .. I I 



482 THE SOPHISTS. 

la\V and order, like the animals, that penal laws were 
given for protection against tyranny; but as these could 
only prevent open crimes, it occurred to some clever 
and imaginative man to provide a protection against 
secret wrong-doing, by relating that there are gods who 
are mjghty and immortal, and see all bidden things ; 
and, to increase the fear of them, he placed their abode 
in heaven. In proof of thi8 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.1 That 'vhich 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,2 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 Hephmstus. 3 The popular gods, 

the verses belonged to him or to 
Euripides; moreover, a drama is 
mentioned by Athen. xi. 496 b, 
the authorship of which lay in 
doubt between Critias and Euri
pide::;; cf. Fabricius ad Ser:t. Math. 
l. c. ; Bayle, IJict. Critias, Rem. 
H. Whoever may have written 
the verses, and in the mouth of 
whomsoever they may have been 
placed, they are at any rate a 
monument of the Sophistic view 

of religion. 
1 Plato, Laws, x. 889 E : Oeovs, 

Cfi µa11.&pie, elvai 1rpwr611 <f>a<riv oDrot 
[the <ro<f>ol] rexv11, OU </>V<TEt, &.A.A.& 
rt<rt v6µots, Ka.l rovrous ltA.A.ous 
~'}. '}. ~ er ( " 
U.1\.1\.v, UTrYJ EKa<TTOL EilUTOl<Tt (jUllWµo-
A.6111<ra.11 110µ08erovµ.e11ot. Cf. pp. 
476, 2, 5; 477, 1. 

2 Sext. Math. ix. 18, 51 sq.; 
Cic. N. IJ. i. 42, 118; cf. Epiph. 
Exp. Fid. 1088 0. 

3 We may bring into connection 
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ho\vever, as such, are upon this theory like\vise denied; 1 

for though Prodicus mentions them in the usual manner 
in his discourse upon Heracles, 2 this proves no more 
than the corresponding appropriation of their names in 
the myth of Protagoras ; 3 and that he distinguished the 
one natural or true God from t.he many popular gods,4 

there is no evidence to certify. The statements also of 
Hippias, who referred the un\vritten la\VS in Xenophon,5 

agreeably to the prevailing opinion, to the gods, are 
unimportant, and merely sho\v that this Sophist \Vas 
too inconsistent to make the obvious application of bis 
theory concerning the laws to religion. The Sophistic 
teaching as a vvhole could only logically assume to,vards 
the popular religion the position of a Protagoras and a 
Critias. If even the things that we see are for us 
merely what we make them, this must still more be the 
case with those we do not· see: the object is only the 
counterpart of the subject, man is not the creature, but 
the creator of his gods. 

The rhetoric of the Sophists stands to their ethical 
theory of life in the same relation that their Eristic 
disputation stands to their theory of kno\vledge. To 
with this the importance which 
Prodicus, according to Themi.st. 
Or. xxx. 349 b, ascribes to agri
culture in the origin of religion: 
c , ,... 'O' 1 :.Epovp')'LCW -iracrav a.v pw-rrwv Ka., µ:ucr-
' l I \ ' 'TTJpLa. Ka 7rCGV1J'}'VpELS Kai. 'TEAE:Tas 
" ' " 't' TWV '}'EWPf'LaS KaA.wv Ec,,tl.7f'Tfl, 110-
, /". ' Ll " ~, ["' ] ' .... .a }J-L":,W'JI Kat. uEWV EUVutav EVV. El/TEVuE'J/ 

' '8' '8" ' " ES av pw7rOVS EA ELV Ka£ 7racrav 
Eucre/3etav ~i''YudJµEvos. The autumn 
and harvest festivals might espe
cially seem to have given rise to 
the worship of the gods, since they 
were particularly concerned with 

the products of the field; a view 
which was certainly countenanced 
by the cult of Demeter and 
Dionysus. 

1 Consequently Cic~ro and Sex
tus reckon Prodicus alnong the 
atheists, in the ancient acceptation 
of the word. 

2 Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 28. 
3 Plato, Prot. 320 C, 322 A. 
4 As Welcker, l. c. 521, is dis

posed to assume. 
5 71,r • J.uem. 1v. 4, 19 sqq. Yide sup. 

476, 2. 

I I 2 
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the man ·who denies an objective vvisdom, there remains 
only the appearance of wisdom in the sight of others ; 
and similarly, to the man 'vho 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. 1 ].,or oratory \Vas 
not only the best means, under the condition8 of that 
period, of attaining pow·er and influenee in the State; 
but it is, speaking generally, the instrument by which 
the superiority of the cultivated maintains itself over 
the uncultivated. Where therefore a high value is set 
upon mental culture, as it was by the Sophists and thejr 
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-estimated,2 but it 'vill 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 rhetoric is thus 
defined by the Platonic Gorgias, 
Gorg. 454 B (cf. 452 E): Rhetoric 
is the art Ta.VT'f/S T7]s 7rEt8ous, T1]s 
~v 'Oo"is OLKct<J'T'f/plots Ka.l To'is /},11.i\ots 
>! \ \ f ~I ' ~f I oxA.ots KCU 7rEpL TOVT6JV a E<J''TL uLKaLa. 
'TE 1eal aOLKct, and therefore Socra
tes, 455 A, with the consent of the 
Sophist, defines it as 7r'Et8ovs a.,,. 

\. .... '' ,~ f.UOt.ryus 7rL<J''TEVTLKTJS, a.A.A. OU UL-

0Ct.(J'Kct7'.LK1]s, 1t"epl TO OLKa.tov TE 1eal 
aouwv. That the essence of So
phistic rhetoric is rightly de
scribed i.n these words will be 
clear from the rest of our chapter. 
When, however, Doxopater, Jn, 
Apkthon. Rhet. Gr. ed. Walz, ii. 
104, attributes this definition to 

Gorgias himself, he is certainly 
quoting only from the passage in 
Plato, and the same passage is 
doubtless also the source of that 
ether defini6on quoted in the 
anonymous introduction to the 
<J'Ta<J'Ets of Hermogenes ap. Walz. 
Rhet. Gr. vii. 33; SpengeJ, ~vv. T. 
35, from Plutarch, the N eo-pla
tonist's Commentary on the Gor. 
gias, as opos P1JTOpLK1]s Ka.Ta rop')'ta.v. 

2 Cf. Plato, Phileb. 58 A, where 
Protarchus says he has often heard 
f G 

. c c ..... ,
8 

, 
0 orgJ as, ws 1/ TOV 'lrEL ELV '11"0AV 
O.:a.cpepot 7ra.<J'6Jv Texvwv· 7ravTa "Ya.P 
c ,f,,) c ..... ~ ~'). ~ , c 1 ' , 
v~ a.vrp uov1~a. UL EKUVTWV ICctL OU 
oia {3fo.s 7row'Vro, etc. ; similarly 
Gorg. 452 E, 456 A.sqq. 
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the exclusive application of dialectic forms to Eristic 
argumentation. The form which has no corresponding 
content becomes an external, false and empty formalism, 
and the greater the skill with 'vhich this formalism is 
managed, the m.ore quickly 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 've 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 ;1 while not a few even 

1 We are acquainted with theo
retical works on rhetorical subjects 
by Protagoras (vi de infra and Frei, 
187 sq.), by Prodicus (vide supra, 
p. 420, 3), by Hippias (vide i1~frcl, 
Spengel, p. 60), by Thrasymachus 
( vide on his )/EA.eot, Arist. Soph. El. 
c. 33, 183 b, 22; Rhet. iii. 1, 1404 
a, 13 ; Plato, Phmdr. 267 0. Ac
cording to Suidas, sub vote, and 
the Scholia on Aristophanes, Birds, 
v. 881, he also wrote a -rexv11 of 
which the "EA.eo' perhaps fo.rn1ed a 
part; vide Spengel, 96 sqq. ; Her
mann, IJe Tltras. 12; Schanz~ p. 
131 sq.) ; by Polus (vi de supra,, p. 
425, 1), and by Evenus (Plato, 
PhCEdr. 267 A, vide supra, p. 426, 
3). That Gorgias at his death left 
a -rexv11, is asserted by Diog. Yiii. 
08, and by the author of Prole
gomena to I-Iermogenes quoted by 
Spengel, ~uva")'. Texv. 82. Quin
tilian includes hiin an1ong the 
Artiu,m Scriptores (Quintil. iii. 1, 
8). Dionysius obser\~es in the frag
ment given by a scholion on Her
mogenes (ap~ Spengel, ~. T. 78): 

~ " ~' ~ ' ( ' u1Jp:rryoptKOLS UE OALJ'OLS' rop-ywu 
'lrEPETVXOV A.6J!OLS) Ka.[ Tta'•L H:al -rex
vaLS. The same author mentions 
(De Cmnpos. Verb. e. 12, p. 68 R) 
a discussion of Gorgias 7rept Katpov, 
with the reinark that he was the 
first who ever wrote on the subject. 
Spengel, l. c. 81 sqq., however, 
thinks that on account of the 
passages f1?on1 Aristotle, quoted p. 
462, l) and Cic. Brut. 12, 46, we 
are justified in denying the exist
ence of any work on the rhetorjcal 
art by Gorgias. But as Schanz (p. 
131) pertinently obseryes, neither 
of these passages is decisive: Cice::·o, 
following Aristotle, names Corax 
and Tisias as the first authors of 
rhetorical technology; Protagoras 
and Gorgia8 as the first who made 
speeches concerning com1nonplaces; 
this, however, would not prevent 
their having also written about 
the rules of art : from the language 
of the treatise against the Sophists, 
it would certainly seem that Aris
totle did not place G orgias on a 
par with Tisias and Thra.symach11s 



486 THE SOPHISTS. 

made rhetoric the chief object of their instructions.1 

Their O'\Vll lectures 'vere rhetorical displays ;2 besides 
the speeches "\ivhich they bad prepared,3 they plumed 
themselves on never being at a loss, even at a moment's 
notice, for specious answers to all possible questions: 4 

as a cultivator of rhetoric; jt does 
not jmply that he was unacquainted 
with any rhetorical work of Gorgias. 
On the other hand, Plato, Phmdr. 
261 B, 267 A, expressly alludPs 
to technical treatises on rhetoric 
by this Sophist; these, howeyPr, 
probably consisted not of one com
plete theory of the rhetorical art, 
but of dissertations on particular 
questions: }it least the expression 
,,.€xvcu TLV~s in the work of Diony
si us (cited supra) indicates this 
( vide also V{ elcker, Kl. Sehr. ii. 
456, 176). Still inore i1nportant 
than their vi·ritings, however, were 
the example and practical teach
ing of the Sophistic rhetoricians 
(Protagoras ap. Stob. Floril. 29, 
80, equally repudiates µeA.eT'YJ 
)f I d I )f avEv TEXV'YJS an TEXVTJ avev µe-
AET1JS), and especially those dis
courses on general themes ascribed 
to Protagoras, Gorgias, Thrasy
machus, and Prodjcus (8eO"'ets or 
loci eormnunes, as distinguished 
from the particular ca~es on which 
the periodical and political dis
courses turned ; these were {nroe€
O"Ets or causce ; cf. Cic. Top. 21, 79 ; 
Quintil. iii. 5, 5 sq., and others 
cited in Frei, Qucest. Prot. 150 
sqq.; the only point in which I 
di~agree with FrAi is in his distinc
tion of theses fron1 loci eo'lnmune.s). 
Yjde on this subject, Aristotle ap. 
Cic. Brut. 12, 46; ]Jiog. ix. 53 
(P1·otagoras 7rpW'TOS H:aTEOEL~E TCtS 

\_ \ (}' ' I ) 7rpus TctS EO"ELS E7rLXELP"1J<TELS ; 

Quintil. iii. 1, 12, and on Thrasy-

machus indh~jdually, Suidas, sub 
1voce, who attributes to the Chalce
donian Sophist. acf>opµ.al P'lJ'TOptKat, 
according to Welcker's c()njecture 
(Kl. Sehr ii. 457), identical with 
the V7r€:p/3aA.A.ovres cited by Plu
tarch, Synipos. i. 2, 3 ; and Athen. 
x. 416 a, who quotes ~mmething 
frmn his procemia. QuintHian 
merely ascribes to Prodicus the 
cultiYation of loci eO'Jnmunes, which 
looks as if he had not, like the 
three others, developed them for 
the purposes of instruction ; but 
speeches in the larger sense like 
those cited from him (sup. p. 4 73), 
and al so the lectures of Hippias 
(l. e.), inight possibly have been 
reckoned as loci communes. The 
employment of such commonplaces 
was eyen with Gorgias very me
chanical, vide supra, p. 462, 1. 

1 Cf. besides what follows, p. 
425, 472, 1. 

2 E7rfoet~ts, e7rtoel1evva'8a.., are, as 
is well known, the standing expres
sions for these. Cf. e.g. Plato, Gorg. 
S'ltb in it. Protaq. 320 0., 34 7 A. 

3 Such as the lleraeles of Pro
dicus, the displays of Hippias, Prot. 
347 A, and sup'l~a. p. 423, 1 ; and the 
speeches of Gorgias (vi de szqnYt, 
415, 2; 416, 3), especially the cele
brated speech at Olympia. 

4 Gorgiqf' is mentioned as the 
first who displayed his art jn these 
impromptu speeches. Plato, Gorp. 
447, C: Kat -yap auTCp ~V TOVT' ;Jv 
T1js bnoel~ews · eKeA.eue '}'ovv vuv 01, 
' ..... q a ' ..... ,, ~ epwTav u TL 'TLS tJOUAOLTO TWV EVuOV 
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besjdes the rhetorical exuberance which allowed them 
all poRsi ble expansion of their subject, they boasted of 
having the art of compressing their meaiiing into the 
tersest language ; 1 besides independent discussion, they 
considered the explanation of the poets as part of their 
task; 2 along with the great and noble, they thought it 

)/ ' \. tr >1,n ., ..... OVTWV Ka.L 7rpus Q.7rCW'Ta Ey7J a7roKpLVEL-
<J'8at. Cic. De Orat. i. 22, 103 ; 
q_uod prinium ferunt Leontinum .f'e
cisse Gorgiani : q_iti permagnum 
q_itiddam suscipe,re ac pro.fiteri vide
batitr, cum se ad omnia, de q_uibitS 
quisq_ue audire vellet, esse paratum 
denuntiaret. Ibid. iii, 32, 129 
(hence Valer, viii, 15, ext. 2). 
Fin. ii. 1, 1; Quintil. Inst. ii. 21, 
21 ; Philostr. V. Soph. 482, no doubt 
only thro11gh a misunderstanding, 
represents him as coming forward 
in this manner in the Athenian 
theatre. Cf. Foe:s 45, similarly on 
Hippias, sup. p. 421, 3. 

1 e.g. Protagor~·s, ap. Plat. P-rot. 
329 B~ 334 E sqq., where we read 
of him : ()Ti <J'V oT6 S' T' El «al avTOS 

' 1! ~ <;:- 't ' "' ) "' ' KctL v.A.7'..ov uLVac;aL 7rEpL 'TWll 0.VTWV ICO.£ 
\ '\ ' ) \ Q f '). ~f Cf µa1<pa 1\.E'YELV EaV fJOV1\.p, OV'TWS, W<J''TE 

'TOV A.67ov µ1]0E'IT'O'TE ~1TLAL1TELV, Kal 
';' Q f Cf Cf ~ f 

av fJpaxEa OU'TWS, (i)<J''TE µ'Y}uEva (]'OU 
~ a ' ~ ..... Th EV fJpaxv7rEpOLS EL1TELV. e same 
occurs in the Phcedrus, 267 B, 
'vhere it is said of Gorgias and 
T • • f I \ ,1 is1as: <J'VvToµtav TE 'Ao'Ywv 1<a.L a1TEtpcr. 
µ1}K1} 7rEpt 7rcf.VTWV avEupov, and 
Gorgias himself says, Gorg. 449 C : 
1<a2 7ap a.6 Kal TovTo ev ~<JTLY CfJv q>'Y}µl, 

<,:-I'* l Q I ) ~ \ ) \ 
f.l1JuEv av Ev µpaxvTEpots eµ1Ju Ta avTa 
Et1TEtv, on which Socrates requests 
him, as he requests Protagoras in 
P1·ot. 335 A, &c., to use shortness 
of speech in the discourse. But 
that he was addicted to diffusive
ness of language we also see from 
Arist. Rhet. iii. 17, 1418 a, 34, for 

he went into every possible detail 
connected with his theme. The 
same was the case with his scholar 
Lycophron, ap. Arist. Soph. El. 15, 
17 4 b, 32; and Alex. ad h. l. Schol. 
in Arist. 310 a, 12. Hippias in 
the Protagoras, 337 E sq., makes 
a conciliatory proposition to So
crates and Protagoras, that the 
former shall not insist severely on 
the concjseness 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 Phmdrus, 
267 B, because he, like Hippias, 
prided hims~lf on this: µ6vos avTos 
EVp1JICEvat if,v oE'i A.67wv TEXVTJv' OE'iv 
~\ >/ "' )/ /J ' ') ' 
uE OV'TE µalCpWV OV'TE ,_,pctXEWV, a.A.A.a 

' µErpirov. 
2 Plato, Prot. 338 E: 7i'Yovµai, 

~<P11 [Ilpw'T. ], Cf, ~(/JKpct'TES, ~'YW ttvopl 
~ I I I - \ 7rctLuELctS µE'YL<J''TOV µepos elvat 7rEp1. 

' "' ~ \. ~ )/ ~' ~ ' ( \. E11"WV uELVUV ELvat• E<J''TL UE 'TOV'TO 'Tct V1TU 
rrwv 1TOL'YJTWV AE'Y6µf-va oT6vT' ~Ivat <J'U-' ~· , e ,... , .. , , , , , 
VLEvaL a 'TE op ws Kat a µ11, KctL E7rl(J''Ta-
cr8at OLEAELV TE 1ral epwTWf.J,EVOV A.67ov 
oouvat, on which follows the well
known discussion of the poem of 
Simonides. Hippias similarly, at 
the commencement of the Lesser 
1-Iipp'ias, treats of Homer and other 
poets; and Isocrates (Panath. 18, 
33) makes an attack on the So
phists, who, having no original 
thoughts of their own, chatter about 
Homer and Hesiod. 
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showed intelligence to praise for a change the insignifi
cant, the commonplace, and the unpleasant.1 Protagoras 
had already announced the highest triumph of rhetoric 
to be this : that it could convert the "\veaker into the 
stronger, and represent the improbable as the probable ; 2 

1 Thus Plato, Symp. 177 B, 
and Isocr. Hel. 12, mention eu
logies on salt and silkworms; Al
cidamas, according to Menander, 
.,,._ brtoEttCT. Rhet. Gr. ix. 163. 
Tzetz. Ghil. ix. 7 46 sq. wrote in 
praise of death and of poverty: 
and Polycrates, whose art of rhe
toric is closely allied to that of 
the Sophists, composed eulogies en 
::Busiris and Clytemnestra, and an 
accusation of Socrates (Isocr. Bus. 
4 Quintil. ii. 1 7, 4 ), a speech in 
praise of mice (Arist. Rhet. ii. 24, 
1401 b, 15), of pots and of pebbles. 
(Alex. 'Ir. acf>opµ. P'YJT. Rhet. Gr. ix. 
334 to iii. 3 Sp.) To the same class 
belong the Bitsiris of Isocrates, and 
Antiphon's discourse (Welcker, Kl. 
Sehr. ii. 427, conjectures hi1n 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. 

2 That Protagoras promised his 
pupils to teach them how the ·q-rTwv 
A.6'}'os could Le made the «pelTTwv, 
is attested by Aristotle, Rlzet. ii. 
24:, end. After he has been speak 
ing of the tricks by which the 
improbable can be inade probable, 
he adds, «a.~ TO TOv f}TTw oe r..6'Yov 

I " .--.. ' ' I \ ) " KpEL'TTW 1rDLELV TOlJT E<JTL1l. Ka.L EV'TEp-
n ~ , )';:- I ( ,1 e UEV ULKa.LWS EuV(J'x_E:pa.LVOV DL av perJ1rOL 
To IlpwTa.'}'6pou ~7r&.-y'YeA.µa.. t!Jevo6s 

I ' \ ' ' e' ' \ 'TE 'Yap E<TTL, JCat, OU/(. a.A.?'} ES aA..:\c:t 
cpaiv6µevo11 elKos, Kat ev ovoEµt~ 

' ,""'' ~ ..... \) ~ 'TEXV!J a''"''" EV P?'JTOpLK'[J KctL epL<J'TLKTJ. 

