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ARISTOTLH

AND THE

EARLIER PERIPATETICS

CHAPTER X

[cHAP. 1X. €. OF GEEMAN TEXT]

Living Creatures

1, The Soul and Life

WHAT distinguishes living creatures from all others is
the Soul.! All life, in fact, consists in the power of self-
movement,” that is, in a capacity inherent in a being of
effecting changes in itself: the simplest form of which
is confined, as in the case of plants, to nutrition, growth,
and decay.? But every movement implies two elements

! De An. 1.1, 407, a, 4: the
investigation into the nature of

. thesoul is of the highest value

for science, pdiiore §& wpis Thy

PUoiw EoTi yup olew Gpxh Taw
o [ yoxh].

# Iﬁ'&i‘ii. 1, 412, b, 16, ef. a,
27, and see infra.

3 Thid. i1. 2, 413, a, 20: Adyo-
per oy ., Buwplofar Th Euluxor
Tob dyiyor 7§ (v, wAeovex@s e
Tl (v Asyoudrov, kiw fv Ti TolTwy

YOL. II.

evvmdpyxy povoy, (v abrd dapsr,
oloy wovs, aloclnos, wienois kal
oTdeIs 7 keTd Tiwey, ére klvnous 9
kord rtpodhy kel ¢figis Te Kal
elifnos. G kol 78 guduere mdrra
Goxel (Fv- gaiverar yap &y abrois
Exovta dlvauw kel Gpyiv Toabryy,
8 s atinely Te kol ¢licw Aau-
Bdvouvsr . . . olBepla ~yip abTols
dmdpyer Biwaurs BAAR duyxfis. As
this lowest form of life presents
itself wherever the higher is (sce

B



2 ARISTOTLE

—something that moves, and something that is moved :
form and matter; and if a thing moves itself, it must
contain this duality within itself.! Hence every being
that has life must be a compound being; and if we call
the material part, which is subject to motion, the body,
it will follow that the form, which is the cause of
motion, has a being separate from and independent of
the body.” And as the form in general is identified with
the efficient and the final cause, this being may also be
said to be the final aim or end of the body.* The form
thus considered as motive or effieient force is called by
Avristotle ¢ Entelechy ’; * and hence he defines the Soul as

infra) it may be treated as the
universal mark of a living thing ;
ibid. ¢ 1, 412, a, 13: 7aw &€
Goairdy [sc, crw;ua'.rw?] Té pir Exer
Coliy T & odr Exer (why 8E Adyo-
pev rhe 80 adTod [adTol] Tpodhy
Te kol abifgow xal pblow.  Om the
other hand, De An. i. 2, 403, b,
25 (1d Euluxor &) Tou Edyov
Jvolr pdaere  Swdépew  Bowel,
wwpoer T kal 7@ aioBdresfar), ex-
presses merely the popular view,
not the technical definition, of
life.

1 See p. 4, n. 1, infre.

i PDe An. il 1, 412, a, 15:
Yore mhy odun durikby meTéxor
Cwijs obola by ey, ovola 8 ofitws ds
gupdérn: émel 8 dotl caEpa Towrde’
['RENDELENBURG: cépe xal
woiopdl; TORSTRIK: kol o.roibrde],
Ceolp yap Exov, olx Gy ey Tb oiua
Yuxh. o6 ydp dort Ty kal Two-
kewévou Th o@ua, uaiier B ds
Smokeluevoyr ral HAn. évayrator Gpe
Thy dvyhr oleioy evar ds eibos
cduates puoikod Svrduer  (why
Exovros. Part. Am. i. 1, 611, a,
14-32; Gen. An. il 4,738, b, 26;

Melaph. viil, 3, 1043, a, 35, Arxi-
stotle had already described the
soul in the Eudemus as eldds 7¢;
see 1. 833 sq., supra.

3 De An. il 4,415, b, 7, where
alter the passage quoted,i. 356, n.
1, supr., hegoeson,l. 12: 671 per oly
@s obgin [sc. airia éoriy 3 Yuyy]
Sihor: Th yap alTior Tol elvar
waaw 7 obeia, T 3¢ (fr Tols (dot
b elval éorw, aitle 8¢ ral apxy
TovTwy 4 Yuxd. €T Tob Buwduer
dyras Adyos 9 dvreddy e, pavepdy
8 ds kol o0 Evexer 3 Yuxh altia-
damep yip & rois Evewd Tov molel,
Ty alTov Tpomwor 1§ pUrs, kal Tobr
Zrmiv alTh TéAos. Towbroy B év
Tals (gors ) Yuxh kol [!] kaTa
QU warTa yip TE Quowe od-
pare ThHs Yuxis- bpyeve . . . G5
frena 7hs Yuxis évre. He then
goes on to show, what is a matter
of course, that the soul is an
efficient canse. Parf. An. i. 1,
641, a, 25 ; the odoia is both effi-
cient and final cause; Towvror fe
Tob (dov fiTor waoa 7 Yuxd 7 pépos
T ai‘JTﬁs‘.

4 CL i BTY, supra.

PHYSICS 3

the Entelechy, or more accurately as the First Entelechy,
of a natural body endowed with the capacity of life.!
This again applies to none but organic bodies, the
members of which are designed for some definite pur-
pose and serve as instruments for the fulfilment of
special functions.* The Soul accordingly is the First

v De An. il 1, Aristotle pro-
veeds : 7 8 otola érreréyem [the
form iz the efficient force].
Towdrov Bpe sdunTes évTeAexeia.

The expression ‘entelecheia’ has,

however, a double sense: at one
time it is the power of action
that is understood hy it; at
another, the activity itself (the
standing example of the former
meaning is émwrrijun, of the latter,
Bewpeiv; seeibid., and of. Wetaph.
ix. 6, 1048, a, 34 ; Phys. viil. 4, 255,
a, 83; D¢ Sensu, 4, 441, b, 22 ;
Fen. An. ii. 1, T35, a, 9; TREN-
DELENBURG, Je An. 314 sq.3
BoX1TZ, Arist. Metaph. ii. 394).
The soul can be called entele-
cheia only in the former sense
(that of the power), seeing that
it is present even iu sleep ; this
is what is meant by the addition
mpébry, when in L 27 it is said:
Yuxf éomw évTeAdyeia ) wpwTh
cduaToes purikod Bupdue: (why Exor-
Tos, for the power always pre-
cedes the activity.

2 Aristotle proceeds, 1. 28:
TotobTe 8¢ [SC. Burduer (wiy Exor],
b &r 4 dpyerkdy, adding that the
parts of plants also are organs,

- though very simple omnes (cf.

Part. dn. ii. 10, 635, b, 37). On
the detinition of organic life cf.
the passpee quoted by TRERDE-
LENBURG in loco ; Part. An. 1.1,
642, a, 9: as the axe to fulfil
its purpose must be hard, ofires
Kai émel TO cdur Upyavoy (Evend

Twes yap ExaoTor Tdv popluw.
bpoiws 88 Kai Td BAov) avdykn Epa
Totordl elvat xal dr Towrdl, €l éxelvo
€otar, Ihid.i. 5, 645, b, 14 éwel
B¢ T péy bpyavor wiv Evend Tov, TO
3’ ob Evera wpakls 7is, pavephy G1i
kal TO clvohor cépn curésrike
wmpafeds Tivos Evenm WAfpovs. As
the saw exists for the sake of
sawing. so 70 o@ud Tes Tis fuxis
€vercey, kal T& wopia T@Y Epywy wpbs
& wépurwey Exasror. JTlhid. ii. 1,
646, b, 10 sqq.: of the constitu-
ent parts of living things some
are homogeneous, others hetero-
geneous (see 1. 517, 1. 6, supra);
the former, however, exist for the
sake of the latter; éreivey [sc.
T@Y Gropowpepey] yip Epya wxal
mpages eloly . . . Biomep & GuTar
kal velpmy &c. cuveoriicact T
Gpyavike T@y woplwr. Thid. ii. 10,
655, b, 87: plants have only a
few heterogeneons parts; mwpbs
yop bhiyes mpdies oAiywy opydvay
7 xpnoss. The *organic” parts of
the body, therefore, are those
which serve a definite purpose ;
for this use of the word see, e.c.
en. An. 1. 4, 739, b, 14: Tois
opyavikols wpls 7w cureudiay
woplows.  Tugr, An, 4, 705, b, 22:
Bra per yap dpyarvikels uepeoe xpd-
pere (Adyw & oloy maglv i wrépukw
i T B TowdTe) T elpnudiny
peraBorqy  [locomotion] woreitat

. doa Be wh Towdrors paplots,
avtd B¢ 74 oduare SwmAnqlbes
matetpera mpoépxerar.  All the

B2



4 ARISTOTLE

Entelechy of a Natural Organic Body.! This definition
does not, indeed, apply to the higher portion of the

Soul, which in the human spirit is added to its other

parts. With this, however, Natural Philosophy has
nothing to do: it is rather the subject-matter of the
¢ First Philosophy.” 2

The sonl, considered as the form and moving prin-
ciple of the body, must itself be incorporeal ;* and here
Aristotle contradicts the interpreters of his theory who
represent it as being material in nature. Tt does not
move itself, as Plato thought, for then it would be a
ot as well as a movens, and every mobum exists in
space.! Nor is it a harmony of its own body ;? for such
a harmony would be either a union or a proportionate
mixture of different materials, and the soul is neither
one nor the other: the notion of harmony is better
suited to physical conditions, such as health, than to

PHYSICS : 5

for it does not move itself, and if it were a number it
certainly could not do so.! It is not some one sort of
material, as Democritus thought, nor a mixture of all
materials, as Empedocles held :* for if it were a mate-
rial it could not spread through all parts of the body.?
since two bodies cannot coexist in the same space ; and
if the soul must contain all materialg, in order that it
may be able to perceive them all, the same argument
wonld oblige us to aseribe to it all combinations of
materials in order that it may kmow all. We cannot
identify it with the air we breathe, since all living crea~
tures donot breathe.! Norisit diffused through all sorts
of matter,’ since simple hodies are not living creatures.

"The soul, then, is not in any sense corporeal,
Sevrépg 3€° 7 apuovia, dmai, Tol P d.Gr.i. 807 sq. ; on the latter,

GouaTos vavrioy erTiv 4 dvapuoarla  De An. i. 5, 409, b, 23 £qq. C. 2,
To0 cdparos® @vepposria §& Tob 404, b, &, Ph.d. Gr.i. 725, Only

the soul.® Again, it is not a number that moves itself,

parts of a living body, however,
serve some ackive purpose.

1 PDe An, il 1, 412, b, 4: e
3 Tt kowbr éml wdams Yuxns del
Aéyew. €l by dvrehéxeia 7 TpeTn
aduaTos Quoiked dpyavicei, and a
similar definition is given, L 9
sqq.: it is the Adyes [or the ebola
Koard Thy Adyor] sdpatos guaod
Towudl Exovros apxiy riwfoews ial
crdoews &y fauT.

* See on this subject Part.
W BlEed e BT b T
cf. De An. 1. 1, 403, a, 27, b, Y
sqq., . 2, 413, b, 24,

3 SBee p. 2, n. 2, supra. De
Juvent. 1, 467, b, 14: 87Aov b7e
oby oldy 7 elvar odpa Th ovaioy
abrijs [Tis Yuxfis], 4AN pes d7e g7
& Tun Tov cduates imdpxer uople,

darepdy.

4 De An. 1. 3,404, a, 21, ¢ 4,
408, a, 30 sqqg. The further
reasons that are urged against
this view we must here pass over.
Un the Platonic conception of a
world-soul see i. 459, n. 5, supre.

5 On this assumption, cf.
ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. 1. 413,

S fe An. 1. 4 init, 408, a, 30,
where this conclusion is sup-
ported with further arguments, ef.
PHILOE. De An. K, 2,m, (4. Fr.
41): méyxpyror B¢ kal ebris B
‘AptaToTéAys o . . év 76 Eddfue
T Biahdyy B émyephiceat Tav-
Tais, wid piv olrws® TH apuovie,
pnoty, €orl T évapriov, 7 dvap-
poorio - T 8¢ Yuxh obdev évavtioy *
ol Gpa 7 Yuxh apuor’a éoTiit ., .

dudbyov oénaTos vooos kal dobeyein
wal aloyos. Gv Th pir dcupperpia
207 Tar Trorxelwy 9 wioos, T Be
rar buolouepav 7 Goléveia, Th BE
riov dpyavicdy b aloyes. [On this,
however, see i. 517, n. 6, supra.]
i rolvuy % évapueoTiz vdoos Kal
drbéveia wal aloyos, 7 apuovia dpo
Syela wol imxbs kal kdARos.  Yuxd
3t obdéy dori TolTwy, obite Uyeia
@il ofre loxbs obiTe kdAXas® Yuxiy
wap eixey kal b Oeprirys aloxoTos
&y, obw dpa éoTiv 7 Yuxh apuovia.
wat TabTa pev dy éxe'vois. THEMIST.

 De An. 44 sp.; SIMPL, De dn.

14, a, 0, and OLYMPIODORUS in
Phed. p. 142, also mention this
argument from the Eudemus.

' Jhjd. 108, b, 32 sqq.; el
#RLL. Ph.d. Gr. 1. 871, 2.

* On the former of these
views see Pe An. 1. 5nit. ¢ 3,
406, b, 15 sqq. ¢. 2, 403, b, 28, and

one of Aristotle’s many objections
to the theory of Empedocles is
here given.

¢ Ag it iz obvious that the
nutritive and sensitive soul at
least does, from the fact that
when a plant or an animal is cut,
life remains in all parts alike so
long as its organic conditions are
present; He An. i 5, 411, b. 19,
3.2, 413, b, 13; cf. i. 4, 400, 1,
9: Longit. V. 6,467, a, 185 Jur,
ot Sen. 2, 468, b, 2 sqq. 483,

+ Pe Awn. 1. 5, 410, b, 27,

5 Aristotle attributes this
view first to Thales, but identifies
it specially ' with Diogenes of
Apollonia and Heraclitus; ef.
De An. i. 5, 411, a, 7 sqq. ; also
¢ 2, 405, a, 19 sqq. and ZELL.
Ph.d.Gr. i pp. 178, 2; 238; 240 ;
587, z; 612 sq.



6 ARISTOTLE

and none of the attributes peculiar to corporeal sub-
stances can be aseribed to it. On the other hand, it
cannot exist without a body.! Aristotle is even anxious
‘to indicate the particular matter in which it resides,
and which it carries with it as it passes from one being
~to another in the process of procreation. This he
deseribes at one time as Calorie (@zpuov), at ancther as
Pneuma, regarding it as alien to the wether, and of a
higher nature than the four elements; but he is wholly
unable to give any clear account of its qualities, or
to harmonise this conception with the general teaching
of the Physics.? The only right view is that the soul is

' De An. 13, 1, 413, a, 4: i
wev oby obk Eorw 9 duxy xepwry
Tob gduaros, T pepy TR avTis, €
peprari} wédurey, ol @dnAov . . .
ot ulp GAX' End ye olfer kwhier,
Be T pmbevds elvar adpaTos dvre-
hexelms. Cf. Gen, Aa, ii. 3, 736,
b, 22 sqq. 737, &, 7 sqg. and p.
4, 0. 3, supra, and p. &, n. 1, infra.

* The principal passage upon
the subject is Gen. An. ii. 3, 736,
b, 29 : mdons pev ody Yuxciis dvraues
érépov ThuaTos EnKe IKeRaiv@YNEvaL
kal BewTépov  Tav  kaAgupévey
cTotxeiwy @y B¢ Bradépovai Tiued-
Tt af Yuxal kol drple dAMAwe,
oltw ral 4§ TotadTy Siaddper plmts.
mdvTwr uey yop v TE owépuaTi
Svumdpyel, bmep mwoisi ylvipa elvac
T owépuara, TH KaAolperoy Gepuiy.
TobTo § ol wip 0dB¢ TotadTy Furauis
éoTw, dakd Tb éumeptiauBaviueyov
év T4 owépunTe Kal &y TE Ggpdder
wretue wol 5 v T Trelpar: dloes,
dvdAoyor eoloe TE TEY GOTpwY
orotyelw. It is not fire but heat,
whether of the sun orof animals,
that generates life. 73 8¢ Tfs
yorfis cdua, v @ ouvamépyerar TH
gwépun T8 Ths Yvxuds dpxis, TH

pey xwpirrdr by oduaros, drots
éumepidapBdverar b Betop (TotoliTes
¥ doTly § reAoduevos wavs), T B
dydptaroy, Toita th emépua [with
WIMMER read ca@upe] 7is yovis
Bladverar kal mreviaTolTar o
Eyor Gyply wol wrevpordln. As
the material in which the soul
resides i3 here expressly distin-
guished from the elements, it is
naturally thought of as wmther,
which elsewhere (see i, 476, n. 2,
and 477, n. 1, supra ) is described in
almost identical terms. Buton the
other hand the mther is neither
hot nor eold, nor as the element
of the immutable spheres can it
ever enter the region of the
earthly changes of birth and
death (see i. 473 sq. supra, and
the admirable discussion in
MEYER'S dwisl. Thierk. 409 sqq.).
Even if, relying npon De Cerlo,
1.2, 269,a. 7 (on which, however,
see i, 474, n. 1, supra), wesnppose
(with Kamre, Erkennthissth, d.
Ar. 23) that it is foreibly injeeted
into the organic germ, the ques-
tion would still remain how we
are to explain sueh a process
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the form of its body, since the form eannot exist with-
out the matter to which it belongs, and yet it is not

and how the evolution which
we must ascribe to the ewépua
7is Yuxwiis apxis, whether we
take SwAderfar as referring to
the germ itself or only to the
~ovh, is consistent with the
immutability of the sether (i. 476,
supra). The material in question,
moreover, is never described as
mther. 1t is merely compared
with it. Nor, indeed, does Ari-
stotle ever speak of an mthereal
matter, but only of vital heat
and vital breath, as residing in
the body. Similarly De Vita,
4, 469, b, 6: wdvra 3¢ T& pépie
kal war T cépe Tor (Fav Exe
Twt otpguroy BepudTnTa Puouhy -
whenee the heat of the living,
the coldness of the dead, body.
dvayiaioy 8 TatTys The dpxiy Tis
Bepudrnros év  Tf wapdlg Tols
dvalpows elvau, rois §° dyaipos =%
T dvdhoyor ' épyd(erar yap Kal
wérrer TG durikg Depud ThY Tpogiy
wdrra, pdAlgTe BE TH KUPLETGTOV.
With the heat of the heart life
too becomes extinct, S 7b Tiy
dpxiy  évrebfer  Tis BepudrnTos
apriicbar Tao, kel THs Yuxis Dowep
dumerupsupérns v TOIS popiots
robrars [the heart is as it were
the hearth on which the soul's
fire burns] . . . évdyrn Tobvwy
Sue 76 e Giv Smdpxew xol Thy Tob
eppot TOlTOU gwrnpiay, kal Thy
rahoievoy Odvaroy elvar Thy TobToU
@lopdy. Part. An. il. 3, 650, 2,
9: as it is only by heat that food
can be digested, all plants and
animals require an dpxh Bepuod
puoih, €. 1,652, a7 sqg.: the
soul is not fire but resides ina
fiery body, heat being its chief
instrument in the performance
of its functions of nourishment

and motion. iii. 5, 667, b, 26:
Thy ol fepuol dpxiy dvayraiov ev
7¢ abrd Téme [as the sensitive
soul] elvas. De Respir. . 8, 474,
a, 25, b, 10: b {gv kal 7 Tis
Yuxiis E&is perd-OcpuiTnrés Tivds
coriv . . . Tupl vap dpyd{eTar wdvTa,
This heat resides in the heart.
The other faculties of the soul
cannot exist without the nutri-
tive, nor the nutritive dvev 7ot gu-
koD wupbs * ey Tolre yip 9 plois
dumembpevkey avTir, €. 13, 477,
a, 16: the higher animals have
more heat; fua yap dvdyrn kol
Yuxiis TeTUXMKIENEL TimeTépas. G
16,478,a,28: all animals require
cooling & Thy év TH xapdle Tis
Yoxfis éuripwow. € 21 init.:
roi Oepuod, & & # dpxh 9 BpewTih
(which, 480, b, 1, is also called
wxip). Ihid. c. 17, 479, 8, 7 sqq.:
the dpxh Tis (wis gives out draev
wh  xerapldynrar Th  Bepuby Tb
Kotrarauy  abTihs. hen, there-
fore, through old age the lungs
(correspondingly the gills) grow
dry and stiff, the fire (ie the
vital heat) gradually dies away
and is easily put out altogether.
Bib yip Th ohiyow elvas Th Bepubdy,
Sre ol wAelorov SwmemvevkiTos
&y G wAfe ths (wdis, . . . TaXEwS
smooRévyvrar,  Da An. ii. 4 fin.:
pydlerar B¢ Thy wéuw Tb Gepudy :
S may Ewbuxor Exer BeppiTyTa.
Gen. 4nm. i 1, 732, a, 18: the
higher animals are larger ; Tot7o
3 oik dvew BepudTnros Juyucis.
c. B, T43, a, 26: ® 8 Bepudrns
SyumdpyEl €V TE OTEPLATIKG WEPIT-
rdpari. 744, a, 20: man has the
purest Bepudrys & Th  wapdlc.
Cf. Gen. An, ii, 4, 740, b, 29:
the nutritive power of the soul
forms and feeds plants and ani-
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itself material.! This enables us to answer the question
about the unity of soul and body. Their relation to
one another is just the same as that which subsists

mals, xpwpém oioy dpydvois fepud-
a7 kal Yuxpdryre. Aceording to
Gen. An, il 11 (seel. 460, n, 5,
supra) the vital heat resides in
_the wrelpa, the dpyh Tol wreiuaros
(De Sommno, 2, 456, a, 7) in the
heart, from which all animal
heat proceeds; in those animals
which have no heart, é& 7@
Grddoyor TO oluuroy wweiun
dvaduodueroy kol curldvoy  Gai-
verar (ibid. 1. 11). This wwetua
ciuguroy, which iz a natural and
inherent property, not an external
adjunct, of animals, is frequently
mentioned, as in Gen, An. il 6,
744, a, 8, v. 8, 781, 2, 23 (ZELLER,
Ph. d. Gr.i, 16, 659, b,17), where
we are told that it pervades the
channelsof hearing andsmell, and
is the medinm by which sounds
and smells are conveyed to their
respective senses ; Pait. An. iii
6, 669, a, 1, where it is said that
in the case of bloodless animals,
which have less internal hent
and do mot reguire to breathe,
the mvetua siupurer is sufficient
for purposes of cooling.  As, how-
ever, according to the above, it
is also the seat of animal heat,
the phrase must be understood in
the sense explained in Respir, 9,
474, b, 31 sqg., to mean that
cooling, in the ease of such non-
respirating animals as require
more than that caunsed by the air
or water that surrounds them, is
produced by the expansion and
contraction of the mvebua Suguroy,
which in turn, by setting in
motion the abdominal membrane
which produces, e.g , the chirp of
the cricket, causes it to act as a

fan (for this is the sense in
which we muost understand 475,
a, 11, 669, b, 1). Beside these
passages, the statement in Gen.
Amn. i1, 3, stands rather isolated.
Granting that the o@ua fadrepoy
T@v oroixeiwy there spoken of is
distinguished from the wreipa in
which it resides (7 év 76 mreduar:
¢imes), it is yet hardly possible
to attribute to it an @thereal
nature. The truth seems rather
to be that Aristotle here feels a
want which his philosophy as a
whole does not enable bim to
supply. — The writer of the
spurious treatise w. Ilveduatos
discusses the nature of the
wrevua tuguror, though he by no
means confines himself to this
subject. e gives no indication,
however, of the view he held of
its material character.— Theqgnes-
tion of the relation of Aristotle’s
assumphions with regard to the
wvetua to his doctrine of the
Nous is for later discussion (see
Ch. XL on the Reason, infra).

! See p. 2, n. 2, supra, and
Metoph. vii, 10, 1035, b, 14 : émel
3¢ 7 rar (der Juyh (toiTo yap
olwrle wov ulbyou) § Kkaté TOV
Adyar obcie kal Tb eldos kal T Ti
fv elvar 7@ Tou@te sauere. . 11,

10537, a, 5: the body is the tayn,

the soul the odala 4 wpéry. viil. 3,
1043, a, 35. De An. i, 2, 414, a,
12: as the form iz everywhere
distingnishied from the matter
which receives if, so is the soul
ToiTo & (Guer xal wictaroueda xal
Biavooluelo mpaTws, Gore Adyas Tis
By el ral elbos, GAA oly UAn xal
Th Dmokelpevoy  Tpixds ép Ae-
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between form and matter.

To ask whether soul and

body are one, is just as ridiculons as to ask whether
the wax and the form impressed upon it are one. They
are and they ave not: they are separable in thought,
inseparable in reality.? Life is not a combination of
soul and body? and the living being is not some-
thing joined together of these two parts ;' but the
soul is the active force that operates in the body, or, if
you will, the body is the natural organ of the soul. We
cannot separate them any more than we can separate
the eye and eyesight.? None but a living body deserves
the name of hody,® and a particular soul can only exist

inits own particular body.?

youdns Tis obelas, kufdmep eimousr,
&p T iy eldos, Tb Be BAn, T BE &
dpdoiy+ TovTwy 8 4 pty BAn diva-
s, Th Be elBos drrehéyeia” émel Bt
b & augoir &ufuxoy, ol 10 odud
loTiy vreréyen Yuxiis, &N abiTy
rduards Twos. kal ik TolTo KaAds
franauBdvovauw, ofs Soxel wit’ dvev
sduaros elvar prTe odud T 7
Luxh. c@pa wlv yép obk EoTh
oduaros 8¢ T. De An. il 1, 412,
b, 11 sqq. thus illustrates: if the
axe were 4 creature, its nature as
an axe would be its soul: if the
eye were a separate being, its
eyesight (fyis) would be its soul,
abry yhp obata spfarpod 3 Kot
Thy Adyov. 6 8 bpbaduds UAn
fpews, 7S Gmodemobays odbie EaTw
dpBaruds. The soul is to the body
as sight is to the eye.

! Beei. 351, n. 1, supra.

* De An. ii. 1,412, b, 6: the
soul is the entelechein of an
organic body. &b ral ob Sel (yreiv
el & @ tuyh kel T0 odpa, bowep
oiBE Thy rmpby kal TV oxdua, 0vd’
fAws Thy Exderou fqy ral Tb 08 UAD.

Therefore the Pythagorean

¢ As perhaps the Platonists
defined it, consistently with the
account of death in Plado, 64, €.

1+ Metaph. viii. 6, 1045, b, 11.
Top. vi. 14 iwit.: Givand the (@ov
are not a cvvfedis # clvderpos of
soul and body.

s e Am. 111,413, 8,1 @s 8’
7 tus kal H Bbvauis Tol bpydrov 7
duxh [se. évrehéxed éorTw]c T
8t e@pa T Buvdper dy - GAN dowep
& d¢pBanubs 4 xdpn ok 7 s, Kiuced
4 buxd kal Tb gdpe TH (Gov.

¢ Thid. 412, b, 11, 20, 2b.
Part. An. 1.1, 640, b, 33 =sqq. 641,
a, 18.  Gen. Anm. il 5, 741, 8, 10.
Meteor, iv. 12, 389, b, 31, 390, a,
10, Metaph. vii. 10, 1035, b, 24.

i Pe An. ii. 2, 414, a, 21 (fol-
lowing on the passage quoted p. &,
. |, supra): ot B ToiTo év rduarti
imdpxet, kal év odpatt Towlre, Kal
oly Gomep of wpdrepov cls o@pa
eynpuolor adThy, obler rfocrﬁmpi-
Covres év Tivi wal wolg, kaiTep obdE
Pawopérov To) TUXOYTOS Géxeatar
Th Tuydy, oire B ylverarral kaTd
Adyow: EgdoTov yap 7 drrehéxeia
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notion of one soul passing throngh bodies of the most
various sorts is just as absurd as if one should imagine

that one and the same art could use tools of the most

various kinds indifferently—that a flute, for example,
could be of the same use to a carpenter as an axe.'

The true essence of everything is its form, and the
essence of everything that comes into being is its
purpose or end.? Living creatures are no exception to
this law. Every living creature is a little world, a whole,
the parts of which subserve as instruments the purpose
of the whole.> But every instrument depends upon the
nature of the work for which it is designed; so the
body exists for the soul, and the qualities of every body
are determined by those of its soul* Nature, like a
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judicions manager, gives fo each the instrument it ean
use.! Instead, therefore, of deducing the spiritual from
the corporeal, az the elder physicists had done, Ari-
stotle takes the opposite path, describing the soul's life
as the end and the body’s life as the means. While
Anaxagoras had said that man was the most rational
being because he had hands, Aristotle denies any truth
to this dictum unless it be reversed—man has hands
because he is the most rational being; for the instru-
ment musb be fitted to its work, not the work to its
instrument.? The nature of the instrument is not,
indeed, o matter of indifference in respect to the result:
anything cannot be made out of any substance or by
any means;® but this does not mnegative the fact that
the choice of the instrument depends upon the purpose

év v Bupduer ImdpyovTe wal 77 oiwelg
fAn wépuicer éyylverbau, COf, the
passages quoted,i.221,n. 1, supra,
from Phys. ii.9, and elsewhere,

U De An. i, 3,407, b, 13 : most
writers (Aristotle is thinking
principally of Ilato) make the
mistake of speaking of the nnion
of soul and body, olifer wpoodiopi-
cgarres, S T aitioy wel wos
EyovTos Tol oduaTos. KeiTor 00EeiEy
Gy TobT areykaior elvart Bid yip
Thy wowwvior T piy woel 7O O
wdTyer Kal TO méy Kweitar Th BE
wtwel, Totrwy 8 obfir dwdpyer mpbs
BAAYAL Tois TuxoDo. of 3€ udvow
émuxepatiatl Aéyew oty w1 4 uxh,
wepl 8¢ Tov Geloudrov souaras ovbey
Ere wpoodropifouary, bomep dvBexd-
uevor  kara  Tovs Iufayopikovs
pvdous Ty Tuyebcay Luxhy els Th
Tuxby évddectoi cdpa- Bokel yoap
fkagroy  Sov Exew elBos  wal
poppiiy. waperAioior &t Aéyovaw
damwep € Tis @uin THY TeERTOMIKHY
els aUhods évdvesbar- Bel yap Thy

ute Téyvmy ypiobar Tols Gpydvols,
Ty 8¢ Yuxhr 14 cduare (et p.
R, n. 1, supra, ad fin.)

? Seed. 375, 1. 1, and i 459,
sqq. sipra. Theexpression, Part.
Amn. i, 1, 640, b, 28, © yap xard
THe mopdhy Pliors kvpwwTépa THS
dhukijs ploews, is used with refer-
ence to the above gquestion of the
relation of soul and body.

* See p. 3, n. 2, supra, and
Plys. viii. 2,252, b, 24 : ¢l 8' & (e
TobTo Bupardy yevéobar, Ti kwAve:
h atTh ovufira: kel Katd TO AV ;
el yiap &y urpd KooMe yiveTw, Kal
&y peydie.

4 Part. An. 1o 1, 640, b, 22
sqq. concluding (641, a, 29):
&oTe kol offtws Gy Aentéoy € TH
Tepl pioews Hewpnrieg mwepl Yuxiy
piAAoy 3 wept Tis UAns, bow naAdor
B Ay B0 éxelvmy ¢Qiawg doTiv @
dvdmradw. . G, 645, b, 14: émel 3¢
To wev Upyavoy Tay Everd Tov, TEY
3¢ Toi cduaros uoplwy ExaoTov
Everd Tou, TO B 00 Evexa wpakis Tis,

in view.t It is perfectly obvious that it does in the case

davephy 11 xal Th oiverov ohpa
aguvéoTnke Tpakeds Twvos Evera
wAfipovs, . . . GoTe kal T TEpd wes
Tiis Yuxijs Everer, kal T& pdpia TEY
gpywy wpbs & mépuiey ExuoTov.
Metaph. vii. 10, 1035, b, 14 sqq.
e An. il 4; seep. 2. 0. 3, supra.
'\ Pgrt. An.iv. 10, 687, a, 10:
4 BE ¢laus del Siavéper, kabdmep
Gpfpawmos  Gpbvinos, ExarTOr TE
Burapéve xpiofor. Ibid. c. 8, B8E,
a, 281 5 Bt Quous dmodidwew del
rais xpiofa Surapévois EacTov #
wévws # uaAAow, il 1, 661, b, 26
sqq.: of those organs which serve
for purposes of defence or are
indispensable to the support of
life, fkarra GmoBifwawy 7 Qveis
Tols Bufauévais xpirlar udvos #
paAkoy, udAiore 8% T pdArTo.
Henee the female is usually
either wholly or in part unpro-
vided with defersive organs.

2 Part. An.iv. 10,6873, 7-23,
especially the words just after
the passage gnoted above : mpoa-
Frer yhp TH orTi abAge] Sovrar
wdANoy addobs # T® abhobs ExorTt
wporBeivar alAnTiky " TE yap pel-
(ot kol kuprwTépe mpoaédnie Tol-
Aarrov, GAA o TE EAdrrom TO
TepidTepoy kol ueiCoy . . .. TE 0OV
waelaras Buvauévy Sékarbar Téxras
w8 énl wAeioTor w@r dpydvay xpf-
Tiuoy THY xelpe drodéSwrey 4 puais.

3 See pp. 9, . 7,and 10, n. 1,
supre,

* There is, therefore, no real
inconsistency between the doc-
trine previonsly laid down and
the statements, Gen. An. ii. 6,
744, a, 30, that man’s intelligence
affords proof of the elwpegia of
the central organ of his life;
Part. An. il. 2, 648, a, 2 sqq. c. 4,
651, a, 12, that greater intelli-
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of organic beings. The adjustment of means to end
svhich prevails in nature here displays itselfin its fullest
perfection.! 'To them we may with most propriety
apply the axiom that Nature always produces the best
that was possible nnder the given circumstances.?

This working towards fixed ends begins to show itself
in the nutrition and development of organisms, Nutri-
tion is not a mere operation of warmth, as was supposed ;
warmth may be important in the process, but it is
always the soul that regulates it and directs it to
a certain definite result.* Nor can we adopt the theory
suggested by Empedocles for explaining the growth of
plants by saying that the fiery element tends upwards
and the earthy downwards in their composition ; if so,
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what keeps the two together and prevents their sepa-
ration ?!  The same applies to the structure of the
organism. Tt is impossible to explain even the origin
of organic creatures® on the supposition that their
geparate parts are formed and brought together by a
Mlind and purposeless necessity, only those combinations
smrviving which succeed in producing from an aimless
gtream of matter a being adapted to an end and capable
of life? Tor chance produces only isolated and ab-
normal results. Wkhen, on the other hand, we are
dealing with the normal adaptations of Nature we are
forced to regard them as purposely designed by her
from the beginning.! But this is precisely what we

gence is a consequence of thinner
and cooler blood; ibid. iv. 10,
586, b, 22, that the meaner in-
telligence of animals, children,
and dwarfs is to be explained on
the ground of the earthliness and
immobility of the organ which
their souls must employ; De
Respir. 13,477, a 16, that warmer
animals have nobler sonls, and
De An. il 9, 421, a, 22, that man
excels all other creatures in the
fineness of his sense of touch w0
kol @povipdrardy foTi Tiy (dwy,
and that among men those who
are white, and therefore have a
more delicate sensibility, are
mentally more highly endowed
(cf. also Metaph. 1. 1, 980, b, 23).
Mental activity may be pheno-
menally dependent upon certain
conditions which in turn exist
only for its sake: that which in
reality is the primary and con-
ditioning principle may appear
to follow in time as a later and

conditioned result; ef. Pasrt. Aan.
iil. 1. 646, a, 24. Further con-
sideration, however, revesls the
logical difficulties in which we
are thus imvolved. The soul's
development is said on the one
hand te be conditioned by the
capabilites of its body, the
character of the body on the
other hand is conditioned by
the reguirements of the soul—
which, then, is primary and con-
ditioning ? If the soul, why has it
not a body which permits a
higher development of its
powers ? It the body, how can it
be itself treated as though it
were the mere tool of the soul ?

1 Meteor. iv. 12; see i, 468,
n. §, supra.

2 Hee the discussion, supra, i
p. 459 s8qg. The statemepts theve
made refer forthe most part prin-
cipally to the organic nature.

* De An. il 4, 416, a, 9 Bore?
3¢ Twrw i Tob wupds odals GrAds

airla Tis Tpodds kal TS alifoews
elvai. ... Th8ecvralrioy pév Tes
2oTiy, ob iy GEAGs e olTwoy, rAL
waARoy i Yuxh. § by yep Tob
Tupbs aiifnais eis Bweipoy, Eus by §
7b kavoThy, TEV BE @Uoer cuvirTa-
wévwy wdvrey doTi mépas ral Adyos
ueyébovs Te wal abffeews: TaiTa
5t Yuxis, GAN ob wupbs, wal Adyou
uiAnor 7 Ags. Cf. p. 14, 1. 2,inf.;
and upon afrioy and quyalTior, 8-
wra, i p. 360, 1. 1,and p. 463, 0.1,

L Jhid, 415, b, 28 sqq.

2 As Empedocles tries 1o
do: see following note. We
cannot suppose, however, that
Empedoeles (or any cther of the
pre-Aristotelian philosophers) ex-
pressed the theories of which he
is chosen by Aristotlaas therepre-

" sentative, in so general & sense as

is hers attributed to him. .

3 Phys.ii. 8, 198, b, 16, Ari-
stotle starts the question: =t
pwhter Thy obow py Everd Tav
woweiy und Gre BéNTiov; GAN Eomep
fer 6 Zevs &o. [see 1471, supra]
... Gore Ti kwAer obftw kal Ta

wépn Exew év T dboer, ofov Tobs
bidvras ¢ Gudykns GraTeilac Tovs
uty éumpocflovs ofeis, Emirnleiovs
mpbs Tb Bupelv, Tobs 8¢ youdlovs
wAaTeis gal xpneipovs wpbs Th Aewi-
yew Thy Tpoddy, éwel ob TolTou
Evexn yevéofar, GAAL ovuTeTely.
buolws 88 ral wepl T@y BAAwY ey,
e Brows dokel imapyew TO Evend
Tou. bwov piv oby Gwavra curéBy
Somep by €l Evexd Tov éyiveTo,
TaiTe v Eodln dwd Tou chroudTov
cuerdyra émernleins boa & upd
sfitws, ardAero Kol dmdAAvrar,
xabdmep ‘EumedoxAfls Adyer Th
Bovyev§j avdpdmperpa.

s *ABtwaror B¢ [Aristotle an-
swers, ibid, 198, b, 34 | Tolrey Eyewr
Thy TpdTor. TobTa uiv Yp kal mdyTa
T8 dlgel § ael olrw yivera i s
el 7h word, TEr 8 dmd riyns el
Toi alroudTow ovdew, . . . € ofw
3 ds amd ouvprrduaTos Goxel d)
Evewd Tov elvar, € M 0oy TE TAUT
elvar pfiTe Gy cupwTdparos pfiT
4rd TebroudTov, Evend Tov Gy ely.
In farther proof ol design in
pature, he adds: & & Goos
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are doing in the case of a living being. What makes
a living body is not the separate material elements, but
their special and peculiar combination, the form of the
whole to which they pertain.! We cannot explain its
structure by the mere operation of elementary forces
working in matter, but only by the operation of the
soul, which employs these forces as instruments in giving
form to matter.? Nature makes only those organs that
are fitted for the purpose of each organism, and creates
them in order. according to their several uses® TFirst
she forms the parts on which the life and growth of the
being depend ; ¢ then the remaining most important parts

Téhos ol Ti, TubToU Ereke wpdT-
TeTar T wpdrepov ral TU Edekis.
olkoly &5 WpaTTETAL, 0UTW TWEPUKE,
kol &5 wéuier, ofitw wpdTTeTal
Exoarov by pi T dumedi(y. wpdrTe-
T 8 Evend Tov* kal mépuker Epa
rodrov €rexe. CF, 1. 462, n, 2,
SUPra.

1 Part, An. 1. 5, 643, a, 30:
just as when we speak of a house
or furniture, we mean, not the
material of which it i3 made,
but the 8An popph, so in the in-
vestigation of mature we speak
wepl Ths curdécens kal TiHs BAws
obolas, GBANG puh wepl TodTww b g
oviBaiver xwpi(bpevd moTe THS
aliglas abTiEy,

2 Gep. An. i 4, 740, b, 12
% 8% Budnprais yiyverar Ty pnpier
[in the formation of the faetus]
oly &s Tives troxeufdvovs, Sia T
wedurévm GepeaBar T Guotoy wphs
7o Buowor (and therclore as in
clementary processes); for in
that case homogencous parts,
flesh, bones, &c., would unite in
separate masses; GAA drc Th
mepiTTaona T TOU BiAcws Burdue:

Towirdy doriv ooy Pptoer th (For,
kal Eveori Duvduet Ta pdpia dvepyeia
8 ovBér, , . kal dri Th wounTUhY
ket 70 wabnTicby, OTav Glywmw,

. ety TH pév woiel TH Bé wdayer
. . Gomep 8¢ T4 Oma THS TEXMWS
ywineva yiverar Sk Téy dpyavur,
fori § aAnféoTepoy eimely S 75
Kirfirews abrov, abry & éotiv 9
évepyeta Tis Téxwns, n B¢ Téxry
popd) Ty piyvousvey & ANy, oliTws
N Ths Operrinfis Juxfs Btvepus,
tomep kal &v abrols Tois (dors kol
Tols dputols Uorepov €k 775 Tpogiis
wotel ThHr abfyow, ypwpévy olov
dpydvois BepudrnTt Kol YuxpdTnTe
(Er yip vodrots 7 kivnots éxelpns ral
Adye Tl EkaoTov yiverar) obrw kal
¢ apxiis ovricTnor b dloer Jiyrd-
JLEFDY,

1 Ihid. 3i. 6, 744, a, 361 émel
& obfty mrorel meplepyor 0B paTny ff
¢Uois, dnAor @s 038 Torepor olfe
wpdrepor. EoTar y&p T yeyovds
pdrgy 4 wepiepyor.

' In the lower anitals the
heart or the organ that corre-
sponds toit; Ger. 4dn. il 1, 735,
a, 23,
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of the organism; and lastly the instruments which ?t
employs for special purposes.! The nutritive sou} is
developed first, as forming the common basis of all life ;
and mext the several functions of the soul by which
each higher organism raises itsell above that \Th‘ich
precedes it in the scale of being. Iirst comes ¢ living
being, and next some special sort of being* In
obedience to the same law the organism is dissolved in
the reverse order. That which life can least dispense
with dies last, the less vital organs first; so that Natwre
works round in a circle to her starting point.? All parts
and functions of the living creature exhibit the same
proofs of contrivance, and can only be explaitned as
the product of design. Accordingly all Aristotle’s
researches into the corporeal nature of animals are
governed by this view. The essential and decisive
causes are always final causes,’ and whatever leads in
the ordinary course of nature to a definite end must
have existed for that end.” He tries to prove that every
organ is just what it must have been in order to fulfil
its purpose in the best possible way according to the

1 Gen. An. il 6, 742, a,16-D, 3 Thid. ¢. 5, T4l, b, 18: that
6, c. 1, 734, a, 12, 26. the heart iz the central organ is

2 em. An. il 3,738, a, 27-b, seen ab death; &m,}eiwe: ‘y?’,p(‘rd
14 (ef. 737, b, 17, e 1, 735,8, + (v s’wev?q TeheuTaioy, rf‘u,u.Ba ves
£qq.). As the inhabitant of a 8 enl mdvrwy 7d TeAeuTaioy 1
material body, the soul may be pevor aparor awohelwery, Td B

said to exist potentially in the wpaTor TeAeuTaioy, Gomep TS

~ ceed. In the evolution of the ¢roews SiguhoBpopotians kal drekiT-

living being the nutritive soul 'rugévnf én:! -ri‘;nz &,c:x'}w ng AABer,
comes first, next the sensitive and ori yap n per Jeveots e Tov p'}i
rational » first comes a oy, then  fyvos eis 7o fw, 7‘) 8¢ ?eopﬂ ik Tob
2 definite (gov, ¢.g. & horse ora owras miAWw €is TO wi v

man. Jorepoy yhp yiverar 78 TéNos, 1 CL 1. 439, sqq. supra.

b & iy ot T éxdoTov TS s Of. p. 17, infra,

yerloews TEADS.
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means at hand.! He points out how every animal 1s
provided with organs adapted to its mode of life, or
how the common organs of a tribe are modified to meet
its_special needs? Nor does he neglect the inter-

dependence of the different members: distingnishing

the principal organs which directly serve to fulfil the
end of life, from those which are added for their pro-
tection and maintenance ;? and remarking that Nature
always affords the strongest protection to the noblest
and the weakest parts,* that, where one organ is not
equal to its task, she makes or modifies another for the
purpose,® and that she places organs of opposite
character near one another, in order that each may
temper and supplement the action of the other.! He
sees in the artistic instincts of animals an obvious
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example of unconscious contrivance in Nature! Nor
does he forget the influence of necessity, which here, ag
elsewhere, cooperates with Nature in the realisation of
her designs.? Indeed. he- expressly requires observers
of nature to make use of both causes in their explana-
tions.® Still he holds fast to the helief that physical
causes are only means employed by Nature for her ends,
and that their necessity is only conditional ; * nor does
he cease to marvel at the wisdom with which Nature
makes use of the materials suited to her purposes, and
overcomes the opposition of such as are antagonistie.
Like a good housewife, she employs the dregs and
refuse of animal life for beneficial purposes, and suffers
nothing to be wasted.” She turns everything to the
best possible account;® if she can make one organ

! Proofs of this, the most im-
portant of which will call for
future discussion, are given
throughout the whole work Je
Faré. An., and in many passages
of Aristotle’s other zoological and
anthropological works.

* Thus the elephant, being not,
only a land-animal, but leading
also an amphibious life in mor-
asses, is provided with a probosecis
that it may breathe more easily
under water; Parf. dn. il 18,
G538, b,33 sqq. Inlike manner the
form of birds’ beaks depends
upon the nature of their food,
as is shown (idid. iii. 1, 662, b, 1,
sqq. iv. 12, 693, a, 10sqq.) in the
case of birds of prey, the wood-
pecker, the raven, grain- and
insect-eaters, water- and moor-
fowl. Dolphins, again, and sharks
(ibid, iv. 13, 696, b, 24) have the
mouth in the upper part of their

bodies to enable other animals to
escape from them more easily, and
toprevent them from doing injury
to themselves by their voracity.

# The flesh, for example, is
the principle organ of sense-
perception ; bones, on the other
hand, nerves, veins, skin, hair,
nails, &ec., exist merely for its
sake, as is shown Part, An. ii. 8,

Y ZBELLER, Ph.d. Gr. 1. 14,
658, b, 2 sqq., iil. 11, 673, b, &,
iv. 10, 690, b, 9.

o Fiid. v, 9, 685, a, 30, .

& Ihid. 11 T, 652, &, B1: dep
YEp W puais pmyevirar Tphs T
txdrrou bmepBohiy Boffeiay e Toi
evavriov wapedpiay, Iva driod(y Thy
BaTepou bmwepBudiy Bdrepor. b, 16 :
émel 8 Bwarra Setrar Tis fvavrins
fowis, va Tuyxdry Tou perplou kal
Tot weaov: thus the head counter-
balanees the heart.

L Phys. 1. 8, 199, a, 20:
udhigra 8t ovepiy &ml Tav (dov
iy HAAww, & obiTe Téxrn ofite
(prhoavra  ofite.  Bovhevadper
woiel, BBey Biamopolot Tives woTepov
v # mim @AAe épydCorTar of T’
dpdyvar kel of popumkes kal 74 ToI-
wiTa, oaTd pupoy & ofiTw mpoidvr
xal Sy Tols gpuTals PaiveraiTasuude-
povTa ywipeva mpos T TéAS, olav
7& ¢YANa Tis ToU Kapmwol Evera
wiérys  Hor €l pyoel Te ToLel kol
fveid Tov 7 xeMBby THY veorTiw ical
& dpdxwms To dpdxwoy, kal T4 PuTd
7 GUAAG Evska TGy Kaprdy kal Ths
Mias otk dvw GAAL kit Svexa THS

_wpadhis, pavepdy S1i dorly 7 alrla 4
woiedry év Tois dleywopérois Kal
obaip, CF. 1. 463, n. 1.

2 See i, 860, n. 1, supra.

3 7hid." and Part, An. i. 1,
618, a, 14: 8do Tpdwor Tis aitias
kel Bet AdyorTas TuyxdAvew WAAITTE

pév dupoiv, &e, (CL. Prato, Tim.
YOL. II.

46, ¢; Dhe. 1. 642, 6). In dis-
cussing individual parts of the
body he frequently gives both
sides in succession, eg. Part. ii.
14, 658, b, 2: man has thicker
hair than any other animal, é
Gydykns péy Sl Thy GypéTaTe TOb
éyrepdov wal Big Tas pagas, . . .
Eveney Be Boybeias, brws cremawoy,
&e.

! The proofs have already
been given, i. 360, n. 1, supra.

5 Beei. 465, n. 2, supra.

& Thus,forexample( Part. 4n.
ifi. 14, 675, b, 17 sqq.), the intes-
tines are coiled tightly together,
frws TouetnTae N plois kel ul
afpdos 7 7 #Zolos Tol wepiTTdRATOS,
especially in those animals which
are destined for a frugal manner
of life. The same thought had
already been expressed in PraTo,
Tim., 72, B,
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serve, she does not give an animal several for the same
fanetion ;! if she needs materials for strengthening one
member, she despoils another which appears less indis-

2

pensable ;* if she can achieve several objects by one

! Thus Aristotle explaing
(Part. An. 1ii. 2) that different
animals are provided with differ-
ent means of defenece, some with
horns, others with claws, zome
with size, others with fleetness,
others again with repulsive
excrement ; Gua & frevis kol
wAclovs PBondeias ob BHédwrer 7
¢iais Tols abrols.  Again, ibid. iv.
12, €94, a, 12, he remarks that
hirds which have a spur are not
endowed with bent talons alsos
alroy 8 O7i odBtr 5 ¢bows moiel
weptepyor.  Azain, Respir. 10,
476, a, 6 sqq.: gills and lungs
never exist tocether, dwel pdryw
olBéy bpduer mowloay Thy dbow,
Buaiy &' vruy BdTepov By v pdray
(just before he says: & 8 &p’ &
ipyavoy xpimwov). And again,
LPart. iii. 14, 674, a, 19 sqq.: ani-
~ mals which have more perfect
masticating organs (ie. dupd-
dovra) are supplied with a simpler
digestive apparatus: those which
are defeclive in the former
respect, on the other hand, have
several stomachs; after enume-
rating several species of animals
which belong to the former class,
he proceeds, 674, a, 28: those
animals which, like the camel,
require more than one stomach
on aceount of their great size
and the coarseness of their food,
form an exception to the rule;
the teeth and stomach of the
camel resemble those of horned
animals 8w Td Grayratdrepor elvar
ebrfi Thr kokley Exew rowmbryr 3
Tobs mpoablovs dBdvras, it can do

without the latter ds olfév dvras
wpalipyou.

2 Gen. An. i1l 1, 749, b, B4 :
thin animals have a greater
power of procreation; 4 yé&p els
Th K@Aw  Tpodl Tpémerms Toiv
TowlTows  els wepiTTwuna  owepua-
Tkov* b yap éxeifler adaper F
plots, mpooTitow érraifa.  Part,
An. ii. 14, 658, a, 31: in long-
tailed animals, the hairs of the
tail are shorter, in short-tailed,
longer, and the same is true of
the other parts of the body;
mavrayod yip &rodidwor [§ ¢ilois]
Aafovaa éTépwler wpbs Ao ndplov,

of. ibid. ¢. 9, 655, a, 27 Gua 8%

THy abriiy Omepoxhy els woArovs
Towous &duvarel Biavéuewr 5 Ghoir.
For further explanations .
Meyer (to whom I gratefully
acknowledge my obligations for
much of this section), Awrist.
Thicvk. 468: *Nature employs
the earthy refuse either for
horns or cdouble rows of teeth’
(see Pari. Am. iii. 2, 663, b, 31,
664, a, 8—or, as in the case of
the camel, for a hard palate,
tbid. c. 14, 674, b, 2). *The
bear, which has a hairy body,
must be content with a stunted
tail (ibid. ii. 14, 658, a, 36). 1n
the case of mammals, the earthy
material has been employed for
their tails, and accordingly, un-
like man, they have no flesh upon
their legs (ibid. iv. 10, 689, b,
21). -Sharks, again, require this
earthy material to give their
skins the proper thickness, and
accordingly have mere gristle for
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organ, she makes it do the work ;! although, when this

arrangement will not serve,

she 13 no niggard in her

contrivances : 2 of the different materials which she has

at her disposal she employs

the best upon the mobler

and the worse upon the less important members.® Even
in the cases where one cannot attribute any definite
utility to certain structures, they are not without a
design; for Aristotle thinks that their end may be

their skeletons (ibid. il 9, 0635,
a, 23).) DMeyer quotes further
examples from Part. An.ii. 13,
667, b, 7, iv. 9, 685, a, 24, CIL,
also Part, An. iii. 2, 663, a, 31.

! Thus the month, besides
the common purpose of eating,
‘serves various other ends in the
various animals, and is thus
variously formed ; 7 yép ¢vais . . .
Tofs kowots wdvTwr poplows els moAAL
Tav [Blwy koTexpiiTar . . . 7 8¢
PUogis warta cuvhyayev eis Eu,
wowboa Biabopiy abTod TOU popiov
wpbs Tas ThHs épyacias Bimpopds.
(Part. An. iii. 1, 662, a, 18, cf.
Respir. c. 11 init.) Likewise
thetongue ( Respir.ibid.; Pari. ii.
17). Thehand (Part. iv. 10, 687,
a, 19) is oby & dpyarovr dAda
woAAE " EoTi yap domepel bpyaver
wpd opydrwy (cf. De Aw. iil, 8,
432,a, 1); it is (b, 2) xal dvvk ical
xnAY kai képas kal 8dpy wal Elgos
feal BAAo drowvovy Irhor kal bpyevey,
&e.; and similarly the breasts of
women, Part. An. iv. 10, 688, a,
19 sqq., the trunk of the ele-

~ phant, ibid. ii. 16, 659, a, 20, and

the tails of animals, ibid. iv. 10,
690, a, 1 (among other passages).

2 Pavt. dan. iv. 6, 683, a, 22:
Imov vyhp &Béyerar xpijofar Svaly
ért B0 Epya kal piy Eumodilew mpbs
frepow, obdty 7 guois elwbe woisly

damep 7 xahkeuTuch TPbs EDTEAEIRY
éPeXteroriyyiov * (on thiz GOTT-
1ING, De Machere Delphica,Ind.
lect. Jen. 1856, p. 8); &AM dwov
uh vbexerar KaTaxpiTol TY aUT@
emi wAclw Epya. Polit. 1, 2, 1252,
by, 1: obbty yap 7 Plas woiel Tawd=
Tov oloy yoAkorimor Thy AeAduchy
phyeapar  [GOTTLING,  ihid.;
ONCKER, Staatsl. d. Ar. il. 25,
who both fail, however, to give
a complete account of the matter]
wevixpds, AN Ev wpbs v+ offtw
~op by awoTedoiTo wdAAwrTa TEY
Spydvay Ecacroy, ui moAdois Epyois
aax’ évl Bovhelor. MEYER, drisi.
Thierk. 470, rightly remarks that
these statements are inconsistent
with the prineiples of the parsi-
mony of nature as previously
laid down, and even although
we grant that it is possible to
find, with Aristotle, a basis of
reconciliation in the phrase dxov
évlexeTar, we cannot deny that
there iz a certain arbitrarinessin
the way in which it is applied.

3 Gen,An, 1L 6,744,b,11sqq.,
where Nature’s management is
compared in this respect with
that of a household in which the
free members receive the best
food, the servantsa coarse quality,
and the domestic animals the
worst.

2
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fulfilled in the very symmetry and perfection of their
form,! and that this explains why many animals have
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This prevalence of design in nature shows itself, as
we have seen before (i. 466 sqq), in a gradual pro-

organs, or at least the indications of them, which they
do not use.? It is only where he cannot discover the
least trace of purpose that our philosopher can bring
himself to explain a phenomenon by chance or blind

necessity.?

! He treats it, for example,
as a universal law that all the
organs should be in pairs (3upufii),
seeing that the body has a right
and a left, a front and a back,
an upper and a lower (Part. An.
iii. 7 init. ¢. 5, 667, b, 31 sqq.).
Even where to all appearance
there is only a single organ, he
exerts himself to prove that it is
double (ibid. 669, b, 21: 8urep
xal & Zyképados BotAerar Bupepis
elvar wam: kol Tav alefnThplwy
EragTor.  rard Thy abrby B Adyoy
% wapbie Tais kmhims. Likewise
the lungs). Another typical law
is that the nobler parts, where it
is possible, should be in the upper
part, in front and on the right as
the better position (Part. An. iil.
3, 663, a, 23, b, 20, c. 5,667, b,
34, of. ¢. 7, 670, b, 30, ¢. 9, 672,
a, 24, ¢, 10, 672, b, 19 sqq.); so,
likewise, that the locomotive
impulse (the épx#) should pro-
ceed for the same reason from
this quarter (fagr. dn. 5, 706, b,
11);¢f. Ch. X. on Animals. The
same :sthetic econception of
Nature’s contrivances is expresserd
in the observation, LPart. An. il.
14, 658, a, 15 sqq., that men are
better protected in front than
behind, the front being the nobler
(TwwTépa) side, and therefore
demanding stronger defences;
and in L. 30 of the same paasage,

where the hairs of the tail of
the horse and other animals are
described as merely ornamental.

* The hind, while it has ne
horns, has teeth like the stag,
because it belongs to a herned
class; and similarly in certain
species of crabs the female has
claws which belong properly
only to the male, 11 év 7§ véve
elgr To Exovrt ynads (Part. An.
iii. 2, 664, a, 3, iv. 8, 684, a, 33).
Again, spleen, which is a neces-
sity only to viviparous animals,
and is therefore more strongly
developer in these, is yet found
to exist in all (adupicpor Gomep
anueloy  xdpww) as a kind of
counterpoise to the liver, which
is on the right side of the body
and therefore requires something
to correspond to it on the left,
ot avayraiov péy wws, ph Alav §
elvar waoe Tots (gous (Pavt. An. iii.
7, 669, b, 26 sqq. ¢ 4, 686, a, 27,
of, H. dn, 35718, 506, a, 12),
Similarly the monkey, belonging
as it does to the four-footed
races, is endowed with a tail
ooy onueloy xapw, I Am, i1 8,
502, b, 22, ¢. 1, 488, b, 13, COF
MEYER, p. 461 sq.; EUCKEN,
g{;ﬂ.‘ d. arist. Forsch. 104 sqq.,

* A purposeless creation of
this kind (meplrrepa) he finds in
the gall (Part. Adn. iv. 2, 677, a,

gre
various functions o
all living cr
forms of animation,

ssion, a continual process of development.
£ the soul and life are not; shared by
catures in equal perfection, bub different
and different parts of the soul, may

The

be distinguished, which determine the gradations of
animate life. Plants are confined to nutrition and pro-
pagation ; the nutritive soul alone is active .in t?lem.‘
Beasts add to this the sensitive soul, for sensation 18 the
most universal mark of distinction between beasts and

plants.?

The lowest form of sensation, common to all

animals, is the sense of touch; here begins the feeling
of pain and pleasure, and the appetites, among which

11 sqq.; see i, 861, n. 1, supra).
Upon necessity and chance, p-
859 sqo. supra.

1 De An.ii. 2 (seel 511, n. 2,
supra). Thid. 413,b, 71 Bpe'ar'rxm:iv
5E Aéyouer Tb TowuTOr pipiov THS
Buxiis 0¥ wal 7h PpuTh pere’;én_ . 3
imit. e. 4, 415, a, 23 4 yap Opem-
ruch Juxh wal Tois EAAOLS éwiipxe_t,
kol wpdTn Kal kowordrn Blvapis
dore Yuxiis, kad fu dmdpxet T (p;:
Gmacw. §s €rTiv €pya Telwnm_z_xl m;r.l
roodTi xphofar. izt An. vill. 1,
a%s?‘b,xﬂ'; Gen. An. 1. 23, 731,
a, 24, procreation alone iz men-
tiocned as the pecuiiar function
of the vegetable sense; and De

b {n.ii 4, 416, b, 28, it is said:

irel B: awb Toi TéAous dmarTa
wpocayopeiew Dirator, TEAOS 8t 7b
'}rswﬁamm?w m‘r’rP, el By § wpdTn
Gvxh yevwnruch alov abrd. On the
other hand, Gen. dAn. ii. & T40,
b, 34 sqq. (cf. ¢. 1, T35, 8 16),
¢hows that it is one and the

same living energy which first
forms and afterwards nourishes
the body, but that the former is
the more important function;
e ofv afity éoriy §) BpemTiny glm;gi},
aifrn Sorh kal 5 yevvdoa® wkal TovT
lorly % giiaes 7 ékdoTov, dvumdpx-
oure kal e ¢uTuis kal & (wors
TATIY.

2 Pe An. 5. 2, 418, b, 1 7
wiy obw iy Bl Thy apxiv -rm’rrm:
Smipyer Tois (e, TH 8 (Gov B
iy alobnow wpdres® kal ydp T&
iy ewwolpeve und EAAdTTOVTE TéTOY
Eyovra 8 olobpow (pa Aéyopev
wal of (v pivor. De Seasu, ¢. 1,
438, b, 10; De Juvent. c. 1, 467,
b, 18, 27 3 Part. Aa. ii. 10, 605,
a, 32, 656, b, 8; iv. 5, 681, a, 125
TIngr. An. . 4, 705, a, 26 =qq. b,
8: Gen. An. i. 23, 731, a, 303
3. 1, 739, a, 11. DMost of these
passages expressly notice the dis-
tinction between the (wr and the

(gov,
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t‘he: appetite for food appears first.! One divigion of
Living creatures combines with sensation the power of
locomotion, which also belongs to the bestial soul.?
Lastly, besides nutritive and sensitive life, man poé—

sesses Reason, the third

and highest faculty of the

soul.? The soul exists in no other form than those

which we have just described.*

These themselves,

however, are so related to each other that the higher
cannot exist without the lower Animal life exhibits

! e An, ii. 2, 413, b, 4 sqq.
21 5qq. €. 3, 414, b, 1-16, 415, a,
3‘sqqA i, 12, 434, b, 11 sgg. ¢
13, 435, b, 17 sqq. ; De Sensw, 1,
436, b, 10-18; Part. dn. ii. 17,
661,a,6; H. Adn.i. 3,489, 1, 17;
Da Somne, 1, 454, b, 29, ¢. 2 init.
In these passages Aristotle some-
times mentions é¢y alone, some-
times ag) wal 7elms, as the
property of all animals, but the
apparent Inconsistency is ex-
plained by the fact that Aristotle
regarded the sense taste as a
form of touch ; D¢ Sensw, 2, 438,
‘l?, 30. De dn. il 9, 421, a, 19;
ii. 10 énit. iii. 12, 434, b, 18.
* De An. ii. 3, 414, b, 16.
¥ Ihid. 1i. 3,414, b, 18 (cf. iii.
3, iﬁ?, b,)b' 3 éf‘m. Awn. 1,28, 731,
a, 30 sqn.) @ érépors B¢ [Ty (gov
t'm:ipxe:} Kal T Biwnnrlx:xdv q—gpxai
vous, oiny avBpdwors wal e T¢ Tolob-
Tor ETepdy doTw A kel TyudTepoy.
On the latter part of this obser-
vation see the discussion upon
the different kinds of living
beings infira. =
.t De dnm. 1.3, 414, b, 19:
just as there is no figure which
is not either triangular, guad-
rangular, or with some other
number of angles, so there is no
scul which is not one or other

of the Yuyal mentioned.
® Ihid. 414, b, 28: mepawiy-
olws 8" Exe 74 wepl Tav axmpdTwy
s‘mi Ta kaTh Yuxdy - &l yip dv 16
épekiis dwdpyer dupdues TH mpdrepor
e:':rf e T&r oxnudtey kal énl Tav
e;.a:l«uxw:f, viov &y Terpaydve piv
Tpiyevor év algbyTikd 8¢ ) Gper-
TIKGY . . . Bvev pé yép Tob Bpem-
TtkoD 70 aigbnTigoy ovk SoTw Tob
5,’ aioByricot ywpierat T 8pertindy
ev_'r‘u?; puTeis, wakiv § dver uéw
o anTikol T@r EAAay aloMoewy
ovfeuia Imdpye, aph 8 dvev Thv
GAAwy fmdpye: . Kal Tav
aiglyricir O @ uey Exet Th kard
Tamoy wwnTikby, T& 8 odi Exen
TeAeuTator ¢ kai éAdytrTa Aoyiauby
wal Budvowny ofs wér yup imdpyes
Aopoubs Tav dfaprdy [to the (Fa
apfapra, i.e. the stars, a pure povs
belongs]. Todrors kel & Aourd
mdora, ofs 3 ekelvaw Skaorov, ob
TEEL A0YIOUds, GAAG Tols uiv obBé
pavtacle, Ta de TadTy pdvy (@aw.
mepl B¢ Tav BewpnTikol vov ETepos
Adyos (on this see infra), Thid.
c. 2, 118, a, 31, with recard to
tk‘le BpemwTicdy: xwpl(eabou 8 roiro
wev Taw dAAwy dvvatiy, T¢ 8 #AAa
-rmh:ou abtvaror év Tols Bunrols,
Cf i 5 fin. De Somno, 1, 154, a,
11, De Juvent. 1, 467, b, 18 sqq.
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a developing scale, in which each successive step in-

cludes all that went before,

Plato’s doctrine of the

parts of the soul is thus applied to all animate exist-
ence, without violence to the general conception of its
originator, though with important modifications of de-
tail,! and we are enabled to embrace all nataral species

1 Aristotle objects, indeed ( De
An. iii. 9, 10, 482, a, 22 sqq. 453,
a, 31 sqq.), to Plato’s threefold
division, on the ground that if
we make the functions and facnl-
ties of the soul our principle of
division we have far more than
three parts, for the difference
between the Bpemticir, alofyrudy,
PovTacTichy, VONTIKIY, BoulkevTirdy,
opexricby s wider than between
the émBuunruchy and dvuucdy, and
asks, De An. i. B, 411, b, 5, in
view of it: 7f ofw wore cuwéxe
Ty uxhy €l pepirTh wepurer s b
cannot be the body, for it is
rather the soul which holds the
body together; if, on the other
hand, it be said that it is an in-
corporeal force, then this is the
proper soul. But the question
immediately recurs, is this simple
or manifold? If the former,
why cannot the soul itself be so
just as well ! [f the latter, then
for the parts of the curéxor
another sepéxor must be sought,
and so on ad infinitum. We
should thus finally be forced to
suppose that each, part of the
soul resides in a particular part

~of the body, which is obviously

not the case either with respect
to the reason, whicl has no bodily
organ corpesponding to it at all,
nor in respect of the lower prin-
ciple of life, which, in the case
of those animals and plants which
survive being cut in pieces, lives

on in each of the parts. Never-
theless, Aristotle himself speaks
of parts of the soul (see p.21,1. 1,
supra; De Vita, i. 467, b, 16),
and although he tries more fully
to preserve the unity of its life
amid the multiplicity of parts, he
cannot be said to have been any
more successful than Plato in
this endeavour, nor does vous bear
any closer relation in his theory
to the lower elements of the soul
than does the immortal part in
Plato’s. His departure from
Plato, accordingly, does not scer
to be so important in principle.
He differs from him partly in
his account of different forms of
animal life, but Plato, no less
than he, assigns the lowest of the
three parts into which he divides
the soul to plants, the middle
one to beasts, and holds that the
higher part presupposes the lower
but not wice verse; see Die. 1. p.
714, The chief difference be-
tween the philosophers isin their
respective starting points: while
Plato begins his investigation
into the nature and parts of the
soul from the ethical side, Ari-
stotle approaches it from the side
of natural seience. On fhe other
hand, STRUMPELL (Gesch. d.
theor. Phil. 324 sqq.), as BRANDIS
bas pointed out, ii. b, 1168 sq.,
coes too far in saying that Ari-
stotle attributes to one and the
same being not only different
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from the lowest to the highest in one comprehensive
view as concentrated and progressive manifestations of
the same life.

This progressive development of animal life corre-
sponds to the actual fact, which Aristotle had no doubt
observed, and which had led him in the first instance
to his theory, that all organic nature exhibits a
steady progress from move imperfect and defective
productions to richer and fuller forms of life. ¢ N ature,’
he says, ‘makes so gradual a transition from the inani-
mate to the animate kingdom, that the boundary lines
which separate them and the position of the inter-
mediate are rendered indistinet and doubtfal. Next to
the inanimate kingdom comes that of Plants ; and here
we not ouly distinguish greater and less degrees of
vitality subsisting among individuals, but the whole
tribe seems animate when compared with inorganic
substances, inanimate when compared with animals.
Again, the transition from plants to animals is so

PHYSICS 75

adhere to the ground, and cannot live when separated
from it. Indeed, the whole tribe of Ostreacec, when
compared with locomotive animals, resem'b_le vege-
tables.” The same may be said about sensation, phy-
sical structure, mode of life, propagation, the rearirfg of
their young, &e.: in all of these respects we nczt-m('a a
gradual progression of development.! The continuity
of this order brings into play the law of Analogy, the
presence of which Aristotle takes some trouble to
demonstrate in the sphere of organic structures and
their vital functions. Analogy, as we have shown
before,? is the bond which unites different genera;
in organic nature, as elsewhere, it transcends generic
differences, and where no real similarity of kind is
possible, produces resemblance.® This analogy may be

U Hisf. Am. vidl 1, 588, b, 4 éawdhoyer xwpls. Two kinds of

gradual that many marine
whether they are animals

faculties or parts of the soul but
different souls, to man four, to
beasts three (counting the sensi-
tive and the motive principles as
two). Aristotle speaks, indeed, of
a Yuxd OpemTich, aiclnTueh, Avyuch,
and of different yuxal (see ¢.g. pre-
ceding page: De Vite, 3, 469,
a#, 24), but he does not mean that
several souls cxist together in an
individual as so many sepurate
beings; he cven defines the rela-
tion of these so-called Yuxal to
one another in the distinctest
manner as ong of comprehension,

creatures leave us in doubt
or vegetables, since they

the nutritive soul being contained
in the sensitive, and the sensitive
in the rational, just as the tri-
angle is contained in the quad-
rangle (see preceding note), so
that an animal, for instance, can
ho more be said {o contain two
souls than a quadrangle can be
said to contain two kinds of
figures. If he fails, as a matter
of fact, perfectly to preserve the
unity of the soul throughont (see
end of Ch. XIL), wearenot on this
account justified in denying that
he attempted to do so,

sqq.wheredetailed proof is given ;
Part, An. iv. 5,681, a, 12, where,
in speaking of zoophytes and the
differences which are to be ob-
served amongst them, he remarks:
# yap piais peraBuiver aurexds o’:{xb
Tow aflxwy eis 7o (Gu b Tov (dy-
Ty piy ok rrer 8¢ (dev obTws
Gae borely wipmar pikpby Brapépery
Barépov Bdregor 7 miwveyyus ah-
Afats. #

21, 272, n. 2, supra. With
what follows cof. MEYER, Anist.
Thierk. 334 sqq. 103 sq.

3 Part., du. 1. 4, 644, a, 14,
Why are not water and winged

~animals included wunder one

name ! fort yép Ema wdbn wowd
kal Tolrois Kol Tois GAdois (gois
Graow, GAN Buws opbds Brdparo
Tobroy TOv wpdmov. Doa uev yap
Biapéper Tar yerdr xad ’j‘l’e’pﬂxﬂ'}]:«'
kel TH MBEANOY kol TU fTToM, TAlTa
Oméevirar vl yéve, Goa 3 Exe b

birds differ from one ancther by
the size, for instance, of their
wings ; birds and fish, on the other
hand, 7§ avdAoyor* b yop Sreive
wrepdy, farépe Aeris. Amnalogies
of this kind are fonnd in almost
all animals: 7¢ ydp woAA& (Fa
GwdAoyaor Tabrh weéwevfer. Simi-
larly in the following passage,
644, b, 7 59q. a contrast is drawn
between diferences which exist
within the same genus, eg. be-
tween large and small, soft and
hard, smooeth and rough animals,
and these which permit us to
trace only general analogies. To
the same effect, ¢. 6, 645, by 4:
woAAG Kowé WOAAOES Bmdpyer Tow
(dor, Th uey GmAds, ’a‘fav wdﬁ‘es
wrepe Aewiles, kal wadn ﬁ"h oy
abrby Tpimoy rtobraws, T4 8 Gva-
Aoyow. Aéyw 8 avdhoyoy, T Tals
pey Omwdpyer mAelpay, Tois §e WAt~
per ity od, & 8¢ Tois Exove TAEU-
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observed in the most different quarters, Tn place of
blood, bloodless animals have certain humours which
correspond to it ;' and this is also the case with flesh.?
Molluscs, being without fat, are provided with an
analogons substance.? Cartilage and gristle correspond
to Pones in snakes and fish, and in the lower animals
their place is supplied by shells, &c., which serve the
same purpose of supporting the body.! The hair of
quadrupeds answers to the feathers of birds, the scales
of fishes, and the mail of oviparous land animals®—
the teeth of beasts to the bills of birds.® Instead of &
hem“!:, bloodless animals have a similar central organ,’
and instead of a brain, something like one.®  Gills tak}e-
?:.he place of lungs in fishes, and they inhale water
stead of air.” Roots perform the same office for
vegetables as heads, or rather months, for animals, and

pova, Cnetvots Evepoy éwri Todrov 517, a, 1, i, 1,486, b, 19
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take up food into their systems.! Some animals which
have no tongues are provided with an enalogous organ.®
The arms of men, the fore feet of quadrupeds, the wings
of birds, the claws of crabs, are all analogous,® while
the elephant has a trunk instead of hands.* Oviparous
animals are born from eggs; correspondingly, the
embryo of mammals is smrounded with a skin like that
of an egg, and in the chrysalis insects assume an oval
form. Reversely, the earliest germs of higher animal
life corresponds to the worms from which insects are
bred.> The habits, occupations, tempers, and reason of
animals can be compared with those of men ; while the
human soul in childhood can scurcely be distinguished
from that of beasts’ Thus does one inner bond of
union permeate all departments of organic naturc—one
life unfolds itself from the same fundamental forms in
continually ascending degrees of perfection. And as
organic nature is the sphere of contrivance and design,

Kai Tols wev aium, Tols BE TH dvd-
Aoyor ThHy adrhy Exov Blvewy fywep
Tois eraluots T afua, Thid. 20
sqq.; Hist, An. i 1, 486, b, 17
50g-, 487, a, 9, . 7, 491, a 14 sqq. ;
i 1, 497, b, 95 viil. 1 (seeinfra).

! Hist. An. i. 4, 489, a, 21;
Part. Aw. 1. 5, 645, b, 8, 1i. 3,
650, a, 84, iii. 5, 668, a 4, 25,
Gen. Awn, 1i. 4, 740, a, 21. Pe
Semno, . 3, 456, a, 35, and other
passages.

* Part, An. ii. 8 init. iii. 5,
668, 2, 25, ii. 1, 647, a, 19; FHist.
._:_’.'J'L 13, 4,489, a, 18, 23 ; De An.
1. 11, 432, b, 91, 423, a, 14,

¥ GenAn, 1. 19, 727, b, 3
Purt. ii. %, 650, a, 34. R
i ! Port. it 8, 633, b
W, 653, a, 17 st
Hist. iii, 7, 5?6? b, 1

33— fln.
=
(7

652,
sqq.

G
a, 2
¢. 8,

ot

5'4-15 Pzz-;tl, ivﬁl, 691, a, 15,1 4,
544, a, 21. Hisr. iii. inik, i
Sl 10 init, 1.

0 Part. iv. 12, 692, b, 15,

7 Part. ii. 1, 647, a, 30, iv. 5,
678, b, 1, 681, b, 14, 28, a, 31
Gen. An. il, 1, 735, a, 28 sqq. c.
4. 738, b, 16. ¢. 5, 741, b, 15. " e
Lespir, ¢, 17, 478, b, 31 sqq.  De
Motw An. . 10, 703, a, 14. Ou
the parts which Aristotle regarded
as analogous to the heart see
MEYER, p. 429.

8 Part. ii. T, 652, b, 23, 633, 1
11; De Somno, 8, 457, b, 29.
; "' Part. 1. 5, 645, b, 6, iii. 6
init. iv. 1, 676, a, 27 Hist. An.
ilsii. 1-‘;:: 289, b, 18, ii. 13, 504, b,
285 De Resp. c. 10 sq. 475, 5
i sq. 475, b, 15,

U Pe An. ii. 4, 418, a, 4: s
7 keparh Ta@v (dev, ofrws al piar
@y durar, el xph T pyava Adyew
TabTé wal Ervepn Tols Epyms. e
Jurent. o. 1, 468, a, 9; Ingr. An.
c. 4, 708, a, 6.

2 Part, iv. G, 678, b, 6-10.

3 Part. iv. 12, 693, a, 26, b,
10, ¢. 11, 691, b, 17 ; Hist. i. 1.
486, b, 19, c. 4, 489, a, 28, ii. 1,

L 497, b 18,

1 Part. iv. 12, 692, b, 15.

s Hist. vii. 7, 586, a, 19 Gen.
An. iii. 9. See 1,467, n. 1, supira.

¢ Hist, An, viii. 1, 588, a, 18:
Zveoriydp &y Tois wheloTols KAl TEY
GAAwy (oww Tywn Tav wepl Ty
Yuxhe Tpérwy, awep émi Tav dvbpd-
Twy Zxet pavepwripas Tis Blapopds.

After illustrating this with
examples he proceeds: Ta utv
ip TG mAARow ket frror Bapeper
mpbs Thy Hvlpomov . . . T& BE TG
dvdAoyoy Biagépert &s yép v dv-
Opdemrey Téxvm wal coplo Kal alveats,
oifrios vlows T@v (gev doTiTes éTépo
TolalTn puaucl Burmus. parepe-
raror § forl TO TowiToy eéml THY
o maidwr nAclay BASjaorw €
rotrows yiy Tav wkr boTepoy Efewy
Croudvwy Eorw iBew olov Txym Kai
crépunra, bagiepss 8 obBEy by
elreiy 7 Yuxh Ths TV Gnplewy Luxiis
karé Thy YXpoway TobToy, baT 0bBEy
BAoyoy, € Th pey TalTe T4 BE Tapa-
TAfae T8 8 avdAoyoy brdpxet TOIS
gaAos (dais,
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it is itself in tmrn the object which all the inorganic
universe must serve. The elements exist for the sake
of homogeneous substance, and this for the sake of

organic structures.

Here, therefore, the order of

existence 1s reversed: that which is last in origin is

first in essence and value.!

Nature, after displaying a

continual decrease of perfection from the highest sphere
of heaven to earth, there reaches her turning point, and
the descending scale of being begins to reascend.? } The
elements by their mixture prepare the conditions neces-
sary for the development of living creatures, and we
see Life expanding itself from its first weak germs to
its highest manifestation in humanity.?

! Part. An. 1. 1, 646, a, 12:
TpI@Y ¥ vlody Tév curBéremy [on
w‘hlch see 1. 517, n. 6, sup. | mparyy
uew by Tis Befn Thy €k TEY ralouué-
vay 6T6 Twar oTolysiwy . .. . beu-
Tépa Bt cloTages éx TEy TpdTav
Thy bpotopepey gpiots év Toiy (o
éoTiy, olor doTob kal gupkbs kal
T@v Gy T@y TawiTwr. Tplry BE
ral Tehevrain Tor apibucy f TEv
dvopowpepiv, alor mposdrou ral
xewds kal TEr TowiTwy popiwy.
éwel B dvavriws émi Tis yevéoews

- =
€xe kal Ths obrlas © 76 yap Horepa’

TH yevéoer wpdrepa Ty Puow éarl
Kol mwp@Tov TH TI yevéoer TeAeu-
Tator, for the house does not exist
for the sake of the stones and the
bricks, but these for the sake of
the house, and generally the
material for the sake of the form
and the final product: té pir olw
Xpdrw wpoTepay THy UAnE Grayraior
elvar wal Thy yéveow, TH Adyw B
T obolay kal THy ExdaTov wopphy.
... dore Thy pev Tév crorxelwy
1:)\7]# avayraior elvol Tav duowuep@r
€vener, ToTepa yap dkelvar Taita 7j

Tfys’a’e:, TobTer B T4 drousiopepd
[i.e. organic nature]. Taira vap
‘ffaa! Th TeNos xel kal TO Wpas . . .
€& dugotépuy piv odv ta (da cur-
EaTyice Tév popiwy TovTwy, GAAL T4
Suooueps] TV Gvouotouepir Everéy
eamiy « Ekelyav yip Epya wal wpd-
Eees elaly, olow dpBaruod, k.

.. Cf what is said in Gen. An.
. 1, 781, b, 24 émel vdp o 7o
péy @ldia ral Gela Ta@v drraov Té B’
evdexduera ral elval kal pi elvar, o
B¢ kalby wal 7b Beloy alriov del kard
'r')?:v abrol ¢iow Top fedtlovos v
Tais évbeyouévows, T §& uh &by
évdexdperdr doTi kal elvar kal
peTaraufdver kal Tl yeipovos kel
Tob BeAriovos, BédTror bt uyh piv
swpueTos, 7h 8 Epfuxor Tov dfixou
B Tiw Yy, kel Th elval Tov i
elvat wxl T8 (v Teb wy (iv,
Bi& Tabras Tas airias yéveats (hop
éoriv,

3 That Aristotle cogeeives of
such a process of development
from lower to higher forms, and
of man as the highest step in
the scale of evolution, by refer-
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Aristotle finds the first indications of this Life in
inorganic nature. Movement in general may be re-

ence to which we may test the
degree of perfection attained by
lower forms of being, is obvious
from the passages referred to,
pp. 21 sq., 25 sq. and i. 465
sq., swpra, as well as from those
which immediately follow. OCf.
further Part. Au. ii. 10, 655, b,
37 sqq., Gen. An. i 23, 731, a,
94, 1In the former of these
passages Aristotle says: plants
have few and simple organs,
& 5t wpds T4 (fv alobnow Exovta
moAuuopdorépay Exet TV iBéay, Kal
robrwy Erepa wpb Erépuwy piAlov,
wcal moAvyavoTpar, Bawy pl pévov
raii (fiv GANG ral TOU e (fiv 7 eros
weTeiAney. TOWITO 3 dorl Th Taw
avfparwy yévost H wap pbuov
peréyer Tob Belov Thy Nuby yrwpl-
way (dow, § pdhiora mdvter. 1n
the lagter: Tis péy yap 1@y puTwy
odcias obBéy éorrir EAAo Epyov ovlE
mpikis obBeula wAR i Tol oméppaTos
qéveqts . . . ToD BE (edou ob pdvoy
Tb yeyvijga: Epyov (TovTe iy yap
wowby TRy (dvrwy whyTwr), dAAG
kal yvidoeds Tivos TivTa WETEXOUTL,
74 piv wheloros, T 87 EhdrTOV0S, Tit
3¢ wdpmay wipds. aloByow yip
Eyovow, 7 8 alothos yraois Tis.
rabTns B¢ T Ty xal Erytor oAy
Biagéper owomofict mpbs ppdrnow
wal mpds Th Taw Gfixwy oyéves.
mpbs pév yhp TH gpovely domep
obBiy eival doxel T Kowwrer Gpis
kel yeboews pdrov, wpds OF Greig-

. Gotay pérmiaroy. Tt is not incon-

sistent with this view thart,
starting from man, Aristotle
(Part. An. iv. 10, 686, b, 20 £0q.)
should aftribute to the different
animal tribes a continually di-
‘minishing degree of perfection
as compared with him, and ( &ist.

An.i. 8, 491, a, 19) should begin
with man as being best known
to us. Nor can we with Fraxt-
7108 (Arist. b, die Theile d.
Lhiere,p. 315, TT; contrast MEYER,
Apist. Thierk. 481 gqy.) conclude
from these passages that Aristotle
regards nature under the form of
a retrogressive rather than a pro-
gressive development, and con-
ceives of its history as that of
an ideal animal assuming a
suceession of degenerate shapes
as it descends from the human
to the vegetable form. For, in
the first place, he does not always
begin with man, bat only when
he is treating of the external
organs; when, on the other
hand, he is dealing with the
internal organisation, & field in
which more is known of the
lower animals than of men. he
takes the opposite course (Hist.
An. 1. 16 init., ef. Part. ii. 10, 656,
a, 8). But, in the second place,
it does not at all follow that that
which is more known to us must
in itself be the first either in
point of value or of time, or
that because Aristotle, in freating
of the forms of organmic life,
begins with the more perfect and
proceeds to the more imperfect,
therefore mature follows the
same course in producing themu.
On the contrary, he states as
definitely as possible that nature
proceeds in the reverse order:
see, besides other passages, the
preceding note. There is here
no question of a metamorphosis
such as that described, either
retrogressive or  progressive.
Aristotle does not eonceive of an
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garded as a sort of life. In a certain sense we attribute
animation to everything : we talk of the life of the air
and the wind, and find analogies to the phenomena of
the organic life of animals in the sea.! Again, the
world has its youth and age like plants and animals,
except that they donot succeed each other as conditions
of the whole, but are present simultaneously as alter-
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of time and the gradunal character of the transformation
cause the memory of them to be usually forgotten ;'
when they happen suddenly they belong to that class
of devastating inundations ? to which Aristotle, following
Plato,? attributed those relapses into primitive barbarism
which, coeternal though the human race isassumed to be

nating states of its parts.