It is obvious that Aristotle here 

describes that promise as actua11y
given by Protagoras, and that he 
is not (as Grote, Hi.st. c.f Greece, 
viil. 495, represents the case) 
merely expressing his own judg
ment on rhetoric ; consequently 
Gellius, N. A. Y. 3, 7, entirelv 
agrees with him when he say~, 
pollicebatiw se id docere, qitanam 
verboritm industria causa infirrmior 
jie1·et .fortior, quam re1n graece ita 
dicebat: TOv ~Trw A.o'Yov KpEhrw 
'lrote?v. (Similarly Steph. of By
zantium"' A,Bor]pa. appealing to Eu
doxus, and the Scholion on the 
Glonds5 v. 113; cf. Frei, Qit. Prot. 
142 sq.) At the same time we 
see fron1 these passages the mean
ing of this promise ; the ?]TTwv 
A.6'Yos is the cause which in reason, 
and consequently in law, is the 
weaker ; and this by the ::irt 
of the orator is to be n1ade the 
stronger. It is therefore not alto
gether untrue when Xenophon, 
Q'u. 11, 25. says in explanation 
of Protagoras's expression, TO ij;ev
oos aA.?'}ees 'll'OLELV, also Isocr. 7r. 

CWTLOD<J'. 15, 30; t/JEv()6µ.Evov TU"A'Y}ffl, 
I ) " d '\ \ AE'}'OVTDS E1rtllpaTELV, an : r.apa TO 

ol1Cawv ~v TGLS a-ywuL 71'1'.EDVEl<'TELV; 

nor even ~vhen A1~istophanes with 
malicious explicitness makes out 
of ?]TTCVV A.6'}'0S an ctOLICOS A.6'}'0S'. 
Protagoras certainly did not pro
fess in actual words that he would 
teach the art of helping the unjust 
cause to triumph ; but he undoubt
edly pron1ised. that people should 
learn from him how to help any 
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and in a similar· sense Plato says of Gorgias 1 that he 
made the discovery that appearance is of more value 
than truth, and understood in his speeches ho\v to make 
the great appear small, and the small great. But the 
more indifferent the orator thus became to the contents 
of bis orations, the higher grew the value of the tech
nical instruments of language and expression : on these 
consequently the rhetorical instructions of the Sophists 
almost exclusively turned; as was the case at this time, 
quite independently of philosophy, in the rhetorical 
schools of Corax and Tisias in Sicily.2 Protagoras and 
Prodicus occupied themselves with the grammatieal 
and lexigraphical aspects of language, and thus beca~e 
the founders of scientific linguistic enquiry among 
the Greek~s. 3 Protagoras 4 doubtless was the. first to 
distinguish the three genders of nouns, 5 the tenses of 

possible ca11se to· conquer, even 
when in itself it did not deserve 
to conquer. The same thing was 
afterwards repeated by inany 
others. Aristophanes accuses So
crates not only of meteorosophy, 
hut also of the art of inaking the 
1]TTwv A.6')'os the 1t:petT-rwv. In 
Plato, Socrates, while defending 
himself against this charge (A pol. 
18 B, 19 B), describes it as a com
mon accusation against all phjlo
sophers ( l. c. 23 D, Ttt. H:aT&. 7r&wrwv 
TWJJ cf>tll.o<ro<f>ovvTwv 7rp6xELpa TavTa 
"I. I <f \ <I "I. f l\.eyoutnv, O'TL • • • 'TOV 'J]'T'IW l\.O)'OV 

«peiTTw 7rotE'Lv ), and Isocrates has 
also l. c. to ward off the same cen
sure. Only we cannot infer from 
its being wrongly imputed to some 
that it was also wrongJy imputed 
to Protagoras. Grote himself does 
not concluc:e f1·on1 Apol. 26 D, 
that Anaxagords did not teach 

what is there falsely ascribed to 
Socrates.-

1 Phmdr. 267 A; cf. Gorg. 456 
A sqq. ; 455 A (vide supra 483). 
There is a similar staten1ent of an 
anonymous writer concerning Pro
dicus and Hi ppias in Spengel, ~u11a7. 
TEXV. 213 ( Hhet. Gr. v. \Valz. vii. 
9), but \Velcker, l. c. 450, justly 
attaches no importance to it. 

2 Spengel, l. c. 22-39. 
3 Cf. for the follmving remarks, 

Lersch, Die Sprachphilo.sophie der 
Alten, i. 15 sqq.; Alberti, IJie 
Sprachphilosoyhie von Platon (Phi
Iologus xi. 1856, p. 681 sqq.), 
699 sq. 

4 Vide, concern1ng Protagoras, 
Frei, 120 sqq. ; Spengel, 40 sqq. ; 
Schanz, 141 sq. 

5 Arist. l?het. iii. 5, 1407 b, 6. 
He remarks on this subject that 
language treats as masculine many 
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verbs, 1 the different kinds of propositions; 2 he also gave 
instruction concerning the right use of language. 3 

Prodicus is famous for his distinctions between "\Vords of 
similar meaning, which he taught for large fees in one 
of his lectures ;4 the satire which Plato pours forth upon 
this discovery 5 seems to show that his distinctions and 

things that should really be fen1i
nine (Id. Soph. El. c. 14, and re
peated by Al.ex. ad h. lp Schol. 308 
a, 32; vide sitpra, 467, 3) ; Arjs
tophanes, who, in his Gloncls, 
transfers this and much besides 
from Protagoras to Socrates, makes 
it the occasion of many pleasant
ries, v. 651 sqg. 

l I 6 D" . 0 µep"f/ XP vou, iog. ix. 5~. 
2' ')/ J6 euxwi\'Y], epwT'Y}<J'LS, a:rr Kpuns, 

~vTuA.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, forenBic, and so forth), Spengel 
conjectures (p. 44-) that it has re
ference, not to the grammati.ral 
form of sentences. but to the rhe
torical character of the discourses 
and their parts; that it primarily~ 
however, refers to grammar is clear 
from thestatement(Arist. Poet. c.19, 
1456 b, 15) tha~Protagoras blamed 
Homer because he did not com-
1nence the Iliad with a command 
to the inuse instead of a pra.yer in 
the words µf}vtv lfetoe. 

3 Plato, Pluedr. 26 7 C : IlpwTa-
' ~\ ~ ....... I ' '>' I 7opeta uE, @ ~wllpa7ES, OUll ?]V µevTOL ... , ,, ,

0 8 
, , , ~ 

'TOLaVT aTTa ;- p OE7T'eLa '}'E TLS, w 
, ..... \ ,, "\.j\ "). ' \ I Cf '!(at, Kai a" a 7ro'A."a JCaL li.p,'l\a. • 

Crat. 391 c: Otoa~aL (J'E T1Jv ope&-
' ""' I (' f T?}Ta 7rEpL TWV TOLOVTWV ovoµaTa, 

generally speaking, language) ~v 
,.., e ' n ' T;" Eµa E: 7rapa pwTa-yopou. ..c rom 
these passages (to which Prot. 339 
a, Piut. Per. c. 36, might be added), 
and from Aristotle, l. c., it has 

been reasonably inferred that Pro
tagoras, in his discussions, was ac
customed to make use of the ex
pressions ope'?>s, op80T'Y]S. On the 
other hand, ap The1nist. Or. xxiii. 
289 D, op8oe7rEta. and op8op(Yll,UO(J'VV1] 
are not (as Lers"h ~upposes, p. 18) 
aRcribed to Protagoras, but to Pro· 
dicus. 

4 The fifty-drachma course, 
7rEpl ovoµaTWV opeOT'Y}TO~, .. Nhich has 
already been menti::med, p. 418, 1. 
I feel myself obliged, on account 
of the passage in Plato's Euthy
denuts, 277 E, to agree with 
\Velcker (p. 453) and most writers 
tbat the subject of this course was 
not the question whether speech is 
<f>v<TEJ- or voµcp, but concerning the 
right use of words and the dif
ferences between apparently equi
valent expressions. The otatpe'iv 
7rEpl ovo,uaTWil, Gharrnid. 163 D, at 
any rate, can only relate to these 
verbal distinctions; and if Prodicus 
founded his rules upon the san1e 
i:;trlten1ent that Plato, Grat. 383 A, 
ascribes to Cratylus: ov6µaTOS op86-
T'Y/Ta eivai eKa<TTlfJ Twv uvTwv cpvcrfl 
7rEcf>VJw'iav, we should have to seek 
the chief content of this course 
(which e-vidently en1braced the 
quint.essence of Prodicus's whole 
linguistic ~c1enee) in the otcdpecrts 
OVoµ.aTWJI. 

5 Cf. in regard to this know
lrdge of words, without which he 
(\V elcker, 454) ' never speaks, and 
is hardly ev-er nlentioned in the 
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d~finitions ';vere set forth 'vith a good deal of self-eom
placency, and no doubt very often in an ill-timed 
manne:ro Hippias too gave rules for the treatment of 
speecb,1 but tbey 'vere probably limited to metre and 
euphony.. The discourses of Protagoras, judging fro1n 

Plato's representations, besides their general clearness. 
and simplicity of expression, appear to have l>een charac
terised by a &nave dignity, an ease and copiousness of 
language, and a delicate poetical colouring, althougl~ 
they were not u.nfreqnently too long. 2 Prod:icus, if 've 
may trust the narrative of Xenophon,3 inade use of 
choicer language, in "\vhich the subtle distinctions of 
words we:re carefully attended to; but 'vhich fxom all 
accounts "\Vas not very forcible, nor free from the errors 
for 'vhich Plato censures it. Hippia~ does not seem 
to have disdained pompous display in his expo~itions; 
Plato at any rate, in the short example which he gives,4 

represents him as full of extra:vagant bomba,st and 

Platonic dialogues,' Prot. 337 A, 
339 E; .Bfeno, 76 E; Grat. 384 B; 
Eutliyd. 277 E; cf. Chann. 163 A 1 

D; Laeli. 197 D. The first of these 
passages~ esprci<-llly, caricatures 
the manner of the Sophists with 
the n1ost humourous exaggeration. 
Cf. ArisL I'op. ii. 6, 112 b, 22 ; 
Prantl, Gfseli. d. Lo.q. i. 16. 

l 7rEpl pufJµ.wv Ketl apµ<>VtWV Kal 
'J'papjµ.&.rrwv opfMTTJ'T"OS. Plato, I-Iipp. 
~fin. 368 D : ?r. -ypaµ1.uJ,rrwv ovvcf-

' fJ"' \ t D ~ \ µEWS Ka.£ <J'vA.A.a. WP Kat pvvJ-tW 11 Ka' 

apµ.ovu2v, Hipp. Maj. 285 C. From 
Xen. Mern. iY·. 4, 7, nothing can be 
inf erred. \Vhat Mahly, l. c. xvi. 
39, AlbP-rti, l. c. 701 1 and others 
find in the passage is mnch too far
fetched. The question is sirnply 
this-' Of how many letters, and 

of vvhat krnd of letteJ.?s, does the· 
word Socrates consist? ' 

2 The <rEpi11'5TTJS of his exposi
tion is noticed by Philostr. V. Sffplt. 
i. 10, end, no- doubt, howe,~er, only 
after Plato; and its Kvptoi\E;£a. by 
Hermia~ in Pkmdr. 192. Accord
ing to the fragment in Plut. Con~ol. 
rtd Apoll. 33:r he used hjs :n.ati ve 
dia1Pct, l:ike D~mocritus.,, Herodotus 
and Hippocrates. 

3 That we are justified in doing 
so, though the representation of 
Xenophon is not lrteraUy true 
(J.-Yfeni. ii. 1, 34-), is shown by Spen
ge1, 57 sq. 

4 Prot. 337 C sqq. ; ef. Hipp. 
.il!J._1j. 286 A. Wjth this exceptionv 
neither of thP dialogues called Hip
pias contains runy of this mimicry~ 
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redundant metaphors. That he should seek to impart 
a special charm to bis discourses, through the multi
fariousness of their subject ... matter and contents, might 
be expected from a man of such varied learning, and 
so vain of the many-sidedness of his knO"wledge ; and 
so much the more value must he have set upon his 
art of inemory, especially as a help in his rhetorical 
orationso1 Gorgias, ho-\vever, of all the Sophists at
tained the greatest renown,2 and exercised the most 
important influence on Greek~ style. He vvas both 
witty and intellectual, and managed to transplant vvith 
brilliant success the rich ornamental imagery, the play 
upon "\Vords and thoughts, of the Sicilian oratory into 
Greece proper. At the same time it is in him and 
his school that the "\veak side of this rhetoric is most 
clearly apparent. 1.,he adroitness with "\Vhich Gorgias 
could adapt his lectures to particular objects and cir
cumstances, and pass from jest to earnest, and vice versa, 
as occasion required it, could impart a new charm to 
"\Vhat "\Vas already admitted, and soften down \vhat was 
startling, in unfamiliar statements,3-the adornments 
and brilliancy "\Vhich he gave to language through un-

1 As to this art, as well as the 
varied learning of Hippi:-ls, cf. p. 
422, 2 ; on the art of men1ory in 
particular, cf. Mahly, xvi. 40 sq. 

2 Vide p. 413 sq. The charac
ter of the eloquence of Gorgias is 
examined by Geel, 62 sqq., and. 
more thoroughly by Schonborn, 
De Au,th. Declaniat. Gorg. 15 sqq.; 
Spengel, 63 sqq., and Foss, 50 sqq. 

3 Plato says in the Phmdrus 
(supra, 490, 3) of him and Tis1as: 

I >' ' .!.. \ \ 
"r'O:. TE a.v uµtKpa. µ.eyo.A.a Km Ta 

I \ I 8 " 5:'\ 
JLE'}'aAct <:rµtKpct cpaWEfJ" CU 'lrOLOV<TL uJ.a 

e.J_ I f ~ I f pccµrrv A.07ov, 1Catvc:t. ·r<: c;r,pxm~!> Ta. 
T, b.1v.:vrla 1Cawws ; Arist., llliet. iii. 
18, 1419 b, 3, quotes from hin1 
this rule : oEl:v 7·hv µ~v 0-7rovo-h11 
5:' I'.\ I " ' I I 
uw.<f>oHpELV TWV EVaVT&WV 'YEAWTL, 

TOP OE 'YE/\.wra 0-7rovoji; aucl accord
ing to Dionysius (vide sttpra, 485, 
1) he was the first who wrote upon 
the necessity of the orator's be
stowing attention on the circum
stances of the ca,se (1repl Ka.tpou), 
though in the opinion of his critic, 
he did not handla the matter satis
fa.ctorily. 
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expected and emphatic applications, through elevated 
and almost poetical expression, through elegant figures 
of speech, rhythmical construction,1 and symmetrically 
connected propositions,---all this is acknowledged even 

1 Arist. Rhet. iii. 1, 1404 a, 25: 
7rOL'l]Ttl(h 7rpWT1J ~J'EVETO 7, 7\.e~Ls~ 
o'fov ,,, rop'}'foU. Dionys. Ep. ad 
R 'j_ f ' A omp. 764 : Tu11 b71w11 'T'YJS 1r'OL'YJ'TLIC'YJS 
7rapaa'KEv1,s. JJe Vi die. JJem. 963:: 
0ovKvOLO<>V Kcd rop'}'fov rnv µeyal\.o-
7rpe-irELav Kal a'Ef.J.VO'T'f}Ta Kat KaA .. 
7\.1.A.u-ylav. Cf. ibid. 968; Ep. ad 
Pomp. 762 ; Diodor. xii. 53, when 
Gorgias came to Athens: 'Tcp ~evl
(ovri r1}s A.e~Ews ~~~7rA.r;~e rovs 
'A811valovs (simiiarly Dion. Ju,d. de 
L ) .... ' , l ys. 458 • • . 7rp(J:]T0S 7ap EXp'YJ-
<JaTO r?js A.E~Ews· <rxr;µaTL<rµof:s 
11'Ept.TTGTf pOLS Kal 'Tfi cptAOTEXVLCf 

I ., 8' \ ' I otacpepoi1a'LV, avrt erots KaL icro1tw ... 
' , \ t "). ' 7'.0LS KaL 7rapta'OLS KCl..L oµoLO'TEt\.EV'TOLS 

/ < I I t<. I 
Ka~ Tl<JLV erepots 'TDlOV'fOLS, a 'TOTE 
µf:v liLa ro ~evov 'T?js Kara<TKEu1/s 
a7roaox1Js .Y,~wv-ro, vvv oe 7rEptep7lav 
.,, '!:' .... \ I '"!I. 
EXELV uOKEL KCJ.£ cpcx.LVETat Ka.Ta7€1"a-

' \ 6 DI 0'70V 7rl\.eova«ts Km Kara.IC pws 'Ttue-
f.J.EVOV. Philostr. 17 ... SopliA i. 9, 1 
(cf. Ep. 73 [13], 3): l>pµ?js Te -yap 
-ro'is uocf>ta'ra'Ls ~p~E Kal 7rapaao~o
AO')'las Kal 7rVEVµaros Kal 'TOU 'TCt 

' /'). c ' ' µE7aA.a f.J.E'f'aACIJS epµr;vevuv, a11"0-

ffTa<J'ew11 TE (the emphatic interrup
tion by the commencement of a 
new proposition. v-ride Frei, Rh. 
.... Wu,s. 53-1: sqq.) Kcd 7rpo<Jfjof...wv (no 
doubt, of a limited kjnd, vide Foss, 
52) ucp' ;I,v 0 i\O'}'OS 1;al(!,v Ea.VTOU 
7lverai Kal cro$apdJrfpos, on which 
accountPhilostratus compares him, 
in an exaggerated manner, with 
1:Eschyl us. As figures of speech 
which Gorgias invented, i.e., which 
he was the first to use consciously 
and dPsignedly, there are especially 
mentioned 1rctpia'a or 7rapia'clJ<J'Et~ 
(paria paribits adjuncta, the repe-

tition of the same expressions, the 
equality of syntactic construction 
and of the n1embers in two sen
tences); 7rap6µata or 7iapoµoiwa-eis 
(a play upon words of similar 
sound, oµoWTEAEVTa. and oµow1ed
Tf1.pKra), and an ti theses, cf. Cic. 
Orat. 12, 38 sq., 52, 17 5, 49, 165 ; 
Dionys. Ep. ii. ad Amm. p. 792, 
808; Jud. de Tkuc. 869; De Vi 
die. Dem. 963, 1014, 1033; Arist. 
Rliet. iii. 9, 1410 a, 22 sqq. The 
figures mentioned by Diodorus are 
included in these ; tt7ro<J'-rdcrELS and 
7rpoa'{3oA.al, named by Philostratus, 
werP perhaips employed by Gorgias 
without giving any express rules 
concerning th e:m : in no case can 
we argue from Arist. l. c. that he 
·was unacquainted with them ; for 
Aristotle is then speaking only of 
figures which arise out of the re
lation of the parts of the sentence. 
In the sharply pointed antitheses 
and propositions of equal members, 
rhythm was directly involved, as 
Cicero observes, loc. cit. Similar 
art$ are ascribed to Polus by 
Plato, Phmdr. 267 C: ,,a, o~ Ilwi\ov 
7rf:JS cppaa'OµEV aV µo?J<J'Etf:J., A.6'}'WV', 
ws Ot7rAatJ'WAO'}'lav 1cal 7vwµo'A.OJ'LO.JJ 

\ ' "i I ' f Kat. Et1'0V01>.G'}'tav, ovoµ,arwv re Aucuµ-
' ~- ' ' '5:- ,l. \ PELWV a EKEL'11Cf.J Euwp-11<J'aTO 7rp05' 
I ' f ( h 7rotri<nv EV€7T'Eta!? on t e passage 

itself, the text of which appears to 
be somewhat mutilated, and Li
cymnius. the rhetorician, inentionecl 
in it, vide Spengel, 84 sqq. and 
Schanz, p. 134 sq.). To this be~ 
longs what is said in the Phcedr. 
267 A of Evenus. 



THE SOPHISTS. 

by those who, in other respects, are not too favourable in 
their judgment of him.. But at the same time later 
critics unanimously agree that he and his pupils, in 
a,pplying these expedients, far exceeded the limits of 
.g·ood taste.. Their expositions were overladen with 
unusual expressions, with tropes and metaphors,1 with 
pompous epithets and synonyms, with cunningly turned 
antitheses, with plays upon words and sounds ; their 
style moved with fatiguing symmetry in short propo
sitions consisting of two members; the thoughts bore 
i10 propGrtion to the expenditure of rhetorical devices, 
and the whole system· could only produce, upon the 
purer taste of a subsequent period, the impression of 
frigidity and affectation.2 Thrasymachus introduced 
a better methodo Theophrastus praises him 3 for having 

i For this reason AristGtle says 
·of Alcidam.as ( Rhet. iii. 3, 1406 a, 
18), that epithets with him were 
not a seasoning of speech, 1]outrµa, 
but the principal fare ( ~OEfiµ.a ). 

2 Abundant authority for what 
is said above is to be found, not· 
i0nly in. the fragment from the 
funeral oration of Gorgias, but 
ii n the unequalled imitation of 
Gorgi.as'-s rhetoric, S,yrnp~ 194 E 
sqq.; cf. 198 B sqq., and in the 
ordinary judgments of the ancjents 
oased -0n examples; see the quota
tions on p. 498, l ; also in Plato, 
Phmdr~ 2'67 A, C; Gorg. 467 B, 
448 C ( ef. the Scholia in Spengel, 
p. 87); Xenoph. Conv. 2, 26; 
Arist. Rket. iii. 3 (the wh01e chap
ter); Id. Rket. ii. 19, 24, 1392 b, 
8, 1402 a, 10; Etk. N. vi. 4, 1140 
:a, 19, concerning Agathon (the 
fragment-s of whose writin.gs ap. 
Athen. v. 185 a, 211 c, xiii .. Q84 a); 
Dionys. Jud. de Lys. 458; Jud. de 

Jsu;o, 625; De Vi Die. in IJem. 963, 
1G33; Longin. 'If. vi[;. c. 3, 2 ; 
Hermog. 7r. lO. ii. 9 ; Rhet. Gr. iii. 
362 (ii. 398 Speng.) ; Planud. in 
Hermog. ibid. v. 444, 446, 499, 
514 sq. ; Demetr. De Interpret. c. 
12, 15, 29; ibid, ix. 8, lO, 18 (iii. 
263, 264, 268 Sp.); Doxopater, in 
Aphth. ibid. ii. 32, 240 ; Joseph. 
Rhaeendyt. Synops. c 15; ibid. iii. 
.562, 521 ; Jo. Sirel. in Hermog.; 
ibid. vi. 197 ; Su.id. ropy. ; Synes. 
Ep. 82, 133 Tl 'fl:uxp~JJI Kal rop7Lct.LOV, 
Quintil. ix. 3, 74; cf. also the 
apophthegms in Plut. Aud. Po. c. 
i. p. 15 (Glor. Ath. c. 5); Cimon, 
c. I 0 ; Mul. Virt. i. p. 242 E ; 
Qu. Conv. viii. 7, 2, 4, and what 
Alex. Top. 209 (Schol. 287, 6, 
16) quotes from Lyc0phron; and 
Philostr. Ep. 73, 3, from JEschi-
nes. 

3 Ap. Dionys. Jud. Lys. 464; 
De Vi Die. Lys. 958. Dion even 
regards Lysias as the first who 
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been the first to adopt the mjddle 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. Dionysins 
also 1 allows that his exposition had this merit; and 
we see from other accounts that he enriched the art of 
rhetoric with well-considered rules for working on the 
minds and emotions of the audience, 2 and with dis
cussions on the formation of sentences,3 rhythm,4 and 
external action 5 and delivery. Nevertheless "\Ve cannot 
say that Plato 6 and Aristotle 7 are in the ·wrong when 
they accuse him even here of a want of solidity and 
thoroughness. With him, as "\Yith the other Sophi&ts, 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 mi<ldle kind of 
oratory; but Spengel, 94 sq. and 
Hermann, De Thrasym. 10, rightly 
follow 'fheophrastus. 

1 Loe. cit., and J1td. de Jsmo, 627. 
Dionysius, however, observes that 
the exposition of Thrasym. only 
partially answered to his design, 
and Cicero, Orat. 12, 39, censures 
his small verse-like sentences. A 
considerable fragment of Thrasy
machus is given by Dionysius, De 
Demosth. loc. cit., and a smaller 
fragment by Clemens, Strom. vi. 
624 c. 

2 Plato, Phmdr. 267 0. Con
cerning his lfEA.Eot, vide supra, p. 
485, 1. 

3 Suid. sub 1Joc. 7rpwTos 7rEpfooo11 
' .... '~ t KctL l<.WAOV KaT€UELr;E. 

4 Arist. Rhet. iii. 1, 1409 a, 1 ; 
Cic. Orator, 52, 17 5; Quintil, ixa 
4, 87. 

5 Arist. Rhet. iii. 1, 1404 a, 13. 
6 Phmdr. 267 C, 269 A, D, 

271 A. 
7 Arist. Rhet. iii. 1, 1354 a, 11 

sqq., where Thrasymachus is not 
indeed named, but is certainly in
cluded in Aristotle's general re
marks on his predecessors ; the 
morA so, as he speaks expressly of 
those arts in which the peculiar 
strength of Thrasymachus lay-e.g. 
0Lct/3ol\~, op71,, ~A.Eos, &c., as Spengel 
justly observes. 
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and renounced science which is concerned with this 
truth, the only end that remains for its instruction is a 
formal versatility to which it can give neither scientific 
foundation, nor a higher in oral significance. 

6. The value ancl historical i1nportance of the BJophistic 
Doctrine. The various tendenqies includecl 1: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, "\Vere called Sophists .. 
How are we justified in selecting certain individuals 
from the number, and describing them exclusively as 
Sophists, in contradistinction from all the rest, or in 
speaking of their teaching as a definite doctrine or 
tendency of mind, while in point of fact there were no 
definite tenets or methods which all who "\Vere called 
Sophists recognised as their ovvn? This difficulty bas 
been much insisted on in modern times, as is well 
kno,vn, by Grote .. 1 The Sophists, he says, were not 
a school, but a class, in "\Vhose members the most 
various opinions and ,characters were represented; and 
if a:q Athenian at the time of the Peloponnesian War 
had been asked coneerning the most farnous Sophists 
of bis native city, he would unquestionably have men
tioned Socrates in the foremost rank.. From this 
the immediate inference is merely that the name of 
Sophist has acquired in our language a narrower 

1 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 epoch, 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 individual differences 
among these men, we are nevertheless justified in re
garding them collectively as the representatives of the 
same form of culture. 

What judgment then are we to pronounce respect-
VOL. II. KK 
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ing the value, character, and historical importance of 
this phenomenon? 

If we take into account all the strange and per
verted notions attaching to Sophistic culture and teach
ing., we might be jnclined to adopt the view which was 
formerly quite universal, and which even in modern 
times 1 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 development.2 The unbounded 

1 e.g. Schleiermacher, Gesch. 
d. Phil. 70 sqq. ; Brandis, i. 516; 
but especially Ritter, i. 57 5 sqq., 
628 (preface to the 2nd edition, 
xiv. sqq.); am.d Baumhauer, in 
the treatise mentioned p. 394, 1. 
Similarly Waddington, Seances et 
Travaux de l' A.cad. <les Sciences 
Morales, CV. (1876) 105. Brandis, 
Gesch. d. Entw. i. 217 sq., is less 
severe in his judgment of the 
Sophists. 

2 Meiners, Gesch. d. Wissenseh. 
ii. 17 5 sqq., had .already recognised 
the services of the Sophists in the 
spread of culture and knowledge; 
but Hegel ( Gesck d. Phil. ii. 3 
sq~.) was the first tQ pave the way 

for a deeper comprehension of their 
doctrine and its historical position; 
these discussions were completed 
by Hermann (vide supra, p. 394, l) 
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. Phil. s. 
Kant, i. 144 sq.; Schwegler, Gesck. 
d. Phil.. 21 sq. (and for a somewhat 
m.ore unfavourable view, Grieck. 
Phil. 84 sq.) ; Haym, Allg. Encycl. 
Sect. iii. B, xxiv. 39 sq.; U eberweg, 
Gritndr. 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 vain pseudo-philosophers in the manner once 
usual.. For whatever may be said of the evil of a 
degenerate period which found its truest expression 
in the Sophists, just because of its own shallowness 
and want of fixed opinions ; whoever in any period of 
history, even the most corrupt, utters the watchword 
of the time, and takes the lead in its spiritual move
ment, we may perhaps consider as wicked, but in no 
case as unimportant. But the period which admired 
the Sophists was not merely a period of degeneracy 
and decline, it was also a period of a higher culture, 
unique in its kind-the period of Pericles and Thucy
dides, of Sophocles and Pheidias, of Euripides and 
Aristophanes ; and those who sought out the Sophistic 
leaders and made use of them for their o;vn purposes 
were not the worst and most insignificant of that gen
eration, but t:he great and noble of the first rank.. If 
these Sophists had had nothing to communicate but a 
deceptive show of wisdom, and an empty rhetoric, they 
would never have exerted this influence upon their 
epoch, nor have brought about this great revolution in 
the Greek mind and mode of thought; the grave and 
highly cultured intellect of a Pericles would hardly 

Sophists js taken still more de- Versiwh einer sittlichen Wurdigung 
cidedly, but with somewhat of the d. Sophist. Redekunst (Stade, 1873), 
partiality of apologists, by Grote agrees with Grote, but throws no 
and Lewes in the works to which new light on the matter. 
we hare so often referred. Bethe, 

K :K 2 
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have taken pleasure in their society, a Euripides would 
not have valued it, a Thucydides would not have sought 
instruction from them, a Socrates would not have sent 
them pupils : even over the degenerate but gifted con
temporaries of these great men their power of attraction 
could scarcely have been permanent.. Whatever it may 
have been on 'vhich the charm of the Sophistic instruc
tion and lectures depended, we may justly infer from 
these considerations that it was something new and 
important, at least for that period .. 

In what it more particularly consisted we shall see 
from our present discussions. The Sophists are the 
' Illuminato~s ' of their time, the Ency;clopredists 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 we 
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 dev.otion 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 r~etoric is 
calculated for display, and is employed in the cause of 



THEIR PLACE IN HISTORY. 501 

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 tovvards 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 
~ef universally valid moral laws; if Prodicus praised 
virtue in elaquent words, his whole appearance is too 
1clo.sely allied with that of a Protagoras, a Gorgias and 
a Hippias, to allo\v 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.1 In others, like Thrasymachus, Euthy-

1 Sueh -was the opinion I ex- scepticism, Protagoras by his treat
pressed eonee:rning Prodicus in the ment of rhetoric, and Hippias by 
first edition of this work, p. 263, his distinction between positive and 
and even after W elcker's counter natural law. These men may all 
observations, Klein. Sehr. ii. 528 in a certain sense be regarded as 
sqq. 9 I eannot depart from it. I the precursors of Socrates, and the 
am far from er.editing Prodicus importance of Protagoras and Gor
with all that ordinary opinion has gias is, in this respect, far greater 
indiscrimjnately ascribed to the than that of Prodicus. For they 
Sophists9 or with ~'hat is really anticipated him in the attempt to 
l'eprehensible in 1na11y of them, found a class of teachers who 
nor do I deny his affinity and re- should work, by instruction, upon 
lation to Socrates. But nejther do the moral improvement of man 
we find in Prota.go!'as, Gorgias, (Welcker, 535); the content of their 
and Hippias all th€ faults and moral theory, as has been already 
one-sidedness of Sophisticisn1 ; t bey remarked, was in essential agree
too eoneeived virtue, the teachers ment with that of Prodicus, and 
of whieh they proclaimed them- with the prevailing opinions, and 
£elves to be, primarily according was not further removed from the 
to the usual acceptation, and new and peculjar theory of the 
the ld.ter theory of self-interest was Soeratic ethics than were the 
:not attributed to either of th.em; popular n1oral maxims of Prodicus. 
though Protagoras and Gorgias But in the treatment of this subject
prepared the way for it by theh~ ;natter, Gorgias, by his discussions 



502 THE SOPHISTS. 

demns, Dionysodorus, in the whole crowd of attendant 

concerning the dudes of particular 
classes of men, comes much nearer 
to a scientific definition than Pro
dicus with his universal and popular 
glorification of virtue ; and the 
n1ythus which Plato puts into the 
inouth of Protagoras, and the re
nutrks connected with it, on the 
teachableness of virtue, stand, in 
respect to the thoughts contained 
in them, far above the~ apologue 
of Prodfous. In regard to other 
achievements, the verbal djstinc
tions introduced, by the sage of 
Ceos, may certainly have had an 
influence on the Socratic method 
of detern1ining the concept: they 
may also have contributed not 
a little to the enquiries concern
ing the various meanings of words, 
·which subsequently becan1e so im
portant jn the Aristotelian meta
physics ; but jn the first place, 
Protagoras preceded Prodicus in 
this respect ; and secondly, these 
verbal distinctions, whieh Plato 
held cheaply enough, cannot be 
compared for their influence upon 
the later and especia'lly upon the 
Socratic science, with the dialectical 
discussions, and the discussions on 
the theory of knowledge, of Prota
gora-.; and Gorgias, which precisely 
through their sceptical results led 
up to the discrimination of essence 
from the sensible phenomenon, and 
to the introduction of a philosophy 
of concept ions. At the samA time, 
however, the limitation of the dis
cussions of Prodicus to -verbal ex
pression, and the exaggerated im
portance ascribed to this subject, 
f-lhow that we are here concerned 
'vith something that lay exclusively 
in the formal and one-sided rhe
torical direction. Further, in re
spect to the moral theory of Pro-

dicus, we must con~ede to W elcker 
that its Eudremonistie basis js no 
proof of its Sophistic character; 
but on the other hand, we must 
ren1ember that of the distinctive 
peculiarities of the Socratic ethics, 
of the great principle of self
knowledge, of the reduction of 
virtue to knowledge, of the de
rivation of moral prescripts from 
universal conceptions, we find in 
Prodicus not a trace. Lastly, 
what we know of his views .about 
the gods is quite in the spirit of 
the Sophistic culture. Aith0ugh 
therefore Prodicus may be called 
'the most innocent of the Sophists' 
(Spengei, 59), inasmuch as wie are 
acquainted with no principles of his 
dangerous to morality and science, 
it is not merely an external simi
larity, but also the internal affinity 
of his scientific character and pro
cedure with those of the Sophists, 
which makes me hold to the prece
dent of the ancient writers, who 
unanimously counted hin1 in the 
Sophistic ranks. (Vide supra, p. 
419, 3.) The disputing of m·oral 
pTinciples does not necessarily be
long to the conception of the So
phist, and even theoretical sceptic
ism is not inseparable from it, 
though both were included no 
doubt in the consequences of the 
Sophistic p0int of view: a Sophist 
is one who comes forward with the 
claim to be a teacher of wisdom, 
whereas he is notconcerned with the 
scientific investig-dition of the ob
ject, but only with the formal and 
practical culture of the subject ; 
and these characterjstics are ap
plicable even to Prodicus. Cf. 
with the foregoing remarks, Schanz, 
loo. cit. p. 41 sqq. 
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scholars and imitators, we see the one-sided narrow
nesses and exaggerations of the Sophistic stand-point 
exhibited in all their nakedness. We must not, how
ever, forget that these defects are only in the main 
the reverse side, the degradation of a movement 
that was both important and justifiable ; and that we 
equally fail to recognise the true character of the 
Sophists, or to do justice to their real services, whether 
we regard them merely as destroyers of the ancient 
Greek theory of life, or with Grote, as its representatives. 
The previous period had confined itself in its practical 
conduct to the moral and religious tradition, and in its 
science to the contemplation of nature; such at any 
rate was its predominant character, though isolated 
phenomena, as is always the case, announced and pre
pared the way for the later form of culture. Now people 
a woke to the consciousness that this is not sufficient, 
that nothing can be of real worth or value for a man that 
is not approved by his personal oon viction, or that has 
not attained a personal interest for him. In a word, 
the validity of the principle of subjectivity is asserted. 
Man loses bis 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, uRe all tbat offers for himself, be everywhere at 
home, discuss and decide everything. The demand for 
universal culture is aroused, and philosophy makes itself 
subservient to that, demand. But, because this road is 
opened for the first time, it is not so easy to find the way 
upon it; man has not yet discovered in himself the 
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point at which he must place himself, in order to see 
tl;ie 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 scientifi(l 
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 ; but instead of 
proceeding to seek for the internal grounds of obliga
tion in the nature of moral activities and relations, they 
are satisfied with the negative result, with the invalidity 
of existing laws, with the abandonment of traditional 
customs and opinions; and, as the positive side of this 
negation, there remains only the fortuitous action of 
the individual regulated by no law and no general prin
ciple-only caprice and personal advantage. Nor is it 
otherwise with the attitude adopted by the Sophists 
towards religion. That they doubted the gods of their 
nation and saw in them creations of the human mind 
will never be a repi-oach to them, nor should the histor
ical significance of this scepticism be lightly esteemed. 
They erred in not supplementing their denial with any 
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positive affirmation, in losing, with the belief· in gods, 
religion altogether. The Sophistic' Illumination' is cer
tainly therefore superficial and one-sided in its nature, 
an9. unscientific and dangerous in its results. But all 
that is trivial in our eyes Y\7as not trivial to the contem
poraries of the first Sophists, and everything that 
experience has since shown to be pernicious was not 
therefore a thing to be avoided from its commencement. 
The Sophistic movement is the fruit and the organ of 
the most complete revolution that had hitherto taken 
place in the thought and intellectual life of the Greeks. 
This nation stood on the threshold of a new period ; 
there opened before it a view into a previously un
known world of freedom and culture: can we wonder 
if it became giddy on the height so quickly climbed, if 
its self-confidence transcended the due limits; if man 
thought himself no longer bound by laws when he had 
once recognised their source in human will; and re
garded all things as subjective phenomena, because we 
see all things in the mirror of our own conscious
ness? The way of the old science had been lost, a 
new science had not yet been discovered ; the moral 
powers that existed could not prove their claim to 
authority, the higher. law within a man was not as 
yet acknowledged ; there was a straining to get beyond 
natural philosophy, natural religion, and a morality 
which was the natural growth of custom, but there '\Vas 
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 ih its general tendency, on account 
of its one-sidedness bore dangerous fruits for science 
and for lif e.1 But this one-sidedness 'vas 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 
~ubstances to the surface, but it was necessary that the 
Greek mind should pass through this fermentation 
before it attained the clarified stage of the Socratic 
wiRdom; and as the Germans would scarcely have .had a 
Kant without the 'A ufklarungsperiode,' so the Greeks 
'vould scarcely have had a S.ocrates and a Socratic phi
losophy without the Sophists. 

The relation of the Sophists to the previous philo
sophy was, on the one side, as we have already seen, hos
tile, inasmuch as they opposed themselves, not merely 
to its results, but to its whole tendency, and denied the 
possibility of any scientific knowledge whatever; at the 
same time, however, they made use of the points of 

1 That the Sophists were not differs from its own opinions and 
indeed the only, or the chief inclinations; the Sophists are 
cause, of the moral disorganisation merely persons who know how to 
which prevailed during the Pelo- manage the public adroitly, to 
ponnesian war; that the aberrations flatter its prejudices and wishes, 
of their Ethics were rather an evi- and to teach others the same art. 
dence than a reason of this dis- But there is no occasion therefore 
organisation, is evident and has to deny, as Grote does (viii. 508 
already been shown, p. 401 sq. sqq.), in oppoisition to the most 
Grote (Yii. 51 sq.; viii. 544 sq.) express statements of Thucydides 
appeals, with justice, to Plato's (iii. 82 sq. ; iii. 52), and the un
assertion (Rep. vi. 492 A sq.) : we equivocal testimony of history, that 
ought not to think that it is the in this period generally a disor
Sophjsts who corrupt youth, the ganisation of moral ideas, and a 
public itself is the greatest of all decline of political virtue and of 
Sophists, tolerating nothing that the regard for law, took place. 
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contact afforded them by the older philosophy ; 1 and 
founded their scepticism partly upon the physics of 
Hera~leitus, and partly upon the dialectical arguments 
of the Eleatics. But we are scarcely justified in recog
nising on this account Eleatic, as distinct from Prota
gorean, Sophists ; 2 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 Rhetoric
it makes little difference whether this result be deduced 
from Heracleitean or Eleatic presuppositions. Most of 
the Sophists, moreover, take no further account of this 
diversity of scientific starting-points, and trouble them
selves little about the origin of the sceptical arguments 
which they employ according as the need of them arises. 
It would be difficult to say in the case of several very 
important Sophists, e.g., Prodicus, Hippias, Thrasyma
chus, to which of the t'vo classes they belong. If to these 
classes be added the Atomistic doctrine, as a degenerate 
form of the Empedoclean and Anaxagorean physics,3 it 
has been already shown (p. 294 sqq.) that the Atomists 
do not belong to the Sophistic Schools ; and we should be 
unjust, moreover, to the Sophists, and ignore what is ne'v 
and characteristic in the movement, if we were to treat 
it merely as the deterioration of the previous pbilo-

1 Cf. p. 398 sq., 404 sqq. 
2 Schleiermacher, Gesr:k. d. 

PhiL 71 sq., defines this difference 
in the followjng hair-splitting, and 
we migfilt ,almost say, Sophistic 
formula: In Magna Grcecia, he says, 
Sophistic teaching was oo~Gcrocpla, 
in Ionia, universal knowledge, 
knowledge about appearance~ uocpo-

oo~[a (both words, however., mean 
exactly the same) ; Ritter, i. 589 
sq., Brandis and Hermann, vi de 
infra, Ast. Gesch. d. Pkil. 96 sq., 
had already drawn a distinction 
between the Ionian and Italian 
Sophists. 