A well-watered region may

dry up and grow old, while an arid tract may spring
into fresh life by timely moisture. When streams
increase, the land about their mouths is gradually
changed to sea; when they dry up, the sea becomes
land.? When these changes take place slowly, length

jdeal individual either developing
or degenerating into various
forms. The organic forms deo
not themselves pass into one
another; the transition is effected
by nature as she rises to the
faller exercise of her creative
power. Cf. p. 25, supra.

1 Seei, 4569,n.5, 460,n.1, sup.,
and Gen. An. iv. 10, 778, a, 2:
Blos ~ydp Tis nal mvedpards éoTe xal
yéveais wal ¢pfiocis.  Upon the sea
v. Meteor. ii. 2, 355, b, 4 sqq.

- 356, a, 33 sqq.

2 0f. on this the full and
remarkable exposition, Meteor. 1.
14, The same regions, Aristotle
there says, are not always wet
or dry, but according as rivers
arise or disappear, the land
retreats before the sea or the sea
before the land. This happens,
‘however, kaTd Twe Tdfw kal wepi-
aov. apy’ B& Tavrwy Kal alTiey BT
wal THs s Ta erds, dowep T4
adpata T4 TéY Qurdv kal (Juv,

anphy Exer kal yipes. In regard
to the latter, however, &ua wiy

drpddew kal @Bivew dveykuiop® Tf
8¢ v, ToiTo ylveras kave wépos Bik
Yifw ral GepudTnTa.  As these
inerease or diminish, portions of
the earth change their character,
dore péxpr Twds Zvdpe Bivarar
Biapévew, elta Enpaiverar kal yypd-
ket TdAtw © Erepor B ot Bubcioy-
T kal Evudpor ylyvorran kard wépos.
Where a region driesup, the rivers
deerease and finally disappear,
the sea retreats, and land is
formed where the sea was before ;
the opposite happens when the
moisture of a district increases.
As examples of the former pro-
cess, Aristotle in the following
passage (351, b, 28 sqq., 352, b,
19 sqq.) names Egypt, which is
unmistakably a wploxwos Tob
Neirov, an épyov Tob worauod (dapor
To¥ moTeuoy, HEROD. ii. 5), and
the region surrounding the cracle
of Ammon, which, like Egypt,
lies below the level ¢f the sea
and must therefore once have
been the sea bottom; Argolis
and the peighbourhood of My-

cenae in Greece; the Bosphorus,
the shore of which is continually
changing. Some, he says (352,
a, 17 sqq.; according to ii. 3,
356, b, 9sqq., he is thinking here
of Democritus, but the same view
is ascribed to Anaximander and
Diogenes; cf. ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr.
i. 205, 2, 799, 4), attribute these
changes to a change in the world
asawhole, &s ywoeuérou Toi alpavor,
holding that the collective mass
of the sea is diminished by
gradual evaporation (contrast
Meteor. ii. 3). But if in many
places the sea changes into land
and contrariwise land into sea,
we cannot explain this upon the
ground of a yévesis Tob kbopou®
yeAoiow yap Bitk pukpds kel arapicias
peTaBohas fveiv T Wiy, 6 3 Ths
yiis lykos xal Tb péyedos ovféy éoTi
Sfymov wpbs Thv GAov obpaviv. GAAG
mdvTwr TovTey alToy GToAnTTéay
Gr1 yiyverar Bit xpévwr eluappcvar,
ofov &v tals kar dywevrdv Gpus
Xetuion, 0bTw TepisBov Tivls weydAns
wéyas xepiy ral trepfordy duBpur.
affrn 8 obk &el ward Tovs abTous
rérovs. Deuncalion’s flood was
chiefly confined to ancient Hellas
or the country watered by the
Achelons, Cf. 332, b, 16: é&mel
3 dvdyen Tou GAov [the whole
el I
globe] ylyverlor uéy Twa ueta-
Borhy, ph uévror yéveow wal
@Bopiw, etwep uéver [pevel] Tb wav,
grdyy . . . p Tovs avrobs del

Témovs Bypots 7' elvar BakdrTy Kal
worapois kal Eqpevs. The Tanais,
consequently, and the Nile will
one day cease to flow, and the
Palus Mmotis will be dried up:
b yip Epyov abTav Exe mépas & BE
xpdvos vk Exel

! Fhid. 351, b, 8 sqq., which
also refers to Egypt.

% The other possibility, of a
sudden destroying heat, is even
more completely neglected by
Aristotle than by Plato.

 Platp introduees the story
of the Atlantides in the Zimeus
with the remark that devastating
tempests, at one time of fire, as
in the time of Phaéthon, at
another of flood, overtake man-
kind at intervals. When ecities,
with all their attendant civilisa-
tion, become overwhelmed in the
latter, the survivors, who are for
the most part semi-barbarous
mountaineers, must begin again
from the beginning. Hence we
have a youthful Hellenic culture
side by side with an efete
Egyptian eivilisation. The same
conception recurs in the account
of the gradual rise of civilised
statesout of primitive barbarism,
in the Laws, iii. 676, B sqq.—the
question whether the human race
has existed from all eternity or
only for an indefinitely long
time (vi. 781, E) being left
undecided.
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with the world,! yet from time to time befall it in the
his’toi'y of its civilisation.? Life nevertheless in the strict

sense exists only, as Aristotle emphaticaily declares, in

beings which are moved by their own soul, i.e. in Plants

and Animals?

1 Aristotle does not, indeed,
expressly say that this is so in
any extant passage of his writ-
ings: it follows, however, from
his whole view of the world that
he could not have assigned a
Leginning to the human race
any more than to the waorld it-
self, As man is the end of
nature, she must have been im-
perfeet for an infinite period of
time, if at any time the human
race did not as yet exist. More-
over, Aristotle actually says (cf.
i. 475, n. 4, 508, n. 2, supra,
that in the history of civilization
the same discoveries have been
madean infinite number of times,
and his pupil, Theophrastus,
among other arguments against
the eternity of the world con-
troverts that which nses the
comparative recentness of these
discoveries to prove that mankind
came into being withina definite
period of time. See Ch. XII part
3. According to CENSORINUS,
4, 3, Aristotle taught the eternity
of the human race in one of his
ownwritings. The guestion which
he discusses Gem. An. iii. 11,
762, b, 28 sqq. how we are to
conceive of the origin of man
and the four-footed tribes (elmep
Zyévovrh  WoTe  YNYEVELS, tomwep
daci Twes . . . elmep v Tis dpxi
riis yevéoews waor Tois (Fois) 13

suggested hypothetically, and
pot from the point of view of
his own theory. Of. BERNAYS,
Theophe. v. d. Frommigh. 44 sq.

2" Tt has already been shown
i. 475, n. 4, 508, n. 2, and 256,
n. 2, supra, and will be still
further proved Ch. XIL part
9, that Aristotle regards reli-
gious beliefs and proverbial
truths as remnants of a civilisa-
tion which has been destroyed
by devastations of nature. These
devastations, however (accord-
ing to p. 30, 0. 2), can only have
affected particular parts of the
earth, although often so wide
that the scanty survivors of the
former population were forced to
begin again from the very begin-
ning. When, therefore, CEN-
SORINTS, 18, 11, says of the great
annus mundi (on which see ZEL-
LER, Ph. d. Gr. i. 684, n. 4, and
250), ‘quem Aristoteles maximum
potins(uam magnum appellat,’we
may not conclude (as BERNAYS,
ibid. 170, shows) that Aristotle
conceived of periodicrevolutions
in the history of the universe or
even of the earth as a whole
He may have employed the ex-
pression in discussing the viewsof
others perhaps in the books upon
philesophy (on which see p. 56

3
* Beep. 1, supra. 7
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2. Plants.

Plants stand lowest in the scale of living creatures.!
They first display a real soul, inhabiting an organic
body, and no mere analogue of a soul. Yet this soul is
of the lowest sort, and its functions are confined to
nutrition and propagation.? Vegetables are not en-
dowed with sensation and locomotion or the faculties of
life from which they spring.® They have no vital point
of unity (no wecérys), as is proved by the fact that
they continue to live after being cut in pieces; and
owing to this defect they are insensible to the form

! On Aristotle’s botanical
treatise cf. p. 93. All that his
extant works contain upon the
subject of plants is to be found
collected in WIMMER's Phyto-
logice Aristot. Fragmenia (Bres-
lag, 1838).

2 See p. 1, n. 3, supra.

¢ See p. 21, n. 2, supra. As
plants never awake to sensation,
{heir condition iz like an eternal
sleep, and they do not, accord-
ingly, participate in the alferna-
tions of sleep and waking (De
Somno, 1,454, 8,15 ; Gen. An. v.

" 1, 778, b, 8L sqq.). For the
wnme reason there is no distinc-

tion between the front and the
back in plapts, for this depends
upon the position of the different
organs of sense. Finally, being
without the power of locomotion

VOL. I,

of that which operates upon them.*
compare them to animals that have coalesced; for
though in reality they have but one soul, they combine
several potential souls.> Again the sexes have not yet

while they participate in growth,

Hence we may

they have no right and left side,
but merely an npper and alower ;
Ingr. An. c. 4, 705, a. 29-b, 21;
?)_'ureﬂt. c. 1,467, b, 32; De Cxlo,
i, 2, 284, b, 27, 285, a, 16, cf. i.
497, 0. 1, supra. On Plato’s view
of plants, which in spite of parti-
cular deviations from Aristotle’s
is yet nearly related to it, see Ph.
d. Gr. pp. 731, 714, 7.

+ Do Anm.i. 5, 411, b, 19, ii.
2, :1]_3, b,16,c.12,424,2 32 ; Long.
Vite, c. 6,467, a,18; Jup. et Sen.
¢. 2, 468, a, 28. See also foll. n.

s Juv. et Sem. 2, 468, a, 29
sqq., where, speaking of insects
which eanlivein a divided form,
he says: they are plants which
live on in slips; they have only
one soul évepyela, but several
ﬁrivciyez. éolkame wyip T& Towirta
Tér (dev moAdois (dows cupme-
durdow. Gen. 4dn. 1. 23, 731, a,

D
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attained to separate existence in them: confined to
mere vitality and the propagation of their species, they
remain in the condition of perpetual union of the sexes.!
The nature of their body corresponds to this incom-
pleteness in the life of then goul. Its material com-
position consists principally of earth;? its structure is
simple, designed for few functions, and therefore pro-
vided with few organs ;® deriving its nourishment from
the earth, and being deprived of locomotion, it is rooted
to the ground, and the upper part of it, which corre-
sponds to the head of “animals, iz turned downwards—
the better member to the worse place.t Tt is true that
i1 its contrivance we do not altogether fail to trace the
designing faculty of nature, but we do so only indis-
tinctly.” . But, though in comparison with other living
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the inanimate world the operation of the soul in plants,
and especially the propagation of the species, must be
placed very high.! As all terrestrial things imitate
by their endless reproduction the eternity of Heaven,
so living creatures are enabled by means of procreation
to partake, within the limits of their own particular
species, of the eternal and the divine.® This, then,
is the highest aim of vegetable life.® A more elevated
rank of vitality appears in Animals,* to which Aristotle

! Cf. precedirg note and p. of the plant into root, stem,
18 =qq. - branches, and leaves. The root

2 Gem, An. i1 1, 731, b, B1: is the nutritive organ. and the
émel yip &bivaros -F,H ¢dgis Tob  leaves ave veined in order to dif-
TowdTov yéuovs aifros elvar, kad' by fusze the nutriment which is con-
evBéyerar mTpdwoy, werd  TovTédy tained in the sap (Hart. An, iv,

doTiwwe dibioy TO peywdusvor. apbus 4, 678, a, 9, iii. 5, BBS, a, 23
jév ofw &Blvaroy, . . . . elBe & Juv. of Sen. 3, 468, b, 24). Again

creatures plants occupy so low a place, compared with

91 drexvis fowe T4 (So Bomep
qurd elvar buaiperd. e Am. ii. 2,
113, b, 181 &sofioys Tiis & TovToIs
Yuxhs evrerexels pev quis &
txdeTm ¢urd, Dupduer BE wAsdvwy.
CE. Part. An.iv: 5, 682, 2,6 e
Fosp. o, 17,479, 8, 13 Tngr, Aun.
7, T07,:b, 2

3 e An. 198,781, & 3 24,
b, 8, c. 20, 728,b, 32 sqq. o 4
717, a, 21, il 4 fin. iv. 1, 763,
b, 24, iii. 10, 759, b, 20: Hist.
An. viil. 1, 558, b, 24, iv. 11, 538,
a, 18. 1
z Pe Resp. 13, 14, 477, a. 27,
b, 23 sqq.; Gen. An. 1. 11,7618
20, That Aristotle held that there
ware other constituents in plants
besides earthis obvious from the
passage cited i. 482, p. 3, swpra.
Acoording to Mefeor. iv. 8, 384,
b, 30, plants consist of earth and

water, the water serving fortheir.

€1

food (Gen. Amn. iil. 2, 753, b, 23
H. Am. vil. 19, 601, b, 11), for
the consumption of which heab
is necessary (see p. 12, n. 3, and
p. 14, n. 2 ad fin., supra).

s Dp A i 1, 412, by 13
Part. Am. ii, 10, 655, b, 87;
Plygs. viii. 7, 261, a, 15.

V Imgr. An, c. 4 init. o 5,
706, b, 3 sqq.; Long. Vite, 6, 467,
b, % Jue. et Sen.c.l fin.; Part.
An. iv. 7, 682, b, 18, ¢. 10, 686, b,
31sqq. Seefurther p. 27,01, sup.

s Phys. il 8,199, a, 23: Hal ey
7075 Qurois Gulverar T cuudéporTa
Jwiweva mpbs T Téhus, olow Td
bUAAG THS Tob kapmoll Evern
aréTnS o . . . TR UTE TE PUANG
Evena 7w kanmdy [sc. §xel] ral Tas
filas oi Gre GARG rdre Evera ThS
Tpogfis. b, 9 kel v 7ols PuTels
Zycor. ab evewd Tou, TrTor O
Buf phpurad,

evdexerar Bub yeves det avlpdmar
kot Cawy éorl ral Qurav. Ilid.
7386, a, 16 ; allanimals and plants
have 7b Gperrindy Tovro & Eore
70 yewymTichy ¢Tépov oivy abTd:
TolTo php wavris QuUoer Tedeloy
Epyov wal (gov rat duren.  De An.
ii. 4 413, &, 26 ; dvmiwraTor yap
réy Epywr Tols (Gow, bro TéAew
kel wun wHpdpaTe, f THY yeremiy
avroudTny Exet, T mofom Erepor
ator alrh, (Gov utv {@ov, ¢urhy G
GuTdr, fra 7ol &el kal Tob Heiov
peréxwory § Stvarrm &e. Polit,
1. 2,1252,a, 28, . Cf. the passages,
Gen, ef Core. 13.10 and 11 (1. 511,
n. 3, sup.), from which tieon 1. 3,
1343, b, 23 is copied, and on the

© propositions of Plato which
 Aristotle herefollows, Ph.d. G 1.

512, 3.

3 Degdnii 4. Beep.21,n.1,
ST

4 Among further details of
Aristotle’s dootrine of plants may
be mentioned : (1) his division

(Part. An.ii. 10 init.), be divides
the bodies of plants and animals
into three chief parts: that by
which they take up food into
their system (the head), thal by
which they rid themselves of su-
perfluous matter, and that which
lies in the middle between these
two. Inplants,the rootisthe head
(seep.27, n.1,supra); as the nu-
triment they draw from the earth
is already digested, they require
no store-chamber for useless sur-
plus (onthis see also Gen. An. i,
4, 740, a, 25, b, 8); nevertheless,
the fruit and the seed which
form at the opposite end from
theroot are secretions ( Part. An.
ii. 3, 10, 650, a, 20, 655, b, 82,
iv. 4, 678, a, 11 H. dn. iv. 6,
531, b, 8, with which Zle Sensu,
&, 445, a, 1%, where the elements
which plants fail to absorb and
leave behind in the soil seem to
be regarded as mepirrdipare of the
foed of plants, is not incoosis-

D2
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accordingly devoted so large a portion of his scientific

activity.'

tent).—(2) Earth and water are
the food of plants (Gen. et Corr.
ii. 8, 835, a, 11; Part. An. i.3,
650, 2. 3,and p. 34, n. 2, supra.
ot H. An. vil 19, 601, b, 12;
Gen. An. iii. 11, 762, b, 12); it
is the sweet part of their food
that nourishes plants and animals
( De Sensu, 4, 442, a, 1-12); this
they consume by aid of their vital
heat (cf. p. 12, 1. 3,and p. 14,n. 2,
supra, and Port. An. 1L 3, 650,
a, 3 sqq.), which, in its turn, is
supplied to them partly from
their foord, partly from the
surrounding atmosphere, albeit
plants do not require respirationg
if the atmosphere is tooa cold or
tao Lot the vital heat is destroyed
and the plant withers (De Sensu,
c. 6; cf. Respir. 17, 478, b, 31).
As to the influence esercised
upon the character and colonr of
plants by the natuare of the soil
and water, see Polit, vil. 16,1355,
b, 18; Gen. An. ii. 4, 738, b, 32
sqq. v. 6, 756, a, 25005 H. An.v.
11,543, b, 28; De Sensi, 4, 441, a,
11, 80; cf. Prodl. 20, 12; De
Color. ¢. 5. —(3) The seed and the
fruit of plants are made of the
surplus portion of their food
(PLart, An. ii. 10, 655, b, 38, .11,
638, a, 24; Gen. An. il L 749,
b, 27, 740, a, 20, i. 18, 722, a, 11,
793, b, 16, 724, b, 19, ¢. 20, 728,
a,26, c. 23, 731,24, 2 5q9.; Meteor.
iv. 8, 380, a, 11); they contain
both the perm and the food of
the new plant (De Az ii. 1, 412,
b, 26; @en. An. il 4, 740, b, 6, 1.
93,731, a, ) ; smaller plants are
more fruitful, being able to ex-
pend more material upon the
formation of seeds: on the other

hand, excessive fruitfulnesssfunts
and destroys plants, becanse it
absorbs tao much of the nuiritive
substance (Gen. An. 1. 8, T18, b,
12, iii. 1, 749, b, 26, 750, a, 20
sqq. iv. 4, 771, b, 13, i 18, 725,
b, 25; cf. H. An.v. 14, 546, 3, 1
—on barren trees, especially the
wild fig-tree, see Gon. An. i, 18,
726, a, 6, c. 1, 715, b, 21, iii. 5,
755, b, 103 H. An. v. 32, 557, b,
25). On the origin of the seed,
see the remarks, Gen. An, i, 20,
798, b, 32 sqq. ¢. 18, 792, a, 11,
723,b, 9. On the development of
the germ from the seed and on pro-
pagation by slips, Jur. ef Sen. c.
3, 468, b, 18-28 (cf. WIMMER, p.
31; BRANDIS, p. 1240): Gen. dn.
ji. £ 739, b, 34, c. 6, T4l, b, 34,
ii_i. 2,752, a, 21, c. 11, 761, b, 26;
Respir. . 17, 478,b, 33. On self-
generation in plants and animals,
and on parasites, thereare remarks
in Gen. An. 1.1, 715, b, 25, iii. 11,
762, b, 9, 18; H dm. v. 1,039,
a, 16.—(4) On the length of life
and the decay of plants wide
Meteor. 1. 14, 351, a, 27; Longil.
TVite, c. 4,5, 466, a, 9, 20 sqq. c.
6: De Respin. 17, 478, b, 275 cf.
Gen. An. il 1, 750, a, 20; on the
fall of the leaf and evergreens,
Gen, An. v. 3, 783, b, 10-232,

1 On the sources from which
he received assistance, vide the
valuableaccount of BRANDIS, il b,
1298.1305. Of his predecessors
in this field the most important
was undoubtedly Demoeritus,
whom he frequently mentions
with the greatest respect. He
refers further to certain views
of Diogenes of Apollonia, Anax-
agoras, Empedocles, Parmenides,
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3. Animals.

The powers of nutrition and propagation are accom-
panied in all animals by sensation, the feeling of plea-
sure and pain, and the appetites in most of them also
by the power of locomotion. Hence the sentient and
the motive soul is now added to the vegetable.! Even
that moral and intellectual life which reaches its full
development in man may be dimly traced in the lower
animals: they exhibit gentleness and fierceness, fear
and courage, cunning and understanding ; nor do we
fail to perceive an analogue to the scientific faculty of
men in the teachableness of certain animals ; while
conversely children display the same kind of rudi-

Alemszon, Herodorus, Leophanes,
Syeunnesis, Polybus, several state-
ments of Ctesias and Herodotnus
(which, however, he treats with
¢ritical distrust), and now and
then, rather by way of literary
embellishment, to the poets.
Notwithstanding all these, he
st have mainly relied for his
knowledge of animals upon his
own observations, supplemented
as those were by information
received from shepherds, hunters,
fishermen, breeders, and veterin-
ary doctors. Tlis theory, with the
exception perbaps of a few isnl-
ated points, may be regardedas his
own original work. *The setting
into place and putting to use of
the facts left him by his predeces-
sars; BRANDIS remarks, 1303, “as
wall as the scientific form which
he gave to zoology, are in all pro-
bability Aristotle’s own work.

LAXGE,indeed,judgesdiﬁ'erenﬂ}',
Gesch. d. Material. 1. B1:° The
belief that Aristotle was a great
discoverer in natural scierce is
still widely diffused. The know-
ledge, however, that he had
many predecessors in this field
~_ has necessarily caused this
opinion to bemuch critisised,’ &e.
Yet when we ask where we hear
of these predecessors, TLANGE
refers us (pp. 129, 11, 135, 500
merely to a quotation from MUL-
vacn, Fr. Phil. 1. 388, who, how-
ever, expresses himself much
more guardedly : “haud scio an
Stagirites illam qua reliquos phi-
losophos superat eruditionem ali-
qua ew parte Democriti librorum
lectioni debuerit.’” On the aid
which Alexander is said to have
Jent Aristotle in his zoological
investigations see p. 29 sq.
1 See p. 21, suprda.
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mentary moral and intellectual development which we

detect in brutes.!

The character and structure of their bodies answer

V. Am. viil. 1,'388,a, 18
Eveate yap &, (see p. 27, n. B, su-
pra), wal ydp fuepdrys wal dypid-
TS Kal wpaoTns kal yadewdrys wal
aviple kal beikle wai @d8orkal Bappn
wal Bvuol kal Tmoveupylar kul Tis
wepl Thr Bidvotar curémews Eveigir
v maAAois adréy duodryres. (For
the continnation of this passage
see . 27, . B))  Ihid. ix. 1 dnit.:
Ta & Hon Tav (dor dorl Tar pir
apouporépey  ral  Bpayufbuerépwr
frror Huiy E¥dpAn korh THy alcly-
o, Tav 88 perpoBinripwy ErByid-
Tepu. QalvorTar ap Exorrd Twa
Svwauiy epl ekarTor TAY TS YUYTS
walnudrwy Quaiciy, wepl Te gadin-
g kol euffetar kol dbploy ral
Bedlay, mepl e mpadryTa Kol yare-
wéTHTE Kol Ts EAMgs Tos TotatTos
Elers. Emn 8¢ wowavel Twbds G
wal pedhoews wa) ibasrailas, T
wev wop EAAGAwy Th 8E kal Tapa
Ty wrlpdaay, foarep beols perd-
X, un ubvor doa Tav Yiguy AN
boa kel Tev onuelwyr SiusidreTo
Tds Buapopds. (Cf, . 3 inik.z 70
8 48y Ty (pwy . ., Biapéper xard
7 Sanlar kal wpudrnra ral avdplav
ral fuepdtyTa kel woly Te Kzl
arorav.)  After discnssing the
difference between the sexes
. with respect to disposition, Ari-
stotle continues, 608, b, 4: rodrar
¥ Ixvn per Tav 86y éoriv év
TETW &5 elmelw, uaAAloy 8¢ pavepd-
Tepa € 7ois Eyovst uAAAOy #Hfos
kal pddiora év Grfpdne - TolTo Yip
Exee Thy low EmorereAesudrmy
&e. CL.1 1, 488, b, 12 eqq.; Gen.
An. 1. 23 (see p. 28, n. 3, supra).
Upon the docility and sagacity
of many animals see also Metaph.
i 1, 980, a, 27 sqq.; Eth. iv. T,

1141, 8, 26; Part. dn. H. 1, 4,
618, a, 5, 850, b, 24, In the
ninth book of his Natural Mistory
Aristotle treats not only of habits
of animals in general but more
especially of the traces of intelli-
gence which they exhibit, Of
all guadrupeds the sheep has the
smallest amount of intelligence
(c. 8, 610, b, 22); the stag, on
the other hand, displays a large
amount (ec. 5). DBears, dogs,
panthers, and many other ani-
mals find ont the proper remedies
arainst wounds and sickness, and
the proper means of assistance
against the attacks of other ani-
mals (o. 6). With what intelli-
gence again cdo swallows build
their nests, and the pigeon pro-
vide for his mate and his young
(c. 7): how cunningly partridges
manage their love-affairs, and
hatch and protect their broods
(c. 8); how cleverly the crane
directs his flight (e. 10); what
design is displayed in the habits
of birds in general, in the choice
of a habitation, in the building
of their nests, in the search for
food (see #bid. c. 11-36). In
like manner Aristotle remarks

_upon the cunning of many marine

animals (c. 37), the industry of
spiders (c. 39), of bees, wasps,
and  the like (. 40-43), the
dociliry and cleverness of ele-
phants (o. 46), the moral instinet
of camels and horses (c. 47), the
humane disposition of dolphins
(c. 48), &c.; with all *which it
is only natural that much that
is queationable should be mixed
315 o :
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to the higher rank which animals occupy in ‘the scale of
animated nature. Their more numerous and varions
functions require a greater number and comiplexity of
organs. Aristotle discusses all these organs in his
treatise on the Parts of Animals! First (ii. 2-9) he
describes the homogeneous materials of which ‘they

consist—blood, fat, marrow,

brain, flesh, bones, sinews,

veins, skin, &e. The fundamental constituents of these

materials are the elements

of warmth, cold, dryness,

and humidity.? Flesh, or that which corresponds to it
amongst the lower classes of animals,? is the most essen-
tial and indispensable portion of the animal economy :
for Aristotle, unacquainted as he was with the nerves,
believed that flesh was the medium of the most universal
of the senses, that of touch, and therefore the most
universal organ of animal life.? - Bones, sinews, and
external coverings serve to unite and protect the flesh.®
The blocd ¢ furnishes the nourishment of the various solid

1 More accurately in the
last three books of this treatise:
see 1. 92, n.1, and i 89, n. 2,
supra, on theseand the TAvaTouni.

z Part. An. i, 2 init. —c. 8,
650, a, 2, referring to the different
respects in which one thing is
said to be warmer than another,
and the transition from one state
into another. :

8 CL p. 26, n, 2, supra.

3 Pogf. i, 8 init.: mpdTor
[eremréoy]| mepl capkbs év Tois
Exouot odpras, & 88 Tals dAAots T
avdAoyor: Tofito yip Gpxh Kal
cidue kol abTh Tov (dev doTiv.
SAar 8% gard Thv Adyov: Th yap
(dov Gpiliueba 7@ Exew aiobnow,
wo@roy 8t Thy wpdTny' abrn ©

dorly Gy, TavTys 8 alefnriipoy T
Totoliror pdpidy éerw. On the
importance of flesh for sensation
see, further, c. 1, 647, a, 19, c. 3;
650, b, 5, c. 10, 656, b, 34; H.
An. i, 3, 4, 489, a, 18, 23; but
especially Pe An. il 11, 422, jr?,
19, 34 sqq. 423, b, 1 sqg. 29, 1.
9, 426, b, 15. The organ of
sensation itself is the heart (se
infra). :
5 Part. il 8, 653, b, 30 sqq.
6 The blood, or that whiclh cor-
responds to it (see p.26,n. 1. sup.),
is most immediately food (7e-
Aevralon or foxdrn Tpedh) to the
animal body (Ds Semne. c©. 3,
456, a, 34; Part. 11, 3, 630, a,
32 sqg. ¢ 4, 651, 2,12; Gen.dn.
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constituents. The brain serves to cool the blood,! and
ig therefore composed of the cold elements of earth and
water;® the marrow?® and other parts* are made of

surplus blood. Here, therefore, we may notice a

graduated scale of means and ends. The homogeneous
clements of the body exist for the sake of the organic,®
butwhile some of them fulfil their end dirvectly as parts of
the organism, a second class serves merely as nutriment
to the former, and a third consists of the superfluous
remnant of the second,® which nevertheless has a use of
its own in the economy of Nature and is not lost.’
Each of these materials is of zuperior or inferior quality
according to its purpose, so that even here different
animals and different parts of the same animal do not
stand upon the same level.® The soul resides primarily
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in the Pneuma, which is the cause of vital heat, and
which in turn has its chief seat in the heart.!

If we proceed fo comsider the organs formed of
homogeneous materials, we must notice in the firsh
place that animals possess a point of functional unity,
and consequently an organ in which their vitality is
centred :? in creatures that have blood this organ is the
heart, in others something similar ; ® it is only some of
the very lowest classes that so closely resemble plants
as to possess at least potentfially several points of
vitality and to continue living after they have been
cub in pieces.* This central organ is formed at the
very beginning of life in every animal, and cannot
be destroyed without its dissolution” Its function®

ii. 4, 740, a, 21, and passim); on
its quality, therefore, much of
the life both of =oul and body
depends; Part. An. ibid., and c.
2, 648, a, 2 sqq. Aceording to
the latter passage, thick warm
blood is more cooducive to
strength, thin cool blood to sense
perception, and thought. The
best mixtore is one of warm but
thin and pure blood.

! Ihid.c.7(seep 16,06, sup.).
Only animals which have blood,
therefore, have a brain (ehid.
652, b, 23); buman beings have a
proportionately larger one than
beasts, men than women (653, a,
27), becaunse their blood, being
warmer, requires more to cool it.
Bloodless animals, however, have
something analogous to the brain ;
see p. 26, n. 8, supra,

% Thid. 652, b, 22.

3 Ibid. c. B fin.: [6 pueAds]
Tis aluer kis Tpodis i €s boTa

ral GravBar uepiloucvns orl T
éumepidouBarducror TepitTwua Tes
pey,

4 Such as the seed, which is
afterwards discussed, and the
milk (Gen. An. iv. 8).

3 Seei. 517, n. 6, il. p. 3, n. 2,
and p. 28, n. 1, supra.

S Part. ii. 2, 647, b, 20 sqq.

? Bee 1. 465, n. 2, supra.

§ Part. ii. 2, 647, b, 29 (after
explaining the three kinds of
duotopepi): adrdy Fe rolTwr af
Buagpopal wpbs GAARAe Tob BeAtiovos
Evercéy eigy, olov Tav Te BAAwy Kal
aluaros wpbs afpa: Th pér ~ap
AerToTepoy TO B¢ waylrepor Kal To

‘pév  wobapdrepdv  éomi T B
‘BoAepdrepor, Ere Bt Tb pir duxpd-

Tepoy T B¢ Bepudrepov & Te Tois
popiots Tov €vbs (dov (T0 yip év Tols
dvw pépect mpbs o kdTw pdpu
Siagpéper TatTas Tais Siagopals) wal
Erépe wpos Erepor.  Similar differ-
ences in flesh are referred to,

“Part. iil. 3, 665, a, 1, c. 7, 670, b,

9. De An. il 9%, 421, a, 25: of
uty yip orARpoCapkor aduers THy
Sidrotny, of B parowdoaprot ebueis.

1 CE p. 6, 1. 2, supra.

2 See p. 38, n. 4, supra.

3 See p. 26, n. T, supra, and
Gen. An.ii. 4,738, Db, 161 dpxh vép
Tis dicews ) kaplla kal TH daraieyor,
7h @it woTw mpocbien kal TovTou
xdpw. De Vita et M.c.2-4; Payt.
iii. 4, 665, b, 9 saq. ¢. 5, 667, b,
21. For a more detailed account
of the parts which, according to
Aristotle, represent the heart,
and are always situated in the
centre of the body, see Part. iv.
5, 681, b, 12_682, b, 8; on their
sitnation see further, Juw. ef Sen.

B 2 468, 8, 20.

4 Aristotle remarks this, De
Amn. i, 2, 413, b, 16 =qq. ; Jue. f
Sen. 2, 468, a, 26 sqq. ;- Ingr. An.
7, 707, a, 27 sqq.; Part. An. iil
5, 667, b, 23, iv. 5, 682, b, 1 sqq.
(see p. 33, n. 5, supra), of many
insects (which have not yet been

all identified ; of. MEYER, drist.
Thierk. 224).

s Part. iil, 4, 666, a, 10, 20,
667, a, 32; De Vite, 3, 168, b,
28; Gen. An. il. 4, 739, b, 33,
740, a, 24, where the view of
Demoeritus is controverted which
represented the ouler portions
as being formed first, ©as though
we were dealing with figures of
wood or stone and not with
living beings, whose evolution
proceeds from within outwards.’

& MEYER, Awrist, Thierk. 425
sqq. The blood is boiled ont of
the food by means of the heat of
the heart (De Respir. 20, 480,
2 sgq.); the circulation of the
blood, as well as the distinetion
between veins and arteries
(Part. iil. 4, 666,38, 6. De Respir..
20, 480, a, 10, and the whole
description of the system of the
vains, Poarf, il 5; Hist, An. il
3), was unknown to Aristotle,
who, however, was acguainted
with the beating of the heart and
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consists parily in preparing the blood, and partly in
producing sensation and motion. Next in importance

thepulse(cf. 1,262, n.1, sup.) and
mentions the different quality of
the blood (see infra, and cf. p. 40,
n. 8, supra). He also accurately
deseribes many of the weins
( Part. iil. 5, Hist. An.iii. 3, 518,
" a, 12 sqq. ef. PHILIPPRON, “TAn
avfp. p. 28). The veins have
their souree, not, as Hippocrates
and his school held, in the head,
but in the heart (Part. ii. 9, 634,
b, 11, iii. 4, 665, b, 15, 27, ©. 5
init.; Hist. An. iii. 8, 513,a, 21;
Gen. An. ii. 4, 740, a, 21;
De Sommo, 3, 456, b, 1). The
separation between the purer and
the thicker blood is effected, at
least in the case of all the larger
animalg, in the heart, the former
passing npwards, the latter down-
wards (De Sommo, ¢ 2 463, a,
13 sqq.: Part. iii. 4, 665, b, 27
sqq.; Hist, An. il 19, 521, a, 9).
The native heat of the heart
enables the blood, and this again
enables the body, to retain its
heat (Part. iii. 5, 667, b, 26); the
heart, Part. iii. 7, 670, a, 24, is
therefore compared to the Acro-
polis, as the place in which
Nature maintains her sacred fire.
The boiling of the blood produces
(r. MuYER) steam in the heart,
causing the latter to heave and
thus expanding the chest; into
the space, thus left vacant, air
rushes and so cools the whole
that it again contracts until the
steam which is generated in the
heartagain producesthe pulsation
which is transmitted through all
the veins and is accompanied by
respiration (Part. ii. 1, 647, a,
24, iii. 2, 665, b; Higt. An.i. 16,
495, b, 10; De Respir. 20, 477,

b, 30, 480, a, 2, 14, c. 21, 480, a.
24, b, 17). As the cause of
respiration, the heart is also the
cause of motion; D¢ Semmne, 2,
456, a, 5, 15, cf. Tngr. Awn. . 6.
TO7, a, 6 sqq. The sinews, more-
aver, have their source in the
heart, which is itself very sivewy,
although they are not wholly
dependent npon it (Hist. An.
fii. 5; Part. iii. 4, 666, b, 13).
Aristotle, however, does not ex-
plain how the limbs are set in
motion by the heart {see MEYER,
p- 440). The heart is the primary
seat of sensation and of the
sensitive life; Parf, An 1. 1,
647, a, 24 sqq. c. 10, 656, a, 27

sqq. b, 24, iii. 4, 666, 3, 11, c. 57

667, b, 21 sqq., iv. 5 (see p. 41,n.3,
supra) ; De Somnae, 2, 456, a, 8;
Juev. et Sen. 3,469, a, 10 sqq. b, 3.
Cf. Ch. X., part 3, infra. The
blood vessels are the channels by
means of which sensations reach
the heart ( Part. iii. 4, 665, a, 16),
although the blood itself is with-
out sensation (ikid. and Part. ii.
3, 650, b, 3, c. 7,652, b, 5). The
gense of touch transmitsitself by
means of the flesh (seep. 39, 0. 4,
supra), the others through pas-
sages (wdpor) which extend from
the organs of sense to the heart
(Gen. An. v. 2, 781, a, 20), and
by which we must soppose him
to mean the veins, as MEYER, p.
497 sq., and PHILIPPRON, passage
referred to above (in treating of
the mdpar which lead to the brain :
Hist. An. i..16, 405, a. 11, iv. &,
533, 8, 12; Part. Anlii. 10, 656,
b, 16) show; of. Juv. ¢ Sen. 3,
469, a, 12; Part. 1i. 10, 656, a,
20 Gen. An. ii. 6, T44, a, 1;
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to the heart iz the brain,! the purpose of which, as we
already know.’ iz to cool the blood and temper the
warmth arising from the heart. Aristotle directly
contradicts the notion thab it is the seat of sensation.?®
The lungs are also used for cooling the blood, the
windpipe * supplying them with air.® With a view to this
purpose, their nature is varied according fo the greater
or less amount of internal heat an animal possesses.
The lungs of mammals are the fullest of blood ; those of
birds and amphibious beasts, of air.® Fishes, which are

Hist. Aw. iii. 8, 514,a, 19,1 11,
492, a, 21. In the case of the
senses of smell and hearing,
between the objects perceived
and ‘the veins that lead to the
heart, there is further interposed
the wretye sdudvroy 3 Gen. An. il
6, 744, a, 1; Pari. ii. 16, 639, b,
15. The nervesare unknown to
Aristotle ; cf. PHILIPPRON, ibid.
and MEYER, p. 432: if he was
led to the theory of the above-
mentioned  wdpor— by which
SCHNEIDER (Arist. Hist. dn. iil.
47) and FrANTZIUS (drist.-éb.
die Theile d. Thiere, p. 280, 54)
understand him to meannerves—
by the actual observarion of cer-
tain of the nerves, this of itself
would be a proof that he did not
know them gs nerves. See also

Ch. X. part 3.

! Pagrt. iii. 11, 673, b, 10,
 Bee p. 40, n.-1, supra. The
spinal marrow is united to the

© brain for the purpose of being
“cooled by it.

® Part. ii. 10, 656, a, 15 sgq.
(where Aristotle has chiefly in
view PraTo’s Limeus, 73, Bsq.);

‘ef. MEYER, p. 431,

* Bee Part. 1l 3. Hist, dn.
iv. 9, where the windpipe is fully

treated with especial referenceto
its function as the vocal organ..
* For the discussion of this
point in detail, v, Paré. iii, 6,and
the treatise . Awvawroijs, especi-
allye. 7, 474, a, T sgq. ¢ 9 sq.
c. 13, ¢. 15 sq. The veins branch
out from the heart to the lungs
and serve to earry the air from

‘the latter to the former; Hist.
An, 1,17, 496, 8, 27; MBYER, p.

431 (see supra and Ph. d. Gr.i.
780, 4). Plato had already assnmed
that the heart was cooled by
the lungs.

§ Respir. 1, 470, b, 12, ¢ 10,
475, b, 19 sqq. ¢. 12 dnit. 3 Part.
iti, €, 669, a. 6, 24 sqq. It is
interesting to cbserve how Axi-
stotle’s imperfect acquaintance
with the facts lead him to false
conclosions.  His observations
had led him to see that there isa
conpection between respiration
and animal heat; but as he had
no conception either of the oxi-
dation of the blood or of the
nature of combustion generally,
or of the cireulation of the blood,

‘he held that its heat was merely

cooled and not nourished by re-
spiration. In Hespir.c.6, 478, a3
he-expressly controverts the view
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less in need of cooling organs, are provided with gills
in order to expel the water absorbed with their food
after it has performed its cooling function.! Bloodless
animals are without lungs, which, on account of their
colder nature, they do not need.? The nutritive matter
from which the blood is formed in the heart? is
prepared by the digestive organs,' which are separated
from the nobler viscera in the case of all full-blooded
animals by the midriff, in order that the seat of the
sensitive soul may not be disturbed in its operations by
the warm steam rising from the food? The food 1s

that the air which is inhaled
serves for food to the internal

re.

! Respir. 10,476, a, 1 sqq. 22,
b, 5, ¢ 16; H. An ii 13, 604, b,
28, and other passages; see p.
26, n. 9, supira. The earlier view
that fish also breathe air, Ari-
stotle expressly controverts, Fe-
spir: c. 2,3. A solution of the
question was only possible (as
MEYER remarks, p. 439) after
the discovery of the conversion
of gases.

2 Part. iil. 6, 669,a, 1; He-
spir. c.9 (see p. 7 sq. supra), c. 12,
476, b, 80. Aristotle knows, in-
deed, of the respiratory organs
of some bloodless animals, but
he assigned to them another
function.

3 In Gen. ef Corr. ii. 8, B35, a,
9 sqq., De Sensu, 5, 443, a, 17,
Aristotle remarks generally ol
plants as well as animals that
this material is a mixture of all
the elements ; seei. 482, n. 3, sup.
That which properly furnishes
nutrition is the sweet part, for
this, being lighter, is boiled

away by the heat, while that
part which is bitter and heavy
iz left behind; all else serves
merely to season ils sweet-
ness (De Sensw, 4, 442, a, 2 sqq.
cf. Gen. An. iil. 1, 750, b, 25
Aeteor, i, 2, 355, b, 5; Part. iv.
1, 676. a, 35). Fat iz sweet
(De Sensu, 4, 442, a, 17, 23;
Long. V. 5, 467, a, 4); sweet
blood is the more wholesome
(Part. iv. 2, 877, a, 27), and fat
is well-boiled, nutritious bloed
(Part. ii. 5, 651, a, 21).

1 The teeth perform merely a
preliminary function ( Part. 1. 3
650, a, 8). On the mouth, as the
organ for taking up the food
into the system, which, however,
serves several other purposes as
well, see Part. il. 10 init. (ef.p.19,
n. 1, supra), c. 16, 659, b, 27 sqq.,
iii, 1: De Semsu, 5, 445, a, 23.

5 Paet, iii. 10, 672, b, 8-24;
of. Ph.d. Gr.i. p. 129. That the
vegetable soul (the ¢ilows) is
situated below the midriff, is said
also Gen. An. ii. 7, 747, a,20, Cf
p. 41, n. 3, supra.
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subjected to a preliminary process of preparation in the
stomach.! and reduced to a flnid state, which admits of
its entering the body.? It passes by evaporation into
the veins that surround the stomach, and thence into
the heart, where it is converted into pure blood.?
Leaving the heart, it is carried to the different parts of
the hody, according to their several necessities* The
passage of the blood from the stomach into the veins is
effected by the mesentery, the tendrils of which are as
it were the roots or suckers by means of which animals
absorb their food from the stomach, as plants do from
the earth.® The fatty covering of the epiploon causes
an increase of digestive warmth in the abdomen,® while
the same function iz performed for the blood by the
liver and spleen,” which also serve as a kind of anchor
by which the network of veins is secured.® On the

1 The nature of which in the
different animals is described
Port. iil. 14, 674, a, 21-675, a,
30: H. 4An. ii. 17, 507, a, 24—
509, b, 28, iv. 1, 524, b, 8, ¢. 3,
527, b. 22, &e.

¢ Cf. Part. il. 2, 647, b, 26.

3 Papt, ii. 3, 6860, a, 3-32,
De Somne, 3, 456, b, 2 sqq.

+ Tt is pointed out, Gen. An.
iv. 1, 786, a, 10, ii. 6 (see p.
19, n. 2, supra), Meteor.ii. 2, 8565,
b, 9, that each part is formed and
nourished out of suitable mate-
rials, the nobler parts of better

' materials, the lower out of infe-

rior; but we are not told how
this is effected. From passages
such as Ggn. An. iv. 1, 766, b, 8,
ii. 8, 737, a, 18, i. 19, 726, b, 9,
cof. ii. 4, 740, b, 12 sqa., we gather
merely that Aristotle supposes
the blood as.the éoxdrn Tpodd to

pass spontaneously into those
parts for which it is destined.

5 Purt. iv. 4, 678, b, B sqq.
ii. 3, 650, a, 14 sqq. According
to these passages the stomach
serves the same purpose for
animals, as the earth does for
plants ; it is the place where their
food iskept and prepared for use.

8 Part.iv. 3,677, b, 14, where
an attempt is made to explain
the formation of the epiploon
physically (€& avdyrns).

7 Part. iii. 7, 670, a, 20 sqq.

¥ Part. iii. 7, 670, a; 8 sqq.
{ef. e. 9, 671, b, 9) where the
same remark is made of the kid-
neys and the intestines generally
(similarly Democritus compared
the navel of the child in the
mother to an anchor, see Part. i.
807.6). It has already beenshown
(p.20,n. 1, supra)that the spleen
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other hand, the gall iz only useless matter which has
been rejected by the blood.! The full-blooded animals,
which on account of their warm nature need more fluid
nourishment, are provided in their bladder and kidneys
with special organs for rejecting the surplus matter
which thus gains admittance into the body.” Corre-
sponding to the mouth, which receives food, and the
gullet, which conducts it to the stomach.® all animals
possess a conduit in their bowels for expelling the use-
less refuse of their nourishment.! But in the case of
some animals a portion of the digestive function is per-
formed by the howels.” The narrowness and windings
of these passages serve to moderate the appetite, and
therefore the most voracious animals are those which
have wide and straight canals like fishes; ® but the real
need of nourishment depends upon the amount ot
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warmth or cold in the nature of the animal.' Support
and protection are supplied to the softer parts by the
framework of bones, or what corresponds to it in the
lower animals? All the bones of sanguineons animals
start from the spine;® and here it is certain that
Aristotle has the eredit of being the first to indicate one
of their common properties.! The limbs are united to
the spine by means of sinews and joints, which connect
them all without impeding motion.” With reference
to motion and the organs of motion in their mechanical-
agpect, Aristotle has recorded several just observa-
tions.® TIn other cases he not unfrequently supports
remarks of questionable value by artificial and inde-

is not equally a necessity to all
animals. Bloodlegs animals want
this intestine as well as fat;
Part. iv. 5, 675, a, 25 sqq. il 3,
651, a, 25. For further deserip-
tion of the form of these organs
in different animals, see Part. iii.
13‘ 673, b, 20, 2B, ¢. 4, B6G.a, 28,

(HU b, 10. Be 4w, i1 15,
.;0(}, a, 13,

L Bee p.20, n. 2, gupra. Since
only sweet substances are nutri-
tious, the bitterness of gall
shows that it is a meplrrou,
Part.iv. 2,677, 8,24, It iz accord-
ingly not found in all animals;
ibid. 676, b, 25, iii. 12, 673,
b, 24 ; H. An.ii. 15, 506, 2, 20, 31.

= Part 118, 0 H. 4n 0k 18,

Aristotle knew of exceptions to
the-above rule and found means
of explaining them. His treat-

ment of the fat of the kidneys,
672, a, 1 sgq., from the point of
view both of physical necessity
and of naturaldesign isespecially
full and interesting.

4 On the alimentary canal,
which, however, i3 not found in
all animals, see Part, iif. 14,

1 Part. il 14, 674, 0, Y hqq
675, a, 30, 636, b, 5.

> [hid. 875, b, 28,

& Thid. 675, b, 22; foa ptv ofy
elvar Bel Tav (vwy cedporéoTepn
apbs THY THS Tpophs mainow ebpu-
xeplas pir otk e ueydias xatd
Ty KdTw xohiey, EAiras 8 yer
wAsiovs kal obk elluérrepd doTi. 5
per vap ebpuywpla woigf wAdfous
émtbupiar, 5 & eblvrys TaxvrfiTa
émbuufes &c. Thid. 675, a, 18 ;
Gen. An. i 4, 717, a, 2% sq_q,
Praro, Tim. T2 B 3d.

v Part. iv. 5, 682, a, 22: 1b all that moves requires a fulerum

yap Ospubr kai BeiTar Tpoghs kal
meérTeL ThHY Tpodhy Toxews, 7o §E
Yuypby Brpogor.

¢ Part. 1i. 8, 633, b, 83 sqq.;
see . 3%, n. b, swpra; dbid. c.
9, 654, b, 27 sqg. On the parts
analogons to the bones, see p.
26, n, 4, supra.

3 Part. 11,9, 654, D, 11: dpxy
B¢ Tav pév pAeBay § kopdla, Tér §°
daTEy 4 kaXovuden pdyes Tols
Exuvaw ooTd TACW, 4P’ Gs gurexis
5 &y EAAwy boTdy éoTe piiais,

1 Mgt An.iii. 7,516, b, 22
wdvre 8¢ T& (da doa Evawud doTiv,
Exe pdyav 4 ooTddn § diovlddy,

% For the full treatment of
this subject see Part. il 9, 654,
b, 16 sqq. Un one or two remark-

" able omissions in Aristotle’s

Osteology, e.g. of all mention of
the pelvis and of the parallel
between thg legs of animals and
human beings, see MEYER, p.
441 sq.

5 #. g. in the treatise =.
mopelos (fwp the statements: that

(c. 3); that two organic parts at
least are necessary to produoce
meotion, one to sustain the pres-
sure and one to exercise it (ibid.
705, 4, 19); that there is always
an even number of feet (c. 8,708,
a, 21 ; Hist. 4An. i, 5, 489, b, 22);
that all forward motion in
arganie beings is prodnced by
bending and stretching (c. 9, e.
10, 709, b, 26 ; this chapter far-
ther contains discussions on the
flight of birds and insects, and
the importance of the differsnt
organs of flight); that in order
that he may stand upright man
may not have more than two legs,
and that the upper parts of his
body must be lighter in propor-
tion to the lower thanin the case
of the lower animals (c. 11 indz.).
The same is true of many of the
remarks in ¢. 12-19 on the bend-
ing of the joints and the means
of locomotion both in men and in
diferent animals,
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monstrable assumptions.! Nor can we pretend that he
made the least advance towards a physiological explana-

tion of the circumstances which affect and accompany

locomotion.?

One of the most important distinctions between
animals and vegetables is the difference in their manner
of reproduction® While vegetables have no sex, the
separation of the sexes begins with animals, their re-
union being only transiently effected for purposes of
reproduction. Since animals are not intended for mere

! Thus,c. 4 sq. (ef. 1. 407, n. 1,
sup.), he endeavours, not withont
much subtilty, to establish the
position that motion always pro-
ceeds from the right, although
he obviously derives it, not from
scientific observation, but from
the dogmatic presupposition
(c. 5, 706, b, 11) that the top is
superior to the bottom, the front
to the back, the right tothe left,
and that therefore the &pxal
must have their seat on the
upper front and right side.
Albeit he remarks himself that
we may equally say that these
are the superior situations be-
cause the &pyal have their seat in
them. On the latter point ef.
ibid. 705, 8, 29 sqq.; De Ceelo,ii. 2,
984, b, 26: apxis @p Tabroes
Adyw Ber Bpxovrar mpdTov ol kwih-
sets Tals Exovary, fori bt dwh py
Tob Hve ) abfnos, Gwb B¢ Tdw
Selidw W wat ToWOW, bwe 8¢ TEv
Eumpoo ey 7 word Thy elofyon. He
goes on to add, ¢ 6 sg. an
equally artificial proof of the
statement (which is made also
c. 1, 704, a, 11, ¢. 10 wit.; Hist.
An. i. 5, 490, a, 25 sqg.) that
sanguineous animals cannot
move on more than four legs

( Hist. An. he says plainly four).
His account moreover, c. 12 sqq.,
of the walk of animals, as MEYER
shows, 441 sg., is not free from
EITOT.

2 Weare told, indeed, that all
motion proceeds from the heart,
but it is not explained how this
is possible (see p. 41, 0. 6, supra).
The explanation proposed, .
wyetueros, ¢. 8 imit.,, that the
vital spirit streams through the
sinews and is the moving foree, is
not Aristotelian. Y

3 The work in which Aristotle
has treated of this question, m.
(dwy yevégews, has received the
warmest recognition even from
scientific men of the present day.
LowEg, who is not, certainly in
other respects inclined to place
an exaggerated estimate upon
Aristotle’sscientificinvestigation,
agrees with AveERT and WiM-
MER (p. v. 8q. of their edition) in
expressing his admiration of this
treatise, which handles some of
the deepest problems of biology
with a masterly grasp, astonish-
ing at so early a time, and is even
less antiquated at the present day
than Harvey's celebrated work
(Arist.§ 413).
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life, but also for sensation, it follows that the exercise
of their reproductive' functions must be confined to
certain occasions.? Only the ostreaceous tribes and
zoophytes? are sexless; placed upon the boundary which
separates the animal from the vegetable kingdom, they
are deprived of the functions which belong to hboth :
they resemble plants in not propagating themselves by
copulation,and animals in not being generated from seeds

_or fruit. They are, in fact, reproduced by a process of

spontaneous generation from slime.* And the like am-
biguity of nature is displayed in their case with regard
to locomotion.?

Passing tothe comparizson of the sexes, we may remark
that the male and female are related to each other as
form and matter.® The former is the active, the latter is
the passive, part ; the one bestows the motive and plastic
force, the other supplies the material to be moulded ;?

1 The &pyor 700 (@wros, the
Epyov kowdy Tav fdrTer TERTWY.

2 Fen. An. 1. 23, from which
quotation has already been made,
p. 29, supra.

* Besides a few others, to be
mentioned hereafter, which must
Le regarded as exceptions,

* Gen. An, 1. 23, 731, b, 8§,
. 1, 715, a, 25, b, 16, ii. 1, 732, a,
13, iii, 11, 761, a, 13-32. Only
such relatively simple organisms
can be produced in this way, and

.« aceordingly if it be true, as some
~ hold, that men and guadrupeds

are sprung from the earth, they
must have been evolved from
worms or gggs which preceded
them (&en. 4n. ii. 11, 762, b,
28 sqq.). Aristotle, however, does
not  himself share this view,
although it is fto be found in

VOL. II.

Theophrastus,

® Beparation of the sexes is
expressly confined to the (a
wopevried, and as  festaccous
animals are described in the
passage just referred to as perafd
ivra v (ev ral @y purdy, and
accordingly of neuter gender, it
is said of them, Zngr. dn. 19,
T14, b, 13: 78 & dorpandbepua
KivEiTaL ey, KiveiTar 8¢ mapd (i
ol ydp SoTi wwnTd, EAN G5 iy
,r.témli.t_a ol TPOTTEPUROTA KIpTT UKD,
ws B¢ wopevmikg pdyvywa, It is
previously said that they move as
animais with fect wounld move if
their legs were cut off.

° Bee 1. 853, supra.

t Gen. 1. 2, T16, a, 4: =3
yeverews apxas dy Tis ody fxwra
Ocln 0 OAu wal 7b Eppev, T pér
dpper ws TiHs Kwisews ral THs

B
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the one gives the soul, the other the body.! Avistotle
maintains this opinion so firmly that he denies any
_participation on the part of the male reed in the
material composition of the embryo,? declaring that it
only communicates the necessary impulse to the sub-
stance derived from the female?® as is the case gencrally
with form in its relation to matter, active to passive,
propelling to propelled. In each of these cases the
former does nob enter into any material union with the
latter principle, but only operates upon it.* Just for
this reason, according to Aristotle, is the male distinct
yevdoews Exor Thy dpxiy, To 8% émorhuyn wwovor Ths yeipos .. . ol

8AAv &5 TAns. c. 20, 729, 8, B: 7h 3§ xelpes kol o dpyava thy BAny.
pv Epper wapéxerat TO Te eifos kei
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from the female, wherever it iipdé-&ibl@;"'f()l\i‘f‘ the
form is superior to the matter, the more distingt they are,
the better the result must be.! A¢cordingly; ke Tsearefal
to distinguish between the procreative substance'offthe
male, which is the seed, and that of the female, which he
identifies with the catamenial discharge. He hélds “that
they are both, generically, of the same: sort ‘and’ the
same origin, being a secretion of nutritive matter, a
product of the blood.2 This fluid, however, is secreted
in larger quantities and of a, ernder sort” with tho
weaker sex, forming the menses of women or what
corresponds to thém among other animals; in men,
however, it becomes seed.?  Thus the rsame’ substance

i Bpyhr Ths kwécews, T 8t 67y
Th rEue kal Thy DA, L. 2D Tb
Bopev éotiv bs wwoiy, Th BE 67Av, ¥
BhAw, &s webfymcdr,  Again, e, 21,
729, b, 12,730, a, 25, ii. 4, 738, b,
20-86, 740, b, 12-25, and passing ;
cf. also foll. notes.

1 Gen. An il 8 (zee supra,p. G,
m. 2): T s yeris cdux, € &
oupamépyerar Th omépus TY TiS
duxwehs epxiis. Thid. 737, a, 29
(see p. 52, 0. 2, infra) o. 4, 738,
b, 25 tore 68 70 wiy cdpa fic ToU
OfAeos, 1 G Yuxh €x Tal Gppevos.

% Gon. Am. 1. 21, 22: the
young is formed in the mother,
in whom lies the material on
which the plastic force of the

_ fatheris exercised but into which
the male seed does vot enter as
any part of the embryo, Somep
0d8 &wb 70D TérTOVOS TPOS T TWY
EdAwy DAme ofir’ dmépyerar olflén,
oiTe pdplay 0ilév doTiv v T4 yuyvo-
wéve T TercToViKTS, GAN T popdi
wmk T edos am Sxelvouv dyyiverar
Bia Ths kwihoews év T UAp, kol 9
wte duxdy, év 4§ T eibos, kai 9

e

# He comparcs the seed in
this respect, Fen. dn. i. 20, 729,
u, 11, ii. 4, 739, b, 20, with the
runnet which causes milk to
curdle. fdid. iv. 4, 772, a, 29,
however, deprecates too exact an
application of this compariscn.

U Gen. Ano i 21,799, b, 1:
does the male seed contribute to
the formation of the young s
Svumdpxoy kal mopioy br edivs Tob
Juropéray TwuaTos, pyrinerey T
Ay 77 mapk Tol OfXeos, ) TH vév
cdua 0008y Komwrel T ewépparos,
5 0 v oalre Bivous kal kivgos ;
Aristotle decides for the second
of these views: for, on the one
liand, ot gaiverat Jiyrdusror & &k
ToU wafnTceD fal Tou TotauiuToes s
SvumdpxovTos Ev Te ywoudvw Tal
motolivros, o9f Bles &) dx wev
Kuoundvoy kal kewolrros, and, on
the otber, it is supported by
several other facts which show
that generation is possible with-
ont material contact between the
male seed and the female matter,
as in the case of the subsequent
fructification of wind-eggs.

=il

1 Gem. An. 3. 1, T32/a, 3!
Benrioves 82 kal Ostorépas Thy plow
otffons Tis eirias THS  KolETs
mpdrys, 7 6 Adyos fmdpxel ral TS

elbos, TRHs UAns, Béhrwy wal TH

kexwplabet Th kpeiTToy ToU Yeipoyos.
Bia Toiv’ v Goots. dvBéxerar ol
wal Boov dvBéyerar mexdpoTar ToU
fyieos Th Eppev. f

2 The derailed investigation
of the subject is to be found
in Gem. Am. 1. 17-20. Aristotle
begins (721, Db, 11 sqq. of. ‘¢, 20,
729,a, 6,730,23,11) by denying the
opinion that the semen isa'secre-
tion drawn from all parts of the
body (on whichef ZELL, Ph.d.G'r.
i.805,2, 720, 6,AUBERT- WIMMER,
p. 7 of their ed.). He then (724,
a, 14 sqq) shows that omépra

" _must be one of two things, either
an excrement from the organic

parts of used-up matier (a
TUETHYLE) OT A surplus of_ nutri-
tive matter (a weplrrwue), and in
the latter case either a useless or
a useful surplus. 1t cannot hea
gtwrnywa, nor can it be a useless

wepirToope ; it must therefere be
a part of the useful meplrrapa of
the body. But the most usefnl
nutritive substance is the 7pigy
éoxdry or the blood ; the owepue
is therefore Ths aluaTikis wepit-
Tepa TPIGTS, THS £is T4 pépy Bredi-
Sopévys Teevralas (¢, 19, 726, b,
9). This is the reason why
¢hildren resemble their parents =
Guowow yop b Tpooehbby wpbs Td
péon 7@ mokewpBévrit Bove TH
crépum dotl T Ths yepbs §) T
700 Twpogdmovr # Brov Toi (iou
&BioplaTws xelp i mplewwoy § dAow
(Fov- wut olov iérelyuw, ExacTov
évepyela, Towbrov TH gwépue Bus
vape: (Phid. c. 13). . On the pro-
perties and material composition
of the semen, see Gen. An. ii. 2.
5 Ibid. 796, b, 50 sqq. ©o. 20,

' 729, a, 20.. Aristotle; ¢. 19,727, a,

15 sqq. explains the weaker veins,
the paler colonr, the: smaller
quantity of bair, and the smaller
bodies of women on the ground
of defeetive supply of bleod.

E 32

Lo
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receives so different an application in the two cases,
that where it fakes the one form it cannot exhibit the

other.! We see at once how well this theory of the

two procreative substances fits into our philosopher’s
views about the generative process and the relation of the
sexes. If the menses consist of the same material
ag the seed, except that it has not received in them
the same development, we may compare them to im-
perfect seed.? Sothey contain potentially what the seed
‘possesses actually ; they are the matter, while the seed
communicates the impulse to development and form.
Being a remnant of the essential nutriment, the menses
and the seed continue even after their union in the
embryo the motion which they previously maintained
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female, he holdg, would suffice for its development, since
the nutritive forces of the soul are already active in her
portion of the procreative substance. For the birth of
an animal, on the other hand, male seed is indispen-
sable, since it alone contains the germ of sensitive life.!
The matter of the male having thus begun to operate
actively upon the passive substance of the female, an
effect is produced corresponding to the nature of both.
Their proper nature grows and develops from the two
elements, not because the materials are spatially at-
tracted to their like, but becanse each element when
once set in motion moves in the direction for which it
has a natural predisposition >—because, in fact, the seed

in the bodies of the procreative pair, and by the
exercise of their native impulse to growth and nutrition
produce something that resembles its parents.® If the

being to be brought forth

VC19, 727, a, 25: émel 3¢
Toit’ éoriv b yiyverar Tols Bheaiy
ws 7 yord) TOls dppeaiy, o B olk
évBéxyeral omepparcas Gue ylverfar
awokpioels, puvepby bri Td 89N ob
cuuBihderar orépumels THy yéveaiy.
el pty yap omépun Ay, T& KaTaudyia
otk bv v viv 3¢ B T Tabra
wlyveafor &celvo oime Eorw. Tt is
shown also, ¢, 20, cf. ii. 4, 739, a,
20, that there iz nothing else that
can be taken for female semen.

: Gen. An. ii. 3, 787, &, 27
Th yap 0Ny dowep Fpper ol
Tewnpuucroy, Kal T& KaTepfic
owépua, ob kafagbr 8¢  &v gap
otk Eyer phwvor, Thy THs Yuxis
Gpxhy, as may be seen in the case
of wind-eggs, which are produced
without the co-operation of the

were merely vegetable, the

male. Cf. c.5, 741, a, 15.

8 Ibid. 737, =, 18: tov Beomép-
HaTos OrTos TEPITTEMATOS KAl Kiv-
oupérov chmow The adrthy k' Hy-
wep T owua alldverar pepilondvns
Tis oxdrns Tpopis, Srav ENOy eis
Ty doTéper ousioTnot kal kwel Th
meplrrwpe T4 Tol Ghdeos Thy alryy
klvnow fvwep abrd Tryydver kwoi-
pevoy Kikewo, kal yap Ekeivo weplT-
Twue kel wdvta Ta pdpa Exer fu-
viue, dvepyelg 8 obbev. wkal yap Td
Totalr Exer popia Bupdper, 4 Gea-
peper T GRAv Tov Uppevos. Somep
yap wal éi wemnpwuévew dTE péy
yiverm wernpwpéva o7 8 ol olitw
kal di Ginecs dre pév GfAiv drTe &
ob, GAN' Bpper. Tb ~ydp BFAv &e.
(see preced. n.). Cf i 19, 726,
b, 13 (see n, 2 op preceding page),

' Gen. An. i 5, T4l 2, 9=
if the material for the birth is
contained in the femalewepitTaua
and the female portion of thesame
had the same soul as the male,
why is it unproductive by itself ?
altwor &' BTt Biapéper TO (Fov TOU
purol aigBicer . .. e oly Th
Bppev Lot 7 Tis TotalTys TomTICDY
Yuxijs, dmov kexdpirratTo 8ijAv Kal
b dppev, dbvvaroy T BRAu &
abrob yevrdy (Fov. It i3 seen,
however, in the case of wind-
eggs that the female is to a
certain extent capable of unaided
production. These have a cer-
tain Bdramus Yuxwed, although
only of the lowest kind, viz.
Bperrid}, but as animals possess a

. sensitive soul as well, no animal

can come from them. If there
were animals of which no males
are to be found, as perhaps is the
case with #he red sea mullet (al-
though this is still far from cer-
tain), in such cazes the female
would be self-begotten. On the
other hand, where there is a

separation of the sexes this is
impossible ; otherwise the male
would serve no purpose ; whereas
in reality it is from the male
thiat the sensitive soul comes at
the beginning.

* Ibid. il 4, 740, b, 12: 5 8¢
Subrprais ylyverar Tév uoplwy [in
the process of evolution] oy s
Tives dmoheuBdyovst B Th medu-
kévar Gépeatu Td Guotor wpbs T
Guotov [a view which he pro-
ceeds to refute] . . . aAN Gre Td
wepiTTwita T 10U BiAeos Buvdue
TowdTdy doTiv olor piser T (Gov,
Kol freqTt Suvduer T4 pdpre dveprypela
8 obftw, B TalTmy THr alvioy
yiverar EéxaTor abTdy, Kal dTi TO
romricby wal T mabnTuchy Grav
Olywow, By Tpomor éoTl TO pev
TomTikby TO 8% mofpTuche, . . .
ebfs T pév wowel 7o B¢ wdaxet
UAny uév olw wapéxer Th BiAv, Ty
& apxhv ThS kwhoews TO Epper.
The operative force is here the
nutritive soul, whose instruments
are cold and heat. c. 5, 741, b,
7: the male portion is the
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eontains the germ and potentiality of the soul.! The
operative forces which nature uses in this process are

heat and cold ;? but the character of the generative
matter and of the germinal life which it contains, deter- '

mines and regulates these forces.® Every germ brings
forth a being simijlar to that from which it sprang,
because the blood, the direct source of nutriment to the
body, tends to form a boldy of a certain definite sort,
and this tendency continues. to operate in the seed.
Hence it happens that the character of individunals as
well asof races comes to be propagated in the act of

primary souree of the evolution,
Ss it 1s this which® contributes
the sensitive soul. érvmapxdvTwy
5 & T Ay Gurdusr réy poplow,
Yorgy doxd yévnTar KivnFEws, GUmep
2y Tois avroudros Batuagt ovvefpera
Td éqbifﬁs kol O BotAovTo .ls"yew
ripls TEV Quaway, To @épeaiar els
b Guotoy, Asgréoy oby s Tomor
seraBdiAovTa Ti udplx kiveloar,
GANG  pmévorra kal  GAAowtueva
nakaxdtyre kel orAmpérTL kel
xpduaot ol Tals EAAais rols Tdu
Suoiouep@y Srapopals, ywdueva évep-
wyela & omiipxey dvTe Surdust wpdr-
epov, 8 view which had already
been proved in detail in ¢ 1
(from 733, b, 80, onwards).

1 §ee on this, Gen. il 1, 733,
b, 32. 733, a, +5q9. ¢. 3, 736, b,
8 sqq. and p. 6, . 2, supre.

* 2'n generation proper these
spring from the @vois 7ol yerydy-
Tos; IR spontaneous. generation,
from the kimaeis kel BepudTns Tis
Spas ; ibid. ii. 6, T43, a, 32

1 Jhid.c.1, T34, b, 8l: orAnpa
gty ovy KO ok o, A BepudTns
kel JuxpdTas rojoetey b [Ta
péon’ Tou Be Adyw, B §i5n o uév

gapt Th & borovy, oliwéri, AN 5

fipmoes 7 awd Tob peryflearTos Tob
dvrerexeta Bvros § éomi Buvdper 7
[read 7b] €& ob riveray as is

further expounded. eo. 4, 740,

b, 25 (=ee last note of preceding
page). c. 6,743, a, 3: 7 8é yeéveals
éorw i T@v duoiouepdy Iwh Ybkews
kal BepuiTyros, After explaining
how different materials are
formed inbothways, he continues,
1. 21: afirnp &t [hea.tJ ofire § 71
ETuxe wowel odpka i ooTotv, obf
dmy Ervxer, GAAL TO weurchs wal §
wépuice kul BT wépurer, oliTe yap
7d Svwdper by dmh Tob uh THy évép-
YeLaw ExorTos KwRTIKOD EaTas, ofiTe
Th The énépyeiay Exor morfoer éx
Tov TuxdrTes . . . OF Pepuirys
dvumdpxel ér TY omepuaTiky weptr-
TépeTt  TomauTHy Kal TotatTRy
Excovon T Ky Kal THY épepysiar,
Sgn otuperpos els ExacToy TEY
poplwy . . . B Bt Yblis orépmois
Bepudrnrds doriv. xpijTar &
GupoTepols T Olis  Eyovor uey
Strapw €& avdyens Bore T per
TOSI 'rb BE '1'031 '.ITO;E?;', gy #E’vTﬂl
TOUS Yirousvars Ererd Tivos cupBaiver
Th pew L_Pﬁxew wiTay TH BE E’srllr.t.a.fv
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generation.! 1f the male seed, which communicates the
impulse of development, has sufficient vigour to mature
the substance offered to it, the child follows its father’s
gex: if it lacks the necessary warmth, a being of colder
nature, a woman, is born. For the ultimate distinetion
between the two sexes is one of greater or less vital
heat: the warmer nature can mature the blood to
perfect seed, the colder must content itself with supply-
ing the raw material of procreation in the catamenial
discharge.? Woman is an unfinished man, left standing
on a lower step in the scale of development.® The gen-

vew &c.; for all this talkes
place (1. 18) 7 pew & dvdyxys 77
& obic €& awdyrns GAA Everd Twos.

! Seep. 51, n. 2, sup. and p. 58,
n 3, inf. Gem. dwn. iv. 1, 766, b,
7: o piv awéppe drireiTar TEpiT-
rwpe TpogTs by TH Soyaroy. Eoxa-
Toy 3¢ Aéye Th wpbs EnagTor [i.e.
each part of the body ; see p. 45,
n. 4, supra] pepiuevoy, i wal Eouce
T yevvdueror TG YEHHrarTL

2 After refuting various views
as to the origin of the difference
of the sexes, Aristotle proceeds,
Gen. An, iv. 1, 765, b, 8: érel 70
#ppey wal Th GiAv SidproTear Burduct
cwl gal Gdvraply (7 uéy pop
Burduevoy méTTew Kal cumieTdrar
Te kul frxplvew gméppa Exor THE
apyhw Toi elBous Hppey . . . TO BE
Sexopevor wiv aburareliv B cuvio-
rdvar kol éxcplvery GnAv [similarly
i. 20, 728, a, 18]) &nt el wioa

wéus SpydCerar Bepud, avdyey Kai

@y (Wwy To Hppera TEV Bphéwy
Ocpudrepa elvar,  [The proof being
that the fgrmer excreie the pre-
pared seed, thelatter in menstrua-
tion the raw hlood.] . . . dua &
4 ddoes Thy Te Slvopw dmodidwow
EndoTE kel T fpyavor - BénTior

~ap ofrws , . . Tplrov Bt mpds To-
Tois Anrrior 8T etmep 7 plopd els
Totwaprior, kol TO pi) KpaTovuevoy
Gwh  TOD  BRULOVEYODYTGS  GEAYKN
peroBdANewy €is rovrarrior. Hence
the true explanation: brar ~yeap
ah kpeTh o Gpxh pnbE BlwmTar
rélar 87 ErBetoy fepudTyros wnd
drydoyy eis Tb Biow eldos 7o abrol,
dAAL Tabry GTTYfE, Gvdysn eis
robvayrlor werefdAdew. . . . éwel
57 Eyer Sadopiy v TH Buvduer, Exet
kal T Bpyevor Badépor: o7’ els
TowiTor pmeraBarirer. The same
account is repeated clearly and
precisely, 766, b, 8. Cf. ¢.3, 767,
b, 10. A number of facts are
addueed, c. 2, in sapport of this
theory.

3 Hpap. 52, n. 2, supra; Gen.
An.ii. 3, 737, 8, 97+ b 7op O7Av
Bomep lpper €oTi wemnpumévar.
iv. 6, 775, a, 14 : dobevésTepa yip
dare kel Juypitepa o Bfiea THY
Qoo kal fer DmolapBdver damep
avarnpley  evor  Thv  @pAiTaTa
durmhy, 1. 20, T28, &, 17: Zource
B¢ kal The wepddy yuvh kai wais,
rkawl CoTw 7 oyl dowep Uppey
gyovor. v, 3, 784, a, 4. Cf
Probl. = 8. The statement,
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erative organs themselves are adapted to their functions §
we must not regard them as the causes but as the signs
of sexual difference.! We should rather look for the

ground of sex distinetion in the vital principle itself and

in the central organ and seat of life : for though it is not
complete until the sexual parts appear, yet its germs
are laid in the formation of the heart at the very com-
mencement of feetal existence.? On this account sex
plays a most various and important part in animal life,
influencing to a greater or less extent the temperas well
as the physical structure of animals,® while castration is
followed by vast changes in the nature of men and

brutes.!

Longit. V. 6, 487, a, 32, rarw-
SéaTepor yap Tob BhHAeos TO dppev,
the upper portions of his body
being relatively preater, does not
quite harmorise with this, for it
is just the execessive size of those
portions that constitutes the
dwarfishness of children (Part.
An. iv, 10, 686, b, 10; De Mem.
2, 448, a, 81, b, 6), with whom
women are compared.

! Bee last note but one.

* Thid. 766, a, 80 : e oy T
ptv Bppey Gpxd Tis kal aifoy, fore
8" Gpper §f Bivaral T, G5Av B¢ §
sBvvarel, ThHs 8¢ Juwduews Opos wal
TS abuvaplos T wewrTucy elvar 3
ph merTindy s dordrys Tpogds, b
dv piv Tols éwvalpors alua koAetrar
év B Tois GAADLS TO AvdAoyow, Tol-
Tov & 70 alviov év 77 dpxh kol T4
pople 76 Exorti THe THS duotkis
BepudrnTos dpxhy, Gvaykdior Hpa
v Tois évaipots cvvioTacla kapdior,
kai 4 Gppey Eoegbur 3 OFAv 7l
yvduevor, &y 8t Tois BAAows yive-
ow Dwdpyer T6 8fAv kal To Eppev
70 7] wepdla dvédoyor, § pdv ofy

épxi Toll BiAeos ral dppevos kal 7
aitie aity kol v TovTw énriv.
OfAu 8" b wal dppev éoriv, Brap
Exn kal T& pips ofs Bwpéper T4
A ToU dppevos,

¥ The chief passages on this
head are H. 4dn, iv. 11, where
the peculiarities in the physical
structure of each of the sexes in
the various animal tribes, and
ibid. ix. 1, where differences of
character are discussed.

* A description of which is
given, H An. ix. 503. Gen. dn.
iv. 1, 766, a. 28, gives the reason :
ire &vio Tiv poplev apyal eiow.
apxiis 8% wumbelons woAAn avdyiy
peblorasfar  Tar  axohovlolyrwy,
Ae¢cording to the passage just
referred to, such an effect conld
not be expected to follow the
excision of the testicles but only
of the heart: especially as Ari-
stotle, Gen. dn. v. 7,487, b, 28,
without knowing their special
functions, treats the former as a
mere appendage to the seminal
ducts. For the account of the
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Other phenomena hesides the distinction of sex pro-
ceed from weakness in the procreative power.- The
movement communicated by the male seed tends to
form a being similar to the parent from whose body
was derived the motive force. If, however, the seed is
not vigorous enough to overcome the generative sub-
stance of the female, a woman is born; or if it cannot
succeed in imitating the paternal type, then the child
resembles its mother and not its father; again, should
the seed fail in both of these attempts, which usnally
happens, a female child is born with a resemblance to
its mother.! Tf the movement is itself deficient in force,?
the child lacks the personal characteristics which the
movement ought to reproduce, and only receives, in
descending degrees, the generic properties which the
parent had possessed over and above those of his own
individuality. Instead of the parental type, that of the
family is transmitted, so that the child resembles his
grandparents, or still more disfant ancestors. So ‘it
ﬁlay happen that nothing but’ the type of the race is
communicated, so that the child, for instance, has a
human form without any family characteristics. Lastly,
it is possible that the offspring should turn out merely
a living creature without even the human attributes, as
in the case of children born with bestial forms?® If
the proper relation between the male and female

matter which he gives in accord- guishes, ¥id. 788, a, 14, 31, cw

ance with, the latter hypothesis, Avf@ew ai kuqoeas, from !:.he other

see ibid. T88, a, 3 sqq. case, éaw ]Ju?: wparian 79 kivnois
! @en.dn.iv.3,767,b, 1isqq., [Tov drdpis].

768, a, 2 sqq. 21 =qq. 4 Jhid. iv, 8; cf. esp. 7687, b,
2 Aristotle expressly distin- 24, 768, b, 15, 769, b, 2 sqq.
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is a.l{-,ogether wanting, then no eonception at all fol-
lows.L :

Among the phenomena of life which are common to

all animals we may next mention Sensation, the most
important point of difference between animals and
vegetables.? Sensation is & change produced in the

percipient by the object perceived,® a movement com-

munieated to the soul through the medium of the body.*

1 Thid. ¢ 2, 767, a, 13 saq.
A number of other passages re-
lating to the distinction of the
sexes and fo procreation, we must
be content briefly to indicate.
The sexual parts of different ani-
mals are discussed Goa. An. 1
216, ii. 6; Jhst. dn. il 1, cf.
AUBERT-WIMMER, pp. 8 5q. af
their edition of De Gea, An.;
puberty, menstruation, acd lac-
tation, Gen. iv. 8,11 4, 738, a, 9
5qq. ; the causes of fruiiluloess
and unfruitfolness, &en. il T,
746, a, 29-c. 8 fin.; wolvroxla,
Shvyoronia and povoroxia, certain
kinds of abortion, the perfect
and imperfect formation of child-
ren, superfetation and the like,
Gen. iv. 4-T7; thé formation of
the bodies of animals and the
order of the development of their
parts, Hist, viil. 7 sq.; Gen. ii, 1,
734, a, 16-33, 735, 3, 12 5q. c. 4,
739, b, 20-T40, b, 25, c. b, 741,
b, 15 sgq.c. 6 (743, b, 20 com-
pares naturc to an artist, who
first sketches the outline of his
picture and then lays on the
colours); the nourishment of the
embryo through the navel, &en,
ii, 7, Hist. viii. 8; the production
and development of birds, Gen.
iii, 1 &q. 6; of fishes, iii. 3-5, 7:
of mollusca and testacea, ibid.

iii. 8; of insects, ezpecially bees
(with regard to which Aristotle
holds that the queens and female
workers are born of gueens,
drones of working bees, and
that there is no marriage among
them), ibid. iii. 9, 10, Hist. v.
19 (et LewEs, drist. § 188 sqq.);
spontaneons generation, idid. iii.
11, i, 23 fin., Hist. v. 15 sq. c.
19, 551, a 8g. c. 11, 543, b, 17, vi.
15, 569, a, 10 sqq.; the nature

of the birth and the time of

pregnancy, ibid. iv. 9.—The dif-
ferences which separate the vari-
ons grades of animal creation in
respect of their origin and method
of propagation will call for fur-
ther discussion below, and the
origin and gradual evolution of
the =oul will be the subject of
the next chapter.

* See pp. 27 and 37, supra;
and with the following account
cf. BAUMKER, Des Arist, Lelre
von den Sinnesverindgen (Leip-
sie, 1877).

* De An, 11 5 init.

! glimats 75 i ToU ow@paTos
s Yuxis,  De Somno, 1, 454, a,
9. How far we may gpeak of a
‘ movement . of the soul”atall is
the subject of subseguent dis-
cussion. E
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The nature of this process may be explained and esti-
mated by the abstract laws of action and passivity.! Tt
is the object of perception which sets the change in
motion, the percipient which undergoes the change. The
former is active, the latter passive. Hence the latter
is related to the former in the same way as the actual
to the possible or as form to matter. The perception for
which a subject is fitted by its nature is developed into
actuality by the object perceived; the form of the object
is impressed upon the percipient.? This relation, how-
ever, is further conditioned by the nature of the perei-
pient  Like thought, perception can only legitimately
be called a passive affection, if the phrase is faken to
inclnde the progress from mere capacity to actuality.®

! See the passages quoted vol, i De dn. i 5, 417, b, Z:

i, 454 sqq.,t0 which express allu-
sion ismade De dn. il 5, 417,a, 1.

2 Pe An. il 5, 417, a, 9 to the
end of the chapter, where the
preceding discussion is summed
up in the words: b 8" alofnruchy
Surduet éariy vipy Tb alefnThy
4Bn dvteAexela, kafidmep elpnTact
wdaye pby ody oby Ouoww B,
remorlls &' Guolwrar ral Eoriy alov
tkcivo, dil. 2, 495, b, 25: # 8%
Tob alclyrol évépyelr ral THs
ainlfgews 1 abrh pév domi wal o,
T & eiver ob Tabtdy adraiv Aéyw
5 aloy Uépos & rar’ Zvépyeiay Kal
awod § hor Evépyear . . . Brov &
évepyf 7o Buwduevoy drolew xal

* dogh Tb Surdueroy Lodely, ToTE §
knr vépyeray drol) dpe ylverar kal

6 kar évépyarny Yopos. Andasope-
rations and motions take effect
upon passi®e subjects, this parti-
cular operation takes place upon
the percipient. Cf. infra, p. 60,
n. 3, p. 61, n. 4 ; and see Part. An.
ii. 1, 647, a, 5.8qQ.

obic Eomi B GwAoiy ovle TO wATXEY,
3AAG Tb iy obopd mis dwh T
évavriov, Th BE guTnpla paAior ToV
Suvduer byros bmd Toll évrelexely
Brros ol Suolvy eliTws bs Slwaus
wpbs évreadyeoy. Thus in the
case of learning, we must either
refrain altogether from saying
that the learner is the subject of
an operation or we must distin-
guish between two kinds of
Tdoxew—rhy Te ml TAS OTEPUTIRES
SiaBéoers peraSonty ket Thy éml Tas
Erers wal Thy ¢tow (cf. i p, 19T).
Similarly with perception: so
soon as the percipient comes into
the world, €xe ijdn Gomep émiaTnpmy
el Th aigfdveafar. kal 70 ko' vép-
yetay 8t duolws Adyerar 74 HBewpety
(as the latzer is the actual appli-
cation of a faculty which is al-
ready possesscd, 80 perception is
the activity of a faculty which
already exists in the percipient) ;
Suaxpépes 8 [se. 7o aicldvesfar Tob
fewpsiv], B71 Tol piw T& TomTIKG,
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Perception, therefore, may be equally described as an
act, or more accurately as the joint act of percipient

and perceived.! which act, however, has its seat in the

former.? ~ Further, the perceived object can be said to
stand to the percipient in the relation of actuality to
possibility only in so far as the one is capable of being
perceived and the other of perceiving. It is not the
matler of an object which acts upon the sense in ques-
tion, but only those properties of an object which the
particular sense is designed to perceive. Hence it
follows that it is the sensible form of objects without the
matter that iy received in the act of sensation. The
material object itself is not ecommunicated to the pereipi-
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form without the matter is only possible where there is
in the goul a point of nnity, a centre in which the sensible
impressions can reflect themselves ; and on this account
perception first appears in the animal kingdom.! More-
over, since the faculty of perception is the force and
form of the physical organ, it presupposes a certain
harmony in its component parts; and if this harmony
is disturbed by too vehement an impression on the
sense, then the faculty of perception is lost.? The seat
of this faculty is invariably a homogeneous body® which

must contain potentially both of the opposite qualities

that may be communicated to it by the objects of
sense ; bub just for this reason it must itzelf stand mid-
way between them.! The operation of the object npon

ent, but only its operation.?

Tis évepyelas Efwbey, Th dparhy ral
7o eroverdy &eo. iii. 7,431, 4, 4:
daiverar §&¢ Td piv alofnrdv e
Suvduer  dvros  Tov  alonrired
évepyelg wowdy® [The perceived
object makes that which is
capable of perception and which
is only a Buwdper Gy info an
dvepyel Uv] ob wop mdoxer obd’
&roiodrar, 8w HAAo €lfos TofiTo
rwfirews  [something  different
from sivnois]. 4 yap xbwmois Toi
drehods évépyein v, 7 O amAds
évépyeta érépa # TOU TETEAETLEVOY
(such also, however, is the aic-
BTy according to ii. 5, 417, b,
29 sqq.). ; &
Y De An. iii. 2, 426, a, 15:
émel 3¢ ule pév éomv 7 evépyea
Tob ailgbyTol kel 7 TOD alcdyTikoed,
T & elvar Erepoy &e. CL foll. n,
There is here no guestion of any
reciprocal operation of the sensi-
ble object and the sensitive
organ (PranTL, Adrist. v. d.
Farben, 144, whom KAMPT oriti-

This apprehension of the

cises, Brk.-Theoried. Avrist. 20,4),
for the object is not subject to
any operation, but theve iz a joint
operation, the result of which is
perception. That this act gives
a true account of the cobjects
perceived, has already been said,
in vol. i. pp. 208 sqq.