3 Schleiermacher and Ritter, 
Zoe. cit. 
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sophy, or even as the deterioration of particular branches 
of that philosophy. The same may be said of Ritter's 
observation, that the later Pythagoreanism was likewise 
a kind of Sophistic doctrine. :F'inally, "\Vhen Hermann1 

distinguishes an Eleatic, Heracleitean and Abderite 
Sophisticism, and says the first is represented by Gorgias, 
the second by Euthydemus, the third by Protagoras, ··we 
may urge in reply that no clear result is obtained from 
the di vision of the leading Sophists into these three 
classes,. and that the division itself is not in agreement 
with historical fact. I<"or Protagoras bases his theory of 
knowledge, not on Atomistic, but exclusively on Hera
cleitean conceptions, and Euthyde1nus is distinguished 
from him, not by his adopting the theories of Heraclei
t us in greater purity, but on the contrary, by his sup
plementing them with certain propositions borrowed 
from the Eleatics. 2 Democritus and Protagoras certainly 

1 Zeitsohr.f Alterthumsw.1834, 
369 sq. cf. 295 sq. ; Plat. Phil. 
190, 299, 151 ; De Philos. Jon. 
.lEtatt. 1 7 ; cf. Petersen, Philol.
Histor. Stud. 36, who derives 
Protagoras from Heraclei tus and 
Democritus conjointly. 

2 Hermann urges in support of 
his theory that Democritus, like 
Protagoras, declared the phenome
nal to be the true : we have already 
seen, however, p. 272 sq., that this 
is only an inference drawn by Aris
totle from his sensualistic teaching, 
but whjch Democritus himself was 
far from entertaining. Hermann 
further says that as Den1ocritus 
held that like was only known by 
_like, so Protagoras maintained that 
the knowing subject must be moved, 
as much as the thing known; 

whereas, according to Heracleitus, 
unlike is known by unlike. Her
mann, however, has here confounded 
two very different things. Theo
phrastus (vide supra, p. 89, 2) says 
of Heracleitus, that, like Anaxa
goras subsequently, he supposed 
in regard to the sense-perception 
(for to this only the proposition 
relates, and to this only it is re
ferred by Theophrastus : the reason 
external to us, the primitive fire, 
we know, according to Heracleitus, 
by means of the rational and fiery 
element within us) that contraries 
are known by contraries, warm by 
cold, &c. Protagoras is so far 
from contradicting this statement 
that he rather derives, with Hera
cleitits, the sense-perception from 
the encounter of opposite motions, 
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agree in the assertion, that the sensible qualities of 
things merely describe the manner in which things 
affect us ; but this agreement is rather to be explajned 
by the influence of Protagoras on Democritus, than by 
that of Democritus or Protagoraso1 Neither of these 
an active and a passive motion 
(vide sup. 445 sqq., cf. 88 sq.). On 
the other hand, that t.he knowing 
subject and the thing known must 
equally be mov.ed, was not only 
admitted by Heracleitus, but he 
was the first among the ancient 
physicists to assert it, and Prota
goras borrowed the statement, as 
we have shown, l. o., according to 
Plato and others, from him alone. 
Lastly it is said that Cratylus the 
Heracleitean, maintains, in Plato, 
the direct contra;ry of Protagoras's 
theorem; this I cannot find; it 
rather seems to me that the &tate
m ents that language is the work of 
the maker of names, that all names 
are equally true and that one can
not utter anything false ( C1·at. 429 
B, D), are entirely in harmony with 
the standpoint of Protagoras, and 
when Pi'oclus (in Grat. 41) opposes 
to Euthydemus's theorem that' all 
is at the same time true to all,' the 
famous Protagorean proposition, I 
can see no great difference between 
them. Cf. the proofs given, p. 456 
sq. Moreover, as all our authori
ties, and Plato himself, derive the 
Protagorean theory of knowledge 
primarily from the physics of 
Heracleitus, and as no trace of an 
Atomistic doctrine is discernible in 
Pl'0tagoras, and even the possibility 
of such a doctrine is excluded by 
his theory, histo.ry must abide by 
the usual opinion concerning the 
relation of Protagoras to Heraclei
t us. This judgment is endorsed 
by Frei, Qua3st. Prot. l 05 sqq. ; 

RheinA Mus. viii. 273, &c. When 
Vitringa, IJe Prot. 188 sqq. urges 
in favour of Protagoras's connection 
with Democritus, that Democritus 
(like Protagoras, vide supra, p. 41.15 
sq.) ma,intained a motion without 
beginning, a doing and a suffering, 
he relies on points of comparison 
that are much too indefinite: the 
question is, whether we are to 
derive a theory which starts from 
the presupposition that there is no 
unchangeable Being, from a system 
which is based upon this very 
theorem; or from another system 
which denies all change of original 
Being: from Democritus in fact, 
:rather than Heracleitus. What 
Vitringa further adduces has little 
weight. 

1 Lange, Gesoh. d. Mater. i. 
131 sq., is indeed of opinion that 
the subjective tendency of Pro
tagoras in his theory of knowledge, 
the cancelling of sensible qualities 
in subjective impressions, cannot be 
explained from Heracleitus alone ; 
and that the v6µr.p "'f7'.VJC~, &c. of 
Democritus forms the natural tran
sition from Physics to Sophisticism. 
In case, therefore, Protagoras was 
really twenty years older than De
mocritus, we must suppose that, 
having been originally merely an 
orator and a teacher of politics, he 
subsequently formed his system 
under the influence of Democritus. 
But it is not easy to see why the 
assertion of the philosophers (so 
often repeated from Heracleitus 
and Parmenides onwards) that the 
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classifications, therefore, appears either true or satis
factory. 

Nor do the internal differences between individual 
Sophists seem important enough to constitute a basis 
for the theory of separate schools. When, for instance, 
senses are untrustworthy-was not 
sufficient to lead Protagoras to the 
conclusion that since it is through 
the senses alone we have any know
ledge of things, if they are untrust
worthy, we can know absolutely 
nothing, and why Heracleitus's 
statement that everything per
ceptible to sense is only a passing 
phenomenon, and what the senses 
tell us is merely deJusive appear
ance (vide p. 88), might not have 
caused him (Protagoras) to adopt 
the theory which J:>lato and Sextus 
ascribe to him (cf. p. 445 sq.). It 
was only necessary that, on the one 
hand. Heraclei tus' s propositions of 
the flux of all things, and of the 
opposite course of motions, should 
have been expressly applied to the 
question concerning the origin of 
pPrceptions, in order to explain the 
untrustworthiness of perceptions 
already maintained by Heracleitus ; 
and that on the other hand, rational 
perception, in which Heracleitus 
found truth, should have been over
looked (cf. pp. 113, 114 ). But this 
latter must have occurred (as Lange 
himself remarks) even with the doc
trine of Democritus, if a scepticism 
like that of Protagoras was to re
sult from it; and in the former 
case, Heracleitus alone could have 
furnishe the presupposHions with 
which Protagoras is actually con
nected: whereas, as has been al
ready shown, it is impossible to 
deduce his theory, as represented 
to us in history, from the A to
mistic philosophy. The philo-

sopher who sees in bodies com
binations of unchangeable sub
stances, may complain of the 
senses because they do not show 
us these fundamental constituents 
of bodies, and consequently make 
the Becoming and Decay of the 
composite appear as an absolute 
Becoming and Decay; but he can
not complain of them, as Protago
ras did, because nothing permanent, 
speaking generally, corresponds 
with the phenomena which they 
show us, and because the objects 
perceived only exist in the moment 
of perception. The only thing in 
which Protagoras reminds us of 
Democritus is the proposition (p. 
448, I), that things are white, 
warm, hard, &c., only in so far and 
for so long as our senses are af
fected by them. This has, no 
doubt, a similarity with the state
ment attributed by Theophrastus 
(sitp. p. 231, 3) to Democritus (in 
the voµcp 7A.V1cv, &c., p. 219, 3, it is 
not as yet to be found); rrwv ltA.i\wv 
alcrO'l'}rrwv (besides wejght, hard
ness, &c.) OV3EVOS ElVaL cj>V<fLV, a°A.i\Ct 

' 'O " ' 0 ' ' 1favrra 'Ira 1J TTJS aiu 'l]crews ai\i\otov-
µev1Js. But if Democritus really 
said this, and it was not merely a 
comment of Theophrastus on some 
utterance of his, and if his coin
cidence with Protagoras is not 
merely fortuitous, it is still a 
question which of these men first 
asserted the proposition. In favour 
of Protagoras, there is the fact 
that he was not onl v much older 
than Democritus, but that Demo-
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Wendt1 divides the Sophists into those who came for
'vard chiefly as orators, and those who were more espe
cially known as teachers of wisdom and virtue, we can 
see by the use of the word ' more.' how uncertain such a 
division must be; and if we try to apportion the known 
historical names to the two classes, we immediately fall 
into confusion.2 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 po-\ver, 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 Lange, the relation of age be
tween the two is beyond a doubt. 
It is also very improbable that 
Protagoras only arrived at his 
sceptical theory, and his doctrine, 
Man is the measure of all things,' 

several years after his first ap
pearance as a teacher ; for this 
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 practical sphere. 

1 Wendt, Zu Tennemann, i. 467. 
Similarly Tennemann himself, l. e., 
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, 
Eztthyd. 271 D sq., 273 0 sq. 

2 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, 
Oratylus, Prodicus, Hippias, Eu
thydemus. But Gorgias is also of 
importance as a teacher of virtue, 
especially because of his sceptical 
enquiries, and Protagoras, Prodicus, 
Euthydemus occupied themselves 
much in their instructions and 
their writings with rhetoric. 

3 Pkilos.Histor. Studien. 35 sqq. 
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as peculiar to Thrasymachus and Critias is common to 
them and to the majority of the Sophists, at any rate, of 
the later Sophists ; Protagoras and Gorgias also are 
close I y 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,1 like\vise, much may be urged. Brandis ob
serves that the Heracleitean Sophisticism of Protagoras 
and the Eleatic Sophisticism of Gorgias very soon be
came united in an extensive school, which branched off 
in different directions. A1nong these branches two classes 
are primarily distinguished : the dialectical sceptics and 
those who attacked morality and religion. Among the 
former, Brandis reckons Euthydemus, Dionysodorus an~ 
Lycophron; with the latter, Critias, Polus, Callicles, 
Thrasymachus, Diagoras. In addition to these, he 
mentions Hippias and Prodicus; 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 

1 Gr.-Rom. Phil. i. 523, 541, 543. 
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judge with certainty how tbey stood in respect to this 
matter ; even Brandis does not place Prodicus and 
Hippias in either of the t'vo categories. Vitringa 1 

names them with Protagoras and Gorgias as the beads 
of the four Sophistic schools "\vhich he assumes; he 
designates tbe school of Protagoras as sensualistic, that 
of Prodicus as ethical, that of Hippias as phJsical, that 
of Gorgias as politico-rhetorical ; bnt in this "\vay we 
do not obtain a true representation of the individua1 
character and mutual relation of these men; 2· nor 
<loes history give us any warrant for dividing all the· 
Sophists with whom we are acquainted, even if it 
were possible to do so, into the four schools just men
tioned.3 

1 De Sophistarum sclwlis qum writings wore of n,n historical and 
Soc'ratis cetate Athenis fioruer1tnt, rnoral nature. Lastly. if Gorgias. 
Mnemosyne, ii. (1853) 223-237. at a later period, professed to ttiach 

2 Vitringa calls the doctrine of rht-toric only, we ~an not, in esti
Protagoras 'absolute sensualism;' mating his Rcientific char<1cter, 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- a In 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. e. 226) with this sen- were not exclusively allied with 
sualism in a very arbitrary manner; Protagoras, as has been a1ready 
moreover his rhetoric, which con- shown pp. 456, 457; and that Thra
stituted a chief part of his activity, symachus belonged to the Gorgian 
is in harmony with his scepticism, school there is no evidence to 
but not at all with sensualism. proYe. The character of his rhe
Prodicus, li}ewise, is not merely a toric (vide supra, p. 494) is against 
moralist, but also a rhetorician : the supposition. On the other 
in Plato his discussions on Ian- band, 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). 
be is a man of universal know- He is represented in Plato, Prot. 
ledge; indeed, it would seem that 315 D, as a hearPr of Gorgias, but 
the greater part of his speeches and that proves nothing. 

VOL. II. L L 
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If we possessed more of the writings of the Sophists, 
and had tradition informed us more perfectly as to their 
opinions, it might, however, have been possible to follow 
up the characteristics of the different schools somewhat 
further. But our accounts a~e very scanty, and indeed 
any fixed boundaries bet\veen 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 appear8 
far more in the ease with which it takes from the most 
various theories whatever may be useful for its tempo
rary purpose ; and for this reason it propagates itself 
not in separate and exclusive schools, but in a fre~r 

manner, by mental infection of different kinds. 1 Al
though therefore it may be true that one Sophist ar
rived at his results through the Eleatic presuppositions, 
and another through those of Heracleitus ; that one 

I 

gave the preference to Eristic disputat,jon, 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 enqujries; that one desired to 
be called a rhetorician, and another a teacher of virtue 
or a Sophist; and that the first Sophists transmitted in 
these respects their own characteristics to their scholars ; 
yet all these distinctions are fluctuating; they cannot 
be regarded as essentially different conceptions of the 
Sophistic principle, but only as separate manifestations 

1 As Brandis well observes. 
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of that principle according to individual tendency and 
temperament. 

There is more to be said for the division of the 
earlier Sophists from the later. Exhibitions like those 
'vhich Plato describes in so masterly a manner in the 
E 1uthydemus, are as far removed from the important 
personalities of a Protagoras and a GorgiaR 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, 
\vhich in the sequel justly gave so much offence, are 
alien to the Sophistic teacher8 of the first period. But 
we m.ust 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 argurnentation and rhetoric, as is the 
case here, everything will in the end be dependent on 
the caprice and advantage of the individual; and even 
scientific activity will be degraded frorn a striving after 
truth, concerned solely with its object, into an instru
ment for the satisfaction of self-interest and vanity. 
~rhe first authors of such a mode of thought generally 
hesitate to dra'N 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 antagonjstic 
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 rett1rn 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, a deeper basis for science and morality .. 
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ABA 

A_ BARIS, Hyperborean priPst of 
Apollo, Pytlrngorean legends 

of, i. 327, I; 339, n. 
Acusila'lts, cosmology of, i. 97 ; 

reckoned among the seven wise 
men, i. 119, I 

Adrastea, in Orphic cosn1ogonies, 
i. 100 sq . 

.!Esop, his date and writings, i. 115 

.!Ether, a divinity, according to 
Hesiod, i. 86 : and Epimenides, 
L 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, 1 

Agathon, ii. 415, n. 
Air, how regarded by Anaximan

der, i. 232, 241, 251 sq., 256, 
258; by Anaximenes, i. 267 sqq.; 
by Hippo and Idreus, 284; by 
Diogenes, 288 ~q.; by the Pytha
goreans, 436, 467; by Xen0-
phanes, 565 sq., 578 ; by Parme
nides, 599; by Heraeleitus, ii. 
51, 3; by Empedoeles, 125, 130, 
l 55 ; by Democritus, 234, 24 7 
sq., 287, 289; by Metrodorus, 
315, 2; by Anaxagoras, 355. 365 

Alcrmts, a lyric poet in 7th century 
B.C., i. 114; 118, 1 

Alcidanr,as the Sophist, ii. 425i 477 
Aloi11"us cited by Diogenes Laer-

ANA 

tius in regard to the philosophy 
of Epicharmus, i. 529 ; probably 
the same Sicilian whose ~LKEi\LKCG 
are mentioned in Athen. xii. 
518 b, cf. vii. 322; x. 441 a. 
See General Index to the Ger
mau text of the present work 

A.lcmceon, a physician influenced by 
Pythagorean philosophy, i. 323, 
449, n., 521, 525 

A.nacharsis, sometimes reckoned 
among the seven wise men, i. 
119, 1 

Anacreon, a lyric poet, i. 114; on 
the future life. i. 126 

Anaxagoras of Clazomenre, some
times reckoned among the seven 
wise men, i. 119, I ; his supposed 
affinity with Judaism, i. 35, 37; 
with Oriental philosophy, ii. 385; 
his relation to predecessors and 
contemporaries, i. 200 sqq.; ii. 
330 sqq., 373 sqq.; his life and 
writings, ii. 321 sqq. ; his philo
sophy, ii. 329 ; impossibility of 
Generation and Decay, 331; 
primitive substances, 332; origi
nal rnixture of matter, 338; vovs, 
342 sqq.; question of its person
ality, 346sq.; effieientactivityof 
vovs, 350 sq. ; origin and system 
of·the Universe. 354 sq.; Meteo
rology, 362; li,Tingcreatures. 363 
sq. ; plants and anin1als, 3 65 ; 
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ANA 

man, 367; the senses, 368 ; 
reason, 370; ethics, 371 ; his at
tjtude to religion, 372; general 
character of his philosophy, 383 
sq. ; school of, 387 

.A.rtaxarckus of Abdera, an Ato
mist; his heroism under torture, 
ii. 317, 5 

Anaximander of Miletus, his life 
and date, i. 227, 2; author of 
first Greek work on philosophy, 
228; his ll.rrEtpov, 228 sqq., 241 ; 
this was not a mechanical mix
ture, 233 sqq.; nor a determinate 
substance, 24 7; its eternity and 
animate nature, 248, 249; cos
mology of Anaximander, 250 
sqq.; al.ternate construction and 
destruction of the world, 256 ; 
origin of anin1als, 255 ; descent 
of man, 256; in:finite worlds, 
257; the soul, 256; meteoro
logy, 256; his connection with 
Thales, 266; historical position, 
265 

Anaximenes of 1vii1etus, i. 266; his 
date, 266, 2; primitiv-e matter, 
ajr, 267 sq. ; rarefaction and 
condensation, 271 ; formation of 
the universe, 271 sqq. ; meteor
ology, 271, 278; the soul, 278; 
historical position, 278 

Animals, origin of, according to 
Anaxi mander, i. 255 ; Hippo, 
282; Diogenes of Apollonia, 296; 
the Pythagoreans, 480 ; nutri
tion of, by smell, 481, n.; opi
nions respecting, of Pythago
reans, 44 7, n. ; 484, 2 ; of 
Alcmreon, 522, 2; of Epichar
mus, 530 ; of Xenophanes, 577 ; 
of Parmenides, 60 I ; 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 various philosophers; see 

ARI
1 

the summaries of their doctrirrns 
under their names 

Anti1nmrus, a Sophist, disciple of 
P1 otagoras, ii. 426 

Antiphon, a Sophist, ii. 361, 6; 
426 

Apollonius, a poet of Alexandria; 
his allu~ions to Orphic cosn10-
gony, i. 99 

Archcenetus, i. 393 
Archelaus, a disciple of Anaxagoras, 

ii. 387; his doctrines, 389 sqq. 
Archilochits, i. 122 
A1 chytas, his life and writing.;:, i. 