® De An. 1. 2, 486, 2, 5: <
& ot i wlvnois kal % woinois
kal 70 wdfos v TH morouuve,
ardsyien kal Toy Yddor kel THy dray
The Kot épépyeiav €v TR KaTh,
Slvauwy elvar . . . pEv olw Toif
YodmTicod Evépyed éomt Yddos
Uddneois, 5 8¢ Tol drovorined diod
# drovais. Similarly with all the
other sensez: % Tol aiofyrob
évépyeta kol 9 Tob alobyTiced év TH
alo Oyt g,

3 De Am, ii. 12 init. : 5 piv
alofyels dore TO Bewrikdy Tav
ciclyrdy elbdy Bvew ThHs fiAxs,
olov 6 kypbs Tol Bartvdlov drev Tob
ofhipov kel ToU xpvool SéxeTo TO
anpeiov, Aoufdver Berd xpuaoivi h

eAkoly onueior, AN ody 5 xpuods
A xehichs, ouolws 8¢ xal 7 alabnais
éndoTov Owd ToU Exovros yphue i
xvudy § Sdpor wdoxer, GART ody §
€xaoTor erelvwr AdyeTal, aAA’ 7
Towrdl rkal kard oy Adyor. (There
is ho trace, however, in this pas-
sage of what VOLEMANN, Girundz.
d. Arigt. Psyehol, [Abhandl. d.
bilun. Gesellsel. 2.1265q. Psychal.,
i 218] finds in it, viz. that
‘sense is not affected by sounds
&c. in so far as each of these is
whatitis, butin so faras the sense
is what it is') CE foll. n. and
De An. iil. 2, 425, b, 23: 70 yap
algfnrhpior Sexticby ToU alvbyrod
Grev Ths UA7s exagror. Whenee it

" follows that all perception is of a

universal, a Towdrde; see i. 207,
n, 1, supra.

L D An. 15 12, 494 289
plants have no atcinas, although
they are not without souls;
alTiov yip 70 pi) Exew peciTyTa,
pndE TowmvTny dpxhw ofar Th €ldy

deyeobor Tdr algfyrév, dAAG
wdrxew perd Tis Uans.  iii. 12,
434, a, 29: those (aovra are
without alofnois, doa ul SexTie
Tev eidar drev THs tAns, CFL also
supra, pp. 23 sqq. and notes, as
well as the remarks infrg, npon
the sensus comuunis.

2 De An, 1. 12,424, a, 26:
the algbuvduevor is a body (uévye-
dos) ; aigbnas, on the other hand,
is nof uéyebos, aAAE Adyos Tis kel
Bivagus éxelvov [0l alobavopévov].
pavephy § €k TolTwy kel Bid Ti
woTe Tay aiglnrar af dwepBoial
?Eefpomrr. Ta aieyThpw - iy ~yap
T ioxvporépe Tov alaBnThplov
rfim;o-tr, Aderar & Adyos, Toire B
A 5 alrinmes, dowep wal f cuppwra
wal 6 T6vos kpovousvay chidpe TEy
xopdav. CE. iii. 18, 435, b, 15,

¢ Part. An.ii. 1, 647, 8, 2 sqq.,
where alofnrfipie in this sense are
distinguished from the dpyamré
wépy (face, hands, &e.).

* Aristotle remarks this spe-
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the senses depends upon a medium which transmits it

from the one to the other,

Flesh is the medinm of the

sense of touch, air and water of the other senses;! and

to this medinm the materials of which the organs of sense’
The connection, however, of the

consist correspond.

five senges with the four elements® is only tentatively

adopted by Aristotle?®

cially of touch, D¢ An. ii. 11,
423, b, 29 saq. This sense, he
says, perceives the opposite
qualities of bodies; 7é 8¢ aloty-
Thploy abTdy To amTikdy . . . TO
Bupdnet TawvTdy dovi pdpiov. Since
' perception is a wdeyer by which
‘the Bvyduer dr is made by the
operative principle into some-
thing like that which itself is
evepyeta (ef. supra, p. 59,1, 2), 8id
7ol Suolws [sc. &s 7o aicbyripov |
Pepuot rcal Yuypad I okAnpob kal
paAarot ol aioBarduela, dAla Tiy
irepBoddy, ds Tis alofiosws oloy
ueodTyTés Tives ofons Tis év Tols
| algfnTols  verTidrews.  wal Hd
Tobro kpiver T& alofnrd, T ydp
uéoov kperuede s just as the eye in
order that it may be able to
perceive black and white must
be neither of these actnally but
‘both potentially, so it is with the
sense of touch.

V.dhid. A1 0 419, a, T35,
According to this passage, the
medinm of the perceptions of
sight is light, of hearing air, of
smell moisture ; wepl 82 agis Kal
yetrews Exer ptv duolws ol gaiveras
8¢,  Their medinum (see supra,
p-39, m, 4) is flesh. For further
details, see infra, and in i 518,
n. 3, supra.

? Aristotle remarks himself
(Part. An ii. 1, 647, a, 12 De
Sengy, ©o 2, 437, 8, 18 “qq] that
several of his predecessors at-

The higher tribes of animals

tempted to establish this con-
nection, but ke does not say to
whom he refers. The citations
on the views of Empedacles ani
Democritus  (Zproew, Ph. d,
&r. 1. 723, 817, 3) and from
Plato (ibid. 1. a, 727, 3) on
this head are not sufficient to
explain the statement (in the
above passage D Sensu) that one
of the four elements was assicned
to each of the senses, but that
this only raised the difficulty of
the discrepanecy in their respec-
tive numbers.

4 Bee the two passages, De _ba.
iii. 1 and De Sensw, 2, 438, b,
16 sqq. In the former of these
Aristotle desires to-show that
there cannct be more than the
five senses (the opposite had
been asserted by Demoeritus: see
ZBLL. Ph.d. Gr.i.817, 5), which Lie
proves in thisway : the properties
of things are perceived either im-
mediately or by means of a
medinm.  The former is the case
with the perception of touch
(only in the sense, however, that
the medium is in the pereipient
itselt: see n. 1, supre, and cf.
Bea An, 1. 11, 423, b, 12). In
the latter case the sensitive
organ for each class, of percep-
tions must consist of an elemen-
tary material of the same kind
as that through the medinm of
which the perceptions reach the
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possess all the five senses;

the lower are without one

or other. It is only the sense of touch, and its de-

senses. 'roperly speaking, how-

ever, we have ouly water and air’

to deal with, as fire operates as
vital heat in all the senses, and
earth peculiarly (i5iws) either in
none or ion tfouch (of which
taste, according to Aristotle, is a
subordinate variety : see p. 22, n.
1, supra). Even flesh, however,
the organ of the latter sense,
does not consist merely of earth,
but of a mizture of carth and
water and uir. -Although it is,
therefore, the most material of
all the organs of sense, it yet

‘stands in the middle between

the different kinds of tangible
things, and is sepsitive to them
all. (De Aw. 1. 11, 428, a, 11
seq. i, 13, 435, & H-=b, 2
Part. An. 11.°1, 647, 8, 19, c. 8,
653, b, 29) The pupil of the
eye is of water; sounds are per-
ceived by air in the passages of
the ear: the sense of smill
resides in both air and water,

. The perception of universal pro-

perties of things, however, such
as form, size, motion, &e., cannot
be confined to the organs of any
particular sense, being in its
pature common to all (ef. infra,
pp-6f sqq.).—In thesecond of the
above passages it Is sald: &e7r
Ezr:p TovTwr Tt cupBalres, K:cl?u".rrsp
Aévyopsy, pavepby &s 80 TolTor Thy
Tpimor GrodiBdvar Kal WPOTGTTEW

txacTory TiEy wiglpTopler &t Ty
S aToiyelzy..  TOD uEr GpuaTos Th

GpaTikcty UdaTes UmoAnmréor, dfpas
6t Th TEY 'x‘-c?q;wv glo8nrichy, wuphs
Be Ty Godpnoir. D ap evepyein 7
Lodprots rotro Buvdper 70 dodpar-
Tikdy . . .0 8 éoun.kanvdiys Tis
fomir apafvuiass, 5 8 avafupiaris

A kawpddns éx wupds . . . ab &
amTuchy yiis. w0 B yeugTuedy eidls
Tt apfis éorir, It is impossible
{as ALEX. in loco, p. 80 =q.
pointed out) to suppose that
Aristotle here intends to assion
the cregans of the varicus senses
to the four elements respectivel ¥,
He here. repents what he says in
the D Au. of the organ of smell
when he remarks that it is merely
Bupdue what umpp'nms‘ is évep-yeaa
Ewmﬂ yip Bepudy i) Tob Yuypod TAn

SoTiy, and that, like the eye, it is

closely conneeted with the brain,
the coldest and dampest part of
the Dbody; but smell itself is
assigned to fire, because it is
produced by the ‘heating of the
cold olfactory organ by the seul
Kamyeons, which  is of a fiery
natare. (So also c. 5, 444, a,
§-22, where Aristotle L.xpl&ms
on this ground the wmsthetic
pleasure in smells peculiar to
man ; see last note on next page.)
But ‘according ‘to Bekker's text,
the words @avepby s Bel &e. wonld
give the meaning just referred
to as inadmissible. Tt is all the
more welcome to find that, as
BAUMEKER, p. 47 =q. reminds us,
fonr of the seven MBS, in De
Sensi. 438, b, 17, .give i before
Eis;, so that we may read ! ¢owe,odv
ws el Bel . . . TAV Troiyelwy, Tov
pév duparos &c.  In this view,
Aristotle offers the explanation
that. follows only hypothetically,
and: from a point of view differ-
ent from bis own. This view of
the passage corresponds precisely
with that of ALBX. #¥id., who
seems, therefors, also to have
read el before &ci; ef p. 78
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pendent sense of taste, which is quite indispensable.!
Of touch Aristotle says thab it is as impossible for an
animal to be without it as for any other creature but an
animal to possess it. Tt is, in fact, the most universally
important sign of life; and therefore any excessive
impression made upon this sense would not, as in the
case of the others, destroy a single organ alone, but the
life itself of the animal.? These two senses are thus the
commonest aud lowest ; they serve the baser needs of
life:? while sight and hearing, as the means of rational
development, occupy the highest rank, Hearing, how-
ever, deserves the preference, since we owe to this sense
the possibility of oral instruction.! Of all living
creatures man is furnished with the subtlest taste and
subtlest feeling ; many animals exhibit the other senses
in a greater state of acuteness,” but in the case of man
they play a special part in his spiritual cultore.®
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Coming to the particular senses, Aristotle observes
that the seat of sight is in the pupil of the eye.
Formed of water, this organ is affected by colours which
are communicated to it through a transparent medium.!
Sounds acting on our ears through the medium of air
are transmitted to the sense by the air in the auditory

el ofitw, gnoly, dal Tis dfews Exel
ot Bié TovTo, kafi dyAlxorTd Tives,
ExagTov alotnThpoy ExdaTe TaV
orovyelwy dverifera &o.; p. 80:
ol op BN dpéorovra abTg Adyel
&e.; cof. alse Part. dwn. il 1,
647, a, 12.

1 Qpn this point ef. the not
wholly consistent statements,
Hist. An.iv. 8; De An. il 3, 415,
a, 8 sqq. iii, 12, 434, b, 11-29, ¢.
13, 435, b, 17 sqq.; De Sensu,
1, 438, b, 12 sqq.; De Somuo, 2,
455, a, 53 Metaph. i. 1, 980, b,
23 : MEYER, Arist, Thierk. 432
sq, and p. 22, n. 1, supra.

t De An. iii. 12, 13, 484, b,
22, 435, b, 4-19.

4 Feeling is indispensable to
every animal for the preservation
of life, the other senses, on the

other hand, are so od 7ol elvar
Evere, GAAL 7ol €d. Do An. il
13, 435, b, 19; ct. c. 12, 434, b,
22 sqq. )

1 De Sensu, 1, 436, b. 12 to
end of chap.; Metaph. ibid.

% Do dlm. 1 9, 421, a, 9-26;
De Sensu, 4, 440, b, 30 sqq.;
Part. An, ii. 16 sq., 660, a, 11,
20; Gen. dn.ii. 2, T81, b, 17.

& De Aw. ibid. : man’s higher
intelligence is explained on the
ground of his finer feeling;
but it is certain that Aristotle
regarded the human eye and
ear as also of higher signiti-
cance for the development
of the spiritual life than those
of the lower animals; Efh il
13, 1118, a, 16 sqq., he remarks
of smell, hearing, and sight,

. q 2
passages.

Smells are conveyed to the olfactory organ

by air and water: they are inhaled with the air by
respiring animals; to mon-respiring animals water is
the medium of smell.> The primary qualities of matfer
which belong to all bodies and their particular modifica-

De Sensu, 5, 443, b, 15-444, a, 9,
ibid. 1. 28 sqq., of smell, that
man alone takes delight in these
sensations for their own sake and
not merely for the sake of food
(albeit smell is his lowest sense:
De Sensu, 4, 440, b, 31 ; De An.
ii. 9, 421, a, 9); of the senses
generally Avistotle says, Fen. An.
ibid.: Ty wev oby wippwler akpi-
Beiay Tav aicbfoewr fkicTe &s
eimety drdpawos Exe ds garapdyetos
rév (dav, Thy 8 wepl Tas Swagopas
peAwwTe wdvTer evatofgroev, his
organs of sense being the purest,
and the least earthy and material,
and his skin being the finest.
MEeYER, ibid. 435 sq., brings
together his statements with
regard to the sensitive organs of
the various animals.

U Beep. 64, supra; De Sensu,

" 9,438 a, 12 sqq. b, 5; Hist. An.
. I 8, 491, b, 20; Part. An. il 8,
653, b, 25, e. 10, 686, a, 37 sq.;

(en. dAn. 1, 6, 744, a, 5, and
elsewhere ; ef. BAUMKER, 48 sq.,
und i 518, n. 3, swpra. That the
eyes also operate upon the
objects (and that not merely by

YOL. 1I.

reflecting the light) is proved,
De Insomn. 2, 459, b, 23 sqq., by
a fictitions experience

¢ Part. An, i, 10, 656, b,
13 sqg.; Pe Am. ii. 8, 420, a,
2 sqq.; cf. p. 478; BAUMEKER,
52, It is not guite clear how
Aristotle conceives of the con-
nection of this air with the
central organ of sense; he merely
remarks, Part. 4dn. ibid., that
the ears are united with the
occiput (which, according to his
opinion, i. 262, n. 1, supra, is
empty) by means of passages.

¥ De Anw. il 9, 421, b, 8
sqa. il 1 (see p. 6, supra); De
Sensw, 5, 442, b, 27 sq. 444, a,
8 sqqg.; of. p. b37, 3, 639, 6, 478,
med. ; BAUMKER, 53 sq. It has
been already remarked, p. 62, 1. 3,
supra,that the sense of zmell also
is eonnected with the brain, but
there is nothing said about any
eonnection between, it and the
heart. Aristotle shows, De Sénsu,
5, 435, a, 4 sgg., that smell
occupies a middle position be-
tween the algffoes &rrizal and

‘B¢ BAAov alolrT Kal,

¥
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tions are the proper objects of the sense of touch.! The

organ of touch is the heart :

the medium through which

impressions ave transmitted to the heart is the fesh 2
and the same may be said of taste, which is nothing
but a species of touch,® the only difference being that
the tongue is its sole conductor.! How the sensations
communicated by particular senses can have their segt
in the head,’ while the seat of the sensitive lifo itself is
in the heart® and all sensation belongs to one and
the same part of the soul,” Aristotle fails to ex-

' De Anm. 1. 11, 423, b, 26:
amral uty obw elow ai Suadopal Tod
TEUETOS FRuE " Afyw e Tis
‘Biadopds ol Ta oToryeln Bopilovey,
Oepiady duxpby, Enpdy bypdv. Be-
sides these fundamental qualities
‘the sense of touch perceives also
‘hatdness and softnessand others,
and Aristotle asks accordingly,
422, b, 19, whether it is only one
sense or several. He rejects the
latter supposition, however, 1. 27
£qq., with the remark that the
other senses also perceive mare
than one évapriorys: by hearing,
‘for example, besides heizht and
‘depth we perceive loudness of
sound, softness and roughness
in the voice, &¢. Therefore BREN-
TANO'S assertion (Psychol. d.
Ar. 85) that it is erroneous
according ‘to Aristotle to regard
feeling as only a single sensitive
faculty, is not accurate.

% Beep.39,n. 4, p.62n, 3, sup.y
Do An. i1 11, 422, b, 20, 35 sqq.
423, b, 1 sqq. 22 ; Parg. An.ii. 10,
636, b, 35; Do Vita, 3, 469, a,
5-20; BAUMKER, 54 sqq.

. 7 Beep. 22, n. 1, supra, and on
the sources of taste, 1. 518 sq,

4 De An. ii. 11,423, 3, 17 sqq.
c. 10, 422, a, 34,

¢ BAUMKER, 78 sqq., shows as
against BOHBLL (Die Finieit des
Seelenl. nach Ar. 163 sqq.) from
De An. ii. 1, 412, b, 18, 413, a, 2,
il 11, 423, b, 17 sqq. 1ii. 2, 428,
b, 81 Purt. An. ii.'1, 647, &, 2
sqq. ¢. 8, 633, b, 24 sqq., and
other passages; that Aristotle
assumes this to be the case in
respect to the above three senses.
Ci. De Sensu, o, 9 (p: 62, n, 3,
supra).

® Videp.41sq. The view that
the brain is the seat of sensation
(ALCM mON, see ZELL. Ph.d. Gy i,
456,1; PLATO, Tim. 67, B, 76, D),
is expressly refuted by Aristotle :
Part. An. i, 10, 656, a, 15 5qq.
b, 11, ¢. 7,652, b, 2: De Juvent,
3, 469, a, 20. He holds himself
that the brain is devoid of feel.
ing, resting his view upon sup-
posed experiences, upon which
see MEYER, drist, Thierk, 431,

¥ De dn, iii. 1, 423, a, 31, and
more fully De Sensu, 7, 449; a. 5
8q4q., where inter alic: dvdyin
bpa & T elven Tis Yuxis, § dravra
icdyeral, . ., EAAo 8% yévos By
@AAov. Just as one and the same
thing has different properties, so
feréov wal émt vis Yuxfs b abry
kal & elvar Gpiug To aigbyriciy

PHYSICS 7

plain.! If his view is that the pictorial image is gene-
rated in the organs of sense, while its reference to the
object takes place in the heart,® the question still
remains, how can sensation originate in organs in
which the sensitive soul does not reside ?

TAT@Y, Th UEUTOL €lvar ETEpoy Kal
Erepoy Tdv piv yéver Tav B ider
dore xal aloBdvorr’ b Gue 74 adrd
ral &b, Adyw 8 o 7@ abrd. De
Somno, 2, 455, a, 20: EZore pév yap
pla alebnows wal 70 kiplow aloty-
Thpwoy & Th 8 elvar aloffoer Tob
yévous dndaTov ETepor (its charac-
ter is different in each kind of
sensation ).

' 1 Weither from Part. 4n. iii.
1, 666, a, 16, ii. 10, 656, b, 3;
cf. Hist. An.i. 4, 489, a, 23; e
Nomao, 9, 465,'b, 6, nor from the
passage in €. 3 of the . émvmviwy,
which seems to give the graatest
sapport to this view, are we
justified in saying with certainty
that Aristotle regards the blood
4s the conducter by which the
sensitive movements are led to
the heart. He certainly assumes
that a portion of the blood flows
at intervals back to the heart,
carrying its own natural motions
with it (ibid. 461, b, 11). From
this, however, he merely concludes
(as will be shown, p. 71, 0.3, infra)
that the movements caused by
previous perceptions and latent in
the organs of sense, being no
longer overpowered by move-

- ments in the blood, are liberated
. and carried in like manner to

the heart; it appears, therefore,
that he regards them as different
from those in the blood.

* This is the view put forward
in the passage just referred to in

~ the treatise upon Dreams, where

461, a, 30 goes on to say: 7¢
ptv yap énelfer [sc. dmd 7év aicly-
Tnplav] apuwvercbar Thy rivmow
mpds THY apxhr kal eypnyopds Sokel
bpGr kal Gxovew ral alofdvesfa,
rat 3 70 Thy e évloTe KweloBar
Gorey ob wivouuévny bpdv poudy, kol
@ THY Gdiy Blo kwhreas elooy-
véAAety Td & oo Bowelr. The
words refer, as the repetition of
doxety shows, to the cases of self-
deception discussed c: 2, 460, b,
3 sqq. 11, 20, 22.sqq..c: 3, 461;b,
30. These Aristotle explains on
the ground that the judgment
upon the object and the pictorial
image are due to the exercize of
different faculties (ibid. 460, b,
162 alriov' 8¢ Tob gvuBaivey TaiTa
70wl kerd Thy aiThy: Sdwaur
aplvew 7 7e wipov [subj.] kel
T& pavrdopnta yiverar). GAws yip
[as e. 8, 461, b, proceeds] 7d ag’
ekarTs atolijoeds duow M Gpyd,
éhy ui) érépa mupwTépa ArTipi.
dalveTar uey oly wdrrws, Bokel
& 0¥ wdvtws TO Gawdusvor [the
sun, for example, appears to us
to be a foot broad, nevertheless
we refuse to believe it c. 2, 460,
b, 18], aAX” éaw [but only when]
Th emipivoy kaTéxnTaL § U KiefiTar
Thy oikelay khmow., It is this
wlpioy wal Emucpivar (461, b, 24 5q.)
which refers the sense-perception
toitsobject. It, for instance, when
sensaticn presents us with the
image of a particular man, iden-
tifies it with the man in guestion.
In sleep, on the other hand, when

¥ 2
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The separate senses, however, are insufficient of
themselves to explain the fact of sense-perception. The
universal qualities of things—such as time, motion and
rest, unity and multiplicity, size and form—are not, like
sound and colour, the peculiar objects of special senses ;!
they are perceived by all the senses, and only indireetly
by each. The faculty, therefore, by which they are
perceived must be distinct from all the particalar
senses: it must be a sensus comamunis or ¢ cornmon sense.’?
This sense, moreover, enables us to compare and dis-
tinguish the perceptions of different senses.® When;

comsciousness is imprisoned, the
image is taken for the object
itself, The seat of this faculty
cannot be other than a single
kbpiov alotnrhpov (De Somne, 2,
455, a, 21), of which sleep and
waking are particnlar states (see
p. 75, infra).

b e An. it 7, Aristotle dis-
tingnishes between wab’ airs [not
merely rkard svuBeBnxbs] airbnTa
between 18w and kowd, remarking
418, 2, 11: Aéyw & 18wy pév b py
évBéyera éTépa alobiioel airddvertat

. wowd 3% riwmats, npepla, dpd-
s, oxfue, peyefos. Similarly, il
1, 425, a, 13: aAAe phy olde Tav
wowdy obdr ' elvar clobnriowy Tt
fowy, Gv kol ékdorn  aicBhoe
airfavduefe caTa ounfeByros [ TOR-
STRIKS proposal to read st k. .
is rightly rejected by BRENTANO,
Psyehol. d. Ar. 98], oloy Ko Ems,
grdgens, oxApaTs, peyédovs, apl-
woti, éwis. De Mem. 450, a, .
On time see p. 78, n. 4, infra.

% We are informed of motion
&c through the separate senses
ward cuuBeBnrbs (De An. il 15 2.
preceding note). These qualities
are accompaniments of particular

sense-pereeptions, and the multi-
plicity of the senses even assists
us in distinguishing them from
the latter (dwws frrov Aavbavy Ti
axohovfoiivra kal wkowe, ihid, 425,
b, §). Were we therefore con-
fined for our perception of them
to the particular senses, we should
know them only as accessory (e.g.
if we saw a white object, which
moved, we should perceive only
its eolour and not its motion).
Ty 8t woway fon Exouey alofpow
kowhw ob katd cunPeBnrdst otk ip
Eorw idia (ibid. 425, a, 24sqq.). De
Mem. ibid. says that size and
motion are known to us by the
same faculty as time, xal 70
ddvracue [so. adris] THs kowds
aloffoews wdfos éoriv, Cf. 1,435,
n. 2, supra.

¥ Del dn. i1, 2, 426, b, 8:
each sense perceives Tés Tol
brokeuevor algbnTob Swadopss, .
sight, those of colour. émel 3¢ kal
Th Aevkly Kal TO YAUKD kal EranToy
Ty ainfyTdy wpbs ExacToy kpivo-
pew, Tiv cioforouefn e Buadéper ;
avdyun 8 wciclioer aloiyra dp

€oTiv . . . oliTe 8y wkexwpioudvors '

€viiyeTor Kpiveww T eTepoy T
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farther, we declare the phenomena presented to us by
the senses af one time to be objectively real, at another
to be unreal, it cannot be our senses themselves that
pronounce this judgment, for their presentations are in
both cases alike ; nor if we are deceived in our judgment,
are the senses to blame for the mistake, seeing that
they always report correctly.! The coramon principle of
all sense-perception is alone responsible for the reference
of the perception to the object, and therefore for the
mistakes that are made.> The same principle, finally, is
the basis of self-consciousness which accompanies all
sense-perception : since perception is different from the
thing perceived, the senses which supply us with the
picture of the object cannot also inform us of its ob-

jective reality.® The organ of the ‘ common sense’ is the

YAkl Tol Acvkod, GAAG Deb ewi T
dudw diAa evar, 1t must there-
fore be one and the same faculty
by which we distinguish different
kinds of scnsations from one
another: and to this, in order
that these may be compared with
one another, these must be
simultaneously present, meeting
in it as two lines meet in a com-
mon point. (The details of this
theory, which suggestsmany diffi-
enlties, cannot be here discussed ;
besides TRENDELENBURG 4 foca,
see the discussion of it in KAMPE,
Frkenntnissth. d. Ar. 107; BREX-

.TANO, Psychol. d. Ar. 90 sqg.;

BAUMKER, 70 sqg.). Similarly

“e. T, 481, a, 20: 7 §F dmmplver

7t Biapper yAukD Kal Beppdy . . .
Eart yop Evomic olitw 5& xkal 7
oTeywh kal BAws 6 Gpes [the bound-
ary ] &c. Just as one sense knows
the distinetion between white
and black, so one and the same

faculty can know the distinction
between whiteness and sweet-
ness. De Somne, 2, 455, a, 17:
seal kpiver By wol Slvater kplvew b1
Erepa Th yAvkén TGY Aeukdy, otire
wyeboet ofite iber ofiT” Gudoty, GAND
Twe kowg woply Tav aictyrapley
amdvray, dori piv yap ule alobnows
&e. (see p. 66, n. 7, supra).

T CfL 1. 209, n. 3, supra.

? Seep. 67, n. 2, supra, where
this is shown to have been
Aristotle’s view.

3 De An. iii. 2 init, : émet &
aicfoviuebe Bri dpouer kal drovo-
pew, dvdykn # TH Uyer alofaveodar
871 8p8, T érépa [sc. airbioe]. The
former, however, is inadmizsible,
if for no other reason, because
in that case we must assign
colour to the seeing subject [the
dpéy wpi@tov). as to all visible
things. De Somno. 2, 455, a, 15:
Zore 8¢ Tis kel wowh Bilvews
arohovfodoa mdowms, 1 Kol o7t Opd
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heart,! in which, as we have already seen, the general
principle of the sensitive life resides.?

To this single faculty of perception, or ‘common
gense,” Aristotle proceeds to attribute a number of
important mental phenomena.’ Tt is the source of
imagination and memory,! which are therefore shared
by many brutes as well as by man. Tmagination is
a movement produced by sensafion, an after-effect of
the sense-perception *—in other words a spent sensa-

kel Gxoler alc@averar [so BONITE,
gk, Stud. 111, 72, reads accord-
ing to the text of two MB5S.;
BEKX. has kol aich.]" o yip 55 77
e e Gpd Bre dpd . . . GAAE T
kotwg popley Tév alcbnTypiwy Grdy-
T, .

! The heart is the & rowby
aloyrhpioy, €is b Tas war’ dvépyeiay
aiobhoes dvayraioy Gmavriv (De
Juvent. 1, 467, b, 28); 7d e wipioy
7&r aigdhoewy év TadrTy Tols dval-
pois wacw., &v TotTy yip hrorykaloy
elvar «Th wdvrer Tav air@yrnplwy
wowdy aicByripior (ibid. c. 3, 469,
a, 10).

2 'CL. supre, p. 42 sq. and p.
66, n. 6, and on the guestion how
the sensations of the three senses
which have their seat in the head
are transmitted to the heart, p. 67,
n, 1, Butthe heart is also the seat
of the sense of touch (see p. 67, n.
1, supra) ; and to this theremark,
De Somno, 2, 4565, a, 22, seems to
refer, where it iz said that the
Thor and the wowdr of alebfnous
[for this we must suppose to be
the meaning of Toi7e, 1. 22, placing
with BoNITZ the words e yép . . .
xpduaros, 1. 17-22, in a paren-
thesis] Gue 76 drmig udiwd’
dmwdpyer, this being the only one
of the senses whose orzasm js

a:lso the central orzan of sensa-
tion. .

? For the following account
see FREUDENTHAL, OUeber d.
Begriff d. Wortes davracia b.
Awrist. 1863, i

* De 4n. iii. 3, 428, a, 9, 21,
0. 10, 433, u, 11, . 1Y indt. ; Hist.
An. i. 1, 488, b, 25; De Mem. 1,
449, a, 28, 450, 8, 15, ¢, 2, 453, 1,
6; Metaph.i. 1, 980, a, 27, b, 25;
cf. p.71, n. 8, p. 78, n. 4, infra.
Some animals, therefore, dream
as well as man, Divin. p. S 2,
163, b, 12.

5 After showing, De dAm. iii.
3, that it is neither afrfyrs, nor
vatis, NOT émieTHun, NOT Bofa, NOT
a combination of 84tz and alolqats,
Avistotle proceeds, 42§, b, 10:
GAN émetdf) Fori kwwbévros Toubl
wivelofar Erepoy imd TovTou, 7 Be
pavtacle khimols Tis Bone? elver xal
obi Gvev eiglfoews yiyvesOue GAN
aioBavouéros wal dv alcineis dorly,
Eore 8¢ ylveabar wklvqow fmd Tis
evepyeins THs aiclioews, kal Tadryy
dpolay dydyien elvar T alofimer, ein
G abry 5 klynows olite evaloMoews
&yleyouévn oiite uh caicbovouévars
fwdpxew, kal woAA& kat® abTiy kel
Totely wal wdaxew TH Exop, wat elvo
wal dAROY wol deudf. L. 30: ei
ody pnlér wev GAko Exe Ta sippera
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tion.! The motion caused by the external impression
upon the sensitive organ not only produces an immediate
effect in the sensation which follows, but continues in
the organ,?® whence under certain circumstances it
passes to the central organ, and in this way repro-
duces the pictorial image,? even in the absence of the ob-

" % ¢oerracie [so the majority of

the MSS, ; TorsTR. with I reads
# % davt., but considers the words
spurious ; BEEK. and TREND. are
certainly wrong in reading 4 pi
pavraciar] Toiro § éorl [TORSIR.
conj. Exer] 7o Aexbev, 7 pavrasie
tr el klmous dmh TRs elgfirews
riis kot Lvépyetar yryvoudrn. Dle
Tasomn. 1, 439, a, 17 (a passage
which estahlishes the true read-
ingin Dedn.429,a, 2as Y IYPOMEYT,
not -ns).

1 Fhet. 1. 11, 1870, a, 28: 4
5t qavracia &orly alolnols Tis
aofers.

2 De Mem. 1, 350, a, 87 : the
wdfos, where Efs is prium, con-
sists of a kind of (wypdpnpe,
which afefnais produces in the
soul (i.e. the guxy alsiyruch) and
in the part of the body where iu
resides ; § p Ywousvy KNS
&onpatverar oloy Timoy Twh ToU
aicfhuaros kafdrep of cppayi(iucvar
Tois dexrvalors. On this account,
under deep emotion or in the
early years of childhood, memory
is weak, the excitement being
too strong, rabdrep bo els Udwp
péoy ummrotans THs kufrews xal
Tiis eppayides; conversely in old
age Bux b Yfxenbac [wear] ieal Bt
srAnpdrnra 700 Bexouévou T wdlos
ovk éyywerar 6 Tomos. 'The same
phenomendn is explained, ¢. 2,
453, b, 4, as the result, not only
in the case of children but of
old men, of a wlymas cansed in

the former case by the rapid
growth, in the latter by the
rapid decay, of the body. The
latter passaze would of itself be
sufficient to prove that in Ari-
stotle’s view the persistence of
the sense-impressions, which are
compared to the impress of &
stamp, is not that of actual
material copies of the objects
(even in his account of sense-
perception itself, p. 58 sq. supra,
Aristotle gives no countenance
to such a view), nor even that of
qualitative changes in the organs
themselves, but is due to the
continuance in the organs of the
motions eaused by the original
sensation. This, however, be-
comes still more obvions from
the guotations that follow in the
nest note. On the whole sub-
ject see FREUDENTHAL, p. 20
5qQ. 0

3 Thig is the szense of the
passage in m. éwume. c. 8, already
referred to. After showing in
the beginning of c¢. 2, fre kal
arerdduros Tov Bipafer aigbnrol
énudver T algbipere aiclyTa rra,
that the faculiy which gives
judgment npon the corresponding
objects is different from that
which supplies the sense with
the images of them (cf. p. 67,n. =
2), and that in this way we get
the delirious fancies of fever
and other illusions of sense into
which we are seduced by passion
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ject.! ' To this power of reproducing images of sense Ari-
stotle gives the name of Phantasy; and to the images

themselves the cognate name of phantasms.?

and emotion, Aristotle proceeds
in © 3: the motions caused
partly by impressions made upon
us from without, partly by those
produced from within the body
itself, are repressed during the
day by the activity of sense and
thought, and rendered imper-
ceptible [apaviorrar Bowep wapd
woAd wip #AarTor—as the light of
the stars before thesun] ; vderwp
5t & dpylar Tiv werdk udpov
aloffosay kol Bivraulay Tob Evepryely
... émb Ty dpxhr Ths alo@foens
[the heart] warapépovrar wal i-
vorrar Gurepal kafioTaudvns Tis
rapayiis. The same thing takes
place in sleep (461, 8,18 59g.): 74
davrdopare ral al irédorros rivfoes
af cuuBelvovoas awo 7@y aloldnudrey
[those lingering remnants of the
motions produced by irapressions
npon the senses which are the
cause of phantasms ; ef. p. T0,n. 5,
supra) ore pév imd pelCovos oilons
Tiis eipnuévms kiirews dpaviforrar
wdpray, dré Be TeTapayuévar poi-
vovTar . . . kebirrouévoy BE kal
Sarnpwoudvoy 7ol aiparos v Tols
évatpots, cwlopérn Tév aionpdrev
5 wlmeis &g’ éxdoTou Tay aiofn-
Taptwy [the motion caused by the
sense-impression which is trans-
mitted from the organs of sense
to the heart] éppwuéve Te woict Ta
évihmvia, wal [5C, wouel | gaiveatal Tt
kel Boxely Biks piv o axdh THs dlews
karapepiueva dpgv, 8l B¢ 7o dmd
Ths Grofis arodew. dunwTpimTws i
xal &md Tav #AAwr aicfprnplev.
For the apxh accepts as troe
what the senses report, so long as
it remains uncontradicted by a
more aunthoritative report (cf. p.

Phantasy,

67,1. 2, supra) ; drav yip kabfeddy
[as isexplained 461, b, 107, karidr-
105 TOU mwAeloTou alpartos éml Thy
apxhy cuykarépxorTar ui fvolomt
wipfirers.  These exist, however,
partly Svpdue: partly éveoyelq, the
former appearing (dmimoAd(eunr)
when the others by which they
have hitherto been repressed dis-
appear; kel Avdueven v dAlye TE
Aoerg aluats 74 & Tois alebyTplows
swoirrau [in the blood which is
left behind in fhe organs of sense
after the main body of it has
flowed back to the heart, the
sensitive motions contained in it,
which have hitherto lain latent,
become liberated owing to the
exhanstion, by the diminution of
the guantity of blood, of those
motions which have hitherto
restrained them], €xvvoa duois-
TaTa fowep Ta v rols pédeqir, b
'JTRPEHC&CDUCI'IP &vﬂpén’ms‘ }Cﬁl H‘FWC(?}-
pois Taxéws perafdAderta. SO
long as we keep hold even of a
remnant of consciousness in
sleep we do not mistake those
images for the things; if on the
other hand we have lost all
consciousness that we are asleep,
we take the one for the other.
Dreams (7¢ ¢awdueva eldeie
kafetiopri, 462, a, 11) are there-
fore only the remnants of the
motions caunsed by sensation
(461, b, 21), as which they are
often c¢learly recognised at the
moment of waking.

! Henee he says, Je dn. iil
8, 432, a, 9: 7& yip pavrdopara
tamep aigliuard éomi Ay dvev
fians.

¥ For proof of this see BoN1Tx,

x

it

s
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moreover, he holdsto be the source of the images which
accompany thonght.! To these it is impossible fo apply
the above sensational explanation:? they must be con-
sidered as in some way independent produets of intellec-
tual activity. Aristotle, however, has given nsno account
of their origin or their relation to the images of sense.
While the reportsof the single senses in theirown depart-
ments are unerringly true, the imagination and the gene-
ral reports of the ‘common sense’ are exposed to illusion.?
If an imagination relates to earlier perceptions and pre-
sents a copy of them, then we call it memory (pwsun) ;*

Ind. Arist. 811, b, 11 sqq. 812, a,
9, 25.

! Bee next chapter.

* Aristotle actually distin-
guishes between two kinds of
pavracie. De An. iii. 10, 433, b,
28: opsxrikby B {sc. 10 (Pov éorlv]
obie dveu davraslas. Qarrucic Je
mioca 4 Aopiorieh 7 aleByTied.
rabrns pty ote kel 70 #A\Aa (Fa
peréyer. o 11, 434, a, 5: 5 pev
oly aiclnTich Pavtecie . . . xal
&y Tois BAAmis (s drdpxe, 0 8%
BovAevruch ér Tols A0yiOTIKOLS,
As alodnrey) davr. can only here
mean the power of reproducing
from the motions that linger in
the organs of sense the images
represented by them, the gavr.
BovAcvruch (or Aoytorwch: 7o yap
BovAebector kal Aoyi(eafar Tabrov,
Lth, vi. 2, 1139, a, 12) must

~mean the power of projecting
images of things in the future,
of means and ends whose com-
parative vglue it is the function
of BodAevous to estimate with a
view to the exercise of choice.
Huch images, however, are not,
like those of memory, given in

the excitations of the organs of
sense.

8 Qee i, 209, n. 8, and ii. 67,
n. 2, suprie.

+ Dg Mem. i:allmemoryrefers
to the past and therefore presup-
poses the intaition of time, 449, b,
98 : doa ypivov aicbdverar, TavTa
wove Tav (dav wmpoveler, kal Todre
G aiofdverar.  (See i 436,n. 2, ii.
70, n. 4, and 71, n, 8, supra.) The
faculty upon which memory de-
pends is phantasy, for it always
refers primarily to sensory
images, and in a derivative and
secondary sense to thoughis in
so far as thought itself is impos-
sible without a pictorial image,
as is shown (450, &, 15) by the
fact that brutes have memory as
well .as man., Cf. 4560, a, 13:
figre Tob voouuerou [voolvros or
vob ! | kari ovuBeBukos Bw ely,
waf afird Bt 7ol wpdTov micnTikob.
450, a, 22 7ivos pir oly Tdy Tis
Yuxdis dorly §) pefum, povepor, b1
obwep kal 7 ¢avragic- wxal EaTe
pynpoveurd ke’ abira pév boe éovl
dayTarTs, kata ouuPeBnrds B¢ Goa
uh dvev parractas, The ddvracua,
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and the conscious reproduction of a memory is recollec-
tion (avduvyoes). Man alone is capable of recollection,

gince he alone can reflect

gaid, is shared by brutes.

;! but memory, as we have

Recollection depends upon

the natural coherence of the movements which produce
the imaginative pictures; by virtue of this coherence
one image is called up by another formerly connected
with it.2 These movements have their seat in the

however, only becomes a recol-
lection (urpuovevpe) when we
reognise in it the copy of an
actual perception, when we con-
neet with it the thought that it
is the repetition of a previcus
perception—a point upon which
we are not always certain. Ac-
cordingly we sometimes fail fore-
coguise actual memories as such,
and at other times mistake mere
fancies for memories (450, b, 18
sqq.). Ti wir ody éoTl wrfiun [the
chap. cnncludesg kal TO wpmpmo-
vebew, elpyrar, bTe dovrdouaros,
&5 elndros ot pdrTROME, €5 (which
shonld be taken, mnot, with
FrREUDENTHAL, ihid. 36 and
elsewhere, in its narrow sense dis-
cussed i. 285, n. 3, supra, but in the
simple sense of baving orkeeping;
cf. ¢. 1. 449, b,25) kal wlvos wopiov
Ty &y Hipy, fTiTol wpdTov alethyTi-
Kol kal & ypévov aloBavduecba.

v Hist, An. 1.1 fin.; De Mem.
ii. 451, b, 2, 453, a, 6 sqq. As
the regson of this, it is said in
453,a, 9: fre 70 dvauuvioresfal
eoTwv oloy cuhAoyiopds Tis * dru yép
wpbrepoy 3 elber 7 drxovaey § T
TowobTor Emafe, ouAAoyi(sTar 6
Gvauiprmokdueros, wol Eoriw olov
Chrnois 7is. Todro & ofs wol 70
BovAcuTuchy Cmdpxer, dlost pdrows
aupBefnier * kal yop TO BovAedectal

cvAAoywuds 7is dorw, H. An. ibid.
alsoconnects BovAeteofacwith dra-
purioesfar as peeuliar to man,
¥ Perbaps  Aristotle gives
this explanation, ibid. 451, a, 10
sqq., with a tacit reference to
the mnemonics mentioned by him
in other passages (De An. iii. 3,
127, b, 19; De Insomn. 1. 458, b,
20; Top. vili, 14, 168, b, 28),
Recollection, he says, takes
place, émedh wlpvier 7 wivnows
fife vyevéoBar perd Thrde; if the
comnection is a necessary one,
the first is invariably recalled by
the second; if it s merely .
habitnal, only as a role. Some-
times, however, a single occur-
rence creates a fixed habit.
‘Avepuvioresfar both in the case
of intentional and nnintentional
recollection consists in recalling
former motivns in their order
until we arrive at the object of
search. We start in this process
ard 7ot ¥l [i.e. frum a present
intuition] % #Adov Tiwds, kel ag’
duoloy 3 érawtiov 3 1o olveyyus.
Aristotle has not further deve-
loped these hints upon the so-
called laws of the association of
ideas, nor has he” esplained
whether of the two prineiples of
ardpurgoes, avdykn and &os, the
former embraces only those cases
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heart.! Lastly, from sensation and imagination arise
the feelings of pleasure and pain,’ and the appetites,
whereof we shall have to treat in detail when we come

to Anthropology.?

Aristotle regarded Sleep and Waking as conditions
of the common faculty of perception.! Sleep is the
imprisonment of that faculty, waking is its free activity.®

in which the physical movement
that underlies the pictorial image
spontaneously produces other
such movements or inciudes also
those in which the content of a
given presentation conducts
necessarily to the recollection of
certain others. On the other
hand, Aristotle gives us the
general law which determines
the succession of those assoeia-
tions which depend upon habit,
viz. that cach presentation is
recalled by that which imme-
diately preceded it on its former
ocourrence : T@ yap €8et drohou-
foiicw wi kwheoes GARTAws, fide
werds Tipde (451, b, 28, cf T. 223,

\ Ihid. 453, a, 14 sqq., where
it is stated, dr o@uaTikdy TL TO
wdfos, wal § avdpynais (hrnois v
TowdTy odavrdouares . . . & Gy~
piprnakbueros FemeTIKY T KIVEL &
£ 7o wdfes; what this is is not,
indesd, further explained. Since,
however, the seat of memory in
oeneral is the heart, it must be
this which is meant.

: pe dn.- il 2, 413, b, 23:
Gmov ptv yip alcbnois, kal Abmn Te
wal B0, Brav B Tabra, &E ardyins
kel embuple, il 3, 414, b, 4:
$ 8 aicyois drdpyet, TOVTY fiovd
re ral Adwn kai TO G490 Te Kal
Avanpér. (Similarly De Somno,
1, 454, b, 39) c. 7,431, a, 10;
ZoTt Th fidecbar kal Avmelrfar TO
fvepyely TH alobyriki pecdTHT:

wpos T dyafloy Kal kakby, % To-
avre. Phys.vil 3, 247, a, 24: %
yép kur’ evépyeay T0 THs THdorfs
# b pohpny § dmd Tis éAmidos.
el pév ofw kar' vépyewar, alodnois
T8 ofrioy, € 0% B prhuqy B 80
eAwida, &mwd TabTys® § ap oia
drdfouer peprmuévots T TS H00v7s
% ofa wewdpefa EAmifovow, We
shall return to pleasure in deal-
ing with the Ethies, but neither
bere nor there do we find an
acenrate psychological acecount
of the feeling.

3 0f. meantime De An. il 2,
413, b, 23, e. 3, 414, b, 116, iii,
7, 481, a, 8§ sqq. i, 11; De
Somno, 1. 454, b, 29; Part. An.
i, 17, €61, a, 6.

4 Ibid. c. 2, 455, a, §-b, 13:
sleep and waking do not belong
to the senses individually, but
to the rlpww 7dv GAAwy wdpTwy
algbnThpoy, the wpéTor ¢ aicfd-
yeTaL TAYTWY,

s De Somao, 1. eg. 154, a, 32:
e rolvoy T Iypnyopévar dptorar
7§ Aedbofar Ty alobnow . . . i
8 dypnyopéiar 7 wefetdew dvartion

. 7obto & éoriy advweule &0
SwepBoady  Tou  Eypmyopévat . . .
dvdyin waw To  dypyopds  EBé
xerbat kaldetfew  &blvaroy yap del
dpepyetr. It is impossible, how-
ever, that it should sleep for ever,
for to sleep without awaking
wounld be to lose the power of
sensation. 454, b, 25: 7is &
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Hence these conditions are only exhibited by beings
capable of sensation : but with them they are invariable
fo'r the faculty of perception cannot remain activ:)
without experiencing exhaustion from time to time.!
The object of sleep is to maintain life, to refresh .a.n;i
rest(?re; and this again subserves the higher purpose of
waking activity.” The natural causes of sleep lie in
the nutritive process. The vital warmth drives the
fumes away from the food upwards; collecting there
the;i make the head heavy and induce sleepiness ; but,
coo].mg in the brain, they sink down again and ca;use a
ref):”lg_eration of the heart,"in consequence of which the
activity of this chief organ of sensation is suspended
This condition lasts until the food is digested and the;
purer 'blood, destined for the upper portions of the
body, is secreted from the denser sort, which passes
downwa.rds.s Dreams arise from the internal motions
of’_t.he organs of sense, which continue after the trans-
Imss-ion of external impressions has ceased. In the
waking state these motions disappear beneath the action
of sense and thought; but in sleep, on the contrary
and especially towards the end of sleep, when the di;j
turbance of the blood has ceased, they stand forth more
clearly. Hence it may happen that an internal motion

Ecia&ﬁcrmr Tpémoy Tiwg Thr uév above, we
a;wfm'z'ap ral ofov Berpdy Hmwov these ’S]_QEP s,?s‘(l)St GREe o
elval paper, Thy 8¢ Adsw kal T * Ihid, i, 455 :
e b W S Ibid. ii. 455, b, 16-28, c. 3,
! See preceding note and De s De 8
e G oo, 0. 3, where this
Sohmnﬂ,’ 1,454, b, 14455, a, 3, point is very fully discyssed o
where it is said that all animals 4 Asis shown and interestingly
(e’i;epb dostra:cea are actually illustrated by careful observations
> erved to sleep, and thar, on  from cognate fields, «. vwaviwy
he general grounds mentioned (see p. 71, n. 3, supra), of. Divin
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in the bedy, which would not be perceived in waking
hours, makes itself felt in dreams, or that dreams,
reversely, impel people to subsequent action by the
images which they present to the soul. It is ‘also
possible that sensible impressions reach us in sleep
which would not have struck upon our senses in the
more disturbed atmosphere of the daytime, or would
have failed to arouse our attention. Thus some pro-
phetic dreams may be explained naturally ; anything
beyond this must be congidered a casual coincidence,
for we notice that many dreams do not come true ab
all.!

Death, like sleep, must be explained by an altera-
tion in the central organ, It happens when the vital
warmth, which resides in the heart (or the correspond-

. 8. 1,463, a, T sqq. Direams
according to the account here
ziven (c. 3, 462, a, 8, 29) uxe
kwfoes GovragTial [movements
cansed by fancy] év 7ois alsfy-
Tplots, .. . Th pduTacue Th awh Tis
wivdoews TRy eiofqudiTey, dTer év
T4 xafetber §i, i kabeldet, TabT
éarly évimytor,

! This is essentially the doe-
{rine set forth in the treatise .
Tis kel Twvoy porTucds. It cannot,
on the other hand, be regarded
as the expression of Aristotle’s
scientific conviction when in one

E of his Dialogues (see 1. 390, u. 3,

supra) he speaks of the soul in
sleep and just before death, when
about to withdraw from the body
into its true being, as possessed of
a power of insight into the future.
Queh a view, it is much more
probable, does not at all express
his own conviction, but merely an

opinion which, he thinks, may
bave given rise to the belief in
the existence of the Gods. Ifat
the time of the composition of
this dialogue he attributed any
real value to this opinion,it would
be only one of the many proofs
of the influence which the views
of Plato still exercised over hin
His whole treatment of the sub-
ject as given above shows how
far he was at a later time from
regarding sleep as a higher con-
dition of the spiritoal life. The
views that Cic. Diwin. 1. 38, 81
attributes to Aristotle on the
power of prophetic. foresight
(*aliquid in animis presagiens
atgue divinum ') said to be pos-
sessed by lLypochondriacs were
much more probably taken from
one of the Dialogues, than from
Divin. p. 8. c. 2 init. or Eth. Bud.
vii. 14, 1248, a, 39.
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ing member), iz extingunished.! The cause of this
extinction, which affects all fire alike, is generally the
want of nourishment. This may be brought about in

two ways: either the operation of antagonistic mate-

rials  may prevent the fire from maturing itz aliment,
which in the case of life is the vapour rising from the
lood; or else an excess of warmbh may induce too
rapid consumption of it.> The latter takes place in the
natural decay of old age. During & length of time the
respiratory organs have been growing gradually harder
and drier, moving themselyes in consequence more
slowly, and becoming incapable of providing the neces-
sary covering process for the inner heart.! Accordingly
the inner fire decreases more and more, until at last it
is extinguished, like a little flame, by some insignificant
movement.® The causes of greater or less longevity are
discussed by Aristotle in a special treatise.’
~Up to this point we have dealt exclusively with
the common conditions and peculiarities of animal life,

These common characteristics are displayed in the most

different forms and degrees of completeness by the dif-
ferent races of animals. The animal kingdom exhibits

1 De Vita, c. 4; see pp. 7 3 De Respin. 17, 479, 2, T sqq.
and 42, supra, and of. Respir. 17, c¢f. De Vita, 5, 469, b, 21, 470, a,

478, b, 31 8qq. 479, a, 7sqq.

# As in the extinetion of fire
by water.

3 De Vita,e. b, 496, b, sq.
The third possible case, when
the supply of the requisite ali-
ment fails, as in death by starva-
tion, is here unnoticed by
Aristotle.

¢ That this is the purpose
served by respiration has alreadv
been pr oved at p. 43.

5 (where the suffocation of fire by
coals is cited as an illustration,
and explained in the same way).
Meteor.iv. 1, 379, a, 3 ; Loagit. V.
&, 466, a, 19, 22, b, 14; Gén. An.
v.. 3, T83,'b, b.

- % Tlepl paxpuBidrnros kal Bpoxv-
BudTyros ; of. Gen. An.iv. 10, 777,
b, 8. TUpon the results there
arrived at, ¢. &, 6, it is imprac-
ticable here to enter more fully.
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a gradual and continuous progression from the poorest
and most undeveloped forms of life to the highest, and
it 12 Aristotle’s undisputed distinction to have first dis-
covered this scale and to have followed it through all

aspects of animal life.!

Even the local habitations

of the different animals, the elements to which they
belong, enable us to distinguizh their several degrees

of honour and importance.?

! As has already been gener-
ally shown, p. 20 sqq. supre; cf.
i. 466 =qq.

¢ Amstotle frequently touches
upon this point. His statements
upon it, however, are not always
consistent with one another
either in regard to the birth and
habitations, or in regard to the
elementary constitution of dif-
ferent living creatures. Meteor. iv.
4, 382, a, 6 (De dn. 1, 5, 411,
a, 9 relates to another subject) he
says: v 9f kol dv B8att (Fa pdroy
éoTiy, év afpL B¢ kal mupl bk Zoriw,
871 Tav cwpdTwy AN Tabra. (On
the statement in the latter clause
v.1. 483, n. 2, supra). Onthe other
hand, according to Crc. V. .2, ii.
15,42; PLuT. Plaf. V. 20,1 Fr. Ar.
197, he had declared, probably in
the dialogue m. gehorod as, that as
there are land-, water-, and air-
animals ({Fa xepraia, ulpa,
wrara, or according to Cic. ‘cum
aligrum  animantinm  ortus  in
terra sit, aliornm in agua, in aére
aliorum ), there must also be (§e

" oipdwa, and the stars must there-

fore be animate. Again, Hist. dn.
v, 19, 562, b, 6-15, he speaks of
worms vehich spring by spobp-
taneous generation from ice, flies
which spring from fire, whereas,
Gen. et Corr. i1, 8, 330, b, 29, he
Lad expressly denied that any-

Nor must the variations

thing at all springs from either
ice or fire. If we may put down
to a popular mode of speech
the mention of air-animals in
the treatise w. ¢@u\ogodias, by
which are only meant winged ani-
mals, yet the fire-animals men-
tioned in his Natural History and
alluded to by other writers (cf.
Fasricius, on Sext. Pyrrh. i, 41.
TDELER, on Mefeorol. il 454

‘ParLo, Plant. Neé, 216, A, _Da

Gigant, 285, A) cannot be recon-
ciled with his other statements.
But, secondly, with recard to the
material constituents of living
bodies, Aristotle holds ( Dedn.i.5,
411, a, 9. iil. 13 énit., and the pas-
sage referred toini. 482,n. 3, sup.)
that whileeachcontainsamizture
of all the elements, there may be
a preponderance of different ele-
ments in different bodies, Here
alse, however, his statements are
not always consistent, De Hespir.
13, 477, a, 27, he says: & utv yap
Sk yiis mhelovos yéyovey, oloy TH TaY
guray yévos [and ace. to Gen. An.
ii. 6, 743, b, 10, shell-fish and
crustacea), Ta 8" éE Hdaros aloy TH
7@y riBpwr Tow Bt wTyrEr Kal
me(ay Ta piv € dépos Tk B én
mupds. EkarTe § v Tols olkelois
Tomwois Exet Thy Tdfw abrdv. On
the other hand, Fen. An. iil. 11,
761, b, 13: @ uér yép pura bay



&0 ARISTOTLE

in their vital heat be neglected, as that is a point of the
greatest moment in determining the perfection of animate
existence.! Together with the vital heat must be men-
tioned the character of the blood and of the humours
corresponding to it in ofher animals, on which depends
the broad distinetion between sanguineous and blood-
less creatures.? The temper and intelligence of animals
are regulated in a great measure by the constitution of
their blood, while of course its influence over their
physical structure is not less important® It is only
sanguineous animals which have flesh, the bloodless are

ris &y s, Bberes 8¢ T Evwdpa, T4
B¢ me(m afpos ' 7o 8¢ pEANoy xal
Hrrov kal éyyiTepiv wal ToppéTepoy
ToAANy moer kel fovpacrhr Bia-
gopdr. 70 & TéTapray yevos oik éml
TodTwy Ty Towwy dei (nTelr * Kalrot
Bovheral & Tt kard THY ToU TUPLS
elvar Tdiv, . . GAAG O€l TO TooUTOW
yévos (reiy eml Ths @eddrns © alry
~ip dalveras rowwrobra Ths TeTdp-
s avpoTdsews. Thewhole class
of we(a (land animals and birds)
are here assigned to the air, just
as De Sensw, c. 5, 444, a, 19, men
and quadrupeds are classed with
those Goa peréxe paAioy 745 Tou
#epos groews: fire-animals on the
other band are said to inhabit the
moon, of which there is a sugges-
tion also De dn. il 8, 414, b, 18
(see p. 20, n. 3, supra). Bus it
remains to be asked how in the
ethereal region, to which the moon
also belongs, there can be beings
constituted of all the elements.
CE. MEYER, drist. Thierk. 413 sq
393, and i, 472 sqq. supra.

! De Resp. 13, 477, a, 16 7a
Tiglwrepn 7oy (Pev whelovos Teri-
xmre BepibraToss Gua yip drdyen

kol JuyRs TeTUxNRéVaL TYLIoTEpaS.

* On this distinction, of which
Aristotle very freguently makes
use, see, besides many other pas-
sages, Hist. An.i. 4.6, 484, a, 30,
490, a, 21, 26sqq. b, 9. ii. 15 énis
iv. 1init. c. 3 init.; Part. An. il
2, 648, 2, 1. c. 4. 650, b, 30, and
the passages referred to 26, n. 1,
supra. From Part. iii. 4, 665, a, 31
(anudrprros § Eowcer ol kadds Bia-
AaBely mwepl alTiv, elmep olifn B
puepsTnTa TEY dve wey (dev Binia
elyar  Tavre = their intestines)
BrANDIS i, 1301 coneludes that
Democritus had made the dis-
tinction between sanguineous and
bloodless animals ; the inference,
bowever, is a doubtful one, as
Demoeritus may have mentioned
only particular speciesof animals,
and the general designation of
them as avaigex may be Aristotle’s,

8 Part. An. il 2, 648, a, 2 (see
P 39, 1. 6, supra); c. 4, 651, a,
12: woMhév &' éetiv mitin 7 Tod
cluaros dpiow kal kard 40 Htos Tais
(dois  wal koTd  THv  elobnow,
elAdyws© fAg yip €oTe warTys TIU
THHaTes.
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provided with something analogous to flesh ;! the
former have a heart, the latter another kind of central
organ.? The vital heat and composition of the blood,
again, determine the development of the organs of
refrigeration and secretion—the brain, lungs, kidneys,
bladder; and their peculiar functions. In everything
relating to the motion and posture of animals, Aristotle
does not fail to recognise a special significance. Some
tribes grow like plants adhering to the ground: the
more perfect races, on the contrary, are capable of locomo-
tion at will.*  Furthermore, he traces very considerable
differences in the organs of motion and the modes of
progression displayed by the latter® Tt is only in the
case of locomotive creatures that we find the opposition
of right and left, to which Aristotle attributed much
importance,® together with a more complex organisa-
tion.” Tiastly, while in shell-fish and plants the head
looks downwards, and while in animals without feet or
with many feet it is turned to the middle of the world,
it is turned upwards in bipeds, and particularly in man.®

! Beep. 26, n. 2, supra.

2 Beep.26,n.7;p.41,n.3, sup.

4 See p. 28, n.B: p. 40, 0. 1,
and p. 43, n. 6, supra.

i+ Hist. An. viii. 1,588, b, 10
80q.; Poert. An. iv. 5, 681, a, 12—
20; Lagr. An, 19; De An. Qi 3,
415, a, 6, and p. 49, n. &, supra.

5 Kven birds scem stunted

2 (g:erm;\d.ﬁwm) in this respeet, but

Hish even more so (LPart. An. iv.
18 dmiz.); in the motion of ser-
pents and worms there is properly
no distinetion of right and left

(Ingr. An. 4, T05, b, 22 5gg.); in

the case of insects the multitude
of their feet indicates deficient

VOL. IIL.

unity and centralisation of the
vital force (ibid. ¢, 7), while—in
common with some birds—they
have little power of steering their
flight (ibid. 10, 710, a, 4).

¢ Seep.33,n.3. sup.,and Ingr.
An. 4,705, b,13 toend. Aristotle
there remarks (706, a, 18) that
the distinction betweenright ard
left reaches its bighest develop-
ment in man, S b rard ghaw
pdhioTa Exew @y (dov. pice b
BérTidr e vh defiw Toil dpiorepoi
xal .n:r:xwpm’pélfov.

P Part. An. iv, T init.

§ Part. An.iv. 7, 688, b, 18;
Tngr. An. c. 5; De Vita, 1, 468,

G
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The structure of the body and the relation of its members
correspond to these differences of posture.! In human
beings the upper portion of the body is lighter than the
lower, for the sake of their intellectnal activity, and
because of their greater warmth. In quadrupeds the

size and weight of these

parts are greater. As

the vital heat decreases, and the earthly ingredients
begin to preponderate, the number of the feet is mul-
tiplied, until at last they disappear, and the whole body
becomes one great foot. Beyond this point the head
begins to turn downwards, sensation disappears, the
animal becomes a vegetable.? The size of animals, again,

a, 5. Man's upright posture is
explained, Respir. 13, 477, a, 20,
a5 the result-of the purity and
abundance of his blood ; Part Amn.
ii. 7, 653, a, 30, iil. 6, 669, b, 4, it
is accounted for by the cognate
fact of his higher temperature,
heat having the effect of raising
the body, as is proved by the fact
that warm-blooded quadrupeds
(the (wordke) are the more up-
right. Part. An.iv, 10, 626, a8, 25,
the argmment is pub teleclogie-
ally:man has arms instead of fore-
feet, dpboy pév vdp ome wdvor Tiv
ey Bite 7D T plow abrod kal THY
obolay cvaw Belay: Epyoy B8 ToU
Betordrov Th voely Kal ppovely  ToITO
o ob pébov woANoT Tou Gvwley émi-
epévoy oduaros’ T yap Bdpos
Sugrchmroy woied Ty Bwvuiar Kal
i kowhy alodnow, The increased
weight of the upper portions of
the body requires that it should
e placed horizontally on several
legs, ob Suvepévns peper Tb Bdpos
s duxdis. wavra ydp o T (o
vavddn ToAAe mapk Thy Hvfpwmor:
yav@bes ydp ot ob TO péy Bvw

wéyard BE pépor T0 Bpos kal meledor
wirpoy &e. [cf. 1. 467, n. 2, supra]
... Bid kal dppovégTepa wdvra TO
(oo Tdy avlpdmay éotlv. . . . olniov
3 . .. b Ths buxis dpxh ToANE
54 SurklemTds ot ral cwpordins.
vt & éAdrToves cyevoudrys THS
alpotions Oepuérnros el Tob yed-
Bovs whelovos, Td Te oduara AdT-
rova Tey (dwy ol kal moAdroda,
Téhos 8 Hmobam ylyveTal ral TeTa-
wéva mpbs Thy v, pakpdy & ofiTw
wpoBaizorTa wat Thy apxhv Exovas
kdTw kel TH KoTe Thy KepaAdy
pépioy Téhos &klmmrdy éaTi ral
avalebnroy, ral ylverar guriv.

L Tngr. An. c. 11 : since man
is a biped and designed for an
upright walk, the upper parts of
his body must be lizhter, the
lower heavier. Birdscannot have
the wpright posture; man on
aceount of this posture cannot
have wings (for the reason given
for this, the studert must consult
Aristotle himself). Cf. prev. n.
and Hist. dn. ii. 4, 500, b, 26,

2 Parg. An. iv. 10; see p. 81,
n. 8, supra.
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corresponds to their place in the scale of existence: the
warmer animals, according to Aristotle’s notion, are ge-
nerally speaking greater, and therefore the sanguineous
animalg are larger than the bloodless, although he
does not fail to notice several exceptions to this rule.!
Another obvious bagis of classification may be found in
the mode of birth and propagation. Some animals are
viviparous, and form their offspring in the womb, either
with or without the intervention of an egg.® A second
class lay eges, perfect in the case of birds, oviparous
quadrupeds, and snakes ; imperfect in the case of fishes,
mollnses, and molluscous ostracea. A third kind pro-
pagate themselves by worms, produced sometimes with,
cometimes without, copulation,® and attaining their ulti-
mate form only after repeated transformation : almost
all insects belong to this class. A fourth series spring
by spontaneous generation from slime or from the excre-
tions of animals : as, for instance, the majority of shell-
fish and some fishes and insects.* The common funda-
mental type of all these different modes of propagation
is development from worms through eggs to organic
form ; ° but this process runs a different course, produ-

! Regpir. 13, 477, =, 18:; n. 1, supre), c. 5, 765, b, 20,
Longit, V. 5,466, b, 18,28; Part. ii. 5 (see p. 53, n. 1, supra);
An. iv. 10, 686, b, 28; Hist. An. Hist. An. iv, 11, 538, a, 19,

il 5,490, a, 21 sqq.; Gen. An. ii. t Gen. An, ii. 1, from 732, a,

1, 732, a, 16 sqa.

2 The former is the case (Gen.

. An. ii. 1, 782, a, 32, i.10, and

elsewhere) with man, horses,
cattle, dolplgins, &¢., the latter
with eartilaginons fish and vipers.

3 Instances of monogenesis
Aristotle finds in bees and some

fishes ; Gen. An. iii, 10 (see p. 58,

25 onwards; Hist. An. 1, 5,489,
a, 34-b, 18; Polit, i. B, 1256, b,
10 sgg. On viviparous animals
see especially Gen. dn. il 4 sqq. ;
on the others and on spontanecus
generation, the passage cited p.
58,1 Land p. 49,1, 4, sup.,and also
MeyYER, Arist. Thiork. 453 sqq.

5 On the one hand, he holds

G 2



84 ARISTOTLE

ciﬁg o more or less perfect result, according to the higher
or the lower status of the animal. So, since the

warmer and less earthy animals are the noblest, we may

say that birth and development follow the warmth and
material composition of the organisms.! The mode of
thoir birth reflects the perfection or imperfection of
their nature, and if we estimate the whole animal
kingdom by this one standard, we obtain a scale which
Jeads gradually from the most perfect down to the least

perfect.? Nor are the senses equally distributed among

that the embryo even of oviparous
and viviparousanimalsis vermicn-
lar at first, and, on the other, the
chrysalisation of insects which
appear first 25 Worms is a trans-
formationintothe form of an egg;
so that even here the law of ana-
lozy does not desert us; Gen. An.
iii. 9, 708, a, 32: oyedby yop Eoice
wdrre okeAKOTOKEY TPRETOY® Th
yap ATeAéTTaTor winea  TowiTdy
Zomiy, €y maogy B¢ wal Tois (wo-
Tokebot kel Tois gororelor TEAEOY
@by T kimua TO WpETOY &BiopurToN
by AauBdrer Thy efnaw: TorahTy
5 éorly W ToD ow@AnKos GO
peric 8¢ Tobro Th uiv goroxel T
ke Téheoy Th B drens, Ew 5t
ylyverar Téketoy, wabdmwep éml TEY
Ixfbewy elomTos ToANdKS. T& B Ev
abrois (worowovra Tpéwor TWE
werd T oloTnua TO € apxis
doerlits yiverar' mepiéyeTar yip T
Sypdy Dyt Aemr, kafdmep by €l
qis Gpéror T TAY gav UoTpaxov.
(Cf. on this point Hist. An. viil
7.) The insect germ is a worm,
whether it is born by ordinary or
Ly spontaneous generation, and
the same is true of caterpillars
and of the supposed spiders’ egas.
mpochBdvra B¢ mivre T4 arwKGDT
xal ToD peyéfovs AaBivra Télos

ofor ¢by yiyverar [in chrysalisa-
tion] . . . Tovrov § alTiov BT kil
dives domwepavel wpb Epas doTorel
5t Thy dréewy Thy adris, és
Srros Tob ordAnkos ETt &v ablfoel
&ob mararod. The same is the
case with moths and similar
animals. CEf. n. 2, infra.

1\ Gen. Am. . 1, 732, b, 28:
(woroxel uiv T& TehsdTepa he
giow TEv (Per kel peréxovra
kaBapurépas &pxiis* 0blty yap (wo-
roxsr év abrd, i Sexduevoy Td
wreipa kal Gvamvéoy. Tehedrepa BE
v Oepudrepn  Thy plow  kal
Uypdrepa kal pi veddn Ths Be
fepudraros THs Quaicis dpos b
whebuwy Sowy fvapds éoTiv . . .
Gomep Bt Tb (Fov TiAeoy, & BE oK~
AnE wal Td by drekes, ofiTws Th
réhewoy &k ToU TeAsoTépoy ylreodal
aépucer, Warmth and moisture
are favourable, cold and dryness
hostile to perfect development;
Avistotle fries to show, 733, 3, 3
£qq., how the various methods of
production depend upon the
various ways in which these are
distributed and conbined.

2 Frid. 133, a, 22: ber ae
yofioar &s €b kal ipekfis Thy yéveow
amodibuow % ¢los, T& pev hp
rehedrep kal Beppdrepa TV (doy
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the different tribes: it is only the more perfect which
possess all the five senses, while the others partake of
them in more or less completeness.! Again, there are
only a few animals in which memory and imagination
are developed from sensation; and accordingly they
differ widely in intelligence and docility.” In the last
place, Aristotle turns his attention to the habits and
character of animals, and is at pains to point out the
characteristics which establish a closer or more distant
resemblance between the life of men and brutes?
noticing especially, for instance, how in the sexual
life of animals and their treatment of their young we
have all stages, from a merely vegetable indifference up
to a species of moral conduct towards offspring.*
Aristotle failed to combine these different points
of view in such a way as to establish a complete and
graduated classification of the whole animal kingdom :
nor, indzed, did he succeed in avoiding constant errors
and contradictions in his treatment of this subject,
owing to the complicated and ecrossing principles of

TéAewoy amradidwat TH TERVOY KOTE TO
wody [i.e, with perfectly deve-
loped crgans]. ... kal yerrd 5%
raira (Fa ¢ airols edfids. Ta BE
Gedrepa év afitols piv ob yerr@
Téhea evlis ((woTorel B& dorond)-
cavra mpaTor), Blpale 8¢ (worowei.
T 3¢ (@or wir ol TEéAewr yerd,

5 3 = 2 ;
. gow Be yewvd wal ToliTo Téhewy TH
3 b 4

gdv. 7o § & Totver YuxpoTépar
5 ;

{xopta THy Glow v uey yevrd ob

TéAewor Bt v, AN Efw TehetobTal,
iafdmep o 1By AemBurdy ixflwy
éves wal T4 peAmkdoTpara Kal TG
peddii, TH 8¢ TéumTor yéves kal
YuypdraTor ot dororel éE abrob,
@A ket Tob [TH] TowbTor fw ouu-

Belver wafes wivd, &omep elpyroe
T&A'}""zp EvTope  orwAnKoTOKEL TO
mp@Tor © wpoeldhr & wddns ylveTar
& :ﬂm’:.\n_{ (0 yé&p xpvoarils kadov-
uérm Slvauw ot Exyer). elr i
ToUTOU yiverar (Foy év TH TpiTy
perafory Aafby T Ths 'yeve’a'(-m‘s
TENOS. '

' Hist. An. iv. 8; De dn. i
2,415, a. 3; De Somne, 2, 455, a,
5, and p. B4, supra.

% Bee the passages referred to
supra, p. 70, n. 4, and p. 38, n. 1.

¢ See p. 38, n. 1, supra.

* Hist. Am. viii. 1, 588, b, 28,
cf. Oecon. 1. 8, 1343, b, 18.
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division which he followed.! He generally divides the
brate creation into nine departments, between which
some transitional forms intervene: these are viviparous

quadrupeds, oviparous quadrupeds, birds, fishes, whales,

molluscs, malacostraca, testacea, and insects.? Close to
the oviparous quadrupeds are placed the snakes, although
in several points they resemble fishes.® A more general
law of classification is his opposition between sanguin-
eous and bloodless animals. To the former belong the
first five classes of those we have enumerated ; to the
latter, the remaining four.* But though this opposition
has so broad an application® and though Aristotle uses
it as an essential distinction, he does not divide the

whole animal kingdom into the two classes of san-

guineous and bloodless, and then subdivide these into
species as viviparous, &c.! His other systems of classi-
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fication are employed with even less rigour, as when he
speaks of land- and water-animals,' of viviparous, ovi-
parous, and vermiparous,? of locomotive and non-locomo-
tive,* of two-footed, four-footed, many-footed, and foot-
less.! of walking, ﬂying, swimming creatures,’ of c'za;mi—
vora and herbivora, and so on.® Nor does Aristotle,
in tracing the subordinate species into which the summa
genera are divided, make use of these distinctions for
the purpose of classification. He rather tries to find the
natural divisions by observation,” and if he cannot
succeed in marking off the species by these meaus, he
does not hesitate to assume intermediate races belonging
partly to the one sort and partly to the other. Lastly,

1 With the following account
cf MEYER, Arist. Thierk. 485 sqq.

2 Hist. An.i. 6, ii, 15 init. iv.
1 init., Pari. An. iv. 5 énit.,
among other passages. Cf
MEYER, ibid. 102 sqg. 151 sqq.,
ikid. T1 sqg., but especially 84
sqq., upon Aristotle’s objections
to dichotomy and to other artifi-
cial classifications. )

8 See, on the one hand, Part.
An. iv. 1 tnit., Hist. 4An. i 17,
508, a, 8, among other passages,
and, on the other, Hist. An, iii.
.7, 516, b, 20, ibid. c. 1, 509, b,
15, v. 5, 540, b, 80; Gen. Ada, i
8, 718, b, 16; Pare. iv. 13, 697, a,
9. MEYER, ihid. 151 sq.

4 Sea the passages cited, p.
80, n. 2, supra.

5 See p. 80, supra.

§ Hist, An.ii. 15, 505, b, 25:
TodTw yip Brupéper Té piyteTa yé

wpbs T& Aowws TEY G\ wy (dov, 76
74 utr Evapa Ta 8 dvape elvar,
Part. iv. 3, 878, a, 33 : &rc ydp
dare Td piv Evapa Td § Erasa éy
& Adye dvurdpfer T4 dpilovTL THY
ovglay abrav. Cf. BRANDIS, il. b,
1294 sq.

* Cf. MEYER, ibid. 138 sq. In
Part. An. i. 2 sq. Aristotle sets
forth in detail the reasons why he
regards it as inadmissible to base
his classification upon sucha di-
vision (see i. 241, n. 3, supra, and
cf.i. 271, n. 2, sup.), expressly stat-
ing, 642, b, 30: xalewby pév oby
SaraBey kal els Towadras Siadopds
by Eorw &by &old drwly (for év
Tabrals mdpyew ol uh & wAeloo:
TabTdy . . . WorTwy 81 xahewdTaTor
4 aBtvaroy els Td &vawa (no other
word could have been used con-
sistently with the context which
follows). This characteristic is

unsuitable for the differentia of
o summa species, it for no other
reason than because it is a nega-
tive one,and negative conceptions
cannot be further subdivided
according to any inlying principle
of classidcation (642, b, 21, 643,
a, 1 sgq. b, 9-26).

v fiist. Aw. 1. 487, a, 34, viii.
2 init. ix, 48, 631, a, 21,1i. 2, 648,
a, 25, among other passages: cf.
Part. 1. 2,642, b, 10 2qq. ; Top. vi.
G, 144, b, 32 sqq.; MEYER, 84 sq.
140, See also p. 7%, n. 2, supra.

: Hist. An. i. 5, 489, a, 34,
among other passages; see
MEYER, 97 sq. 141 sq., and p.
82 sq. supra, according to which
as a fourth class we should have
self-generated animals.

3 Ingr. An. 4. 705, b, 13;

L. Part An iv. 5, 681, b, 33 sqq. c.

7 init.

4 Hist. An. 1. 4, 489, b 19
DPart. An. iv, 10, 687, a, 2, 689, b,
31 sqq.; Ingr. An. 1, 704,812, c.
5, 706, a, 26 sqq., b, 3 sqq.

5 Nevorued and wrnva are re-

presented, Hist. dm 1.5, 489, b,
23, 490, a, 5, as separate classes,
the latter being subdivided into
TrepwTa, mAeTe and BepudmTepa;
opposed to these we have as a
third class all those which move
upon the earth.

¢ Hist. An. i. 1, 488, a, 14,
viii. 3, 592, a, 29, b, 15, 28;
Polit. 1. B, 1256, a, 24, among
other passages; . MEYER, p. 100,

* MEYER, wbid. p. 158-329,
gives an exhaustive account of
these. :

$ Such transitional formsare:
the monkey standing between
man and viviparous quadrupeds;
the bat between flying and walk-
ing animals, but properly with
as much claim to be reckoned
amonug viviparous guadrupeds as
the seal, which is assigned a place
between land- and water- ani-
mals; the ostrich, which, al-
though a bird, in many points

resembles a quadraped ; the ero-

codile, which is an oviparous
quadruped approximating to a
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though it cannot be denied that Aristotle’s system
represents a gradual progression toward completeness
in the animal creation which attains its summit in
man,! yet the respective dignities of whole classes are lefh
undetermined,and the different points of view fromwhich
he judges them intersect each other so awkwardly that
the same class often ranks higher in one respect and
lower in another. Zoophytes, generally speaking, are
less perfect than true animals ; shell-fish are less perfect
than locomotive ereatures, the footless than those which
are provided with feet, the vermiparons than the ovi-
parous, and these than the viviparous; all animals than
man.? But whether insects rank above molluses and
malacostraca, birds above amphibions animals, fishes
above snakes, or-vice versa, Aristotle does not enable us
to decide. We may even doubt ® about the respective
positions of shell-fish and insects. Again, though san-
guineous animals are the nobler on account of their
greater vital warmth and their more complex organisa-
tion, still some insects, like bees and ants, are superior
"to many of them in intelligence and art.* If birds as
oviparous animals rank below mammals, their posture
approximates them to man ;% it seems strange, there-
fore, that they should be more remote from mankind in
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mode of birth and physical structure than the mammals.!
When we take the spontaneous generation of sexless ani-
mals as a sign of a low rank, intermediate between the
vegetable and animal worlds, we are surprised to find the
same mode of propagation not only in insects but even
in fishes.? On the other hand, since viviparous animals
are the most perfect,® whales and dolphins, as well as
skates and vipers, take precedence of birds and amphi-
bious animals, though inferior to them in many respects.*
1f we explain the transition from quadrupeds to mul-
tipeds, and from these to footless ereatures by a continual
declension of warmth,” the bloodless insects ought to be
warmer than the sangmineous snakes, fishes, and dol-
phins.® It cannot be denied that the complex variety
of the facts cannot always be harmonised with the presup-
positions of the system, and that it is impossible to
avoid disproportion and even contradictions in its appli-
cation. The majority of these defects appear to have
escaped Aristotle’s notice ; others he tries to avoid by
artificial means:7 but he never allows himself to be
shaken in his great conviction that organic nature
presents a graduated scale of progressive development
towards perfection.

! Rince an upright posture is & Se.e . 81, supre.
said to accompany greater vital ® Cf. MEYER, p. 487 sq. where

fish ; serpents (see p. 86, n. 8, si-
pra);among bloodlessanimalsthe
nautilus and the hermit erab are
molluses which are related to
crustacea. Bee the references
given by MEYER, pp. 146-158.
The zoological position of man is
discussed in/7a, p. 90, n. 1.

! See p. 26 sqq. supra ; p. 28,
n. 3, among other passages,

¢ Bee i. 487 sq. supra.

* As MEYER, p. 486, shows.

* Part, Awn. i, 2, 648, a, 4
804.; see p. 89, n. 6, supra, where

@ solution of the diffienlty is sng-

gested, which, however, is hardly
an adequate one. u

¥ Tnge. An. 5,706, 8, 25. b, 3 ;
Hist. dn. 1.5, 489, b, 20.

heat ; see p. 81 sq. swpra.
* Bee p.82 sq. sup., of. p. 48 8.
3 Gen. An. i, 4. 737, b, 26.

© Cf.p. 83, n. 2, supra.

' In the case of cartilaginons
fish and vipers this requires no
proof; in the case of cetaceans
their want of feet at least, and as
compared with birds the position
of their heads, are in Aristotle’s
view important defects.

further examples are given,

T See also Gen. An. 1,10 sq.
where the viviparousness of
sharks is explained on the ground
of their natural coldness, whereas
the same property in mammals is
made to depend upon their
greater heat and perfection; cf.
Part. An. iii. 6, 669, a, 24 sqq. ;
Gen, An, ii. 4, 737, b, 26, and
other passages.
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CHAPTER XI

CONTINUATION

Man

THE end of this evolution is Man. His body unites
him with the lower animals, and especially with the
clasg of viviparous land-animals! But already even in

! Tt might be doubted whether
man is classed by Aristotle with
viviparous quadrupeds or placed
in a class by himself. Thus, Hist.
An. 1. 6, 490, b, 15 sqq., those
~éry which have no subordinate
species under them are compared
to the genms #vfpwwos; on the
other hand, ibid. ii. 8 inif., man
is opposed to the rerpdmoda, and
the monkey is described as an
intermediate form between them.
This apparent contradiction is

- due to the fact that Aristotle has
no name for the whole elass: as
a biped, man cannot be classed
along with rerpdroda (woTokotvra;
on the other band, (worokovyra
would embrace the whole which
he declares to be a separate yévos.
In reality man is treated as a
species of the same genus to
which viviparous quadrupeds be-
long. This is unmistakably the
intention in MAest. An. 1. 6,490, b,
31 sgq., where he is described
along with the lion, the stag, &e.,
as an eldos 7ol pérovs ToOU TAW

TeTpariber (Fuy kal (wotdkwy, and
as one which has no subordinate
species under it; Part. 1. 5, 645,
b, 24, where Bprts is adduced as
an example of a vévos, Gvfpuwmos
of an eldos; Hist. An. ii. 15, 505,
b, 28, where the first class of
sanguineous animals is described

comprehensively as &vfpwmds Te

kul T4 (woTéka TEF TeTpawoduy
ibid, vi. 18 nit. : wepl piv olv Tav
MA@y (dwr . . . oxedor slpyral
wepl mdvTwy | . | wepl 88 Ty we(dy
Goa (wororel wal mepl avbpdmov
Aeicréov Ta ovpBaivovra. Gen. An.
i. 8, 738, a, 37: olire ~ap T
(woTokotyTe éiolws Exel wdyTa [sC.
Tos DoTépas], @AM Grfpwemor pew
wal T4 TE(h wdyTA KdTW . . . TE BE
ageddyn (porerotvre @vw. Thid.
ii. 4, 737, b, 26: Ta (wororolrra
ral TolTwy HEvfpwmes. A certain
distinction between man and
other viviparous land-animals is
doubtless referred to in these
and other passages (e.g. Pari.
An. §i. 17, 660, a, 17), but Ari-
stotle does not seem 1o have re-
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the characteristics of his physical organism we have
evidences of something higher, which raises him far
above the lower animals. His body is of a warmer
temperature than theirs. He has therefore more blood
in proportion and a larger brain.! In him alone, as the
greater heat and mobility of his mature demands, we
have true symmetry of form and the upright posture
which corresponds with it.> In man the distinction
between the right and the left is most fully developed.?
Ag his blood is the purest,* his sensibility is most delicate,
his powers of perception the most refined, and his
understanding the keenest.” Ilis mouth, his windpipe,
his lips, and his tongue add to their other functions
that of speech, which marks him out from all living
things.® Nature has not confined man, as she has the
other animals, to one means of defence. His means of
self-preservation are infinite, and can be adapted to
suit his changing needs.” Hig hand is the tool of all

garded it as sofficiently funda-
mental to constitute man &
separate yévos.

U Part. An.ii. 7,653, a, 27-37,
iii, 6, 669.b,4,iv.10(seep. 81,0. 8,
supra); Respir. 13, 477, a, 20.
Upon this depends also length of
life (in which respect man is
held to be excelled only by the
elephant) in so far as this de-
pends in turn upon the corre-
spondence between the composi-
tion of the body and the sur-
ronnding atmosphere, and espe-
cially upon the heat of its upper
portions; Gen. An. iv. 10, 777,
b, 3 83q.; Longit. Vit. c. 5, 6, 466,
a, 30 sqq. b, 14, 467, a, 31.

2 Besides the passages already
referred to, cf. Tugr. An. 5, T06,

b, 3, 9,c. 11, 710, b, 5-17; De
Vite, 1, 468, a, &, and 1. 467, n.3,
SUPTE,

* Tngr. An. 4, 706, a, 18; see
p. 81, n. 6, supra.

+ Respir. 13, 477, a, 20.

b See p. 64, n. 6, and p. 11, n.
4, supra.

& Part. ii. 16, 659, a, 30 sqq.
¢. 17, 660, a, 17 sqq. iii. 1, 662,
a, 20, 26; Gen. v. T, 786, b, 193
FHhigt. An. iv. 9, 536, a, 32.

7 Part. An. iv. 10, 687, a, 28,
in the celebrated passage umpon
the human hand, after the words
quoted, p. 11,n. 2, supra, Aristotle
says; AN of AdyowTes ds quvéaTKEY
ol KaAds & Evfpamos GAAS XelpioTa
Tév (gwr [because he is naked
and defenceless; Aristotle has
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tools, so ingeniously contrived for the most widely
different purposes that it takes the place of every
other! Tn a word, man is the first and most perfect
of all living creatures.? And for this reason, just as
each less perfect thing finds its end in that which is
more perfect,® so all lower forms of animal life are
destined for the use of man.*

It is in the soul of man, however, that this perfection
has its proper seat. Even his physical superiority has
only been vouchsafed to him because his hody has to
serve as the instrument of a nobler soul.’ While the
other animals are confined to the lower operations of
the nutritive and sensitive life, man rigses above them
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propagation, the alternations of sleep and waking,
birth, old age, death, sense-perception, even imagina-
tion and memory, are common to man and beast alike ;!
nor do these phenomena as they exhibit themselves in
each differ essentially from one another? And the
same is true of the feelings of pleasure and displeasure
and the desires that spring from them.® That which
belongs to man alone of all known creatures is Mind or
Reason (Nods).* By ‘Nous’ Aristotle means the power
of Thought in its widest acceptation,® but also more
specifically the faculty of thought in so far as it deals
with supersensible reality,® and especially the faculty of

all by virtue of his faculty of thought® Nutrition,

probably in view PrLAT0'S Pro-
tagoras, 21, ¢ obk dpfis Adyounw,
T ey yap EAa play Exer Bonbesar,
kol peraBdAAerfor  érrl  Tabras
érépav abic EoTiv, AN Gvayraiov
dowep Drodedeudvor del rabetdew
kai TdrTe wpdTTew, Kal THy wept
T cdua &Aedpay undémore xara-
Oeglai, undé peraBdAAecfar B 8%
eriyxaver Bmhov Exwv. T§ Bt
arfpdmw Tds Te Bombelus moAAds
Exew kol Talras qel feore pern-
BoAdew, Ere & Brior ofor b
BotAnrar kal dwov &v BodAnTar
Exew.

! See the further account in
the passage just quoted, and p.
19, n. 1; also De 4=, iii. 8, 432,
a, 1, where the hand is ealled
bpyaver oprydywy.

= Higt. An. ix. 1,608, b, 5:
the ethical characteristics of the
SeXes are more prominent év Tais
Exovo p@ Aoy Abos kal pdAtoTa dv
avlpdme + Tobre [se. T (Fov] vip
Exet mhy guow drorereAecuéimy.

Gen. An. 1. 4, T37, b, 26: Eer:i 52
T Téewn (Gu TpRTE, TowaiTa Bt T&
(pororobvra, kol Tobrwy Hrfpwras
mpRTOY.

3 Cf. p. 28.

t Polik. 1. 8, 1258, b, 15:
Nature bas provided that every
creatore should meet with its
necessary food when it comes
into the world; &ore dpofws §iAow
o7t kel yevouévois oinréoy Td Te
dvre Tav (Gav Everer elvar rel
T@Aha (@o Tey dvbpdmay xdpwr, T
pév fluepe kal ik Ty xpiow ral
Bi Thy Tpodhy, Tdw B Gyplaw, €
i mevTe, EAAG Td e mAsiora T8
Tpopis kel EAAns Bonbeias Evener,
Tva kal éo0nis kal GAAa Bpyave yi-
Tat & abrdv. el ol 5 pueis unliy
pATe drerts [withont reason] wore?
phTe udrnp, drayraior Tév avBpd-
Twy Evekey obTh warTa Temoumicérar
The ¢law,

3 See p. 10 sq. supra.

& See p. 22 sq. supra.

! Voluntary recollection alone
isbeyond their power; cf. p. 73 sq.

® On these points, therefore,
we have simply to refer to the
previous chapter.

3 See p. 22, n, 1, supra.

i Aristotle, like Plato, distin-
guishes for this reason between
the rational and the irrational
part of the soul: k. i. 18,1102,
a, 26 sqq. ; Polit. vii. 15, 1334, b,
117, and passin. ;

5 De Ap. iil. 4, 429, a, 23;
Adyw BE woby & Buwoeirar kal
faroAawBiver 7 Juxd.

& After explaining, D¢ dn.
iii, 4, 429, b, 10 sq., the distine-
tion between the concrete thing
with its ingredient of matter
and the pure unadulterated form,
Aristotle continues, 1. 12: 7o
ooprl eivou kal odpxa § GAAe §
daaws Exorri mplver . . . TE pév
ofy alodnrikd 70 Oepudy kal 7d
Yuxpbr kplver wal &y Adyos Tis 4§
adp? * dAAm Be firor xwpoTd, 6 &s
i kexhagpéry Exer mpds albriy Gray
érrnby, 70 eaprl eivar [the pure
comception of the odpf] xpiver
The same is true of all abstract

conceplions : &répw Hpa ¥ éTépws
ExovTe kpiver,  kal GAws dpa &g
XWPIOTA T& TpdyuaTo THs UARS,
obTw kel T wepi Thr wouv. 'The
subject of kpiver is wobs, as is
shown by the preceding context.
It may, indeed, seem strange that
it is said of it that it knows (for
we must give this more general
signification to rpivew here, as in
De An. iii. 3, 428, a, 2) heat and
cold and the sensible qualities of
things in general t§ aioByricg
{where not only is it not neces-
sary on account of the context
to read aiofyrd with BRENTANO,
Psyehol. d, Ar. 134, but it is not
admissible). Butwhilethesimple
perception of the data of sense
belongs to afedneis, and not to vobs,
vet every judgment relating to
them is shared in by thought (veis
in the wider sense) (cf. 1,209, n, 3,
and 211,n.1,sup.), and to this ex-
tent reason also may be described
as that which by means of the
perceptive faculty knows sensible
things. Coneeptions,on the other
hand, as such, universal thoughts
limifed to no individual experi-
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grasping in an immediate act of conscionsness that
which cannot be the object of mediated knowledge.!
This part of the soul cannot be entangled in the lifs
of the body. Tt must be simple, changeless, impassible.?

ence are known by reason per se,
althongh the material for them
is supplied by sense-perception
(as in the case of the conception
of odpt). Instead of zaying this
simply. Aristotle expresses him-
self in such a way as to leave it
ambiguous whether these are
recngnised hy a faculty different
from that by which sensible ob-
jects are recognised or by the
same faculty acting in a different
way. If we had here a dilemma
between the two terms of which
we had to decide, we could only
say, as Aristotle does, that they
are known #iAw (vols being
another facnlty) than by =3 elcéy-
Tucdy. But the statement of #hree
alternatives, if nothing else,
shows that Aristotle regards each
of the first two descriptions as
admissible in a certain sense,
The Nous knows insensible things
by a faculty different from that
by which it knows sensible ob-
jects, and, indeed, different in
essence and actual reality (xwpi-
‘orow) from the faculty of sense-
perception, seeing that it knows
them by itself alone; but in so
far as it is also true that the
reason knows sensible things, we
may say that it knows insensible
things by a different method ; it
knows the former directly, the
latter only indirectly by means
of the judgment it passes upon
the data of sense. This is the
meaning of the words 4 ds #
rexhaouery &c., the further ex-
_planat:ion of which is of minor

importance in connecfion with
the essential meaning of the
passage, since this would be the
same even althongh we take the
illustration of the broken and
extended line as merely explana-
tory of EAAws Exew.

! To this faculty belong first
and chiefly the highest principles
of thought, the ducoa; of 1. 197, n.
4, supre. TInthis way (according
t01.107,n.3, sip., of. the citation
from Metaph. xil. 7, i. 203, n.3,
sup.) Nous knows itzelf by an im-
mediate intuition, as thinker and
thought here coincide. 'Whether
the thought of God and other
metaphysical eonceptions are
also the objects of immediate
cognition, Aristotle, as already
observed, 1. 204, does not say.

¢ De An.iii. 4, 429, a, 18 (on
what precedesseei. 199,12, sup ):
drdyrn Gpa, émel mdrra voel, diuyh
elvar, lowep dpraty "Avaloydpas [see
ZELL. Ph.d. 6.1, 886,1] e kpary,
70670 8 éorly Tva yrwp'(y - wapep-
Pawduevoy yip redde T8 ZAAD-
Tpiov kol GwTickpdrrer, Borennd abrod
elvar plow pndeular GAN 4 Tatrgr,
U7i duvardy.  § Epa karoiperos Ths
Yuxils wols . . .. olféy éomiv
evepye'n Tav Bvtay wolr voeiy.
Btd 008z peulybeu ebAoyoy airdy 76
TEReTL.  Tous Tis yap b ylyroura,
Yuxpos 3 Gepubs [it wonld in this
¢ase partake of the properties of
the body and as it wounld thus
bring with it definite gualities to
the cognition of vonrd, it couldnot
exhibit that dmdfac—see 1. 199,
n. 2, supra—and purity from
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Just as it has for its object pure form abstracted from
all matter, so is it itself free and unfettered by the
body.! It has mo bodily organ like the senses;? it is
not born into existence like the other parts of the

admixture which it reguires for
the exercise of its universal
faculty of thought: an expla-
nation which seems to harmo-
nise better with the meaning
of Bid &c. than that of BREN-
TANO, bid. 120 sqq.), # Ka
Spyavdy T e, dowep 78 algtinTiRg
iy § olféy éomiv: b, 22. amopiioee
® #y mis, el & vols dmwhoty doTi
wal drafes [HAYOUCK, Observat.
erit, in loe, al. Arist. p. 3, not
without reason regards these
words as strange, inasmuch as it
hardly requires to be explained,
as is done 1. 25 sqq., that =
&rafes i3 not subject to wdoyew ;
he would therefore strike them
out ; we might prefer instead of
dmafes  to  read auyes’— see
429, a, 18 quoted above] ral
unberl unlier Exet wowdy, . . . TES
vol.oel, € TO woely wooxelr Ti
derw. This independence of the
reason  explains the remark
which is added, De dn. ii. 1, 413,
a, 4 sqq. to the definition of the
soul as the entelechy of its body :
it follows that the soul (or at any
rate certain parts of it, if it has
parts) is not separare (xwpioris)
irom the body : ot phy 8AN' Evid e
oifey kwAder (see p. 6, . 1, supra).
Cf.furthern. 2 below, p. 96,1, 2, in-
Fra, and the passages referred to
helow bearing upon vobis TomTikbs ;
wlso De An. i 3,407, a, 33: 7
vongis foey Tpeuioer Twl xal
émtordaes paddoy i kwhoen  Phys.
i 3. 247, b, 1t oud al Tov
yonTikol pépovs Efers GANoudoes.
Thid. 247, a, 28: aAde pip oidE

74 Swwonring piper THs duxAs #
dArolwrs &o.; nor is Afus éme-
oriuns a pévesis or aArolwots, but
rather an fpep’e ral kardorasis
Tapaxiis—the removal of obstrac-
tions which hinder the reason in
the exercise of its fonetions, re-
sembling the awakening from
sleep.

! Seep 93,0 6,5up. Xwpiords
is often applied to Nous, the lower
faculties of the soul being éxdoi-
aroe: of. preced. and foll.n.p. 96, n.
1, infra. Dedn.ii. 2, 413, b, 24:
mepl B¢ Tob voU wal Tis BewpnTinis
Supduews ovler ww pavepdy, GAN Eoxe
Yuxdis yévos Erepor elvat. kal TovTo
udvov erdéyerar ywpilerfa: [se. Tob
aduaTos], rafdrep TH alboy 7ol
dlapTod.

? Bee preced. and foll. n, and
the further statement De An.
iil. 4, 429, a, 29: 67t &' oy duoia
% Gmdfeie Tov alebnrucod kol ToU
vonTiRoD, davepdy Eml Ty aiglnT-
np'wy kal THs aloBioews, 7 piv yap
aicfnmis of Blvarar alofdverfar
i Tol rpdBpe aighnTed . . . GAN 6
vous Tar Tivofiay apddparvonThe. oy
fATTor voel T4 dmwodedoTepn, AANE Kal
paARoy © TH pév yap alebnTicdy otk
Grev oduaros, § B ywpiords, Inview
of these definite declarations, the
attempt (KAMPE, Erkenninissth.
d. Ar. 12_49) to attribute to the
Nous a material substratum con-

sisting of mther must appear at
the outset a profitless one. Not
even the passage nuoted p. 6,
n. 2, from Glen, An. ii. 3 can be
adduced in support of it, for
even there the owépua of the
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soul ;! mor is7if affected by the deatﬁ of the body.? It

is real, therefore, only in the act of thinking; apart

Yuxuch épxdh,so far as it refers to
the Nous,is described as ywpiorby
ocwparos and even although it is
gaid that it enters the womb
with the yord, it does not follow
from this that it is united to this
orany other material substratum:
the Nous is said, indeed, to be in
the body during life, but not to
be mixed up with it or entangled
initslife; the yovy itself it enters
from without; cf. p. 100, infre.
Furthermore, even although the
wtherlike the Nousiscalled divine
and unchangeable, the essential
distinetion between them (the
one is a body, the other is not) is
not thereby abolished, for it has
already been shown, i. 476, that
we have nothing fo do with any
+ immaterial matter’; and when
EAMPE, p. 32, 30, argues in sup-
port of his view that the stars,
which are made of asther, are in-
telligentbeings, be forgets that it
isnot the stars themselves thatare
s0, but the spirits by whom they
and their spheres are moved.
Although, lastly, the Nousis said,
Eth. x. 7, 1177, b, 34, as com-
pared with the multiplicity of the
other faculsies of the soul, to be
¢of small compass (7 Syrg pucpby )
but pre-eminent in power and
value,” we cannot fairly conclude
from this metaphorical expres-
sion that it is held by Aristotle
to be united to a body.

Y Gen. An. 1. 3, 736, a, 31,
Aristotle asks : wérepov évumdpyer
[a a}mxh] 7§ gmepurTi Kal T@
wufipate 3 ob, kal wébew ; to which
he replies (b, 8): miw uér odw
Hperruchy buxiy T8 oméprare Kal
T KUfueTa T6 xwpto‘ﬂ?t Aoy Bre

Suvduer ptv  Eyorra Beréoy,
évepyela & odn Exovra, wply §
wafdmep T& Ywpi(opera Ty Kvy-
paTwy EArer Thy Tpodiy Kol wotel TH
Tis Towmdrns Yuyds Epyov. With
rezard fo the Joyxh elebyruch
and voyruch he then shows that
either all their parts must come
into being for thefirst time at the
moment of birth or must all have
pre-existed, or else that some of
thewm do the one, some the other,
and continues: 7t wér Tolvor
ol oidy Te wdoas wpovmdpxew
pavepiy €0y €k TdY TowUTWY.
Sowr ydp éoriv dpxdv 7 évépyea
cwpaTich, Aoy Tt tadras dveu
gauaros abivaroy Imdpxew, olow
Babi(ew Gvev mobav: &Hore ral
Bbpaler eigiérat aldbraror. obiTe
yap abrds kel abras elcidvar ofdy
Te axwploTovs obivas, oir’ &v
sépaTt eidifvar 1Y yap eméppa
weplrTopn  ueraBoAdotans 7w
Tpogfs éorly [and therefore naot
something coming from with-
out], Aeimerar 8¢ [Bh] Tov roiv
pivoy Bipafiey émeuriévar ral fetor
elvour powor® ovbéy yap abrel Ty
dvepyeln kowwvel cwparich evépyela,
737, a, T: 7o 8¢ 7iis qoris &e.
see p.6,n. 2,5up. Dedn.i 4; see
foll. n. For further discussion of
the guestion of the entrance of
reason into the body, see p. 80,
SHpI.

= De An. 1. 4, 408, b, 18: §
8¢ vous Eoucew éyylvecban odola Tis
obra kal ob ¢lelpegfor.  pdhisra
yep édbelper’ By fmv THs ey T4
Yhpe auavpdoews, vov § {ows Bwep
éml 7idv alotyryplwy cvuBalver - &
yap AdBo.d wperBiTys Buua Towybl,
BAéras by domep kal & véos. Hore
T ijpas o & iy Yuxtfy 71 wewoy-
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from this it is the mere potentiality of thought.! And
since actual thought in the sphere of nature precedes
the mere potentiality to think, while in the sphere of
the human mind potentiality necessarily precedes
actuality,” Aristotle distinguishes two kinds of Reason
in man—the Actual and the Potential, the Active and

 the Passive :® that which produces everything, and that
which becomes everything.!
rate and distinct from the

The former alone is sepa-
body—impassible, eternal,

immortal, absolutely puve and perfect Actuality. Pas-

févar, GAN v ¢ [ =ArE 7¢ memop-
Uévar me éxetvo év 7 Juxh doTw],
kafdrep €v uébms wal véoos. kal
Th poety 8% wel T) Bewpely papaiverar
tiMov Tiwbs €ow [inside the body]
dleipopévov, aliTh B dmabés doriy
[the subject of arabés is 70 vaovs,
which corresponds to vots above
and is to be supplied from voeiv]
.. . 6 BE pobs Tows Bedbrepdy 71
ral awalés éomw. iii. 5, 430, a, 22
(see p. 98, n. 1, infra); Metaph.
xii. 3, 1070, a, 24 sqq. (see Sec.
on Immortality, infra).

1 De An. iii. 4,429, a, 21 sqq.
b, 5 sqq. 30; see i 199, n. 2,
supra, where the meaning of this
statement is forther explained.

¢ See i, 199, n. 2, supra

3 Aristotle certainly speaks of
vobs mafnTikds (see p. 98, n. 1,
infra) ; on the other hand, he no-
where uses the expression TouTi-
wbs voiis (of. BOXITZ, Ind. Ar. 491,

. b, 2; WALTER, Die Lehre v, d.
~ pralt. Vern. 273 sqq.), perhaps

secause he wished to avoid the
nmbiguity which might arise gut
of the cpposition he elsewhere
makes between woely and wpdrrey
on the one hand, and fewpeiv
on the other (see I. 182, n. 2,
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supra), if the vels momr, were
taken to be the antithesis of
vous Bewpnrihs (De An ii, 3, 415,
a, 11, il 9,482, b, 27, iii. 10, 433,
a, 14), in the same sense as votvs
wpaietichs ( De An. 1ii. ibid.) must
be. Butasthe rofs momr. is called
eiTwy kal momTwkdy, as it is said
whyTe wolely, and a8 wowyTuchs is
elsewhere constantly used as the
antithesis of wabnrucds (Tnd. Ar.
bG8, b, 16 sqg.), we seem to be
perfectly justified in speaking
of the passive and the sactive
reason, especially as this seems
to be already a recognised mode
of expression in ALEX. De An.
140 (ef. WaLTER, 282).

Y De An. iii, 5 init.: éwel ¥
domep &v andoy i dhoer dori Tt
Th uer YAn EidoTo yéve (ToiTo &
b mivre Burduc: éicelva), Ercpoy BE
To alTiov kal mompridy, 7§ woieiy
-,vrcfv*ra, oloy 5 Téywm wpbs THy UAny
wemovler, &vdyxn ral v ) duxd
trdpxew Tairas vis Biagopds. Kai
EoTiv 6 pév Tarobros pois T wdvra
yiveolar, 6 5¢ 18 mdvra woiely, by
Efis Tes, oloy b ¢@s Tpdmov ydp
Twa kal T4 Gids woiet T4 Buvduer
ivre xpduara évepyely ypduora,

H
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sive Reason, on the other hand, is born and dies with
the body, and is a partaker in its states.!

If we try, however, to reduce this account to a clear
and consistent theory, we are met by many questions
which Aristotle has left unanswered.

L Fhid. where Aristotle con-
tinnes: xal obros & povs [6 woem-
Ticbs| xoperis wal dmabys ial
duiyhs i odrla dv évepyelg [or
&uépyeta). el ylp TyudTepoy TO
wowvy Tol wETYorTos kal 3 &pxh
Ths YAns. Tb & aiTd doTiv 4 woT
vdpyeray Emmhun ¢ mpdyuares [cf
1. 3098,1. 3, supre |9 8¢ kara Sdvauw
xpbyy mpoTépa & TH évl, BAws Bi
i3t [£0 TORSTR, reads instead of
ob] xpovg: AN’ obx dre uey voel
dr¢ & ov yoei. xwpigBels B forl
pévor Tovf brep érvi [apatt from
the body it is only what it is
without admixture of any forelgn
ingredient], ral Tofiro pdvov &fd-
veroy kal EiSiov. o pymuepeloper
8, ort TobTo wir dmabls, & B
walnTichs vobs ¢fopTis wal e
Todrov obfty voel. The words at
the beginning of this passage
are interpreted by BRENTANO
( Psychol. d. Ar. 175) and HERT-
LING (Mat. w. Form, 173) as
meaning ‘this Nous also is
separate.” This is opposed, how-
ever, both to the grammar and
tothe sense of the passage; in the
first place, the connection is thus
broken between this sentence and
the preceding (we should require
at least wal ofiros B¢ & vous &¢.),
and, secondly, not only is there
nothing in the previous discus-
sion about another kind of Nous
whichis also xwpierds and drafiys,
but Aristotle knows of none suach,
the vobs radnruchs, of which he has
justbeenspeaking, being of course
hot drafhs, while the Nous that

is spoken of, c. 4 (as will be shown
p. 101, n. 2, infra), is itsell the
active Nous. The words: 7b 8" abrd
... xpsve that follow are repeated
at the beginning of c. 7; but as
they there awkwardly interrupt
the connection, TORSTRIK, p. 199,
is doubtless right in holding that
they along with the rest of ¢. 7,
§1 (to rereheruévoy, 431, a, T)
are out of place. On the other
hand, TORSTRIK (p. 185) cannot
be richt in striking out the
oly in the words &AA obx
&7¢ péyv voel &e. Acoording to his

reading no intelligible meaning

can be attached to the remark
that the Nous at one time thinks,
at another it ceases to think;
whereas it becomes guite intelli-
gibleif wesuppose Aristotletosay:
In the world as a whole merely
potential knowledge doesnot pre-
cede actual knowledge even inthe
order of time (not to speak of that

of being); it is not the case(inthe .

world as a whole) that the Nous
[this must in any case be supplied
as the subject] at one time thinks,
at another ceases to think." (lo
make this: sense more obvious
a comma might be placed instead
of a colon before &AN’ oix &e.)
Noris this sense inconsistent with
pir wet poety, . 4, 430, a, 5, as
these words refer to thought in
the individual, in which the pas-
sage before ns also recogmises the
distinction between the potential
and the actual, and therefore =i
i Get vosiy,

PHYSICS 99

In the first place, with regard to Active Reason, it
might appear that this is not only the Divine in man,! but
that it is identical with the Divine Spirit itself. Forwhile
it enters each man along with the germ of his physical
and psychical nature as something individual, yet at the
same time the terms in which it is described are such as
apply only to the Universal Spirit. It isat least difficult
to understand what is left of individuality when we have
abstracted from it not only all corporeal life, but also
all active evolution,? all passive states, and with these
all memory and self-consciousness.® So far Alexander
of Aphrodisias had excellent cause to seek for the
Active Reason in the Divine Spirit rather than in a
part of the human soul.* But this cannot be Aristotle’s
meaning. For the extramundane Divine Spirit cannot
be identified with the indwelling principle of Reason
which passes into-the individual at birth and is a part
of the human soul® Yet how we are precisely to
represent to ourselves this parb of our soul, and what
kind of reality we are toaseribe to it, it is diffieult to
say. Since it is said to enter the body from without,5

! See the passages cited,p. 96,
n. l'and 2, suprae, and Eih. x. T,
1177, a, 15 efre Octov ir kal ad7rd

- [0 vois] efre Tav v fuiy bedTaToy,

b, 30 e 8% Beloz § wovs wpus TO¥
drbpumor, :
2 Thiscan onlybe where there

“is' a transition from the potential

to the actual; in the active rea-
son, on the other hand. there iz
nothing merely potential, for all
is pure actumality, 3

3 That even these belong to
the sphere of the passive reason
isexpresslystated De dn. 11.5(p.

97,n.1). and proved in the sequel.

+ Cf. Part. iii. a, 712, 4,

° The distinction between the
active and the passive reason is
said (and to this THEMIST. Jig
An. 89, b, pp. 18% sq. Sp. and
AMMON, én PHILOP, De An. g, 3,
0, als0 appeal) toreside év v duxs
(sec ibid. supra); of one pdpoy
riis Yuxds it is said, Le dn, iii, 4,
424, a, 10, 15, that it is dwabls;
the vois ywprardsis called. De An.
il. 2, 413, b, 21, Yuxiis évos
erepoy &e.

¢ See p. 96, n. 1, supra.

H2
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it must have existed previonsly. And this is evidently
Aristotle’s view.! Since, moreover, even after it has
entered the body it stands aloof from it and tales
no part in its activity,® the independence of its life is
not compromised by this anion, nor is it conditioned in
any way by the life of the body. But on the other hand,
whether we look at the matter from our own or from
Aristotle’s point of view, the individuality which belongs
to Reason as a part of the human soul appears in this
way to be sacrificed. For according to Aristotle the
individual Callias or the individual Socrates is consti-
tuted only by the union of the universal form of man
with this particular human body.* So, in like manner,
only when Reason enters a human body and employs if
as its instrument do we have an. individual human
reason. But how when it is united with no body, or
when in spite of such union it has no material organ
and is wholly unaffected by the body, it could be the
reazon of this definite individual—how, in other words,
it could constitute a rational Ego, baffles comprehen-

1 Tnthe passage 786, b, 15 sqq.
referred to at p. 96 sup., it is said
with repard to the fuxdh alebyruch
and vonTuch @ Gvaykaioy 8¢ FTor ph
ofigas mpéTepov [sc. Tas Yuxas] éyyl-
veqbatmdoas f wdras wpotwapyoioas,
7 ries pbv Tas 88 wh, kal éyylvesfa
# év T UAg [therefore 'in the
menses] pi eicerboloas év T§ Tob
dppevos omépuary, 4) evrabba [in the
mother] mer éxelfer [from the
orépuc] hbotioas, & 8t 7q dppevt 4
Bopalfey eyywondvas drdras 9 pnle-
wlay 9 s pév Tas §e pf.  As the

ssage proceeds immediately to
say (see p. 96,n. 1 , 871 pdw Tolvyy

ovx oidy Te wdoas wolwdpyelr,
gavepdy éorw [since some are
united to bodily orzans], do7e kal
Bbpafer eloévar adiveror—it is
obvions that according to Ari-
stotle mpolimdpyewr and Bipader
eirtévos  are inseparably con-
nected, and that accordingly if
the latter is true of the Nous and
of it alone, the former must also
be true.

¢ Cf.p.94, 0.2, p. 96. 1. 1,smp.
(ob8ty alrob T évepyela kowwyel
cwuaTiky érépyaia).

3 Cf. 1. B8Y, n. 5, 6, supra.
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sion Avristotle himself says,? indeed, that we do not
recollezt the former existence of active reason, because
it is the passive reason which renders thought possible,
and thizs is perishable;® just as he predicates con-

' How its connection with
the body is in this case possible
at all is egually unintelligible,
seeing that according to p. 106,
1. 5, infra, the body is eonnected
with the soul itself as ils tool.

¢ In thewordds quoted p. 98, n.
1, sup., irom De An. iii. 5, 450, a,
23 b pyyuovedouer e ko, 1t does
not matter very much whether
we understand these wonds in
their simplest sense as meaning
that in the present life we have
no recollection of the former one,
or that after death we have no
recollection of the present life, or
more generally that the eternal
life of the active Nous is wholly
without memory— for the reasons
why * wedonot remember’ hold of
the continuity of consciousness
between the life which the reason
lives in union with the passive
Nous and that which it lives in
freedom from it both backwards
and forwards. In the first in-
stance, however (as is shown by
Bizuy, Ueb. d. Begr. des vous b,
Arist. Linz, 1864, p. 12 =q., and
TRENDELENBURG ir [oco, who,
however, afterwards, n. on p. 404,
2nd ed., changed his view), the
words certainly mean that in the
present life we remember no

_former one. Thisis the meaning

sngeested by the context and
supported by the present tense of
the verb.

3 On pryuovetouey 8¢ Gri Toiiro
uer amabes, & Ot wablyTikds vols
pdupTds Kol Fvev TodTov abfEy vael
TREXDELENBURG translates the

latter words, ‘and as the passive
reason does not think anything
apart from the active reason.’
But it is not easy to see what
they add to the explanation, If
memory belongs to the vots mafy-
Tuehs of course, as ¢faprds (which
as the antithesis of &idiop refers to
the beginning as well as the end-
ing of existence, ¢f. i. 366, n. 1
fin. sypra) the latter ean have no
recollection of the time in which
it did not yet exist, or at the time
in which it no longer exists; and
the remark ral drev &c. is there-
fore superfluous. If,on the other
hand it is the vet's kmafhe to which
memory belongs, the failure of
memory is not explained at all,
since it is said, not that it cannot
do without the vovs wadyrucds, but
that the vevs wafd. cannot do with-
out it inthe exercise of itsactivity.
We must take rodrov, therefore, as
meaning the vots wanr. and roel
either in an absolute sense, ac-
cording to a familiar usage in
Aristotle = obféy voel & poav (or 4
Yuxh), no thought is possible, or
as having the active Nous for its
subject. The latter is not incon-
sistent with the previous ofry dré
pey voer &o. (p. 98, n. 1); for
even there it is admitted that in
the individual potential koow-
ledge precedes actunal, and there-
fore oty drt wev voel &o. does not
apply to individual thought. It
is of this, however, that we must
understand Aristotle to speak in
the words, &vev Todrov obfiy veel,
which mean, therefore, nothing
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tinuons thought (which he attributes to active reason)
only of reason in geuneral, and not of reason in any
individual! But where shall we look for that prineciple
of reason which in unchangeable, eternal, unfettered
by the body, and ceaselessly active, if it coincides
neither with the Divine thought on the one hand, nor
with the thonght of any individual on the other?

No less serious are the difficulties that surround the
doctrine of the passive reason. We understand what
led Aristotle to distinguish in the first instance a two-
fold reason in man: ke could not overlook the gradual
evolutions of the spiritual life and the difference he-
tween the faculty and the activity of Thonght; while,
on the other hand, he was forbidden by the principles
of his philosophy to think of Pure Reason as in any
sense material, or at least to predicate of it attributes
and states which can belong to matter alone. We see,
also, what in general he mecant by the phrase Passive
Reason : viz. the sum of those faculties of representa-
tion which go beyond imagination and sensible percep=
tion and yet fall short of that higher Thought, which
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But when we go on and try to form a more definite
conception of this part or faculty of the soul, we find the
theory full of the ‘most obvious contradictions and
defects. On the other hand, Passive Reason is iden-
tified with Nous and the spiritual element in man.
Thig Aristotle definitely distinguishes from all the
faculties of sense-perception, so that it is impossible to
identify it either, as Trendelenburg ! did, with the unity
of these, or, as Brentano does,? with fancy as the seab
of mental pictures® All these man has in common
with the beasts, whereas Nous is that which elevates
him above them.* And yet, on the other hand, every-
thing is denied of the Passive Reason as such, which
elsewhere is regarded as peculiarly characteristic of
Reason itself. Speaking of Nous quite generally,
Aristotle says that it is neither born nor dies; it 1s
liable to neither suffering nor change ; it is separate
from the body and has no bodily organ ; it acts altogether
independently of the body : it enters it fror without ; it

ing thought.” Similarly, BIERL, 2 Psychol. d. Ar. 208 sq.
Gieb. d. Begr. d. vois b. ARIsT. * Upon which see p, 108, n. 2,

has found peace in perfect unity with its object. The
Passive Reason is that side of Thought which deals

with the manifold of sense.

It has its roots in the life

of the body, and develops out of sensible experience.?

more than the statement else-
where made, that the soul cannot
think without a @dsrasua (cf. p.
108, n. 2, énfra).

! In the words of the passage
we have been discussing (p. 98,
n. 1) : 5 8¢ kara Stwauwy xpive Tpo-
Tépa ér T4 évt Le.

2 In this sense BRANDIS

(Gesch. d. Fntw. i. 518, cf.
Handb. 11, b, 1178) understands
by ¢ passive spirit, spirit *in its
connection with representation
in so far as it borrows the
material for mediating thought
from it and sensible perception
and reguires mental pictures,” or
¢in so faras it operates as mediat-

(Linz, 1864, Gymn. Progr.), pp.
16sq. DBut the difficulties above
noted are not thus met.

U Arist. De An. 493 (405):
‘Que a sensu inde ad imagina-
tionem mentem antecesserunt, ad
res percipiendas menti neces-
saria; sed ad intellegendas non
sufficiunt. Omnes illas, que pras-

" cedunt, facuitates in unum guasi

nodum collectas, quatenusad res
engitandas postulantur, yoor madn-
Tucoy dictas esse arbitramur.
Similarly, HEmTLING, Hat. .
Lorm, 174, defines vous wad, as ‘ the
cognitive capacity of the sensi-
tive part.’

infra.

4 QL p. 58 sg., p. 61, with
p. 93 supra. The name itself of
vots madyr. is a preliminary ob-
jection to this explanation. For
the faculties of sensation and
presentation Aristotle has the
fized terms, alrénes and ¢pavracia.
Why, then, should he make useof
another incomprehensible and
mizleading one without giving
any indication that it is synony-
mous with these terms? Nor can
appeal be made to Ath. vi. 12,
1143, b, 4, as ofofgoes does not
there mean sense-perception ; cf.
i. 250, n. 1, supra.
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neither comes into existence with it nor perishes with

it.! Yet in the sequel we learn that all this holds in-

trath only of the Active Reason. "It alone is bodiless,

impassible, eternal, imperishable, &e.> By what right, -

then, Passive Reason can be regarded as Nous, or how
two natures with characteristics so incompatiblo— the
one mutable, the other immutable ; the one passive, the
other impassive; the one mere potentiality, the other
ceaseless activiby—how these two can constitute one
being, one spiritual personality, passes comprehension.
Nor do we require to look further than the impossibility
of harmonising the Aristotelian doctrine of the twofold
Beason with itself to find an explanation of the wide
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divergence of the views of its critics as to its true
meaning.!

Reason realises itself in Thought, which regarded in
its essence is not the mediate process of forming con-
ceptions by the gradual union of their several parts, but
is a single immediate apprehension of intelligible reality,
constituting one indivisible act.? It deals, nob with

! Cf. p. 93 5q.

* Bee p. 95. The attempt
to obviate this difiiculty by the
supposition of a third form of
vous, asthe ‘receptive understand-
ing, differing alike from the
active and the passive reason antl
alluded to De dn, iii. 4 (GREN-
TAKD, Piyehol. d. Av. 143, 175,
204 sq. 208 ; HERTLING, Maf. .
Lorm, 170 sq.) cannot be sup-
ported.  Aristotle indeed calls
vois (De An. iii. 4, 429, a, 15)
Gereruchy Toi elfovs, but there is
not a word to indicate that he
regards this ‘receptive’ reason
as a third faculty different from
the active and passive, He is
speaking in fle An. iil. 4 of Nous
quite generally, as hedoesal oin
identical terms and with the same
generalicy in De dn. 1.4, 41 1,2
Gen. An. i 3 (p. 94,0, 2; p. 95,
1, 1,p.96,n.2,sup.). It is equally
difficult to obtain any clear con-
ception of this ‘receptive under-
standing® or to find a place for
it in Aristotle’s doctrine of the

soul, Nor, indeed, would any-
thing be gained by such an as-
sumption. If itis said, in De 4n.
iii. 5, that the active Nous alone
is xwmords, amwadhs, Guyhs, afd-
vatos, aidws, and if the same pre-
dicates are assigned in ¢. 4 to
a different faculty, i.e. the ‘re-
ceptive’ reason (there is no exs
press mention, indeed, here of its
eternity, but this is involved in
Xeporos), we have simply a con-
tradiction in terms. If, on the
other hand, those predicates are
first assigned to Nous in geoeral,
and it is afterwards added that
they belong only to the higher
part of it, whereas the other
statement made about it (that
it is nothing érepyela before it
thinks; see, p. 94, n. 2, supra) is
true of its lower part, there is at
least no obvious contradiction in
the explanation. In thisease the
difficulty arises later, when we
further ask how are we to con-
cei;'e of these two parts in de-
tail.

! Theophrastus had alveady
found difficulties in Aristotle's
doctrine of the Nous (cf. 2nd ed.
pp- 677 sq.) The example of Ari-
stocles and Alexander of Aphro-
disias shows (ef. ZBLL, pt. dil a.
708 sqq. 7123 how thelater Peripate-
tics differed on the subject. CF.
further the citations and expla-
nations of THEMIST. De dn. 89,
b, 9 sq. and PoiLop. De Anr. q.
2, and sqq. (less satisfactory is
SIMPL. D¢ An. 67,b,1.). In the
middle ages it was chiefly among
the Arabian philosophers and the
Ttalian followers of Averrogs that
the question was debated. The
older and the more recent views
upon the doctrine of the two-
fold na ureof the Nous, especially
(p. 8-29)those of Avicenna, Aver-
roée and Thomas, are fully dis-
cussed by BRENTANO, ilid. 5 8q9.

2 Asalready shown(i. 203, n.3,
sup.), Aristotle deseribes the
thinking of vefisas a eontact of it
withthe object of thonght. Tn this
way it has unity and especially
qualitative simplicity, which is

" not, like the unity of space and

time, again itself divisible; De An.
iil. 6 init.:  uév oby TEw aliatpeT oy
véneis &v rovrots, wepl & otk EoTi
7 Yevdos . . . Th & adwipeToy
éwel Buxws, 7 Suvaper 7 évepyela,
odfty kwhber voely b alwlperor,
Braw vofj Th wijkos * @dalpeTor yap

dvepyela ol ér xplve GBopeTa -
fuolws vip & ypdros Buperds xal
GbialpeTos T4 phrer,  ofwovy Frarw
cimety év 7@ mpdoer 7L dyvoel eko-
Tépa, 00 ydp éoTir, dr ph Bioipeby,
AN %) Buvdue: [i.e. in every spatial
quantity, if it is presented, not
sueeessively, but simultaneously
as a whole, an d&dwilpsroy s
thought, for though divisible it
is not actually divided] . . . 7>
8¢ ph kord woady adimipeToy GANG
7@ elfer voel v dduupére xpive
wal abwpére TAs Yuxis. After
showing further that in the case
of space and time the indivisible
quantitieslike the point areknown
only by antithesis to the divisible,
and that thisis so also with evil,
Aristotle continues, 430, b, 24:
el B¢ run ph Ermw dvavtloy T@v
aitiwy [these words, which Tog-
STRIK also, 198 sqq., endeavours
to emend by a conjecture which
is not quite clear, seem ob-
vionsly to be most simply
emended by assuming that rav
airiwy, for which Cod. S. gives
7. érertier, has arisen from
évarrfor by a reader's error and
duplication; for the mpéror, the
divine reason, is said also to have
no éravrlor by reason of its im-
materiality, Mefaph. xii. 10, 1075,
b, 21, 24], avtd eéavrd wdoret
wal drepyefe éorl wal ywprrTv.
That this knowledge is immediate
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any combination of conceptions, but with the pure
conceptions themselves, which are the undemonstrable
presuppositions of all knowledge. It is, therefore,

absolutely true and infallible,! and must be distin-

guished from mediate apprehension? or knowledge.® Yet
Aristotle fails to tell us what are the faculties upon
which its exercise depends and what is its relation to
these, although we can hardly but suppose that some
operation of the Active upon the Passive Reason is here
meant.  Similarly Opinion* may be regarded as the
product of Reason and Perception,’ although here also

PHYSICS ' 107

we are without any express statement. Morcover, it
must be by the operation of Reason that man can recall
at pleasure his former impressions and recognise them
as his own.! To the same source in Reason we must
refer, lastly, practical wisdom or insight (¢pdrgats)
and art. These Arvistotle distinguishes from know-
ledge in that they both refer to something that can be
otherwise than it is; the former having for ifs object
an action, the latter a creation.? He remarks, however,
at the same time that they hoth depend upon right
knowledge, and he singles out wisdom especially as

is implied both here and in pas-
sages such as Anral. Posi. 1. 3,
72, b, 18, il. 9 init. (vawv 7f &ome
T4 iy Guege ral dpyal eiow, & kol
elvar wal i érrw dwoBéubar Sei i)
Aoy Tpdmoy gavepd wodicar); c.
10, 94, a, 9, where it is added
that the reason is the faculty
which has to do with first prin-
ciples. Cf. i.245sqq.,1. 197,n.4,
SUprd.

! Beei. 197, n. 4, SUPTL

* This mediate knowledge
was distinguished from wois hy
Plato by the name Sidvata or éme-
o (see ZELL. pt.i. 536, 2);
similarly Arist. De An. i. 4, 408,
b, 24 sqq. where it is ecalled
dutvore, and ibed. ii. 3, 415, a, T
5qq. where it iz called Avyiruds
and BSwdvore.  Usually, however,
Aristotle emvloys Gwree and
dimvoeinfar in a wider sense, for
thought generally (eg. Melaph.
vi. 1, 1035, b, 6: Palir. vii. 2,
1324, a, 20, c. 3, 1325, b, 20:
Eth, ii. 1 snit.; Peét. 6, 1450, a,
2, and elsewhere); b Aoyierigdy
indicates (De dn.1ii. 9, 432, b, 26)
likewise the faculty of thought
in general, although in most

places (a.9. Fth. vi. 2, 1139, a, 12,
84q. ; De An. iii. 10,433, a, 12, D,
28, 0. 11,484, a, 7} it is the delibe-
rative faculty, or practical reason
(seeinfra). Onddvow, of. ALEX.
on Metaph. 1012, a, 2; THEMIST.
De An. 71, b, 0; TRENDELEN-
BUERG, dwist. Pe dn. 27%;
BCAWEGLER, drist. Metaph. ii.
185 ; BowiTz, Arist. Metaph. ii.
214, and especially WATTZ, Arist.

Org.ii. 205 ; on Aeyouds BONITE, 0

ibid. 39 sq.

3 Eth, vi. 3, 113, b, 81 (after
explaining the distingnishing
characteristics of  émorfuy) :
W wév Bpa Emoriun éoTly EEes dmo-
Bewerurd,  See further ibid. above
and ef 1. 1863, n. 3. Itisa
further meaning of the word
when in Anel, Post. 1, 3,72, b, 18,
33, 88, a, 36, an émoriun dravd-
fewcros is spoken of, and de-
fined as ImdAmlus Ths  dudgou
mpordrews (0n which see i, 197,
Supra).

! On the difference between
opinion and knowledge, see i,
168, supra.

® On the one hand, 36t has
to do, not, like knowledge, with

one of the intellectual virtues.* DBut that which reveals
more clearly than anything else the dependence of
reason upon the lower facultieg in Aristotle’s doctrine

the necessary and immutable,
but with 7 évdeyduevor BAAws
Sxew, it is fweAqdus Tis Guéaov
'rpo-rcicrews‘ el uh avaykaias (A?J:}L
Post. i. 83, 89, a, 2; of. Mefaph.
vil. 15, 1089, b, 31; Eih. vi. 3,
1139, b, 18); the contingent,
however, can only be known em-
pirically by perception. On the
other hand, dwéamdes, which in
reality coincides 1o meaning with
Sdta (Eth, ibid. ; Top. vi. 11,149,
a,10: Categ. 7, 8, b, 10; Anal.
Fri. 3. 21, 66, b, 18, 67, b, 12
sqq. and elsewhrre; WalTz,
Arigt.  Org. 1. 523), 1s as-
signed to wols, and B8dfa is
distinguished (De Awn. iil. 3,
428, a, 20) from gavracia by the

“remark: 8dfy wér Emerar wieTIS

(oik ériexyeTar yap Sofd(erta ol
Boxel pdy morelew), Tév be Bnpluy
oufert mdpxer wioTis, ¢avracio &2
woAdais, Eri wdop uew 8dfn &wo-

Aovbel wioris, wioTe: B ToTemeiabar, -

webol 8¢ Adyes Tar B Onplew

erlois parragia per Swapyer, Adyos
8 ofi.

! Bee p. T4 n. 1, supra.

= Feh. vii 4 1140 &, 16:
émel 8¢ molnous wal mpalts Erepor,
grdmpicn) THY TEXIMY Tomjoews GAA’
o wpatews elrar, Thus véxwy is
defined (£%h. vi. 4) &is uera
Mdyov @Amfuiis waumTed, dodvges
(ilid. avd c. 5, 1140,4, 3, b, 4)
Efis aAmBls uerd Adwyov wpmrTich
wepl 74 orfpumi ayabd xal rakd.
On the former see Turither i, 208,
n. 1, siepra ; on the latter Zih.
vi. 7 sq., e 11,1143, a, 8, ¢ 13,
1143, b, 20, vi. 1152, a, 8; Polit.
iii. 4, 1277, &, 14, b, 25; and on
woimos and wpakis 1, 188, 0. 1, supra.
We shallreturnto both in discuss-
ing the Ethics.

3 Bee preced. n. and fief. L
9, 1366, b, 20: ¢plenois & éoTiv
aperh Bravolas, kel Hy e0 Bovhed-
ecPat Blvavrar mepl dyabav ok
Kak@yr TEF epnuévay els ebbat-
nopiar,
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is his view of the gradual evolution of Knowledge out
of Perception and Experience.! He remarks, also, that
all thoughts are necessarily accompanied by an inner
representation or imaginative picture, whose service to
Thought is similar to that of the drawn figure to the
mathematician. And for this he finds a reason in the
inseparable union of insensible Forms with sensible
Things.?  This complete interdependence of reason and
sense, however, only makes all the more palpable the
gaps which Aristotle’s doctrine of Nous leaves between
the two.

The same is true also of the practical activity of
Reason in the sphere of the Will.® Even in the lower
irrational animals Desire springs from sensation, for
wherever there is sensation there is pleasure and pain,
and with these comes Desire, which is indeed nothing
else than the effort after what is pleasant* Sensation
announces to us in the first place only the existence of
an object, and towards this we place ourselves by,
the feelings of pleasure and pain in definite attitudes
of acceptance or refusal. We feel it to be good or bad,

! See i. 205, supra. karé Th wosdy” ral § vodv dratres,
Sle An, i 8; see also by uh wooby vofi, Tilerar mwpb

bid. o T, 431, a, 14: 5 B
SravonTikli Yuxd T& doarrdoparc
oloy aloBfuara twdpyer . . . Bib
oulérore wosi Uvev vavrdouaros 3
Yoxf. b, 2: 10 utr odv €fdy T
roqruchy &y Tols darrdouast voer,
De Mem, 1, 413, b, 30: rel 5&

. woely obx Eorw Evev pavrds-
patos* cuuBaiver yép 74 abrh Tdlos
v 7% vocky Umep kal v 74 Siaypd-
pew el Te yap obler mpoa x pduesat
TE TO wooby Gpropévov elvar TH
Torydron, Buws ypdpoucy Gpiruévoy

oppdray moohy, voel 8 ol i mosd.
by 8 9 plows §j réy wordy, ddproroy
o¢, Tilerar pév woody dprouérow,
voet &' 7 mooby udvow.

¢ SCHRADER, Arist. de Volun-
tate Doctring, Brandenb. 1847.
(Gymn. Progr)); WALTER, Die
Lehre v. d. pralit. Vernunft in d.
grieeh. Phil. 1874,

Y De An. i 2,413, h, 23, 3,
414, b, 4; D¢ Somno, 1, 454, b,
2%; Part. An, ii. 17, 68I, a, 6;
cf. p. 22, n, 1, supra.
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and there arises in us in consequence longing or abhor-
rence—in a word, a Desire.! The ultimate ground of
this desire lies in ‘the practical good,” ie. in that of
which the possession or mnon-possession depends upon
our own action. The thought of this good sets the
appetitive part of the soul in motion,? which in _t\}m
through the organs of the body moves the living
creature® The inner process by which desire arises

! De An. iii. 7, 481, a. 8: 7b
pty o9y alcldvesbas buotow T4 gqn‘iym
jbrov kel woely: Bray 82 nﬁf )
Aumnpby, oloy kaTedhoa i dmoddse,
Budwer %) ¢evryers [cf. Ebh. vi. 2,
1129, a, 21: &% &, Omep év
Bigpole karddaris ral dmddaocts,
rorT v bpéie Blakss kel puyd. |
wal Erri o H8erfar kal Avwelrfar
T évepyeww T oladnTikg ﬂeﬂdtﬂ’ﬂ
wpbs 7 dyaloy 3 kakdy, § TowiTa.
wal 7 @uyh B¢ wal i Upefis TebrTo
[v. 1. 7d aimd] 7 kar’ évép';rna;ra
il oby Erepov Td dpenTuchy wai
feveTicdy, obt’ aAAGAwy ofiTe Tob
alofnTicot © GAAE T elvar BAAo.

2 All desire, therefore, pre-
supposes a presentation, although
the latter must by no means be
mistaken for desire. D An. iil.
10, 433, a, 9 galverar §¢ e duo

= - o = a
TavTa kwotyra, 7 opefis 7 vois, el

s THY gavTagioy Tiflen &s vimeiy

Tiva® mWoAAG &p wapa Thv Emi-
ari wp rxorovioio: Tais darrarins
kal &y 7ois EAAuis (rois ob poqals
obBE Aoyiopds doTw, aAAé darTacio
. . . BoTe ebAdyws TolTa 3o Pa've-

| qou T kwoivra, dpefis wal Sudvoi

wparTuch . . kel G davrac’a B
lray &wf, ob kel Hwew ap-Eews.
b, 27: 5 éperruchy Tb (ow, TavTy
alTod kwnTkdy © dpexTikiv  Be
ok dvev govrasles: perraria =
waga §) Aoporikn 5 alofyrocd
[See p. 73, 0. 2, supra] Tairys

piv oby kal 74 EAAe (fa peTéyet.
(Cf.c. 11,434, a.5.) Phantasy is
thus (as SCHRADER, p. 8§ sq. and
BeeNTANO, Psyelol d. Ar. 161,
also remark) the link which con-
nects our thoughts with the de-
sires and impulses which spring
from them. OI the process, how-
ever, by which thought thus
passes into desire Aristotle gives
no further analysis,

3 De dw, il 10, 438, &, 27:
Gl wever ptv Th dpeictov [as was
previously proved, 1. 14 sqg]
aAAd Tour doTir ) Th ayafir § To
dawiperoy dyafdr.  ob wav e,
AN TO mpakTir dyaldy. wpaxThy
5 o7l 7o érdexduever kal EAAes
Exew. 871 piy oby f Towbry Biva-
uis kel s Yuxfs 7 Kakouvudrn
Upekis, daveply . . . émel B éoTl
Tpla, by piv TY wwelv, Sedrepoy O
& wwel, TpiTov TH Kwolpevoy: TH
8¢ kwoiy Serrhy, v v drlvgTor, TH
&¢ wvoby wal kwolueroy [cf. 1, BRY,
stpira’). EoreBE Th ptv delvgroy TY
wparToy dyaldy, T B kwolr Ko
wivotperoy To perTuchy (KwelTal
yip TO dpeydueroy 3 bpyeTan, kal 7
tpetis klvnois vis éarwy [as TREN-
DELENBURG rightly reads] ¢
dvépyee) [v. 1. H év.—TORSIR.
conjectures » évepyeig, but this is
unnecessary |, Td 8¢ miwoluevoy Th
(fov: ¢ Bt wwvel boydve 7 Opekis,
4in TovTe ecwpatilr doTw. We
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Aristotle represents as a syllogistic conclusion, inas-
much as in each action a given case is brought under a
general rule! Tn order properly to understand how

bodily movements spring from will and desire we must

recollect that all changes of inner feeling involve a
corresponding change in the state of the body.? This
is more fully developed in the treatise on the Motion of
Amimals. The process by which will follows upon the
presentation of the object, is, we are told, a kind ot
inference. The major premiss iz the conception of a
general end ; the minor premiss is an actual instance
coming under the general conception ; while the con-
clusion is the action which issues from the subsumption
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syllogism assumes a simpler form by the omission of
the obvious minor premiss ;! while, on the cther hand,
the usnrpation of the place of the major premiss by the
demands of desire, in cases when we act without con-
sideration, constitutes rashness® The power of the
will, however, to move the organs of our body is here
explained as an effect of the heat and cold, which are
cansed by the feelings of pleasure and pain; these in
turn, by the expansion or contraction of particular parts,
produce certain changes and movements in the body.?

of the second under the first.? Usually, however, the

shall recur to this at a later
point. A good commentary on
the passage before us is fur-
nished by De Motu An. 6, T00,
b, 15 sqq,, which is probably
modelled upon it.

LV Eth. vi. &, 1147, 4, 25 &
pev yép wabéiov Bokm 5 B éTépa
wepl 7@y kaB Ekaord doTiv, Gv
algfqoes 45 kupla - [Similarly De
An, il 4, 434, a, 17.] rav 5& pla
verTar éf abriy, dvdyren TH Tus-
mepaviey Evfe pty odvar Tl i,
év 8¢ Tals womTkais mpdTTEWw ebbbs,
oloy, € wavtds ~yAviéas yeteafar
e, Tourt 8& yAwich, by &y 7 vaw
rall Ecasroy, drdyrn Tv Svvduevor
kal g wwhvduevor Sua robro ial
mpdrrew. c¢. 13, 1144, a, 31: of
¥ip  ouMAoyimpol iy wpakréy
bpxhy ExovTes eiowy, éreidh Towipde
T TéNas kal b Eporov. OF. e. 19,
1143, b, 8 (seei. 197, n. 4, Supra),
where a ‘minor premiss’ is
spoken of in reference to action.

® Dedn. i 1,403, a8, 16: foixe

0t wal & ths Yuyds wddn révra
elvar pwetd gdparos, Guuds, wpaiTys,
béBos, Eeas, bdpoos, Ere yoph wal
7h ghely Te wal puoeiv: Bua yep
Tobrois wdoxer i th céua, This
is seen in the fact that according

to the physical state forcible im- -

pressions at one time produce
no effect; at another, light im.
pressions produce a deep effect,
€74 0% TofTo waEAAoy Guvepdy- unt-
evls yaip ¢oPfepod cupBalvovros én
Tois waben: yivorras ois Tob PoBou-
evay [in consequence of physical
states|. e 8 olitws &ye, Sfrow
ittt mdfp Adyor Eworsi elgu.
Sore of dpor Towolror ofoy Th p-
y'(ecton kivyrls Tis 70D Toioudl
adpeTos | pepovs 4 Svwducws md
ToiB¢ evena TobSs. COF Lth. ibid.
1147, 7, 15, and what is said, p.
75, n. 2, on pleasure and pain as
events in the aiglyruch peodras,

Y Mot Am. T, 701, a, T: mas
Be oy 6T¢ wiv mpdrrer, 4T 3 of
TPATTE, Kel Kiveltay dré 8 ob

ktveiroe; fowke mopamAvoiws duu-
Baiverr kol wepl TEv  Grwhrer
dtavoovuérats ral sviloyr{ouévors.
GAN el uey fedpnua TO TéAos
.. . évraifla 8 ék T&v 8o mpo-
Tdrewy T guuméparun ylveTar 7
mpéikts, oloy Sray wémen Bri wavrl
PBebigTéor avfpéme, aitds § drfpe-
mos, Badifet ebféws. After illus-
trating this by further examples,
Aristotle proceeds, 1. 23: ai 8¢
mpordeaets af worTucai il Bio cib‘&;?
ylvovrar, i 7€ ToU dyabol rai did
7ol Svwrerot [the latter perhaps
with reference to FEtk. iii. 5,
1112, b, 24 sqq.].

L Thid. 1. 25: temwep B zav
dpwrdrTey Evion, ofitw Thy Erdpay
wpdTecw Ty SAny 008 5 Swivoia
ddworhoa gromel oldér ¢ ofow &l TO
Babl(ew ayaldy dvpidme, it abhs
livfpwros, obi €rdtaTplBet

&L, 28 : Bid ial Goa pl) Aeyio-
tievor TPATTONEY, TaXD TPATTOMEY.
Uray vyep évepyhon § Th dlcddoe:

wTpOS TH o Evexa ) T r,bi:.cwra.o'fq #
78 vd, o) dpéyeTan edhs mworel

Gvr® dpwrThoews yap B vofoews 7
7iis  bpékews  vyiverar | évépyera,
woréor wot, 7 emifoule Aéyert Tolt
8¢ woroy 7 dlofyois eimer [ 9
pavracta §) § vois. ebbls wives

3 Ihid. 701, b, 1: Just as

aulomata, owing to the mechan-
ical adjustment of the eylinders,
are set in motion by a slight
touch, so with living beings, in
whom the bones take the place
of wood and iron, the sinews
that of the cylinders (cf. also the
passage quoted p. 53, n. 2, from
Gen. 4w, ii. 5). The impulse,
however, in their case is given
alfarouévar Tay poplwy S Gepud-
THTe Kkal TwEAw ovoTeAAopivay Sk
Yok kal allotovudrwr.  aAlowiot
' al alctiioets kal al dapraciar kal
al Brvowe ol piv ip elobises
elflbs dmdpyovor EANowbaels Tives
ofmai, 4 8¢ Govrarie kal § vonets
Thy Tdv mpayudTer Exovet Slvau ¢
Tpdroy yep Twa Th elBos TH posd-
wevor 70 ToU Deppob i Yuxpol 1) fichs
9 GoBepot TowvToy Tuyydvel by oldy
wep kal TEY wpayudTwy ExacrTow,
815 ral gplrrous:t kel @ofolrrar
voirartes pivoy. Talra B¢ wdvra
wddy wal aAdordres civiv.  dAAoi-
ovuerwy &' é¥ T4 oduart Th uky
peilw té & dndrre ylveran G
Ot urpt  uetaBoAY wevoudvy éy
dpxR  peydhas kol ToAAdS woel
Gwagopis dwofey, ofe dBpAoy; a
slight movement of the helm
produces a great effect upon the
bow of a ship, so a small change
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Under Will also Aristotle—who, like Plato, does not

regard Emotion as a peculiar form of activity—classes
all that we should rather place under the latter head.
Love, for example, he refers to Guuods, by which he
undergtands, not only spirit, but also heart.!

As Aristotle proceeds, however, Desire is found to
bear a different; character according as it springs from
rational represenfation or not. Granted that it is
always the desirable that causes desire in us, yet the
desirable may be either a real or merely an apparent
good,® and so the desire itself may either spring from
rational reflection or be irrational.? To the latter class

in the heart causes flushing, pallor,
trembling, &c¢. over the whaole
body. U. 8: apxh per oln,
Gomep elpyrar, Ths kufcews Th v
¢ wpaxTd SwwkTdr Kai devxTiy’
€E avdryrens § arornvbel 77 vodire kal
T doertaciz altér fepudtys kal
Ynikis. Td pév yap Avmypby deureTdy,
7o 8" 700 BwerTdy, . . . 0T e TR
AvTpG  kal T0fn wdrTa gxsdiy
petd Yifeds mivos wal BepudTyros.
So with fear, fri;ihr, sexual
pleasure, &o. prijras be ral emibes,
vioy eidddows xpaduevor Tois Towob-
Tots, Ot pév rrov dré Be uaAlov
aitlac Tav avrar eiclv.  And since
the inward parts from which the
motion of the limbs proceeds
aresoarranged that thesechanges
take place very easily in them,
the motions follow our thoughts
instantanecusly. T&uer yap opya-
vk pepy [accusative | raparievd e
émirydelws 7o wdbn, 7 & Upekis Ti
waly, Ty & Opebw 3 Qavracia®
aiiry B¢ ylverar §) b vodjoews 9 b’
aiglfioens, Gua 8¢ kal Taxd duk TO
womTikby kal wafnTichy TEY 'rp;n‘
aAAyAe elvar Thy plaw.

v Polit. vil, 7, 1327, b, 40: ¢
Buuds éoriv & mowBy TH AT *
atirn ydp dorw ) Tis Yuyds Shvaus
A didovper. onueloy 3¢+ mpds ép
Tobs ourifers kol @lhous & Bupbs
alpeTai piAnow, i wpbs Tobs dyrdTas,
oAvywpeiofuvoutoas. Cf. foll pages.

2 Dedn. iii. 10; see 1. 109, n,
8, supre.

3 Pe Ap, 1310, 433, a, 9 (see
1.109,n.2, sup.); 1.22: piv 82 6 pév
vobis ol paiveras kiwdv Gvev dpekews
% yap BotAnows Bpefrsc Grav G
KeTa Thy Aoyiouby koviiTol, kol kaTd
Bolanow wkweiran, 5 3 bpelts kel
mapt Tor Aoytopdy. 4 vyap émbuuia
dpetis mis éomiv. wols pew oby wis
opBds - Gpedis 8¢ wal davracia kal
dpfh kol odk oplh. b, 5: dwel &
dpékers yivovrar évavriar aardAas,
Totito 8¢ cupBaiver Grav § Adyos
wal 9 emboule dvavriar doi, yiverar
8 év Tols xpdvov alofnow Exovmiy
(6 uev yap pols Bk 7h péAdor
avBénkey keheder, 1 8 émbuula Bid
Tb %ibn) . . . el8ar péy Ev by €l T
fwoly, TO OperTikby, 7 dperruhy,

. . opubud 8¢ mAelw Ta KwoivTa
Riet. 1. 11, 1370, a, 18: rar 3¢
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belong anger and the appetite for sensual gratification,!
In so far asreason goes to constitute the conception of
the end and reacts upon the desire it is called Practical

or Deliberative Reason.?

Srifupi@y ol pir Ghovyol eiow al B
peTd Adyov. Sensual desires are
&Aoyol, perd Adyou 8¢ Goa éi Tob
weaglirar embuwetow. LPolit. il
4, 1277, a, B goxh éx Adyov xal
opetews, Thid. vil. 1s, 1334, b,
18 : 7ijs Yuxis dpaper 8o pipn, T
Te BAoyuy kol 70 Adyor Exor, xal
Tas efets Tas TolTwy Blo Thov apif-
oy, @v T uér orw bpekis 7o 8
vots, CF. foll. note.
! Following Plato, Aristotle
often opposes these two forms of
pefis &Aoyos to one another;
Jehet 1,10 (see p. 114, n. 3, infra).
De An. il 8,414, b, 2 : dpekis pey
yop embupln kol Quuos kot BoiAnats
(émupla is then defined as fpefis
Tov ndcos) 3 iil. 9, 432, b, 5: & 7e
TG AoyeTeg yop 4 Bobinais
yiverar, kol év 7@ ahdyw T emifupia
kat 6 Bupds, Fth, 11l 4,1111, b, 10 ;
while mpoaipeats is neither émifu-
wio nor fuubs, sinee both the latter
belong also to irrational beings,
but the former does not. Pelit. vii.
15 (seep. 114,n. 3, infra), cf. Jot.
An.6, 700, b, 22, ¢. T, 701, 2, 32 ;
Frh. Fud. 1. 7, 1223, a, 263 A
Mer, 1. 12, 1187, b, 36. In the
Topics (ii. 7, 113, a, 85 sq., iv. b,
126, a, 8, v. 1, 129, a, 10) the
Platonic division of the Aoyir-
Tiedy, Qupoedes and émbvunTwche is

“employed as one which is gener-

ally recognised, and Zih. vii 7,
1149, a, 24 follows Plato in the
remark (Ph.d.Gr.i. T14) that it is
less disgraceful to be unable to
rule Bupbs than the desires: fouce
yop 6 Bupbs drovew pey T TOU
Adyov, mapaxctey 8¢ it yields to

VOL. 1I.

Desire which iz guided by

the first impulse to Tipepia given
by the reason without awaiting
its fuller commands : émbuula, on
the other hand, makes for plea-
sure the moment that Adyoes or
aloénees declares anything to be
pleasant. Nevertheless in the
stricter psychological discussion,
De Aw. 111, 9, 432, a, 18 sqq.,
Aristotlerejects the view that the

Aoyorwcdy, Buprby and émifluum-

Tucow are the three parts of thesoul
which produce motions, partly
becanse the distinction between
them is less than, eg., that
between the Gpemricdy and aicty-
Tigby, and partly becaunse the
dpercrecor cannot thus be divided
and the soul made to consist of
three separate parts.—Aristotle
gives no more accurate definition
of fuuds ; even P. Meyer's minute
discussion of the passages that
bear upen it (‘O 8upds ap. Arish.
Platonemgue, Bonn, 1876) arrives
at concluosions as unsatisfactory
as the shorter one by Walter,
ibid. 199 sqg. on the customary
meaning of the word. According
to this, it indicates as a rule
the passions which prompt to the
avoidance or retaliation of in-
juries. Nevertheless the tenderer
emotions are also assigned to it;
ef.p. 112, 0.1,

2 De An 1il, 10, 433, a, 14:
voils B¢ [se. womruckv] & Evend Tov
Aoyi{duevos kol 6 TparTkds ' Buo-
¢éper Be ol BempnTicol TE TéNel
Kb 7 prEis Evend Tou ThEG © 0U yop
5 Opefis, ey dpxl Tol TpakTIKOD
voii+ T & Eoyavor dpxh Tis wpd-

L
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reason Aristotle, with Plato,! calls Will in the nar-
rower sense of the word,” appropriating the name Desire

to its irrational exercize.?
fold relation to reason.
intended to submit to i,

The latter stands in a two-

On the one hand, it is
and by this obedience to

obtain a share in it. On the ofher hand, being in its
own nature irrational it resists the demands of reason,
and often overpowers them.* Between these two kinds
of impulse stands man with his Free Will ; for that we

Lews. BoTe elAdyws TaiTa §lo dal-
vetat 76 wwoirra, dpekis kal Suwvoin
mpartich. See further, p. 109, n. 5,
sup, Cf.c.9,432,b, 27, FEth.vi. 2,
1189, a, 6: droxelohe o Té& Adyor
Exorra, Ev piv § Bewpolper T
Towite Ty fyrwy, Gowy ol dpxal
,u'}j &féyorTar #AAws Exer, fv 5
¢ Té dvbexdpeva mpds yap T4 TG
'}feve; e'rspu. kel Tav TS wuxm
popiey €repoy TG yéver TO Wpos
ExcaTepoy weq.'uun:ds v .. Aeyéabw BE
TOUTWY TH pEr fWigTnMoricdy T B
AeyioTiedy, T yip BovAederfal kel
AoylCerfour TabTiv, otfeis 8 Bov-
Aeverar wepl Tdr pi €vlexoucvwy
gAAws Exew. L. 26: afirg ute oy
5 Budvoir kal % GAflew mpakTikd,
Tiis B¢ Bewpyrintis Sravolas wal uh
TpakTikls unde womTikhs T €0 kal
Kkewds TGADSEs éoTi wal Yedifos
TolTo ydp oTe wayTbs BavonTikod
Eoyov, Tou B¢ wparTikei ol Staven-
Twob 9 GAffaa duoddyws Exovoa
77 épéfer =H dpBE. L. 35 : Biudvota
& airh olfer kwel, AN § Evend Tou
weld wpanTwehy. Thid. . 12, 1143, b,
1;seep. 197, n. 4, supra. Polet.vii.
14, 1853, a, 24: 8ujpyrai Te Bixj
[7d Adyor Exor], kel bv wep eits-
Hauey Tpémoy Gtaupeivc b pEr yop
TPRRTLEOS €aTL Adyos & B¢ BewpnTieds.
Cf. p. 106, n, 2, sup. For a closer
view of the practical reason and
the activity which proceeds from

it see ch, xii. part 2, infra.

1 Ph.d, Gr. 1. p. 505,

 ‘Practical reason’ itself must
not be mistaken for *will,” which,
to Aristotle,isessentiallya desire;
the former is merely thought in
relation to action.

¥ De An. iii. 10, 433, a, 22
54q. (see p. 112, n. 3, supra), and c.
11, 434, n, 12 {see foll n.), where
Buv;\:qms is opposed to upefw,
Rhet, 1. 10, 1369, a, 2: éone 8’ 5
uer Bm’;&nms &'ya.ﬂoﬁ i’:peges (oDfels
yap Bovherar aAN # Grav oimlf
elvas GyaBby) Hhoyor 8 bpéfets dpyh
kal émbupia, Eth. v. 11, 1186, b,
7: ofire yip Bovhera ovlels & uj
oferar elvar omwovdaloy, i ¢ drparis
oy & oferar Sely mpdrrew wodTTeL
See further, p. 113, n. 1. Cf.
PLATO'S statements, Fh.d. 6.1 p.
505, and p. 719, 3. At other times
the word has a wider meaning, as
Polit. vii. 15, 1834, b, 32 (Suubs yip
weld Bovanots €1 Be emibupuia kel yevo-
peévois ebBds dmdpyer Tols maubioe),
In Kth. iii. 6, both meanings
are concerned, where to the gues-
tion whether BodAnows has refer-
ence to the good or to the ap--
parently good, the reply is given
that per se, and in a virtuous
man, it is to the former alone; in
a bad man, to the latter.

1 Eth. i. 13, 1102, b, 13: we
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are the authors of onr own actions, and that it lies in
our own power to be good or bad,! is Aristotle’s firm

must distinguish in the soul a
rational and an irrational part.
The latter, however, is of two
kinds. The one of its com-
stitnent parts, the nuotritive soul,
has nothing to do with action;
foike B: nal EARM Tis dlous THS
duyfis #Aoyos elvar, peréxovon
wérror wy Adyow.  Both in the
temperate and the intemperate
man, reason operates on the one
hand; palverar 8 &v abrois kal
dAAo Tt waph TOw Adyor weQukbs,
8 pdyeral 7e kol dvrerelver Tg
Adye. arexrds yip kafdmep 7o
TapadeAvpére TOU cdparos wpopta
eis 7o Gelit wpompovusywy Kirfoat
Touyevtior els Té &pm‘-rep& Tape-
@épeTar, Kal €ml Tis yux?]s &l
‘rb'.l-'nuf‘rfrx '}f&p af dpuel T@y a.u-pa;'rmv

. kai € T duxy wvourgTéow
elvat Tt ﬂap& Thy Adyor, évwrmﬁlu&
voy TolTe kel GrTiBmivey . . .
Adyouv B¢ kalTolTo paiverm ;ts'rexsw,
&rm‘ep efwo;.(sv wsnﬁmpxen yoiv T@
Adyw Tb Tob éykpaTobs . . . Palveraol
3% kal T4 EAoyor er'ra'v. Th piy
~ip pUTUCHY 0DBRUMES Kotrwrel Ayou,
70 8 émibuunTuchy kel dAws dpexTuchy
peréxer wws, i karfrady érmiw aiTob
ral webapywdy ., G718t welferal
wes two Adyov To BAoyow, wavie
kal 4 vouBérnois kal mara émiriunots
Te wal wapdxAnus: €l B xph kol
TobTo gdvar Abyor Exew, StrTow
Eorar kal T Adyov Exov, T uev
kvplws kel &y abrd, 70 3 Gowep
warpds droverwdy T Polif. vil
14, 1333, a, 16 ; Bifpuras 3¢ Bbo
pépn Ths Yuxiis, &y Tb pdy Exe
Adryor kol abtd, Td § ok Exer pey
kol abTd, Adyw & draxelew Suvd-
pevay. De An. il 11, 434, a, 12
kg 8 éviote [4 5pe§ts] kol Kivel
Thv BotAnow  dre 8 érelvn Tavryy,

&aomep apoipa [v. 1. -or] 5 dpelis Tiw
dpetu, bray drpacia yérmran  ¢lice
3¢ Gel § bre apyweTépe wal mwel,
koTe Tpets dopas diby mweigbar
The various attempts made to
explain and amend the last
passage by TRENDELENBURG and
TORITRIE, i Inco, BRENTANO,
Peyelol. . dr. 111 sq., and the
Greek ecommentators (discossed
in I'ren.), it is the more justiiable
here to omit as the thouzht ex-
pressed isclearenough. Depart-
ing from previous editions, Zeller
wouldnowsuggest .67e B eelvn
ToalTy, doTep 7 Evm Gpapn THY
kdTw, GTe 8 7 bpekis . . . yémTaL
[¢pbae . . . wwel], Bore, &o. Ari-
stotle’s doetrine differs from that
of Plato as presented Ph. d.6r. 1.
713 sq., only in this, that in place
of the Platonic 8vubs we have
here the appetites as a whole.

' Fgh, iiL 7, 1113, b, B: 2
fuiv B kol § Gperty, duoiws 3¢ xal
7 kakie, €y ols yap &7 Auiry 7o
wpdrrew, kal TO ph mwpdrrew, Kal
&v ofs 70 uN, kal 70 vai- dor el TH
mpdrrew waxby by ' fuiv éoTi,
kat TH p wpdrrew & quiv foTa
aigxpby by, kal el Th ph wpdrTery
KoAby by &' quiv, gal TO wparTeaw
aigypby by €9 Huiyv. el & ép° Auiv
Tk kokd wpdrTew kol T aioxpa,
Guoiws 8¢ kal TO ph wpdrTEw, TOUTD
8 fr Td Gyabols el wawels elvas,
€9’ ulv bpa Tb emeindot kal padios
elvar . . . A Tols e wiv elpnuévors
audtopnraréor, Kal Thy Grlpumor
aofr patéar dpxiy elvar 0bBE yevnThy
7@y wpakewy, duwep kal Téxvev
el 8¢ ravra [if he Is author of his
own actions] daiveras ral g3 &xo-
pev els BAAas Gpyis drayayeiy waph
Tas &’ Auiv, Gv kel of dpyel év

b
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conviction, which he supports by the recognised volun-
tariness of virtue! and by the moral responsibility
which is presupposed in legislation and in the judgment
universally passed in rewardsand punishments, praiseand
blame, exhortation and warning.? TIn the case of settled
moral states, it s true thab he believes it to be partly
otherwise. These in their beginnings, indeed, depend
upon ourselves; but when we have once become good
or bad it is just as little in our power not to he so, as
when we are sick tobe well® Inlike manner he admits
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logical impossibility of a contingent result.! On the

contrary, he regards voluntariness as an essen:tial condi-
tion of all action that is the subject of moral judg-
ment ;2 and if this does not exhaust the conception of
volition (for Aristotle calls the actions of children and
even of animals voluntary),® ab least without -volun-
tariness no volition is possible. If all that is voluntary
is not also intentional, yet all that is intentional must

that when the will has once acquired a definite bent, the
external action necessarily follows.! DBut when it is
said that all desire what seems good to them, and that
they are not responsible for this seeming, Aristotle

refuses to admit it, since

even the disposition which

determines our moral judgments is our own creation.’
Nor does he regard with more favour the aftempt to
prove from the nature of the disjunctive judgment the

Hutr kol abri &9 quiv kal dxodoia.
¢ 5, 1112, b, 31: Zowxe 8%, kabd-
wep elpnras, trfpuwos elvar dpxh
Tér wadtewy, and elsewhere. On
Aristotle’s doctrine of the free-
dom of the will, see SCHRADEIR,
ihid. ; TRENDRELENRBURG, Histor.
Beitr. i1, 149 sqq.

! Aristotle frequently makes
use cof this argument, accusing
the dictom of Socrates and Epi-
charmus, obfeis érdy mornpds ovd’
Hrewy pdrap (on which see Ph. d. Gr.
i 462,56, 1. b, 119, 2, cf. 719, 3),
of the jnconsistency of declaring
good to be voluntary, evil in-
voluntary ; Eth. iii. 7, 1113, b,
14, 1114, b, 12 sqq.

¢ Eth. ibid. 1115, b, 21, 1114,
a, 81, where this is fully discnssed

and the question investizated.
how far and in what cases we
are irresponsible for ignorance or
mental and bodily defects, and
how far, on the other hand, we
are responsible for them as in
themselves culpable.

® Eth. il 7, 8, 1114, a, 12
s0g., b, 80, of. w. 18, 1187, a, 4,
17: particular just and unjust
actions are voluntary and easy,
but 76 @8l Exortas Talta wowiy
ofite pddiow ofiT’ éx’ adrols.

+ Metaph. iz, 5, 8ee 1. 385,n. 2,
sup.

5 Ipid. iii. 7, 1114, a, 31 sqq.
The guestion how far it is possible
consciously to commit a mistake
iz more fully discussed in the
Ethics. Bee infra.

! Beei. 230, n. 4, supre. It has
already been there shown that
Aristotle does not hereby avoid
all difficulties; but this only
shows more clearly how impor-
tant he regarded it to rescue the
possibility of volustary actions.

2 Fgh. il 1 indt.: =is aperiis
39 mwepl wabn Te wal mpdfels afirys,
Kol dwl iy Tols éwovrlows émalvaw
kel Udywy ywopérey, ém 8¢ Tois
arovaiors ovyyvduns, &c.  In e
1-3, cf. v. 10, 1135, a, 23 sqq. T
&eotiotoy and aredewr are fully
discussed. According to the
account here given, that is in-
voluntary which is done under
compulsion or in ignorance. We
must distinguish, however, in the
former between physical compul-
sion, which constitutes absolute
involuntariness, and moral com-
pulsion,which is only relative;in
thelatter,between unconsciousac-
tion (&yvootvra woety), which may
also be voluntary (as when some-
thing is done in haste or anger),
and action from ignorance (30
ayroiy wpdrreaw). As, Turther,
there are many things on which
an action depends (nearly corre-
sponding to the familiar guis,
quid, ubi, kc., Aristotle mentions :
7ls kal 7f kel wepl 7l i & 7in
wphTTEl, fviore B¢ kal Tiw, oloy
dpydry ral Evexa Tivos), we must

ask to which of these the ignor-
ance refers: the action being
involuntary in the highest degree
when the mistake concerns the
essential points of its aim and
obiect. Finally, it makes a differ-
ence, according to Aristotle,
whether an action committed in
ignorance is matter of regret or
not; if the doer does not regret
it he acquoiesces in it, so that
while it cannot be regarded as
voluntary, it is not involuntary
in the sense of being against his
will (e. 2 tnit. and fir, ; of. vii. 8,
1150, a, 21, ¢. $init). On the
other hand, that is (c. 3 init.)
Exatawoy ol i apxh v alrd eildTiTa
kel Exacra év ols § wpdks, or
(1135, a, 28) b &v 7is 7dv ép’ abre
Dyrww eldds kal i dyro&y wpdTTn
whre by phre § pdre ob Evera. Cf.
Rhet. i, 10, 1368, b, 9: érdrres 8¢
woloticwy Boa eiddres xal ph avay-
ko(dueror. On the other hand,
deliberation is not a necessary
condition of voluntariness: onthe
contrary, Aristotle expressly
denies that passion and emotion
destroy the voluntariness of an
action.

8 Eth.iil. 3, 4, 1111, a, 24, b,
8. Will, however, in the stricter
sense (see p. 114, n. 3, supra),
cannot be attributed to either of
them,
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needs be voluntary.! Tt is in his view the intention upon
which in the first instance the moral quality of an act
depends.? In like manner deliberation is only possible
with reference to those things which lie within our own
power® Aristotle, however, hag not attempted to indi-
cate more exactly the inner processes by which free
volition operates, nor to solve all the difficulties which
surround the doctrine of the I'reedom of the Will. The

Y e ii. 4, 1111 b, 8+
mpoaipests 8 kodaion uEr Gaireral,
ob Talror 88, GAN éml aAder Td
Exobowor” Tol uir vip éxovrlou kat
wides kal TaAAG (fa  kowwyel,
mpoatpeews & ob, kal 7a éfaigrns
Enotaia uey Aéyouey, raté mponipery
3o, 1112, a, 14: énodowr uly
8% dalverar [ mpoalpesis], b &
€xovaioy ob war mpoawperdr. (So
also Bhel. ibid. : oo pv olv
Skdvres [so. wowlgw], ob wdrra
mpoatpotuerar,  elbdres  dmarta)
Aristotle then further distin-
guishes mpoaipeors from embup’a,
€oubs, Bolinaws (by which he here
means wish, rather than wdill as it
is directed towards what is im-
possible and beyond our power)
and 8dta (or, more accurately,
a certain kind of B5dfe, eg.
right opinion upon what is
right, what iz to he feared, &c.,
and generally upon practical
questions); fits characteristic
mark is deliberation (c. 5, 1113,
a, 2: BovAevrdy B¢ ral wpoawperdy
TO abrhd, AAGr apapicuéror Hidn TH
Tpoaperdy * 7O yap éx ThHs BovAfs
mpokpler wpomperdy EoTir); ac-
cordingly, 7o mpoouperdv is defined
as BovAevrby dpextiv Tév & fuly,
and wpecipeats as Bovhevruch dpekis
Tav & quly (ibid. 1. 9 sq.0);
Toil  Sovhelorotar "_r&f):y kplvarres
bpeydueta card Thy Bodhevrw. The

same description is repeated &7,
i, 2, 1139, a, 23, of. v. 10, 1135,
Db, 10 (rpoeXdpevos jev [mpdrTomer|
doa wpoBovAevoduerol, GmpoaipeTa
82 Hoa dmpoBotasvra). On the
other hand, #peis in the narvower
sense of mere irrational desire is
sald De An.iii. 11, 4584, a, 12, ef.
L. & sg.. to be without part in b
Bovdevrindy.

? T yap mpowpeiobas Tayall 3
7o word wowl Twés foper (ibid. c.
4,1112,a, 1), :

8 Boudevduella 8t mwepl Tdy é
Hutr wpaxTer,ihid. ¢. 5, 1112, a, 30.
Aristotle further shows (1112, b,
11 sgq. vii. 9, 1151, a, 16) that
deliberation deals, not with the
end, but with the means, We set
ourselves an end and then ask,
just a5 in mathematical analysis,
what are the conditions under
which it may be attained; we
next inquire what is required to
create these conditions,and so on

until we arrive by a process of -

analysis at the first condition of

the desired resalt which lies in.

our power, With the knowledge
of this condition, deliberation

ceases ; with the endeavour to -

realise it, action hegins. Cf.
T'RENDELENBURG, Histor. Beitr,
ii. 381 sq.; WALTER, Lehre v. d.
prakt. Verw. 220 =q.
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credit of first clearly perceiving these points belongs
to the Stoics, while it has been left to modern philosophy
fally to appreciate their force. i

Before going on, however, to examine from the pomnt
of view of the Aristotelian Ethics the forms of activiby
which proceed from free self-determination, there are
some anthropological questions which still demand inves-
tigation. These have been already touched upon, but
only now admit of a complete survey.

As Aristotle recognises in the collective sphere of
animate existence a progressive evolution to ever higher
forms of life, so he regards the life of the human soul from
the same point of view. Man unites in himself every
form of life. To the nutritive life he adds the power
of sensation and motion, and to these again the life
of reason. Thought rises in him from sensation to
memory and imagination, and thence to reflexion and
the highest stage of the pure intuitions of the reason ;
action, from sensual desires, to rational will. He is
capable not merely of perception and experience, but
also of art and science. He raises himself in moral
action above animal desire just as in the latter he
transcends the merely vegetable processes of nutrition
and propagation.  Aristotle accordingly sums up his
whole doctrine of the Soul in a single sentence: the
Soul ig in @ certain sense all Actuality, inasmuch as it

. unites in itself the sensual and the spiritual, and thus
 contains the Form of both '—a deseription which applies

especially, of course, to the soul of man. But just as
we fonnd it to be a defect in Plato’s theory that he was

1 See vol. i p. 199, n. 2, supra.



120 ARISTOTLE \

unable o find any inner principle of unity in the three
parts into which he had divided the soul, and that Le
undoubtedly failed to propound this problem with
scieptiﬁc accuracy,! so we have to regret in Aristotle a
similar omission. The relation between the sensitive and
nutritive life might itself have suggested the question
whether the latter is an evolution from the former, or
whether they come into existence simultaneously, and
subsist side by side separate from one another. And
where, if the laiter be the case, are we to look for the con-
nection between them and the unity of animal life? This
difficulty, however, is still more pressing in reference to
Reason and its relation to the lower faculties of the
sonl. Whether we regard the beginning, progress, or
end of their uniorn, everywhere we find the same :Jn-
solved dualism ; nowhere do we meet with any satis-
factory answer to the question? where we are to look
for the unifying principle of personality—the one power
which governs while it unites all the other parts of the
sm'ﬂ.a The birth of the soul, speaking generally;
coincides, according to Aristotle, with that of the bocix-i
whose entelechy it is. He not only rejects any
assumption of pre-existence, but he expressly declares
that the germ of the life of the soul is contained in the
male semen and passes with it from the begetter into
the begotten.t But, on the other hand, he is unable to
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apply this to the rational part of the soul, since that is
something wholly different from the principle of life in
the body. While, therefore, it is held that the germ of
this also is propagated in the seed, it is yet asserted ! at
the same time that it alone enters man from without,?
and is not involved in his physical life.> But how an
immaterial principle which has absolutely nothing in
common with the body and possesses no bodily organ
can be said to reside in the semen and propagate itself
through it, is wholly incomprehensible *—not to mention
the fact that not one word is anywhere said of the time
or manner of its enfrance into it. Nor can this
difficulty be met by the assumption that the Spirit
proceeds direct from God,> whether we regard its origin
as an event necessarily following the operation of
natural laws, or ag in each case the effect of a ecreative
act of the Divine Will.® For the former view, which

! See p. 96, n. 1, 2, su- implement it employs, which is
used to explain the union of soul

! Ph. d. Gr 1. pp. 71T Sq.

* Which Aristotle, however,
does not forget to put to Plato ;
see p. 23, n. 1, supra,

- EvenScHRL.L‘Sattempt-(Dis
Einheit des Seelenlebens aus d.
Principien d. arist. Phil, ent-
wickelt, Freib. 1873) to prove the

complete consistency of the Ari-
stotelian doetrine is wholly un-
snceessful.  Detailed  criticism
of it may here be omitted with-
out prejudice to the following
Investigation.
* See p.10,n.1, p.6,0.2,1.5

n. 8, and S 96, n. ‘l,gmm.z’p -

.

? Tt enters the womb, indeed,
in the seed, but comes to the latter
Bpader, as is clearly explained in
the passages guoted, p. 96, n, 1,
Gen. An. il 3, T36, b, 15 =qq.

¥ Xwpterds (Gen. An. 11, 3,
737,2.9; De An. il 5; seep. 96,1,
1, and p. 98, n. 1, sup.), which here,
as perhaps also in Plato’s account
of the ldeas, means not merely
separable but actually separate,
the equivalent phrase obfer ~ép
abroll T4 évepyeln kowwyel mwpaTind
évépyeaia being used for it, 739, a,
28,

1 We cannot conceive of an
immaterial being occupying a
position in space, nor is the rela-
tion of the active force to the

and body (p. 3, n. 2, supra),
applicable to the reason, which
has no such implement. Cf. p.
94, 1. 2, and p. 100, n. 2. ;

5 BRANDIS, Gr.-Rim. Phil. il
b. 1178,

¢ The latier view, that of the
so-called ‘creationists,’ was not
only generally assumed by medi-
=val Aristotelians as undoubtedly
Aristotle’s, but is accepted by
BRENTANO, Psychol. d. Ar. 195
sqq , whom PERTLING, Wal. und
Form, 170 (more cautionsly also
L. SouxBEIDER. [ asterbliehleits-
lehre d. Arist, 54 £q.), is inclined
to follow. Aecording to Brmx,,
¢ the spiritnal part is ereated ont
of nothing by the immediate act
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coincides more or less with the doctrine of Emanation,
there is not only no support whatsoever in Aristotle’s

system, but it is wholly irreconcilable with his view of

the unchangeable and transcendent nature of God.!
The assumption, on the other hand, of the creation of
the human spirit by the Deity conflicts with Aristotle’s
express and emphatic statement? that God does not
interfere actively in the world by an exercise of will.?