319-322, 366 sq., 3GO; his ~up
posed doctrine of Ideas, 3 2 0 

Aristodem1ts, sometimes included 
among the seven wise men, i. 
118, I; 110, 1 

Aristotle, standpoint and character 
of his philosophy, i. 155, l 62, 
172, 175, 182; second period of 
Greek philosophy closes with, 
164, 179 ~ on the Socratic anu 
pre-Socratic philo~ophy, 185, 
189; on Thales, 217, 218; 
AnaximandPr, 228 sqq. ; Anax:i
menes, 271, I ; 27 5; Diogenes, 
288, 289, 299; the Pythagoreans, 
306 sq.; 351, 2; 418, 419 ~sq., 
476, 481, 509; Eleatics, 533, 
640; Xenophanes, b62, 563; 
Parmenides, 583, n., 593; 606, 1 ; 
Zeno, 613, 622; 624, 1 ; 625 ; 
Melissus, 534, 535, 630 sq. ; 
Heraclflitus, ii. 6, n., 12, 36, 59, 
65: Empedocles, 119, n., 131, n., 
139, 144, 149, 153; the Atom
ists, 208, n., 210 sq., 237-245, 
300, 313; Anaxagoras, 33~ sq., 
340, 354, 357' 364 

Aristoxenus of Tarentum, a disciple 
of Aristotle, on the Pythago
reans, i. 329 ; 301, 2 ; 358, n. ; 
361: 364 sqq., 493 

Arithmetic, supposed discovery of, 
by Phrenicians, i. 215, 1; in
cluded in Greek education, 78 
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ART 

prominence in Pythagorean phi
losophy, 407, 419 

Art, not included in philosophy, i. 
8 ; influence of, on philosophy, 
[)4 ; religion ministered to, 54; 
connection of, with political pros
perity, 81 ; Greek, as distin
guished from modern, i. 14 2~ 
144 ; some arts borrowed from 
animals, ii. 277; of happiness, 
280; derivation of, according to 
I-Ieradeitus, 308, I 

apx~, first application of the word 
to a first principle by Anaxi
mander, i. 248 

Astronomy ; see Stars 
it.Tapatia of the Scepdcs, i. 159 
Ath,ens in the 5th century B.c., ii. 

395, 401 
.A.tomist1ic School, ii. 207; Atom

istic (Democritean) philosophy: 
principle and a stan<lpoint, 210 
sqq.; BecomingandDecay,215; 
Bcjug and Non-Being, 217 ; 
Atom~ and the Void,219; quali
ties of the atoms, 210; differences 
arr10ng then1, 223, 245; the Void, 
228 ; changes, reciprocal rela
tion, and qualities of things, 239 
sq.; primary and secondary qua
lities, 232; the t:lemen ts, 234; 
n1ovement of the a.toms, 235 ; 
denial of Chance, 239; vortex, 
247; formation of the universe, 
244 sq.; innunierable worlds, 
245; inorganic natur~, 252 ; 
n1eteorology, 253, l ; plants and 
animals, 253 sq., 268; man: 
his Lody, 253 ; suul~ 258 ; rela
tion of soul and body, 261 ; 
universal diffusion of soul, 263 ; 
cognition and sensation, 266, 
2 71 ; sight and hearing, 268 sq. ; 
thought, 271, 275; rational and 
sensible perception, 27 l, 272; 
supposed scepticism of Demo
critus, 275; opinion as to the 
beginnings of human culture, 

BOD 

277; ethics, 278 sqq.; happi
ness, 279 ; friendship, 283; the 
state, 284; marriage, 285; re
ligion, 287 ; etowi\a, 289 sq. ; 
prognostics and magic, 290, 291 ; 
positjon and character of Ato
mistic philosophy, 292 sq. ; not 
a form of Sophistic doctrine, 
294 sq. ; relation to Eleatic phi
losophy, 305 sq. ; to Heracleitus, 
309; to Empedocles, 310; to 
Pythagoreans, 312; to ancjent 
Ioniarns, 312; to Anaxagoras, 
313; later representatives, Me
trodorus, 313; Anaxarchus, 317 

B EA}.-'S. prohibition of, by Py
thagoras, i. 331, l ; 344; 351, 

1 ; by Numa, ,) l 9, n.; by Empe
docles, ii. 17 5, 3 

Becoming, denial of, Ly the Eleatics, 
i. 203 ; how regarded by Hera
c1eitus, Empedocles, the Ato .. 
mists, and Anaxagoras, 208. 
Sec the account of the doctrines 
of the Sflveral philosophers un
der their names 

Bf'ing, how apprehended by the 
earlier and later PhyE-icists, L 
187 sq., 198, 20G-208; by Par
menir]es. 580 eqq.; Ly l\'Ie!issus, 
629 sqq. : Ly the Eleatirs gene
rally, 6-!0; by Heraeleitus, ii. 
11 sq .• 36 sq., 107 sq.; by En1-
pedocles, 195 sqq.; by the Ato
mists, 217 sq., 305 sqq.; by An.ax
agoras, 380, 382; Protagoras, 
449 sq.; Gorgjas, 451 sq. 

Bias, one of the seven wisA men. 
i. 119 ; said to h:1;\"e asserted 
the reality of motion. 120, 2; 
his name used proverLially for 
a wise judge, 120, 3 

Bitys, book of, i. 41. 1 
Body, souis fettered in the, i. 70; 

the corporeal not distinguished 
from the spiritual by pre-Socra ... 
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BOS 

tics, 149, 200 sq .. 208; origin of 
the, see doctrines of philosophers 
referred to under their names 

Bo<TKol, sect of the, i. 4 
Brontinus, a Pythagorean, i. 323, 

392 
Busiris, panegyric on, by Isocrates, 

i. 332, 1 
Butherus, i. 392 

QALLIOLES, a Sophist in the 
wider sense, ii. 427, 477 

Caus<:s of things, how first sought, 
i. 85 ; question of natural, the 
starting point of philosophy, 
] 27, 1 :28 ; natural phenomena 
explained Ly nc:ttural c., by pre
Socratics, 182; vovs in relation 
to natural, 220; ii. 354, 383 

Central fire, of the Pythagoreans, 
i. 442 sqq., 465 sqq. 

Cercops, i. 311, 2; 340, 2 
{}hmn, prophecy of, i. ~6, 3 
Chance, denied by Democritus and 

Anaxagoras) ii. 239 ; 345, 3 
Chaos, in Hesiod, i. 88; Acusi

laus, 97; in Orphic cosmogonies, 
99, l 04 

Charondas, i. 342, 1 
Chilon, sometimes reckoned among 

the seven wise men, i. 119, 1 
Christianiiy, callPd qnl\.oo-0tf>la, i. 

4, 1 ; breach between spirjt and 
nature in, 139 ; character of 
Greek philosophy as co1n pared 
with, 131, 134 sqq., 140 sq. 

Cltronos in cosmogony of Phere
cydes, i 90 sq. ; of the Orphics, 
100, 101, 104 

1Ckrysippus, the Stoic, his defini
tion of philosophy, L 3 

Chtkon, the earth, i. 90 
Cleobulus, someti1nes reckoned 

among the seven wise men, i. 
119, 1 

·Clidcrnus. a naturalist, contempo
-rary with Democritus, ii. 3-88, 1 

cos 
Clinias of Tarentum, a later 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
ti~s the discrimination of scien
tific, from sensible presentation 
was the conseqitence, n0t 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, 5{)1, 603; Eleatics deve
loped no thPory of, 641 ; nor 
did Heracleitus, ii. 92; nor 
Empedocles. 170 ; opinions on, 
and perception, of Heracleitns, 
88-95; Empedocles, 169, 195 
sq. ; Democritus, 265 sq., 270-
274 sq.; Metrodorus, 316; Anax
agoras, 367, 370; of the So
phists, 445 sqq. 

Colonies, Greek, their number and 
extent, i. 81 

Comets, how regarded by DiogPnes 
of Apollonia, i. 295, 2 ; Pytha
goreans, 454; Democritus, ii. 
252 ; An<-lxagoras, 362 

Corax, a Sicilian rhetorician, n. 
397 

Cosmology before Thales, i. 83 ; 
of Hesiod, 84; of Pherecydes, 
89 sq.; of Epimenides, 96 ; of 
Acusilaus, 97; of the Orphic 
poems, 98-108; of Thales, 222, 
226; of Anaximander, 251 sqq.; 
of Anaximenes, 273 sqq. ; of 
Hippo, 283 ; of Diogenes of 
Apollonia, 293sq.; ofthe P.vtha
goreans, 438 sqq. ; of Hera
cleitas, ii. 47 sqq.; of Empe-
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corr 

doc1es, 145 sqq.; of the Ato .. 
mists, 235 sqq., 314; of Anax
agoras, 354 sqq. ; of Archelaus, 
389 sq. 

Counter-Earth, Pythagorean the· 
ory of the, i. 444, 450, 452 sq. 

Cratvlus the Heracleitean, Plato 
j nstructed by him, ii. 113 ; play 
on words, 114 

Oritias, ii. 427 ; his religious 
opinions, 481, 482 

Critical method~ Greek science 
deficient in, i. 149 

Grcesus, remark of, about philo
sophy, i. 1, 2 

Cronos, in cosmogony of Hesiod, 
i. 87 

Crotona, salubrity of, i, 337; set
tlement of Pyt.hagor~s in) 340; 
attack on Pyth~goreans in, 357 
sq. 

G_ybele, rites of, i. 61 
Cylon, author of the attack on the 

Pythagoreans at Crotona, i. 358, 
n., 362, n. 

Cynic philosophy, character of, i. 
178 

Oulture of Homeric period, i. 49; 
pecuiiarity of Greek, 138 sq. 

fllEM01{S, belief in, first met 
with in Hesiod, i. 125; saying 

of Theognis about, 123; opinions 
respecting. of the Pythagnrear.s. 
484, 6; 487 sq. ; character of 
man fa his dremon, 531 ; ii. 
98; the soul is the abode of 
the dremon, ii. 278; opinions of 
Empedocles respecting, 172 sq.; 
176, 2; l 79; of Democritus, 290; 
were long-lived but not immor
tal, 290, 2 

IJamon and Phintias, i. 345, 3 ; the 
musician, ii. 418, 2; 435, 1 

IJeath, early theories about, i. 68, 
5; p~3 sq.; of Anaxirr1ander, 
256; Anaximenes, 270. 271; Dio
genes of A pollonia, 29 7 ; of the 

DIO 

Pythagoreans, 482, 484: sq. ; 
Alcmreon, 524; Epicharmus, 
531 ; Parmenides, 602 ; 604, 1 ; 
Heracleitus, ij. 79-87 ; Empe
docles, 164, 172 sq.; Democri
tus, 259, 261, 263, 309; Anaxa
goras, 366 ; 367, I ; praise of 
death by the Thracians, i. 73, 1 ; 
Theognis, 118; Prodicus, ii. 
473 

Decad, the, in the Pythagorean 
philosophy, i. 426 sqq. 

Deity; see God, Gods 
.Demeter, supposed Egyptian origin 

of the story of, i. 40, 4 ; hymn 
to, 67 ; mythus and cult of, 68; 
69, 1 ; 7 5; ii. 482, 3 

Democritu,s, his journeys, i. 27, 
1 ; 33 ; p~E'ition in pre-Socratic 
philosophy, 207; comparison 
of, with Anaximander, 263 ; life 
of, ii. 208 ; doctrines of, vide 
.A..ton1istic school 

Destruction, periodical, and con
struction of the world ; see 
World 

Dia_qoras of Melos, the Atheist, ii. 
320, 428 

Dia lectio, development of, by Ele
atics, i. 184 ; Zeno, the dis- · 
coverer of, 613 ; unknown to the 
Pythagoreans, 505 ; of the So
phists, ii. 484 

.Ata8~Kai, date of the, i. 65 
Diocles the Pythagorean, i. 364, 5 
Diodorus of Aspendus, jnvrntor of 

the Cynic dress among the Py
th:igoreans, i. 365 

Diogenes of A pollonia, i. 285 ; his 
doctrines: air as primitive 1nat
ter, 286 sq. ; rarefaction and 
condensation, 290 sq.; different 
kinds of air, 292 ; formation 
and destruction of the uni verse, 
298 ; the soul, 288, 292, 296 ; 
earth and stars, 294 sq.; ani
mals and plants, 287, 296; 
metals, 298; ch°'racter and his ... 
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DIO 

torical position of his philoso
phy, 300 sq.; contradictions in 
his doctrine, 300 ; relation to 
Anaxagoras, 301 

J)iogenes the Demorr1tean, ii. 317 
Dion.qsodorus the Sophist, ii. 424 ; 

457, 3; 464, 1 
IJionysus, worship of, introduced 

jnto Greece, i. 27, 30, 42, 60; 
rites of (mysteries), 64, 72, n., 
333, n., 347, rz., 365, 487, 497; 
Dionysus Helios, i. 107 ; ii. 100, 
6; story of DionyRus Zagreus, i. 
l 05; opinion of Heracleitus on 
rites of, ii. 103 

Dorians and Ionians, supposed to 
represent Realists and Idealists 
in Greek philosophy, i. 191 sq. 

IJonbt, modern philosophy begins 
with, i. 146 · 

IJrearns, Heracleitus on, ii. 82, 83 ; 
connected with prophecy by 
Democritus, i;. 291 

Drunkenness, how explaiued by 
Diogenes, i. 297; Heracleitus, 
ii. 81 

IJualism of Greek philosophy, i. 
162 

Dnalit.1J, Unity and, with Pytha
goreans, i. 386 sqq. 

Dynamists and Mechanists, Ri t
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 
Thales, 225, 226; Anaximan
der, 255 ; Anaximenes, 273; 
Diogenes of Apollonia, 2g2-294; 
Pythagoreans, 439, 454 sqq. ; 
Xenophanes, 567 sq. ; Parme
nides, 593, 2 ; 599 ; Heracleitus, 
ii. 48 sq., 5f>-68 sqq.; Empedo
e]es, 154-156; Democ1,itus, 247, 
248; Anaxagoras, 35-!-3 60 

EJD 

Earthquakes, how explained by 
Thales, i. 226 ; Anaximenes, 
278 ; Diogenes of Apollonia, 
295; Pythagoras, 485, 3 ; De-
1nocritus, ii. 253, 1 ; Anaxago
ras, ii. 362, 6 

East, the, supposed derivation of 
Greek philosophy from, i. 28 
sqq. ; points of contact between 
Greek philosophy and that of, 
42 sq.; supposed journeys in, 
of Pythagoras, 328; of Empe
docles, ii. 189 ; of Democritus, 
212, n. 

Eclwcrates, disciple of Philolaus, 
i. 364, 5 

Eclecticism, periocl of, i. 3 9 3 
Eclipses, prediction of, ascribed to 

Thales, i. 214, n.; explanation 
of, by Anaximander, 252; An
aximenes, 275; Pythagoreans, 
455, 3; 456, 2 ; Alcmooon, 523, 
1 ; Xenopha.nes, 572; Empe
docles, ii. 157 ; Atomists, 202 ; 
Anax~goras, 360, 361 ; Anti
phon, 45D, 3 

Ecliptic, inclination of the, sajd 
to have been discovered by 
Anaximander. i. 254 ; by :Py
thi:igoras, 455, 2 ; theories of 
Empedoelt>s, Democritus, Anax
agoras, h. 376 

Ecphantus, a later Pythagorean, 
i. 323; explanation of Monads, 
415; his doctrines, 527, 528 

Edu,cation, Greek, i. 78, 79; ii. 
394-396, 434; .Homer, the 
Gr.eek handbook of, i. 111 

E._qg of the Universe, in ancjent 
cm;mogonies, i. 97, 100 

Egypt, supposed debts of Grrek 
philosophy to, i. 26, 27, 32; 
travels 'in, of Thales, 215, 1 ; of 
Pythagoras, 331-334; of Demo
critus, ii. 211, 212; of Anaxa
go11as, 3 27, n. 

etow"Aa of Democritus, ii. 266, 
268, 302, 304, 406 
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Eleatic philosophy, i. 533-642; 
character andhistoric;;i.l position, 
188 sq., 202-204, 206, 638 sq. ; 
supposed connection with Indian 
philosophy, 3b sq.; doctrines of, 
authorities for, 533 sq. ; cf. 
Xenophanes, Parmenides, Zeno, 
Melissus 

Elements, five µvxol 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, 
126, 1 ; qualities and place of 
the several elements first defined 
by Plato and Aristotle, 131 

Elotliales of Cos, i. 195, 196 
Emotions, origin of, according to 

Empedocles, ii. 171 
Empedoales, life and 'writings, ii. 

1l7 ; teachers, 118, n., 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.; 
altPrnation of cosmic periods, 
145 sq.; laws of nature and 
chance, 144; the Sphairos, 
149 ; formation of the universe, 
150 sq.; heavenly bodies, 154 
sqq. ; meteorology, 158 ; plants 
and animals, 159 sq.; respira
tion, 164; sense-perception, 
165 sq.; thought, 167; percep
tion and thought, 169 ; desires 
and emotions, 171 ; transn1i
gration and pre-existence, 172 
sq.; prohibition of animal food 
and killing of animals, 174, 
175: Golden Age, 177; gods 
and doomons, 179 ; character and 
historical position of Empedo-

523 

\ EUD 

clean philosophy, 184 sq. ; rela
tion to Pythagoreanism, 191 
sq.; to the Eleatics, 19-! sqq.; 
to Heracleitus, 202 sq. ; Empe
docles not a mere Eclectic, 205; 
general summary, 205-20 7 

Epiclwrmus, the comic poet, i. 
116, 1 ; his doctrines, 195, 196; 
how far a Pythagorean, 5~9 sq. 

Epicureanism, general chrLracter 
of, i. 158, 178 

Epicurus, his theory of the deflec
tion of the atoms compared with 
the doctrine of Democritus, ii. 
240 

Epimenides, contemporary with 
Solon{ i. 96, 5; his cosmogony, 
96 sq., 353 

Ericap(f3US, derivation of the name, 
i. 104, 2; see Phan es 

Erinna, on the transitoriness of 
fame, i. 127 

Eros, how represented by Hesi'od, 
i. 88 ; Pherecydes, 9 2 ; Epime
nides, 97; ParmeJ?.ides, 596, 1 ; 
Plato's doctrine of, i. 155; as 
Plastic fvrce, 193, 2 ; in the 
system of Empedocles, ii. 196 

Essence of things, how sought by 
lonians, Pythagoreans, Eleatics, 
i. 202, 207 

Ethics, early 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. ; resthetic treatment of, by 
the Greeks, 151; Plato's, 155; 
Aristotle's, 156; Socrates foun
d er of, 172; of N eo-Platonists, 
180; of Pythagoreans, 184, 481 
sqq.; of Heracleitus, ii. 97 bqq.; 
of Democritus, 277-287; of 
Anaxagoras, 3 71 ; of the So
phists, 469 sqq. 

Eudemus the Peripatetic, Orphic 
cosmogony used by him, i. 98 
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EUD 

Ettdorus on Pythagorean doctrine 
of Unity and Duality, i. 388, 1 

Eurytus, disciple of Philolans, i. 
364:, 5 

Euxitheus, on suicide, i. 483 
Evenus of Paros, rhetorician and 

Sophist., ii. 426 
Even-odd, category of numbers 

·with the Pythagoreans, i. 377, 
405 

FAITH; see Heligion 
Fallacies, Sophistic, ii. 462 

sq.; Arjstotle's treatise on, 46~ 
E1ate, in Greek religion, i. 52, 101; 

in Orphic cosmology, 100 ; in 
Theognjs, 117 sg.; Arrhilochus, 
122 · Pvthagoreans 439 2 · 

' .J ' ' ' 465, 2; Parmenides, 595, 2 ; 
relation to nature and Di \Tine 
Providence, H eracleitus, ii. 39 
sqq.; Empedocles, 144; Demo
critus, 239, 301; Anaxagoras, 
345, 350-354, 382 

lf'i,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. 

Flu:c of all things, doctrine of 
Heracleitus, ii. 11 sqq. 

Food, animal, forbidden by Empe
docles and the Orphics, i. 42; 
Pythagoras, 344, 3 ; 44 7, n. ; 
by Empedocles, ii. 174, 175; 
fish forbidden as, by Anaxi
mander, i. 256 

Fo roe, how related to matter by 
the pre-Socratic philosophers, i. 
200, 220, 221 ; by Empedocles, 
ij. 138, 179 ; vovs of Ana«agoras 
conceived as a natural, ii. 345-
349~ 3769 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 Archytas, 390 

Freewill, necessity and, i. 14-20 
llriendsltip, rites of; a number, 

188 ; how regarded by the Py
thagoreans, 345, 353 ; ( 1e0Lva Ta 
TcZv cplA.wv, 345, 2; 495, 2) ; by 
Democritus, ii. 283; by Gorgias, 
472, 3 

QENERATION and Decay, 
opinions respecting, of Par

menides, i. 585, 587, 591 ; of 
Heracleitus, ii. 17, 20, 37; Em
pedocles, 122-125; the Atomi8ts, 
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; by Pythagoreans, 407 
413, 416, 434; proficiency in, 
of Pythagoras, 331,n.; of Demo
critus, ii. 212, n., 296 ; of Hip
pias, 423, n. 