Aristotle says, moreover, as distinetly as possible, that

the spirit is exempt from birth no less than from death,
thus attributing to it pre-existence,? though in a certain
impersonal sense. It was impossible, accordingly, that
the question how and by whom it was produced at the
birth of the body should have even been raized by him.
FEven upon the only question that could arise—the
question regarding the causes which determine the
spirit’s union with a human body, and with this
particular body in each particular case, and regarding
the way in which this union takes place— Aristotle’s
writings contain not a single word; whether it be that
this question never suggested itself to him, or that he
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regarded it as insoluble and preferred to leave it alone.'
Nor i he more explicit with regard to the question ?f'
the origin of the ‘ Passive Reason,” whose existence 18
said to begin and end with that of the body.” Althongh
we should naturally assume that he regards it as the
outcome of the union of the active spirit with the
faculty of reproductive imagination, yet he gives us no
hint to help us to form a definite conception of its
origin.? i

If we further examine the union in man of different
faculties, we find it difficult to understand how in one
being two parts can be united, of which the one 18
exposed to passive states, the other incapable of pas-
givity ; the former bound up with the body, the latter
without a physical organ. Does Reason, we may agl,
participate in the physical life and the mutation of the
lower faculties, or do the latter participate in the im-
mutability and impassiveness of Reason? We might
find support for both assumptions in Aristotle’s lwrit—
ings, yet each in turn can be shown to be inconsistent
with the presuppositions of his philosophy. On the

of God, and at the same time the
character of a human body is
given to the material part’ (p.
199): the reason is produced by
God from nothing at the moment
at which the feetus in its na-
tural development reachesthelast
stage (which, according to n, 2,
preceding page, mustbeat apoeint
oftime previous at any ratetothe
procreative act); seealsop. 205.

' Of alsoi. 413 sqq. Still less
of course can we, with GROIB
(dwrigt. i1, 220, 230), zegard
the absolutely immaterial spirit

to be an efiuence from the wmther,
the fetor coua.

? On which seei. 399 sq.

% As is rightly remarked also

by BinHL (b, d. Begrijf vots

b. Arist. Linz, 1864; Gymn -
Progr. p. 9).

1 Cf, the passages gquoted, p. -
96, n. 1, and p. 101, 0.2, sup.  The
obvious meaning of these pas-
sages cannot justly be set aside”
upon the general grounds advo-
cated by BEENTANO, p. 196 sg.,
which find no support either in
the psychology of Aristotle or in

any richtlyinterpreted statement
to be found in his fexts.

1 The words, Gen An. il 3,
736, b, 5, to which BRENTANO,
195, calls attention, point rather
to this: 8td kel wepl vo, wére kol

- wis perorouBdrsr xal wifer T

peTéxorTa TANTYS TAS &pxﬁf, gyt
7' amaplar mhslomny el Bet woo-
Jupeiofu gaTo Bdvaupey AeBely
wol kafdooy EpdeéyeTaL

2 0f p 98, 0. 2.

® SUHLOTTMANN (Das Ver-
giingliche und Unvergingliche in

d. menschl. Seele mach Avrist.
Halle, 1873, p- 46 sq.) supposes
the passive reason to be a radia-
tion of the active on its entry
into the body. Thisassumntion,
however, {inds no support in any
statement of Aristotle or in his
system as a whole. According
to Aristotelian principles, the
reason, like all immaierial and
unmoved being, can promofe
the development of cther things
by solicitation, but cannot de-
velop anything else from itself.
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one hand, in his acconnt of ¢Passive Reason’! the
qualities of the perishable parts of the soul are trans-

ferred to Reason; while, on the other hand, just as

immaterial Form in general or the motive power as
such is said to be itself unmoved,? so Aristotle denies
movement and change not only to Reason, but also to
the Soul in general.®* The conception of the Passive
Reason, in fact, concentrates in itself all the contradic-
tions we are at present considering.! The motionless-

! See p. 96 sog. supra.

? Bee the passage already
quoted, p 5, from De .dn. i.
3, 4. Aristotle opens the dis-
cussion at the beginning of c. 3
with the explanation that not
only is 1t not true to say that the
soul can, from its nature, be an
Covrd wwoty, AN & T Tay abu-
viTwy Td Iwdpyew avri sbmor.
Of the arguments by which this
is proved, the first (408, a, 12)
is to Aristotle cernpletely con-
vincing : rtecadpwy 5 kurfoewy
obody, gopis, aAheidaens, Pfirews,
aiffrews, % play TovTwr Kwdir’ by
B whelovs §) mdoas. el BE kweirar

uh kerd guuBefuxds, dioe by

Umdpxor kivgas abrf, el % roiTo
ik Témos * wdear yap ol Aexfeioar
kivfoes & timg. el & doriv 4
obaia Tis Yuxdis 0 wwely éavrir,
b KkaTt ocvuBeBnrds adrh TH el
cfa: iwdpyer.  Afrer proving in
detail how impossible it is that
the soul should move, and espe-
cially that it should move in
space, Aristotle returns, e, 4,
408, a, 30, once more to the
orizinal question and declaves
that it is impossible that the
soul should be self-moving; it
can move and be moved only
kare  auuBefnkds, otor wwelchar

piy &v @ orl, tolro B¢ wurcicBar
iwd 7iis buxfs © GAAws 8 ody ofdr
Te kwelgbor kaTé Témow alTfy. It
might, indeed, appear that it
moves itself.  dapir dp Thy
Yuxhy Avweinar xalpew Gappeiv
dofciobal, Ere 3¢ Gpyileabal Te kel
algbdregto: ral Bavociolar' raira
B¢ mdvre Kkwihoes elvar Bowxovey,
5w oinfeln Tis by adrhy Kiveiofo -
T 8 obk EoTw Groqgkaioy | ,
BéATioy wép lows ui Adyew aihw
Yuxhr éhecy 9 poabdvery 4 Sia-
voeioBar, GARG Tby Grlpwmoy T
Yuxi. ToiTo BE ui) &s v drelvyp
Tis kirfioews ofiags, AN OrE piy
péxpe relyns, bv 8 ar’ éieluys,
olor §) uéy alofnoes dard Twrs: [it is
a motion which proceeds from
the senses to the soul], % &
avduymars &r dkelins éml ras v
Tois alcbnraplots kwihoes 3 wowds.
Plys. vii, 3, 246, b, 24, shows
with reference to the higher
faculties that neither virtue and
1ice on the one hand, nor thought
on the other, can be said to be.
an &Adolweis of the soul, al-
though they are produced by an
aMdoiwors  CE p. 94, n. 2,

# CE 1. 386, n. 1, and i. 359,
n. 1, supra.

i See p. 103 sq. supra.
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ness of the lower faculties of the soul is contradicted
among other things ' by what has just been said about
the characteristic difference between them and Reason.
For how ean they be susceptible of impression when
they are wholly excluded from movement and change,
seeing that every impression involves a change ? *
Where, finally, are we to look in this union of hetero-
geneous parts for that centre of equilibrium of thfi soul.’s
life, which we call Personality? It cannot reside, 1.’0
would seem, in Reason, for this is the permanent uni-
versal element in man which is unaffected by the
changing conditions of individual life ; it is nfat born,
and it does not die; it is free from all suffering and
change ; it is subject to no failure or errvor; neither
love nor hate nor memory nor even intellectual activity®
belongs to it, but only to the man in whom it resides.*
Neither can Personality lie in the lower faculties of the
goul. For, on the one hand, Aristotle, as we have just
seen, combats the view that these are subject to motion,
and finds the proper subject of the changing states of
feeling and even of intelligent thought, not in .the soul
itself, but in the union of both soul and body in man.
On the other hand, he asserts that the essence of each

! As, for instance, the passage
quoted, p. 109, n. 5, according to
which, in desire, the appetitive

part of the soul is both mover
" and moved, the (For is only

moved; and the description of
sensation, p. 58, n. 4.

z Seei. 454, n. 2, 3.

3 Aidvowr in the sense of dis-
eursive thought as explained, p.
108, n. 2.

+ Pesides the passages quoted,

p- 99, n. 8, and p. 124, n, 2,
supra, cof. De An. iil. 10, 433,
a, 26: wobis udy oby was dpbds, but
especially De An. 1.4, 408, Ig, 24:
kel T voetw 89 ral Th Bewpely uo-
palverme BAAou Tiwbs Erw @leipo-
uévov, alimd 82 dwalés dorw (see p.
96, n. 2, supra). b Bt dimvoelofac
kel QAely § puoely obi EoTiv ékel-
vou wafn, GAAG Toudl 7ot Exorvos
relva, 1 éxeivo Exen Bid ki Tolrov
Pleipoucvoy ofite urnuovever otire
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individual is his reason,! by which he understands, not
thought alone, but every kind of intellectnal appre-
hension.®* And if he refuses to acknowledge the soul as

the subject of emotion, he is not likely to find it in the

body.? 'The most serious diffieulty, however, arises in
connection with his theory of the Will. Will cannot
belong to Reason as such, for Reason taken in itself is
not practical but theoretical. Even practical thought
is sometimes regarded by Aristotle as a function of a
different faculty from theoretic.* Movement and action,
in fact, come from desire, which in turn is excited by
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as man, whereas the Will belongs to mau alone. Both
Reason and Desire must therefore enter into Will as
constituent parts.? But in which of these two the
essence of the Will or the power of free self-determina-
tion resides, it is hard to say. On the one hand, the
power of controlling desire is attributed to Reason. which
is defined as ths motive force, or more accurately the
source from which the resolutions of the will proceed:®
and immorality is treated as a perversity of Reason.t
On the other hand, it is asserted that Reason initiates

~ imagination.’ Desire, again, can canse movement, bhut
not rational movement,® for it belongs to animals as well

Pehet” ol yip érelvov v, &AAG Tob
rowod, B drdiwder,

L Eth.x. 7, 1178, a, 2 8dteie
&' br ral ey EkooTos TobTo [i.e
vous] efmep 6 wipiow ral Zueivoy,
ix. 4, 1166, a, 16, 22: 700 Bio-
vonTikoU xdpty Bwep Ewacros elvar
Boxel . . . Ookerc & br Th vooiv
Exagros elvar § wdhwra. e B,
1168, b, 28: the good man might
be said to be pre-eminently lA-
evros, seeing that love of the
most essential (rvpidraror) part
of himsel predominates in all
he does. dowep B¢ nal wilis T
wuptéraroy pdiior elvar Sowel wal
may GAAe cloTyue, obTe kal Grlpw-
‘mos . . . wal éywparhs 8% kal
Grpatiis AdyeTar TH kpaTely Thy
vouy §) wi, &s TolTov érdeTou duros
Kol wempayerar Soxovow atTol wal
rovolbws T& petd Advyon udAiere,

* Bee p.93, n. b, supra.

* Bth. x. %, 1173, b, 10: if
pleasure is an &vemAfpwois, the
body must be that which feels
pleasure, but this is not the case,

* Eth. vi. 2; seep. 113, n. 2,

Fupra.

- % See the passages from Eik.
vi. 2, 1139, a, 35, already em-
ployed, 'p. 113 sq.: Gudvoiz &
adTh otflér xivel, GAN § Erexd Tov
kol wparTuced). De An. iii. 10, 483,
a, 22 6 uey vois o dalvetal kivay
Uvev bpitews. c. 9, 432 b, 26:
AN whp obdE TU AoyeTichy kel §
kohotuevos rots éotly & kodrt &
wew yop Bewpnricds oty voel wpax-
TO¥, oUB¢ Aéyer mept devkTob Kal
Siwkrov oy, 6 Bt rlmeis B ded-
youTds Tt 3 Oubkovrds TL faTw,
GAN oUB’ Grav Bewpl Ti Totobrow,
500 keXeder pevyew 5 Bk , . .
€ty wal dmerdrrovTos Tov pol al
Aeyolons Tis Swwolas delyew 71
Budkew ol mverTar dAAE KaTé THY
émbuploy wpdTTel, ofoy & arparis.
ol Ghews dpdper B1i & Eywr The
larpuchy olk iaTal, ds érépov Tivds
teuplow dyros Tol wotely kaTd Thy
SmwrThuny, GAN' ob ThHs drioTd-
s,
¢ De An. iil. 9 fin., after the
passage just quoted: aAAd iy
ol8" 7 Bpekis TavTys kuple THs K-

rews * ol yap éyrparels 5pe')'6,w5;;m
kat émiflupotvres ob mpdTTOVTIY WY
Exovoy Thy bpeliw, GAN drodoulovot
TE V.
i “?Cf,p.lH,n.{i,a.nd . 1iTn. 3.
28eep J14, n 3. and Eth
vi. 2. 1189, a. 33: 8 ofr’ Gwvev
voi wal Giawolas ofiT’ Hvev ffuchs
dorly Etews § wpomipeqis, b, 41 80
% dpexrinds voils % mpoulpecis B
Upetis  BrovonTind xa_d 9 Tn{u?vrn
&pxh Gvfpemes. 1, in opposition
ta the above view, it be said that
1he will belongs to dpelis, which
is regarded by Aristotle as a
separate part of the soul (SOHRA-
DER, Arist. de Volwat. Doctr. 12),
thiscannot beadmitted, Aristotle
‘himself states clearly enongh that
reason is an element of will, but
reason is essentially ditferent
from the animal soul to which
dpetes belongs.
¥ Aristotle frequently says

" {hat the command in the soul

belongs by nature to the reason.
1t is wdpsor in it (Eék. x. T, 5. 8
see p 126, n. 1, supra); it bas no
superior (D An. 1. 5, 410, a, 12:
riis 5¢ Yuxfs elval ¢ kpelrTor Kot
Epyon, &ivaroy © Ghvyardrepor 8
¥rt 700 woi). Desire, on the other

hand, must obsy the reason
(Polit. 1. 5: 8 8t vobs [Epxet] 75
Gpéfews TONLTIRGY kot Basurty
[apxiv]. De An. iii. 9, v. 588, 5
above : émirdrrorTos Tob vou. LEh.
i, 13: the bpexTwdr partakes of
Adyos, § karikody doTiv avTol kal
welflapyikdy, similarly Polit. vii.
14, v. p. B83; Aoyos, however,
resides only in the reason),
and this obedience it is which
constitutes the difference be-
tween the éykparhs and the
axparhs (De An, iil. 9, see p. 126,
n. 6). In Eth. i 5; 1113, a,
5 (metera yop Ecavros (nTdv wds
wpdtes, brar els airdy dvaydyy The
dpxiv [0, Tiis mpdfews when he is
convinced that theaction depends
only on bimself] xal adret [thisis
the partitive genitive]els b fyud-
fevou* TOUTA Yip T TPORIPOTUETOY ),
we must understand by b fyofue-
vov the reasoun, not (as WALTER,
Lehire v. d. prakt. Vernunft, 222
sqg. prefers to take it) * the har-
monions union of reason and 2n-
deavour,’ ‘the man as a whaole,
which could not be called the
governing part of the man,

£ Fih. vil. 7, 1150, 2, 1 sqq. c.
9, 1151, a, 17 sq.
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no movement and is perfect and infallible.! But if
Reason cannot err, it cannot be the seat of the Will, to
which belong the doing of good and the doing of evil.
Where Aristotle actually supposes this to reside, it is in-
possible to say. Heis clearly drawn in opposite directions
by opposite considerations between which he is unable to
take up any decided position. His high conception of
the nature of the spiritual element in man forbids him
to implicate Reason in the life of the body, or to
attribute to it error and immorality ; on the other hand,
it is to Reason alone that the reins of government in
the soul can be committed. But the two elements are
in reality inseparable, and in dedncing only what is
good in onr actions from Reason, while limiting to the
lower faculties of the soul all that is faulty, every act
which has for its object what is divisible and corporeal,
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have arisen in regard to self-conscionsness had Aristotle
gone deeper into this aspect of the question. But just
his failure to do go or to raise the question in the form
in which it now presents itself to us, as to what it is
thut constitutes the permanent self amid our changing
acts and states,' shows more clearly than anything else
how imperfectly he grasped the problem of the unity of

~ the personal life,

Now, if reason enters man from without, and if its
union with the other faculties of his soul, and with the

all change in act or state, he breaks up human nature
into two parts between which no living bond of con-

nection can be discovered.?

! Cf. on the former head, p.
126,n. 5, on the second, De An. iii.
10(p.125,0.4), and p. 197, n. 4, su-
pra. FEhA18,1102, b, 14: Toi yip
€yKpoTOUS Kal TOU GKPATODS TU¥
Adyov kui iz Yvxis 70 Adyov Exov
erawoiuey* dpfws yip Kal énl Ta
BéxtioTa wapareAei—s0 that in
incontinence the mistake does
not lie with the rational part of
the sounl; #hid. ix. 8, 1169, a, 17 :
wis yép voiis alpeiral 70 BéATioTOV
éaute, 6 &' emewchs welapyel T
w@, where virtue is said to con-
sist in the subordination of the
higher portions of the soul to
the reason, which in its turn
always chooses the right,

Similar difficulties would

? The difficulty remains even al- -
though we assume with Branpis
(iii. a, 105 sq. ii. b, 1042 sq.) that
freedom, aceording to Aristotle,
consists ©in the spirit’s faculty of
self-evolution in accordanece with
its own fundamental nature.
Yor we may ask to which part of
the scul this evolution belongs?
The active reason cannot cer-
tainly-evolve itself, for it is un-

- changeable; norcan the appetitive

and sensitive exhibit free self-
evolution, being always deter-
mined by something else; only
where there is reason do we find
free activity. Lastly,the Passive
Reason, which is the only other

alternative, is open to the same
charze of indefiniteness and
contradiction ; we cannot find
any definite place for it between
reason and sense. The above defi-
nitionof freedomismorelike Leib-
nitz’s than Aristotie’s, Here also,
as in the case already disenssed
1. 413, supre, 8q., BRANDIS seems
to find too close a resem-
blance between Aristotelian and
modern German doctrines. The
argnment npon which he chiefiy
elies for the above view is that,
if self-determination has its seat
in the governing part of our
nature, and therefore in the
spirit, and if further the spirit is
the essence of a man, we may
conclude that it must develop
by freeself-determination acoord-
ing to its original character as
individual essence. But spirit or

- reason constitutes, according to

Aristotle, only one side of the

~ will ; its reference to sense is as

essential an element. Will is not
pure reason, but rational desire.
And even were it not so, if will
were exclusively an exercice of
reason, we could only conclude
that it is as ineapable of evolu-

VOL. II

tion as of errar, for according to
Aristotle’s expressed opinion
change and evolation are con-
fined to the sphere of sensation
or even more strictly to the body.
It is difficult, therafore, to say
nhat Aristotle regarded as the
seat of the freedom of the will.

! Heremarks, indeed, that we
are conscious of every form of
our activity as such, and there-
fore of our own existence. ##h.
ix. 9, 1070, a, 29: 6 & dpav im
bp& aioBdverat Kkal 6 drodwy fr
éroter wal & Babl(wr it Babile, kal
éwl Tdv EAAwy Guoiws EarTi TioTh
airBarduevoy Uty évepyobuer, Hore
aigfaroiued br i1 aiclaviucfe ral
vootuey Bre woobuey, TH 8 87
aicardueda 4 wvoolper, 71 doudy -
Th yip elva iy alebdverfor §) voely) ;
This conseionsness, however. he
regardsasimmediately given with
the activity in question. In per-
ception it has its seat in the
sensis communis (spep. 69, n. 3),
How the identity of self-con-
sciousness in the different activi-
ties which he refers to different
parts and faculties of the soul is
to be explained he does not
inguire.

K
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body, continues throughout to be merely an external
one, we cannot but expect that a union which begins

in time will also end in time.! Upon this point, Ari-

stotle holds with Plato that there is a mortal and also
an immortal part in the soul. These unite together
at the beginning of the earthly life, and separate from
one another again at its close. In the forther develop-
ment, moreover, of this thought he at first closely
followed Plato. In his earlier writings he enunciated
the Platonic doctrines of the pre-existence of the soul,
its incarceration in the body, and its return at death to
a higher existence? He therefore assumed the con-
tinued personality and self-conscious existence of the
individual after death, although he failed, like Plato,
fully to investigate the question how far this doctrine
was consistent with the presuppositions of the Platonic
philosophy.® With the independent development of
his own system, however, he was necessarily led to
qnestion these assumptions. As he came to conceive
of body and soul as essentially united, and to define
the soul as the entelechy of the body, and as, further, he
became convinced that every soul requires its own
proper organ, and must remain wholly inoperative
without it, he was necessarily led, not only to regard the
pilgrimage of the soul in the other world as a myth,
but also to question the doctrines of pre-existence and
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the soul is dependent upon the body for its existence
and activity, it must come into existence and perish
with it. Only incorporeal spirit can precede and outblast
the bodily life. But this, according to Aristotle, is to
be found only in the reason and in that part of it
which iz without taint of the lower activities of the
soul—namely, the Active Nous. Neither the sensitive
nor the nutritive life can exist without the body.
These come into existence in and with it, and can no
more be conceived of apart from it than walking apart
from feet.! TFven Passive Reason is transitory, like
everything else which is subject to impression and
change. The Active Reason alone is eternal and im-
perishable; it alone is not only separable, but in its
very nature absolutely separated from the body.® But
what nowis the active reason which thus alone outlives
death? Tt is the universal as distinguished from the
individual element in man. All personal forms of
activity, on the other hand, are referred either to the
lower faculties of the soul, or to the whole, which is
made up of soul and body, and which at death ceases
to be. If we think of reason as separate from the
body, we must exclude from it love and hate, memory
and intelligent thought;* likewise, of course, all

! See .6, n.1, andp. 96, n. 1, & woiis - Thray yip Givvaror Tows.

immortality as they were held by Plato.t Inasmuch as

I Aristotle’s doctrine of im-
mortality is  discussed by
SCHRADER, Jahrb. f. Philologie,
vol. 81 and 82 (1860), H. 2, p.
§9-104; Leonh. SCHNEIDER,
Unsterblichkeitslehre d. Aristot.
(Passau, 1867), p. 100 sqq.

* The references on this sub-
ject have already been given.
Cf. BERNAYR, Fhal. d. Arist.
21 sqq. 143 sqq.

¢ On which ef. Ph. 4. @r. i
717 sq.

* CL p. 10, supra.

2 8ee p. 98, n. 1, supra,
and Meteph., xii. 3, 1070, a, 24:
¢l Ot kal Torepiy Ti Omouever
[whether anything remains after
the dissolation of the constitnent
parts of a composite substance]
wiecerTéoy - én’ Eviwy yip olfty cwhder,
olov el fduxd) TotelTor, mi) T GAN

anpre. 3 See on this point the

passages cited on pp. 125.n. 4, and
101, 6. 3, Pe An. 1. 4, 408, a, 94
sqg. il 5, 430, a, 22. In the
first of these passages Swvoelofar,
QiAely, furely, uynporelelr are ex-
pressly denied of reason, and
the statement that these belong
in any sense to a rational being

E2
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affections, together with the feelings of pleasnre and
pain, all of which belong to the sphere of the sensitive

life; and since even will depends for existence upon

the union of Reason with Desire, it also mmust perish
with the lower parts of the soul.! Spirit or thought
Aristotle doubtless conceived of as surviving death, ;ml
ginee it realises itself onlyin the activity of thought,
this activity also must remain untouched by cleatkf as
it is held to be proof against old age.? But of the t:;:w
in which we are to think of this continuance of though“t
after its separation from the body and the lower facnlties
of the soul Aristotle gives ug no hint whatever. Kven
thought is impossible without the aid of pictorial
imagination,® which cannot be said to exist in any
intelligible sense after the death of the sentient soui.
And when the body, which the soul as individual pre-
supposes;* when perception, imagination, memory,
reflexion ; when the feelings of pleasure and pain, t-l;e
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emotions, the desires and the will ; when, finally, the
whole being compounded of the union of soul and
body has ceased as a whole to be, we are at a loss to
gee where that solitary remmant which he calls spirit
can still reside, and how we can still speak of any

is qualified by the addition: 8w
wal TodTou ¢fepouévou uiite urm-
poveder obite QiAel.  ob yap keivov
Fv, GANG TOD Kowod, b dTdimAer.
With regard to the gecond, it has
already been remarked, p. 101, n.
2, s1up., that the words ob prguoredo-
pev 8¢ refer in the first instance,
indeed, to the failure to remember
the existence out of time of the
Nousanteriortoits lifein time,but
that what is true of the present
life in relation to an anterior one
must be egnally true of the
future life in relation to the pre-
sent. Since memory (according
to p. 70 sq.) is an attribute of the
sensitive soul and depends upon
the bodily organs, and since
without the passive reason, which

perishes at death, no individual
thoughtis possible (p. 101, n.8).it
is obvions that neither cansurvive
death. BCHLOTTMAXNX'S explana-
tion (p. 60 0f the work mentioned
p- 123, 1. 3, supra), according to
which the words ob ,uyﬂ#o;reﬁ;msv,
&e.refertothe continugusactivity
of the wevs momTwds in the pre-
_sent life as an unconscious one,
is consistent wneither with the
connertion in which they stand
nor with the meaning which is
constantlyattachedto wrypoveder
in Arstotelian phraseology.

! Cf.p. 109, 1. 1, 2, and p. 126

* Bee p. 96, n. 2. supra. -

? See p. 108, n. 2, supra.

! CE i. 369 sq., supra.

persoual life at all!  And, indeed, Aristotle himself in
expressly rejecting the idea that the dead can be happy,
and in comparing their state to the logs of all sense,’

i Even BRENTAXO'S Psychol.
d. Arist. 198 sa. fails to find a
satisfactory answer to this ques-
tion ; while maintaining that the
soul must remain an individual
entity after its separation from
the body, he yet admits that it is
no longer a ¢ complete substance.’
repeating the statement, p. 196
sq. But how a man can be the
same person when he is no lunger
the * perfect substance’ which he
is in the present life, it is diffienlt
to ses: not to mention that the
contradietion of an ‘imperfect
substance’ finds no place in Ari-
stotle's system.

2 g, iil. 4, 1111, b, 22 (BotAn-
gis 5 forl Tév aBurdTwy, ofoy dfa-
yarias) is not here in point, as
4Pavanla must be nnderstood to
thean here, not immortality after
death, but innmunity from death,
deathlessness. [Ihid. ¢ 11,1115,
a, 26 : the dizcussion is merely of
the common opinion. ©On the
other hand, Eth. i 11 isof im-

. portance for our question. Ari-

atotle here asks whether the dead

* an he happy, and replies (1100,

i, 13): @ TouTd ye mavTelds @romwow
BMAws Te wal Tois Aéyouaw djpulv
dvépyerdy Tva iy evBupoviar ; €l
Bt ph Adyouer Tov Tebyedra ebbal-
wove undt SdAav TOUTO BodAeTar
&e., obviously implying that the

dead are incapable of any ac-
tivity. He says, indeed, in the
passage that follows : Bowel yap
elval i TG TelvedTy kal kokdy kal
dyably, simep ral TE (Gvre ud
aiclavouéve 3¢ andp. 1101,
b, 1: fouwe yap éx Todrwy, el ral
Sikpelrar mwpds abrobs drioly, €T
4epdBy elre Tovpartiov, fpuupdy T
Kl pikpdy ) dmAds 9 drelvoss elvat,
el 8¢ wd, Tooobrdy e kal TowolTow
bore ph woiely ebbaiuovas Tobs ah
dpras [those who are not so] unde
robs diras dpaipelabar TO pordptov.
His meaning, however, cannot
here be that the dead have a feel-
ing of happiness or unhappiness
swhich is increased by the pro-
sperity or misfortune of posterity
(which is the subject under clis-
cussion). This is even expressly
denied and would be wholly in-
consistent with the rest of Ari-
stotle’s teaching. He is bere
speaking of the wsthetic estimate
of human life, the question being
how far the picture of happiness
with which the life of a man pre-
sents us is altered by the light or
shade cast upon it by the
fortunes of his descendants, just
as (1100, a, 20) by the honour or
disgrace which Ffollow himself
after death. How remote is
an actual, personal immortality
from Aristotle’s thought 1is
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seems to deny the existence of any such remnant,
Under these circumstances it is impossible to say that
Aristotle taught a doctrine of personal immortality,!
He tanght merely the continued existence of thinking
spirit, denying to it all the attributes of personality,
and never explaining nor apparently even raising the
question, how far this spirit can still be regarded as
belonging to an individual, as incorporeal reason, in
spite of its eternity and impassivity, certainly is.? In
this omission we have only another instance of that
defect which, taking its rise in the Platonic school,
permeates the whale of Aristotle’s Anthropology. Just
as his Metaphysies gives us no elear and consistent
acconnt of Individuality, so his Psychology fails with
regard to Persomality. As he there left it undeter-
mined whether the ground of individual existence lies
in Matter or in Form, so here we are left in the dark
as to whether Personality resides in the higher or in the
lower faculties of the soul, in the immortal or in the
mortal part of our nature. We arve left to conclude
that each of these alternatives involves difficnlties which
Aristotle has done nothing to remove, and which, there-

Obvious also from Zfh. ix. 8, 1169, have referred in such a case to

a, 18. The good man, Le thers
says, will do mueh for his friends
and country, «bw Ben dmepamodys
grew . . . OAlyor yap  xpdvow
Arbiirar oo idpe paAAoy Enorr by @
ToAbY dpeua, Kul fidoar radds
riaurdy 3 wOAN Ern Tuylvras, al
play mpafw kaldw wol ueydiqy B
TOARES Kal wikpds. Tols 8' drepuma-
Orficrovar TobT’ Urws cuuBaive .
aipodyTar yap wéye keAdy cavrols,
Besides the inherent worth of the
noble deed Plato would eertainly

the recompense in the next life;
n Aristotle there is no trace of
any such conception. The same
is true of £ri.iii. 12, 1117, b, 10 :
Bow By paider Thy dperiw &xn
wacar kel edBaporésTepos 7,
pEXA oy émi T Bavdre Avrnlfcerat -
T TowlTe Yap udAwrra (v Eov,
Kkal obros peylrrwy dyalav amo-
oTEpeiTaL E18ilS.

! BCHRADER, bid, 101 sq.

* Bee p. 99, n. 5, mpra.
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fore, we cannot doubt he failed him_se]f to observe.
Reason as such or Pure Spirit canno.b,_l‘l.‘, would appeall“,
be the seat of Personality, since .1t is the et.erna :
universal, and immutable element 1n man. It 1sf 1;.]::-
touched by birth and death, and by th.e (?hanges .0' ; ef
temporal life. It abides immutably w1t]-11n the cire ei }(1)
its own life, without receiving impz"e.ssmns from jmulg
out or passing any part of its activity beyond }tse d
To the sphere of sense, on fhe othe'r hand, are a-%lgvne
all multiplicity and movement, all mbercha-nge- 'bet-vs‘cen
the world and man, all mutation and evolutlonw—r.u a
word. all that is definite and living in personal ex:isb-
ence_,l Yet the personality and free self—c_letel:mlna—
tion of a rational being cannot be said’to remde:, in the
sensitive part of his natare. Wherein does it the;n,
reside ? To this question Aristotle has no answer ; for
just as Reason, on his view, enters the sensitive goul ab
birth from without and leaves it again at. death, so
during life also there is lacking any inner um'ty betW?en
the two. And what is said about the -Pa,ssn.'e Reason
and the Will is wholly unfitted, on account ?f itg vaguo-
ness and uncertainty, to afford any scientific principle
that can mediate between the heterogeneous parts of
the human soul.
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CHAPTER XII

PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHY

A.—FEithies :

HitHERTO we have had for our aim the investigation
Qf‘ the knowledge of reality as such. We have now to
deal with an activity to which knowledge serves 5nly
as a wmeans. This consists either in production or in
act-lon.‘ The scientific investigation of the latter
A.rlstot-le embraces under the general name of Politics,?
distinguishing, however, between Politics proper o’r
the doctrine of the State, and Ethics,® which natu;al!y

! Bee . 181, n. 3, supre, and

uponthe method of thisscience, i.
168, n. 2,supra. That it has not to
EID’ however,merely with practical
interests is obvious among other
Passages from Pelit. iil. 8 init.:
Be 8(5 wikpd B parpoTépur eiweiy
Tis (sn:darq TOlTwY TEY TOAITEIEY
és:mv ' kol yap Exee Tvds amoplas,
T b‘é"n'ep! éxdaTnr uébodoy ¢ LA o-
copobyre kal uh mdvor dmo-
,S,Ae"urap'r:. wpds Tb wpdrTew
oikeidy €ome T pd mepopdy pmde T
fa.ra}tefﬂw, GANE Byholy ThHy wepl
&carTor aidfeicy. While, there-
fore, _practical philosophy gua
practical has to do with action,
qua philosophy it has the scien-
tific interest of pure knowledge.

* See i. 187, supra. Practical

ppiéoziphy is also called 4 mepl
Tevfipamiva gidoropl g
il 15.«4‘: ¢la, Eth. x. 10,
¢ The common view of the
relation between them, which
was adopted 1 187, viz. that
Ethics treatsof the moral activity
of the individual, Politics of the
State, cannot, even in view of
what N1CKES, De polit. Arist.
Libr. p. 5§ sq., and BRANDIS, p.
1835, remark, be admitted to be
wrong. Aristotle certainly dis-
tinguishes (Ath. x. 10) between
the two parts of Politics on the
ground that the second deals
with the means by which the
knowledge of virtue acquired in
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precedes it. Turning to the latter, we must ask first
how the End of all human action is defined by Aristotle.
We shall then proceed to his account of the nature of
Moral Activity and ‘of the particular Virtues; passing
thence with him to the discussion of Friendship, which
forms the link between Ethics and Politics.”

{he first is applied to life, and
lie proves the necessity of this
further investigation on the
grround that discussions (or know-
lodge, Adyor) are mot able of
themselves to make men virtuous,
Accordingly, Athics and Peritics
may be said to be related to one
unother as the pure and the
applied part of one and the same
seience. Dut as those means are
to be found, according to Ari-
stotle, only in the life of the
community, nponwhich the Ethics
(as an account of moral activities
a8 such) does not further enter,
the above description corresponds
{0 the actual relation in which
the works stand to one another.
Fven Aristotle, moreover, dis-
tinguishes (Eth. vi. 8, 1141, b, 23)
between two kinds of practical
knowledge: that which refers to
the individual, and that which
refers to the community. #o7i
5%, he says, kel f woheruch rai 7
dpdymais 1) abTh ptv Ebis, O pévror
elvee ob TadThy abrais, and after
distineuishing the different de-
partments of politics (ras wEpl
mé\ay, so. dmorhugs) he continues:

. boret B¢ wal OpoviTis pEATT elvme
. % mepl abrby kol &a. W hile, how-

ever, ¢ppdmms is knowledge in
relation to moral conduct, ethics
is simply the account of the prin-
ciples wihich gpéunars establishes.
Fudemus (v. 1. 186, n. 4, supra)
accordingly calls it by this name.

_1t is not true that the Magna
Muralia subordinates politics to
ethics ( BRANDIS, ilid.): thelatter
is there described at the very
outset as a pépos Tis woMTUCRS,
it being added that the subject
as a whele should be called, not
ethies, but politics, When NICKES,
ibid., sees in the Ethics cnly a
treatise upon the  sumnnil
bonum, this description (in so far
as it indicates merely the ascer-
tainment and enumeration of the
gonstituens parts of the sumum
Bomum) is too narrow; the Ethics
itself classifies its contents (x.
10 imit.) under the four titles of
the swmmum bonarm, the virtues,
friendship, and pleasure— so that
it is apparent, even on the sur-
face, that it is not a mere deserip-
tion of the summm bonwm, DAL
an account of moral action as a
whole. If, on the other hand, we
include in the discussion of the
swmmam. bonaan the  detailed
investigation into all its condi-
tions and constituent parts, the-
snggested description would be
too wide, for its most lmportant
constituent, theoretic activity, is
not fully discussed in the Eéles,

! We have already discussed
(p. 96 sq ) the threefold revision
of the FEtkics of Aristotle, and
shall confine ourselves in the
following account to the Niconta-
clean Ethiss, which alone is
genuine, giving the parallel
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1. The End of all human activity ! is the Good, or,

more accurately, that Glood which is within the reach of

‘human action, for Ethics
abstract Idea of the Good.?
must be the highest Good :

has no concern with the
The final aim of all action
in other words, it must be

something which is songht, not for the sake of anything
else, but simply and solely for its own sake, and is
suflicient of itself to invest life with the highest worth.?

passages from the other two only
where they elucidate or deviate
from it in any important respect.

! Cf. on this subject TEICH-
MUTLLER (*Die Einheit der arist.
Endimonie,” Bulletin de ln (lassz
d. Bei. hist-philol. et polil. de
FAcadémie de St-Peétershourg,
t. =vi. N, 20 sqq. p. 305 sqq.),
who rightly emphasises the dis-
tinetion between the constituent
elements and the external con-
ditions of happiness.

* Btk 1. 1 init. Haea 7éxrn
wal wica péfobos, buoiws Bé mpatis
Te kul wpomipests, Gyafol Twos
Eplerfas Bowei* Bid wahds amwedd)-
vavro Thyafby, of wdrr’ épieral,
This good is called here (1094, a,
18), and c. 2, 1095, a, 16, mparTor
and wparnTér dyefdv. Aristotle
next comes to speak more fully, c.
4, of the Platonic Idea of the
Good (£h. d. &r. 1. 591 8qq.), and
after bringing forward several
other arguments agaiust it
says, #bid. 1006, b, 30: this
diseussion, however, properly
belongs to another science; el
yip kal Eorir € Tikal [so RASSOW,
Lorsch. #b. die nikom. Eth.
53 sq., with three MSR., for 7d]
Kowj kaTyyopovuevor Gyafdy §
XwptoTor Tt altd kel wdrd, Aoy
@3 ot dr eln wparTdy obde kRTNTOY
avfpdime viv dt TowiTdy Tt (yreital,

Nor is it true that the idea of
the good, at any rate as an ideal,
furbishes the guiding principle
in the pursuit of the krg7a wal
mpoiTd Thr dyafdv. Inter alig,
he says: dwopor B¢ nal 7 dpery-
gerar fddrTys i TérTwy wpbs Thy
abTou TeéxvRy elbds adTd Tdyabiv,
&c., as though moral philosophy
were meant for the service of
handicraft. This it certainly is
not in Aristotle himself (as may
herewith be expressly remarked
in view of the remarks of TE1cH-
MULLER, foc. ¢it. 315 sq.), and
yet it must be if he is justified
in using against Plato an argu-
ment that with equal justice
might be turned against himself ;
for it must be confessed that the
advantage to be derived by the
weaver or the carpenter in the
pursuit of his calling from Ari-
stotle’s treatise upon happiness
is not great. :
¥ fth.o 11, 1094, a,18: € 0%
Tt TéNos éoTl Tdy wperTdy b B
atrd  BovAcuela, TaAAa 6 B
ToiTa, kal uh wdrra § évepoy
aipotuelo (mpiewar io obirw 3 els
amewpor, Bor’ elvar kevhy kal por-
vigy Thy dpelw) BAor &s TobT By
€l Tayefiv [absolute good] wal
70 @pirroy. ©.5: in every form
of activity the good is that of
xépw T Aowmd  wpdrrerar—the
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This highest Good is admitted on all hands to be
Happiness : ! but when we ask in what Happiness itself

réhos. dor & T ThHY wpokTOw
&mdvroy ol Téles, TovT by ein
) mpaxTor dyafoyr, el & mhclw,
Tabra . . . T & EpioTor TeMewr
71 ¢alverar . . . Tehedrepoy BE
Aéyouey T kof aitd SuwwkTor ToU
80 Erepov kal To undémore 8’ EANo
alperdr Tw kal kal aird kol B
Toif afper@v, kal GwAds 6h Téleloy
70 kel abTd wiperoy ael Kal undé-
wore & #Aro. And further on:
70 ~ip Téhewr ayalor abTapkes
elvor Dowel . o & elrapkes
TlBeuer b poroduevov alpeTor morsl
rov Biov kel pwdevds fved (simi-
larly PraTo, Phileb, 22, B); X. 6,
1176, b, 3, 30. Cf. i, 12, where
it is explained that happiness,
as complete in itsell, is not an
éraweriv, but a tlwor, something
KPEITTOY TAY ETQIIETAY.

! Aristotle presupposes this,
Fih. 1. 2, 1095, a, 17; Rhel. 1. 5
imit., as something universally
acknowledged. He proves it more
fully, Eth. 1. 5, 1097, a, 34 sqq.;
ef. x. 6, 1176, b, 8, 30, from the
points of view indicated in the
preceding note. In Fth. 1.5, how-
ever, the words, 1097, b, 16 sqq.,
make a difficulty : &mc 8¢, it is
hare said, wderwy alpeTerdrny [sc.
The ebBayuartar oldpefa elver] py
cuvepBuovudrny, gurapifpougérmy
3¢ dfdor &s alpeTwTépay petd TOU
ayloTov 7@y Gyalbay: imepoxh
yép dyab@v ylvetar TO TpooTifé-
pevor, byaféy Bt T peior aipe-
Tdrepoy Gef. The most obvious
meaning of these words, viz,
that happiness is in the highest
degree desirable withont the
addition of anything else, aud is
increased by every addition
although of ever so small a good

(BRAXDIS, p. 1844 ; MUNSCHER,
Guwst, crit. in Eih, N. Marb.
1861, p. 9 sqq.), gives a wholly
inadmissible sense to the passage ;
how could what is complete still
grow 1 (as TEICHMULLER Tightly
asks, loe. ¢if. p. 812). or how ean
happiness, which contains all
eoods in itself, be increased by
further additions? Moreover, it
is expressly said, £tk x. 2, 1172,
b, 22, that nothing can be *the
good’ b perd Twos Tav xal aiTd
dyabay alperdrepoy yiverar. TEICH-
MULLER accordingly proposes to
take the sentence as an apagoge:
happiness is the most desirable
thing, if we do nob regard it as
a sum, but if we do, then the
addition of the smallest of goods
must make it more desirable,
and therefore we cannot regard
it as a sam of particular goods.
The same explanation is given
by TrIno, Zeilschr. f. evacte
Phil. 1i. 3, 284 sg., and LAAS
(see infre). The question, how-
ever,inthe passageis, not whether
happiness is a sum of goods, but
whether it is the most desirable
of things or not: nor does oue-
aptfusiperos mean ‘regarded as a
sum ;7 gurapifueiy can only here
have the meaning which it bas
inthe kindred passage (explained
by Zup. iii 2, 117, a, 16, and
ALEXANUDER in loco) Riet. 1. 7,
1363, b, 19 ; Polit. vi. 8, 1318, a,
356; Soph. El. 5, 167, a, 25; Eil.
ii. 3, 1108, b, 1; f.c. it must mean
either to ‘count aleng with’ or
to ‘count up;’ when used with
a singnlar subject it can of course
only mean the former, and ae-
cordingly is explained, 1. 14 of
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consists, differences at once arise.) Some give the
preference to pleasure, others to practical activity, a
third class to the scientific life.2 The first of these

views seems to Aristotle hardly to deserve refutation.

the same passage, by upovodueror
and understood in this sense,
M. Mor. 3. 2, 1184, a, 15 sqq. ; cf.,
Rassow, Beitr. z. Erkl. 4. nik.
Lthil (Weimar, 1862, Gymn.-
Progr.), p. 5 599.. where the ex-
planations of LAAs (EiSetuoriz
Asist. Berl. 1858, 7 sqq.), Mox-
SCHER, and others, are also dis-
cussec. Kass0wW's own explana-
tion (p. 10: ‘that happiness is
not to be reckoned among poods
nor regarded as a good beside
other goods') is not easy to
harmonise with the language of
the passage. If the text is cor-
rect, we must explain it rather
to mean: *We regard happiness
as the most desirable of all
things, so far asit can be com-
pared with them swithout itself
being classed as one of the wdera
[it is more desirable than any-
thing else]; if we desire to class
it as a good together with other
goods, it wounld become more
desitable still if its value were
increased by the addition of
ever 80 small amother good.
But it is diffienlt to see the
force of the latter remark, for
the proof of the proposition
that happiness is perfect good, is
only weakened by this conpession
to a non-Aristotelian point of
view. Tt is a questiun whether
the words dmepaxn yép . . . aiperd-
Tepov @ei, or perhaps the whole
passage from euroapiBuovuévny 5&
to alperdr. el may not be an
insertion by a later hand., In

the former case, we may supply
maprwy after alperwrdpar in the
preceding words and explain
them to mean: *We hold that
happiness is the most desirable
of all things so far as it is net
itself classed as ome of them; or
in so far as it is classed along
with other things, combined with
the smallest other good, that it is
more desirable than all else he-
sides.” The most recent editor
and commentator on the Nico-
machean Bilics, RAMSAUER, pays
no regard either to the inherent
difficulty of the passage or to
the attempts of his predecessors
to solve it. 2

Y Bee Eil. 1. 2, 1095, a, 20
sqq., ¢. 9 inid. ; Rhet. ibid. 1360,
b, 14 =qq., where the things

which are commonly regarded as .
happiness are enumerated and

discussed in detail for the special
necessities of the orator.

* Aristotle says previously,
Eth. 1. 2, 1095, a, 28, that he does
not- intend to investigate every
view upon the nature of happi-
ness, buf only such as are the
most commonly accepted and the
most plausible. As such he
names these three, e. 3 inif.:
TO yap dyafdy kel THr ebdatuonlar
olk dAdyws éolcamy éx taw Blwv
tmodauBdvew of pir woAAol kal
poprikdTator THY fdovhy, B kal
Blov &yomdor thy  AmodavoTucdy.
Tpels ydp eiot pdAwrra of wpob-
xavres, § Te piv eipnuévos kot §
woluTieds kal TpiTas b BewpnTikds.
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Without denying that pleasure is a g_'ood-, he }1&3 a
most thorough contempt for the life which is ded}cated
to pleasure alone. Pleasure, he remarks, cannob _oe.lth.e
highest Good, for these among other reasons : thf}t it is
not self-sufficing ; that some pleasures are not desmable' 3
that many things have an independent value of t_helr
own W]‘loil}" apart from the pleasure that t-heq bring ;
that pleasure and enjoyment are only a recreation, and
only exist for the sake of action; that even the worst
me;z. whom we cannot call in any sense happy, are
capable of gensual enjoyment, whereas t}la.‘o alone 15,;
truly good which the virtuous man Tecogniscs as such.
Tust as little can honour or wealth be admitted to bE_a
the highest good. The former does not so ml::ch affect
thoss to whom it is paid as those who pay it; 1ts‘va1ue,
moreover, consists essentially in the fact that it pro-
duces consciousness of worth, which, thercfore, is ?f
more value than the honour itself.? Wealth, again, 1s
not desired on its own account, so that it wants the
first characteristic of trood in the higher ss?nseﬁ £
The happiness of man can, in fact, con.sm‘:t only in }ll-s
activity,* or more accurately in that activity which is

1 Fih. i3 1098, b, 19, x. 2, Seeeg, Bth.1. 8, 1095,1),31,.0._6,
1172 %%5.1'11573, b, 2510 the end 1098,a, 33 and the more definite
of the chap.; c. f 1176,b, 13- statement, c. 9 1098, b, 811

7 g Biagéper Be Trws ob wirphy v kTHTE
lhz"?';‘?:'i 3, 1095, b, 22 sqqg. B xphoe TH a’ap(o-ﬂroff ﬁwalu#lﬂa{ve‘w

3 Idbuﬂ .10‘.:}6, a, -,3, of. Rhet. 1. kal G;: Eg:&z ) évepys‘q. ’r}weg;epa?rap
5,1361, a, 23. Efw Eyﬁlsxirra: p.ﬂﬂemP dyabby amz_

"4 Aristotle frequently re-  Telely Drdpyavaar, olov 7 m;v-
peats that happiness, does not Bcjwnﬁ, Fc;:.l'ﬁ.\?kws TS EE?;%*}]!: -::
consist in the mere possession of T 8 evépycar oux : olgy dEe:
cerlain advantages, in a mere mpdZel yip EE Grdyrns Ko Et'rtﬂ:p nm;
£is (on which see 1,285, n, 3, sup.)  As at the Olymplc games ({ ; 1isr g
or griees, but in actual activity. sufficient to be strong and fair,
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proper to him as man.! What kind of activity is this ?
Not the general vital activity, which he shares even
with plants; not the sensitive activity, which belongs
to the lower animals as well as to man: but the activity
of reason.? Now the activity of reason, in so far as it
is rightly performed, we call Virtue, The proper hap-
piness of man consists, therefore, in virtuous activity,
or, inasmuch as there are several such, in the noblest
and most perfect of these.* But this is the theoretic
or pure activity of thought. For it belongs to the
noblest faculty and directs itself to the highest object ;

ETHICS . 18

it is exposed to the least interruption, and e_mﬁ'ords fche
highest pleasure; it is least depefnd-ent on forelgn
gupport and external expedients ; i.b iz 1ts own aim an‘c-[
object, and is valued purely for its own sake ; in it
man arrives at rest and peace, while in the mlhta.r_y
and political, or in the practical life ge-nel'ally.', he is
ever restlessly pursuing ends which lie outszldfe the
activity itself. Reason is the Divine in us. If is the
true essence of the man. The pure activity of reason
can alone perfectly accord with his true nature. It
alone can afford him unconditional satisfaction, and
raise him above the limitations of humanity into the

order to win the ecrown of oxfis @pbs b Zpyor:  kilapioTob

victory, but one must engage in
the contest for it—so in life we
win the good and the fair by
action alone. In reference fo
these passages, see = 6, 1176, a,
33: efmoper 8§74 obi Eorw Ers [
evbauovia] © kul yap 76 kabedbore
bia Biov imdpxor v . . . kal 76
SusTuxetrte T& uéyioTa. .. dAAG
waldov eis Evépyedy Tiva Deriov.
ix. 9, 1169, b, 29: 5 eddaruovia
ivépyad 765 éomiw, § B &véoyewn
8fiAor b1 yiverar ral iy fwdpyer
Sorep nrijud Te.

v Bth. i. 6, 1097, b, 24: we
shall discover wherein happiness
consists, e Angfely 75 Eoyor Tob
drSpdmov. domep yap abAqTh . . .
kot werrl Texviry, ral BAws dv
dorly Zpyov Ti kol wohlis, & Th
Epyw Bowet éyothy elvar kal 7o ed,
otiTw Béierer by kal avlpimy, elrep
Erri 7L Epyov abTod,

* Thid. 1. 33 sqq.

? Kk, 108, 1098, a, T: e &
éoriv Epyor avlpdmov Yuyfis dvép-
el watd Adyor § uh dren Adyou,
7d ¥ alvd daper fpyor evar 16
wéveL Tolibe kal Tovds omovdalov . | .
TpoaTiencrns Tis kar' dpeThy Swep-

pEv yap T mifapifew, amoviaioy §e
To b e B offtws, dulpdror BE
Tifepsy Spyor (why Tiva, Todroy §b
Yuxils évépyaar wal mpdkes pera
Adyov, omovdalov § Gripds b Taira
Kal icahws, Ecartor 3 ef xard Thy
oinelay aperhy dmoreheirar - e 5
oire Tb vlpidmwor Gyaldy Yuyhs
évépyeta yiverau rar’ dperhy, e §i

wAelovs al Gperal karh THr dpforyy

kal TehswoTdTyy, X, 6, 1176, b, 2:
dctivities are valued either for
the sake of something else ar for
their own sake; the latter iz the
case when nothing is expected
from them beyond the activity
itself. Happiness (2. supra) must
be an activity of the Litter kind.
TowabTe 8 elvot Boxolowr ol ket
bperhiy mpdieis. Th Yip xaAd wal
crovdain  wpdrTaw TEY B aiTd
aiperay [se. eoriv]. kal 7@y wathisy
& ol fideiar, Happiness, however,
cannot consist in these (seep. 141,
n. 1, sup.), but (1177, a, 9) év rais
kat’ Gpetiv dvepyelais ; it is (i. 10,
1099, b, 26) duyiis évépyern kar
GpeTiy woud Tis, Or moTe accurately
(1. 13, inét.), duxiis Erépyed Tis
iar' dperhy TeAelay.

life of God.! Nextto it comes moral activity, which

1 Bk, = T, dnit.: el 5’ ErTiv
) etBounovic kat’ Gpethy évépysia,
etnoyoy keTa ThY KpaTicTne ceﬁ'::\u
' b efn Tob &plorov. efre B pois
ToiTa eire BANo I, . . . €lTe feloy
by el avTd eite Tidy v fuly TO Gerd-
raToy, § TolTay éwépyeia m'r&‘ ™Y
olkelay dperhy € & 7 rerela su?m-
wovla, Ort B ol Bewpyrich lon-
rar.  After proving this asabove,
Aristotle continues, 1177, b, 16:
el Bh Tév per  Kerd T&s dpeTis
wpdfewy af wolerical rai mj.\e,t.umi
rdARer kol peyefer mwpoéxovmuy,
oy &' Hoyohor ral TEXous 'Tﬂu'bs;
iplevrar nal ob 80 abras alperal
clriy, ) B¢ Tod yoi évépyeln Wﬁvﬁy
re Biadépery Burel fewpnrich ovoc,
kol wap aiTiy ouBevis épleafon

' Téhous, Exew rme ddoriy pirelar,
 aliry 82 cuwelter Thy dvépyeiay. kal

b afirapies B el axoAve Ty Kol
Grpurov s Grfpdre, kal B ﬁ?\?\ra.
7 paxaplw Gmovéperar kuTd Tav-
Ty Thy evéipyelay dalveral ﬁwg: 5
Teneln 5 evdagoria aiity by S’i’n G-
pdmov . . . & BE TowiTes Qv €7
Blos kpelrrwy ) xar’ &wfpemov: ob

~vap 7 irfpwrds dorw olite Bboeral,
axXN’ § feidy T év adrd dwdpye”
Jow 8¢ Sunpépet Tolito Tol auréTon,
TogolTy wkal 7 évépyea THS KaTd
Ty BAAGy dpeTny. el 8% Beloy &c.
(sec p. 164. X. 8, 1178, b,
1: we require many aids to
action, 7@ 8¢ Bewpoizti obfevas Tay
TolobTwy TP ye THY évépyewmy
xpete, GAN @5 eimelv xal éumodid
dore mpbs ye Thy Oewploy f &
grfpwmds dort kel wAcloot ovld,
afpeirar Td Kat’ GpeTiy wpdTTew -
Sefireron &' obpy Ty TowlTay Wobs
b dvfpwrelesfar.  § 3 Telela
etBaporie dri GewpnTich Tis doTwr
évdpyeta Kal épreier Gr daveln.
The gods are pre-eminently con-
sidered happy ; but what actions
can we assign to them? Shall
we suppose that they exhibit
their justice by buying and
selling, their wvalour by en-
countering danger, their liber-
ality by gifts of money, their
self-command by the conguest of
evil desires? Nor will they
sleep like Endymion. 7§ &j
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thus constitutes the second essential element of happi-
ness. Inasmuch, however, as it is the Divine in man
which is called into exercise in thought, the latter may
be regarded as a superhuman good; whereas moral
virtue i3 in an especial sense the good of man.!

While these are undoubtedly the essential and in-
dispensable elements of Happiness, Aristotle does not
exclude from that notion other gifts and advantages,
some of which proceed from moral and rational activity,
while others are independent of it.2 Thus, for instance,
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happiness necessarily presupposes a certain complete-
ness of life. A child cannot be happy any more than
ib can be virtuous, for it is still incapable of any rational,
moral action.! Mere temporary happiness, moreover,
i1s insufficient: one swallow does not make summer.?
Therefore, if we cannot say with Solon that no man is
happy till he is dead, yet we must admit that happiness
can, at any rate, only be looked for in a life which has
reached a certain degree of maturity. Happiness, in fact,
is the virtuous activity of the soul in a completed life.?
Again, man requires for perfect happiness cerfain

(avr, &,c (sce 1. QQ[ s 3?!}’-’?’&)

. Tols v ';mp Geou‘ Gmas o0
Bios wardpios, Tois & avfpdros, g’
door duolwud 71 Tis TowiTys dvep-
yelas tmdpyer* vév 8 EAAay (dav
obfity  evBupovel, émedh oldaud
wowwpel Pswplas. ¢’ Goox 83
Brarelver 4 Bewp’a, xal ) edbapovia,
wal ois paAAov tmdpyet 7o dewpei,
el enfaruovely [ 50, pEA Aoy 511‘!.‘3.pr1],
ov kard ocvuBeByrls, @AAd koTd
Thy Bewplay * alrh yip ke adbriy
rwle. ot el br @ elbatuovia
Bewpla 7is  Metaph. xil. 7, 1072,
b, 24: % Rewpla 7d FHhwwroy kai
dpreror.  Cf 1 388, n. 5, supra.
The contradiction between these
statements and Pol. vil 2, 1324,
a, 23, ¢. 3, 1825, b, 14 sqq. is only
apparent. In the latter passages
theoretic activity is not compared
as such with praetical;, bnt the
life of solitary devotion to science
with the soeial life of the state;
and while the practical life is
declared to be the more excellent,
the expression is used in its wider
sense, and the theoretic activity
whichisself-sufficingand directed
towards no external end is ex-
pressly said to be the most
perfect form of mpafis, Cf. also

Pol. vii. 15, 1334, b, 14.

1 FEth.x. 7 (see preceding n.) 3
c. § inif.: fevrépws 8’ [euﬁmmv]
6 kato r}Jy EAATY zips-rﬁy [Blos]*
al yap kat abrhy &vépyeint dvfipw-
mweal . . . ovreCevnTar 8% kal 4
ppdvnes 75 Tob dfous dperfi . . .
cuvgprnpévar 8 adrar [the ethical
virtues| xal Tois wdfeq: wepl T
aiivieroy b elev - ai B¢ Tob cvrlérou
dpeval delpemical. wal & Bios &% &

keer” albris kal § evfaporia.  Thid,
1178, b, 5 (see preceding n.). -

As will be obvious from the pre-
ceding account, the distinetion
here is merely in the mode of
expression, nor can we say with
RITTER (iii. 827) that, because
Aristotle wavers in the mode of
presenting his view, the theoretic
understanding is intended to be
left out of acconnt in defining
human happiness,

? The statement that such
things deserve to be called ad-
vanteges only in so far as they
have a directly moral significance
(TEiCHEMULLER, loe, cit. 337 sq.)
is not Aristotle’s; he ealls them
often encugh goods, and that
which it a good is presumably
an advantage.

external goods. Happiness, it is true, is something

other than good fortune.?

Poverty, sickness, and mis-

fortune may even serve the brave man as an occasion
for noble conduct, and so far the really happy man can
never be miserable. And yet, on the other hand, no
one will call a man any longer happy if the fate of a
Priam overtakes him ;% and while the virtuous man
can be content with few gifts of fortune?® yet in many
respects they are indispensable to him : without wealth,
power, influence, little can be accomplished; noble

! Eth. i 10, 1100, a, 1

2 Thid. 1. 6 fin.

3 Ihid, 1. 11, 1191, a, 14: =
oly kwAler Aéyewr edbafpove Thy
kar’ apeTiiy Tehelay dvepyoliTa Kal
Tois xrbs ayabols Inavds wexopn-
YNUEroy, WY TO¥ TUXOPTA ¥pirov

“GANE TéAewor Blow; § wpogleréor
Cial Bueadueroy oliTw kel TEAUTH-

qoyTa kare Adyoy ; of. p. 133, 1. 2,
x. 7, 1177, b, 24: 5 7eXela &9
evdaiporin abrn & ey drfpdmov,
AaBovoa uikos Blov Téhewr  oldér
Yip GreAés o T@Y THS evBaiporlas,

+ Polit, vil. 1, 1323, b, 26;
YVOL. 1I.

Eih. vii, 14, 1153, b, 21,

& Eth.i. 11, 1101 a, 6 (see p.

150,n. 2, mfm), of, vil. 14, 1153,

b, 17; Poliz. vii, 13, 1332, a, 19.

L Ib‘tr’e. x. 9,1 179, a,1: ol uhy
oinTéow ye woAAGY kal peydAwy
Senrenfar T G&Ba:,uoy-t‘,a'wm, «i
uh é,aSexerm EVeV T@V €RTOS Maicd-
pioy elvaL - abr 'y&p v T} EwepBoAsf Tb
atitapices kal % wpugxs, Suvarhy §&
kal uh dpyovte vAs kal BeAdrrns
mpdrTew T kedd. Frivate persons,
it is remarked, are as a rule the
happiest. Cf. Polit. vii. 1, 1323,
a, 58 sqq.

L
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birth, beauty, joy in one’s children, are elements in
perfect happiness; friendship is even more necessary
to the happy than to the unhappy ; health is invaluable

to all ; in a word, for complete satisfaction in life, besides

spiritual good, a certain supply of material and external
advantages (yopnyla, sbeTnpia, simuspla) is indispen-
sable,! and this 1t is a mistake to suppose is neces-
sarily bestowed by the gods upon the virtuous man.?
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different view of its mature. Plato had relegated
pleasure to the sphere of indeterminate, motionless
Being or Becoming ; to Aristotle, on the other hand, it
is rather the natural perfection of every activity, and as
such the immediate outcome of the perfected activity
in as true a sense as health and beauty are the imme-
diate ontcome of bodily perfection. It is not a move-
ment and a becoming, but the goal in which every

The gifts of forbune taken in themselves, therefore, are
certainly a good, although to the individual they may

often turn out an evil.?

Even pleasure Aristotle reckoned an element in
happiness, defending it against the reproaches cast upon
it by Plato and Speusippus.* For he takes a quite

! Bee £th. 1.9, 1009, a, 81 sqq.
e. 3, 10486, a, 1, c. 11, 1101, a, 14,
22, wvii, 14, 1163, b, 17, v, 1
snit. ix. 9, ‘11 (to which T shall
subsequently return), x. 8, 1178,
a, 23 sq. c. 9 wit.; Polit. vii. i,
1323, a, 24, c. 13, 1331, b, 41, also
Rhet. 1.5, 1360, b, 18 sqq.

2 Aristotle says,indeed, £k,
x. 9 ad fin., c. 10 init., that he
who lives aceording to reason is
dear to the gods, who take plea-
sure in that which is akin to
themselves ; if the gods care for
men, such a one will be the most
highly favoured by them, and if
anything is their gift it must be
happiness. We have already seen
that his system leaves no room
for a special providence. The
care of the gods, therefore, if we
transfer the expression from po-
pular to scientific language, must
coineide with the natural opera-
tion of the rational Iife. External
goods, on the other hand, he con-

sistently treats elsewhere as
matter of chance; see Etl. x.
10, 1099, b, 20 sqq. vii. 14, 1173,
b, 17; Polit. vii. 1, 1323, b, 27,
e. 18, 1332, a, 29,

Btk v, 2, 1129, b, 1 sq9-;
cf, c. 13 fin. N

i ZELL. Ph. d. G7. 1. pp. 506,
861,3. Whether Aristotleincludes
the Cynies is not clear ; we might
conclude so from KEth.x. 1; cf.
ibid. i. 262, 2. Tor Aristotle’s
doctrine of pleasure see the full
discussion, Bfh. x. 1-5, vii. 12—
15. It is sufficient to quote
x. 2, 1173, a, 15: Adyovar 8 7d
pev ayafdor @plabar, whe & H3orhy
ddproroy  elpm, Bri Béyerar Th
wiAhoy wat To Hrrov (PLATO,
Plileb. 27, Bosgy. 30, 1 sq. and
other passages, see ZELL, Pl. d.
G'r.1i.508); but the same is tre
of the virtues or of health. Tt is
further asserted that pleasure is
a motion and a becoming (cf. Ph.
d. &r. 1. 506, 3): burif it were a

movement, of life finds rest and completeness.! The

motion it must continue for a
certain lapse of time, and there-
fore, like all motion, have a
definite velocity ; if a becoming,
it must have a definite prodnet;
but neither of these is the case:
pleasure is produced by a motion,
but it is not itself amotion (ibid.
1. 29 =qq. c. 3, 1174, &, 14 5qq.).
Furthermore, every pleasure in-
volves a pain : it is a satisfaction,
and every satisfaction pre-
supposes w want but there are
enjoyments which involve no
pain, and do not eonsist in satis-
faction of a want; these last,
however, are merely causes of
pleasure, not the pleasure itself

| (ibid. 1173, b, T sqq. vii. 15, 1154,

b, 15). Lastly, there are evil
pleasnres; but it does not follow
for thisreason that all pleasureis
evil (x. 2, 1173, b, 20 sqq. ¢. 6,
1175, b, 24 sqq. vii. 13 £. 1153, a,
17-35, b, 7-18).

! Efh. = 8 dinit.: pleasure

. is like intuitive perception, com-
plete at eyery moment of time:
© v yip Ti dome kal ket oDdéve

xpdvor AdBor Tis by HBoriy W5 eml
mhelw xplvow ywourns, Teleiw-
Ofrerar Tb elbos. c. 4, 1174, a,
90: rark macay yep debnaiv éoTw
fbory, euociws B Bidvorey xal
fewploy . . . Tehewl 88 Thy dvép-

YELGY ;j 1‘]\50#‘{}. 11?4, b, 3l:
Teretol BE Thy Svépyear @ Hbowh
oby Gs 5 ks epumdpyovra [as this
particular form of activity itself,
as, for instance, virtue], aAr’ s
émiyyrdperdy Tt Tédos oloy Tols
dkpaloss f @pm. It lasts, there-
fore, as long as the activity in
question continues as it was, but
changes and fades with the
activity itself, which in man can
never but be an intermittent
one (cf. vii. 15, 1164, b, 20 sqq.),
¢. 5, 1075, a, 20: #vev Te yap
evepyelus of ylverar Tdovh, whody
Te Evépyeiar TeAstol § Hoorh * o0er
Jorolot kel TH elBer Bradépet Ta
yip Erepa T4 e i’ erépav
cidueda Tedewiohu. This is fur-
ther developed in the passage
that follows, prominence being
given to the fact that every ac-
tivity obtains from the pleasure
springing from it & heightened
energy and power of endurance,
whereas it 13 disturbed by that
which proceeds from ancther;
vil. 14, 1153, b, 14;: see infra.
The statement, Rhet. 1. 11 dadt.
is less accurate: dwoweicfn &
Tuiy elvae ohr Hloviy kbqoly Tve
Tiis Yuxiis kal kardoroow &fpday
kol alofyriy €s The mdpyovoar
¢bow, Atmyy 8 robvertior. For
on the one hand, strictly spealk-

L2
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nobler an activity the higher the pleasure that accom-
panies it. Thonght and moral action afford the purest
pleasure,! and the blessedness of God is nothing but
the pleasure which springs from the most perfect
activity.” The universal pursuit of pleasure, therefore,
according to Aristotle is an absolute necessity, and is,
indeed, nothing else than the instinct of life.? Pleasure
cannot, it is true, be the highest good itself;* and a
distinction is made between the different kinds of plea-
sure, each of which has a value assigned to it in direct
proportion to the value of the activity which produces
it; only the pleasure of the virtnous man is declared
to be true and truly human.® Nevertheless, Aristotle
is far from excluding pleasure in general from the con-
ception of happiness, or assigning to it the subordinate
place which Plato had marked out for it.

We have now to consider in what relation these
different conditions of happiness stand to one another.
That the most indispensable element of it—the one in

which the essence of happiness must primarily be

sought—can only be the scientific and moral activity
of the soul, is often enough asserted by Aristotle. In
treating, for instance, of the relation between activity
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and pleasure, he asserts the unconditioned superiority
of the former as definitely as could be desired. A life
devoted to enjoyment seems to him unworthy of man.
The only activity which he admits to be properly human
is the practical : the only one that is more than human
is the theoretic.! Pleasure is not the end and motive
of our actions, but only a necessary concomitant of
activity according to nature. If the two could be
separated, a good man would unconditionally prefer
activity without pleasure to pleasure without activity ; *
but as a matter of fact it is of the very essence of virtue
that we cannot separate pleasure from it, and that we
find immediate satisfaction in virtuous activity without
any addition of pleasure from without.? From this point
of view the purity of Aristotle’s ethies and the distinct-
ness of his utterances are beyond suspicion. His
account of external goods might with more reason be
accused of making man too dependent unpon merely
natural and accidental advantages. Yet even thede he

ing, Aristotle does not regard
the soul as moved at all, and, on
the other, pleasure, according to
the passage just quoted, is not a
metion, but the conseguence of a
moticn. This definition is again
referred to, M. Mr. ii. 7, 1205,
b, 6.

! Metaph. xii. 7, 1072, b, 16,
24; Eth. = 2, 1174, a, 4, c. 4,
1174, b, 20, e. 7, 1177, a, 92, b,
20, i,°9, 1099, a, 7-29, vii. 13,

1153, a, 20,

* Metaph. ibid.; Eth. vii, 15,
1154, b, 25 ; see p. 398, n, 5, suUp.

3 vii, 14, 1153, b, 25-32. x. 2,
1172, b, 35 sgq. e. 4 sq. 1175, a,
10-21, ix. 9, 1170, 2, 19,

* Hee p. 140, supra.

Sz 2, 1173, b. 20 sqq. e. 4
init, . 5, 1175, a, 21 sgq. b, 24,
36 sqq. 1176, 8, 17, ¢, 7, 1177, a,
23,1, 9, 1099, a, 11, vil. 14, 1153,

b, 29 sqg. and n. 1, supra.

! See p. 140 sqq. supra. T8 ¢lger Riéa, Towire & al kar’

: Fih = 2 fin.: oblels ' &v
&rnorro (v waBlov Budvotoy Exwr
58 Blov, 78ducvos &g’ ols T waubla
&s oféy Te pdliosTa, obdt xolpew
wowdy Ti Tov elvxioTey, pniéreTe
wéAAay Avmnbirar.  wepl moANd Te
omoulhy romaelped by xal el unde-
wlay dmipépor HBorip, olov dpéy,
wmpovetew, eiféva, Ths dpeTas
Eyew. € &k avdyrns Emovtar
rovrors  FBoral, obBir Biagépe -
iAoluelo ~ap dr TobTa kal i ug
wlvoir’ &' airéy fBord,  c. G, see
p- 142, n. 3, supra.

® Flid. i. 9, 1099, a, T: &ome
3t kal 6 Blos olira@y kel adrhy §8Us
.. . 7ais B¢ QuAokdAots éoTiv ibéa

dperhy wpdieis, @oTe Kal TOUTOLS
elgir %ideiar ral ko' oirds. obdir
8% wpooderrow Ths flovfis 6 Blos
abriy Gomep meprdmTor Twds, GAA"
Exer Thy Hdoviy v favtd. wpls
Tafs sipnuérais yap 0v8 éoriy dyabbs
& uk yelpwy Tais koAais wpdieoiy

. €l ¥ ofirw, kel abros G eler
al kor' aperiy wpales hletar . . .
GpurTov Hpa kal kdAAwoTor kel
fidwTor 4 ebBuporla, ral ob Hid-
pioTar TebTe . . . Gmarta Yap
Urdpxet TalTa Tals dpiorars évep-
yelaws,  Polif. vii. 18, 1838, 4,22 ;
TowdTés domw & cormovlaios & By
Ty Gperhy Té dyabd éoTi To GrAws
Gy,



150 ARISTOTLE

only recognises in so much and in so faras they are the
indispensable conditions of a perfect life and the instru-
ments of moral activity ;! and in this he is undonbtedly
right. On the other hand, he is far from wishing to
represent man as the sport of fortune. He is con'rizced
that man’s happiness and misery depend upon his
spiritual and moral condition ; that here alone we can
look for the foundation of lasting satisfaction ; that the
happiness of the virtuous man cannot easily be shaken
by external fortune or changed info misery by the
hardest 10t Aristotle declares as unhesitatingly as
Plato?® that the true goods are those of the Cs;ulz
external and physical goods, on the other hand, are
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valuable only as means to the former.! He even
expressly says that since true self-love consists in the
offort after higher goods, it does not hesitate for the
gake of friends and country to sacrifice all outward
advantage and even life itself. Yet in all such cases the
highest reward—that of the morally beautiful action—
is reaped by the doer of it, since a great and beautiful
action is of more value and affords a higher happiness
than a long life which has accomplished nothing great.?
Similarly, he holds that it is better to suffer than to do
wrong, for in the former case it is only our body

L F¢h.i. 8, 1098, b, 12: veve- spiritual goods, on the other

' Eeh. vii 14, 1158, b, 16:
obdeu'a yip évépyeie Téhelos du-
wodiopdvy, 4 & ebBauoria Tav
TeAsiwr* Bid wpordeiTal 6 evBaiper
rév év cdunrt byobay kal T@v
2rrds kal THs Tyns, dmwws uh dumo-
8l(nrou Talra.  of 8 The Tpoy:(i-
I,u.e;vox‘.r’ wal Tov SvoTvyias peydAais
wepimimTorTa ebdaluore ¢dorkorTes
elpar. édv 3 Gyafds [the Cynics:
of. Ph.d. Gr. i. 258, 3, 267, &;
but perhaps also PLaTo: see ibid.
743 sq,], ﬁ EKOVTES ‘a GroyTes ovber
Aéyovow, 1154, b. 11: How far
have certain bodily enjoyments
any value! 4 afires dyafel af
Graywaior, dTe kol TO ph rakby
:jz-yncedv eoTv; @ uéxpt Tou dyabal ;
Wbid. 1. 9 sq. 1099, a, 32, &8ivaTor
yap 3 ob pdBior Ta Kkard mpdTTew
Gxophymroy  Bvte.  mWOAAG  wop
mpdTTeTaL, Kabdrep B’ opydvar Bz
Plawy kal rhodrov &c. b, 27: raw
3¢ Aowm@y &yafir [besides virtne]
T& pby tmdpyew Gvayratow, Té BE
?'wsp'yd kel xpfiowe wépuiey
dpyavinds, Polit. vii. 1,1323, b,
40: Blos pev &pores, wal ywpls

éudor kol kowf Tais woAegiw, &
p.e'r&. GPETHS KeXopnyniéins  émi
TogodTor foTe peTéxEw TaV rar
aperiyy wpatewy. CL p. Mddsq.;
Fith. Bud. i. 2 fin.

,.2 Eth. 1, 11,1100, b, T: 70 per
Tais Tixais émakolovlely obiapds
opﬁoi-" ob yup fv TavTos TO €D 3
KoK®s, GANG TpoodelTar TouTwy &
&a:l'?pﬁmvos Blas, rafdrep elmaper,
wtpiar & eloly ai kar’ dperhy dvép-
el Ths ebdarwovias, of 8 évarrio
7ot vavriov . . . wepl obdew yip
eﬁ'-rws‘ fwdpyer Tav  avbpwmivey
Epywr BeBawdTns G5 wept Tas dvep-
-;.n‘:[as Tas kot dpeTHy MoriudTepnt
rep kel TEv emrTyuEy alTar Go-
Kailoy elvar. 1101, a, 5: &PAros
sy o‘fuae":rore yévarr’ by 6 ebfalpwr,
ou iy ;.cmc&g:és e, dr Hprawiats
Tiyals wepireay,  onBE mouctias e
kal evperdfodos: his happiness
will be distwrbed only by many
grievous misfortunes, from which
he will again recover only with
difficulty.

3 Laws, v. 743, B; Gorg. 508,
D sqq. ; of. Ph. d. Gr. 1. p. 503 5q.

unpévay By v dyobar Tpexd, wat hand, are valuable in proportion

Tiy piv ekThs Asyopévar, TEY b1
wepl Yuxhr kel odpa, Th Tepi
Quydy kvpidTaTa Aéyoper kai pd-
Aora dyadd.  Polit. vil. 1, 1323,
a, 24: the happy wan must pos-
coss all three classes of goods;
the only question is, in what
degree and proportion. In re-
spect of virtue, most people are
very easily contented (7Hs cpeTis
{xew inavby elvas vouiovot bmor-
opoir) ; with riches. power, and
honour, on the other hand, there
is no satisfying them. We must
point out to them, d71 kT&vTAL
kal GuAdrrovry o Ts Gperis TolS
dierbs, &AM dretva TEUTAS, kal T
(fy etBopives . . - i1 waAlov
imdpyes 7ofs T Aos uty wal THY
Budvotar icekoounuevels eis dmepPo-

| A, % Tols ékeive LRV KEETNWEVOLS

mheiw Téy xpnoiuey, év Bt ToiTois
éAAeimoveir.  Material posses-
sions, like every instrument,
have a natural limit imposed by
the purpose for which they are
used: increased beyond this limit
they are useless or mischievous ;

to their greatness. If the soml
is of more value than the body
and external things, the goods of
the soul must be of more value
than bodily and external goads.
Zr: B Tis Yuxfs Evenev TebTa
wépucer alperd wal B€l mdrTas
aipeiclar mobs €0 povoTrTas, IAN
otk deivey fvexer T duxhr. The
blessedness of the gods shows
that happiness depends for its
ameunt upon the degree of virtue
and insight, bs evdaipwy ey SOTL
kal pakdpios. bf obfér & Taw
ekwrepucmy ayaliy GAAG 6 abTdy
anths kal T@ mouls Tis elver THY
¢tow, and accordingly we dis-
tinguish elBasponda from ebruyia.

2 gy, ix. 8, 1169, a, 6 sqq.
swhere, among other things (zee
especially the passage cited, Pp.
152), it is said, 9: T KEAMOTO
mpdrrey kowf T Wy wépT € T
éovra [1] nal idlg Endore Té méy-
sra Tay ayabdy, rep 9 dperhy ToL-
oSrdy dorwy. 3L: eludros 8y Sokel
amoudaios elva, dyrl wvey alpob-
pevos T kakov.



152 ARISTOTLE

or property that suffers, in the latter it is our character.!
Aristotle thus keeps fast hold throughout of the principle
with which he started in the investigation of the highest
good—namely, that happiness consists ]JrimarilyD ana
essentially in acting according to reason, or in the
exercise of a perfected virtue. Other goods can claim
to be considered as good only sul modo: in so far as
they are a natural prodnet of this activity, like pleasure,
or a means to its attainment, like outward and phvsic#i
goods. Should, however, a case oceur in which a c:hoi(.'e
must be made between the different goods, all otheré
must give way before the moral and spiritual, since
they alone are absolutely and unconditionally goﬁ&ﬁ

If, then, virtue is the essential condition of happi-
ness, the problem of Ethics is to investigate the nature
of virtue and to exhibit its constituent parts;?® the
q.uestion being of course confined to spiritual perfec-
tion.* Now this, like spiritual activity itself, is of a
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twofold nature: intellectual (Seavonric) and moral
(40ukrf). The former relates to the activity of reason
as such, the latter to the control of the irrational

‘elements of the soul by the rational. - The one has its

seat in thought, the other in will! Eihics bas to do
with the latter.®

2. Moral Virtue.

To aid us in the investigation of the nature of
Moral Virtue, Aristotle begins by indicating where
we must look for virtue in general. It is not an
emotion or a mere faculty, but a definite quality of
mind (2fes)? Emotions as such are not the object of

Y Hth.ov. 15, 1138, a, 28: it is
an evil both to suffer injustice
wromg: and to do it, the former
being an fAarror, the latter a
?r?L‘ény Exewy 7ol pémov, but to do
injustice is worse, as it alone is
JLeTd rakins.

* We have already seen this

(p 149), and shall find further
in his theory of virlune that Ari-
srotle admits only those as genu-
ine virtues which seek their end
in the moral activity itself ; Ezh.
iv 2 dnit.: of B¢ war’ aperiy
mpilets warai kal Tol maAol Eveks
Ce & §¢ Sifods . . . ud) ol kehob
Eveka @AAG B T2 HAAMY olriay,
ol eAeudepios GAN HANos Tis fnbs-
FeTat,

3 Ith, i, 13: imel & éoriv 5

edbauovia Yuxfs evépyed Tis kar’
ape-r}wl Tehelay, mepl dGpetiis dme-
gkeTTéor " Tdyayap ofires &y BéaTion
kal wepl Tis  evdaworins Pewpd-
TARLED.

* By the word dperd the
Greek meant, as 15 well known,
not only moral excellence but
every accomplishment or perfee-
tion that belonged to person or
thing. In this sense it is used
by Aristotle, e.g. Metaph. v. 18,
1024, b, 20 sgq.; Kt il b dnif.
and passim. Here, however,
where we are dealing with human
happiness it can only be a gues-
tion of spiritual excellences;
Lth, ibid. 1102, a, 13 mepl dperfis
8¢ dmokewtéoy dvbpamivys Sihov
bri. kol yap Tayabby avfpdmwoy

e(nroviey Kol —hy evdayorioy avlpa-
wivnu, Gperiw Be Adyouer dnfpu-
wlyny ob ThHY 70T gduaros, EAAE THY
Tiis Yuxdis© Kal hy elBaruopiar 8¢
Yuxis evépyeiay heyouer,

' After discussing ( Eth. 1, 13)
the difference between the ra-
tional and the irrational element
in the soul, and distinguishing
two kinds of the rational, that
to which rationality attaches in
a primitive. and that to which it
attaches in a derivative, sense,
thonght and desire (see p. 114,
n. 4, supra), Aristotle continues,
1103, 8,8 Seopifera 88 kal ) GpeTh
waTs Thy Biagoepty TedTny © Acyopey
ip aITdY ThS pEY SravonTiKds TS
5 4fucks, copiav pév kel clyeow
xal ¢ppdvnaw SavanTiras, ékevbzpid-
TiTe BE mel gwdpoalyy HBuxcds.
Tie returns to this distinction ab
the beginning of Etk. ii. 1, and
vi. 2. Ethical virtue is thus
regarded as the product of desire
raled by reason, i.e. of will (see
p. 114, supre), a view of it

which is consistently maintained
throughount.
2 This is obvions, not ouly

from the name of this secieurve

and from isolated sfatements
which describe mpékes as its sub-
ject, e.g. those referred to p. 181,
n. 3, and Fth. ii. 2, 1104, a, 1,
but from the plan of the Aioo-
machean FEthies as a whole,
which must have been different
had the objeet been the propor-
tionate treatment of dianodtic
and ethical virtne. On this
point and on the discussion of
the dianogtic virtues in the sixth
book, see infia.

3 The relation of these three
to one another is explained Fil.
il 4 fnit.: émel ofv T év 77 buxi
yivbpeve Tplo Sorl, waly Buvdues
ttets, Tobrav Gy TL €l 1 Gpeti *
Aéye BE mddn péy drbuular, dpyiv,
@Bov, Bpdos, dBdvov. xaphy, dikiar.
wigos, wobor, tAoy, EAsor, GAws ois
Zrerar mdory ) Atwy, Suvdues D&
ke s rafyTicol TobTwy Aeydpefa,
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praise or blame. In themselves they cannot make us
either good or bad. They are involuntary, whereas
virtue presupposes an aetivity of the will. They
indicate certain movements: virtue and vice, on the
other hand, are permanent states. Nor can a mere
facnlty be the object of moral judgment. Faculty is
innate ; virtue and vice are saequired.! These differ
finally from a mere faculty as well as from science (and
art) in this, that while the latter embrace both of two
opposites, the former refer exclusively to one:? the
man who has the power and knowledge of good has the
power and knowledge of evil also, but he who wills the
good cannot also at the same time will the evil. Itis
gc‘:lua]ly necessary, on the other hand, to distinguish
virtue from mere external action as such, He who
would act morally must not only do the right, but he

must do it in the right frame of mind.* It is this, and

not the outwardefleet, that gives to the action its moral
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insight so bard: that we are dealing here, not with
particular actions, but with the general character of the
actor.!

Aristotle defines this character more accurately as
o character of the will. In so doing he defines the
Jimits of the moral sphere in both directions, distin-
guishing moral virtue, which hag to do with action, from
mere natural and therefore non-moral disposition on
the one hand, and from mere knowledge which has 1o
reference to human action on the other. The founda-
tion and presupposition of morality lies in certain
natural qualities. In order to be able to act morally,
one must first be & man with a certain psychological
and physical constitution * and with a natural capacity
for virtue;? for every virtue presupposes certain -
natural qualities (puowcai £€zus), definite impulses and
inclinations in which the moral qualities already to a
cortain extent reside.t This natural disposition, how-

worth.* Tt is just this which makes virtue and moral

vioy e Gy Buravel dpyobirar #
Avmrnbipat 7 ENefoal, ks 88 Kkab’
fis mpbs T mady Exuucr el §) Kow@ds,
On &&is of. p. 235, n. 3, supia.

I Thid. 1105, b, 28500, euding
with the words: & 7o uev oby éori
7§ yéuer 4 dperdhy, epomrer, Cf c.
1, 1108, b, 21 sq.

2 Eth, v. 1, 1129, a, 11 : obde
yép Thy edriy E€xer Tpdmov émi Te
TaY emgTRudY Kal Surduewy nal éml
Twy Elewy. Blvaus pey yap kol
emigTiun Sanel Tay fvartlwy 9 aldTh
e[h:m (see p. 224 n_3, supra), ekis 8’
# fvavria tav dvartiuy ol, olov dmd
Tijs byictas ol wpdrreTar T vavri,
GAAL TG Tryted pémv.

3 Eth. ii. 8, 1108, a, 28: &
8¢ ward ris dperds ywduern oli day

abrd Tws Exy, Sikalws f owpras
mpdrTeTat, aAla wel dév § wpdrrev
Tos Exwr mpdrTy. b, 5: Th pév
oy mpdypare dirxaia kal cagpova
Méyerar, brav § Towdre oo by §
Bikaios % & g@gpwy wpaleter dlkaios
8t rel odgpay éoTiv oby b TolTa
mpATTwRry GAAG Kal 6 ofiTw mpdTTwr
&s of Blraior rwat of cdgpoves mpdr-
Tovoww,  vi. 13, 1144, a, 13 sqq.
Aristotle accordingly  distin-
guishes between the just charac-
ter and the just act, ibid. vi. 10,
init. et ol (see below .

i Jbid. iv. 2, 1120, b, T: o

vop & T§ whibe Tav Gibouévwr O
érevlepiov. dAN év 7fi ol 3Bdvros
Efer, abry Bt kate Ty obolar
Gidwow.