Getm, a people of Thrace : their 
belief in immortality, i. 73, 1 ; 
330, 2; 337 

Gnomic poets, i. 115-118, 516 
God, Greek notion of, i. 54, 64 ; 

de,.,.Plopment of the conception 
of, 121 sq. ; Stoic conception of. 
220, 4 ; opinions respecting, of 
Thales, 2:!0-2!l3 ; of Anaxi
mander, 249 ; of Anaximenes, 
270; of Diogenes, 287, 5 ; of 
the Pythagoreans, 386 sqq., 
397-407, 489 sqq., 5lf); of Hip
pasus, 526 ; in the treatise on 
l\Ielissus, Xenopha.nes, and Gor
gia s, 528, 539, 540, 547-560; 
of Xenophanes, 555, 559-566, 
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578; of Parmenides, 588 ; of 
Melissus~ 638; of Heracleitus, 
ii. 39, 42-47; of En1pedocles, 
179-184 ; of Anaxagoras, 349, 
2 ; 352 ; of the s( 1phists, 504 

Gods, how far derived by Greece 
from Egypt, i. 40 ; in Homt3ric 
and Hesiodic poems, 50, 112; 
489 ; 561, 1 ; in Greek religion, 
51, 52, 563; their worship re
quired by the State, 57 ; mys
teries connected wjth particular, 
60, 61 sqq., 490 ; of the ancient 
cosmology, 84, 89 sq., 95 sqq. ; 
ideas about the, of Archilorhus, 
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; 
Euicharmus, 530 ; polemic of 
Xenophanes against the, 558-
561, 578; of Parmenides, 589, 
1 ; 596, 601 ; attitude towards 
the, of Heracleitus, ii. 100-103 ; 
of Empedocles, 179-184; of 
Democritus, 286-290, 301-303, 
405; of Anaxagoras, 324, 328, 
372; of the Sophists, 480-483, 
504; neo-Platonists, i. 160, 
161; reason given by Diagoras 
for ceasing to believe in, ii. 320 

Golden Age, myths of the, i. 29 ; 
how employed by Empedocles, 
ii. 177' 1 78 

Golden Poem, authorship of the, 
i. 312, n., 322; 438, 1; on gods, 
dremons, and heroes, 48 7, 3 ; 
moral precepts of, 494 

Good, the beautiful is also the, i. 
114 ; the, according to Epfohar
mus, 530 ; the highest, according 
to Solon, 116 ; and evil among 
the ten fundamental opposites, 
i. 381; to Epicurus, Democritus, 

HAD 

~eracleitus, ii. 98, 2; see Hap
pmess 

Go'Jds, Plato's theory of, i. 155; 
community of, among the Py
thagoreans, 343, 354; riches 
are not necessarily, asserted 
by Sappho, 114 ; Solon, 116; 
equality of, first ad ~.rocated by 
Phaleas, ii. 428, 6 ; Democritus, 
ii. 278, 281 ; Prodicus, 4 7 3 ; 
Di vine and human, according to 
Democritus, 278 ; happiness to 
be sought in goods of the soul, 
308 ; all pleasures not, 4 71 

Gorgias of Leontini (Leontiun1), 
the Sophist., ii. 412; his writings 
and lectures, 415, 2; 451, 489, 
492; end of his teaching, 431, 
4 71 ; scepticism, 451 sq. ; phy
sical theories, 460; doctrine of 
virtue, 4 71 ; rhetoric, 485, 1 ; 
491, 492 sq. 

Gramrnatical discussions uf Prota
goras, ii. 489 

Gravitation, ii. 239 ; cause of the 
movPment of the atoms jn Ato
mistic system. 239 sqq., 299 

Greeks, in Homeric period, i. 4.9-
51 ; tht>ir religion, 53 sq. ; dis
tinctive pecuharities of their 
genius, 138 sqq.; art, 142 sq.; 
n1oral and political life, 7 4, 7 5 
sq., 140-142; ethical reflection 
until the 6th century B.c., 109 
sqq.; circumstances of the Greek 
nation in the 7th and 6th cen
turies B.C., 80 sq.; in the 5th 
Cfmtury, ii. 395. 401; philosophy 
of the ; see Philosophy 

Gymnastic, prominence of, in Greek 
education, i. 78 ; and with the 
Pythagoreans, 349, 353 

HAD.h7S,. opinions of the poets 
on, i. 124-127; descent of 

Pythagoras into, 340; punish
ments in, 4S5 ; Heracleitus on, 
ii. 86, 87; Empedocles on, 17 4; 
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identity of Dionysus with, 
100, 6 

Happiness, greatest, according to 
Sappho, i. 114 ; the Gnomic 
poets, 115 ; PhocyUdes, 117 ; 
Theognis, 118; the Stoics, 158; 
Epicureans, 158·, 178; Cyrenaics, 
178 ; Pythagoreans, 494; 495, 2; 
Heracleitus, ii. 98 ; Democritus~ 
277 sqq. ; the highest end of 
human eflort, Anarcbus, 318 

Har liwny, invented by Pythagoras~ 
L 348, 1; by Pythagoreans, 
348, ~84 sq.; the soul a, 384, 
1 ; developed, of the spheres, 
460 sqq.; the harmony of the 
body, 486; vfrtue is, 492 ; har
monica! syste1n of PhiJolaus, 
431-433 ; how regarded by 
Heracleitus, ii. 38-42, 56 ; Em
pedocles, 143 

!leavens; see Universe; Anaximan
der's innumerable gods called, 
i. 258 

Hegesidemus, said to have been the 
instructor of HippiA.s the So
phist, ii. 421, 2 

Hellanicus of Lesbos, i. 102 
Heracleitus, his permanent ele

ment, i. 190; gave new directjon 
to philosophy, 204: ; relation to 
Eleatics, 206; second division of 
pre-Socratjc 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 pri1nitive 
matter, 20 sq.; transformations 
of primitive 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 meteorol0gy, 57 
8qq.; the universe, 61 sq.; its 
eternity, 62 ; conflagration and 

HIP 

renewal of the world, 62 sq. ; 
evidence for this, 64 sq.; ap~ 
parently contradictory state
ments, 7rEp2 oic:.h11s, etc., 69 ; 
Plato, 73 ; resu~t, 76; cosmic 
year, 77; man: soul and body, 79 <:::: 
sqq.; pre-existence and in1mor
tality, 83 sq. ; reason and sense
knowledge, 88 sq. ; theory not 
sen~uali:;tic, 93 ; ethics and 
politics, 97 sq. ; relation of. to 
popular religion, 100 ; and to 
Zoroaster, 115; historjcal posi
tion, 104 sq.; school, 113 

I-lr:racles, an immigrant god fro;n 
the East, 30, 42; Chronos
Heracles of the Orphic cos
mogony, i. 100 ; story of, in 
Olympus and his shadow ju 
Hades, 124, n. ; story of, at 
the cross-ways, ii. 419, 2 ; dis
course of Prodicus on, 473, 483 

Hennes Trismegistus, author of 
sacred Egyptian books, i. 40, 
41 ; 45, 1 

Hermodorus of Ephesus, ii. 99, 3 
Hermotimus, said to havr. in

structed Anaxagoras, i. 220; ii. 
384:-386 

Heroes~ worshipped by the Pytha
goreans, i. 487, 3 ; 488 ; future 
~tate of, ii. 86 

Hesiod, 'Theogony' of, 84-89; 
moral precepts in ' Vv orks and 
Days,' 112; precursor of gnomic 
poets, 113 

Hierarchy, absence of, in Greece, 
i. 55- 57; influence of this on 
philosophy, 58 

Hippasus, a later Pythagorean, i. 
196; supposed fragments of his 
writings, 313, 323; doctrine of 
numbers, 373, n. ; combined the 
doctrines of Heracleitus with 
those of Pythagoras, 626, 627; 
ii. 188, 1 

lfippias the Sophist, hi~ character, 
teaching, and popularity, ii. 421, 
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4 22 ; bis varied a~q uirements 
and love of rhetnrica1 display, 
431, 458, 4,59; bis reference of 
the ' unwritten laws' to the 
gods, 483; explanation of the 
poets, 4 8 7 ; rules concerning 
rhythm and euphony, 491; not 
opposed to ordinary customs and 
opinions, 4 72; first enunciated 
the Sophistic distinction between 
natural and positive law, 475 

Hippo, a physicist of the time of 
Pericles, who resembled Thales 
in bis doctrines, i. 281, 282; 
accused of athejsm, 283 

Hippoda1nus, the famous l\.filesian 
architect, ii. 428 ; included by 
Hermann among the Sophists, 
428, 5 ; first to plan cities ar
tistically, 428; first theoretical 
politician in Greece, 4 70, 1 

Hi.:;tor,'lj, sphere of, i. 11 ; laws and 
unity of, 14 sq.; periods of, 164; 
of philosophy, how it should be 
written, 21-25 

Homer, Gre<-k life and character in 
poems of, i. 49, 56; place in 
GreP-k education, 78, 111 ; ethics 
of, 110 sq. ; on future retribu
tion, 125 ; seen by Pythagoras 
in Hades, 489 ; his staten1ents 
about the gods disapproved by 
Xenophanes, 560, 561 ; and by 
Reracleitus, ii. 10, 3; 102, 2; 
allegorical interpretation of, by 
Metrodorus, 372, 6; 387; called 
an astrologer by Heracleitus, 
102, 2 

oµowp.Ep1, of Anaxagoras, i. 233, 
30-! ; ii. 332 sqq. 

]BYOUS, represents Eros as 
springing fron1 Chaos, i. 98, 1 ; 

says that Diomede becan1e im
mortal, 125, 3 

Idceus of Hirnera, influenced in his 
doctrine by Anaximenes, i. 284 

ldlalism, definition of, i. 187; 

INT 

difference between modern sub
jectjve, and that of Plato 153 

Idealists and Rectlists. Division 
of the pre-Socratics into how 
far admis~ible, i. 187 sqq.' 

Ideas, doctrine of, the Platonic . ' 
1. 154 sq., 397; not held by 
the Psthagoreans. 321, 322 

Ignorance of ma.nkind deplored by 
Xenophanes, 1. 575, 2; Heraclej
tus, ii. 9; Empedocles, 170, 
1D7 ; said by Democritus to be 
the cause of all faults, 282, 28~ ; 
rPgarded as a natural necPssity 
by aneient scepticism, i. 159 

Imnwrtality, doctrine of, not ori
ginally, but subsequently, con
nected with Eleusinian mys
teries, i. 67, 68; said to have 
been firbt taught by PherecJdes, 
6C) ; belief of Thracians and 
Gauls in, 73, 1 ; :first placed on 
a phil.osophie ba-. is by Plato, 
7 4; Pindar the first poet who ex
presses belief in, 127; Herodo
tus says it first camefrum Egypt, 
333, 1 ; a~serted to have been 
held by Thales, 225 ; opinions 
of the Pythagoreans on, 477, 
481 ~qq. ; Heracleitus, ii. 7 6, 
83-87; Empedocles, 172-177 

Infinite, the, of Anaximander, i. 
229 sqq. ; called divine, 249 · 
Anaximenes calls his primitiv~ 
air infinite, 268; of the Pytha
goreans, 467, 468 ; Xenophanes 
said to have called both the 
Deity and the Uni ,~erse infinite . ' 565, 566; see lT nlimited 

Initiated. the, of the Orphic and 
Eleusinian mysteries, i. 61 67 · 

~ ' ' final destiny of, 126 ; among 
the Pythagoreans, 342, 343, 356 

Inspiration, poetic, explanation of 
ii. 292 ; of the Sibyl, 100 ' 

Intellectual faculty, theory of Par
menides and Einpedocles, ii. 
197; see Cognition, Nous 
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Ionian and Dorian element in phi
losophy, i. 184 sqq.; see Dorian; 
philosophers, 211 sqq.; after 
Anaximenes, 280 Rqq. ; distinc
tion of a mechanical and dyna
mical tendency. 232 sq. 

Isocrates, said to have copied the 
style of Gorgias, ii. 414, 4; 
mentions Pythagoras in Egypt, 
i. 33 ; 331, 1 ; the Busiris of, 
ii. 488, 1 

Italian and Ionian, division of 
Grrek philosophy by some an
cient historians into, i. 191 

JEWS, Alexandrian, their deri-
vation of Greek philosophy, 

i. 26, 28; 64, 2 ; supposed 
teachers of Pythagoras, i. 330, 
1; of Anaxagoras, 35, 37 sq.; 
ii. 327, n. ; 385, 2, 3 

Justice, exhortations to, of Homer 
and Hesiod, i. 111, 112 ; Solon, 
116; Pythagoras, 494; I-Iera
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. 4 70, 4 71 ; 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 ; 12 5 ; P.vtha
goreans, 483, 485, 489, 496 

K_NOWLEDGE; see Cognition 
. KafJapµol of Empedocles, ii. 

172; 17 4, 6 
KOpo~ of Heracleitus, ii. 78, 1 

LASUS of Hermione, a lyric 
poet and writer on music, i. 

119, 1; 526, 6 

:MAG 

La1trel, use of the, prohibited by 
Empedocles, ii. l 7 5, 3 

Leucipp1ts, founder of the Ato
mistic school, ii. 207 sqq. ; see 
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, 40') sqq. 

Linquistic enquiries and discus
sions falsely ascribed to Pytha
goras, i. 506 ; of Protagoras 
and Prodicus, ii. 489 ; practise<l 
by Heracleitus, 97; and his fol
lowers, 114 ; catches popular 
with the Greeks, ii. 466, 9 

Linus, regarded as a philosopher, 
i. 4; someti1nes recfo;med among 
the se\Ten wise men, 119, 1 

Lo,qi·c, Hegel's definition of. i. 12 ; 
law of development in, different 
from that in history. 1 3 

A.6-yos of Heracleitus, ii. 43, 1 ; 
44, 4; 46, 1 

Love and Hate, moving forces of 
Empedocles, ii. 138 sqq.; see 
Eros 

Lycophron, orator of the school of 
Gorgias, ii. 425, 4 77 

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, n.; 
361, n.; 363, 4; 364 

MAGI, supposed debts of Greek 
philosophy to the, i. 32, 35 ; 

connection with the, of Pytha
goras, 328, 2, 3 ; 513 sq. ; Qf 
Heracleitus, ii. 115, 116; of 
Empedocles, 189, 5, 191 ; of 
Democritus, 210, n., 211, n., 
326 n. 

Magic and miracles ascribed tc 
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Pythagoras, i. 338, 339; 349, 2; 
352 ; to Empedocles, ii. 119, 
120 ; prophecy and, how re
garded by Democritus, 289-292 ; 
Democritus called fa.ther of, 
210, 'It • 

..Lvlagna Jjfo1·alia, i. 492, 4!J8 
1lfa,q11,et, a soul attributed to the, 

by Thales, i. 222 ; attraction of 
the, liow explained by Diogent>s 
of Apollonia, 298; by Empe-

docles, ii. 134:, 1 ; by Demo
critus, 230, 1 

.J..l! an, how regarded by Greek re
ligion, i. 63 ; see Anthropology, 
Soul, Body ; ' man is the mea
sure of all things,' asserted by 
Protagoras, ii. 400, 405, 449 

.J.l!arriage, supposed, of Pythagoras, 
i. 341, 4; 347; precepts con
cerning, of the Pythagoreans, 
344, 347, 494, 495 ; identified 
with number five by Pythago
reans; i. 411, 4 20 ; opinions of 
Democritus on, ii. 284, 28.') 

1lf aterialism of the pre-Socratic 
philosophy, i. 15~, 199 sq.; ii. 
399, 400 sqq. ; of the Atomists, 
299, 309; of Anaxagoras, 346, 
381, 383, 38! 

,;_lfatkematics, 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
ficieflcy in, of Thales, i. 21 :l, 3 ; 
Pythagoras, 328, 'lt. ; Archytas, 
366, 7; of Democritu~, ii. 212, 
n .• 214, n.; of Anaxagoras, 326; 
327., l ; of Hippias, 458; 
teach~rs of, called Sophists, 
430, 1 

.:.+latter, according to Aristotle, the 
possibility of Being, i. 17 5; ac
cording to Plato, is unreal, I 7 5 ; 
primitive, how regarded by 
the earlier and later Physicists, 
202-209; pri1nitive, of Thales, 

VOL. II. 

MET 

!l26 ; of Anaximand~w, 227 sqq. ; 
of Anaximenes, 266 sqq. ; of 
Diogenes, 286 ; of Hippo, 282 ; 
Idoous, 284 ; of the Pythago· 
reans, 370, ~74, 390, 3U3 sqq.; 
how apprehended by the Elea.-· 
tics, 568, 639 sq. ; by Heraclei
tus, ii. 20 sqq., 64, 105 sq., 112 
sq.; by Empedocles, 126 sq., 129, 
138 sq., 193, 205; by the Ato
mists, 218, 220, 222, 310 sq.; 
by Anaxagoras, 330, 332 sqq.,, 
342, 383, 384; vovs the mover 
of, i. 220 ; ii. 364, 384:; vov.t' a 
subtle kind of, 346 

Mechanieal explanation of natu1~~, 
founded by Empedocles anrl 
Leucippus, ii. 205 ; logically 
carried out by the Atom.ists, 
811 

Medici1w, art of, practised by the 
Pythagoreans, i. 328, 2; 348, 
363, 354 

lllelesa,qoras, supposed adherent of 
Anaximenes, i. 284, 3 

Melissus, lifeand writings of, i. 627, 
1 ; doct.rine of Being, 634, 535., 
629 sqq. ; qenial of motion and 
change, 634 sq. ; physical and 
theological theories ascribed to 
him, 637 sq.; connection with 
Leucippus, ii. 307 

Melissu,s, treatise on, Xenophanes 
and Gorgias, i. f)33 sq. ; first 
section, 634 ; second Hection 
concerns Xenophanrs and not 
Zeno, 536 sq. ; but does not 

· tr11ly represent the doctrines of 
:x:~enophanes, 541 ; this trt:'a.tiise 
not authentic, 651; its origin, 
55-! 

MetOls, a kind of respiration at 
tributed to, i. 298 

Metempsyckosis, first introduction 
of, into Greece, i. 42, 67, 69, 7o ; 
taught in the myst~ries, 7 4 ; by 
Pherecydes, 69; 96, 4; 327, 3; 
belief of the Gauls in) 73, l ,; 
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eastern or Egyptian origin of, 
72; development of, 126 ; men
tion of, by Herodotus, 33 3, 
1 ; personal transmigrations 
of Pythagoras, 340, 1 ; 483, 6 ; 
prominence of, in Pythagorean 
philosophy, 365, 481 sqq.; held 
by Empedocles, ii. 177 ; i. 484, 
:1. 4 

11leteorological theories of Anaxi
mander, i. 256; Anaximenes,' 
278; Diogenes of A pollonia, 
295, 5; Xenophanes, 671, 572; 
Heracleitus, ii. 48, 57, 62; Em
pedocles, 158; Democritus, 252, 
253 ; Anaxagoras, 362 

Jlft trod,or-us of Chios, an A tomist, 
ii. 313 ; sceptical view of know
lPdge, 319, 320 

.ftfetrodorus of Lampsacus, disciple 
of Anaxagoras, ii. 314, 1; 372; 
his allegorical interpretation of 
the Homeric myths, 387 

.ZJ1ilky Way, connected with the 
central fire, i. 466 

1'1 imnermus, ethical contents of 
. his poems, i. 114 
.}lfixf.ure of matter, primitive, 

wrongly ascribed to Anaximan
, der, i. :l32 sqq .• 241; with Em

pedocles, ii. 130 sqq.; with 
Anaxagoras, 338 sq. 

Mnesarckus, f.ather of Pythago
ras, i. 324 

Jfoclu.ts or Mosckus, a Phrenician 
Atomist, j. 34, 41, 48 ; 328, 1 ; 
Democritus said to have de .. 
rived doctrine of atoms from, 
ii. 212, n. 

.. ~[onad, alleged Pythagorean dis .. 
tinction of the, from the One, 
i. 391 ; called Zavos -,r6p7os, 
446, 1 

.J.'\1onotheism, not imported into 
philosophy from the m.ysteries, 
j. 63; indications of, in the 
poets, 121, 122 ; of the Ko
ran, how opposed to Greek 

l\{00 

religion, 136 ; of the Pythago
rearns, 404, 489, 490; of Xeno
phanes, 559, I; f>61, 562 sqq.; 
~upposed, of Empedocles, ii. 
181-184; not connected with 
Anaxagoras's doctrine of vovs, 
340, !352. Cf. Vol. I. 37 

Moan, theories respecting the, of 
Thales: recei\·es her light from 
the sun, i. 225; phases of the, 
214, n., 252; of Anaximander: 
s!iines by her own light, 253; 
size and place of. 253, n. ; 254, 
2; how first formed, 27 4; ii. 
361, 6 ; is an aperture in a fiery 
ring, 252, n. ; of Anaximenes, 
who js said to haYe first djs
coyered that she gets her light 
from the sun, 27 4 ; of the Py
thagoreans : place of, in the 
universe, 444; said to be the 
counter-earth, 452, 1; conceived 
as a sphere, 454, 3 ; 455 ; 
456, 1 ; noticed in eclipse at 
her setting and after s11nrise 
by Pliny, 456, n.; light of, de
riYed 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, 1; 
abode of departed souls and of 
dremons, 457; place of the, in 
the spheral harmony, 462, n.; 
circles abo~e and beneath the, 
471; of Alcmreon : plane sur
face shaped like a boat, ascribed 
to the, 523, I ; called divine, 
523, 3; of XPnophanes : a 
fiery cloud lighted and extin
guir=hed at rising and setting, 
and moving in a straight line, 
572; inhabited, 573, 1 ; no in
fluenre on the earth, 573, 2; of 
Parmenides: plnced midwMy 
between Milky Way and fixed 
stars, 600, 1; produced from 
the denser portion of tha Milky 
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\Vay, 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, n. ; of 
En1pedocles: made of crystal
line air, 156; a disc, 156; gets 
light from the sun, 166; d~s
tance from the earth, 16 7 ; 
8pace beneath the, theatre of evil, 
157; of Democritus: com~ists 
of smooth and round atoms, 
249 ; terrestrial n~.ture of, 
n1ountains in, 249 : origin of, 
249, 250; placed between earth 
and stars, 250 ; motion and ve
locity of, 26 l ; placed next 
highest to the sun, 316; of 
Anaxagoras: origin of, 356; 
referred to in an obscure pas
sage as anor,her universe, 369; 
invisible bodies between, and 
the earth, 360; shows her own 
light in eclipses, 361 ; her or
dinary light rt>flected from the 
sun, has mountains, Yalley~~ and 
living inhabitants, 361 ; called 
mother of plants, 565, 3 ; Ne
mean lion conjectured to have 
come fron1, 361, 3; Antiphon's 
opinions on, 459, 3 

Motion, explanation of, by Dioge
nes, i. 290, 292 ; by Empedo
cles, ii.130 sq.; by the Atomists, 
i. 208; ii. 241 ; by Anaxagoras, 
342-346; denial of. l>y Parme
nides, ii. 117, 118; by Zeno, i. 
619 sqq.; by Melissus, 634 sq.; 
all things in constant, asserted 
by Heraclei.tus, ii. 11 ; i. 207 ; 
how regarded by EmpedocleS", 
118sqq., 130,137, 145 sq., 200, 
201, 205, 206; by Leucippus 
and Democritus, 214, 216 sq., 
239 sqq., 307, 308; Anaxago
ras, 326, 330, 354, 364. 376 

]lultipUcity, Zeno's arguments 

NAT 

agai~st, i. 614, 626; Gorgias 
on, u. 453-455 ; according to 
Heracleitus, 107 ; Empedocles, 
202; Democritus, 300, 306 ; 
Anaxagoras, 3 7 6 sq. 

Music, place in Greek education, 
i. 7 8 ; theory and practice of, 
with the Pythagoreans, 348, 
3.53, 384, 385, 431 sq. ; of 
the spheres, 460 sq. ; taught by 
Hi ppias, ii. 422, 2 

Mys(YJb, one of the seven sages, 
i. 119, 1; declared by Apollo to 
be the most blameless of men, 
120, 3 . 

Mysteri~s, Greek, i. 69, 60 sq.; 
Orphic, 64 sqq.; Pythagorean, 
35 l, 352, 365 sq., 376, 490 

11fptks, of Hesiod, i. 84 ; of Phere ... 
cydes, 89; of Epimenides, 96; 
of the. Orphic poems, 98 sqq.; 
polemic of Xenophanes against, 
i. 661, 5 7 4; of Heracleitus,. ii. 
404; of Democritus, 287 sq.; 
the Anaxagorean interpr~ta
tions of, 372, 6 ; 387; Pro
dicus on, 482 ; of the Golden 
Age, 177 ; how regarded in thP. 
Sophistic period, 402 ; myths .of 
Protagoras quoted Ly Plato~ 4 71 

Jv..,.. A ilfES, opinion of Demo'Cri-
tus on, ii. 27 5 ; distinct.ion 

of, taught by Prodicus, 419, 1 ; 
4~0, 491; ambiguity of, subj~ct 
ot Sophistic quibbling, 466-468 

-Saturt,, unity of Spirit with,
characteristic of the Greeks, 
138 sq., 149 ; in the systems 
of Plato and Aristotle, 163 · 

, Greek religion a worship of, 
157 ; all pre-Socratic philoso
phy a philosophy of, 152, i&6, 

, 197; how regarded by po~t
Aristoteljan schools, 167 sqq.; 
natural truths, 167 ; physical 
explanation of, when abandoned, 
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209 ; how explained by the 
Atomists, ii. 238, 239 ; by 
Anaxagoras, 360, 351; Sophistic 
view of laws of, 476 sqq. 

Nausicydes, a disciple of Demo
critus, ii. 819, 5 

ltausipkanes, a disciple of Demo
critus, ii. 319 

Necessit.l/ and free-will in historical 
phenomena, i. 14-20; in Orphic 
cosmogony, 100 sq.; in the Py
thagorean system, 465; 466, 2; 
world-ruling goddess of Par
menides, called avdy1C1], 695; 
meaning of, with Empedocles, 
ii. 183, 301; with Democritus, 
237, 239, 301; denial of, by 
Anaxagoras, 346. 382 

}reo-Platonis1n, i. 35 ; compared 
with philosophy of Middle Ages 
and with ancient Greek philo
sophy, 160, 161; constitutes the 
third period of post-Aristotelian 
philosophy, 179 ; its general 
characteristics and tendency, 
132, 180-183 

Neo .. P.11thagoreans, statements re
~ specting origin of philo~ophy, 

i. 28, 32 ; resperting Pythago
rean philosophy, 392, 606 sqq. 

Nessus, a disciple of De1nocritus, 
ii. 313 

}light, in ancient Cosn1ology, see 
Cosmology; cause of, according 
to the Pythagoreans, i. 450 ; day 
and, the same, asserted by· 
Heracleitus, ii. 15, 16 

~~n-Being, denial of, by Parme
nides, i. D84 sq.; his account 
of the ordinary view of, b92, 
606 sq. ; denial by Zeno, 626; 
by Melissus, 635 ; Heracleitus 
said to have asserted identity 
of Being and, ii. 3 6, 3 7 ; Being 
and Non-Being, two momei:its 
of Becoming, 309 ; how con
ceived by the Atomists-Being 

_is in no respect more real than, 

ODO 

ii. 217 sqq. ; the Void, 217, 4 ; 
306 ; 'man the measure of,' 
asserted by Protagoras, 449 ; 
Gorgias on Being and, 452, 454: 

Nous, division of the soul into vovs, 
cppevEs, 6vµ&s, ascribed to Pytha
goreans, i. 4 79; of Anaxagoras, 
ii. 342 (see Anaxagoras); of Ar
chelaus, 389 sq. ; how regarded 
by Democritus, 299 ; by the So
phists, 400 

Numa, asserted by an ancient 
tradition to have been a Pytha
gorean, i. 618, 2 

Nu11ibers, Pythagorean doctrine of, 
i. 187, 369 sq., 407 sqq., 419 
sqq.; compared with Plato's 
Ideas and Aristotle's Causes, 
370; both form and substance 
of things, 376 sqq.; symbolic 
and lucky, 376 ; certain figures 
and angles assigned to particular 
gods, 4~2; decuple system of, 427 

OA 11!8, PythagoreJ\n re~pect 
for, i. 49.); supposed prohi

bition of, 494, 6 ; Xenophanes 
disapproved of, 57 4; Sophistic 
quibble about, ii. 466, 7; Pytha
gorean oath, 420 

Objectivity, characteri8tic of Greek 
art, i. 144 ; and Greek philoso
phy, 145 

Oceanus, in the Cosmogonies of 
Hesiod, Pherecydes and the 
Orpbics; seP- Cosmology, myth 
of, influence on Thales; i. 219 

Ocellus, of Lucania, liis work on 
the universe, i. 319 

Octave, in Pythagorean system of 
Harmony, see Harmony, i. 385, 
431,460, 465 

Odd and Even, in the Pythagorean 
system, i. 377, 381 .sq., 116 sq., 
429 ' 

Odours, some animals live upon, 
a Pythc:igorean opinion, i. 475, 
4; 480, 2 
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Old, subordination of the young to 
the, enjoined by the Pytha
g)reans, i. 493, 495 

~i\uµ:rros, ICO<J'µos' oupavos' division 
of the univ-erse into, i. 471, 472 

One and Many in Pythagorean 
table of opposites, i. 381 ; the, 
and duality, 386 sqq.; the, and 
Deity, 391-394, 401 sqq., 405; 
the, and matter, 410, 412; the, 
designated as the soul, and the 
point, 413; the first number, 
429; central fire called the, 442; 
Xenophanes declares Deity to 
be the, 555, 559 sq., 564; Being 
of Parmenides, 683; (cf. Vol. II. 
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. 613-616; Par
meniJes, 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, J ; Aristotle calls 
the Spbairos of Empedocles the 
One, 149 

Onomacritus, collector of Orphic 
and Homeric poems, i. 62, 1, 
65, 353 

Ophioneus, i. 91, 2; 93 sq., 106 
Opinion, number two a~signed 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
planation of the world accord
ing to ordinary, 592 sqq., 605 
sq. ;) of Herac]eitus, ii. 7-10, 
88-96; of Empedocles, 167, 

PAR 

171 ; of Democritus, 270-27 4 
sq., 298; of Metrodorus, 316, 
317; of Anaxagoras, 369, 370; 
knowledge is merely, asserted 
by Protagoras, 449-451, 458 ; 
Gorgias, 454; morality, justire, 
and religion, matters of, 4 7 6 sqq. 

Opposites, Pythagorean table of, 
i. 381, 509; all things consist 
of, maintained by Pythagoreans, 
i. 383 ; and Heracleitus, ii. 30 
sqq., 106, 309; present universe 
as compared with the Sphairos 
called by Empedocles, world of, 
175, 201, 202 

Oracle8, i. 56 
Oriental philosophy, i. 43 sq., 133 

sq. ; supposed derivation of" 
Greek from, 26 sq. 

Orpheits, considered by Neo-Plato
nists the first of philosophers, 
i. 4 ; reckoned among the seven 
wise men, i. 119, 1 

Orphic poems, i. 62; theogonies, 
i. 98 sqq. ; fragments of Jewish 
origin, 64, 2 ; Ka.Ta/3a.u,s, 340, 2 

pA1'J.PHILUS, reckoned among 
the seven wise men, i. 119, 1 

Pan, supposed derivation of the 
name, i. 40, 3 ; appears as Zeus 
in the Orphic theogony, i. 101 

Pantheism of the Orphic poems, i, 
64, 65; germ of, in Greek re
ligion, 101 ; of Xenophanf>s, 
562-564; of Heracleitus, ii. 106 

Parmenides, life and doctrines, i. 
680 sq.; relation toXenophanes, 
682 sq.; doctrine of Being, 684 
sq.; corporeality of Being, 687 
sq., 690; reason and sense, 591 ; 
sphere of opinion, physics, 592 ; 
Being and non-Being, the light 
and the dark, 594 ; cosmology, 
597 sq. ; anthropology, 60 l ; 
meaning of the Parmenidean 
Physics, 606 sq. 
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Perception ; see Sense~ Senses 
Periander, reckoned among the 

seven wise men, i. 119, 1 
Periods, division of, in history, i. 

164 sq. 
Persephone, i. 40, 3, 4 
Personality, human, validity and 

importance of, first adequately 
conceived in Christianity and 
modern science, i. 150 

Phaleas the Ohalcedonian,ii. 428, 6 
Phanes Ericapceus, story of, i. 65, 

66, 101, 104, 106; another 
name for Helios, 106 

Phanton, i. 364, 6 
Phenomena, 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. 96 ; 96, 4 
Philolaus, author of first Pythago

rean writings, i. 313, 314 sq.; 
h~s date and place of residence, 
363-366 ; his disciples, 364 ; 
account of Pythagorean doc
trines: number, 371, 376, 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 
qualities of things, 475 sq.; the 
soul, 475 sqq. 

Philosophy, name and conception 
of, i. 1-9; extent and limits of 
Greek, 9; history of, not a phi
losophic construction, 10 ; but 
an exposition of its course and 
interconnection, 1 i ; philosophy 
and the history of, 22 ; sophistic 
view of the problem of, 152; 
ii. 444, 445 

Philosophy, Greek, origin of,. i. 26-

'pm 

128; derivation of, from Oriental 
speculation, 26 ; ancient opi
nions concerning this, 26 sq. ; 
statement of the question, 30; 
external testimonies, 31 sq. ; 
internal @vidence : theories of 
Gladisch and Roth~ 35 ; positive 
reasons against Oriental origin, 
43 sq. Native sourees of: (1) Re
ligion, 49 sq. ; affinity of Greek 
religion with, 61 ; freedom of 
science in regard to religion jn 
Greece, 68; supposed connection 
of, with the mysteries, 59 ; in 
respect of monothesim, 63, and 
metempsychosis, 67 ; (~) Moral 
Life, Civil and Political Condi
tions, 7 5 ; general character of 
Greek moral and political lif~, 
7 5 ; forms of government, 80 ; 
colonies, 81 ; ( 3) Cosmology. 
83 (see Cosmology) ( 4) Ethical 
Reflection ; Theolo.qy 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 yalue of periodic 
division, 164; first period, 166 
(against Ast, Rixner, Braniss, 
166; againstHegel, 169); second 
period, 17 4; third period, 179 

Philosophy, pre-Socratic, character 
and development of, i. 184-
210. Various representations 
of, 184; distinction of tendencies 
in, 184, 1 ; (dialectical, ethical, 
184; realiEitic and idealistic, 
185; Ionian and Dorian, 191 ;) 
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division of, of Braniss, 193 ; 
Petersen, 194; Steinhart, 196, 1; 
a philosophy of nature, 197; 
development of, 198-200; three 
n1ost ancient schools, 202 ; phy-
· sicists of the fifth century, ~04 
~q. ; the Sophists, 209 

Pkocylides, i. 115, 117 
cpu<rLKO£, <f>UtTLOAOJ'OL, 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. I 08 ; when 
:first separated from meta
physics, 172 ; deYelopment of, 
by Ionians; treatment of, by 
the various philosophers, see 
their names 

Pindar, i. 68; his eschatology, 70, 
-!-;127 

I) i<:iistratu,s, i. 62, 1 ; 119, 1 
Pittacus, i. 119, l 
Planets; see Stars 
Plants, souls of, i. 69, I ; opinions 

concerning, of Hippo, i. 284, n. ; 
of Diogenes, 298; of Philolaus, 
480, 1 ; of Pythagoras, 49b; of 
Empedocles, i. 484, 4 ; ii. lb9, 
160, 164-, 174, l 7fJ; of Demo
critus, 263 ; of Anaxagoras, 
36r5 ; of Clidemus, 388, 1 

Plato, his travels in Egypt, i. 34 ; 
relation to modern philosophy, 
153-157; toArchytas, 319, 320; 
to the Pythagoreans, 354, 370, 
375, 395, 481-483, 486, 506; to 
the Eleatics, 606 sq., 627, 639 
sq.; on Heracleitus, ii. 104, and 
his school, 113-1 lb; on Empe
clocles, 18,5, 203; on Anaxagoras, 
345 ; 351, I ; the Sophists, 429 
sqq., 462, 490 sqq. 

Pleas1tre and aversion, how re
garded by Democritus, ii. 278, 
303; origin of, with Empedo
cles, 171 

Plenitrn, ; see Void 

PYT 

Poetry, relation of, to Philosophy~ 
i. 130 

Polus of Agrigentum, pupil of 
Gorgias, ii. 4~4 ; cf. 388, 1 

Polycrates, ii. 488, l 
Polytheisrn; see Gods, Religion 
Pre-existence of the soul, held by 

the Pythagoreans, i. 483 ; Hera
cleitus, ii. 87 ; Empedocles, 
172 sq. 

Priests; see Hierarchy 
Prodieus, ii. 416 sq.; aim of his 

instructions, 431, 460 ; his doc
trine of Virtue, Heracles, 473; 
on death, 473; religicus belief, 
483 ; rhetoric, 484, 486, 488 ; 
distinctions of .synonymons 
words, 489-491, nl2; relation 
to Socrates, 500, 50 l 

Prophecy, practised by Pythagoras 
and his school, i. 338, 339, n ; 
349, 2 ; 488 ; Empedocles, ii. 
182; Democritus on, in dreams, 
291 

Propositions, different kinds of, 
aceording to Protagoras, ii. 490 

Prorus, a .Pythagorean contem
porary of Philolaus, i. 366, 6 

Protagoras, ii. 407 sqq.; bis wri
tings, 416, 480, 481; 48b, 1; 
aim of his instructions, 431, 
470 sq.; sceptical theory of 
knowledge, 446 sq., 458 ; on the 
Eristic art, 461 ; doctrine of 
virtue, 4 70 sq.; on the gods, 
481 sq. ; rhetoric, 485, 1 ; 486-
491; grammatical enquiries, 489 

Pythagoras, his date, i. 325 ; life 
and travels previous to his ar
rival in Italy, 27, 1 ; 33 ; 327 
sqq.; teachers, 326 sq., 334, 335, 
b 1 7 ; residence in Samos, 336 ; 
en11gration to and residence in 
Italy, 336 sqq.: 352 sqq.; death, 
357, 359; supposed writings, 31 O 
8qq.; 313, 2; doctrine of tranb
migration, 355, 481 ; desires to 
be called <PlA.ocrocpos instead of 
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a wise man, 491, 2 ; called a 
Sophist, 2, 3; said to have 
called himself a god, 483~ 2 ; 
l1ffw far he may be regarded as 
the founder of the Pythagorean 
philosophy, 508 sq. ; reckoned 
~mong the seven wise men, i. 
119, 1 

1-'._ljthagorean Philosophy, distine
':ion of Pythagoreanism a11d, i. 
368, 369. I. Fundamental con
ceptions of, 368; number the es
~ence of things, 369 ; apparent 
(fr-n:.rsity of views respecting 

1 this. 370 sq.; result, 37 b. The 
Odda.nd 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 ancients, 387 sq.; 
criticism of these, 392 sq. ; de
\"e.lopment of God in the world, 
404 sq.) ~. Reduction of the 
Pythagorean principles to space
relations, t:.107. 3. The original 
starting-point of the system, 
414. II. Systematic develop
n1ent of the number theory and 
its application to physics, 419 ; 
the number system, 425 sq. ; 
system ofbarn1ony, 431; figures, 
433; the elements, 436 sq.; 
genesis ,of the world, 439 sqq.; 
the universe, 444 sqq. (ten 
heavenly bodies, 444; central 
fire and world-soul, 444, 448 ; 
earth and counter earth, 450; 
stars, 456 sq. ; harmony of the 
spheres, 460 sqq.; fire of the 
periphery and the Unlimited, 
465 sqq. ; time, 468 ; upper 
and under regions of the uni
verse, 4 71 ) ; <'Osmic periods, 
473 sqq. ; graduated scale of 
terrestrial nature, 4 7 5 ; man : 
the soul, 475 sqq.; Metempsy-

RAR 

chosis, 481 sqq., 510; da:mons, 
487; the gods, prophecy, 488; 
theology, 490; ethics, 4~0; ac
cording to ancient authorities, 
490 sq. ; according to Aris
toxenus and later writers, 493 
sq. General summary, 496; 
Pythagorean Philosophy as 
such sprang neither from 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 influenc-e, 
518. Pythagorean Philosophy 
in eon1bination ·with other ele
ments, 621 ; Alcm~on, 521 ; 
Hippasus, 526; E~phantus, 527; 
Epicharmus, 529. See their 
names. 