L Thid. v. 13 init.: o & Bv-
fowmor &’ Emvrais ofoyrar el 7Y
d@weety, Db wal b Blraoy eivat
pgBioy. Td & obi EoTw - avyYE-
dofar pby yap Tf Tob yelrowos xal
rurdiar Toy TAnaloy wal Sotvat T
xepl TO dpylpwoy padiov xal €m
aials, GAAE TO @Bl ExerTas Taita
woisty ofite pdiww obir éx’ abTois,
bpofws 8% ral b yrever Ta dlkaw
kal & #Buca obder olorTor gogby
elvar, Sre wepl Gv ol vbuos Aéyougey
o xehemby fuveévar.  daX b TaiT’
o7l 78 Sikmin GAR B kaTd gupBe-
Brxbs, GAAE mis TpaTTipErn wal
wis vepdpeva Bikem.  To know
this is not an easy matter. On
the same ground Aristotle adds
that the just man cannot act
nnjustly. Particular outward acts

he might indeed perform, dAA&
b Bealvew wkal Th dBucely ob
b roira woiwly EoTl, wAhr KeTh
guuBefnrds, dAAL TD &il ExovTa
raiite ey, CE p. 116

2 Pulit, vil. 12, 1382, a, B8,

s F#h. i, 1, 1108, a, 23 obr’
fipn pioer obite waph ¢piow éyyi-
yoprar ol dperdl, dAAE meduidrt puEy
fuiy détaobar abris, TeAetouuévlls
3% Bib Tob 0ous. Polit. dbid.:
dyalol vs xal ewovdaiol ~lywarTa
o Tpedy. 76 vpla 3% Taird éomi
s Eos Adyos.

4 pyl.vi, 13, 1144, b, 4@ mdoe
yip Bowel Ecaora TEY AiEY vmdp-
xew ploe mws © fal YEp Bixator ral
cuppoverol wal Gvdpeior kel TEAAG
Exower eWfbs & yeverils. (M.
Tfor, i. 35, 1197, b, 38,11 5,1199,
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ever, is not yet moral. It is found, not only in children,
but even in the lower animals.' ‘When, therefore,
Aristotle speaks of physical virtues, he expressly dis-
tingnishes these from virtue in the proper sense of
the word,® which consists in the union of natural
impulse with rational insight and its subordination to
%t.3 Natural dispesition and the operation of natural
impulses do not depend upon ourselves, whereas virtue
is in our own power. The former are innate in us ; the
latter is graduelly acquired by practice.*  Aristotle
carries this principle of excluding all involuntary moods
end inclinations. from the moral sphere so far as to
extend it to the earlier stages of the moral life itself.
He mnot only excludes emctions such as fear, anger
- pity, &c., from the sphere of praise and blame.’ bu? hé
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draws o distinetion between continence (2yxpdreia) and
virtue, incontinence and vice in the stricter sense.! In
like manner he regards modesty rather as an emotion
than as a virtue.? In all these states of mind Aristotle
fails to find the universality of consciousness—action
proceeding from a principle. He holds that nothing is
moral which is not done with rational insight, nothing
immoral which is not done in defiance of it.

While virtue is impossible without insight, insight
and morality are mot identical. As will in general
consists of the union of reason and desire? the moral
quality of the will must be treated under the same
category. Moral virtue is concerned with pleasure and
pain, since it has to do with actions and emotions which
cause these feelings: pleasure and pain are the primary
source of desire,t and the criterion of all our actions,”

b, 38, 0. 7, 1208, b.9.) Cf. Polit. ~dp rév toe boray tArws ilerar

vii. 7, on the unequal distribution
of moral and intellectual capacity
in the different hations. :

1 H A i1, 488, b, 12, viii.
1, ix. 1:=ee p. 33, 1. 1, SUPTE ;
Lih. ilid. ; see n. 3.

* 76 wkupiws dyebdy — 4 Kkupla
aperh, Eth. ibid,

P Ihid. 1144, b, 8: wal yép
waol kal fnplots al guowcel Hmdp-
xovoew EEeis, AAN Evev vob BAaBepal
palvovrai oloar o . . dowep sduar
LTXUPE Eveu Dlews kuouuéve ouu-
Bafvel cgdddecbar ipyupas 5 7h
ph Exew iy, offrw Kal dvrabla-
day Be Adfy voly, év T mpdrrew
Biagéper, %) 8 Es duola odoa Tér'
€orar kuplws aperd).

Bk i 1, 1103, a8, 17 5 &
Aliks Gperd) & EBous mepirylveray,
Ofev wal Totivoua Foxmre wipby
TaperkAvor dwd Tov Edovs. € of
Ile 8ijAor d1¢ obdeuin Tar Howdy
aperay pice Hulr dyylverar - ovbiy

. §Tt O pty dloer Huiy wapa-
yivera, Tés deluf:s fn?;my ;‘;o'-
Teper sopi(ipcha, Horepor B Tis
evepyelas amodlBoucy, Sight, for
example, we do not receive by
perception : it iz the antecedent
condition of perception. ras §
dpetds  AauBdvopey évepyhoavres
TpéTepoy 1 ywe become virtuous by
maoral, vicious by immoral, action,
x 10, 1179, b, 20 (referring
doubtless, as also does 1. 10 it
to PLATO'S Meno, 70, 4, 99, 1) -
')rftvsu'ﬂm 8" ayafovs olovrar of wew
dioer of 8§ e, of BE Bidays. T
piv oﬁri 745 Qloews Eihor b5 odk
€0" quiv Swdpyer, dAAL 3id Tivas
O¢'as airlas Tois ds dAndos elruyé-
aw dmdpyer.  On voluntariness
as characteristic of moral virtue
ibz‘f. ii. 4, (limﬁ, a, %, 16, 1 indz. ;
c. 4 init, and p. 115 =q., supra.

3 Eth. ii, 4,.1105:113, 2%;? see
B 154, n, 1, SUpT,

1 Thid, vii. 1, 1145, a, 17, 35 ;
ibid. e. 9, 1150, b, 35, 1151, a, 27.
Mocdleration, according to these
passages, is a owovdai Es, bub
not an dperi.

2 Thid. iv. 15, ii. T, 1108, a,
30: it is praiseworthy, indeed,
but not a virtue ; it is a pecdrns
&y Tals wabeot

3 Op the will, see pp. 113 sq.
and p. 126.

4 On this cf. also pp. 107 sqq.

5 Eih. ii. 2, 1104, b, 8: wept
Fdovas pip kal Adwas éoriv ) 90uch
Gperh * B piv yip THY florhr Ti

| guiAa mwpdrrouer B 8% Thy Adwny

Téy wahdv dmexduela . . . &re O
el aperal cios wepl wpdEets xal wdbn,
wayrl 82 wdber nalwdoy Tpdiet EmeTa
SBovh kel Abmy, kel Gi& TouT Gw
el 7 Gperiy mepl fBovis wal Avmas,
All moral failings spring from
desire for pleasure and dislike of

pain, and for this very reason are
to be counteractec by punish-
ments: faTpeiar ydp Tivés elow, ai
Béiarpeio §id Tdy dvarTiny Teplkaot
yiveoBar . . . bmdkerrar Epe 4 8oy
elvar f TowalTy wepl fdovds Kal
Aimas Tav BeAtioTwr wpakTuch, §
8¢ waxle Totvavriov . . . TPy Yip
GyTwy Tev eis Tas alpéoas ral Tpidy
Ty els Tas Quyds, raAodl cuuhé-
povTos f€os, kul Tpi@y Tav dvavtbwr,
aigypot BAeBepoi  Aumqpon, mepl
wdvTe pev ToiTe & ayefos kaTopl-
wrikés éoriy & B& ranbs dpepTyTIcs,
udiioTe BE wepl Ty nlorty - KouT
Te 7ip abTy TOls (wois Kai wagt
Tots dwh Thy oipeaiy wapaxorovler -
kal yap T KeAdy kal TU guugepoy
#8h dalverar . . . wovoriouer Té
wal Tos modkets, of weéy waAior of 3
frrov, RBovh wal Adwp . . . dure

. wepl plovas kal Avwas wara
7 mpayuareia kal TH Gperh kel Ty
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to which we refer in a certain sensé even the motives
of utility and right! Aristotle, therefore, controverts
the Socratic doctrine that virtue consists in knowledge.?
His objection to this view is, broadly speaking, that it
neglects the irrational element of the soul, the patho-
logical side of virtue.* When he proceeds to a closer
investigation of its fundamental principle, he shows that
it rests on false presuppositions. Socrates had main-
tained that it was impossible to do evil knowing that it
was evil and hurtful ;¢ Aristotle shows, on the contrary,
that to say this is to overlook the distinction between
purely theoretic and practical knowledge. For, in the
first place, he remarks, we must distinguish between the
possession of knowledge as mere skill, and knowledge
as an activity. 1 may know that a certain action is
good or bad, but this knowledge may in the particular
case remain latent, and in this way T may do evil with-
oub being conscious at the moment that it is evil. Baut,

moAtTic b piv yép €6 7edrois Tt must be taken, however, in

xpduevos aryalds Yora, 6 B rards
wards, IL 5, 1106, b, 16: Aéyw
8¢ mhy Abuchy [aperdiv] - afiry ydp
éoTe mepl waly kel wpakes, Thid. 1.
24, 1il. Tinat. (see p. 117, 0. 2,5up.),
vii. 12, 1152, b, 4, 1172, b, 21: x.
T;see p. 143, n. 1, supra. Phys.
vil. 3, 247, a, 23: kal 70 SAoy iy
Gy aperir év HBovals ral Alwas
elvar  cuuBéBnrert 4 vip kot
Evépyelar T6 Tis HBovis B Buk
priuny f amd Tis Awles. Pol.
viii, 5, 1340, a, 14.

! This statement (##h. ii. 2:
see preced. 7.) might seem sur-
prising, as Aristotle draws a very
clear distinetion between plea-
sure and the good (v p. 140 5q.).

the light of what is said above,
p. 149, n. 8. The thought of
the good operates upon the will
through the medium of feeling,
the good presenting  itself
as  something desirable and
affording pleasure and satisfac-
tign.

* Eth.vi. 18,1144, b, 17 sqq.
vil. 5, 1146, b, 31 sqq. cf. ¢, &
init. x. 10, 1179, b, 23; Eud. i. 5,
1216, b, vii. 13 fin.; 3. Hor. i,
1, 1182, g, 15, c. 35, 1198, a, 10.

* As may be concluded from
the statements in #¢h. vi. 13, c,
2, 1139, a, 31, and especially I,
M.i.1, Cf. p. 157, n. 5, supre.

! Bee Ph.d. Gr. 1 p. 118 sq.

Sy

ETHICS : 159

in the second place, concerning the content of this
knowledge, we have to distinguish between the general
principle and its practical application. For if every
action consists in bringing a particular case under a
general Jaw,' it is quite conceivable that the agent.
while he knows and presents to himself the moral law
in its universality, yet may neglect the application of it to
the particular case and permit himself to be here deter-
mined by sensual desire instead of by moral principle.”
While, therefore, Socrates had asserted that no one is
voluntarily wicked, Aristotle maintains, on the contrary,
that man is master of his actions, and even makes this
voluntariness of action the distingnishing mark of the
practical as opposed to the theoretic life.? In‘li]-{e
manner practical activity is distinguished from artistic.
In art the chief thing is knowledge or gkill to produce
certain works : in conduct, itis will. TIn the former the
object is that the production should be of a certain
character; in the latter the essential thing is that the

agent himself should be so. There the man who errs
intentionally is the befter man; here it is the man who

errs unintentionally.*

Moral activity, then, according to Aristotle,” con-
sists in the union of the merely natural activity of
impulse with the rational activity of intight, or, more

L p. 110, n. 1, supra.

2 Fth. vil, 5, which deals
primarily with excess. Amnother
characteristic of action as dis-
tinguished from . knowledgze—
which, however, Aristotle does
not mention in this connection —

 has already been mentioned, p.

183, n. 2, and p. 107, n. 2, supra.
# See pp. 115 sqq. supra.
Bl 1.3 (see 1. 8), ¥l 6,

1140, b, 22; Metaph. vi. 1, 1025,

o, 22.

'S Eth. vi. 5, 1140, b, 22 f. v.

i, 1129, a, 83 Metaph. v. 29 fin.
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accurately, in the subordination to reason of that part
of the soul which while itself irrational is yet suscep-
tible of rational determination—namely, desire.’ The
ultimate source of moral aetion is the rational desire or
will, and the most essential property of will is the
freedom with which it decides between sensual and
rational impulses.> Morality, however, is only perfect
when freedom itself has become a second nature.
Virtue is a permanent quality of the will, a habit
acquired by free activity : morality has its roots in
custom, 7fos in #fos.® If we ask, therefore, what is
the origin of virtue, the answer is that it comes neither
by nature nor by instruction, but by practice. For
while natural disposition is the necessary condition, and
ethical knowledge the natural fruit of virtue, yet for
its essential character as a definite bent of the will
virtue is wholly dependent on continued moral activity,*

v Eth. 1. 13 ad fin.

# Bee also what is said on this
subject p. 115 sq.

4 Bee p. 153 and p.156,n. 4, sup.

4 After showing that one be-
comes moral only by doing moral
actions, F¢h. ii. 1 (see p. 156, n.
4), Aristotle asks whether we do
not in making this assertion
involve ourzelves in a circle, since
in order to do moral acrions
we must apparently be already
meral ; and answers that it is
not $0: in a work of art ib is
suflicient that it should ilself be
of a certain character, Ti 8¢ kard
Ths GpeThs ywiuera obk daw aird
wws €xq dikalws 7 cudpives wpdr-
TeTal, GAAL kol 4y & TpdTTav Tws
Exwy mpdTTy, WpETOy uiv v ellws,
frar’ dav mpowpoiueros, xal wpo-

aipodueros 80 adrd, v & TplTov kal
éar  BeBalws kel duermwfTes
Exwy mpdrTy . . . wpbs 8% TH Tas
epetis [so. Exew] To pév elbévac
pirpdy 3 obdéy ioxde, T &' EAAa
off pukpdy @ARe Tb way Btworal,
Grep ék Tod woAAdiis mpdTTew T4
Blraie il odppova weprylverar, X,
10, 1179, b, 23 (after the words
quoted p, 156. 0. 4): o5& Adyos kal
7 8faxt phmwer’ obe év Grasty
ioxyly, &AMNG Bép  wpodieipydrfa
Tois €legt Taw Tou dreponrol Yuxhy
wobs TH KaAds xalpew wol pigels,
bomep iy Thr  Gpéovmar  Th
oméppe” ob yap by drovoes Adyou
GmoTpeTorTos 008 ab upelny O kaTd
mddos (owe Tov &' olirws ExorTa wis
oléy Te weramelgar; GAws T ob
Borel Moy dwreikew 70 mafos ARG
Bia® Bet 8 Tb fi0os mpaimdpx ey Tws
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by which that which was at first matter of free resolve
becomes an unfailing certainty of character.! Even the
comprehension of ethical doctrine is conditioned, accord-
ing to Aristotle, by practice in virtuous action: he who
would listen to a moral discourse must be already well
practised in virtue. The moral will must precede the
knowledge of morals.? Virtue, therefore, always pre-
supposes a certain degree of spiritual maturity. Chil-
dren and slaves have no virtue in the strict sense of
the word, for they have no will, or as yet only an
imperfect one, and yonng men are unfit for moral
philosophy, because they still lack stability®
Hitherto we have been concerned merely with the
form of moral conduct: we as yet know nothing of its
contents. Virtue we have found to be a moral quality
of the will. We have now to ask what quality of the
will is moral 7 To this Aristotle answers first quite
generally ;: the quality, by means of which man not
only becomes himself good, but rightly performs his

proper activity.* Right activity he further defines as

vitceioy Tijs dperijs, oTépyor TH kKaAby
Kkal Sugyepaivor To aicypdy. Some-
what more is conceded to in-
stroction Polif. vii. 13,1338,a, 38
saq.  Here also gieis Eos Advyos
are mentioned as the three sources
of virtue ; of the last, however, it
is remarked: moAAd oip wapk
Tovs éfiguots kal THr Ploir TpdT-

- Tover 85 TOv Adyoy, ey Terfdow
cihAws Exew Berwor. The di-

vergence, however, is wunim-
portant,—Plato, of whose lan-
guage we are. forcibly reminded
in the above passages, had taught
that moral habit must precede in-
sight (see Pl.d. Gr.i.pp. 532sq.);
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Aristotle differs from him merely
in distinguishing the higher
virtue of the philosopher from
that of habit, while Plato limits
moral virtue to this source.

L fhid. 1i. 8 (see preced, m.):
itisaproperty of virtue BeBalws ol
Guerakwhres Exerw, Cf, De Mem.
c. 2,452, a, 27 dawep yadp odous
4 7o Efos, and p, 116, n. 3, supre.

2 Feh.1i. 1, 2, 1094, b, 27 sqq.
1095, a. 4, vi. 13, 1144, b, 30.

5 Ihid. i. 1 with the words :
Brapéper 8 obfer wéos ThHy HAuclay
@ 74 7fos veapds : e. 10, 1100, a, 1,
Potit. 1. 13, 1260, a, 12 sqq. 51,

* Ibid. 1. 5: pyréoy ofy #r:

i
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that which avoids the extremes of excess and defect,
and thus preserves the proper mean: 1 and conversely,
wrong activity is that which deviates on one side or the
other from this boundary line.?  In further determining
the nature and position of the © proper mean, we have to
take into account, not merely the object of our action,
but, what is much more important, our own personal
nature® The problem of morality is to strike the
proper mean relating to ourselves : in feeling and action
neither to overstep or fall short of the limit set by the
character of the agent, the object and the circum-
<tances! Aristotle admits, indeed, thab this description

wica Gperh, ob &y § GpeTiy, alTé TE
b Exov @moreAsl kal b Epryow
airod cb amobidwoty . . . € O TOUT
enl mdvrow ofitws Exeq kol § Tol
avipdmon aperd) € Gv €5 ag’ s
iryalus Bvbpemos yiveral et &g As
5 Th éavrob Spyov Gmoddret
Y 7hid. 1106, b, 8: € 8% mica
emiaThuy obTw T Epyor €0 EmiTeAEl,
mpds Th ploor Brémovoa Kal els
robro &yousa T& Spya (.. . bs TS
v fmepfodfis Kot TS eAheifews
dietpobons Td €D, THS Ft peadrTyTos
awlotons) . .« 0 GpeTl wAoNS
réxrns  akpiBerTépa kol apetvay
loriy, Bamep ol 5 Glots, Tob péoov
fy €in oroxacTid,
= Aristotle remarks thateither
{he virtue or the vice have not
unirequently no name to desig-
nate them in common language;
Wk it 7, 1107, b, 1, 7, 30, 1108,
a, 5. 16, iii. 10, 1115, b, 25, c. 14,
1119, a, 10, iv. 1, 1119, b, 84, c.
10 &q., 1125, b, 17, 26, e 12, 1128,
b, 19, ¢. 13, 1127, 4, 14.
3 Thid, 1106, a, 26 € wavtl
5 wurexel cal Buperd Lot AaBely
Th uéw whelop T B EAarTov 7o 8
ooy, kel ravre @ ket abTd T

wpayuwa B wpbs Auas- tb @ tgov
uégoy 71 fwepBolis kal éanelfews.
Adyw B Tol piy wpdypaTos pETor
b lgov améxoy 4’ ékaTépov T@Y
Gkpwy, Gwep doTly v kal TabTdy
waai, wpbs Auis 8¢ b phre mAeord(es
whre EANelmer, Tobro B ody & ovdE
rabrby wacw. If, for example,
two cutlets are too little food,
while ten are too much, the
wégoy rard To mpAyue would he
six: this amonnt, however, might
be too much for one, too Little for
another: obrw ) was emigTT uay
iy SrepBorty piy ral Thr EANery
dedyer, T € uégor (nTel kol ool
alpelrat, péooy ¢ ob 7 ToOb wpay-
paTos BAAG TO wpbs s,

4 Jbhid. 1106, b, 16 (after the
words quoted inn, 1, suprra): Adye
5 hy nbwchy [bperdy] - alrn ydp
2ort wepl wdlny kel mwpdiets, iy &
rotros soTly fwepBoAd kol EAAsOfLS
ral Th péoor. olov kal gof7biva:
wal ODappiioar Kal embupfioa kol
dpyiohivar kol EAsToa Kal BAws
Hodivar kai Aumnbijrol Zore kol
wdAAoy kol RTTow, Kal dpdibTepe
obi €b* Tb B d7e Bei wal &g’ ols kal
wphs obs el ob fvexa wal ds Bel,
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is still a very general one, and that we have to look
closer if we would discover the proper’ mean, and with
it the right criterion of action (the opfos Adyos); ! but
he can only here refer us to practical insight, whose
business it is to mark out what is right in particular
cases; and he therefore defines virtue as ¢ that quality
of the will which preserves the mean suitably to our
nature, conformably to a reasonable definition, such as
the man of insight would give.’ 2 , =
From this point of view Aristotle goes on to deal
with the particular virtues, without any attempt to
deduce them from any one deﬁnite-princip‘-le'. Fiven the
suggestions towards such a deduction which were to be
f?und in his own theory as above stated, he left on one
side. Seeing that he had investigated the idea of
X Happinegs,’ and had found in ¢ Virtue’ the essential
means thereto, he might have made an attempt to define
the various kinds of aetivity which enable us to reach
thiz end, and so have songht to arrive at the main kinds
of < Virtue.” He does, however, nothing of the kind
liven where he gives us certain indications of the po:int-s;
of view from which he deals with the order of the

; ;
peTov Te kal EpioTov, Gmep doTl TR

dperhs. bpolws 82 ral mepl Tis wpd-
Eeis éorly dmepBoAd wai EAAens
ratl 5 uéoov . . . . pecdrns Tis Gpa
datly 7 dperi), oToyoTTW YE 0doa

Tob uégov, (Cf foll. n.

L Eth. vi. 1: we ought fo

- tihoose, as before remarked (i, 5)

the pécor, not the fmepBorh or
EARetis 70 88 péoov oriy ds 6
Adyos 6 apfths Aéyer. In every-
thing éorl wis. rrombs mpds by dmo-
BAémor & Thy Adyoy Exuwr émitelver
el dvinow, kol Tis éoriv Bpos Tay

pfo'a'rﬁ-fwv, bs weralt gousy elvar
Tis GwepBoAfls kal Tis dAAehfews
ofigas ward Tov 8pfdv Adyov. -l
3¢ "ré uew eimeiy olirms dAnliy piy
m:&e,v 8% oapes . . . 310 Bel kal 'rrspi
Tas TS Yuxis Efets pl pdvor
annbiés elvar 7087’ elpnuévay, GAAL
it Biwpiapévoy Tis T doriv 6
dpihs Adyos kel TovTov Tis Bpos.

g i Iéid_. i1 6 init. : Eorw dpa
Gpety) Ekis mpoaupeTind &y pecdTyTe
oEcroi Ti wpls fuds, bpioury Adyw
Kkal @5 &y & Ppdvipos dploetep,

M 2



164 ARISTOTLE

ethical virtues in histreatment of them, these points of
view are themselves in no way based on any principle.!

1 After defining virtue as
verdTys, Aristotle continues, £th.
ii, 7 : trom the general statement
we must turn to particular in-
stances of the principle. wepl uiv
oty @dBovs ral Happy  Gvdpeta
perdTns « o« o . wepL Rhovas 8¢ kal
Adwas [those, 4., as is here
hinted, and definitely stated in
iii. 13,1117, b, 27 sqq. of a¢j) and
vebous] owdporiry . . . . wepl Be
oo xpnudTer kel A . ..
éhevbpiérys ; to these belongs also
peyakompewea © wepl 8¢ Ty ral
areplay . . . peyarowyia, and the
corresponding anonymous vir-
tus the imepBoryy of which is
ambition. &Te 3t xal wepl dpyTv

. megdrys, which he calls
wpedrgs. Furthermore, there are
three pesdrgres which relate to
oweyio Adywr kal wpdiewy, one to
76 eAqfes in these (aadfem), the
two others to =i %82, the one
(p. 169, n. B, infra), v wadid,
the other (p. 169, n. 4, infra),
év waoge Tots gare Tiv Blev. Of
bravery and ocwgpecirny it is
further remarked, iii. 13 : Soxoboy
yip TEv GAGywy pepry abTo elva
af é&peraf, This classification,
however, is a loose one, nor is
any clearly defined principle
discoverable in it. HACKER'S
attempt in his interesting essay
(Das Fintheilungs- wnd Anord-
nngsprinetp der moraliselen Tu-
gendreihe in dor nikomachischen
FEihik, Berl. 1863) to show that
Arvistotle is guided by such a
principle imperts, apparently,

more into his account than is

admissible. According to this
view, Aristotle intended to indi-
cate in the first place those

virtues which consist in the sub-
ordination of the lower instincts
that are concerned with the
mere defenee and maintenance
of life: bravery the virtue of
fuuos, temperance the virtue of
émbuuia, The second group of
virtues (liberality, love of honour,
gentleness, and justice, which is
placed last for special reasons)
have for the sphere of their
exercise political life in time of
peace, and the part which the
individual takes in affairs of
state, as well as the positions he
occupies in it; the third the
amenity of life, 7d b (fv. Butit
is impossible to show that Ari-

slotle founds his classification of.

the virtues upon this scheme.
In the first place, the reason
which he himself gives for con-
necting bravery and  self-
command with one another is
that they stand for the virtues of
the irrational parts of a man;
this is only to say (unless, with
RAMSAUER, we reject the words
altogether) that it is suitable
to discuss self-command along
with bravery becanse it has
been customary since the time
of Plato to name these two
together as the virtues of Ouuds
and Td émbuunTicdy respectively.
Had he been governed by those
principles of elassification which
Hiicker ascribes to him, he must
have classed mpadrns along with
bravery. If the latter is the
subordination of the instinct of
self, the former is (iv. 11) the
wesdTys mept dpyds: but anger
springs from the instinet of
revenge, which, like bravery, has
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There is therefore nothing for us to do bat to set out,
without reference to any exact logical connection, what
Aristotle has himself said as to those virbues which he

enumerates.

The preliminary proposition, that there are more

its seat in'fumds (iv. 11, 1128, a,
19 sqq.: Rket. ii. 2 indt. 12, 1389,
i, 26 : kal avdpeidrepor [ol wéor]-
fuuddes yip . . . obite i dpyr-
(dpevos ovdeis doPeira, cf. p. 583,
2), and which, like it (Zth. iii.
11, 1116; b, 23 sqq.), we share
with the brutes. Anger and
bravery, therefore, are so closely
related that it is often diffienlt
to distinguish them from one
another (Eth. ii. 9, 1109, b, 16
sqq., iv. 11, 1126, b, 1, of. Riet. ii.
6, 1883, b, 7), and in Rhet. 1i. 8,
1385, b, 30, anger is even called
a wdbos ardplas. If, notwith-
standing this relationship, the
usadTns wepl Tas dpyas is said to
belong to a different group of
virtues from bravery, on the
ground that the latter springs
only from the instinct “to pre-
serve the vegetative life,” while
anger is concerned chiefly with
injuries inflicted wupon the
honour of a citizen (HACKER,
p. 15, 18), this is scarcely con-
sistent with the statements of
Aristotle. Eth. iv. 11, 1125 b,
30, he says expressly of anger:
T B¢ fumotovrTe wohAd kol Badé-
porra, and, on the other hand, of

~ bravery, that it does not consist

in not fearing death nnder any
circumstances, but innot fearing
death év Tois koAAiorows espeoially
in war (ii1. 9, 1115, a, 28), which
has a much more direct relation
to political life than the loss of
merely personal honounr. So far

indeed, is Aristotle from seeing
in bravery only the pesdiTys of an
animal instinct, in anger that is
properly directed and controlled
that of a higher jnstinct which
is concerned with eivil life, that
he declares (L%4. iii. 11, 1116, b,
23-1117, =a, 9): when men
despise danger from anger or
desire for rtevenge (dpyi(dueror,
Tmwpetueror) they can no more be
called brave than an animal when
it rushes in race [8w 70w Guuoy,
which here bardly differs from
opyh] upon the huntsman who
has wounded if. Nor does the
position assigned to the virtues
which are concerned with the
uze of money admit of heing
explained on the prounc that
riches always secure a certain
social station fo ifs possessor
(HAcKER, p. 16), for there is no
allusion in Aristotle to this point
of view, although in the case of
peyadompémeia (not, however, of
dhsufiepiorys) mention is made,
among other things, of expendi-
ture for public purposes. Tf, on
the other hand, this had been the
principle of classification,bravery
in war would have found a place
in this group. Finally,it cannot
be said that the third group con-
cerns 7o €0 (Hr any more closely
than the other two ; fored (ivin
the Aristotelian sense, self-
command, liberality and justice,
are certainly more important
than 76 #80 v mabig.
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virtnes than one, is established by Aristotle, against
the position of Socrates, who had reduced them all to
< Insight.” Aristotle himself admits that all completed
Virtue 18 in its essence and principle one and the same,
and that with Insight all other virtues are given.!
Yet ab the same time he shows that the natural basis
of virtue—the moral circumstances—must be different
in different cases. The will of the slave, for example, is
different from the will of the freeman: the will of the
woman and the child is not the same as the will of the
adult man. Therefore he holds that the moral activity
of different individuals must be different. Not only
will one individual possess a particular virtue which
others do not possess, but it ig also true that different
demands must be made on each particular class' of
men.? Aristotle says very little (and that not in his
FEthies, but in his (Beonomics) of the virtues of the

L k. vi, 13, 1144, b, 81 : olx abrdr Tpbmor, AN’ Jaor ErdoTy
oldy Te dyafdy elvar ruplws fGvew wpds Th adrot Epyow. Bib Tov pby
ppoviioews, ovde Qpbrwsy Gvev Tis Hpxorta TeAdar Exew 8l Thr

HBichs dperfis. Ibappears, indeed, Hluchy &perhw, . . . Tdy & #AAwr
as though the virtnes could be Ekarror Gooy émeBdAder alrois,
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several classes. In the Efhics he treats of Virbue in ity
perfected form, which it assumes in man, whom alone he
elsewhere regards as the perfect type of humanity, and it
is of this alone that he describes the constituent parts.
Bravery! stands at the head of the list of the virtues.
He is brave who does not fear a glorious death or the
near danger of death, or more generally he who endures,
dares or fears what he onght to, for the right object, in
the right way and at the rigcht time.? The extremes’
between which Bravery stands as the mean are: on the
one side Insensibility and Foolhardiness, and on the other
Cowardice.® Nearly related to Bravery, but not to be
identified with it. are Civil Courage and the courage
which springs from compulsion, or anger, or the wish
to escape from a pain,* or which is founded upon fami-
liarity with the apparently terrible or npon the hope of
a favourable result.’ Self-control® follows as the second
virtue, which, however, Aristotle limits to the preserva-
v Eth. iii. 9-12, Bpefa most closely resembles true

2 (0.9, 1115, a, 83: & wepl 70y bravery (1116, a, 27), br: &
wadby Odvaror &5ehs xal boa fdvatoy  apeThy ylverar: B aldd vyhp xal

separated from one another; ov
" yip & alrds  eldwioTaTos mpbs
ardoas, Dore Thy wir H3n The §
ofimw einpos £orar.  This is not
really so: rolito yop kard uév Tas
Quokds GpeTas dviéyerar, kub' bs G¢
arAds Aéyeronr ayafas, ovk evdé-
xerar Guo yap T dpovicer wd
olioy Taoar drdplovoy,
Z Bee preceding n. and Polit.
vi. 13, 1260, a, 10: w&ew dromdpxer
péy Td pipa THs  duxds, GAN
épumdpyet dinpspirTws . . . Opoiws
Toby dvayraioy Exew kal mepl Tos
Abikes Gperds-  dwolymTéoy Oeiw
uby ueTéxew warTas, GAN' ob TO¥

Gore pouvepdy Bre oriy ffuh dperh
T@v eipnuéver wivrer. kol obyx 0
alTh cawppoaiyn yuratkos kal &yipds,
&e.  Although it is not here
said that one virtue can exist
withount the others, and although
on the other hand, thiz is ad-
mitted Eth. vi. 13 to be the case
only with the physical virtues, yet
the imperfect virtue of slaves or
women must be regarded as an
incomplete and partial posses-
sion, which  excludes the com-
prehensive virtue of insight, and
therefore extends to some and
not to others.

eripéper vmiywa dyra. c. 10, 1115,
b, 17: 6 pby ofy & §i kal ob Evexa
fmoudvwy kal doPotiuevos, kal &s Bel
el e, duafws 82 kal dappaw, @vdpeios:
kot Gilay pap, ral @s &v & Adyes,
rdoye kol mpdrrer & dvbpelos . L .
kaiod 8% €vexa 6 drdpeios dmwoudver
Kkal wpdrTer T& rard THy dyBpelav.

. Gf. Rhet.i.9,1366, b, 11.

5 .10, 1115, b, 24 sqa.

4 As in suicide, which Ari-
stotle therefore regards as a
mark of cowardice; iii. 11,
1116, a, 12, cf. ix. 4, 1166, b, 11.

5 (.88 (where, however, 1117,
a, 20, the words 7 wal must be
omitted). Of these, mohiruey dv-

VOL. 1L

Bug wehov Gpelwr (Tiufs yap) kal
duyhy  owveidous  aloxpol  Grros.
Nevertheless Aristotle  distin-
guishes between them, weliruch
dydpela being heteronomous to
the extent that the brave deed is
not done for its own sake.

¢ Zwepogivy, c©. 13-15, in
contrast to éroAwmciz and to a
species of insensibility for which
there i3 no name, as it is not
found among men (. 14, 1119, a,
9; of. vil 11 ¢nif.: Aristotle
wonld perhaps have aseribed this
failing, of which he says, € 8¢
T unbéy dorw 78D unde Supéper
Erepoy  érépov, wippw Gr eln Tob

w1 4
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tion of the proper mean in the pleasures of touch and

in the satisfaction of the

merely animal and sexnal

impulses. Next comes Generosity,! as the proper mean
bebween Avarice and Extravagance,? the attitude in
giving and taking external goods which is at once
moral and worthy of a free man,®and the kindred virtue
of Munificence in expenditure.* Magnanimity® (in his

tvfpwmos elvar, to the Ascetics

of a later time);: of. vii, 8, 1150,
a, 19 sqq. and the passages re-
ferred to below from book vii
upon &ykpdrea and drpaocio; fhet.
ibid 1. 13. In the words with
which he opens this discussion,
uerd B¢ rabryy [bravery] wepi
cadporivns Adywuer' Borgotot
Yip Tév GNdyar pepdv abrar elvat
al Gperal, Aristotle is referring to
Plato’s doctrine ; he himself has
no reason to aseribe hravery, any
more than moral virtue as a
whole, to the irrational element
in the soul.

! Or, more correctly, libera-
lity, éXevlepidTs.

? *Apeneviepin and dowria. The
worse and more incurable of
these faults is avarice, Eth. iv.
3, 1121, a, 19 sqq.

3 Fth. iv. 1-3. The noble
spirit in which Aristotle handles
this subject may be seen, amony
other passages, in ¢. 2 inif. : ai 3¢
kor' dperhy wpdkers roAal ral Tob
kahoD Swewn. ral § EAevlépios oby
Bdoer Tob wahoD E€wena kal dpdis
... kol Tabre Hicws A aMhdmws © 7O
~ap war Gperhy G307 dAvmor,
fixiora 38 Avrnpdy 6 8L Bibobs ofs
wh Bel, % uh To0 xahoD Evexa dANG
Sid T’ BAAQY alriay, ol xeudépins
BAA' #AMes Tis pnbhoerai. otf 6
Aurnods - pAAAoy yap Edoir by Ta
xphuera Tis kakfs wpdlews, ToiTo

8 obu F’Asuﬂepfou.

* Meyarompérea, ibid. 1-6,

which is defined, 1122, a, 23, by
the words ér peyéfe mpémovca
Sowden: it stands midway be-
tween uikpompémwera, on the one
hand, and Baraveic and &reporaiia

on the other, 1t differs from éieu-

@cpedrys in having to do, not only
with the right and proper, but
with the snmptuous expenditure
of money (iv. 4, 1122, b, 10 sqq..
where, however, 1. 18, we shall
have to read, with Cod. L® MP,
kal Eorw Epyov peyodompémwenn
dperh &y peyéler : ‘ peyarompemeiais
excellence of work in great

matters,’ and explain L 12 as -

meaning either ©the magnitude
here is contributed by the peye-
Aomperiyis, being a sort of great-
ness of liberality in respect to
the same objects,” or ‘it is the
magnitude here which con-
stitutes, so to speak, the great-
pess in the munificence, &c.;’
unless we prefer the surmise of
Bazsow, Forsch. ih. d. wikom.
Frhik. 82, who inserts ‘ Aafotons’
after wéyefos, which might easily
have fallen out owing to the
obons which follows, so that the
meaning is ‘liberality which is
directed to the same object at-
taining a sort of grandeur’).
Riet. 1.9, 13686, b, 18.

5 Meyalovyle as midway be-

ETHICS | y 169

description of which Aristotle has, perhaps, before his
mind the example of his great pupil), honourable ambi-
tion,! Gentleness? the social virtnes® of Amiability,*
Simplicity,” Geniality® in company follow : and fo these
are added the graces of temperament,” Modesty,® and

righteous Indignation.?

tween meanness of spirit (uikpo-
Yuyia) and vanity (xavwdrys), iv.
7-9: Rhet. ibid. Meyahiduyos is
(1123, b, 2) & peydAwy abriv abdy
&fws @v: this virtue, therefore,
always presupposes- actual ex-
cellenee. - y

L This virtue is described,
Fth. iv. 10, as the mean between
piroriuio and ddorle, whichis
related to peyohoduyin as éhev-
OspiéTns Is to ueyahompémrea, but
for which there is no proper
word.

2 The wesdrns wepl dpyds, iv.
11. Aristotle calls this virtue
wpedrms, the corresponding vices
dpyirdras and &opynole, remark-
ing, however, that all these
names are coined by him for the
purpose. The mpgos is accordingly
defined ns 6 €¢" ols Bl kal ols el
dpryi(pevos, re 8% wal s Bel wal
Gre wal Boor yodvor. Ihid. on the
Gicpdyoros and the yaerds.

3 Which Aristotle himself, iv.
14 fin.,, comprises under this
title.

+ Using the word to designate
the nameless virtue which, Eth.
iv. 12, is opposed on the one side

o complaisance and flattery, on

the other to unsociableness and
moroseness, and deseribed as the
social tact which knows dupidelr
ds e, Aristotle there remarks
that it closely resembles ¢ia,
but differs from it in not resting
upon inclination or dislike fo-

wards particular persons.  Fud.
i, 7, 1233, b, 29, it is simply
called duiia.

5 The likewise nameless mean
between vain-boasting (dAalovela)
and self-depreciation (efpwreia,
of which the extreme is seen in
the Bauvkemaveipyos),iv 13.

5 EbrpameAlo or émBetidrys (iv.
14), the opposites being Bwpoio-
xte and éaypdrys. Here also it
is a question of soeial tact (ef
1128, b, 8l: & &) xeoplers kal
ehevbépios ofiTws Efer, oiov wdpos
By €avrd), with especial reference,
however, to the entertainment of
soelety.

7 Meadrnres dv  rols mafeost
ral ér Tols mwepl v& wdfy (ii. T,
1108, a, 30), called upecérnres
wofyrucat, Fud, iii. 7 init. Among
these, Fud. iii. T classes also
pinia, seurdTys, GAffeaw, and
amAdTns, ebTpameAia.

s Aldds. See Efh iv. 15, ii.
T (p. 157, n. 2, supra). The
modest, man, according to these
passages, is the mean between
the shameless and the bashful

‘man (kararAfE). Modesty, how-

ever, is not so0 much a virtue in
the proper sense as a praiseworthy
affection suitable only for youth,
as the adult should do nothing
of which he requires to be
ashamed,

% Qnly in ii. 7, 1108, a, 35
sqq., where it is desecribed as
pecdrns phivou kel emiyaperanios ;
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, Justice, however, claims the fullest treatment. and
Aristotle has devoted to it the whole of the fifth book
of his FEthics.! Considering the close connection be-

tween the Bifics and the Politics, it was necessary that

special attention should be paid to the virtue upon
which the maintenance of the commonwealth most
directly depends. Justice, however, is not here to he
understood in the wider senge in which it is equivalent
to social virtue as a whole,? but in its narrower mean-
ing, as that virtue which has to do with the distribution
of goods, the preservation, namely, of the proper mean?®
or proportion in assigning advantages or disadvantages.*

it eoneerns joy and sorrow at the
fortupes of others, and coosists
in 76 Avmetobos émi Tols aratiws b
wparrovew. Bimilarly fhet. ii. 9
nit. : :

! Cf. on this subject: H.
Frouawer, Deber den Gerechtig-
keitsbeqriff d. Arist. (Lipz, 1855),
pPp. 27-56 ; HILDENBRAND, (Fesell.
w. System d. Reehts- und Staats-
philosoplie, 1. 281-831, who also
cites other literature; PRANTL
in BLUNTSCHLIS Staatsworter-
bueh, i. 351 sqq.; TRENDELEN-
BURG, Hist. Beitr. iii. 399 saq.

:Td mowmprike wal dulerTicd
Tiis eldaorias kal TEv poplwr
abTis T mwoluTik wowewyie—the
GpeTh TeAeln, GAN oly arAd@s GAAG
wpds Erepoy, of which it is said
that it is o2 pepos aperiis GAA' BAy
aperd, oud’ % dvayrio aBucla wépos
warles AN OAn koxie . . . pév
Tis GANs dpeTiis otoa xpRows mpbs
EArow, 4 Be 75 wexias (Eth. v. 8,
1129, b, 17, 25 sqq. 1130, a, &, c.
5, 1130, b, 18).

% For‘the mean, as in thecasze
of every other virtue, is here the

hizhest eriterion: cf. Efh v. 6
init.: émel 8 8 7' &duos dvioos wal
70 Bducoy Gwwrov, BHAor ori kal
Jégor Ti €dTi Tob avisov' Tobro
& orl Thioov . . . e ofy Td B5c
Koy Gwigoy, To Bikawer Yrov, ¢, U
inet.

! As the distingnishing mark
of ébwcia in this narrower sense,

wAeovenTely is mentioned (¢. 4) -

wepl Ty § xpinate 9 cwrgplov,
B el T Exoer Eri drduars Tepr-
Aofely Taita wdera, kel 50 fBovhy
Thy amd Tob képBovs; it consists
(c. 10,.1134, a, 83) in 7d wAdoy
aird véuew Tdr awAds dvafav,
EharTor Bt TEv GwAds kawxdy, OF
justice, on the other hand, it is
said, c. 9, 1134, a, 1: kal § uiv
dicatooiry forl waf’ Yp & Slxaios
Aéyerar mpaicTids wara mpoulpes.y
70 Sikalov, kal Biaveunrichs ral
abr@ mpbs EAXov kal érépe mphs
eTepor, obx ofitws Gore Tob uiy
aiperot Théoy abrd EAcrrov Bk TH
mAnciov, Tod BAafepol & dvdmanry,
aXAd Tov Tmov 7ol xar' dveNeylav,
duolws 88 kat dAAw wpbs dANer. It
s (Rhet. 1. 9, 1866, b, 9) dperh
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But this proportion will be different according as we
are dealing with the distribution of civil advantages
and the common property, which is the function of
distributive justice, or with the removal and prevention
of wrongs, which is the function of corrective justice.'
Tn both cases the distribution of goods according to the
law of quality must be the aim.? But thislaw demands
in the former case that each should receive, not an equal
amount, but an amount proportionate to his deserts.
The distribution, therefore, is here made in a geomefrical
proportion : as the merits of A are to those of B, so 1s
the honour or advantage which A receives to that which
B receives® In the other case, which relates fo the
correction of inequalities produced by wrong, aud to
contracts, there is no question of the merits of the
individual. Everyone who has done wrong must suffer
loss in proportion to the unjnst profit which he has
appropriated ; there is subfracted from his gains an
amount equivalent to the loss of the man who has
‘suffered the wrong.! In like manner, in buying and

B0 % Ta abrir ExaoTor Exovrty,
Right and justice, therefore, find
a place only among beings who,
like man, may possess toc much
or too little—not among those
who, like the gods, are confined
to no limit in this respect, or
who, like the incurably bad, are
incompetent to possess anything
at all ; E&h. v. 13, 1137, a, 26.

! We should speak rather of
public and private right.

2 Alkatoy in this sense=fooy,
#dioy = Bveror; in the wider sense,
on the other hand, the former =
véuipor, the latter = wapdvopor (V.
5; of. TREXDELENBURG, Jffist.

Beitr. ii, 357 sqg. ; BRANDIS, p.
1421 sq.; Rassow, Forsch. @b, d.
aikou. Eth. 17, 93).

* This is referred to Polit. iil.
9, 1280, a, 16. Conversely of
public burdens, each would have
to take his share according te his
capacity for discharging them.
Aristotle, however, does not touch
upon this point, although he
must have had it in view, Efh. v.
7, 1121, b, 20, where he speaks
of the &arror and uslfor kawcdr.

t By wépbos (advantage or
gain) and (pule (disadvantage or
loss) Aristotle means in this con-
nection, as he remarks, Ffth. v
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selling, renting, letting, &e., it is a question merely of
Here, thevefore, the rule is

the value of the article.

that of arithmetical equality : from him who has too
much an amount is taken which will render both sides
equal.! In mafters of exchange this equality consists
in equality of value? The universal measure of value is

7, 1132, a, 10, not merely what is
commonly understood by them.
As he comprehends under correc-
tive justice not only penal hut
also civil law, as well as the law
of contract, he has greatly to
extend the customary significa-
tion of the words in order to
include these different concep-
tions under a common form of ex-
pression. Accordingly he classes
every injustice which anyone
commits as kepbos, every injustice
which anyone suffers as (puia.

1 Thid. c. 6-7, especially c.
5, 1130, b, 30: =%s 3¢ xard udpos
Bucotoclvns kol 70D keT  abTiy
Bikafov By uéy éorwy elbos 7O éy
Tais Bigvonals Tipds § xpiudTeyr
i Ty EAAey boa pepioTd Tols
rowwvolsr Tis woliTelas, . . . &
3¢ 7 év Tois guvaAAdyupact Stop-
BaTiedr, Todrou §e pépn o Taw
yap ouveAdaypdror 7o uiv écotoid
érre Ta & anoloin, éwodoie uiv To
Toidde olov mpias, arh, Beveropds,
eyyln, xphiows, wapakarabiiy, wlo-
Buwris © Ewotioie 8 Aéyerar, dTt
apxh TEr TvrakAoyudTey TolTwy
fxotirios,  Tav 3 drovglev Té iy
Aubpaia, ofor kiowd, moryela, pap-
pakela, mpoaywyela, BduvAamaric,
Solotrovla, UevBopmpruple, T& Bé
PBlate, oloy wikin, Seowis, Odvaros,
apTayl, whpwots, kawnyople, mpo-
mkekionss. ¢ B, 1131, b, 27:
T4 wiv yap Bwvepmricdy Blraior
T@y kewdy del katé Ty dvadoyiay

dori Thr clpmuévyy kel YEp dmd
Xpnpdray kowdy oy yipmra: %
Suavoudy, Eoror xard Thy Adyoy Tov
adTow drmwep Exovet wpds EANTAL T
cirevexfévra: wal Td #Sikor T
GrTineiperor Tg ducaly TolTy wopd
7 dvdhoydy éoTw. T B év Tois
surehAdyuant Slxaior éorl utv Toov
Ti, kal Td &dwov Hyioow, GAN of
kare Ty Grodoyioy drclvmy A&
raTd Ty aplunTichy. olfiy pdp
Siapéper, €l émewhs  airov Gm-
eqTépnoey 7} davlos Smwiekd . . .
GAAG pis Toi AAdBovs Thy Stagopdy
péroy BAémer 6 pduos &c. PLATO
(Gorg. 508, A) had opposed icd-
TS yewpeTpikd) 10 wheaveslo.

* After discussing, in the
above passage, both distributive
and corrective justice, Aristotle
comes (¢. 8) te the view that
justice consists in retribution, 7o
ayrureroyfbs (on which see L. 4.
G, 1, 360, 2). This he rejects asa
valid definition of justice in
general, since it is applicable
neither to distributive nor even,
strictly speaking, to punitive
justice. Only kowwrlar dAAakTical
Test upon Tu arriremorfbs, which,
however, is here, not kes' ivdryra,
but war’ &vaeroyiov: 76 dvrimotely
Yop Gvdhoyor ovuudver i wiAis
(1132, b, 31 sgq.): it is not
the same, but different, though
eguivalent things are exchanged
for one another, the norm
for each exchange heing con-
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demand, which is the source of all exchahge; and the
symbol which represents demand is money.! Now

tained in the formula: as are
the goods of the one to those of
the other, so must that which
the former obtains be to that
which the latter obtains. CL
ix. 1 énit. It is thus obvious
that the previous assertion, that
corrective justice proceeds aec-
cording to arithmetical propor-
tion, is inapplicable to this whole
class of transactions, Dut it
does mnot even apply to penal
justice. Evenhere the proportion
is geometrical: as A's actisto B's,
so is the treatment which A re-
ceives to that which B receives.
Ounly indemmnification for injnry
is determined according to
arithmetical proportion, and even
here it is merely an analogy, as
it iz only an equivalent that is
granted (it is an obvious defect
in Aristotle’s theory thatif makes
no distinetion between indemni-
fication and punishment, and
here treats punishment, which
certainly has other aims as well,
merely as a loss inflicted upon
the transgressor for the purpose
of rectifying his unjust gain).
When, however, TRENDELEN-
BURG (ibid. 405 sgq.) distin-
guishes the justice in payment
and repayment, upon the basis
of which contracts are con-
cluded, from corrective jus-
tice, and assigns it to distribu-
tive, so that the latter embraces
the mutual justice of exchange
as well as the distributive justice
of the state, while corrective
justice is confined to the action
of the judge, either in inflicting
penalties or in deciding cases of
disputed ownership, he cannot

find mueh support for this view.
From the passages quoted in the
preceding note, it is obvious that
by distributive justice, Aristotle
means that which has to do with
the distribution of koiwrd, whether
these are honour or other advan-
tages; by corrective justice, on
the other hand, so far as it relates
to éwetoe cuvaAddyuere, in the
first instance, fair dealing in
commercial life, and not the
legal justice of litigation, as the
expression éravote TuyoAAdypare
indicates, since it is a name given
to them (c. 5) because they rest
upon voluntary contract. Even
in these there are redress and cor-
rection: the loss which, eg., the
seller sulfers on the deliverance
of his goods is compensated by
the payment for the same, so
thaf neither party loses or gains
(e. T, 1832, a, 18), and only when
no agreement can be arrived at
is the judge called in to under-
take the settlement. They be-
long, therefore, not to Bareun-
Ticby, but to Swplwrior Bikaor.
On some other defects in Ari-
stotle’s theory of justice, among
which the chief is his failuve
clearly to grasp the general con-
ception of right, and to deduce
a scientific scheme of natural
rights, see HILDENBRAND, ibid.
. 293 sqq.

1 Ibid. 1133, a, 19: wdvra
oupBinTe Sei wws elver, dv éorly
ARGyl €07 b Th wphmow EAGAule
kel piverel wws péeor - whvre jip
peTper . . . Bel Hpa vl Tun wdvTa
perpeiabar, Bowep éhéxbn wpdrepor.
TobTo 8’ dovl T uiv dAnlela 7
Xpeia, §) marTa ovréxer . . . oior §
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justice consists in right dealing with reference to these
relations: injustice in the opposite. Justice requires that
a man should not assign to himself greater profit or less
loss, to the other party greater loss or less profit, than
rightfully belongs to each: injustice consists in doing
so.! A just or an unjust man, again, may be defined
as one whose will identifies itself with one or the other
mode of action. These two, injustice in the act and in
the agent, do not absolutely coincide. A man may do
injustice without acting unjustly,® and one may act
unjustly without therefore being unjust ;2 and accord-
ingly Aristotle makes a distinction between hurt,
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Tn discussing the nature of justice we must further
take account of the difference between complete and
incomplete matural and legal right. Rights in the
fullest sense exist only between those who are free and
equal ;! hence the distinction between political and
paternal, domestic or proprietary right.” Political
right, again, is divided into natural and legal right; the
former of which is binding upon all men in like manner,
while the latter rests on arbitrary statute, or refers to
particular cases and relations;® for however dissimilar

druxel 8 Groy Ewfev] .. . Sray ob Taltdy Totrots dAX Guoiow © ab

wrong, and injustice.*

irdAdaypa THs xpelus TO vouroua
yéyove ware vy, whence the
name réuioua, from wépes. Cf. b,
10 sqq. ix. 1,1164, a, 1. See the
further treatment of money, Po-
lit, 1. 9, 1257, a, 31 sqq.

! See p. 170, n. 4, supra, and
thid. c. 9, 1134, 3, 6. As justice
thus consists in respect for the
rights of others, it is called an
aAAdTpror dyafov, e, 3, 1130, a, 3,
c. 10, 1134, b, 2.

2 Kth.ov. 10,1185, a, 15: drtav
8¢ 7o Swatwr kel ablkey Tov
cipnuévwy, @Bucel péy kal Birato-
wpayel, dray Edy Tis alrd wpaTTy
drar B Hrep, ofir’ adikel otire
Sucatowpayel aAX' #) ward oupBeBy-
KOs . . . aBlknua 8¢ kal Buxatompd-
yiua  Gpirrar td  Ewovely  kal
arovoie dor’ EcTar 7o GBucor wew
&5‘5::-.-11“1 B offrw édy uh T Erodoior
TROTT - 2
3¢ 9 (see p. 170, n, 4, su-
pra), the dikaios had been defined
as wpanTikes waTd wpoalpesty
Tou Bucalov: . 10 init. the gues-

tion is asked: émel 3 Zrriv ade-
kovvre phme &Swov elva, 6 wola
abicfuora addy §iy ddwds éorir
éxdornr @lwiay, oiov kAéwrns %
poixos i Apords: the veply is,
that if one, eg., commits adunl-
tery from passion, not 8w wpoaip-

éoews apxNy, we must say: aBucel

uér oly, #Bwcos & obk EoTwv, olow
obfe whewrms, Ewdefe BE obBE
poryds, duolyevoe 8¢, Cf. follow-
ing note, and p. 116, n. 3.

* Ibid. 1135, b, 11, all actions
are divided into veluntary and
inveluntary, and the former again
intointentional and unintentional
(see p. 116 sqo. supra): Tpwv 8%
ovcdy BheBay TEY & TAS Koww-
views [in a passage which Ari-
stotle has here, perhaps, in view,
Laws, ix. 861, B, Pr.AT0 had dis-
tinguished BacBy from adixnua, cf.
Ph.d. Gr. 1. 719,38 fin.] & pev per’
gywolas duapripard <orw [or more
accizra,tely, 1. 16, either drvxfuare
OT &uepThHueTE, GuapTiver utv ap
brov f dpxh & abTd [ Tis aitlos,

5 eibdos piv, pi wpoPovAelaas B,
ddixnua [wrong done in passion:
¢.q. anger] . . . érav B ¢k mpoar-
péaews, Gdikos wal woxBapds . . .
buolws BF kol Gikaws, otey wpo-
eAduevos Bikaiompayfi© Sinaiomparyet
5%, &v wdvov &edw mpdrrp. But
even involuntariness can only
excnse Soa ud pdvey dyvooiyres
dArG kal B0 Byroer Guoprdvovot,
not wrong conunitted in thonght-
lessness which is caused by cul-
able passion.
= (Eal[), 1134, a, 25: 70 (-
rotpevdy éoTi kai To amAds diraioy
wcal b woArruedy Slkaov. Tobro Be
Sorw énl kower@y Blov mpbs T4 elvai
abrdpreay, éhevdépur kol lowr i)
kar’  avahoyiar 3 kar dpluiv.
Where these conditions are ab-
sent, we have not 7o moAtrirdy
&'icanoy, GAAE 1 Slkator [a particu-
Jar kind of justice, as distin-
guished from 7b &wA@s Diratov]
xal wa® duodtnre. The former
(b, 13) is always saré pipov ral
v ols émedricer elva vipos obTot
§ Aoay év ofs dwapyer iodrns Tov
dpyew kai apyeotar. ;

2 THid. 1134, b, 8: b 8¢

3 N
Beomotuchy Sikelor kal TH ToTpUOY

vip ot dbikla wpds T& abrel
Emids © TH B& kTHua kal T TéRvOY,
2ws by §§ wnNikoy kal wh xwptobi,
Samep pépos abroi . . . Bid paAdor
wpbs yuvelkd STt Bixatoy 3 wpos
Tikve kel KTHuaTe ' TobTo Yip doTi
b elrovopuchy Biratoy © Erepoy e
K@i TOUTO TOU WOALTINOD.

s Thid, 1134, b, 18: =of 3
ToMiTikod Bikuioy TO uév Puokiyv
ST Th BE vopuchy, gusuhy pEy T
marTaxol Thy abThy €xor Blramw,
kat o) T¢ Bokelr H wi), vouwdy §E
9§ 4f dpyiis utv olfer Badeper oliTws
} GAAws, dray 8t Bavrer Sagépel
. ..t oo imi Tav keberaora
vopolerotiow, Of. ¢. 12, 1136, b,
33. Natural right is universal
unwritten law [#duos kowds Gypa-
¢os|; positive right [duos fies],
on the other hand, is described
as written law (Rhet. i. 10, 1368,
b, 7: of. e 14, 1375, a, 16, ¢. 15,
1575, a, 27, 1876, b, 23: Eth. viii.
13, 1162, b, 213: but even here
there is a distinclion between
the written and the unwritten
(or that part which belongs to
custom, and habit), Rhet. 1. 13,
1373, b, 4; cf. Eth. x. 10, 1180,
a, 35.
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and changeable human laws and institutions may be,
we cannot deny that there is a natural right, nor is the
existence of a natural standard disproved by the possi-
bility of divergence from it.! Indeed, such nataral
right is the only means of supplementing the defects
which, seeing that it is & mere general rule and cannot
by its very nature take account of exceptions, attach

even to the best law.2 When such an exception occurs -

it is necessary to sacrifice legal in order to save natural
right. This rectification of positive by natural right
constitates Fquity.? Several other questions, which
Aristotle takes occasion to discuss in the course of his
researches into the nature of justice,' we may here pass

U Eth. v, 10, 1184, b, 24 sqq.; k«@orov. The émeuys is there-

of. Bhet. i 13, 1373, b, 6 sqq..
where Aristotle appeals for the
direr kowdy dixmoy to well-known
verses in Sophocles and Kmpe-
doeles, and to the universal
agreement of men.

2 Similarly PrnAaTO, Ph. 4. &7,
i 7681,

a Zth. v. 14, especially 1137,
b. 11: 7) émeewes Bikotoy pey eoTiv,
o T0 Kard réuov B, dAN émavdp-
6wpe vouluov Sweafov, And after
proving the above, 1. 24: B
Blkator pév éomi wal PBéATior Tob
rwis Biafov [on which see p. 175,
n. 1, supra), ob oD GWADS d¢[which
here as Polit.iil. 6,1270, a, 18, and
Fth.v. 10, 1134, a, 25=uowds
8lkaiov] dAAG Tob Bid 78 &mAds [for
which wapé 74 amX, might be
conjectured : the words, how-
ever, may be explained by sup-
plying after §& 76 arAds, not
Bliator, but dploashar, or a similar
word] &ueprhuaTes. kal EoTiw
afitn 9 Guos § Tob émieucots, ém-
avdpfwpa vipoy g éxkelmer b 7d

fore (L. 85) 6 Ty TowiTwy wpo-
aiperikds kal mpakTucds, ol § pd
drpeBodiraios &o., and émeiceaa is
Sucatoairy Tis kel oby érépn mis
Efis,

* Whether it is possible volun-
tarily to suffer injury and to do
oneself an injury, and whether
in an unegual distribution the
distributor or the receiver com-
mits the wrong. Aristotle deals
with these questions, Fth. v. c.
11,12 and 15. He is prevented
from finding any satisfactory
solution of them, partly by the
limitation of injustice to wAeoy-
etia, partly by the failure which
is connected with it clearly to
distinguish between alienable
rights, of which it is true velenti

non fit injuria, and ipalienable, -

and similarly between civil and
penal wrongs. Doubts have been
entertained as to the genuine-
ness of one part of these discus-
sions. Chap., 15 is connected
with the discussion of justice in
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over, especially as he arrives at no definite conclusions
with regard to them.

The discussion of the prineipal virtues serves to
gonfirm the truth of the general definition of virtus
previously given. In all of them the question is one of
the preservation of the proper mean between two
extremes of error. But how are we to discover the
proper mean? Neither in the previous general dis-
enssion nor in his account of the individual virtues has
Aristotle provided us with any reliable criterion of
judgment upon this head. In the former, he refers us
to insight as the guide to the discovery of the right ;!
in the lafter, it is the opposition between two vicious
and one-sided extremes that reveals the proper mean.
But when we ask what kind of conduct is vicious there

a manner which is certainly not
Aristotle’s. SPENGEL (4dk. d.
Bair, Akad. philos.-philol. Kl
iii, 470% proposes therefore to
transpose ¢. 10 and e. 14, but
this does not get over the diffi-
culty, as e. 13 would still disturb
the connection between ¢. 12 and
15. FiscEER (De Eth. Nicom.
ge. p. 13 sqg.) and FRITZSCHE
(Bilicw Budemi, 117, 120 sqq.)
regard c. 15 as a fragment from
the fourth book of the Kudemian
Lithics. BRANDIS, p. 1433 sq.,
leaves the choice open between
these and other possible explana-
tions (e.g. that it is a preliminary

. ‘note to a larger discussion).

_The difficulties seem to dis-
uppear if weplace c. 15, with the
oxception of the last sentence,
between . 12 and 13, It is not
frue that the guestion which it
discusses has already heen

YVOL. II.

seftled: in e 11 it was asked
whether what one suffers volun-
tarily, here whether what one
inflicts on oneself, is a wrong.,
This investigation is expressly
said to be still in prospect at the
beginning of ¢. 12, and while it
is certainly not more, it is also
not less satisfactory than the kin-
dred investigations, e. 11 and 12,
TrENDELENBURG declares him-
self, ibid. 423, satisfied with this
transposition, insapport of which
he appeals to M. or. i. 34, 1196,
a, 28, compared with Fih. N, v,
15, 1138, b, 8. On the other
hand, RAMSAUER has not a word
in allusion to the dificulty of the
position of ¢. 15. In the text of
c. 15 itsell, however, the order is
certainly defective: cof. Rawm-
SAUER, in loco, RASsOw, Forseh.
iber die nikom. Eth, 42, 77, 96
I See p. 163, n. 2, supra.

N
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isnone to enlighten us but ‘the man of insight,’ no ulti-
mate criterion but the notion which he may have formed
of the proper mean. All moral judgment, and with it
all moral insight, is thus conditioned by ¢ Insight.” Tf,
then, we would understand the true nature of moral
virtue we must next face the question of the nature of
Insight, and accordingly Aristotle devotes the sixth
book of the Efhies to its discussion, illustrating it by
comparison with kindred qualities, and explaining its
practical import.! To this end he first distinguishes,

! It is usual to assign a more
independent position to the sec-
tion upon the dianoétic virtnes.
The Ethiesisthought to bea gene-
ral account of all the virtues which
are partly morul and partly in-
tellectual ; the former are freated
of B.il-v., the latter B. vi. But
while Eudemus (according to
Eth. Eud.ii. 1, 1220, a, 4-15)
may have treated his subject in
this way, Aristotle’s intention
seems to have been diflerent.
Ethies, according to Aristotle,
is merely a part of Polities
(see p. 135 sq.) from which
Eudemus (i. B, 1218, b, 13) is
careful to distingnish it as a
separate science, Its aim is not
(see p. 181,1. 3, supra) yvdos, but
wpafis (Bth, Fud. 1, 1, 1214, 8,10,
represents it as ‘not only know-
ledge, but also action’), and
accordingly it requires experi-
ence and character to understand
it (Eth, N. i 1095, a, 2 sqg., see
p.161, n. 2, 8, supra). It would be
inconsistent with this practical
aim (an objection which, accord-
ing to M. Mor. 1. 35, 1107, b, 27,
was already urged by the older
Peripatetics, and which is there

inadequately met), if the Hthics
were to deal with intellectual
activity for its own sake, and
without relation to human action
in tlie sense in which vi. 7, 1141,
g, 28 declares that Politics has
nothing to do with it. The
treatment, moreover, in the sixth
book, as it stands, if it professes
to wive a complete account of
dianoitic virtue, is very unsatis-
factory. The highest modes of
intellectual activity are precisely
those which are disposed “of
most briefly. This, on the other
hand, becomes perfectly intelli-
gible if we suppose the true aim
to be the investigation of dpden-
ois, the other dianoétic virtues
being only mentioned here in
order to mark off the province of
@pdrnots from theirs and clearly
to exhibit its peculiarities by the
antithesis. Aristotle has to speak
of ¢pdvnois, because, as he him-
self says, c. 1 (p. 168, 2, supra),
he has defined moral virtue as
conduct according to épfos Adyos,
or as the ¢pdrwos would define it,
and because the diseussion forms
2 necessary part of a complete
aceount of moral virtue. Cf on
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as we have already seen, a two-fold activity of “reason,
the theaoretic and the practical : that which deals with

necessary truth, and that

which deals with what is

matter of choice.! Inquiring further how reason, know-
ledge, wisdom, insight and art® are related to one
another, he answers that knowledge deals with neces-
sary truth, which is perceived by an indirect process of

this head also vi. 13 (p. 166, 0.1,
supra), % 8, 1178, a, 16: our-
élevnTae B¢ kal 1 Ppdrnois T Tol
Hovs dperf, kal alty =7 ppovhicer,
elrep oi per Tis ppovigews Gpyal
karé Tés Abueds elow dperas, o 8
dpbly v Ry kare. THY ppovnTr.

! Bee p. 113, n. 1, supra.

2 Fth. vi. 3 wmit,: €rTw 3% ois
eAnfeter i Yuyh T reraddvar
Groddyes wévre Tov apifiudy © TaiTa
5 dorl Téxry, dmaThun, ¢pplinois
[which we have to translate by
“insight’ for lack of a beiter
word], copla, rais, SwoAdler yap
wal 8dFp évbéxeras Brapevbeqbor
Whether Aristotle infends to
treat all five or only some of
those virtues is, on our view of
the aim of this discussion, not
very important. At thesametime
we cannot agree with PRANTL
(Ueber dic dianoét. Tug. d.
wikom. Eth. Minch. 1852) in re-
garding copla and dpdvmeis as
the only dianoétic virtues: the
former, that of the Adyor Exor, so
far as it has for its abject 7o py év-
Seydperor BAAws €xetr; the latter
with the qualities which are sub-

_ordinate to it (et Boviia, gireais,

yrdun, dewdrns), in so far as it
refers to 7o dvBexdperor EAAws
Exew: of vobs, onthe other hand,
he says that as immediate it
cannot be regarded as a virtue,
of emorfpy and Téxem that they
are not virtues, but that there is

an épeTy émiaTauns, codin, and an
apsth éxms, likewise in the last
instance wsodle. Aristotle cer-
tainly speaks of copla,c. 7, 1141,
a, 12, as dperd Téxens, but only in
the popular sense; as coplz has
to do only with the necessary, it
cannot in this sense be dperdy
Téyrns, whose sphere is 10 évde-
xtuevor #AAws Exev. -But, apart
from this inacenracy, Pranti’s
view is untenable, for in the first
place Aristotle exzpressly says,
¢. 2 imif., that the diancétic
virtues are the subject of the dis-
cussion that follows, and nowhere
hints that thereis any difference
in. this respeet among the five
which he enumerates ¢. 2, and in
the second place Aristotle’s deti-
nition of virtue applies to all
five, If every praiseworthy
quality is a virtue ( Ktk 1. 18 fin. :
Tay 8¢ elewr Tas ErareTds GpeTds
Aéyouer) émrripm and Téxrn are
undoubtedly €fes émoweral (as
example of Eus, émorfipyn is the
onewhichis givenin Cuteq. c. 8,8,
a, 29, 11, a, 24); if, on the other
hand, we accept the definition of
virtue elsewhere (Zop. v. 3, 131,
b, 1), & 7ow Exovra Taiel ewoviaioy,
this ulso is applicable to both.
The same is true of wois when
copceived of, not as a special
part of the soul, but as a special
quality of that part, as it mnst be
when classed along with émeriun,

N2



180 ARISTOTLE

thought—in other words, by inference ;' that necessary
truth is also the object of reason (vods) in that narrower
sense in which it means the power of grasping in an act
of immediate cognition those highest and most universal
truths which are the presuppositions of all knowledge ; 2

&e. 3 . 124nit., moreover, it is ex-
pressly described as a &, bub if
it i3 @ s it must be a €khs
drawerh: inother words, an aperi.

O T, e S of p. 2da
supra.

¥ Ihid. ¢. 6, and frequently,
o p. 244, sgq.  From reason
in this semse »ols mpawTuis
is distinguished. The difference,
according to De dAn. iii. 10, Efk.
vi. 2, 12 (p.118,n. 2, cf. 118, 0.1,
supra), is that the object of the
practical reason is action, and
therefore 76 érdex. #Ahws Exew,
whereas the theoretic reason is
concerned with all Sewy af dpyal
uh SwdéyorTor EAAws Eyer. In his
further treatment of the prac-
tical reason Aristotle is hardly
consistent. In the passages cited,
p. 113, n. 2, its function is de-
scribed as BovAeverfa or Aoyi-
Ceafas, while it is itself called vd
Aoyioruedy ; 1615 of less import (ac-
cording to p. 106, n. 2, supra) that
for voiis wpartirds standalso Suivorae
wpeieTue)), wparTioy Kkal  Sievon-
Tikéy. On the other hand we
read, Bih. vi. 12, 1143, a, 35: rai
§ vois TGy éoxdruwy ém Gudirteps-
el yip TéY TpdTwy bpwr kal Tdr
doxdray vois éomt kal ol Adyos, ral
5 ply kaTd Tas Gwoleilels Taw
drwhray bpay kel mpdrew, 3 8 dv
Tais mpaxTiitais [SC. EmwrTHLGLs, NOT
&radelteoy, asthe species mparrical
dwodeifers cannot stand as the
antithesis to the genus dmodeilis;
moreover, the former phrase in-

volves a self-contradiction, amd-
Bekrs according to p. 243 sq. being
a conclusion from necessary
premises, whereas deliberation
has to do with 70 &fey. 8AAws
Exew) Tob éoxdTov kol érdexousrov
wal Tis &répos mpordoews. dpyol
yip Tol ob Evexa adToi ek

T&v kb’ Exoocre i rabiiov [the
last claunse, &k oop, &c., has
hitherte baffled the commen-
tators, and ought perhaps to be
struck out]. Todrwy ofr Eyew Bel
alodnow, abry & éatl vobs. Ac-
cording to this passage also
there is, besides the reazon which
knows the unchangeable prin-
ciples of demonstrations, a
second whose objeet is 7o
EoyoTov, Th Cvbexduevor, B érépa
wpdrans, and which, therefore, is
described as an elcéyos of these
(7ovTwy can only refer to these
Gpyal Tou ol évexa). By Eaxorow
can only be meant the same as iii.
5, 1112, b, 23 (ef. vi. 9, 1142, a,
24 and p. 118, n. 3, supra) where
it is said, 70 éoxaror & TH dva-
Adver mpRTOw €lvar v Ty yevéoer,
the "primary condition (wpa@rTor
efrewr, 1112, b, 19) for the attain-
ment of a certain end, with the
discovery of which deliberation
ceases and action begins, as set
forth, iii. 5, 1112, b, 11 sqq.; De
An,iii. 10 (see p. 113, n. 2, supra).
As it lies in our own power to
make thiscondition actunal ornot,
it is described as évBexduevor,
But it does not coincide in mean-
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that wizdom consists in the nnion of reason and know-

ing, as WALTER, Lelre v. d.
prakt. Vern, 222, assumes, with
the érépa wpdracis. ¢ the second
premise’ The latter is the
minor premise of the practical
syllogism : in the example ad-
duced, Fth. vi. 5 (seep. 110, n. 1,
supra), ‘wapTds yAvkios yedeobur
Bet, TouTl B¢ pAvky, &e., it is the
clanse * this is sweet ' ; the &oya-
7oy, on the other hand, which
leads immediately to action is
the conclusion (in the given case:
Tolroy yeverfm &el), which Is
called, D¢ An. iii. 10 (see p. 113,
n. 2, supra), Bth. vi. 8,1141, b, 12,
apxh Ths mpdEews, mpakThy Gyaboy 5
as,then, o wpawror 18 described as
7o eoxoroy, vi. 8, 1141, b, 27, ¢. 8,
1142, a, 24 also, and only this can
be meant by b évfey.in the
passage before us, the minor
premise (‘this is sweet. ¢ this is
shameful ") does not refer to a
mere possibility but o an un-
alterable reality. It is certainly
surprising to be told that both of
these are not known by a Adyos,
bot by Nous, seeing that the
minor premise of the practical
syllogismis matter of perception,
not of Nous,while the conclusion,
7 Zryoerov, being deduced from
the premises, is matter, not of
wois, but of Adyes, not of im-
mediate but of mediate knew-
ledge. Nevertheless, although
in many cases (as in the above,

. rourl yAvkd) the minor premise of
~ the practical syllogism is a real

perception, there are other cazes
in which it transcends mere per-
ception: as, for instance, when
the major premise is ‘ we musg
do what is just,’ the minor ¢ this
action is just.’ In such cases we
can only speak of alrfyois in the

improper sense described p, 250,
n. 1, supra (for another example,
o Fth. #i.°9, 1109, b, 20), and
Aristotle himself remarks (z.
p- 183, n. 4, dnfra) that what he
here calls alfrfnoes it would bs
better to call popdryeis. Buteven
the &oxeror, 1.8. the wmpakriy,
must be object of alednois, as
it is a particular, and all par-
ticnlars are so (cf. p. 183, infra).
What is more remarkable is that
the passage before us places the
function of the practical reason,
not in BovAeteodar (on which
#. p. 182, n, 5, infra), but in the
cogpition of the érépa wpdraois
and the &oxeror. It is wholly
inadmissible fo s=ay, with
WALTER, ilid. 76 sqq., that it is
speaking of the theoretic reason
and not of the practical at all
It is impessible to understancd
the words ¢ mév kard Tés dmwo-
Betfers, &c., to mean that one and
the same Nous knows both. If
we examine ¢, 2 of this buok (sce
p. 113, n. 2, supra) where, consis-
tently with other passages, 7é
évliey . GAAws Exew are expressly
assigned to the wotis :rpurcﬂh:zls as
the sphere of its action, while
the Bewpnricos is confined to the
sphere of necessary truth, and if
we consider how important a
place the latter dectrine has in
Aristotle’s philosophy (ef. p. 197,
n. 4, supra; Anal. Post. 1. 334init.:
of the érdey. #MAAws €xear there is
neither an émorhun nor a vois),
we must regard it as more than
improbable that what in all other
passages is in the distinctest
terms denied of this reason is
here expressly affirmed of it.
Such an explanation is unneces-
sary: Aristotle says of opdvnous,

-
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ledge in the cognition of the highest and worthiest
objects.! These three, therefore, constitute the parely
theoretic side of reason. They are the processes by
which we know the actnal and its laws. What they deal
with eannot be otherwise than as it is, and therefore
cannot be matter of human effort. On the other
hand, art and insight® deal with human action: in
the one caze as it concerns production, in the
other as it is condnet.® Insight alone, thersfore, of all
the cognitive activities can be our guide in matters of
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explain it, while all aim at happiness,’ it depends upon
the moral character of each individual wherein he seeks
it. Practical deliberation is the only sphere of the
exercise of insight ; ? and since this has to do, not with
universal propositions, but with their application to
given cases, knowledge of the particular is more i’f"
dispensable to it than knowledge of the universal.? It
is this application to practical aims and to particular
given cases that distinguishes insight both from science
and from theoretic reason.® On the other hand, it is

conduct. It is not, however, the only element in the

- determination of conduct.

The ultimate aims of action

are determined, according to Aristotle,* not by delibera-
tion, but by the character of the will:® or, as he would

the virtue of the practical reason,
both that practical deliberation,
and that the Immediate know-
ledge of the Erxaror and wparTow,
is the sphere of its operation
(see p. 182, n. 3, infra). He
attributes, therefore, to it the
knowledge both of the actual,
which is the starting-peint of
deliberation, and of the purpose
which is its goal.

10,7, 1141, a, 16 (after re-
jecting the common and in-
accurate use of the word m:rp.‘a%:
dare Snroy Bt 5 axpfeordry by
Thy émiornudr en % codla. et
Bpu Tov qogov piy mivow Tk €k Tay
Gpx@r eidevar, aAAG Kkal mepl Tis
dpyas GAqfedery. dor ey Er 5
TFopla vois xal Emworiun, dowep
repeihy  Exoura émoThun TAw
'nylw'rc('.rwy. Cf.‘p. 290, n. 2, Fupra.

Z It would be preposterous,
Aristotle continmes, ¢. 7, 1141,
a, 20, to regard epdrqois and
wodwrend) as the hizhest know-
ledge ; in that case we should

bave to regard man as the
noblest of all beings. The
former is concerned with what
is best for man: on the other
hand 4 cogla ol wal émoriuy
kol vois TEv TyuwTdTey TR Gl
c. B init.: 4 8 Ppdunots wepl Ta
avlpomra kal wepl Gy Eori Pou-
Aevoaota: ol yapdpovipov uditera
Tobr’ Epyor elval pauer, o €6 Bov-
Aeterfar, Bovelerar B odfels mepl
T@y aburdrwr GAAws Eyew, obd’
Bowr uh Téhos 7l éori kal TovToe
mpakrTYy dyafiéy. See also p. 183,
n. 2, supra.

* Bee p. 107, n. 2, supra.

* As was rightly pointed out
by WALTER, Lekre v. d. prokt.
Vern. 44, 78, and HARTENSTEIN
in opposition to TRENDHLEN-
BURG (fHist. Beitr, ii. 378), and
the earlier view of the present
treatise.

® Hgh. iii, B, 1112, b, 11:
BovAevdueba Bt ol mepl TdV TeAdy
GAMa mepl TEr wpbs Ta TéAm. So
the physician, the orator, the

legislator : Béuevor Télos Tt mds
et 816 Tivey ErTart akowovel Vi
13,1144, 2,8 : b Epyor GmoTedeital
ward THy Gplvnow kal Thy TBucy
dperdy* 4 pév yip Gperd TO oroTOY
woiei dpbbw, 4 D¢ dpdvnars Ti mpbs
robror. L. 20: Thr piv oty
wpoadpeaiy bpbhy morel 5 dpeTd, "r?.'
5 Soa éxelrys Evewe wépuxe mwphT-
reabar ik o Ths aperfis GAN
érépas Buvdpews. See further,

p. 186, n. 5, tnfra.

! See p. 139, n. 1, supra.
2 Q. 8 init.; see p. 118, n. 3,

wpra. :

3 Eth. vi. 8, 1141, b, 14 (with
referenceto the words quoted n. 2
preced. p.): ovd’ éoriv 4 Oplvnots
T&y kabiioy pover, GAAe 8el kal Té
kafékaoTa yrwpiley: mpawTudh yap,
% 8¢ wpilis wepl 7o redixaoTa.
And accordingly (as is remarked
wlso Metaph. 1. 881, a, 12 sqq.)
vxperience without knowledge

(.. witbout apprehension of the

universal) is as a rule of greater
practical use than knowledge
without experience, # 3¢ ppdrmats
wpaictiks) - dore Bel Budw Exer i
radmqv [the apprehension of the
particnlar] gdaioy. Forthe same
reason young people lack dpivyots

(c. 9, 1142, a, 11), being without
experience.

¢ Btk vi. 9, 1142, a, 23 b
3 5 ppdvnais obk EmioThiM, (ave-
pdv * Tob yap éoxdTou forly, domep
efpnrac * [In the passage quoted, p.
182, 1.2, sup., where it was shown
to be concerned with the wpawerdy
dyeddy ; of. . 8, 1141, b, 27: 70
qop Yidioue wpaktoy &s Eoyaror]
7o y&p mpartdy TowTor [SC. Eoxa-
Tov]. errikeTan pev 8 TE v@c B
pip yap vols T@v dpwy, v olk &t
Adyos, 4 B¢ Tob éoxdrou, ol olk
Lo émoThpn, EAA alobqats, oiry
i ray Blwr, GAN oig aiofordueda
B7i 7Y &v Tols pabnuaTikols ErxaToy
Tplyaroy . cThoerar yip KoKk
AN aly  paAkor divfnois R
¢podnaes, éwelyns B EAMo eifos.
This passage bas been discussed
in recent times by TRENDELEN-
RURG (Hist. Beitr. ii. 380 sq.),
TeiCHMULLER (Arisi. Horsel. 1.
253-262), and more eshaustively
by WALTER (Lekr. v. d. prali.
Vern. 361-433). The best view
of Aristotle’s meaning and the
grounds on which it rests
may be shortly stated as
follows : Gpdvnars is here distin-
guished from mwrripn by marks
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seen in both these respects to be a manifestation of
practical reason, the essential characteristics of which it

which are already familiar to us.
When it is further opposed to
Nous, which is described as con-
cerned with indemonstrable prin-
ciples, we can obviously under-
stand by Nous in this sense only
the theoretic, not that reason
which Avistotle calls practical
and distingnishes from the former
as a different faculty of the soul
on no other ground than that it
(like ¢pdrmois, according to the
passage before us) has to do with
the mpakThe, the édeydueror, the
Eoyuror (see p. 180, n. 2, supra).
Finally, it cannot surprise us
that the &ryeror, with which
insight i8 concerned, is said to
be the object not of emwriun
but of aledyeis. For this Erxaroy,
which is found in the conclusion
of the practical syllogism, is
that in the fulfilment of which
action consists, and is always
therefore a definite and particular
result; the foyartor is the source
of the resolution o undertake
this journey, to assist this one
who is in need, &e. (ef. p. 180,
n.2). Bab the particular is not
the object of scientific know-
ledge but of perception; of.
P. 163 sq. While this is so, we
have to deal in the conclusion
of the practical syllogism (often
also, as was shown, p, 180 5q.,
in its minor premise), not only
with the apprehension of an
actual fact, but at the same time
with its subsumption under a
universal coneept (as in the con-
clusion: ‘I wish a good teacher
—Socrates is a good teacher—-
Socrates must be my teacher’);
accordingly, not with a simple

perception but with a perceptive
judgment. The alofyoes, there-
fore, which is concerned with the
Eryaror of practical deliberation
is not elvbnos Tav iflwr, ic, the
apprebension of the sensible
qualities of objects which are pre-
sent to particular senses (as was
shown, p. 695q. sup., thisisalways
accompanied by particular sensa-
tions), but an aloebnes of anather
kind. What that kind is is not
expressly said, but merely indi-
cated by an example: it is like
that which informs us §7: 7b év
7085 palyuercots Eoyator Tpivwrov,
that in the analysis of a figure the
lastterm which resists all analysis
is a triangle, (For only so can
the words be understood, as is
almost universally recognised;
RaMsAUBR's explanation, which
takes the general proposition to
mean pyiman vel simplicissimans
omniwm figuram esse tricngulum,
is contradicted by the eircum-.
stance noted by himself that
such a proposition is not known
by alobnes.) In other words,
this ale@nms involves a judgment
upon the guality of its object.
But such propositions as ‘this
must be done’ differ even from
the given instance, *this is a
triangle in that they refer to
something in the picture and not
merely to something present to
the senses. They are therefore
still further removed from per-
ception in the proper sense than
it is. Hence he adds: they are
more of the nature of gpormas ; it
is moreakintoslfebneis. The pas-
sage, therefore, gives good sense,
and there isno reason to reject the
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so perfectly reproduces that we have no difficulty in re-
¢ognising in it # the virtue of practical reagon —in other.
words, practical reason educated to a virtue! Its
object ig on the one hand the individual and his goon’l,_
on the other the commonwealth: in the former case it
is Insight in the narrower sense, in the latter Politics,
which again is further divided into (Eeonomics, and the
sciences of Legislation and Government.®> In the sure
discovery of the proper means to the ends indicated by
Insight consists Prudence;? in right judgment on the
matters with which practical Insight has to deal, Under-
standing ; * in so far as a man judges equitably on these

words from frc v v Tols uaf, to
the end, in which case we should
have to suppose that the actual
conclusion of the chapter has
been lost.

1 Aristotle does not, indeed,
expressly say so, but he atiri-
butes to wrobs wparTuchs (see
p. 180, n. 2) precisely those
activities in which ¢pdrmars ex-
presses itself, viz. Povievecfar
and occupation with the évde-
xdusror, the wpakriy ayafby, the
éoxarov, and remarks of both
that they are concerned with
matters of olofgers, not of
knowledge (p. 183, n. 4, supra).
These statements are consistent
only on the supposition that they
refer to one and the same sub-
ject, and that insight is merely
the right state of the practical

~resson. PRANTL'S view (ilid. p.

15y, that it is the virtue of 7o
Botaotwdy, iz refuted even by the
passage which he guotes on its
behalf, e. 10, 1142, b, 8 sgq., not
to speak ot c. 3, 1139, b, 15 sqq.

20, 8§ sq 1141, b, 23-1142;

a, 10 ; cf. p. 186.