Pythagoreans, originally a political 
, or religious party designation, 
i. 368, 2 ; authorities for their 
history, ;{06 sqq.; Pythagorean 
society, 342 sqq.; its politieal 
character, 349, 354; it::; perse
cution, 367 sq.; dispersion, 361 
sq .• 365; later, 363; la.st of the, 
365, 367 ; Pythagorean and 
pseudo-Pythagorean writings, 
310 sqq. 

Q ll ALI TIES of things deriyed 
from the form, rnagniturle 1 

and relations of atoms, Demo-
critus, ii. 229 sq. ; primary and 
secondary, 232 sq. 

RAI!f; see Meteorological theo
ries 

llainbow, i. 278, 2 ; 481, n. See 
1\1etcorological theories 

Rare.fact'ion and courlensation of 
prirniti,·e 1nu.tter} held by tho 
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Ionians, i. 207 ; Thales, 218 ; 
.Anaximenes, 271, 280 ; Dio
genes. 291, 299 ; ldreus, 284; 
Archelaus, ii.. 390 

Realism and Idealism, i. 187 sqq. 
Reason, placed by Philolaus in the 

brain, i. 480 ; how regarded by 
Parmenides, i. 188, 691 ; by 
DiogenPs and A.naxagoras, 30 l ; 
ii. 342 sq., see vovs ; r. and sense, 
see Sense and Sense Percep-
tion . 

Relz:qion. Greek, influenced by the 
East, i. 2 7 ~ 1 ; relation of Greek?' 
to Greek philosophy, 51 ; cha
racter of Greek, 52-56; free
dom of Greek science ]n respPct 
to, 58; dependence of Eastern, 
Mohammedan, and Christian 
philosophy on, 69 ; attitude of 
Nao-Platonism to, 180; relation 
to, of Thales, 220, 221 ; the Py
thagoreans, 489 ; Xenophanes, 
558 sqq. ; He:racleitus, ii. 100-
103; Empedocles, 172, 179 sqq., 
184; Democritus, 287 sqq.; 
Anaxagoras, 372 ; the Sophists, 
481 ; resemblance of Roman, to 
Pythagoreanism, i. 518, 2 

Retribution, future, ·wi Lh the an
cient poets, i. 125; Fytha
goreans, 483 sq., 494 sq. Cf. 
Death, Metempsychosis 

lflictoric of the Sophists, ii. 48 t 
sq. 

l?(qht, natural and positive, ii. 
476 sq .. 

SAJ.~CHU1{JA1"'HON, i. 48 
Sapplw. i. 114 

Scepticism, difference betweT-n an
cient and modern, i. 159; sup
posed, of Xenophanes,, 57 5; 
of the Sophists, ii. 4 7 5 

Sciences, special, first recognition 
f . r. • 

0 ' 1. o, 6 
Sea, the, represented by Hesiod as 
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brought forth by the earth,. i ~ 
56, 88 ; 'by PherRcydes aR the
creation 0if Zeus, 93; in Orphic 
crn;mogonies, 98. 5; 99; Anaxi
mander, g?ddual drying 11p of,. 
251, 1; 2:60; origin of, 255; 
Diogenes, origin of, :reason of 
its saltness, ~94; grd.dual <lry
ing up of, 298 ; H e:l'aclf'itus,. 
primitive fire first changed into~ 
ii. 48; newiormation of the earth 
jn, 6t5, 1 ~ :Emp2doc-les, exuded 
fr()m the 12arth by solar heat,. 
158, 5; Democritus~ origin of,. 
248; wiU in ti1ne dry up fronh 
evaporation, 248, 3 ; AnHxa
goras, why salt and bitter;. 
357, 1 ; f(w1ned by exudation 
from the (.i)a,rth, 357, I; lijppias9" 
the same opinion, 45~, 3 ; called 
by Pythagoreans the tears of 
Cronos. 19.G), 2 

Self e:i~a'lrllin@tioiJ., daily,. enj oj ned 
on Pyth~goreans, i. 349, 496 

Senses, the, ~nd sense-per~ption,. 
opinions of :phiilosoplH<rs on::: 
Parme-nides, i. 591 ; ii. Heraclei
tus, 88 sqq. ; Empedocles, 16 7 -
171 ; Dmnoeritus, 2.6~267 ; 
Anaxagoras, 367 sq.; C1ide1nus,. 
388, 1 ; Protagoras, 448:, 449 

Separation of particular kinds of 
matter fro1n the Infinite; see
Anaximander3" Empedocles, An
~xagoras 

&1!J'e'J), the ntu.IDibt}r of re~[dson, i ... 
475 

Silence, :period of, in Pythagorean 
noviciate, i. ~42; as to secret 
doctrines, 351, l 

Simonides of Amorgos, :religious 
and ethic:-tl Jrefiections in his 
poems, i. 114, 122. 

Sir:, the number <Uf the soul,. i 47 5 
Slavery contrary to nature, as

serted by Alcidamas, ii. 47'1 
Sleep, explanation of, by Dioge·nes, 

i.. 297 ; Pal"'me-nides~ 602~ 1 ; 
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Her<tcleitus, ii. 82; En1pedodes, 
164 ; Democritus, 260, 309 ; 
Anaxagoras, 366, 5 

Socrates, his place in Greek philo
sophy, i. 152, 171 sqq.; ii. 406, 
407, 51.5 

Socratic schools, i. 177 
Solon, called a Sophist, i. 2, 3 ; 

remark of Crresus to, 1, 2 ; his 
poems and ethics, 115 sq. ; one 
of the seYPn wise men, 119, 1; 
fame as a law-giver, 120, 3 

Soothsaying ; see prophecy 
Sopliist~ meaning of the name, i. 2 ; 

ii. 429; history of particular 
Sophists, 407 sqq. 

Sophistic op·inion and teaclting, 
origin. ii. 394; previous relation 
of philosophy to practical lite, 
394 sq. ; necessity of scientific 
culture, 395 ; cancelling of the 
ancient philosophy. 398; revolu
tion in Greek thought, the Greek 
'Illumination,' 401, 403; points 
of contact in the preYious 
systems, 404- ; PXternal history 
of, 407 sq.; Protagoras. 408 ; 
Gorgias, 412; Prodicus, 416 ; 
Rippias. 421 ; Thrasymachus, 
Euthydemus, etc., 423 ; how 
regarded by the ancients, 429 ; 
the Sophists as profes~ional 
teachers, 4-34 ; their payment 
for instruction, 436 ; scientific 
character of, 444 ; the01·y of 
know ledge, 44 5 ; of Prota
goras, 446; Gorgias, 451; Xeni
ades, Euthydemus, 456, 457 ; 
Eristic disputation involves neg
lect of physics, 460 ; Sophi st ic 
art of disputation, 462 ; ethics, 
469 ; earlier Sophists, 4 70 ; 
moral consf'quences of. 474 ; 
opinions of the later Sophists 
on right, 4 7 5 ; relation of, to 
religion, 481; Sophistic rhetoric, 
485; various tenrlencies of, 496; 
historical importance and eharac-

STA 

ter of, 497; distinction of de
finite Sophistic ~chools, 506 sq. 

qocpla, original meaning of, i. 1 
8011,l, the, ancient ideas ~bout, 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, 47 5 sq., 482 sq.; Alc
mreon. 524, 525; Hippasus, 526; 
IIeracleitus, ii. 79, 80 ; Empe
docles 167, 2 ; Democritus, 256 
sq., 262 ; Anaxagoras, 364, 366 

Space; see the Void 
Sphairos of Empedocles, ii. 149 

sqq. 
Spheres, the hea'\"'enly, of Anaxi

mander, i. 254, 258; the Pytha
goreans, 445, 1 ; Parmenides, 
598. 

Stars, the, theories concerning: of 
Thales, are fiery masses, i. 224, 
6 ; Little Bear, Pleiades, Hyades, 
214, n., 2lf>, n.; Anaximan
der: formfd of fire and air, 252, 
258 ; spheres, 254 ; are innu
rrierable, 257 ; created gods. 
2b8; Anaximenes, are broad 
and flat., and float upon the air, 
27 4 ; origin, 27 4 ; from con
densed vapours, motion, 275; 
created gods, 276; Diogenes of 
A pollonia, origin, 292, 294, 
295 ; are porous bodies like 
pumice-stone, the hollows of 
which are filled with fire, 295 ; 
the Pythagoreans, nameEi for 
particular constellations, 490, 
2 ; spheres and re\Tolution of, 
444 sq.; are like the earth, 
and surrounded by an atmo
sphere, 456; revolv·e around 
central fire, and determine ros
mical year, 458; are divine, 
458; morning and evening star 
the san1e, 458, 1; Alcmreon, are 
di vine, because their motion re~ 
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turns into itself and is eternal, 
523, 524; Xenophanes, origi
nate from vapours of earth and 
water, 568 ; are fiery clouds, 
and move in an endless straight 
line above the earth, 572; circu
lar motion is an optical delusion, 
572; Parmenides, are fiery mas
ses of vapour, 600, 2; heaven 
of fixed, 699 ; Heracleitus, 
his opinion of, ii. :l9, 60 ; Ernpe
docles, are fastened to the sky, 
while planets move freely, 1 f>7; 
Democritus, are masses of stone 
heated by the revolution of the 
heavens, 248, n., 249 ; their 
motion, 251 ; l\'Iilky Way com
posed of many, 252, 2; Metrodo
rus, 316, 1; 316, n.; Anaxagoras, 
are masses of stone torn away 
from the earth by the force of 
the original rotation of matter, 
356; become incandescent in the 
rether, 3b6; courses and motion, 
etc., 360, 362 

State, views concerning the, of the 
Pythagoreans, i. 3!9, 493 sq.; 
Heracleitus, ii. 98 sq.; Demo
critus, 283 sq. ; the Sophists, 
475 ~q. 

Stoic philosophy, charactRr and 
re~mlts of, i. 168, 159 

Suicide forbidden by the Pytha
goreans, i. 483, 1 ; 491 

Sttn, the, in the Orphic cos
mogonies, i. 64, 99, 106 ; 
theories and discoveries re
specting, of Thales, the sol
stices, 214 ; foretold eclipse 
of, 214, n.; size of, 214; Anaxi
mander, ii:; an aperture in a 
ring formed of air and filled 
with fire, 252, 253 ; size, 253; 
influence on earth and sky and 
origin of animals, 253, 255; 
Anaxinienes, is fiat and broad, 
and supported by the air, 273, 
27 4; origin of, 27 4 ; disappears 

TRA 

at night behind the northern 
mountains, 276, 276; solsticPs, 
277, n. ; Diogenes of Apollonia, 
is a porous body, arising from, 
and sustained by terrestrial va
pours, 295; Pythagoreans, is 
a vitreous sphere, 455 sq. ; re
"°olves around the central fire, 
444 ; aad reflects its light, 
450-452, 455, 466 ; sphere of, 
452, 2; eclipses of, 45,5 ; place 
of, in the spheral harmony, 462, 
n.; motes of the, are souls, 4 76 ; 
Alcmreon,shape of,523, 1 ; .... X:eno
phanes, is a fie1"y cloud kindled 
and extinguished at rising and 
setting, 572 : moves in a straight 
line, 672 ; Parmenides, is of a 
fiery nature, and produced from 
the Milky Way,600, 2; influence 
of, on origin of man, 601; Hera
cleitus, daily renewal of, ii. 
57 sq.; Empt'docles, 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, 
316, 2; daily renewal of, 316, 
n. ; Anaxagoras, is a red-hot 
stony mass, 356, 3; fath~r of 
plants, 365, 3 ; motion and size 
of, 3G0-362 ; eclipses of; see 
Eclipses. 

trvveopta, the Pythagorean, i. 3:j7 

TELA U G ES, son of Pythagoras, 
ii. 188, 1 

Terpander, i. 122 
Tetractys, the, Pythagoras called 

the reYealer of, i. 428 
Thales, supposed visit to Egypt, 

i. 33 ; history of philosophy 
begins with, 84, 1; 127, 166 ; 
among the seyen wise men, 119, 
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I, 213 ; and the wisest of them, 
121 ; his life, 211-216; sup
posed writings, 216, 2; philo
sophy, 216 sqq.; water as pri
mitive matter, 217 sq. ; orga
nising force, 220 ; origin of all 
things from water, 223; other 
theories ascribed to him, 224 
sq. 

Theano, wife or daughtf•r of Py
thR gora s, i. 341, 4; 372, 4 

Theognis, i.115, 117, 122, 123 
Tkeogony of Hesiod, i. 8 4 ; not a 

philosophy, 89 
Thought, Democritus on, and 

perception. ii. 270 sqq. ; see 
Cognition, Nous 

11tra~ymach'lt.<;, the Sophist, ii. 423, 
460; 464, 6 ; 481 

Thunde,r, see Meteorological The
ories ; frightens sinners in 

. Tartarus, according to Pytha
goras, i. 483, 3 

Tim(!JUS the Locrian, treatise on 
the world-soul attributed to him, 
i. 319 ; date according to Plato, 
364 

Time, Cbronos of Pherecydes, i. 
01, 2; according to the Pytha
goreans, 4 60 · 

Tisias, his school of rhetoric in 
Sicily, ii. 489 

Tones, see Harmony, Pythago
rean system of, i. 431-433. 

Transmigratlon of souls; see Me
tempsychosis 

Tyrtceus. Spartan el~giac poet, i. 
114, 127 

UNITY of History, see History; 
of spirit with nature, SPe 

Nature; of primitiYe matter 
with motive force, i. 200, 220, 
249 ; and duality, with the 
Pythagoreans, 387 sqq., 394 
~q.; of all Being as~erted by 
Xenophanes, 561, 582; and 

WOM 

Parmenides, proved by Zeno, 
611 sq. ; Melissus, 632 ; of 
Being and Thought, held by 
Pm m.enides, 583, 590 ; of the 
world, by Anaxagoras, ii. 338, 
359 

Universe, the, opinions concerning, 
of the Pythagoreans, i. 443 sq.; 
Parmenides, 598; Heracleitus, 
ii. 62; Democritus, 24 7; ... -'ln
axagoras, 360 

Unlimited, the, of Anaximander, 
i. 227 sqq.; of the Pythagoreans, 
466 sq. 

[Tn limitedness, of the atoms as 
to nu1nber, and of the Void, 
maintained by the Atomists, ii. 
223, 228, 245 

JTEINS, called the bonds of the 
soul, i. 482, 1 

Virtue, a number, i. l 88; a hal'
mony, 491 ; Sophistic doctrine 
of. ii. 470 sqq. ; opinions of the 
philosophera on; see Ethics 

Void. the, maintained by the 
PJthagoreans, i. 468; Ecphan 
tus, 628 ; the Atomists, ii. 228 ; 
denied by Parmenides, i. fi86 ; 
Mel issus, 6::14-636; Empedocles, 
ii. 13!) ; Anaxagoras, 342 

WATER as primitive matter, i. 
217, 226 

Wind, connection of souls with the, 
i. 485, 2 ; theories respecting; 
see Meteorological Theories 

Wise men, the seven, called So· 
phists, i. 2, 3 ; th~ir names 
variously given, 119, 2 ; their 
ethics, 119 ; relation to philoso
phy, 120, 121; judgment of 
Heracleitus on, ii. 10 

Women, education of, neglected by 
the Greeks, i. 77; among the 
disciples of Pythagoras, i. 341, 
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4 ; Theano on the duty and 
position of, 495. 2 ; low opinion 
of Democritus of, ii. 286; have 
warmer nature than men and 
originally sprang from the 
south, according to Parmenides, 
i. 601, 3 ; this theory reversed 
by Enipedocles, ii. 162 

1Vorks and IJays, ethics of He
siod's, i. 112 

W01·ld-soul, resemblance of Ad
rastea in Orphic poems to 
Plato's, i. 101 ; not held by 
Thales, 222 ; supposed Pytha
gorean doctrine of the, 485, 1 ; 
486 

World, the, is to Plato the Yisible 
God, i. I 54; formation of, ac
cording to Thales, 223, 224 ; 
Anaxin1anJ er, 248 sq. ; Anaxi
menes, 273 sq. ; Hippo, 282 ; 
Diogenes, 292 ; the Pythago
reans, 4i>9 sq. ; Empedocles, ii. 
150 sq. ; Democritus, 244 sq. ; 
Anaxagoras, 345 sq.; Arche
laus, 390 ; was without be
ginning, according to Xeno
phanes, i. 565 sq. ; Heracleitus, 
ii. 21, 76, 77; periodical con
struction and destructi-on of, 
held by Anaximander, i. 256 ; 
Anaximenes, 278 ; Diogenes, 
298 ; Heracleitus, ii. 76, 77 ; 
Ernpedocles, 145 sq., 151, 152; 
unity of, held by Heracleitus, 
61, 74; animate natnre of, ac
cording to Thales, i. 222 ; innu
merable worlds. spoken of by 
Anaximander, i. 257 sqq.; Anaxi-
1nenes, 277; Democritus, ii. 245; 
ascribed to Xenophanes, i. 571 ; 
relation of, to God, cf. God; world 
above and beneath the moon, i. 
471 

X E~-IAIJES, the Sophist, ii. 
426, 466 

ZOR 

Xenophanes, sources in regard to 
his doctrine, i. 533; life and 
writin~s, 656 sq. ; theology, 
polemrn . against polytheism, 
658 ; unity of all Being, 561 ; 
more precise definition of this, 
564, 565 ; no dPnial of Be
coming, 566 ; physical theories, 
567 sq.; ethics, 574; supposed 
scepticisn1, 5 7 4 sq. ; character 
of his philosophy, 577 

Xenopltilus, a n1usician, disciple of 
Eurytus, the Pythagorean, said 
to have liyed to 105 in perfect 
health, i. 364, 5, end 

YEAR, cosmic, according to 
the Pythagoreans, i. 458 ; 

according to Heracltitus, ii 77 

Z 'AGREUS, myth of, i. 64, 1; 
105 

Zaleuous, said to ha.Ye been in
structed by Pythagoras, i. 842, 1 

Zalmoxis, story of~ and Pytha
goras, i. 73, 1 ; 330, 3; 337 

Zaratas, i. 328, 3 
Zeno of Elea, life and writings, i. 

609 sq. ; relation to Parme
nides, 611 sq. ; physical theories 
ascribed to him, 61 J, 612; refu
tation o~· ord~nary presentation, 
612 ; d1alect1c, 63U sq.; argu
ment against multiplicity, 614 
sq.; against motion, 619 sq.; 
historical importance of these 
demonstrations, 625 

-Zeus, meaning of, with Pherecydes, 
i. 91 sq.; in He~iiodic and Or
phic myths, 64, 66, 100, 101, 
104 sq., 107; sayings of the 
poets concerning, 112, 122 

Zoroaster, supposed connection 
with Pytha~oras, i. 328, 3 ; 
515; with Heracleitus, ii. I la 
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masterly arrangement of the original, 
which is an indispensable aid to the readers 
of PLATO and ARJSTOTLE. Of this trans
lation it can be said that in all essential 
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•This is a tram~lation of Dr. EDUARD 
ZELLER'S Plato und die iiltere Akademie, 
a. work of great value to students of PLATO, 
but hitherto only in part accessible to 
English readers. The text has been admir
ably tran~lated by Miss ALLEYNF.. who bas 
proved herself fn1ly competent to deal 
with the philosophical terminology of the 
German original, and to execute a transla
tion which does not, like some translations, 
J>roclaim itself as such by any un-English 
structure of its phrases and sentences. 
Copious notes and references have been 
added by Mr. GOODWIN, Fellow of Balliol 
Colleg~, who shares with Miss ALLEYNE 
the responsibility of the work. The value 
of Dr. ZELLER's work bas been amply· 
acknowledged by Professor JOWETT in the 
Preface t'> the second edition of bis PLATO ; 
and this transiation of it will be a great 
boon to many students of PLATO who (as 
its Authors suggest in their Preface) are 
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' The work must become indispensable 
to the stndent of PLATO. It con'lists of 
sixteen chapters, in which Plato's life, the 
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book of tiOO pages-than to call attention 
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book is both comprehf'nsive and trust
worthy. He seems to have said the last 
word on Greek philosophy; and his volumes 
are among those monuments of nineteenth 
century German research which make one 
wonder what will remain for the scholars 
of the twentieth century to do. He brings 
to his task the two essential qualities
v&.st learning, and the power of moving at 
pleasure in the rarified atmosphere of ab
stractions. • • • It is evident that Mr. 
GOODWIN. to whom this part of the under
taking fell, had no sinecure in his work of 
tram~lation and verification. He has gone 
bravely through with it, however, and 
both his work and that of Miss ALLEYNE, 
who translated the text, leave almost 
nothing to be desired.' 
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