3 EdBovAle, ibid. c¢. 10; cf.
p. 118, n. 3, supra. According
to this account of it edBovhic
must not be confounded with
knowledge into which inguiry
and deliberation do not enter as
elements, nor with eleroyic and
dyxivou, which discover what is
right without much deliberation,
nor with 84fa, which also is not
an inquiry ; but it is a definite
quality of the understanding
(Bidvora, see p. 106, n. 2), viz.
opfiTns BouAfls i kaTd Th @PEAtuow,
wal of Bel kol &s xal dre.  And we
must further here distinguish
between b arAds b BeBrudeirfa
and Tb wpds Ti TéAos b BePovi-
eiofor.  Only the former deserves
uneonditionally to  be called
evfovala, which is therefore de-
fined as dpfdrns f keTd TH cvubépor
wpds 71 TéAos, ol 7 dpdvnats GAnlis
drdAmpbis doTiv,

4 Zlvems, ibid. c. 11. Tis
relation to ¢pdvyoes is described
1143, a, 6 : wepl 70 adrd pev T
ppoviicer Eoriy, obk frri BE TobThy
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matters towards others, we call him Right-minded.!
Just, therefore, as all perfection of theoretic reason is
included in Wisdom, so all the virtues of the practical
reason are traced back to Insight.? The natural basis
of insight is the intellectual acuteness which enables us
to find and apply the proper means to a given end.?
If this is turned to good ends it becomes a virtue, in the
opposite case a vice ; so that the root from which spring
the insight of the virtuous man and the cunning of the
knave is one and the same.! The character of our ends,
however, depends in the first instance upon our will, and
the character of our will upon our virtue; and in that
sense insight may be said to be conditioned by virtue.’

. viveis kol @pdvmoisc 4 pév wap 1142, 1, 11 5qq.) that while »ows,

pbynois émranted) éoTw ' 7l yap
3el mpdrTew 7 wi, T Tékas olTis
eoriv: § B glremis wpimiky pdvoy.
1t consists é&v 74 xphobar 77 86y
érl T wplyew wepl Tolrwy wepl by
9 ppdvyols éarw, EANov Aéyorres,
Kai wplyew kads,

¢ Trdun, kab' Hy ebyrduorvas kal
éxew dapty yrduny, is according
to ¢ 11, 1143, a, 19 sqq. 4 Tod
€miswcois  wpiris  Gpbh, similarly
quyrdun = dun  Kprue)  Tob
dmierois opfif).  All right conduct
towards others, however, has to
do with eqguity (c. 12, 1143, a,
31).

# Aristotle accordingly con-
cludes the discussion of the
dianottic virtues with the words :
Ti wev by darly % pdinars rol #
copiz . ., epnrm, 50 that he
himself appears to regard these
as representative of the two chief
classes of the dianobtic virtues.
There is this differenice, moreover,
between them and most of the
others (c. 12, 1148, b, 6 sq. ¢. 9,

giveris and yréun are to a certain
cxtent natural gifts, sogle and
dpoyyais are not.

& Ihid. ¢. 13,1144, n, 23 : &m
84 mes Blvapes fr karobor Sewdryra.
ality & éo7l TowlrTy dore vi wpbs
7oy imoreBérTa oromby gvsTelvorTa

Svragfu TavTa mpdrTaw xal Tuy-o,

xdvew alrar.

1 Thid. 1. 26 &v uév odw &
oKOTOS 1) KaAbs, emowerd éavwy, by
8¢ ¢avros, wavovpyle. VI, 11,
1152, a, 11 : 8@ 70 7hr Sewdrnra
Biaeperr s Ppoviicens Tov elpnu-
Svoy Tpdway . . . kel kerd pir Thy
Adyoy éyybs eivar, Badépew §¢ nath
Tiw wpog'pear.  See aliove, Plato
had already remarked (Rep. i
491 E)that the same natural gift
which rightly guided produces
great virtne, under wrong guid-
ance is the source of great vice.

¥ Fith.vi. 18, 11444, 8, 20 (see
P 182, n. 5, sup ). Thid.1. 28 (afier
the wordsquoted n. 3, 4 ): & '
W Opirgois oby 4 Bewdrys, EAA’
olr Gvev Tis Juvrduews Tabrys. @
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But, conversely, virtue may also be said to be conﬁi—.
tioned by insight;' for just as virtue directs the will
to good objects, insight teaches 1t the proper means to
employ in the pursuit of them.? Moral virtue, there-
fore, and insight reciprocally condition one an_other:
the former gives the will a bent in the direction of
the good, while the latter tells us what actions e
200d® The circle in which we seem here to be in-
volved is not really resolved by saying * that virtue and
insight come into existence and grow up t-oge.ther by‘ a
grac'iual process of habituation ; that every single vir-
tuous action presupposes insight, every instance of true
practical insight virfue:® but that if we are in search
of the primal germ from which both of these are evolf-*ed,
we must look for it in education, by which the insight
of the older generation produces the virtue of the

younger. This solution might suffice if we were deal-
ing merely with the moral development of individuals,

3 &us [which here, as p. 153,
D. 8, supra, indicates a.perma:nent
quality] 7¢ Spmart TolTe viveTa
Tis Yuxds [insight is com,parnid
to the eye also] obr dvew Gperis
. . . Bzorpépe yap 7 poxfnpla ol
Braedbeofar woiel wep! '[Bus:rpmx“{'r.-
Kas apxds. SoTe pavepby 4Tt dBi-
yeroy ¢pdvioy slvar piy dvra bryoddy.
Cf. c. 5, 1140, b, 17: 7 3¢ Bieop-
Bapuive B Hlovhs ke Adwqy etfiis

 ob paiveras f épxh, 0I5k [sc. pairera

abrés] Beiv Tovrou Evexer ral B
T006 aipsiofor mdvra kol wpaTTew.
VIL 9. 1151, a, 14 sqq.

L Tk, wio 13, 1144, b, 1-32.
Cf. preceding note and p. 156,
n. 3, supra.

= Sé)e p- 182, n. 5, supra. Eth.

vi. 18, 1145, a, 4: ok éorat i
wpontpents 6plh Hvev pporigews oﬁb‘;
Gvew dpeTiis® § uy ydp TO TEAOS, 7
Bt 78 wpbs TO TéNos Trotel mpdTTEW.

31144, b, B0: BFAov obw
Zic Tdy elpquirey GTe oby oidy TE
ayafor elvar kuplos Gvew cj}pov‘(';lfil:is
oiBe  dplvpay  Gwev TiHs NS
dperiis. X. Bjseep. 178, n. 1 fin.
supra. -

+ TRENDELUNBURG, Histor,
Beitr, ii. 385 eq.

5 TRENDELDNBURG refers on
this point to M. Mor. il 3, 1200,
a, 8: ofire vbp Brev THS dpovioews
af #AAar dperal ylvoyTay obd 7
Gpdynais Teheln Ewev Taw &L\m:
GpeT@y, AAAE cuvepyoll Tws ueT
GAAHAY,
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and with the question whether in time virtue here
precedes insight or vice versa. But the chiéf difficulty
lies in the fact that they condition one another abso-
lutely. Virtue consists in preserving the proper mean,
which can only be determined by ¢ the man of insight.’ !
But, if this be so, insight cannot be limited to the mere
discovery of means for the attainment of moral ends:
the determination of the true ends themselves is impos-
sible without it ; while, on the other hand, prudence
merits the name of insight only when it is consecrated
to the accomplishment of moral ends.

As insight is the limit of moral virtne in one
direction, those activities which spring, not from the
will, but from natural impulse (without, however, on that
account being wholly withdrawn from the control of the
will) stand at the other extreme. To this class belong
the passions. After the discussion, therefore, of insight,
follows a section of the Eihics which treats of the right

and wrong attitude towards the passions. Aristotle

calls the former temperance, the latter intemperance—
distinguishing them from the moral qualities of self-
control (cwdpootrn) and licentionsness® by pointing
out that while in the case of the latter the control or
tyranny of the desires rests upon a bent of the will
founded on principle, in the case of the former it rests
merely upon the strength or weakness of the will. TFor
if all morality centres in the relation of reason to desire,
and is concerned with pleasure and pain ;3 if farther,
there is in this respect always a wrong as opposed to

L Cf. p. 1630 * P, 167 .6, WP
* bee p. 156 sq. supra.
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the right, a bad as opposed to the good —still this opposi-
tion may be of three different degrees and kinds. If
we supp:::se on the one hand a perfected virtue, free alike
from all weakness and vice, and on the other a total
absence of conscience, we bave in the former case a.
divine and heroic perfection which hardly exists among
men, in the latter a state of brutal insensibility which
is equally rare.! If the character of the will, with-
out being so completely and immutably good or bad as
in the cases just supposed, yet exhibits in fact either of
these qualities, we have moral virtue or vice.? Finally, if
we allow ourselves to be carried away by passion, without
actually willing the evil, this is defined as intemperance
or effeminacy ; if we resist the seductions of passion, it 1s
temperance or constancy. Temperance and intemper-
ance have to do with the same object as self-control and
licentiousness—namely, bodily pain and pleasnre. The
difference lies in fhis, that while in the case of the
former wrong conduct springs only from passion, in
the case of the latter it springs from the character of
the will. If in the pursuit of hodily pleasure or in
the avoidance of bodily pain, a man transgresses the
proper limit from weakness and not from an evil will,

'\ Eth. vil. 8 dnit.; Tér wepl T
Wy pevkrdy Tpia dorly ffn, Kkakle
dxparle Bnpdras. T& & devria
Tois uiv Svel e TO pdv vyap

© Gperyr T & éympdreiar kalobuer -
Cmpds B THr OnpidTTe ndlier Gy

GpudrTor Aéyew THy a}frérp wuds
aperhy, Apwiiy Twa kai Belay . . .
Kl yop Bomep abdt Bnplov dol kaiia
obF Gperd, obTws ovde Jsob, %?LJ\‘ ]
uiy Tiuidrepor aperis, 4 & Erepdy
Te yévos waiclas, &o. Of dypudrns

Aristotle speaks further o. 6,114,
8, b, 19, 1149, a, 20, ¢. 7, 1149, b,
27 sqq.  Among bestial desires
he reckons &ppodicia Tols dppeat, by
which, however, as the context
shows, he means only passive
not active rafepaaria.

# See preceding note and the
remarks which follow upon the
relation of cegporivy and édropa-
cla to éyrporea and dnpacia, be-
sides p. 160 sq.
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‘in the former case he.is intemperate, in thelatter effemi-
nate ; if he preserves the proper limit, he is temperate
or constant.! The latter type of man still differs from

1 Thid. c. 6: f7e uev ofy wep)
Hidoves kal Abras eloly o 7 dyxparels
ol kaprepucol kal of dxparels kal pa-
Aakol, gavepdv. More accurately,
thesequalities, like cweporirgand
droracla, refer to bodily pain and
pleasure; only in an improper
sense can we speak of ypnudrer
arparers wal képdovs kal Tiuds kol
‘Buuall. Tav 8 wepl Tis capaTueds
amphavees, wepl G5 Adyouey Tiw
c@E@pova kol GxdhacTor, & uh T4
mpoaspeiofar Ta@v fdoviy Siwdkay Tis
imepPonds ral Ty AuTnpdr dedyoy

. @AAG wops wpoaipesw wal Thw
Sidvoiar, dipatiis Aéyerni, ob Kard
mpdo ey, kebdmep dpyijs,aAN’ GmAds
povoy. Madckiarefers tothe same
objects. The érparys, therefore,
and the drdAneros, the éyxparihs
and the odpper, eirl v Tepl
Tavrd, GAN olx @ralTws eioiy,
AN’ of ‘uiy mpomtpotvrar ol § of
TpoaipotrTen. At uaiioy dkdladToy
by elmowuer, domis ph emibupdr
fipéua Bidrer Tds dwepBodds ral
pedyer uperplas Admas, i) TolTov
fores B 7 Emibluuciy dcf}éﬁpa.
C. 8 dmdt.: in reference to the
said obiects, &ori pév ofirws Eyerr
Sore frreofar kel @v of woAAol
kpelrrous, frri B& rparely wal &y of
moAAol firTovs® TolTwy & & pév
wepl Bovts dmpariis & 8 éyicparhs,
& B mepl Avmas pedaxds 6 B2
KapTEPIRos . . . O pey Ths Omep-
BoAds Bubkwy Tav Hilwv ¥ xaf
twepBoAds B wpoalpeoty, O
abris kal undey B Erepoy amoBatvor,
. GkdAagTes ., . 6 & EAkelmwy 6
apricelpevos, § B péros oddpur.
dulows B¢ kal & pelywr Tas cwua-
Teids Almwas wh 80 ATTor ARG ik
wpoaipeqiy. The parards, on the

other hand (who iz defined 1150,
b, 1 as éxheimaw wpbs & of moAAel kal
GrTiTeivover kal Slvayraer), avoids
pain  undesignedly.  drrikerros
B€ 7@ pEv dnparel 8 eyipatis, TH bt
padakd 6 keprepicds. ©. 9, 1151, a,
11: the #wdrasros desires im-
moderate bodily enjoyments on
principle (i b wemeigfar), this
desire having its roots in his
moral character as a whole (5
Tb TowbTos elvas alos Sidrey alrds)
... Eo7 B¢ 7us Sid wdbos éxoTa-
TiKOS Taps TUr opbdy Adyar, by GoTe
pév pl wpdrTewr katd Tov dpfiv
Adyoy rporer TH wdBes, doTe &
elvat TowiTor oiov wereiglar Sibieir
avélny Belv s rowdras HBovks of
kpoTel  obTds doTw 6 dmpards
BeArlwy Toi droAdeTov, vi8E pabios
amAds owleTar ydp T BéArirTor,
4 dpyd. &AAos & évartios, & duuer-
erios kal vbx exoTaTucds Gud ye 7h

wafos (and so, previonsly, c. 4,
1146,b,22), C.11,1152.8, 15 ; the

intemperate man acts indeed
Exwy, moryphs §° ofi* f) yap wpoipeais
émeicsis © ko’ Auimdenpes.  He
resembles a state which has good
laws but which does not observe
them ; the mwornpds one in which
the laws are observed, but are
bad. He differs, therefore, from
the aréAaoros in that he feels re-
morse for his actions (ef. Fith.
iii. 2, p. 590 mid. above) and
is therefore not so incurable as
the latter. Aeccordingly, Aristotle
compares excess with epilepey,
axoharie with dropsy and con-
sumption (c. 8, 1150, a, 21, ¢. 9
init.). Two kinds of intemper-
ance are further distinguished,
dofévere and  wpewérew, that
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the man who is virtuous in the proper sense (cwdpor),
in that he is still struggling with evil desires, from
which the other ig free.! The general question of how
and how far it i possible to act from intemperance, and
to let our better knowledge be overpowered by desire,
has been already discussed.?

3. Friendship

Upon the account of all that relates to the virtue of
the individnal, there follows, as already mentioned, a
treatise upon Friendship. So morally bheauntiful is the
conception of this relationship which we find here
unfolded, so deep the feeling of its indispensableness,
so pure and disinterested the character assigned to it,
so kindly the disposition that is indicated, so profuse
the wealth of vefined and happy thoughts, that
Aristotle conld have left us no more splendid memorial
of his own heart and character. Aristotle justifies him-
gelf for admitting a discussion upon Friendship into
the Ethics partly by the remark that it also belongs to
the account of virtue?® but chiefly on the ground of the

which is deliberately pursned and
that which, springing from vio-
lence of temper, is thoughtlessly
pursued ; of these the laster is
deseribed as more curable (c. 8,
1150, b, 19 sqq. e. 11, 1152, a, 18,
27). The inconstancy of the in-
temperate man finds its opposite

_ extreme in the headstrong and

self-willed man (irxvpoyrduwy,
Gy rduwy, ¢. 10, 1151, b, 4). The
excesses of anger are less to be
blamed than those of intem-
perance (c. 7. . 8, 1150, a, 25
sqq.; cof. w. 10, 1135, b, 20-29
and p. 113, n. 1); still more

excusable are exaggerations of
noble imypulses (e. 6, 1148, a, 22
s0q.). Onanger, fear, compassion,
envy, &ec. see also Ahet. ii. 2,
5-11.

Y Q. 11, 1157, b, 34: & 1e qop
eywparys  olos unbey wapa  Thy
Aoyor Bik Tas couaTikds Toovas
motely kol § oodpwr, AN § piy
Exwy 6 & olx Exwy Guidaes ém-
Guutas, mal & pir TowtTos alos uh
fificobar wapd oy Adyor, 6 & olos
HBecfar aArE puh Gyecfar

2 P, 155 (Eth. vii. 5.)

B ¥gri yap Goerh Tis N wer
aperijs: viii. 1 dnit.
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significance it has for human life. Everyone requires
friends:! the happy man, that he may keep his happi-
ness and enjoy it by sharing it with others:? the
afllicted, for comfort and support; youth, for advice:
manhood, for united action; old age, for assistance.
Friendship is a law of nature: it unites parents and

children by a natural bond, citizen with citizen,

man with man.* What justice demands is supplied
in the highest degree by friendship, for it produces a
unanimity in which there no longer occurs any viola-
tion of mutual rights.* Tt is, therefore, not only
outwardly but morally necessary.® The social impulses
of man find in it their most immediate expression and
satisfaction ; and just for this reason it constitutes in
Aristotle’s view an essential part of Ethies. For as Ethies
is conceived by him in general as Politics, and the moral
life as life in society,’ so no account of moral activity
can he to him complete which does not represent it as

! For what follows see Eth. t Ibid. 1. 24 sqq.; hence,

viii. 1, 1155, a, 416,

2 Thid. Hvev yap dilwy oblels
o’ by (G, Exyov Ta Aourd dyali
TAVTG . . . TL YEp  OPelos THs
TowbTns  eternplas aparpeBelans
evepyerins, B yiyvera udhiore rai
émaiveTLTdTy wpbs Pilovs.

3 Fbid. c. 16-26, where dnter
alic: Wor ¥ & mis ral dv Tals
mAdress [wanderings] ds oixeloy
Gmas Gvfpamos dvbpdme wal oliov.
Cf. ix. 9, 1169, b, 17 : &rowor &
fows kol TO mopdTnNy woiely TOW
pardproy: obdels yap €Aer’ by xad’
abrby 76 wdvr’ Exew ayald - oA
Tuchy yap d Brfperos ral culiy
wepuicds. On  this see further

infra.

dfAwy pey Byrwr olBiy Sel Bkwmio-
oUrys, dikaior ¥ Grres wpoohovrar
durtas, ral 7éy Sikaiwr 7O pdhioTe
udicdy elvar Borel [the highest
Jjustice is the justice of friends].

® L. 28; ob wdvov 8 drayraidy
oty dANG Kal KaAdy.

“ See on this line p. 186, n. 1.
Bhe = T, V77, o 30: 8 uhy
dumeos Belroe wphs abs Sinatomrpary-
foer kal wed @, duolws B wal &
cdppwr wal 6 avBpelos kol Taw
AAwy €xaoros, only theoretic
virtue is self-sufficient ; c. 8, 1178,
b, 5: 5 & &wperds dort kal
mhelort ouli] aipeirar va kar’ aperiy
mpdrrery,  CL p. 144, 1. 1, supra.
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socially constructive. The examination, therefore, of
Friendship, while completing the study of Ethics,
constitutes at the same time the link which unites it
with the doectrine of the State.!

By friendship Aristotle understands in general
every relationship of mutual good will of which both
parties'are conscious.” This relationship, however, will
assume a different character according to the nature of
the basis upon which it rests. The objects of onr
attachment are in general three: the good, the plea-
surable, and the useful;® and in our friends it will
be sometimes one of these, sometimes another, which
attracts us. We seek their friendship either on
account of the advantages which we expect from them,
or on account of the pleasure which they give us, or on
account of the good that we find in them. A true
friendship, however, can be based only upon the last
of these three motives. He who loves his friend only
for the sake of the profit or the pleasure which he
obtains from him, does not truly love him, but only his
own advantage and enjoyment; with these accord-
ingly his friendship changes* True friendship exists

I Aristotle inserts, however,
two sections upon pleasure and
happiness between them, in the
tenth book—1hus connecting the
end of the Et/ics with the begin-

- ning, where the end of human
~effort had been defined as happi-

ness,

2 VIII. 2, 1155, b, 31 sqq.
(where, however, 1. 38, py must
be omitted after dar). Friend-
ship is here defined as elvoia ér
avrimemorfdot i AavBdwovos, as
mutual good will becomes friend-

VOL. Il

ship only when each knows that
the other wishes him well. The
definition of the ¢ies, Blet. i
5, 1361, b, 36, as one foris &
olerai dyada elvas dnelve, mpartueds
éoTw alriy B0 éxelvor, is a super-
ficial one for rhetorical purposes.

? Ihid. 1155. b, 18: dakel yap
o wity uAeirfar sANE TO SiAnTor,
-rnﬁ:ru & elvar ayatly 4 78D @
XPTTLsoy.

* Ibid. ¢. 3, 5. Friendships
for the sake of profit are formed
for the most part among older

0
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between those alone who have spiritual affinities with
one another, and is founded upon virtue and esteem.
In such a friendship each loves the other for what he
is in himself. He seeks his personal advantage and
pleasure in that which is good absolutely and in itself.
Such a friendship cannot be formed quickly, for the
friend must be tried by long intercourse before he can
be trusted;! nor can it be extended to many, for an
inner relationship and a close acquaintance is only
possible with a few at the same time.* It is, moreover,
no mere matter of feeling and inclination, however indis-
pensable these may be to it, but of character,® of which
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equivalent. Every other kind, attaching as it does to
what is external and nnessential, is merely an imperfect
copy of this true friendship.! This requires that
friends should love only the good in one aﬁother, that
they should receive only good from one another and
return only good.> Virtuous men, on the other hand.
neither demand nor perform any unworthy service to
one another, nor even permit it to be done for them.?
But just as frue friendship rests on likeness and
equality of character and spiritnal gifts, all friendship
may be said to rest upon equality.! The equality is

it iz as lasting an element as the virtue to which it is

people ; those that are for the sake
of pleasure, among the young.
Only the latter require that the
friends should live together, and
they are least durable when the
parties are unlike one another
and pursue different ends: the
one, for instance (as in unworthy
love affairs), his own pleasure, the
other his advantaze. CE. c. 10,
1159, b, 15, ix, 1, 1164, a, 8 sqq.

V VI, 4 dmit. : Tehela 8 oy
@) Ty Gyab@y Gikia ral ket dpe-
Thy bpolwy+ obTor  yap Tayaldd
duolws Bothovrar dAAAAois §i dya-
fol+ dyabol 8 elol wab abrols, oi
8t BovAdpevor Tayabs Tols Pilois
éxeivwy Everw, polioTa iioit 8t
abrots yap ofiTws dxovet kal ob raTd
guuBefnrds [they are friends for
the sake of one another and not
of merely accidental object]-
Biapdver ote § Tolrwy ¢iiia €ws &y
Gyalol dow, § & é&pern udwyuov.
Tbid. ¢ 6 imif.: ol uty gaviol
Erovrar oot 8 flovhy § Tb Xpi-
cwor, TalTy buoir Ouvres, of ¥
ayefol b¢ abrovs ¢ihott § yép

dyetol [for they are soin sofar as
they are good]. ofTor wer oy
dradls dikor, éxevor B¢ kara cuuBe
Brrchs ral Td  dpow@ocfar ToUToLs.
Cf. n. 2 on following page.

2 VIIL 7,1158, a, 10 sqq., and
still more fully ix. 10.

3 VIIL. 7, 1157, b, 28: fowe
3 A pir dlAnois wdbe, 5 B
¢inia Eer (on Ehs, see p. 285,
n. 3, and p. 153, n. 3, supra): 9
yap ¢f?\11(r(s ofry fTTov wphs T
aryd €oTw, GrTiphobor Be merd

mpoatpéaems, f BE mpoaipests agp’

ELews, wal Tayefd BodAovtar Tois
dihouuévors érelvay Evexa, 09 kaTd
wafos aAAd kol €w. DBut on the
other hand, as is farther re-
marked, mutual pleasore in one
another's society is an element in
friendship; of morose persons it
is said, 4bid. 1158, a, 7 : of Towi-
Tot ebyot wév elrw dAAfAos Bot-
Rovrar yap Tayefd kel ararrdcur
els Tas xpelas* odidor 8 ob wdvv
elol il Th uh cvenuepevewr undE
xaipew GAAGNots, & 8% pdAieT’ elvar
Bowel Qrhand.

! See n. 1 on preceding page, dperd 16 diaciy Lower [which we

and viii. 8, 1158, b, 4 sqq. c. 10,
1159, b, 2 sqq.

0.4, 1186, b, 18: Zorw
éxdTepos amrA@s Gyalos kal T¢ ¢iig
[each is not cnly per s good,
but a good to his friend]. of yép
ayabol kal Gmhds dyafol kat dAAS-
Aois @déhipor, duoiws 3¢ wal §fets -
wal ydp awAads of éyabol fH3els Kal
GANTAOs " ExdoTe yop kol fbevhy
eloiy al olxelo wpateis ral ai Towi-
Tar, Tev Gyebir 8¢ al adral 3
duoie. ¢, 7, 1157, b, 33 : duhoiv-
Tes toy Gihor 70 oitols dyafor
dihobair * & yap ayabis pikos yevd-
wevos dyabov ~lverar & didos*  Exd-
Tepos alw QuAel Te TO abTd dyabiv,
kel 74 Yooy dvremodiect T BovAd-
o6t kal TE Aoel T  AdyeTar Yép
undrys 4 iodrys [or with Cod.
KP omit 7, so that the same pro-
verb is here cited as ix. 8, 1168, b,

B Aéyerar ydp© duddTys icréﬁ'?]sg .

peAigTe &) T Tar ayaler Toud
imdpyet.

570, 10, 1159, b, 4.

 See n. 3 on preceding page,
and viil, 10, 1159, a, 34 : paAior 52
Tis Qihias ollons v 7@ GiAelr kai
T@y pilopiiey Sraivovudvay, Gitwy

cannot explain with BRANDIg, p.
1476, as * the love of friendsis like
the love of their virtue,' for the
words preceding forbid this trans-
lation; the meaning is: ‘inas-
much as love is a praiseworthy
thing, it is o kind of perfection
in the friends, or is based upon
pe_rfeution; as, therefore, the
friendship that rests upon actual
merits Is lasting, that which rests
upon true love must be so too].
Gar' &v ofs ToiTo yiverat var Gtlav,
oo péviuar @lhor wal % Tavray
&p;’.\fa. ottw & Br kol of #vico:
palrT elev didor iod(owro yap
. @ 8 lebrys wkal duotdTys
PIAdTS, Kal pdAioTa by § v kar'
&?er?w bpotbTns . . . & évavrier
8¢ pdhiora piv Sowel 7 Bk 1h
Xphowor yiyveria Pikin, ofov mérms
m\ovc:fcp, apabls et ob Fap
TUYXGEL Tis &udels dv.  Todrou
peéperos dvridupeitar #Ahw, This
13 30 even in the case of lovers,
Tows -?é 03’ éplerar v évarrior Tob
Svapriov  kal' alth, dAAE Kard
aup,@eﬂnxés: 9 8 dpekis Tob wéaou
éarly.  Tolro gdp dyafidy. COF.
n, 2, supre. :

o032
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perfect when both parties, besides having like objects
in view, are like one another in respect of worth.
When, on the other hand, the object of each is dif-
ferent,! or when one of the parties is superior to the
other,? we have proportional instead of perfect equality
or analogy : each lays claim to love and service from
the other, proportionate to his worth to him.? Friend-
ship is thus akin to justice, in which also the question
is one of the establishment of equality in the rela-
tions of human society;* but law and right take

1 Agin the case of the lover aof ¢uAficers kai al gidia, Parents

and his beloved, or the artist and
his pupil, in which the one party
seeks pleasure, the other advan-
tage; or of the sophist and his
disciple, in which the former
teaches and the latter pays; ix. 1,
1164,2,2-32: of. p. 193, n. 4, sip.

2 Fig. the relation of parents
and children, elders and yonths,
man and wife, ruler and ruled,
viii. 8, 1158, a, &, and elsewhere.

3 VIIT. 8 iwit.: elol & odw ai
cipnuévas pihlar év iodryTe T4 Yap
avré yiyverar dn’ dudoly iai BotAoy-
Tar dAAAos ) Erepov avl érépou
avricaraAAdrrovTal, oloy  qioriy
dvr’ dpercias. ¢ 15 init : TpiT-
cav 8 obody gey . . . kel kel
Exdaray Tiy pév &v lodTnT Gilwy

Yurwy Téy B¢ xknf tmwepoxhy (el

vyép dunles dyabol Ppikoryivoyar kal
aueivay xelpows, Spolws B¢ ral ek,
wal B Th xpfowoer lodalovres Tals
dgerctas kol Dtapéporres) Tobs
Toous pév iat’ lodryTa 06l T4 Gudely
wal Tois Aoiwais fodCey, Tovs &
avigous T dvdhoyor Tals TEPoYLS
dmobibdresn. C. 8, 1158,D, 17 (after
citing examples of friendship in
anlikerelations): éréparyip &ndarou
robTwy dperd kal Td Epyoy, ETepn
3t kai O & owholgw - Erepac by Kal

perform a different service for
children from that which chil-
dren perform for parents; so
long as each party does the duty
that belongs to it they are in a
right and enduring relation to
each other. dvdioyov 8 év wdoaes
Tais kol Swepayhy ofivmis @rAiuis
kel Thy ¢iAnow Bef ~ylvesfo, olov
by dueivew udAhor ¢uheiobar T
Gihely, Kkai TOy bPehypdTepoy, kai
Tér #AAey Ekectov Guo‘ws: Gray
yip kar' dklar 5 ¢lanes ylyvnrar,
Tére ylyveral wws icdrys D 8 Tis
durlas elvar Soxer.  Cf. ¢, 13,1161,
a, 21, ¢. 16, 1163, b, 11: 7d kar’
dtlay yap émoyiool kal c@er THy
diar, ix. 1 iwit.: & wdoas
5& rais dvopoedéat ihiaes [those
in which the two parties pursue
different ends] b dvdhoyor ivd(e
kat  o@ler thr dlar, rofdmwep
elpyrai, viov kol év T WOATRE TG
crvToTduw arri Ty fwolnudrav
duotBh ylverar kar’ éflor, Lo

¢ VIIL. 11 ipif.: &okede . . .
mept Tabtd ral év Tols abTols elval
# Te punia xal b dlxcuov * év dadon
~ip kowwyin Borel Tt blraoy elvas kol
Girla 8¢, . . . kol Goov 8¢ Kowwrol-
g, &l TogelTdy éoTt GiAle: ral yip
7o 8learoy. Cf p. 192, n. 4, supra,
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account in the firsh instance of relations of inequality,
in which individuals are treated in proportion to their
worth, and only secondarily of relations of equality,
whereas in friendship the reverse is the case: that
which is primary and perfect is the friendship between
equals, while that which exists between those who are
not equals is only secondary.!

Aristotle next discusses those connections which
are analogous to friendship in the narrower sense. He
remarks that every community, even such as exists for
a special purpose, involves a kind of friendship, and he
shows especially with regard to that form of community
which embraces all others—mnamely, the political —what
personal relations correspond to its principal forms, that

is, to the various kinds of constitution.? From these,
which are more of the nature of contracts, he then pro-
ceeds to separate the relationships of kindred and pure

UVIIL 9 dnit. : oby duo’ws B&
T4 Yoror & Te Tois Swkalots kel év
77 purle gaiverar Exew Eomi yap
ev utv Tois Buralots Toov mpdTos TH
rat' afiar [1.e. SraveunTindy Slkaow,
which is based upon analogy ;
see p. 171 sqq.], b B¢ kare wooor
[i.e. Buopbwruchy, which proceeds
upon the principle of arithmetical
eruality] Sevrépos, év & 7§ pidle
TO fi€¥ KaTR Toohy mpeTws [since
perfect friendship, of which all
other forms are imperfect imita-

. lions, is that which is concluded
‘between persons equally worthy

for the sake of their worth ; see p.
194, n. 1, and 195, n. 2, supra], 7o
8¢ par’ cflar Sevrépws: in sapportof
which Aristotle points to the fact
that where the inequnality is very
great, as in the case of men and
gods or (e. 18, 1161, a, 32 sqq.)

master and slave, no friendship
is possible; but in such cases
there are not even rights (c. 18,
ibid. ; ct. x. 8, 1178, b, 10). The
distinction, as a whole, is rather
a trifling one, and it is obvions
from the quotationsonp. 196, n, 4,
and p. 192, n. 4, supra, that it was
not accepted even by Aristotle
himself as exhaunstive of ‘the sub-
ject. The reason is Lo be found in
the obscurity cansed by his failure
clearly to separalc between the
legal and the morsl side of
justice.

Z On the special relations of
travelling companions, comrades
in war, members of clans, guilds,
d¢., cf. will. 11; on the State
and the various forms of consti-
tution, ¢. 12 sq., and p. 196, n.
4, supra.
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friendship.! On the same principle he distinguishes later
on? two kinds of the friendship which rests on mutual
advantage, which are velated to one another as written
to unwritten law: the legal, in which the mutnal
obligations are definitely fixed, and which therefore is
merely a form of eontract ; and the moral, in which the
services to be rendered are left to the good will of the
individual.  Aristotle further examines the occasions
which give rise to discord and separation between
friends. He remarks that it is chiefly in friendship for
the sake of advantage that mutual recriminations arise,
for where friendship is cherished for the sake of virtue
there is a rivalry in mutual service, which successfully
excludes any sense of unfairness on either side; where
it iz founded merely upon pleasure it is likewise
impossible for either party to complain of unfairness, if
he fails to find what he seeks. On the other hand, the
man who performs a friendly service in the hope of
obtaining a like return, too often finds himself disap-
pointed in his expectations.? The same may be said of
friendships between unequals. Here also unfair claims
are frequently made, whereas justice demands that the
more worthy should be recompensed for that which
cannot be repaid to him in kind by a corresponding
measure of honour.”  Finally, misunderstandings easily

' VIML 14 dnif.: &v kowewle are discmssed in e. 14, partly also
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arise where each party has a different object in view in
entering upon the alliance.! Aristotle further discusses
the cases where a man’s duty towards his friend con-
flicts with his duty towards others, and he lays down
the wise principle that in each case we must consider
the peculiar obligations which the circumstances in-
volve.? He asks whether a friendly alliance should be
dissolved if one of the parties to it changes, and he
answers that separation is unavoidable in cases where
the change is one in the essential conditions of the
connection.® Ile surveys the relation hetween love of
self and love of friends. recogniting in the latter a
reflection of the attitude which the virtuous man main-
taing towards himself;* and he connects with this the
question whether one should love oneself or ones
friend more, deciding it by pointing out that it is
impossible that there should be any real opposition

jev oty wioa guiia dorly, kofdirep
elpmrars dioploee B by ris vy Te
Tuyyemeny wal ThHy éropichy, ol
Gt molirucal el puherweal kal
cuumAoined, kel Boar Towbral, Kot
pwvikais éoixagt uahor* ooy yip
waf dporoylay Twe datvovrar elvar,
els Tavras 8¢ Tdieier v Tis wal THy
Eevuciip,  Relationships of kindred

c. 12 85g. We shall return to these
in the section upon the Family.
® VIIL 15, 1162, b, 21 sqq.
¥ See the interesting discus-
sion in viii, 15. Cf, also what is
said on the relation of teacher
and scholar, ix. 1, 1164, a, 32 sqq.
SOV gl Ve

! For the foller discussion of
this case seeix. 1; ef, p. 193, n.4,
supre.

2 IX. 2, especially 1165, a, 16,

" 30: émel & Erepa yoveime kel dBeA-

dois kal éralpois wal ebepyéTars,
éxdoTols Th oikein wal TG apuir-
TOVTG GEOVEMTTEOY . . . Kai GUy-
yevéor Bh kal puiéTars kel woAlTais
il Tols Aowwols Erarw Gel mepar oy
70 eikeior Gmovéuew, kal ovykpivew
Ta éxdorois DrdpyovTa ket oikeds
TnTa kel gpeThy 3 xpiiow. When
the relation is homogeneons this
comparizon is easier : when he-
terogeneous, it is more difficalt
to make; but even in the latter
case it cannot be neglected.

* IX. 3: this is, of course,
the case where the friendship is
based upon pleasure or advan-
tage; or, again, when one has

been deceived in a friend, sup-
posing eneself to have been loved
disinterestedly (3w 70 djdos ), while
with the other it was only a
matter of pleasure or profit. 1f
a friend degenerates morally,
the first duty is to aid him in
recovering himself, but if he
proves incurnble, separation is
the only rescurce, for one cannot
and ought not to love a bad
man. If, lastly, as is often the
case in youthfol eompanionships,
the one outruns the other in
moral and intellectual develop-
ment, troe fellowship becomes
henceforth impossible: neverthe-
less, the early connection should
be honoured as much as if
can be,

¢ IX. 4, ibid. 1166, b, 6-29,
where the discord in the soul of
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between the claims of those two, since true self-love con-
sists in coveting for ourselves what is best —4e. the
morally beautiful and great; but we participate in ‘this
only the more fully in proportion to the sacrifice we make
for a friend.! In the same spirit Aristotle expresses him-
self (to pass over other points ?) upon the view that the
happy man can dispense with friends. He denies this
on many grounds® The happy man, he says, needs
friends whom he may benefit ; the contemplation of
their excellence affords a high sense of enjoyment akin
to the consciousness of one’s own; it is easier to
energise in company with others than alone; one gains
moral invigoration for oneself from intercourse with
good men.  Above all, man is by nature formed for
association with others, and the happy man can least
afford to lead a solitary life;* for just as to each man
his own life and activity is a good, and his consciousness
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if we ask further whether we require friends more in
prosperity or adversity, the answer is,' that it is more
necessary to possess them in adversity, mobler in
prosperity.? In the former case we are more in need of

their help; manly natures, which know how to bear

pain alone, have more need of friendly sympathy in the
other case. A man ought to be eager to invite his
friends to share his joys, loath to have recourse to them
in sorrow; on the other hand, he ought to be more
ready to hasten to them when they are in trouble than
in joy. True friendship, ‘however, demands both.?
Friendship is an association and community of life, an
exbension of self-loye to embrace others. Each takes
the same delight in the existence and activity of his
friend as he does in his own, and imparts to his friend
what he most values himself.* Friendship, therefore,

of that life and activity a pleasure, so also the existence
of a friend, in whom his own existence is doubled, and

the consciousness of this existence, which he enjoys in

intercourse with him, must be a joy and a good.> But

the wicked is depicted with re-
markable truth, and the moral
is drawn cobsistently with the
p{'actica,l aim of the Ethics: el 84
7o olitws Exew Moy éorly HOAww,
qbftm-re'ov Thy woxfnploy Bwrera-
sévews &g,

! IX. 8, see p. 183, 1. 2, supra,
ad fin., p. 151, n. 2, supra.

* The relation of ebvowa (ixz.
5) and dudvma (c. 6) to quAle:
the apparent fact that the bene-
factor usually loves the benefited
more than the latter the former,
every one loving his own produc-
tion, as the mother does her

children. (c¢. 8); the number of
one’s friends, which ought to be
neither too small nor foo great,
but ought to include so many
dout els 7d ou(fly ikavol, seeing

that a close relationship is pos- -

sible only between few, the
closest (Epws as drepBory pirlas),
only between two; altheugh of
political friends (members of the
same party) one can have a great
number.

3 IX. 9, of, viil. 1, 1155, a, B.

1 IX,9,1169,b,17; see p. 192,
L 3, suprd.

® Ibid. 1170, a, 13 =qq. where,

after first referring to airfiveaba
and woely as constituents of
human life, Aristotle proceeds,
1. 19: 7b 8¢ Giv Tév kab' alro aya-
0%y wkal H8éwr . . . Bulmep Eouce
wacw b0 evar. b, 1: 70 8 aic-
Bdvecfar oTi (F Tév Gy kal’
aird dioer yip dyabdy (eh, 0 8
Gyafby mdpxor &y duur@ airfdy-
eafar 750, [In being conscious of
perception and thought we are
conseious of life: 7d yap elvar 5
airfdveator kal voety, a, 32.] . . . &5
5¢ wpds éavtdy Exer & awoubaivs, kel
@pbs Thy Bidoy® ETepos yip auTOS &

| diros doriv. rafdrep ofv b abrhy

elvar alperdy CoTw éndrrg, obTw Kal
Td Tor didoy § mepaminrivs, Tb 8
elvar fr alperby Su 7b airfarecfa
abrob &yaboll dwros. # 8% TowalTy
alolnois Hieta kab’ fouTdy, cvraio=-
Bdveria: Bpa dei kal Tol lhou Bre
Eorw, Tobto Be yivoir &r év 7@

culir kal wowwvery Adywy rai dia-
volas ofTw yap tw dotere 7o vy
érl T@r dvfpdmar Aéyeatm, kal ovy
damep émt rév BooknudTwy TO &
¢ T véueaat,

e

2 A similar distinetion be-
tween é&vaykator and éyefiv or
kaAbr has already come before
us, p. 165, n. 1 (from Meteplh.i.
2,192, 0. 5, supra. Cf. Polif. vii.
14, 1333, a, 36: 7& & &varyxaia Kai
xphotyn 7@y KaA@y EveKer.

¢ ) wapovela &) TEv PlAwy, C.
11 concludes, év &maow alperh
daiverol.

1 See n. 5 above, and ix. 12 (at
the end of the section npon friend-
ship): @p’ obv, Hamwep Tois épdat 7o
dpav GymanTdéTaréy doTy, . . . ofTw
kel 7ot plhows aiperdrardy doTi T
oulfv ; xowwvle yap 7 Pinie, kal
b5 wphs faurdyr Exer, oltw wal mpbs
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is the most conspicuous example of the natural sociable-
ness and ‘solidarity of mankind. Tt is the bond that
unites men to one another, not in any merely' outward
manner, as by a community of legal rights, but by the
-dfaepest instincts of their nature. In frieﬁdshipﬁiﬁ&i—
vidual morality expands into a spiritual communion
But this communion is still limited and dependent m;
ic»l: aceidental circumstances of personal relations. T
is in the State that it first receives a wider scope a‘.n& a

}nore solid foundation in fixed laws and permanent
institutions. '

Tov pikow. mepl abrow &' 5 all o TEL QUT
: 7 alcbyoes Bi- § 8 &vépy i LTOt
it éoru ostpe'rﬁ © kot rspi Tor pidor ev T 'a'yfr';:y:'gc e FR
) -+
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CHAPTER XIIL

PRACTICAL PHlLOSOPHY—(c-o,\‘TmUEh’)

B.— Polities!
1 Necossity, Nature and Function of the State

Or Aristotle’s theory of the State it may be said, as of
some other portions of his philosophy, that there are
several points in it on which it is difficult for us to obtain
certainty or completeness of view, owing to the state
in which his treatise on Politics has come down to us.
So rare is the union, so unequal, where they exist,
the distribution, of the powers and qualities which
we here find combined in equal proportions, that the
eight books of the Politics of Aristotle form, indeed, one
of the most remarkable works that antiquity has be-
queathed to us. With the most comprehensive know-
Jedge of the facts of history and the completest insight
into the actual conditions of social life, Aristotle here
combines the subtlest power of marshalling in the
service of scientific thonght the materials which are

" so supplied. But the completion of the work was

! On -the more recent litera- (Leipaiz, 1860), I 342 sqg.;
ture which treats of Aristotle’s UEBERWEG, Grundriss,i. 203 5q.
theory of  the State as a whole (5thed. 1876) ; SUSEMIIL, Jakrh,
and in its several parts, see Hirn- f. Philol. vol. xcix. 593, cifi. 119,
DESBRAND, Gosch, u, Syst. der ‘and  BURSTAN'S Jukiesborichi,
Reelts-  und Stawtsphilosophie 1874, p. 632 sq. 1877, p. 872 sqq.
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probably prevented by the death of the author ;! and
when the sketches which he had left came to be puf to-
gether,? it was impossible to avoid ladne, and these must

! Bee Appendix, Cicero, make it impossible to

* Here, as in the case of the
Metapliysies 5see . 76 sq. supra),
the notes left by Aristotle seem
to have been simply put together
without revision or alteration.
Tradition does not tell us who
undortook this task; but as
Theophrastns is nawmed as the
editor of the Metuphysics (p.
79), it may have heen he;
which would explain the fact
that the Politics seems to have
been in circulation also under his
name, Itisallnded to by Diog. v.
24, in the corious words: moAs
TS Grpodrews &5 § @sodpdo-
Tov d—5.  As they stand, these
words give no conceivable sense,
as it could not have been in-
tended to explain the nature
of Aristotle’s Politics by compar-
ing them with Theophrastus’s as
the better known. The question,
therefore, rises whether ‘the
words wod. drpodoews d—4 are not
alone original, §) ®eogppdoron hav.
ing been first placed in the
margin by another band, and
then incorporated in the text as
7 Bcodp. with by taken from
éxpodoews preceding it. Krouw
(ibid. 51) supposes that the con-
junction of the works of Theo-
phrastus and Aristotle in the
cellar at Scepsis may partly ex-
plain why much that belongs Lo
Theophrastus should have found
its way into the Polities of Ari-
stotle, and why it finally came to
be thought that Theophrastus
was its anthor; but the indica-
tions given, p. 150, supra, of the
use of the work up tothe time of

accept this view, even were we
to grant that the note, &s ¢
Bcogrp., did not find a place in
Hermippus's enumeration until
after Apellicon’s discovery of the
books, and to treat Krohn's eli-
mination of the supposed Theo-
phrastian passages from our text
as less arbitrary than it is— The
same arguments hold good also
against HILDENBRAND'S ((Gesch.
d. Reohts- u. Stoatsplil. i 360)
and ONCEEN'S (Staatsl. d, Arist.
i. 65 sq.) supposition that the
Politics at the death of the
anthor existed only in the ariginal
MS., and that between the death
of Theophrastus and Apellicon’s
discovery it had disappeared. It
may, indeed, appear strange that
during this period we find such
meagre traces of it, but this finds
sufficient explanation in the

feebleness of the interest taken

at this time in political investiga-
tions, and the poverty of the
philosophical remains that have
survived to us from it. Even in
the laterages, thismost important
account of Aristotle’s political
doctrines is seldom mentioned
(see the passages cited by Susk.
MIHL, p. xlv, who follows
SPENGEL, Ueh. d. Pol 4. Arist.
{Abfe.o_{.;Ufi--m'ﬁ.-:c,Akad.v.ﬂ],and
Herrz, Verl. Schr. d. Ar, 249
hardly a dozen in fifteen centu-
ries), and, apart from the extract
n STOBEUS (see p. 203, sipra), is

not discussed with any fullness -

except by the Platonist EuBTLDs
(Part iif. 2. 719, b, 408, 1, PorPH.
T Piot. 15, 20), a part of whose

. Beurépe Tév Tolimucdy mpbs THY
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always remain a serious hindrance to the student of the
Poliics, even although the leading thoughts and funda-
mental features of the treatise are hardly affected by them.
However valuable individual virtue and the know-
ledge which instructs us in it may be, Aristotle yet
finds, as was to be expected in a Greek, thz‘ft i?th are
inadequate so long as they are conﬁm?d tc? individuals.
Morality finds its first perfect realisation in Ifhe State.
In itself, the moral activity of a community is greater,‘
more perfect, nobler, and more divine than ‘.c-hat of
individuals.! Bub even the continnons production and
maintenance of virtue is dependent wholly upon the
State. Mere instruction is insufficient in. the .vast-
‘majority of cases: he who is a slave to ﬁes;lr'e neither
listens to admonition nor understands it. It is fear of
punishment, not aversion to evil, that moves him. H.e
knows nothing of joy in what is noble for its own sake.
How is it possible, then, to correct inveterate trfn-
dencies by mere exhortation? Habit and educatl.on
alone are of any avail, not only with children, but with
adults as well, for these also are for the most part amen-
able only to legal constraint. But a good 6dll:caticll ar-ld
stringent laws are possible only in the State.” . Ol_ﬂy in
the State can man attain his proper good.? Life in the
State is the natural vocation of man. His nature has
Enlorefis 7@y ix ApioToTéNous v ,Z?f;irf;d f;::?f;?l; uﬁit 2;3;: u:agiai:?;

drwvos ToAwrelay dvrepnuéver  kal moreaun.
g‘:s been made public by Mar, * Ihid. x. 10. S
Collect. Vatic. il 671 sqq. 3 Polit. i. 1 inif. veg

1 jigh.i. 1, 1094, b, 7 el ydp ciety aims at some goodé, pdAioTa
ral radrdy éoTw [T Téhos] &l kul B¢ kol Tol x::pmﬂirw s w:;: [::1
moAer, peildy ye Kal TeAedrTepor b oToxd(eTar] wagdy !C;{;ﬂ‘l‘ . 1%
TS ToAews galverar kal Aufeiy kol wdaas TepExIVTA TES as ]
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destined him for society,' as is clear from the fact that
he alone of all creatures possesses the power of speech.?
In the State moral activity finds at once its condition
and completion, The State is the moral whole, and is
thevefore prior in itself to the individual and the
family :® only in the order of its origin in time and of
human need does it come after them* Ounly a being
who is more or who is less than human can live apart
from the community of the State. To man it is in-
dispensable. For as with moral culture he is the noblest
of all creatures, so without law and right he is the
worst—and the adjustment of rights is the fanction

of the community at large.” The morality, therefore,

5 dorily % wodovuérn wiAis wal 5
Kowevie B woArruen.  Eth. i 1,
1094, b, 6: 7o Tadrys [Ths moAe-
Tikfis] TéNos meptexor Gv T TaEv
EAAwy, bore ToiT By el ravBpd-
wwor tyefér. How far this is
consistent with the higher place
assigned to fewplo has been al-
ready discussed, p. 143 sq. supro.

1 Paoist, 1. 2, 1283, a, 2: It
Ty ploe ) wohis €oTl, kal Gre Gr-
Hpwmos Pphoe moArruchy (Gor. With
a reference to this passage, iii. 6,
1278, b, 19: ¢oe pév o dv-
Bpwmos (Gov molTiky, Bid Kol undiy
Seduevor Tijs wap' EAMGAwy Bonbelas
obic ExaTTor dpéyovTar T ov(iy.
Lt ix. 9 see p, 192, n, B, supra ;
cf. preceding note,

* Polit. 1. 2, 1263, a, T sqq.

s Polit. §.2 1258, a, 19:
wpdrepoy B 71 dloe wiis i) olkia
kol ExasTos Tudy éoTie. TO i
bAoy wpoTepor araykaior elva Tol
wépovs. . .. €l yip wh  abrdpes
Ewaotos  ywpiarfels, duolws Tols
@Ahois wipsgy Efer mpbs TH GAow.

1252, b, 30: 8w -rmorq TOALS qws'e:
érrrlv, ef'n'sp ol af mpirar roweyia
TéXos yap abrar éxeivwr, 7 8¢ Plos
TéNos EoTiv.

* Only in this sense is it said,
Eth. viii. 14,1162, a, 17 : drbpamos
Yap TH ploe curdvasTicby uwaAAor

# woliTicdy, ﬁcrq; TpoTEpoy Kul u’smx’y- 5

raléTepoy oinia wokews, That is
avayraior which serves to satisfy
a physical need, and is there-
fore definitely distinet from T
keAdv; see p. 201, n. 2, SUpra.
But this does not pre;udl(e the
subordination of every other
social bond to the political. Ou
the other hand, the State and
the household seem rather to be
regarded by Eudemus as parallel
institutions (see Fud. vii. 10,
1242, a, 22: & vyap @vbpwmos aﬁ'
byoy wokeruchy AAAS keal alkovauby
(fov), economics being also
separated by him from politics;
see p. 186, n. 4, supra.

5 Polit. 1.2, 1253, a, 27: & 8¢
wi Burdueros wowwvety, § pnbiy
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of individuals has its indispensable complement in the
State : Ethics is fulfilled in Politics.

It follows from what has just been sazd that the
funetion of the State cannot, according to Aristotle; be
limited to that which even then, it would seem, was
held by some, as it has been held by a much larger
number in modern times, to be its only one—namely,
the protection of person and property. The State
certainly owes its origin, as Aristotle admits, primarily
to a human need. Families unite in communities for
purposes of intercourse ; communities again into States,
But the conception of the State is not thereby ex-
hausted. Its function does not stop with care for the
physical wellbeing of its members, since this care is
extended to slaves and domestic animals as well as to
citizens ; nor even with the common protection against
external enemies and security of intercourse. Such a
community is an alliance and not a commonwealth, nor
is it less so because the allies form a geographical unit.
While it is indispensable to the existence of a political
community that all these objects should be secured,
yet a State, in the proper sense of the word, first arises
from the effort of the citizens to realise a perfect and

Beduevos Bt alrdpreay, ofBty fiépos xmpm’ﬂﬂ-‘ vouov gal Sikys xe;pmq—gp
wlkews, Hore § Onploy # beds (ashe wdvrww, xoderwrdry yap dbikia

. has said already at line 3 of the Eyovoa mAa' 6 & &wfpwros Hrhe
‘same page: i— 6 Hrodss Bid plow  Exwv plerw ppovice: kal épeti; ois

wgal ofr B Tixmy fiTor ¢avAés émi Taverrtia fort xphofar paAisTa,
eo’ﬂvﬂxpe:‘r'rmv ?}Evﬂpmms) gioer B dremdrerer kel dypidrarer
;..-,er.r nﬁm}dppﬁ Sy magw ml T Toi-  dvev apetiis . . . 7 BF Sucowedyy
uw‘nyxawwy:av & Bt mpdras guaTh- woMTwedy s i adp Blen moAirikis
oas weyioTwy ayabay afTios. wrr'n'ep kowwrlas Tabis Eoriv: 7 5& 8liey Tov
yop kal Tehewhey Be?\rm’ﬂ'ov Tadv  Bwealov kplais,

Chwr dvbpwmds éorw, ofitw kal
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selfsuffioing Bocial Tits

The aim of the State is, in

a. word, the happiness of the citizens.> Happiness,
however, consists in the unimpeded exereise of virtne.’
The happiness of a whole peaple cannot differ from that
of individuals. Accordingly, the highest fanction of the
State and of statecraft is to form and educate citizens,

L Polit. 3.2, 1252, b, 12: 5
pty oy els wdray Huépar auvwveoTn-
Kvia Kowarle Kotk ¢low  oleds
TV, . . . 7 0 €k WAy olkidy
wowwyia wpdTy xphoews Everer ph
édpquépoy kdpn, pdlioTa 8¢ kard
dboy Eower 5 kdun drowrln oixlas
elvai, From the extension of the
family springs the village com-
munity, which in the earliest
times is ruled by the head of the
family . . . 7 8 ér mheadvwy
kepdy wotvwria Téhelos wois, H 5.
wdans Exoura wépas Tis abraprelas
s Ewos eimely, ywopcry pey odv
Toi (v Evexey, oton 8 ToU ebr {ﬁv.
8:(5 Tare moALS @ure éq‘riﬂ, Em!p
wal af wpwral kowwvial: TéAos -yup
atTy énelvay, ) B¢ Plois TEAas
dorie. il 9, 1280, a, 25 Civil
society exists not: merely for the
protection of property, nor. yet
Tob (v pdvoy € Evercer, &AL uEAADY
Tob €l (v (kalyap & SovAwy kal
Tdr EAAwy (gwr fv miiws - v &
ol Eore B T ph lu.e*rexew ebdat-
povlas pnit Tov gﬁy reard wposlpeaiy),
whre mvupaxias Evexey, Bwws md
unbevds abwdvrar, ufiTe B Tis
aAAwyas kel THy xpRow Thy wpos

aAAfAovs.  Being merely con--

federates, such partners are
neither under any common au-
thority ofire Tot wolows Twos elva
3et pporTi(ovaw drepol Tobs eTépovs,
obd’ Gwws undels ddinos foror Tav
Swd  tas  ocvvlikas und  EAAN
poxOnplay €2er unBeplay, GANG udyoy
Urws under abuchoovow GAAfAovs.

wepl &' dperfs kal warias ToATis
Siagkomotow Goot ppovtifovmiv ei-
vouins. % kal povepdy Bri Be wepl
Gperns emiueAss elvar TH ) ds
&AnBis dvopalopérn moAetl, ui Adyou
xdpww. Every other combination
isan alliance, not a State ; every
law which does not aim af
making the citizens just and
good is a cuvvBhikn, not a wvduos.
Nor does it alter matters if the
parties in guestion inhabit the
same place. ¢avepdy Tolvuy, Brt
A widiis ol Eori wowervie wdrou sal
ToU pi) GBikely oas adTobs xal THS
peTaddoews ydpiv* aAAd Tailrta uiv
Gwaykaiov Umdpyewr, €mep EoTau
wiAts, ob  phy 008 fmapxdvrar

TolTwy awdrTer 0y wdAis, GANT 4
Tob €0 (v kowwria kal Tals oikias, ©

ral Tois yeveo, (wijs Tehelas xdpw
kel adrdprous,

* Polit. iil, 9, 1280, b, 39:
Tekos wér oby wokews Th €6 (v

. méAts BE ) yerdv kol kwuov
kowavia (wijs TeAelas ol adrdprous.
Tobre & éorly, &s Papiv, T0 (v
ellaiudrass kal kaAd@s TEY KaAdy
dpo wpakewy ydpwr feréoy elvar 7“};9
ToMiTichy  kowwvlay, AN ofr Tob
gu(Ar. vil. 8, 1328 a, 48 %
it mdAes Roena -rir éari Taw
Suolwy, Evexey G¢ (wis Ths drde-
xopdrns  aplorys. émel & éotly
ebdawovia 7O  EpworTow, alry B
aperiis evépyeia xal xplicls Tis
TEAES KO,

* Bee p. 137 sqq. supra.
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to cherish in them all moral and spiritnal fitness, and
to furnish the impulse to an.inherently noble and satis-
fying activity.! 'The qualities which make a good
citizen and a brave man are thus seen to be the same :
the completed virtue of a citizen is not ¢ virtue, but.
virtue in its application to civic life.? Virtue, however,

! See p. 208, n. 1, suvra; Eth.
i. 13, 1102, a, 7, ii. 1, 1103, b, 3;
Polit, vil, 2 init., ¢. 15 init,

# Polit. iii. 4: Is the virtue
of the avhp ayatds identical with

that of the woAlrns omwovdaios or

not ' Absolutely identical they

certainly are not (as has already
been remarked, £74. v. 5, 1130,
b, 28), for not only does each
different form of State make

_ peculiar demands upon its mem-

bers (civil virtue, therefore, will
have a different character under
different forms of constitution),
but the State itself consists of
heterogeneons elements, and not
merely of men of mature virtue.
In so far, on the other hand, as
the State may be regarded as a
free community, as being the
government of freemen and
equals (moArruch épxd, dpxh TEw
buniwr Kal E’levﬂe’pwﬂ, 1277, b-7
4q¢.), they coincide, for no one is
rqualified to be a memberof such
a State who does not know both
how to eommand and how to
obey-—in other words, who is not
an avhp Gyefis. Hence, c. 18,
1288, a, 37, with reference to ¢,

L d: v B rois wpdTois Eelxbn
. Adyors Ori Thy althy araykalor

GuBpds dperhy elvar kal TodiTow THs
miAews THs aplorns. vil. 1, 1323,
b, 33: aelpiz 8¢ wihews rni
Bucatostvn kol @povnais Ty abTiy
{yer Birauw kal popphy. dv-pera-
o x by ExczoTos Ty avfphTeyr Ayerar

VOL: 11.

bixatos xat opdepos kal a'a:cpp.vi
¢. 9, 1823, b, 87: & 77 wdAhora
wo?t;‘revousw_: wiker kal TH KEKTY-
wévy Bucalous Hydpas GmAds, BANG
e mpos Thy dmifeow (in reit.rence
to a given Btate; the wpds Ty
vroferiy dikmios is he who, while
he sides with existing laws and
mst\ltutmna, defends even what
is severe and unjust m tl.em)
¢ 13, 1332, a, 36: xol 7ap e
ﬂmwas e’vﬂsxeﬂu awgulalovs elvar,
w wall Ecamrov 8% Tav moiraw
[even although it be possible for
the commumty as a whole to

be excellent while: each of the

individuals is not, the imperfec-
tions of the membela being com-
pensated. for by the perfection
of the whole:; we shall have to
allude to thisfurther on in refer-
ring to Polif, il 11,0 13, 15],
ofirws alpsrdrepor [yet the latLu
viz., that all the mdmdua,ls
should be virtnous, is the more
desirable] ; dxodovflel Yép TE Kol
SxaoTor kol T whyras.  ee, 14,
1%32, a, 11: As the virtue of the

Gpxwr and the best man is one
and the same, but in the best
State all are fitted to govern, the
legislation must aim at making
all the citizens in it good men.
C. 15 init.: émei B¢ . . . vy avroy
dpoy ma}mtov elvar 4 Te dpirTe
avpl rai TH dploTy w-o.\:-rsig Acg-
cording to these explanations, the
words (111 4, 1277, a, 4) e JWJ'
TAVTES BUeiaAtoy cnroﬂum elvar Tovs

iz
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iz twofold—theoretic and practical. To ask which of
these is superior is equivalent here to asking whether
peace or war is to be the ultimate aim of civit life;

since the proper occupation for times of peace is, -

-according Aristotle, Science, whereas-in war the main
object is the acquisition of the greatest possible power
of action.! But we have already seen that Aristotle
places the theorefic life much higher than the practical,
and accordingly we are mnobt surprised to find him
sharply eriticising those constitutions which, like the
Spartan and the Cretan, are adapted rather for war
than for peace. Such States, he says, have only con-
quests in view, as if every kind of deminion over others,
upon whomsoever it may be forced and by whatsoever
means achieved, were permissible; and on this account
they nourish in individuals the spirvit of violence and
ambition, and estrange them from the arts of peace, and
so when their dominion is secured and the martialactivity
should give place to the peaceful, such States forthwith

fall into decay. Aristotle himself regards the peaceful

occupations as the true ohject of social life; war he
permits only as a means to peace, ouly, therefore, in so far

& T omovdalg méAer woAlras, the discussion that follows.

occwITing, MOreover, as they do
in a dialeetical discussion (an
émopla), are nob Lo be understood
as though Aristotle himself in-
tended to deny that necessity.
He means them merely as a pre-
liminary affirmation of the con-
dition under which alone civil
and individual virtue absolofely
coincide, Whether and under
what circumstances this condi-
tion is present, is the subject of

! This parallel, however, is
ouly partially relevant. Aristotle
tells us himself (LPolif. vii, 15,
1334, a, 22 sqqg.) that even moral
virtues, such as justice and self-
command, are especially indis-
pensable im time of peace.
Moreover, while scientific ac-
tivity certainly needs peace most,
yet it can only at best be prac-
tised by a small minority of the
citizens.
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as it is necessary for self-defence or for the subjugation of
those whom Nature has destined to serve. He de-
mands, accordingly, that besides bravery and constancy,
which are necessary in order that the State may assert
its independence, the virtues of peace—namely, justice,
temperance, and scientific culture (¢erocodia)—should
also be cultivated.! It cannot be denied that the aim of
the State is thus placed sufficiently high. It is not,
indeed, to Aristotle the absolutely highest, as it was to
the Greeks of an earlier age.  To him as fo his teacher
the highest is that scientific activity which in itself can
dispense with the society of others. This alone itis in
which man attains the highest perfection permitted him
by his nature, in which he transcends the limits of
humanity and lives the life of God. Only as man does
he require practical virtue and the community in which
it manifests itself.? As man, however, these are wholly
indispensable to him. But the highest form of com-
munity, embracing and completing every other, is the
State. . Its aim comprehends every other moral aim,
while its institutions not only give security and stability
to the moral life by means of law and education, but
extend it over a whole people. We thus arrive at a
definition of the highest function of the State as that
of making the citizens happy by means of virtue. This
is essentially the same view of civil life that we have
already met with in Plato. In only a single feature
do the two philosophers differ from one another, buf it
v Polit. vil. 2, 3,¢. 14, 15; 1286, b, 235,
Fth. =7, 1177, b, 4.  Cf. also p.' 2 (f, the citations from F#h.

143, n. 1, and on war for the =x. §, and other passages, p. 143,
acquisition of slaves, Polit. 1.5, n. L

P2
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iz a fundamental one. In Plato the State, like every-
thing else upon earth, is essentially related to the other
world, whence all truth and reality spring. This is the
ultimate source of his political idealism. Just as the
Ideas belong to that supersensible world, so the philo-
sophical rulers to whom he entrusts the realisation of
these Ideas in the State have their home there also, and
only unwillingly descend to take part in earthly affairs.
The State, therefore, serves not only for moral educa-
fion, but also as a preparation for that higher life of
the disembodied spirit into which a beautiful glimpse
is opened to us at the end of the Eepublic. Of this
view of the State and of human life in general, we find
no trace in Aristotle. We have simply and solely here
to do with the present life and with that happiness
which is the immediate outcome of moral and spiritual
perfection. It is not the aim of the State to represent
an ideal world beyond or to prepare for another life,
but to satisfy the wants of the present. And just as

Tie does not require philosophy to be the ruling principle

in politics, as we shall see immediately, so, on the other
hand, he sees no opposition between these two, such
as might make the political activity of the philosopher
appear as a painful sacrifice. He holds that human
nature has two equally essential sides which find their
satisfaction in the practical activity of the statesman
and the theoretic activity of the philosopher respectively.
None but God can live in contemplation alone. Man
as man cannot renounce practical life in a community.
1t 18 no mere compulsion, but a moral need, which makes
the State and the life which it offers a necessity for
him.
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It is the aim of the Politics io investigate the means
by which the State fulfils its functions, the various
more or less perfect conceptions of the nature of these
functions, and the institutions that correspond to them.
But before applying himself to this investigation, Ari-
stotle in the first book of his political treatise discusses

‘the Family and the Household; for he holds that in

order perfectly to understand the nature of the State,
it is necessary to analyse it into its simplest con-
stituents.!

2. The Household as a Constituent Elemeni of the State

The State is the most perfect form of human society,
and as such is prior to every other in order of thought.
But just as elsewhere in Aristotle that which is first in
essence is last in origin, the primordial principle the
last result, so the first natural form of society —namely,
the Family—precedes the political as the condition of
its origin in time.?

The family is constituted by means of the three
relations of husband and wife, parents and children,
magter and servant.?

L Polit. 1. 1,1252, a, 17 (after
touching upon the distinetion
hetween political and household
economy): 8fAoy § Zorar Th Aeyd-
JEvoy EmuTKamoUas KeTa THY Donyn-
perny pedodor [by which he means

- not so much his method, as the

plan which he intends to follow
in the investigation, and which
he had indicated at the end of
the Ethics]. &owep yip v mois
BAAots 70 ovrferor uéxpr Taw
arurbléTwr avdyay Otapely (Tabta
yip EAdywrra udpa ToU warThs),
FOL. 1L

obTw kat moAw &E @y olykertal
cromoivTes tbduela kai Tepl TovTwy
pardor, Ti Te Stagépovaw EAAHALY
ral €f T Texwiby évbéxeTar AaBeiy
wept €xaoror Tév fnlerrav. CUf. c.
3 dnil.

2 Polit. §. 2.

3 Ihd. e. 2, 0. 3, o 12 indd.
Aristotledescribes,ine.2,therela-
tions of man and wife, slave and

freeman, as the two fundamental

ones. He begins with the dis-

cussion of the latter, ¢. 3 sqq..

and conneets with it that of the
*P 3
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The relation of husband and wife Aristotle treats as
an essentiallymoral one. A nataral instinct forms,indeed,
its basis, but the union must assume the hicher forms
of friendship, good will, and mutual service.! The reason
of this is that the moral ecapacities of each are partly
similar and partly different, and that therefore a free rela-
tion between them is not only possible, but iz demanded
by the need of both to find their complement. They
stand, in one sense, upon equal terms. The wife as
well as the husband has a will of her own and a virtue
proper to herself. She, too, must be treated as a free
person. Where the women are slaves, this is a proof to
Aristotle that the men also are slaves by nature, since
a free man can unite himself only with a free woman.?
On the other hand, it is also true that the moral
capacities of the woman differ in kind and in degree
from those of the man : her will is weak (&xvpos), her
virtue less perfect and self-sufficient, her vocation, as a
whole, is not independent production but quiet retire-
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of woman to man can only exist where the man, as the
superior, bears rule, while the woman is treated as a free
partner in the honsehold, and as such is not only

_ protected from every kind of injustice, but also has her

own proper sphere, with which the man does not
interfere. It is an association of free members with
unequal rights—in other words, it is, as Aristotle
frequently describes it, an aristocracy.'

Less free is the relation between Parent and Child,
in disenssing which, however, Aristotle confines himself
characteristically enough almost solely to the relation
between father and son.2 In spite of the advanced
views just quoted, mother and daughter have no

further attention paid to them. As Aristotle had

compared the married relation to an aristocracy, he
compares that of father and son to a monarchy.® The
child has, strictly speaking. no rights as against his

ment and domesticity.® The true relation, accordingly,

different kinds of property—
reserving the two remaining
relations, e, 183, 1260, b, 8, for
subsequent treatment, on the
ground that the edncation of
women and children and all
honsehold arrangements must
depend upon the character and
aim of the State. The discussion
of these, however, is not resumed
in the Pelitics as we have it,
what is said in lib. vii. and viii.
on education being without special
reference to family life. For the
purpose of exposition, it is best
to take the order which is more

natural to us,i.e to discuss the
family before slavery and pro-
perty.

U Polig, 1. 2 dnit.; Eth. viii
14,1162, a, 16 5qqg.; of. e, 1. 3 sq.

® Polit. 1. 2, 1252,a, 1 sqq. ¢,
18, 1260, a, 12 sqq.: Lih. ibid.

* Poliz, 1.5, 1254, b, 13, c. 13,
1260, &, 12, 20 sgq. iii. 4, 1277,
b, 20 suyq.; Fe. i 3; ad fin.; cf.
Hist. An. ix. 1, where differences
of character and dispesition are
diseussed in so far as they pro-
ceed from difference of sex. See
esp. 608, a, 35 ¢ 74 Cjhea ualake-
Tepa Kkul kakovpydTepa kal fTTON

GmAf kel mpomeTéoTepa kal wepl THY
7@y TéRvay TPODTY GPOFTICTIRETEPD,
i § dppeve vavrins BupwdéoTepa,
kal dypidTepn kol GaAoloTepe Ko
Frror émiBovha . . .yl avipbs
EnequovéaTepoy kel apidarpu paAAow,
Eri 5 pfovepdrepoy kal peutupotpd-
Tepor, kel ®ioiotBopor uEAAov rai
wAmiericdrepor, £oTibe kai Shotupmor
uiAkey T4 6FAU ToU Gppeves kal
StoeAwy, wal GvabioTepor kal
WevéoTepow, etamarnrirepoy Bt ral
npovikdTepov, ETidE aypumvoTepor
ot brympdTegoyr kel BAws Giwird-
Tepov T4 HfAv Tob Uppeves, kal
Tpodils éAdrTovds éoTw.  Ponby-
TindTepoy B&, Gowep é\e’xﬂ},‘ ol
dvBpewdrepoy TO dppev Tob Nreds
¢orw, We may contrast the
careful observation nupon which
this comparison is based with

the levity with which Plato (Rep.
v. 452 B sqq.; of. Ph. d. Gr. i. p.
775) denies that there is any in-
herent - difference between the
sexes beyond that of their natural
functions.

U Eth. ¥, viii. 12, 1160, b, 32
sqq. ¢ 13, 1161, a,22 ; cf. v. 10,
1134, b, 15; Eud. vil. 9, 1241, b,
29 ; Polit. i. 13, 1260, a, 9 ; (.
i, 4, where details and practical
directions are given upon this
head. CE further, p.222 sq. infra.

¢ Hnch passages as Eiéh. viil
14, 1161, b, 26, ix. 7, 1168, a, 24,
can hardly be regarded as rele-
vant.

& Eth. V. viii. 12, 1160, b, 26,
o. 13 init. (Fud, vil. 9, 1241, b,
28.) :
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father, being still only a part of his pavent,! but the
father has a duty to his child—the duty, namely, of
providing for its highest interests.® The reason of this
is that the child has a will and a virtue of its own,
althongh both are imperfect. They are both perfect in
his father, and we may therefore describe the right
relation between father and son as one in which the
former imparts his more perfect virtue to the latter,
while the son by his obedience appropriates the virtue
of his father.® _

The position, lastly, of the Slave iz one of complete
dependence. To the instituion of slavery Aristotle
has devoted special attention, partly with the view ot

investigating its mnecessity and justice, and partly of

laying down the proper method of treating slaves
That slavery is, in the first place, a necessity, follows,
according to Aristotle, from the very nature of the
household, whose requirements demand not only lifeless

but also living and rational utensils. But utensils are

the property of him who uses them. Hence to com-
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I beings are required who shall be the property of their

master'—in other words, slaves.? That, in the second
place, slavery is just, that it rests not upon legal enact-
ments merely, as some even then affirmed ® but also upon
the laws of nature, Aristotle tries to prove from the
difference in the natural condition of men. Those who
are by nature fitted only for physical employments justly
come under the power of those who are capable of
intellectual activity, since these are their superiors, just
as the gods are the superiors of men or men of the
beasts, and since generally the intellect must rule the
body.* Aristotle even goes the length of 'afﬁrming that
nature has willed a physical distinetion between them,
and that it is only a lusus nature when the sonl of a
freeman finds its wdy into the body of a slave” And
gince this in general is actually the relaticn of Bar-
bariang to Greeks, the former are held to be the
natural slaves of the latter.® Aristotle therefore regards

L Potit. i, &; (Be. i B iwit. wonld refuse them uncondi-
2 A slave being (Polit. i, 4 tional submission. The remark

plete the accommodations

\ IThid, v, 10, 1134, b, 8; cf.
viii. 16, 1163, b, 18,

= Polif, il 6, 1278, b, 87.

2 Polit, i, 13, 1260, 3, 12, 31;
of. iil. &, 1278, a, 4. A complete
discussion of the family would
include that of the fraternal
bond, but upon this Aristorle
does not enter in the Politivs;
only in the FEthics does he touch
upon the relation existing be-
tween brothers, in treating of
friendship. ~He remarks that
brotherly love rests partly npon
common parentage, which of itself

of the household, human

constitutes a bond of unicn, and
partly upon community of life
andeducation; and that friendship
between brothers resembles that
between those of the same age,
&c. He compares their relation-
ship to a timocracy in so far as
the parties in it are naturally
apon an equality, and difference
in age is the only ground of
superiority : and ends by tracing
the bond of connection between
more distant relatives ina similar
analysis; viii. 12-14, 1161, a, 3, 25,
b, 30 sqq. 1162, a, 9 sqq.

fin.) s By erfue 5 Gvfpwmos by
(rerijpa B8 Dpyavey wpaxtikby [see
ibid. 1254, a, 1 sqq.] ral yepio-
Tdr), a ddoe Bovhos is b wi) adrol
dboe aAN EAAov, EvfpamTos BE.

s polit. i. 8, 1253, b, 18 sqq.
c. 6, 1255, a, T; cf. Ph. d, Gr.
i. 1007, 2, 4th edit.; ONCKEN,
Staatsl. d. Arist. ii. 32 sq.

4 Thid. c. 5, 1254, b, 16, 34,

vl 3, 1325, a, 28. Plato had

already expressed this idea; ef.
Ph. d. Gr.1. 755, 2.

5 Pelit. 1. 5, 1264, b, 27, where
he adds: if one portion of the
human race were physically as
superior to the rest as the gods
are represented to be, no one

is characteristic of a Greek. As
in his view the spiritnal character
naturally and necessarily ex-
presses itself in a harmonious
external form, he finds in the
acknowledged beauty of his own
race a direct proof of its absolute
superiority to barbarian peoples.
How miuch more from this point
of view would the slavery of
black and colourecl races have
seemed to him to be justified.

8 Pofit. 1. 2, 1252, b, 5, ¢. 6,
12565, a, 28; of. vii. 7. Aristotle
certainly admits exzceptions to
this assertion; Nafure, he re-
marks, i. 6, 1255, b, 1, intends,
indeed, that just as man springs



218 ARISTOTLE

not only slavery itself as justifiable, but alto war for
the acquisition of slaves,! provided only the slavery be
strictly limited to those who are by nature destined to
it. It is unjust only when it is inflicted on those
whom nature has destined to rule. The practice,
accordingly, of treating prisoners of war indiscriminately
as slaves, is condemned by Arisfotle on the ground that
captivity may overtake even the best and those who
have been unjustly attacked.? The nature of the rela-
tion of master and slave must of course be ruled hy
these principles. A wife has a weak will and a boy
an imperfect one, but a slave has none at all. His
will resides in his master; obedience and usefulness in
service are the only virtues which he is capable of
exercising.* That the slave, being a man, must also
possess & virtue proper to him as man is, indeed,
admitted by Aristotle, but he immediately adds that
the slave can only possess a minimum of this virfue.!
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educate them in the virtue that is possible to them ;!
he commends the practice of promisiug them freedom
as the reward of good conduct.? And yet he holds that
the power of the master as a whole is despotic, and that
love on his part towards a slave is as impossible as love
of the gods towards man.® That Aristotle holds this
to be true of the slave gua slave and not gue man,* we
can only regard as an inconsistency which does him
honour. Greek morals and Greek ways of thought
were too powerful within him to permit him to draw
the more logical inference® that man que man cannot
be a slave.

To the investigation of slavery, Afistotle appends
more general discussions upon property and modes of

P Pelit. 1. 7, c. 13, 1260, b, 3: 1in spite of FECENER'S objection

Similarly he recommends a mild and humane treatment_
of sglaves. He makes it the duty of the master to

from man, and beast from beast,
go the good should spring from
the good, but she does not always
suceeed in this. He continues:
G pte oby ¥xe Twd Adyor #
GuguoBgrnors [the doubt about
the lawfulness of slavery] rcaE
obne clolv ol pev gloer SoiAom of 5
éaetbepor Bijhor. This can only

nmean that all slaves or freemen |

are not so by nature, for he
immediately adds: wal 6re év 10t
SuwbpigTar TO TowbToY, Gv cunpipe
T¢ péy TH BovAelew Td 8¢ Tb
Seamolew ral dikawor, There must
thus nevertheless be tribes born

to be slaves, as is presupposecl
¢. 2, ibid., and must be assumed
if war for the capture of slaves
is fto be justified. THUROT,
Ltudes s. Arist. 10, proposes in-
stead of folr eloly of upty] ‘oin
elolr el uh," which, however, would
yield the awkward meaning that
all slaves are so by natare.

L Plit. i. 8, 1236, b. 23 sqq,

¢ Thid. ¢. 6, 1255, a, 21 sqq.

8 Polit.i. 13, 1259, a, 21 54q.
1260, a, 12-24, 33; Poet. 15,
1454, a, 20,

+ DPolit, ibid.

pavephy Tolvwy dri THe TowdTys
aperiis atrior elvau el 7 BotAw Thy
deamwdryy . . Bib Aéyovar ol raAds
of Adyov Tovs BovAovs dmoTTepolyTES
kal gdoxoyres émirdier yphafor
wovoy - voudernréoy yap uiAdoy
Tobs BodAous % Tovs maidas. On
the treatment of slaves see
further in Fe. i. 5.

* Polit. vii. 10 fin., upon which
HILDENBRAND. Reohts-1. Staats-
phil. 1. 400, pertinently remarks
that this is inconsistent with
Aristotle’s principles: for he
whom nature condemns to
slavery ought not 1o be set free;

. he whom nature has not so con-
demned ought not to be held in
v slavery.

¢ Erh. viil. 12, 1160, b, 29, c.
13, 1160, a, 80 sqq.; cf. viii. 9
(see i, 3.8. n. 1, supra).

v Ath. wiil. 13 fin.

3 As Ri1rBR (1ii. 261 ) showed
it to be, and as it continues to be,

(Gereeltigheitsbegr. d. Arist. p.
119) that according to Aristotle
there are differences even within
the sphere of human reason.
Aristotle certainly assumes snch
differences and even asserts, as
we have just seen, fhat they go
so deep as to render a portion of
mankind incapable of freedom.
But the real question is whether
thiz assertion still holds true if we
are at the same time compelled
to admif that even one who
belongs to this portion of man-
kind is Svvduevos wowwrijoe vipon
kel oorlicns, kel ¢ihias 3%, wad
ooy avBpwros, and that there isa
Binator Tarrl arfpdmw wpbs TdrTa,
To a thing. a possession, no
vights can belong. To a man
wbo bas no will and either no
virtue at all or only that of a
slave friendship, on Aristotle’s
principles, is impossible.
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acquisition ! somewhat loosely, with the remark that
slaves being a part of a man’s property. the suhject of
property here finds a natural place.? He distinguishes
two kinds of production : ‘ natural,’ and ‘ artificial.’® The
former embraces all those modes of activity by which
the necessities of life are obtained—the rearing of
cattle, hunting, agriculture, &e* From the barter of
the products of these arises, in the first place, exchange,
which is likewise regarded as a natural mode of pro-
duction, since it immediately serves the satisfaction of
natural wants.” But the introduction, for the sake of

! Polit, 1. 8-11, of. (Be. i. 6.

? See Polit. i. 8. Blaves had
been previously described (c. 4
init.) as a part of wrijews, and
kTyTieh as a part of oikovouia :
nevertheless one cannot accept
THICHMULLER S statement (p. 338
of the treatise cited 137, n. 2, sup.)
1hat this section is here quite in
place. Forin c. 3 only the three
relations of master and slave,
husband and wife, father and
children were adduced as the
proper subjects of economics,
and in 1253, b, 12, the theory of
property is only touched npon in
u few words: Eere 8¢ T uépos
[! now also rejected by SvsE-
MIHL] O OGokel 7ois uev elvar
otkovopla, Tols 8& uéyioroy pépos
abTiis, Vi, xpnmerioruch, which is
thus here regarded as merely
supplementary to the study of
economics. TEICHMULLER sug-
gests that the remark in the
text upon the way in which
the theory of production is con-
nected with the discussion of
slavery, only betrays a confu-
sion with regard to the meaning
of external goods in Aristotle:

but his ingenuity has here dis-
covered a connection which is not
to be found in Aristotle, and has
no existence but in the commen-
tator’s own mind.

® ¢ 8 jin.: 811 pér Tolvuy Eomi
TS RTHTIHCH  kaTd  ¢lmw  Toiv
oikorduos ral Tols woAtTirols, kal 5
Gv alrler, ShAov. o 9 dnit.: €0
B¢ yévos GAAo kTnTiRdS, hy pdMioTa
keAolot kel Bikawr abtd kelew
XPMUBTITTIRGY .\ . .
¢loer 7 8’ ol Plrer avrdr, GAAL
8 duweplas Twbs wal Téxrns ylv-
eTaL piEAAoy,

t After enumerating the vari-
ous kinds of natural production,
and among them, strangely
enough (1256, a, 36, b, 5), Aporelia,
whichisneithernatural toa moral
being nor a productive activity
at all, he says of them (1256, b,
26): fv uéw oby eldos kTTHCRS
rord glow Ths olkovoutkfs uépos
éorly . ... @v [a ‘constructio ad
sensum,’ referring to the different
activities comprehended under
this class] éorl Oncavpiaunss xpnu-
drawy wpis (why dvayralwy kal xpyo-
lpwy els kowwyior Todews §j oinias,

3 ¢. 9, 1257, a, 28, after the
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commerce, of money as the universal standard of value!
was followed by the development of artificial produc-
tion, which has in view, not the requirements of life, but
the possession of money.? Only the former of these
kinds of production is an indispensable part of domestic
economy.® It has to do with »eal wealth, which may
be defined as the stock of household necessaries, and for
this reason it is strictly limited by household needs.
Money-getting, on the other hand, is wholly unlimited,
herein showing itself to be naturally bad and opposed
to the true art of life, inasmuch as it serves, not to
purify and exalt it, but only to provide the means of
material existence and enjovment.” Production as a
whole is, accordingly, held by Aristotle in small esteem,
and the more so, the more exclusively it is oconpied
with mere money-making business, since of all unnatural
modes of production he believes money-lending to be
the most unnatural of all® He confines himself, ac-
cordingly, in what remains of this diseussion, to a divi-

A

aceount of barter: 4 uer oby Tor-
alrn peTaBAnTHch olite wapd dvaw
olire xpnpatioTikhs éoriv elbosobbéy
€is GramAfpuey yap TS kaTa plow
aiTapKelns Hr.

! See p. 173, supra.

* e 9, 1257, &, 30 sqq.

3¢ 9 fin.: wepl pév oiw Tis TE
Y GrayKkaias XpRMATIOTIKGS

 elpyrocc kal wepl Tiis Grayiaias,
| G Srépa pev abrhis olkovouikh Be

waTd plew 4 wepl Thy Tpodhy.

4 ¢, B, 12566, b, 30 (following
the pagsagecited p. 220,n. 4, sup.):
wal fowcer 0 3 aAnbods wAoiTos éx
Tolrwr elvar. 9 yap s TowdTs
Krioews ouTdpken  wpos  ayalhy
Cwiiy oUk Gmeipds domw . . . . oLBEy

yop Upyavov Gwepov ovlemias dorl
Téxvns olite mAffer obre peyeler, 6
5& wAovTos Opydver wARSs SoTur
OIKOVOMIKGY wal TOAT Gy,

o8, 1267, B, 28_1258 a,
14.

S o 10, 1258, a, 40: =is B¢
peTaBAnTucis Yeyopirns diwa'ws (o
Yyap kard giow AN ax’ GAAAwy
drriv), clAoydrTaTe ureirar 3
éBoNooTaTikh Bid T an’ alTob Tol
voulopatos elvar The kriow  kal
obk d¢p° dmep émopinfy [not from
the proper use of gold]. uera-
BoXijs yap eyévero xdpw, 6 &k
TOKOS GUTH Wolel wAéor , ., GoTe
Kal paAoTe mupd diow oiTos Tiy
XpipeTiTudy érriy.
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sion of it into its various kinds,' and to a few remarks
upon the art of obtaining a monopoly of a commodity.?
He places, however, a different estimate upon the
scientific treatment of these matters and upon the con-
duct of them in actual practice® Sharing as he does
to the fullest extent the Greele contempt for manual
labour,* he naturally assigns to the latter a lower place
in proportion as it makes less claim upon the moral
and intellectual qualities, consists more exclusively of
physieal occupations, and stamps the body more deeply
with the marks of toil.®

Plato had demanded in his Republic that the family
and household should be absorbed in the State. A
community of wives, children, and goods had appeared
to him to be the arrangement which was most desirable
and alone suited to the perfect State. Aristotle rejects
this view.5 Plato desired that all things should be held

' He enumerates in e. 11 owver such subjects, as it is

three kinds of xpnperiorid: xphowor ptv mpds Tas épyaaias,.

(1) agriculture, cattle-rearing, ¢oprikdr 3¢ 10 dvdiarpifer,
8¢, —aticetoTdTy XPHRATLET R | 8¢ 11 dmit : mdvra 8¢ Ta

(2) peraBAnTikn, with its three
branches,  dumopla, Toktouds,
wirfaprie, the last of which
includes all mechanical indus-
tries; (8) occupying an inter-
mediate  position — dhoropia,
perardovpyle, &o.

¢ He desires that a collection
of these and similar artifices
should be made (1259, a, 3),
such as is actually attempted
afterwards in the second book of
the Eronomies. He adduces him-
self only two examples, As a
rule, he refers to earlier writers
upon husbandry, &ec, (1258, b,
59). He will not himself linger

TowabTa THy pir Gewpiar éAetfepor
Exer, Thy 8 dumepiay Gvayralay,

! Farther proofs of this will
meet us in the section upon the
constitution of the State.

5 Ihid. 1258,b,35: eict 8¢ Tex-
wkdTarar wir Tav dpyemiér Hmev
éndyagror Ths Toxws, SavaveiTaral
¥ év dls 70 oduora AwBdvrer pd-
AwrTa, BovMikdTaTar B¢ Omoy Tob
adpaTos wAsloTar ypfiges, dyer-
veoraTal 8¢ bmov éNdxioTor TpaTHel
gperijs. With the definition of
b Pévaveor cf. ¢ 5, 1254, b, 24
sqq. Praro, Rep. vi. 495 D
(Ph. d. G 1.754, 3).

¢ He expresses his views on
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in common in order that the State might be the most
perfect unity possible. But a State is not merely a_
unity ; it is a whele composzed of many and various
parts. 1f perfect unity without multiplicity were the
highest, then must the State shrink into the Household,
and the Honsehold into the Individual.! Buteven if we
granted that unity is the best thing for a State, yet the
arrangements which Plato proposes wonld not, he thinks, :
be the proper means for its attainment. Not to speak of
the difficulties which such proposals would involve in
their application,® Plato had said® that the unity of the
State will be the most complete when all call the same
thing mine and thine. But this assertion, as Aristotle
acutely remarks, is ambiguous, If all could freaf the
same things as their own private property, unity might
perhaps be thus promoted. That however, is not pos-
sible, . If, on the other hand, children and goods are
to be the common property of all. the desired result will
not followd  On the contrary, with the exclusiveness of
these relationships, all their worth and all that gives
them real significance would he destroyed : one who had

the thousandth part of a claim upon each of a thousand
sons, and was not even quite sure of that, wounld not

this subject, not in the first book,
which treats of the family, but
in the second, which treats of
carlier ideal States. This dis-

" cussion is, however, mentioned

here out of its order for conveni-
ence of exposition.

1 Polit. ii.'2, 1261, a, 9 sqq.
(cf. . 5, 1263, b, 29 5qq.) where,
inter alia, he says 1 kaltor gpavepdy
Somwy G5 mwpolovoa kal Ywousrs uia
KaAAor oiBE mihis foTas s wAHBos

ydp Te ThHY vow éoTiy H woNs . . .
ov udvor 8 ék mAewvewy GvlpdTey
dorly 4 wikes, GANG kal & elfer Bia-
epovTay © b yap ylverar wdhis €k
duolwr.  This is the basis, more-
over, of the self-sufficiency of the
State ; ibid. b, 10 sqq.

? For a fuller discussion of
which, see ¢. 3 sq. 1262, a, 14-40,
b, 24 sqq.

4 Rep, v, 462 ©.

? ¢ 3, 1261, b, 16-32.
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feel as a father towards any one.! The same is true of
property. Here, also, so far from leading to umity,
community of possession would be an inexhaustible
source of strife.? 'What is required is the just distribu-
tion of property and the voluntary surrender of it to a
common usge® Community of goods, on the other
_hand, along with the desire of private possession,
destroys also the joy of benevolence and generosity;

and just as community of women annihilates the virtue

of temperance in the relations of the sexes, so community
of goods renders impossible that virtue * which consists in
the right attitnde towards property.® In this opposition
to the Platonic socialism we shall not only recognise
Aristotle’s practical sense, his clear insight into the laws
and conditions of actual life, his aversion to all ethical
onesidedness and his deep knowledge of human nature
and of soeial life, but 'we shall not fail to observe that
here, as in Plato, the political views are closely connected

with the principles of the metaphysical system. Plato

had demanded the abolition of all private possession
and the suppression of all individual interests, because
it i8 only in the Idea or Universal that he acknowledges
any title to troe reality.® Aristotle refuses to follow
him here. To him the Individual is the primary reality,

POLITICS 225

and ‘hag the first claim to recognition. In his meta-
physics individual things are regarded, not as the mere
shadows of the idea, but as independent realities;
universal conceptions not as independent substances,
but as the expression for the common peculiarity of a
number of individuals. Similarly in his moral philo-
sophy he transfers the ultimate end of human action and
social institutions from the State to the individual, and
looks for its attainment in his free self-development.
The highest aim of the State consists in the happiness
of its citizens. The good of the whole rests upon the
good of the individuals who compose it} TIn like
manuer must the action.by which it is to be attained
proceed from the individual of his own free will. It is
only from within through eculture and edneation, and
not by compulsory institutions, that the unity of the

1 Fhid. 1261, b, 32 sgq. ¢. 4,
1262, a, 40 sqq. :

2 ¢l 65,1262, b,37-1263, a,27.

5 Fhid, 1263, a, 21-40, where
S avepoy Tolvuy Uri Bedtiov
elvar uer I8 as Tas wrioess TH 8¢
xphoer wosiy wowds. This is re-
peared vii. 10, 1820, b, 41.

t i, exevflemorys, as to which,
G SUPT

s Ihid. 1208, 8, 40-b, 1L, The

reproach with regard to cwgpo-
atlvy is certainly unjust, for ac-
cording to Plato, each has 1o
refrain from all women who are
not assigned to him by the
government. The Platonic com-
munity of women is certainly not
meant to be licence of desire (see
the further discussion of this in
ZELLERS Vorér. w, Abk. 1. 76} °
S See Ph. d.Gr. 1. p. 780,

State can be secured.? In

! Plato had met the objeetion
(Rep. iv. 420 B sqq.) that he bad
failed to make his ‘guardians’
happy, with the remark that the
question is of the happiness, not
of a part, but of the whole;
Arvistotle replies (Foliz, ii. 35,
1264, b, 17): &fdvaror 8t ebBaiuo-
veiv BAmp, pi) T@y whelgTwy i un [ We
should omit this pi, or read ei py
instend of 9 ph] wdvTer uepdv §
Tiwey ExdvTer Thr edBawwoviev.
[Similarly, vii. 9, 1329, a, 23. €b-
Balpova Be wéAw odk els peépos Tt
Prébavras Bei Aéyew abTiis, AN
els wdvTas Tovs woiTas.] ol yap
@y adrév Th ebbawovely Grwep Th
#prwoy* TobTo yap érdexerar TA
GAw mapysw TEy Be pepdy umie-
Tépp, 70 BE ebdaiporely adlvaTor.
Tn these remarks we have only

YoL, I.

politics as in metaphysics

the other side of the truth; nor is
it any solution of the difficulty
here raised to represent the life
of the gnardians, as Plato himself
does in a subsequent passage
(Fep, v. 465 E), as the happiest.
Plato in principle denies what
Aristotle asserts, viz. that the
happiness of the individuals as
such must be the test and erite-
terion of all political institutions;
and for that very reason he in the
same passage demands that the
individuals should seek their
highest happiness in unselfish de-
votion.

2 Polit. ii. 5, 1263, b, 36: the
true nature of the State must not
he sacrificed to an .exacgerated
conception of unity (see p. 223, n.
1, 81up.); &AAE Bel mAqfos by . . . Bid

*qQ
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the central point with Plato is the Universal, with
Aristotle the Individual. The former demands that
the whole should realise its ends without regard to the
interests of individuals: the latter that it he reared

upon the satisfaction of all individual interests that

have a true title to be regarded.

These remarks form a natural introduction to the
discussion of the varions forms of political constitution.
To this, after criticising earlier political sketches and

theories,! Aristotle applies himself in the third book of -

the Politics. The link which we should look for between
the family and the State. viz. the conception of ¢ Society,’
wag not yet an object of inquiry. A science of Sociology
belongs to modern, indeed to guite recent times. Even
the idea of ‘the community,” to which there then existed
neaver analogies, is not a special subject of disenssion.
To Aristotle as a Greek the State is coincident with the
City ; the community, therefore, so far as if is different

from the State, can only be the Village; this, however,

is a merely transitional form which is lost in the City
or Nation so soon as a comprehensive social union takes

Ty wadelay kowhy kal piay mouely
[s¢ mhy méAew ] wol 7dy ye uéhhovra
Totbelay elodyew, kal voullorra Sid
ratrys Eoecbar Thy moliw amovdalar,
Bromor Tols Towdrows [community
of women and goods] olegfu
Buwopboiy, GAAE i) Tols Efert kal T
dirosodin kel Tols vipors,

1 One cannot here enter into
the details of this eriticism as
they are to he fonnd in the second
hook of the DPolities. After a
lively polemic (e. 1-5) against
the community of women, chil-
dren, ahd goods, and other pro-

posals of the Republie, Aristotle
proceeds to discuss (c. 6) PLATO'S
Laws [on these and other asser-
tions with tegard to Plato’s
political philosophy see ZEILER,
Platow. Stwd. 288 sqq. 203-207] ;
the proposals of Phaleas and
Hippodamus (c. 7 sq.); the Spar-
tan (c. 9), the Cretan (ec. 10),
and the Carthaginian (e. 11)
constirntions: and, finally {c.12:
see, however, Ph. d. Gr. i. 676),
the laws of Solon, Zalencus,
Charondas, and other ancient
legislators.
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the place of mere local association limited to the needs
of trade.! :

But the particular institutions by means of which
this social union has to realise its end, and the forms
which it must take, will depend essentially upon the
character of the individuals whom it includes. It is
with these, therefore, that Aristotle next deals.

3. The State and the Citizens

The State is the composite whole, and the con-
stituent parts of it—the subjects whose relations to one
another are determined by the character of the con-
stitution —are the citizens.? What, then, constitutes a
citizen or citizenship? One can live in a city without
being a citizen of it. Foreigners may even be admitted
$o its courts of law. On the other hand, if is not neces-
sary that the citizen should be born of citizen parents, for
in that case neither the first founders of a State nor those
who at any time have the franchise conferred on them
would be citizens® A citizen in the proper sense of the .
word is one who is entitled to take part in the govern=
ment of the State and in the administration of justice. A
State is an aggregate of such persons, which must be suffi-
cient of itself to satisfy all the demands of their common
life.* Tt is true that as the essence of a thing consists

1 See p. 208, n, 1, supra.

Y Pplit.iii, 1, 1274, b, 36 sqq.:
the wolreln is 7@v Ty woAWw
olkovwrwy Tdtis Tis; the wdAs, on
the ather hand, is a composite
whole consisting of wany parts—
TONLTEY Ti TATGE0S.

3 Pplit. il 1 sq. 1275, 2, 7 594,
b, 21 sqq.

o Thid: e 1, 1275;-.m, 28
moAlTys 8 arAds obder Taw EAAwY
dpiferar wBAMOr % TG peréyew
kploews kel apyis (similarly, c. 13,
1283, b, 42). After some further

*a2
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in general not in its matter but in its form, the essence
of the State must be sought for in its form or con-
stitution. A State remains the same so long as its
constitution remains unaltered, even although the indi-
viduals who are the People should change; on the
other hand, the State changes when its constitution is
changed, even although the citizens remain the same.!
Yet iti is equally true that the constitution has to adapt
itself to the character and condition .of the men for
whom it is designed. The members of the State are

not equal to one another in every vespect, but neither

are they unequal in every respect.? Now all constitu-
tional law is concerned with the distribution of political
rights and benefits. An equal distribution is just only
on condition that the persons amongst whom they are
distributed are themselves equal to one another. If, on

explanations, in the course of
which it is pointed out that under
dpxh we must include the busi-
ness of the popular assembly, Avi-
stotle concludes, ihid. b, 18: & ~ap
dtovgla kowavely dpyfis BovAevTinfs
W kpircis, wohdTay 46y Aéyouer
elvar Tatrys Ths wéAews, miAw BE
70 Tlr Towdrwy wAGHos ikavby wpbs
dvrdpreray (wis. With the last
clause, cf. p. 208, nn. 1 and 2.
'e. 3, 1276, a, 34: How long
may the wds be said to be one
and the same ! 8o Jong, it might
he answered, as it is inhabited by
the same race. But this is
wrong: efwep ydp ot wowwria
Tis @) wohs, foti BE  wowwvla
wodtTay,  wokrrslas  yiyvoudrns
érépas T¢ elde kal Sradepolans Tis
woherelas dvayratoy elver okewer by
Kal Thy woMw elvai ph Thy abriy
s ... MdMioTe AewTéor THY alThy

; 2oy
worw eis Tip mohiTelar BadmovTas
Uvopa B¢ wkanely Erepoy % ravTow
&teoTe gal Tev alTav kaTooirTEY

abTihy kal wdurayr érépuy avipdmary,
By meAcrela, however, we must '

here understand, not merely the
constitution in the narrower
gense, but the whole soecial
organisation.

* Cf. on the one hand p. 223,
n. 1, and on the other Pol. iv. 11,
1295, b, 25: Bobrerar ¥ ye 4
miAes & Trwy elvar ol Suolwy e
pdAwere, for only between such
is ¢uiln abnd kowwrla moleruch
possible. Cf. vii. 8, 1828, a, 35.
The citizens, as we shall find,
will be egnal in freedom, in
common political rights and to a
certain degree also in eommon
social virtue; they will be unlike
in property, avocation, descent,
and individual capacity.
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the other hand, the persons are unequal, justice requires
an uneqnal distribution. In order, therefore, rightly to
judge of the character of State institutions, we must
know wherein consists this equality and inequality with
which the State has to deal.’ -

Of essential importance in this regard are, first of
all, the occupations and manner of life of the citizens.?
Parallel to the distinction which we noted in the House-
hold between freemen and slaves, we have among citizens
themselves those who are exempt from menial labour,
and those who have to devote themselves to it. One
who performs menial offices for an individual is a slave :
one who does so for the community is a day-labourer
(@7s) or artisan (Bdvaveos)® The importance of this
distinction appears from the statement ! that the rights
of citizenship belong to persons of this class only in
imperfect States, but not in the best. The object of the
latter is the happiness of the entire people; and so, as
happiness is only aftainable through virtue, no one who
is incapable of trne virtue can be a citizen in a State

of which virtue is at onee the basis and the end.

L Polif. iii. 9 imit.: Both
oligarchy and democracy rest
upon right : but neéither upon per-
fect right. ofor doxet Yoor 7o Sixator
elvar, kal Errr, BAN oD wEcw aAAa
Tols ivois. kel To Ewwor Sexel
Biwatoy elven: ial ydp doTw, GAN

ol wagw aAA& Tois arigos. ©, 12,

1282, b, 16: #ere 8¢ mokeriby
ayafiy 70 Stwawow, TobTe §' doTi TH
Kowf cuppépar, dorst 3¢ wacw ioov
Tt Th dikaioy elvar, as is explained
in the ethical discussions (see p.
171, supra). 7t vép ral Tial 70
Sixawor, wkal 8elv Tols Toas Imow

elval parw. walwy § icdrys éori
Kat Tolwy GyiodTys, O€r ui Aavldrew -
Exer yip TovT’ dmwoplav xal deAo-
copiar wolirikdv, ¢, 13, 1283, a,
26 sqq.

* Polit. iii, 5, vil. 9.

3 jii. &, 1278, a, 11.

' iil. 5, 1278, a, 15 =qq. vii. 9,
1328, b, 27 sqq. 1229, a, 19 sqq.
On thiz conception, which will
often meet us again, especially in
treating of the best State, see
further viil. 2, 1337, b, 8 sqq. ¢.
4,1338, b, 33, c. 5, 13389, b, 9, c.
6, 1540, b, 40, 1341, a, b, b, 14,
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Birth and property are two further important points
for consideration. While freemen as such are ‘all
equal, the nobly born claim to have inherited higher
ability and rank from their ancestors; the rich, on the

other hand, demand a greater share in the government,
on the ground that the greater part of the national

property is in their hands, and that propertied men in
‘all matters of business are more reliable than un-
propertied.  Aristotle does not, indeed, admit these
claims unconditionally, but he does not regard them as
wholly unjustified, for althongh political privileges
‘cannot be claimed on the ground of each and every
superiority, but only of such as are of political im-
portance, yet it cannot be denied that the advantages
in guestion are ¢ political.”! Thus while in speaking of
property distinctions he rejects the oligarchical demand
for a plutocracy with the pertinent observation that it
would be junstifiable only on the supposition that the

State is nothing bnt a mercantile company,? yet he can-

not conceal from himself that distinetions of wealth are
“of the highest significance for the State. Riches and
poverty both involve many kinds of moral evil: the
rich commit outrage throngh arrogance, the poor
through dishonesty ; the former know neither how to
obey nor how to rule over freemen, the latfer neither
how to rule nor how to obey as freemen ; and where a
State has fallen asunder into rich and poor, it has lost
the inner bond of its communal life, in the equality,
unanimity, and social sympathy of the citizens. The
well-to-do middle class, being the mean, is the best: it

| iiL 12 sq. 1282,b, 21-1983, 4,37, * {ii. 9, 1280, a, 22 sqq.
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is best secnred against excesses of its own and attacks
of an enemy; it is the least anxious to put itself
forward in political life; when the centrs of gravity
lies in it we have the most orderly and enduring form
of government.! Whosoever would give stability to
his political institutions must secure the support of
this class, seeing that it holds the balance between the
two contending parties of the rich and the poor.? Mare
importsnt still, however, is the political capacity of the
citizens. The essential aim of the State is the happi-
ness and moral perfection of the citizens; he who is able
to contribute most to this will have the best claim to
influence in the State. DBut that which more than any
other quality fits a man to do so is virtue, especially
justice and military ability, since, while the latter is in-
dispensable for the preservation of the State, the former
is that which lies at the foundation of all society and
involves all other virtues?® There are thus different
principles upon which political rights may be appor-

‘tioned." According as one or other of these is adopted,

'iv. 11,1295, b, 1—1296, a, + The character and geo-
21, where it is further shown graphical position of the country,
that great cities are more exempt and similar external circum-
from disquiet than swmall ones, stances might also be here
because they have a more nume- adduced. To the political import-
rous middle class; that demo- anceofthese,asmay beseen from
cracies are more stable than Pedit. vil. 6, c. 11, 1530, b, 17, vi.

oligarchies, because tbe widdle
class finds itself more at home

- in them—only, however. on con-

dition that it does so—and
that the best lawgivers, eg.
Solon, Lyeurgus, Charondas, have
belonged to the middle class.

2 jy. 12, 1296, a, 34 sqa.

¢ iii. 9, 1281, a, 2sqqg.c. 125q.
1283, a, 19-26, 37.

7, 1321, a, 8 sqq., Aristotle was
keenly alive. He admits that a
maritime situation favours the
rise of a numerous nautical
population and thereby pro-
motes democratic institutions.
He remarks that an acropolis is
favourable to monarchy and
oligarchy, a flat country to de-
mocracy, a number of fastnesses
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or as several of them are combined in a definite manner.
will be the character of the resulting constitution. For
while the differences in the general character of States
depend upon the view taken of their end and of the
means by which it is pursued,! the differences in the par-
ticular form of their constitution depend upon the share
assigned to the different classes of the citizens in the
public benefits and in the activities by which these are

acquired.?

to aristocracy ; that where horse-
breeding succeeds, and cavalry
is therefore the chief military
weapon, oligarchies are easily
formed, &c. At the same time
he suggests means (#bid.) to
counteract such results, and as
these circumstances do not in
any case affect the form of con-
stitution immediately, but only
through the character of the
people as that is determined by
them., he leaves them out of
account in the present investi-
gation.

I vii, 8, 1828, a, 85: # B&
wohis wowerie tis éore T@Y duolwr,
Eveney 8¢ (wis Tis évlexouduns
aplaTys, émei &' éoriv elbdayuovia Th
dpuoroy, oifrn e dperiis éwépyeia
wal xpiiols 7is TéAews, cuuBiBuke
8t offrws dore Tobs uir érdéye-
alar peréxew avrijs, Tovs 3¢ wucpiy
% unbey, 89Aov &5 ToiT aliTiov
700 ylyveobu: wiAews eldy  kal
ltapopas kel moArrelas whelovs:
GAAov yap Tpdmwov kal BF EAAwy
exaoTol Tolito Bnpelovres Tols Te
Bious évepous wowdrrar wal Téy
TaliTelas.

* After ennmerating the
forms of activity which are in-
dispensable to the existence of
society, and the eorresponding

The decisive question here, however, is:

classes of citizens (farmers,
artisans, soldiers, proprietors,
priests, judges and adminis-
trators) Aristotle proceeds ibid.
c. 9 dnit. : Dwptopévar e TolTav
Aoimoy oneasbar TiTepoy maTL Kot
revnTéoy mdvTay TobTwy . ., 4 Kkald
SkarTov Epyov T@v elpnudvor EXAous
twoferéor, § T8 per B T 0F Kowd
Tobrew & dvdyins éoriv, (CE. ii.
1, 1260, b, 37.) 7aiva yEp wal
wowel Tis woMiTelas érépas * év piy
Yip Tals dnmoxpurions peréyovot
ThyTEs TavT @y, éy BE Tals dAryapxiis

Tobpeyrior. Similarly, and with,

express reference to this passage,
iv. 3, 1289, a, 27 sqq.: Tob pér
oy elvar wAelovs woliTelus oiTiov
e wdoys éoml pépn mAelw mwoiNews
7o apfpby. A State consists of
an ageregation of households,
of people of large, small and
average means, of warlike and
unwarlike, of farmers, merchants
and artisans; further, there are
differences of birth and capaecity
(&peri). Of these classes some-
times fewer, sometimes more,
sometimes all, share in = the
government. (woliteln). Povepir
Tolvuy 81 wAelovs avaykator elvar
mohirelas elfer Bwmdeporicas GAA-
fikaw © Kal yop Tabr eiber Bapeper
Th wépn cody abTdr. woliTsln pEy
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Who possesses the supreme power—who is sovereign ? !
The different possible ways of adjusting the relations of
the varions classes to one another are therefore enu-
merated by Aristotle with a view to preparing the
way for an investigation into the comparative value of
particular forms of constitution, the conditions of their
rise and continuance, and the institutions which corre-

spond to them.

4. Forms of Constitution

We are accuztomed to understand by the term ¢ Con-
stibution’ ounly the general form of government of a
particular State—the sum of the arrangements which
regulate the distribution within it of political functions.”

yap § T@v dpydy Tl éoTl, TatTHY
B¢ SwovéporTad wdrres § wara THy
Blvauiyr Ty perexburev i kata T
elray lodTyTe KowAY . . . Gray-
kaior &pa wolirelas eiver ToraiTas
Soraimep Takews watd Tos Umepaxds
eirr kal katik Tay Diagophs TV
poptwr.  'With the same view of
explaining the different forms of
constitution, the different elassez
in a community are then again
enpumerated (¢, 4, 1290, b, 21 sgq.)
as follows: farmers, artisans,
traders, day-labourers, soldiers,
rich (efmopor) who serve the state
with their money, magistrates,
judges, and members of the
supreme administration. (In

" this enumeration, the words

€88ouoy and byBoor, 1291, a, 33 sq.,
canse a diffienlty, to avoid which
NickEs, D¢ Arist. Polit. libr.
110, proposes to read &crov and
¢B8ouor, while STREMIHL, i loco,
with CONRING, supposes a lacuna
before €88auor, in which he sup-

poses the sixth class was men-
tioned.)

1 jii. 6 dnit.: We must ask
how manyand what constitutions
thereare ? &ori 8¢ modtrelo mokews
Tdfts Tav Te BAAwr Gpxdv kol
piEAieTe Tis kuplas mdvTwy,  Kkiprov
ey yop TayTaxow TH moeAlTeupa Tiis
TéAews, woliTevun 8 SoTir § TOAL-
rele. (Of. ¢. 7, 127%,a, 25.) In
democracies the people is sove-
reign (kopos) : in oligarchies only
a minority of the people: hence
the difference in these forms of
constitution.

* This is at least the scientific
conception of the constitution ;
the written documents which
define the constitution certainly
peither contain all that according
to this conception is included
under it, nor do they confine
themselves to it, but generally
they contain all those laws which.
as fundamental to the State, seem
to require special sanction,
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Aristotle meant far more by it. He compre’-:hf—;x:l.dsi under -

the corresponding word ¢ Polity,’ not only all this, but also
the substantial character of the community in question, as
that expresses itself in the accepted theory of the State
and in the spirit of its government.! He has thus the
advantage of exhibiting more clearly than is commonly
done by modern writers the connection of the political
institutions of a people with its life as a whole, and is
less exposed to the danger of treating these as some-
thing independent and equally appliczble to all com-
munities. Here as elsewhere in the Folitics the leading
characteristic of his method is the care he takes
scientifically to trace everything back to its real source,
and to find the principle of its explanation in its own
peculiar nature. On the other hand, it cannot be
denied that the treatment of political constitutions
suffers in simplicity when it does not confine itself to de-
ducing them as the forms of an organised civil life from
the spirit and mutual relations of the citizens, bub mixes
itself up with the discussion of the legal details of that
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although in general he has clearly distinguished be-
tween questions of law and constitution.' !
In investigating political constitutions Aristotle

complains ? that previous writers had contented thel.n—
selves with representing an ideal State, or else 'w1t-.h
eulogising the Spartan or some other historical COIlb:t-l—
tution. Aristotle himself aims at a more exhaustive
treatment of his subject. Political science cannot, he
says, any more than any other, limit itself to the
description of an ideal. 1t must also shofv xf*hat-
form of State is the best attainable under certain given
circumstances ; it must further take acconnt of actua}]y
existing constitutions and of the conditions of their rize
and maintenance ; and it must be able, finally, to declare
what institutions are best adapted for the majority of
States? The description of the political ideal must

! See preced. n.and Folig. ii. sets before Politics a foufrfold
6, 1265, a, 1; Ffh. x. 10, 1181, b, problem: (1) woreretar rﬁrv&.p;crnw
I:J: ag his predecessors have not  fewpfoa ris éore nal mwola Tis by

life itself. Aristotle is not free from this confusion,?

' As is obvious, inler alia,
from p. 232, n. 1, with which cf,
P 252, 1. 2, and p. 233, n. 1, supra.

* Besides the passage just re-
ferred to above, see esp. Polir.
iv. 1, 1289, a, 13: wpos vep Tas
wohiTelas Tobs vduous 8el Tifegfar
Kal TiferTar whvres, AN ob Tis
woAirelas wpbs Tobs vémous. wohs-
Telm pew yap oTe ThEs Tals Toheriy
1 mept Ths apxds, Tiva Tpémow
veveunrro, ral ti T0 ripor Tis
mohirelos kai 7L TO TéNos Exdorys
s kowwwios éorive wvduor B
KeEXwpiopevor Tov bnAotvrwy Thy

wolirelay, kel olis Bl Tobs dpxorras
dpxew kal dudhdrTew Tuls Tapa-
Balvovras airovs, So also vii. 13
i, and throoghout the whole
discussion of the different forms
of comstitution, the question as
to the nature of the woMurela is
taken to involve that of the
oltimate aim of the State, and
the investigation into the épicry
wodrele (see infra) is more con-
cerned with the laws upon eduea-
tion and the like than with
questions properly constitutional
in our sense.

(sufficiently) investigated the
question of legislation, he wxj]]
himself treat generally of this
as well as of the Hiate (moAweia).
L. 21: mola wohurela &plory, wal
ws éxdory rayBelra, cal Tiot vipots
wal Eeqy ypwpivn.

2 Poliz. iv. 1, 1288, b, 33 sqq.
This complaint, however, is not
altogether just in respectof Plato,
who not only in the Lamws had

. “placed a second State beside his

ideal republic, but in the Hep.
itself had folly discussed the
imperfect. forms of constitution.
Tt is true, however, that none of
these investigations satisfies Ari-
stotle's requirements.

s Pplit. iv. 1. Aristotle here

obora paAurr’ el ket ebx iy, pndevis
éumabiovras @y dicrds ; (2) besides
the &mhas kpatiory to discuss
alzo Thy dk v trokswéver dplaTnr;

‘similarly (8), Th é& dwobérews, and

(4) Thy pdAtgTa Taoas Tals méAETY
apudrrovear {on which see e. 25
init.). Of these four guestions
the third hasnotinfrequently been
very strangely misunderstood, e.g.
by BARTHELEMY ST-HILAIRE,
but also by GOTTLING ir loco.
Aristotle himself, however, stages
(1288, b, 28) his meaning gnite
unambiguously. &re 8¢ Tpf‘ﬂ}\!’,
he savs. Thy € dmoléews = Bel yip
kal Thy Bofciray Sivaufu: Oewpeiv,
2 dpxiis e was by yévowre, kol
yevoudyn Tiva Tpomor Gr cdlovro
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therefore be supplemented by a comprehensive survey
of actual facts. Aristotle does not renounce such an
ideal, but desires at the same time to investigate all
other possible forms of State, the conditions under which
they naturally rise, the laws which they. adopt, and
the institutions by which they arc maintained, He
examines States with the keen sense of the scientific
investigator, who pays equal regard to the small and
the great, to the normal and the abnormal, as well as
with the practical eye of the statesman, who desires to
do justice to the actual circumstances and adapt hig

ideal to the given conditions.! He Ppossesses, moreover,

wACigTOY Xpivor © Aévw § oloy €
Tor whiker quuféfnre pfre Ty
apioTy  wokretecbar . ToAirelny
axopliynTdy Te elvac kol Tav dray-
wkalwy [the necessary reguisites
for 1he best ], whre rhw Svllexouipny
€k Tav Imopydvrav, GAAE Twa
Pavdorépay, (Cf. iv. 11, 1208, b,
9 Adyw B¢ 70 wpbs imibeqiv, dre
woAAdicis  offons EAAWS Tolirelas
aipeTwrépas dvfors oblty KwAdger
cuudépsy  Erépar  wdAAov ey
moAereiar ; also v. 11, 1314, a, 38.)
The wokirela ¢ dmolémews is, ac-
cording to this statement, identi-
cal with 4§ Bofeloa ToALTEl,
émifeis indicating the given
case, the particular circumstances
that are actually present, and
baving, therefore, essentially the
Same eaning as on p, 247, n. 2,
and Ph.d.Gr.1,1015 med.,where it
is distingnished from 6égis.  With
the above passage Prat, Zaws,
¥. 739, A sqq., has been compared.
The resemblance, however, iz a
remote one; for (1) Plato speaks
not of four but only of thres
States to be depicted ; (@) ke

enters into no details with refer-
ence to the third of these (the
first is that of the Aep., the
second that of the Lams), but he
can hardly have been thinking
of actually existing States ; 3
even the second State, that of
the Zews, does not correspond
with Aristotle’s wolirela &k row

iroretuépar dplory, for Plato does.

not show in this work what is
the best that can be evolved from
existing circumstances, but, just
as in the Rep, sketches the
outline of an ideal Staté, which
only differs from that in the
Fep. in bearing a closer resem-
blance to reality. Still less can
the State inthe Lans be identified
with Aristotle’s modireia & frofé-
sews aplery, nor would Grote
bave done so ( Plato, iii. 357 sq.)
hall he not wrorgly explained
twéfsois to mean an - assumed
prineiple.’

! See his complaint against
his predecessors, ibid. 1258, b,
35: &s of wAeioros vév dmodaire-
Hévay mepl wolireins, kal € TAAG
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the philosophic spirit, which traces political institutions
back to their inner sources, looks past individual facts
to universal conceptions, and while engaged in the
investigation of existing realities keeps an eye steadily
fixed on the ideal. It is just this combination of dis-
similar and rarely united qualities that makes Ari-
stotle’s political philosophy so unique and unrivalled in
its kind. ' ' ;

Two points of view have emerged in the preceding
discussion, from which we may distinguish and esti-
mate the different forms of political constitution—
viz. the recognised aim of government, and the distri-
bution of political power. In the former respect the
contrast is between those States in which the common
good and those in which the advantage of the rulers is
pursued as the highest end.! In treating, on the other
hand, of the distribution of political power, Aristotle
refains af first the customary arithmetical division of
States according as they are governed by one, by some,
or by all of the citizens. Combining these two principles,
he enumerates six forms of constitution, three of which
are good and three bad, setting down all those as un-
Just and despotic in which the aim is not the commeon
good, but the advantage of the rulers.? Where the

Aéyoust kadds, tdy ye xpyoiuwy
SiepapTdvovaw,
! jii. 6. 1278, a,308qq.: Asin

* the household the government of

- the slaves aims at securing in the
first instance the advantage of
the master, and only secondarily
that of the slaves as a means to
theformer,and as the government
of the family, on the other hand,

alms primarily at the zood of the
governed, but in a secondary way
4lso at that of the head of the
house in so far as he is himself
2 member of the family—so in
the State we must distinguish
the two above-mentioned kinds
of government.

* il 6 fin.: gaveply Tolvur bs
Boar piv moArTelon Th cowf) cuppépor
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administration has for its object the common good, if
one is the sovereign, we have a monarchy ; if a mmor}tv,
an aristocracy ; if the whole body of t-he citizens, a

polity ; where it has for its object the advantage of

the sovereign, monarchy degenerates into tyranny,

aristocracy into oligarchy, polity into democracy.! This

ciomoowy, abTa gy dpbal Tryxd-
vousw oboal kard Th EmwAds bk,
doar 8¢ 70 ogéTepoy pdvor Tov
GpxdvTer, RLepTaudvar Taow kal
waperBdoeas Tay apldy Tohirady
BeamoTikal yap, f 3¢ wNis Kowwria
1@y ehevfépwr fdorlv. Hence iii
17 indi.: €o7i ydp i gphve Seomoo-
Tov kal GAAo Bacideurir ral dAAo
moAtTuedy kal Bikatoy kal cuudépor
Tupavyitiy & ot EoTi kati plow,
ovde TEv HAAwr wolTeiwy ool
waperBdoets  eigly*  TabTa Yép
plyveTar wapd pUTw.

! Pedit. i, 7, iv. 2, 1289, a,
26, b, 8; Fth. vili. 12. Aristotle's
account is here essentially that of
Plato in the Pelitiens (of. Ph. 4.
#r.1. p. T84), of which he himself,
Polit. iv. 2, 1280, b, 5, reminds
ug, while at the same time he
differs from it in a single respect.
There is, indeed, between the
Ethics and the Politics this
divergency, that while in the
latter the third of the three true
forms of constitution is called
simply ¢ polity,” it is said in the
Eilics: tpan 8 4 dnd Tipmudrey,
By TiwokpeTiKNy  AspEw  oikeloy
dalverar, modcretay B eldthe cldfacy
ot whegros wahew, This dis-
crepaney, however, is not so
important that we may infer
from it a change in Aristotle’s
political views, or that to permit
time for its occurrence we mav
place the Ethies on this ground

considerably earlier than the
Politics. For as a matter of
fact the latter also describes its
polity as a timoeracy (see Ph.
d. Gr.i. p. 745 5q.), so that the
difference resolves itself finally
intu this: that in the Eihics,
brevitatis cavsa, Aristotle calls it

timocracy, whereas in: the Politics -

he appropriates to it the common
term weMirela, as he has room
here to describe more accurately
what he means by it. TIsock.
Panati. 131, has been taken to
refer to the passage just cited
from the Eéliies (ONCKEX, Staatsl
d. Arist. ii. 160}, and the conclu-
sion drawn that the ftkics cannot
have been composed later than
ann. 342339 B.C. (HENKEL, Stud:
ziiy Gesel. d. griech. Lefire vom
Ntaat, 46 ; Oncken takes another
view). Butitseemsmore probable
that the passage refers to Flate,
who in the Politicus (302 D sq.)
adduces legal democracy, and
in the Republic (viil. 545 B, C)
timocracy, as peculiar forms of
constitution ; for Isocrates does
not say that the writer upon
whom his attack is made identi-
fies these two (as Aristotle does).
1f, however, we are to find here
a reference to the followers of
Plato as well, and especially to
Aristotle, it would probably be
better to suppose that the rhe-
torician has in view one of his dia-
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principle of arrangement, however, is not consistently
preserved throughout ; for while it might appear from
the above statement that aristocracy and polity differ
from monarchy only in the number of the rulers, we
learn in another passage that this itself depends upon
the character of the people. So the government hy
one is natural where in a people one family has a pre-
eminent faculty for government; aristocracy, where a
community of free citizens is content to submit to the
government of the fittest ; polity, where the population
is a military one which, having distributed the offices
of State among the propertied classes according to the
standard of merit, knows both how to command and
how to obey.! Referring further to the distinction
between democracy and oligarchy, Aristotle criticises
those who look for it in the fact that in the former the
whole body, in the latter a minority, of the citizens
hold the sovereignty. This numerical distinction, he
holds, is merely accidental and derivative: the essential
opposition of these two forms of constitution consists in
the fact that in the one the rich, in the other the poor,
bear rule.? In like manner that polity which stands
between them is distinguished by the preponderance of
the middle class.® Elsewhere he finds the characteristic

logues (such as that mentioned in
Pulit. iii 63 ses i p. 119, 0 1,

supre). That the Ethies cannct

have been composed so early as

*Henkel helieves, has already been

shown, 1. p. 154 sq.

i, 17, 1288, a, 1: Bamisutiy
wey olp Tb TowiTdy éoTt wAffos
b mépure dépey yevos Haepéxor kat'
apeTiy wpds dyemovias moriTuhy,
aptoTokpaTicby B¢ wAijfos b wéguie

dépery wARHBos Bpyerlor Juvdueroy
Thy Ty Eevbépuy dpx iy o TEN kAT .
apeTiy fryenovikdy Tpos woAcTichy
dpyhr, moMiucov B¢ wATBos &y &
wépurer dyyivesar wAH0os mokeu-
why, Burduevar Bpyecbor kal Eoyew
kare wiuor Tv Kkar ailar Bie-
réuoyre Tols ebwdpars Tas Goxds.

2 Polit.iii. 8, ef. e. 7 fin. iv.
11, 12, 1296, 4, 1, b, 24 sqq.

3.iv. 12, 1298, b, B8.
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peculiarity of democracy in freedom’ and equality, in
the fact that all free men have an equal share in the
government ; and then combining this principle with
the two others, he says that in democracy the majority
of the poor and the free, in oligarchy conversely the
minority of the rich and the noble, are the runlers;® for
since in a State where all are equal the majority of votes
decides, and the poor always form a majority, these
have necessarily the power in their own hands.®? Fol-
lowing up the same line of thought, he indicates virtue,
wealth, and freedom as severally characteristic of dif-
forent forms of constitution: virtne of aristocracy,

wealth of oligarchy, freedom of democracy.® In a third

! iv. 4, where it is first said
(1290, b, 1) : 8fuoes pér orv Grav
of é\ebliepor kipior daww, dAryapxla
& Braw of wholTion, but afterwards
at the end (L 17): &M\ Eome
dnuoxparie wey Oray of éxelifepor
Kkal &ropol whetovs DyTés kvpLoL THS
apxis @ow, dhyapxin 9 Brav of
whobgior Kal ebyevéoTepar oAiyot
Sores. ITbid. 1291, b, 84: dep
yap EAsvlepia udhioT' doTly év
Sqponpari rafdrep drodeuBdrovel
TIves Kal igoTNs.

2 vi, 2vimit 3 dwdPeois pev ofy
Tis Bnuokparicis moAurelas éhev-
Bepine [Or as it is expressed 1317,
b, 16: éAevfepin 7 Kara 70 Toow]

. . . Exevleplas B¢ & uév T év.

wéper Hpxeobar wal Epxew, wal
yap T Blkatoy TO Bnuorikbr T
Tooy Exew éorl par’ Gpfudy GAAG
uh rar' aklay, TodTov 3 drros Tol
Girafou 7o wAGPas dvoyrkaior elvos
Klptow, kal & T1 b Béky Tois whslooy,
ToiT elvar kal TéAos kol TovT elvas
7o Blwoov darl yep Beiv Tmoy
Exew EknoTOr TEY WOAITEY® GoTe

dv  Tais  Onuokpatious cupBaive:
vpiTépovs elvar Tods dmwdpovs Tdv
ebmipwy = mhelovs ydp eloy, ripoy
de T 7ois wheiogt Bofar. The
equality of all citizens is thus
seen to be the fundamental point
from which government by
majority follows as an inference,
(ovuBaiver) and from that again
government by the poor.

div. 8 1204, a, 10: apgro-
wparlas wdvy  yap Bpos Gperd,
dAvyapxias 8% mAobros, Sfuov B
énevbepia. L. 19: 7piz éori 7o
GudeoAnTobrTa THs lodrnTos THS
monTelns, éxevfepla wAoiiTos dperi)
(76 ~yép wéraprov, U kahoboiw
ebyéverar, arodovlel Tols Bualy s §
Fop ebyeveid oty Gpxaios TAOUTOS
kal dpery. CL iil. 12, 1283, a,
16 sqa. (see p. 229, supra); v. 9,
1310, a, 29 Kiet. i. 8, 1386, a,
4: fori B¢ Inuorpories pev Téhos
edevlepia, daryapxias 8¢ wiobros,
apioroxparios 8¢ T& wpos wobeloy
kel T&  wdpiue, Tupawvidos O
PuAaR.
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passage ! he erumerates four constitutions : democracy,
oligarchy, aristocracy, and government by one. In a
democracy, he says, the offices of government are dis-
tributed according to lot, in an oligarchy according to
property, in an aristocracy according to education.?
The government of one is a monarchy if it is founded
upon law and order; otherwise it is a tyranny. These
statements are not altogether consistent with one
another; but a still greater difficulty arises from the
circumstance that in the further development of his argu-
ment Aristotle diverges widely from the order of arrange-
ment which is naturally suggested by the previous snrvey
of the different forms of constitution. Thus we shonld
have expected from Book III. 14 onwards a discussion
first of the three good kinds of State, and then of the
three bad. Instead of this, Avistotle follows up the
introductory dissertations which occupy chaps. 9-13
of the third book with a discussion of monarchy (I11.
14-17); he next proposes to investigate (IIL. 18)
the best form of State, which, however, he only partially
does in the books (VIL and VITI.) which ought to follow
here; he next turns, in the fourth book (chap. 2),
to - the remaining forms of constitution, with the
remark that of the six previously enumerated forms
monarchy and aristocracy have been disposed of, as
these coincide with the best State, and that it therefore

remains to discuss polity, oligarchy, democracy, and

I Rhet. 1. 8, 1365, b, 29.

? Madela bwd Tod vouoy kequévy,
by which we are to understand
not so much intellectual culture
as an education in accordance
with law and morality and the

VOL, I1.

political capacity and attach-
ment to the existing constitution
which spring from it: of yop
f‘ppeyevnxdves ¥ TOTS pouluos ey T
epteToRpaTi dpyova, ibid. 1. 85,

I
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tyranny- he accordingly now proceeds to'iuveqtio’ate,
in the first place (chap. 4, 1291, b, 14—chap. 6, end),
the different forms of democracy and oligarchy; “then
(chap. 8 sq.) polity as the proper blending of these
two constitutions, along with several Lkindred forms
(chap. 7); and, lastly, tyranny (chap. 10). This
divergence from the previous account is much too
fundamental to permit of its being accounted for by the
incomplete character of the Politics alone, and too
indispensable to permit of its being explained away.!
We are forced to admit that just as Aristotle in his
account of the distingmishing characteristics of demo-
cracy and oligarchy unites several different points of
view which he fails completely to harmonise with one
aﬁothar, g0 also in his treatment of polity he is not free
from a certain vacillation. On the one hand, he
reckons it among the good States, on the ground that
it is based upon the virtue of the citizens and aims at

the common good. On the other hand, he is unable to -

! &.g. in the manner pro- may point out: (1) that the
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place it on a level with true monarchy and aristocracy.!
For it is still government by the many, and a majority
can never atttain to so high a degree of virtue and
insight as is possible to one or to few. The one field in
which a polity can win distinction is the military, and
accordingly the sovereign in it will naturally be the
collective body of those capable of bearing arms.2 The
virtue, therefore, upon which the State is here founded
is an imperfect one. The natural antagonizsms between
the citizens are not removed, as in an aristocracy, bya
comprehensive and uniform education of all and an
equal freedom from meaner employments. The pro-
blem, therefore, must be to devise for it such institu-
tions that antagonistic forces will be held in equilibrium,
the excesses alike of democracy and of oligarchy avoided,
and the foundation laid for that predominance of the
middle classes which constitutes in Aristotle’s opinion,
as we shall see, the chief advantage of polity. While
it is possible in this way to explain the place which this
form of constitution occupies in Aristotle’s account, the
ambignity of its position remains a permanent defect in

posed by FECHNER (b, d. Ge-
rechtigheitsbegrifi . Arist. p.
71 sq. n,, ek p. 92, 1), who assumes
tha.t by the polity of Eth. viii.
12 and Pelit. iv. we must under-
stand something different from
the ®true polity ' which appears
in Polit. vii, as the ideal State.
Setting aside the unlikelihood of
Arvistotle’s deseribing two - dif-
ferent forms of constitution by
the same name without qualify-
ing addition, and of his totally
omitting in his subsequent dis-
cussion all further mention of the
true polity * described in iii., we

perfect State described in vii
and viil, is never referred to
(not even 1ii. 7, 1279, a, 39, vii.
14, 1332, a, 34) as polity (roArreia
ﬂmpl}) bot  as amstroca,cy or
apioTn wolirein (e.g. iv. T, 1203, b,
1, e 2, 1289, a, 31), and thmt
polity stands only third among
true constitutions: (2) that in
passages such as Polit. 1v. 2 init.
c. 8 init. we are expressly for-
bidden to make any distinction
between the polity of iv. and of
the Athics, and the polity pre-
viously mentionecl among the true
forms of constitution,

his theory of the State.

U Qf Btk viil, 12, 1160, a,
35 : qovtwry B¢ [of the true forms
of State] BeAriory pev i BaciAsia,
xeiplory 8 miporperia(which here
=moherein; cf. p. 238, n. 1, sup.)

b, 16: democracy is chiefly related

to timocracy, the majority of the
citizens ruling in both with equal

right, and springs from it almost

imperceptibly.

21, 7, 1279, a, 39: Eva uéw
yap Biagpepery war’ aperhy i oAiyovs
évlexerar, whelovs B 4y yedemdy

The fundamental mistake,

:]rcpl.&wo‘ﬁw wpbs TRTar &pe'rﬁrv
AN lua?ucr'm ThY ”ro?\muc:rw afity
';mip & wAfer ybyverar.  Bwwep
KaTG TavTny The wolreloy Kvpie-
TaTor Th mpowohepody  kal peré
Xovow abtiis of kexTmuévor Th
dmAa.  In accordance with this
passage and c. 17 (see 239, n. 1,
supra) we should read in 1. 87
(differently from SraNanL, 454,
d. Minohn. Akad. philos.-philol.
£l v. 23), instead of Td wA%fes,
T moAeukdy wATGos.

B2
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however, which is the cause of this ambignity, consists
in the crude division of political constitutions into good
and bad, with which he starts. In polity and that
improper form of aristocracy which is akin to it, there
obtrudes itself between these two alternatives a third
kind, which has no clear place assigned to it, unless
we give up this division and supplement the qualitative
opposition between good and bad by a quantitative
difference in degrees of perfection.’

Inquiring next into the respective titles of these
different forms of constitution, we must first recal what
was said above—viz. that in each and all of them the
question is of a distribution of rights and privileges
which can only be determined according to the prin-
ciples of distributive justice.  These demand that
equals receive an equal portion; unequals, on the
contrary, in proportion to their inequality an unequal
pertion.? It is nof, however, each and every superiority
that entitles to political privileges, but only those which,
like birth, freedom, wealth, virtue, stand in intimate
relation to the qualities which are essential to a citizen,
and are the indispensable elements in a full and satisfy-

! Aristotle  himself {akes simply into good and bad, seeing

occasion (iv. 8 indt.)to justify the that what (hffeJentmteq polity
place he assiens to polity. from the best State is a mere

‘Erdfauer 8 ofirws, he says, obk
obar olite Tabrye [polity] map-
éeBaow obire Tas GpTi pnbeicas
spioTokparias, Tt Td ulv GdAnbis
worar Bepoprhkamt Tis opberdrys
woArretas, &c. DBut this only
serves to corroborate the above
remarks. For if polity is neither
the best nor a vicious form of
constitution, it is obwvious that
constitutions cannot be divided

want, 50 that one and the same
constitution presents itself in
comparison with the best us a
defective one (@mpaprirest), in
comparison with all others as a
true one.  Evenin respect of the
other forms Aristotle admits
that they may be relatively
good; ef. eg. v. 9, 1309, b,
18-35.

® See p. 228 sq. supra.
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ing social life.! But even any one of such advantages
as these confers no title to rule in the State. Those who
demand to stand on a footing of equality with others
in everything because they are equal in something, or
who assert pre-eminence in all respects on the ground of
pre-eminence in some, put forward an unfounded claim.?
The problem therefore is, to determine the relative
worth of those gualities upon which a title to political
privileges can be based, and thus to estimate the value
of the claims of the varions classes to the sovereignty, as
these express themselves in the various forms of con-
stitution.* The highest of these qualities, and that
which in the perfect State is alone of importance,
Aristotle declares, as we have already seen,' to be
virtne ; although he does not deny to the others their
importance. But besides the character of individuals,
we must also take into account their numerical propor-
tion. It does not follow because an individual or the
members of a minority are smperior to all the rest
individnally in virtue, insight and property, that they
must therefore be superior to the whole body taken
together. A majority of individuals, each of whom
taken by himself is inferior to the minority, may as a
whole possess an advantage over them, as each member
finds his complement in the other, and all thus attain a

Y idi. 12, 1282, b, 91-1283, 4,
23 ; el. p. 229 sq.

21:11 9, 12803??22. o 13
1283, a, .36 v. 1, 1301, a, 25
sqq. b, 35.

3 Aristotle does not himsell
formulate the problem precisely

higher perfection. The individual contribution to the

thus, but the above statement of
it corresponds to what he says
jif, 13, 1283, a, 29-b, 9 upon the
apduoBiryos and the kplos Tivas
apxew el

P, 230 sq. supre,
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State in this case is less, but the sum of the contribu-.

tions is greater than in the case of the others.! If
this does not hold of every body of people without
distinetion, yet there may be peoples of whom it is
true.® In such cases, while it would certainly be wrong
to entrust to individual members of the majority offices
of State which require special personal qualifications,
yet it must be the people as a whole who in the public
assemblies and law courts pass decisions, elect magi-
strates, and supervise their administration,? all the more
a8 1t would be in the highest degree dangerous for the
State to convert the majority of the citizens into
enemies by completely excluding them from a share in
the government.* In answer to the objection that this
is to set the incapable in judgment over the capable, to

place the more important

! Aristotle frequently returns
to this acute remark, which is of
s0 much importance in estimat-
ing democeratic. institutions ; see
ifl. 11 dmit.: B7e 8€ Bet xipov elvar
paAdoy TH mAffos ) Tovs dpioTovs
uev dAiyous B, Bofeer br Adeobar
ral T Exerv dmopiar, Tdya 8¢ kbw
aAdfear. Tobs yap modeds, be
EkagTds éoTww ol omouvdaios awvip,
Gpws &déyerar cuvendivros elvat
BeATiovs éxeivaw, oly &s ExaorTor
MM @s oturovras, oloy T8 cuudo-
pnte 8etrye Ty i uas Sowdens
xopnynfévrey [similarly c. 15,
1286, a, 257 weAlar s8p Grrawr
exagTor wipov Exew dperiis kal
dpoviigews, kal ylverar ruveAddvras
tamep Eve Evpwmwor TO wAGOus
woAlToda cal moAlxepa wal moXAds
Exorr’ aivbioers.  oftw kal wepl
Td ffy wal Ty Sdvowar. e 13,
1283, a, 40: aAAd uhy kal of

function (viz. the highest

wAclovs wpds Tobs eAdrrovs [sc.
dudnaBnrieeaay by wepl Tis dpxs ]
kal yap kpelrTovs kol TAOUTITEOOL

kel Bedtiovs eigiv, ds AopBavo--

févwy Tar mAedvwy  wphs Tels
éAdrrovs, 1283, b, 33: oider yap
iwdier woTé TO wAROos elvar BéATior
7@y ohlywr xal wAovsidTepor, ol
bs wal’ ExacTor AN &s dbpdovs.

i, 11,1282, b, 15,

? By the public scrutiny
(ebbinm), o. 11, 1281, b, 33, 1282,
1, 26,

Yo A1, 1281, b, 21 sgn.
especially 1. 34: wdvres pdv yip
Exovrt quvelfivres lxaviy aiobnaw,
kal piyrdpevor Tols PBeArlos: Ths
Téhets operoiow, kabdrsp 7 uh
kabapé Tpody weTa Ths kabophs THy
whEFay WOIEL | XpNCluwTipay  THs
oNiyns * xwpls & Exagros Grelds
wepl T kpivew éorlv.
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authority in the State) in the hands of those who are
excluded from the less important (viz. the individual.
offices), Aristotle adds to the above exposition' the
further pertinent observation that there are many things
of which the user can judge as well as or better than
the specialist who makes them:? in other words, that
the people, although it may not understand much about
the details of State and government, may yet know well
enough whether or not a government is advancing its
interests. The smaller capacity, therefore, of the indi-
viduals may be counterbalanced and even outweighed by
their greater numbers; and wice versa, their greater
capacity by their smaller number. The more capable
have no claim to the possession of power if there are too’
fow of them to govern or to form of themselves a State.?
The first condition of the survival of any constitution is
that its supporters should be superior to its enemies.
But this is a question, not of quality alone, but of

numbers. It iz only by taking both of these elements
into account that we can properly estimate the balance
of political power. The stronger party is the one which
is superior to the other, cither in both these respects
or so decisively in one of them that the deficiency in

L Cf, farther c. 11, 1282, a,
14: EoTou yép Ekacros péy yelpmy
kpiThs T eibdrew, dwavres Be
sureMidrres §) BeaTious 5 ob yelpovs.

‘L. 3L: ob yap b Swacths oud &
L exrAyiarTs Gpxeyr doTiv, GAAE TO

BiagThpow kat 7 Bovdd) wal & Biuos:
Tey ¢ fnfévrey ExacTos ubpioy
dort Tolitewy .. . . dore Bwalws
wetpioy pei(dvay 7o wAGbos * ék yap
woAADy & Efuos kel ) BovAd kal T
Bucaorhpiov. wal 76 Tipmua B

wAelor TH wdvrey TolTar i) Tav
kel Evo wal kat’ dAfyovs peydAas
apxds apxduTar.

t Thd. 1282, a, 17.

3 §ii, 13, 1283, b, 9: €l 8% Thv
&piBudy elev dAlyor wduwav ol Thw
aperhy Exovres, Tive Gl Biehely Tov
Tpbmoy 3 B vh orlyor wpbs T Epyow
Sei oicomeiy, € Suvarol Siowmelv THY
wéAw 3 Tomevror To wAnbos dot’
elvo woMw €€ alTAv.
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‘the other is more than counterbalanced.! The influence
of individuals or classes will be in proportion to the
amount which they severally contribute to the stability
of the State and the attainment of its end. The end,

however, must always be the good of the whole, and-

not the advantage of any particular class.? And since
this‘object is more certainly attained under the rule of
law than under that of men, who are continually subject
to all kinds of weakness and passion, Aristotle differs
from Plato?® in concluding that it is better that good
laws hold sway, and that magistrates be lefs to the
freedom of their own will only in cases which laws fail
to cover, owing to their necessary universality and the
impossibility of taking acconnt of every individual case
that may occur. If it be objected that the law may

'iv. 12, 1296, b, 15: 3¢l v4p labourers, &c., preponderate] . . .

erT-rfw elvar 70 Bovhipevos uépos Bwov §¢ b Taw ebmdpwy kol
Tis wlkews 7ol phH  BovAouérov yraplpwy uiAror iweprelver T
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itself be partial, Aristotle admits that it is true; the law
will be good or bad, just or unjust, according as the
constitution is so, since laws everywhere correspond to
the existing constibution. But the conclusion which
he draws is, not that persons instead of laws should
adjudicate, but that constitutions should be good.! The
final result of ull these considerations is, therefore, the
demand for an order founded upon law, and aiming at
the common good of all, in which influence and privi-
lege should be assigned to individuals and classes
according to their importance for the life of the
whole. :

We have next to consider the case in which an
individual or a‘minorify possesses personal gqualities so
outstanding as wholly to outweigh all the others put
together in ability and political importance. Would it:
not be unjust to place such persons on an egnal footing

wévety Thy moMrelmy. [So v, G,
1309, b, 16.] #or: 8¢ wira wiAw
€k 7¢ 7ol mowd kal Tol Togob,
Aéyw 8¢ moiby pév xevbeplay mhob-
Tov waibelay edyéverar, mocby Bt
iy Tob wAnfous rrepoxdy. Qvbé-
XeTar Bt Th iy morby imdpyew
érépy puépet Tiis wikews, . . . dAAw
8¢ uéper T moody, ooy wAelovs Ty
dpiuoy  elvar Tav yewvalwr Tobs
ayewveis §) 7@y TAovelwy Tods dwd-
pous, ul) pévror TocoiiTov dmepéyerr
7@ wood Goov Aelweclur Té moup.
81 Tadra wpbs AANAE ouykpiTéov,
Brov plr oly imepéxer Tb Tav
ardpwy wAifos Thy eipnpéimy Gva-
Aoylev, évraifa wédurer elva Squo-
Kkpaicy, ral Ecasroy eldos Byuo-
kperias [organised or lawless,
&e.| katd Thy brepoxhy Tob SHuor
éxdorov [ancording as farmers or

wote ) Aelmera T4 word, érraifa
8¢ bAiyapy av, xal Tijs advyapylaus.
Ty altby Tpimoy Ekaoror eldos
KkaTé Thy Smepoxiy Tob dArpapxikod
TAGB0Us . . . Bmov BE TO Taw pirwy
Umepreiver wAfbos 7 cvvepdoTpwy
Tav depwr §) kal Barépoy wdvor,
évravl’ dvbéyerar wolureloy elvar
péruwor.

2 jii. 18, 1283, b, 36: Ought
the legislator to lock to the ad-
vantaze of the better or of the
greater number?! Tb & Gpfby
Amréoy frws: Th 8 Trws dpfhe
mpbs TO Tis wikews UAns cundépor
wal wpbs T Kowby T Ty WoMiTEY.
Hence all forms of constitution
which do not aim at the general
welfare are resolutely regarded
as bad.

8 CL. Ph.d. Gr. i p. T62 sq.

1 iii, 10: In whom shall the
sovereignty reside? In the
masses, the rich, the best, in
some distinguished citizen, or in
a tyrant! After recounting all
these different views, and dis-
missing the third and fourth
with the remark that in that
case the majority of the citizens
would be excluded from all po-
litical rig‘hts. Aristotle continues,
1281, a, 34: &AX' Tows gaiy s
Gy T Kipoy bAws Grflpewor elvar
GAAG ph wduoy pavhoy, Exorrd e
76 cvuBalvorta wdfny wept Tiw
Ywysv. He suggests, indeed, an
objection : &» ofir J wiues usw
dhiyopyieds Be B Snpowporinds, Ti
Bioloer wepl Tdy Fmopnpévwy ; cup-
Brigerai 4ép dpolws [1.e. as in the
case of the personal rule of the

rich or of the people] ra Aexfevra
wpérepor. Nevertheless he arrives
finally at the conelusion (1282,
b, 1): 4 8¢ mpwrn AexPeiva dwopia
Toiel avephy oDty ofitws Erepov
ds G7e §el Tovs vopous sivat Kuplous
keyrévous dpbas, Tov Epyovra Be, &v
Te eis By Te wAelovs day, wepl
TolTwr elvar kupious mepl Gowy
StaduvaToiow of vipor Aéyew dicm-
Bas B b ui podior eivar kafdiov
nAdomt mepl wdvrwy. DBut the
character of the laws depends
upon the comstitution (welieia
in the wider sense explained p.
232 sq.): dAAG phy el TovTo, BAev
O7e Tobs wev ward Tas opfas mwo-
Aerelns  avaykoioy elvar Bicalovs,
Tobs 8t waTa Ty wapskBelnkvins ob
Sicaiovs. Onthe supremacy of law
see p. 252, énfra.
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with the others, whom in every respect they so far excel ?
Would it not be as ridiculous as to ask the lion to enter
on an alliance of equal rights with the hare? Tf a
State will suffer no political inequality, nothing is left
for it but to exclude from its pale members who thus
excel the common mass. In that sense, the institution of
the Ostracism is not without a certain justification : it
may, under certain circumstances, be indispensable to the
safety of the democracy. Iu itself, however, it is wholly
unjust, and, as a matter of fact, was abused for partﬂv
ends. The true solution is to regard men of decisive
superiority, not as mere members, but as the destined
rulers of the State, not as under the law, but as them-
selves the law. They dwell among men like gods—vou
can as little rule over them or divide the power with.
them as you can divide the sovereignty of Jove. Only
one attitude is possible towards them—namely, voluntary
subjection. They are the natural, born Jcciungﬂf-{;1 they
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alone have a true and unconditional title to monarchy.'
Such a monarchy Aristotle calls the best of all consti-
tutions,? believing as he does that under 1t the well-
being of the people is best secured; for he alone is
king in this high sense who is endowed with every
excellence and free from every mortal defect; nor will
such a one seek his own advantage at the cost of his
subjects, but, like a god, will lavish upon them henefits
out of his own abundanee.? In general, however, Ari-
stotle is no eulogist of monarchy. The different kinds
of it which he ennmerates.* he regards as mere varieties
of two fundamental forms—namely, military command

Vil 13, 1984, a, 3: €l 8¢ Tis
dorw els TogoiTer Bdipwr kot
aperiis tmwepBorly, 3 wAelovs pir
évos  ui  wérror Suvatol wAdpapa
Teparyéoba wikews, SoTe uh cou-
BMuriy elvar The Tivy EAAwy Gperiy
mavrwy pnde Thr Slveuw airév
Thy moNirichy webs Thy deelvwr, €l
wAelous, i & eis, Thy dielvov pdvor,
oliicérs Hetéoy TovTous uépos woAews -
adikfoorTas  yhp afiopevor TEw
traw, &ncot TocoiTor kar’ Gperhy
ouTes el Thy woAiTwehy Sivamw -
Bamep yip Bebv v avlpdmors elnds
elvar Thy TowbTOr © {fey BhNor Gti
wal Thy yopoleciay avayiaior elvar
wept Tovs Toovs wal TG yéver kal v
Bumduer,  Katd 3¢ Tav Towirer
otte Eori viuos' avrel ~ap eimt

vipos. And then follaws the dis-
cassion in the text above, after
which Aristotle continues, 1284,
by, 25: @AN érl Tiis aplorys wo-
P\we\fas Exer ToAAHY eraplov, ob
KaTd T8Y EAAwy  ayabay Ty
vmepoxhy, ooy loydos kal wholrov
ol modvperias, aAN Er Tis yernTat
Biaépwr kat’ aperiv. Tl xph woteiy
olt yitp 84 paiey Ly dely énBdAAew
kal weliordrar Thy ToolTor. GAAG
wijy abl dpyew ye Toi TowiTo
rnpmr.\:ﬁmov Yyap khv el Tod Awbs
t‘ip?(euv &Eioier, pepifovTes Tds dpyds.
Actwerar Tolvuy, Bmep Foxe wepu-
&, melleobar 74 Towire mdvras
aouerws, ore Bacihéas eivar Tovs
TowlTovs &iblous év Tals wieouw.
Similarly e, 17, 1288, a, 15 sqq.

i Cf. §ii. 17, 1281, b, 41 sqq.

= Rk, viid, 12, 1160, a, 35:
rotrwy 8¢ [of the true forms of
constitution] Bedriory pev 7@
Bagihela xeplomn B 7 TimokpaTia.

8 Thid. b, 2: 6 pév yap Tipavvos
Th éaure ocuppépor cromel, & B
BamAebs T Tar Gpyoufvey, ol
yéap dori Bacihebs & pl abTdpkys
ral wime Tois ayobols Drepexay, &
¢ TowiTos odferds wposdetral Ta
péiwa ofv airTg wev olk Gy
aromwoln. Tois 8 dpyopévorst § yip
uh TotetTas KhupwThs Gv Tis eln
Bamiaevs. CL p. 250, n. 1, supra.

4 Inthe section wep! Boaiheias,
which Aristotle inserts iii, 14-17,
and which, as it is closely con-
nected with the preceding dis-
cussion, we must here notice.
Besides trne monarchy he there
enumerates five kinds of mon-
archical rule:, (1) that of the
heroic age; (2) that which is
common among barbarians; (3)
the rule of the so-called Asym-
netm or elective bprinces; (4)
the Spartan; (5) unlimited mon-
archy (mauBagineta, . 16 1287

a, 8). The first of these kinds, he
remarks (c. 14, 1285, b, 3 saq,
20 sqq., a, 7, 14), was rather a
wnion of certain offices, judicial,
priestly, military ; similarly, the
Spartan was an hereditary com-
mand. The monarchy of the
barbarians, on the other hand,
is an hereditary mastership
{(&px? BeomaTuch—but the govern-
ment of slaves is despotic, that
of freemen political; Folif. iil.
4. 1277, 2,33, b, T, c. B, 1278, b,
32, 1279, a, 8), to which, how-
ever, the subjects voluntarily
submit, and which is limited by
traditional usage (iii. 14, 1285,
a, 16, b, 23). Klective monarchy
is a dictatorship either for life
or for a definite time or object.
(On the aiperh Tvpavrisv. ibid. a,
20 sqq. b, 25.) Only in an frre-
sponsible monarchy is an indi-
vidual actually master of a whole
people; it is a kind of magnified
domestic rule : Samwep yip 4 oixovo-
puch Bacehele Tis oikins éoTly, oliTws
# Buothele méhews nob Edvous Exds i
whetbvey oirovoula (ibid b, 2959q.).
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for life and irresponsible sovereignty. The former,
however, is applicable to the most diverse forms of
constitution, and caunot, therefore. be the fundamental
characteristic of any one of them. By a monarchical
constitution, therefore, in the present inquiry, we can
only mean irresponsible monarchy.! But against this
form of government there are, according to Aristotle,
many objections. That it may, under certain circam-
stances, be natural and justifiable he does not, indeed,
deny. = A people which is incapable of governing itself
must needs have a governor. In such a case govern-
ment by one is just and salutary.? If, on the other
hand, the case be one of a people consisting of freemen
who stand to one another in a relation of essential
equality, personal rule contradicts the natural law, which
assigns equal rights to equals; in such States the only
just arrangement is that power should alternate ; but
where this is the case it is law, and not the will of a

monarch, that rules.® If, further, it be said that govern-

ment by the best man is better than government by
the best laws, because the latter issue only universal
decrees without regard to the pecnliarities of particular
cases, we must remember, in the first place, that even
the individual must be gnided by universal prineiples
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of government, and that it is better that these should
be administered in their purity than that they should
be obscured by distorting influences. Taw is free from
such influences, whereas every human soul is exposed
to the disturbing influence of passion; law is reason
without desire. Where law reigns, God reigns incarnate ;
where the individual, the beast reigns as well! If
this advantage seems to be again outweighed by the
inability of law to take account of particnlar cases as
the individual governor can, this is not decisive. It
follows, indeed, from it that the constitution must
admit of an improvement upon the laws2—that the
cases which the law does not take aceount of must he
submitted to anthoritative judges and magistrates, and
that provision should be wade by means of a special
education for a constant supply of men, to whom these

' iii, 15, 1286, b, 33-1287, a,
7, . 16 init.

# iii. 17 dnif., after stating the
objections to monarchy Aristotle
continues : GAA’ frws rair’ éml wév
Tiwwy Exer Tor Tphmor ToiTow,
3¢ Twwy oby obitws. &omi ydp T1
iioel BeemooTdy kal BAAo Bariieu-
To¥ kel GAAo modiTuchy kal Slkasov
rai cuupepor. . 14, 1285, a. 19;
monarchical power is as un-

limitedd among some barbarian
peoples as tyrannical. Neverthe-
less it is legitimate (kerd vduoy
wal warpien): 81 y6p T0 GovAwd-
Tepou elvac Ta fiBn Qiaer of pév Bdp-
Bepor Tév "EANvwy, of Bt wepl Ty
*Aciay &y wepl Thy Efpdmy, fwo-
pévovae Thy Secmorucly Gpy v alBiy
durxepatvortes. CE p. 239, n.1, sup.

4 jil, 16, 1287, a, 8 sqq. Cf. G,
17, 1288, a, 12, c. 15, 1286, a, 386.

U iii. 15, 1286, a, 7-20, ¢. 16,
1287, n, 28: & pév olr Thw wlgov
rehetwy Gpyew Oowel kehedew
Hpxew Tov Hedy ral Thw vouy ubvous,
& 8 Hvfowmor keAedwy TpogoTifnai
kal Onplov. % Te ~ip émbuula
TowodTor [perhaps better : TowiTor
bv| kat 6 Bupds HpxorTas BuoTpéger
kal Tobs aplorous dvdpas. Siomwep
Busu opékews wods 6 wipos éoTiv.
CE. p. 248 sq. vi. 4, 1318, b, 89:
7 yap ekouria Tol mpdrTew § 71 bw
e8ény Tis of Stwarw PuAdTTEw TH
&y érdoTe TAr avlpaTwy povlov.
Eth. v. 10, 1184, a, 35: &b aix
éauey Hpyew Gvpwmoy, GAAL TOV
Myar [al. véuor], Bre éavrd TaiiTo
woLel Kak 'yiy?rsu rrdpawbs.

2 Aristotle touches on this
point, ii. 8, 1268, b, 31 sqq. He
there says that neither the
wrilten nor the unwritten laws
can be unchangeable. Govern-

ment, like all other arts and
sciences, reaches perfection gra-
dually. From the earliest inhabi-
tants of a country, whether they
be autochthonous or a remnant of
a more ancient population, little
insight is to be expected: it
would be absurd, therefore, to be
bound by their precedents; written
laws, moreover, cannot embrace
every individual case, Neverthe-
less great prudence is required in
changing thelaws; the authority
of the law rests entirely on use
and wont, and this cught not to
be infringed unneeessarily ; men
ought to put up with small
anomalies rather than injure the
authority of the law and the
government and accustom the
citizens to regard lezislative
changes lightly,
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functions may be entrusted; but it does not by any
means follow that the highest authority in the State
should reside in an individual. On the contrary, the
more undeniable it is that many are superior to one,
that the latter is more liable to be fooled by passion
and corrupted by desire than a multitude, and that
even the monarch cannot dispense with a multitude of
servants and assistants, the wiser it is to commit this
authority into the hands of the whole people and cause
it tobe exercised by them, rather than by an individual !
—assuming always that the people consist of free and
capable men.* Furthermore, we cannot overlook the
fuct that use and custom are more powerful than written
laws, and that government by these at any rate has the
advantage over government by a man, even although
we deny this of written law.® A monarch, finally (and
this argument weighs heavily with Aristotle), will almost
inevitably desire to malke his sovereignty hereditary in

his family ; and what guarantee have we in such a case .

! C, 15, 1286, a, 20-b, 1, c. upon a special case, in which

16, 1287,a, 20— b, 35 ; cL. p. 246, n.
2, supra. Rhet.i. 1,1354, a, 31 : it
is best that as much as possible
cases should be decided by law
and withdrawn from judicial con-
sicleration ; for (1) true insight is
more likely to be found in the
individual or the select few who
make a law than in the many
who have toapply it ; (2) lawsare
the product of mature delibera-
tion, judicial decisions of the
moment ; (3) the most important
consideration of all: the legis-
lator establishes universal prin-
ciples for the future, law courts
and popular assemblies decide

inclination, aversion and private
advantage not unfrequently play
a part, To these, therefore, we
must leave, when possible, only
such questions as refer to matters
of fact—past or future,

2 Thid. 1286, a, 35: Eorw §& b
wAfBos of fAetbepor, pndiy mapd
Thy vipov wpdrTovTes, AN § wepl
Gr échelmew draykator abrdy, We
are dealing with dayafal ral dvdpes
read worirar, To the further objec-
tion that in large masses factions
commonly arise, the reply is
made : §1¢ owovdaive THy Yux i,
&omep raxelvos b els,

3¢, 16, 1287, b, 5.
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that it will not pass into the most unworthy hands, to

the ruin of the whole people?! On all these grounds
Aristotle declares it to be better that the State be ruled

by a capable body of citizens than by an individual: in-

other words, he gives ° aristocracy * the preference over
¢ monarchy.”? Only in two cases does he regard the
latter, as we have seen, as justified: when a people stands
so low as to be incapable of self-government, or when
an individual stands so pre-eminently oat over all others
that they are forced to revere him as their natural
roler. Of the former, he could not fail to find many
instances in actual experience ; he himgelf, for instance,
explains the Asiatic despotisms on this principle. Of
the latter, neither his own time nor the whole history
of his nation afforded him any example corresponding
even remotely to the description, except that of his own
pupil Alexander.? The thought naturally suggests it-
self that he had him in his mind when he describes the
prince whose personal superiority makes him a born
ruler.* Conversely, we can imagine that he used his
ideal of the true king (if he had sketched it at so early
a period as his residence in Macedonia®) as a means of
directing to beneficial ends a power which would endure

1 ¢, 15, 1286, b, 22,

2o 15, 1286, b, 3: & 6% Thy
pty Ty mAedpwy apxiy  dyabdy
§ ardpdr wihvTwy GpisTokpatior
feréoy, Thy BE ToU ewds Buciielow,
aiperwTepoy Bv € wihecw GpioTo-
kparin Booiielas.  Accordingly
early monarchies have changed
into republics as the number of
capable people in the cities has
inereased.

3 Pericles alone might per-

haps have been mentioned along-
side of him; he was, however,
not a monarch, but a popular
leader, and in Pelit. ii. 12, 1274,
a, 6 sqq. is treated merely as a
demagozue.

t Bee OxcrEN, Staatsl. d.
Awist. ii. 268 sq.

5 He dedicated a treatise to
Alexander wepl Basidelas; see p.
60, n. 1.
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1o opposition and no limitation, and of saying to a
prince whose egotism would admit no title by the side
of his own that absolute monarchy can only be merited
by an equally absolute moral greatness. These specula-
tions, however, are delusive. Aristotle himself remarks
that no one any longer exists so far superior to all
others as the true king must needs be.! Moreover,
throughout the Politics he accepts the presuppositions
of Greek national and political life, and it is not
likely that in his theory of monarchy he should have
had the Macedonian Empire, whose origin, like that ot
other peoples, he elsewhere traces to definite historical
sources,” present to his thought.® It is better to explain

'y, 10, 1313, a, 8: o} yiywor- mythical times—perhaps in a

Tat 8 €t Barineim viv, GAN Graep
Yiyrwyrar, worapxio ral TupoyyiBes
paAAoy, ik To Thy Basihelay éxol-
ooy usw Gpxhy elval, pe(iver 3t
kuplay, woAAovs & elvar Tovs G-
olovs, kal pndéve Bragéporra
TogobTor Gore ameprilecr
wpds Th wéyebos xal TO wii-
wia Tis apxns. dore Bia pdv
rotTo Eicdyres oby {Imomdvovaiy -
av 8¢ 8 awdrqs Gpkn Tis B Blas,
#iln Boket TolTo elvar Tupavwls.
This does not, indeed, primarily
refer to the appearance in a state
previpusly monarchical of a
prince whose personality corre-
sponds to that of the ideal king,
but to the introduetion of mon-
archy in states which hitherto
have had another form of consti-
tution ; the words undere . . . dpxiis
seem, however, to show that
Aristotle in depicting the true
king was not thinking of contem-
porary examples, Had he desired
historical illustrations he would
have preferred to look for them in

Theseus—seeing that in iii. 15,
1286, a, § he supposes that mon-
archy is the oldest form of con-
stitution, perhaps because the
few capable people in antiquity
stood more prominently  out
above the common man than in
later times,

* Polit. v. 10, 1310, b, 39,
where the Macedonian kings are
mentioned along withthe Spartan
and Molossian as owing their
position to their services as
founders of states.

* Even although the passage
vii, 7 (see infra) were taken to
mean that the Greek nation now
that it has become politically
united (strictly speaking it had
not received wplor molerelor even
from Philip and Alexander) is
able to rule the world, and net
merely that ¢ it would be able to
rule the world if it were politi-
cally united,” it could not be
quoted in proof of the view that
Aristotle (as ONCEEN, Staafsl. d.
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his views on this eubject npon purely scientific principles.
Among the different possible cases in which virtue may
be the basis of political life, he had to take account of
that in which the virtue resides primarily in the prince,
and in which his spirit, passing into the community,
confers upon it that prowess which he himself possesses.
It would certainly not be difficult to prove from Ari-
stotle’s own statements about the weakness of human
nature and the defects of absolute monarchy that such
a case can never actually occur, that even the greatest
and ablest man differs from a god, and that no personal
greatness in & ruler can compensate for the legally
organised co-operation of a free people, or can constitute
a claim to unlimited command over free men. Deter-
mined, however, though Aristotle usually is in his hos-
tility to all false idealism, and careful though he is in
the Politics to keep clearly in view the conditions of
reality, he has here been unable wholly to rid himeelf
of idealistic bias. He admits that the advent of a man
who has a natural claim to sole supremacy is a rare
exception; but he does not regard it as an impossibility,
and accordingly considers it his duty not to overlook
this case in the development of his theory.!

After thus discussing the principles of his divition
of states into their varioms kinds, Aristotle next
proceeds to investigate the separate forms themselves,

- beginning with the best, and passing from it to the

Arist. 1. 21, supposes) saw in its HENKEL, Studien, &¢., p. 97.
nunity under the Macedonian ! SUSEMTHL, Jahresber, diber
sway the fulfilment of his class. Alferthuwmsw., 1875, p. 277,
peoﬁ]e’s destiny, COf. SUSEMTAL, takes the same view.

Jaleh. f. Philol. ciii, 134 sq.

VOL. TI. S
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less perfect examples. The examination of the ¢ Best
State,” however, as already observed, is incomplete.
We must therefore be content to notice the section of
it which we have before us.

5. The Best State

For a perfect society certain natural conditions are
in the first place necessary ; for just as each art requires
a suitable material to work upon, so also does political
science. A community cannot, any more than an indi-
vidual, dispense with external equipment as the con-
dition of complete happiness.? A State, in the first

"1t has been frequently them that, while Plato declares

denied that Avistotle intended to }L’}j TAYTAT QoW ﬁy.ﬁs aﬁx&.s e;p'qn:e'ym.,
depict an Tdeal State (see HIL- @AAZ yahews uéy Buvard 86
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place, must he neither too small nor too great: since if
ib is too small it will lack independence; if too great,
unity. The true measure of its proportions is that the
number of the citizens should, on the one hand, suffice
for all wants, and, on the other, be sufficiently within a
compass to keep the individual members intimately
acquainted with one another and with the government.!
Aristotle further desires a fruitful country of sufficient
extent, which itself supplies all the necessities of life
without leading to luxury, and which is easily defended
and suitable for purposes of commerce. In this last
respect he defends, as against Plato,? a maritime sitna-
tion, prescribing at the same time means of avoidin

the inconveniences which it may bring with it.? More
important still, however, is the natural character of the
people. A healthy community can only exist where

DENBREAND, ibid. p. 427 sqq.
HuNKEL, ibid. T4); his own
declarations, however, as is
gradually coming to be generally
admitted, leave no doubt on this
head. Of. eg. iil. 18 jfin. vil 1
i, ¢ 2, 1824, a, 18, 23, ¢c. 4
init. c. 9, 1328, b, 33, c. 13 init.
¢. 15 it iv. 2, 1289, a, 30. The
subject of the discussion in Polit.
vil, and viii. is described by all
these passages without exception
as the dplery mokeretn, the wdds
péAAGuge Kkar' elydir ouweoTdrar,
and Aristotle expreszly says that
in depicting such a State many
assumptions must be made, but
these ought not to transcend the
limits of possibility. This, how-
ever, is precisely what Plato also
had asserted of the presupposi-
tions of his ideal state (Rep. v.
478, c. vi. 499 ¢, p,502 ¢ ; see Ph.
d.Gr. i p.776), and so small is the
difference in this respect between

(Rep. vii, 540 D), Aristotle says,
conversely (vil. 4, 1325, b, 38,
and awlmost in the same words
ii. 6, 1265, 2,17): 8¢ moAra mpobiro-
Tebetalar kafdmep elxopcvovs. elvar
jpertor unber TolTwr &dlraTon,
Arvistotle certainly declares the
most peculiar of Plato’s propo-
sals to be unsuitable and im-
practicable ; he is moreover not
+¢ entranced with his Ideal State
as to deny, as Plato does, to any
other the name of State and to
permit to the philosopher alone
a share in its administration ; he
demands of political science that
it should study also the less
perfect conditions of actuality
and agcertain what is best in the
cireumstances; but at the same
time he doubted aslittle as Plato
that Pplities ought also to skefch
the ideal of a perfect State.
4 Polit. vil. £ init.

the people combine the complementary qualities of
spirit and intellect. Aristotle agrees with Plato in
holding that this is so among the Greeks alone. The
Northern barbarians, on the other hand, with their un-

1 Thid. 1326, b, 5 sqq. where
at the end Aristotle says: §7aor
Tolyuy @s obTds doTi moAews dpos
dpioros, 0 peylorn Tov wAfifous
dwepfody wpbs  alrdpeeiay  (wiis
efotvomrTos. At the same time he
maintains that the general eri-
terion of the size of a state is,
not the wA7fos, but the dvows of

its population, that the greatest
.15 that which is best capable of

answering the peculiar ends of
the state, and that accordingly
we have to take into account the
number, not of tbe population,
but of the citizens proper: ov
Yap TabTdy ueydAn Te woAis kal

wodvarfpwres. Cf Eth. ix. 10.
1170, b, 81: offre ~7dp éx Béka
avfpdmur yévorr’ &r wéAis odr’ én
Béka puptddwr &1L wiAs dorlv—we
shall not consider the latter too
low an estimate if we have in
view the Greek states in which
all full citizens share directly in
the government (cf. Polit. ibid.
1326, b, 6).

# Lamws, iv. init. ; this passage
is, undoubtedly present to Ari-
stotle’s mind, although he makes
no mention either of it or of its
author.

3 Polit. vii, 5,

52



260 - ARISTOTLE

tamed spirit, may attain to freedom, but not to political
existence ; while the Asiatics, with all their art and -
talent, are cowards. and destined by nature to be
slaves.! The Greeks alone are capable of political
activity, for they alone are endowed with that sense
of moral proportion which fortifies them on all sides
from extremes of excess or defect. The conditions of
all c¢ivil and moral life Aristotle, in a true Greek spirit,
finds to exist only in his own people. Here, also, where
it is more justifiable in view of the intellectual state of
the world at that time, we have the same national pride
which has already presented itself in a more repulsive
aspect in the discussion upon Slavery.

So far we have spoken only of such things as depend
upon chance. The most impertant of all, however, and
that which constitutes the essential element in the
happiness of the state, is the virtue of the citizens,
which is no longer a matter of chance, but of free will
and insight.? Here, therefore, we must call upon
political science to be our guide. In the first place
we shall have to determine by its aid how best to take
advantage of the external circumstances. Under this
head comes all that Aristotle says of the division of the
land, and of the site and structure of the city. With

! Polit. vii. 7, where hesays of
the Greeks (1327, b, 29): =» B¢
r@dv ‘EAMpur péves Gomep pereve
kerd TOUs Tomous, obmws dudoiv
peréxet, ral yap Evbuuor kol dia-
yonrucdy Eoriv, Budrep éAevfepdy Te
Buaredel wal pdhiorre moATey ‘uevor
ol Svrduevoy Hpyew wdrTwy s
Tuyxdroy wehretas (on which see
p. 25f; m. 1); ef. PLATO, Rep. iv.
435 E, ii. 374 E sqq. to the latter

of which passages Aristotle him-
self refers.

2 Potit, vil. 13, 1332, a, 20:
Bt war elyhy ebyxduebe Thy Tis
méAEws ovoTacw, dv ) TixXN Kupla
wuplay vap adriy dndpxew Tifleuey -
7o B¢ owovbuioy elvar Thr woAw
obieert Tixns Epyov, GAN émiaThuns
wal wpoaipéosws, Cf, ¢, 1,1323, b,
13, and the whole chapter.
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reference to the first of these he proposes!that a portion
of the whole territory be set apart as state property,
from the produce of which tha cost of religions services
and public banquets may be defrayed, and thaf of what
remains each citizen should receive two portions, one in
the neighbourhood of the city, another towards the
boundary of its territory.? He requires for the city not
only & healthy site and suitable plan of structure, but
also fortifications, deprecating upon valid grounds? the
contempt with which Plato? and the Spartans regarded
the latter. Of much greater importance, however, are
the means that must be adopted to secure the personal
capacity of the citizens. These will not in the most
perfect sort of state consist merely in educating men
with a view to a particular form of constitution and to
their own particular aims, nor again in making them
efficient as a community, although imperfect as indivi-
duals ; on the contrary, since the virtue of citizens here
coincides with the virtue of man universally, care must
be taken to make each and every citizen a capable man,
and to fit all for taking part in the government of the
state. Buot for this end three things are necessary.
The ultimate aim of human existence is the eduneation
of the reason.® As the higher is always preceded by
the lower, the end by the means, in the order of time,”

so the education of the reason must be preceded by

1 Thid. c. 10, 1329, b, 36 sgq.
2 There is a similar plan in
PLATO, Laws, T45 € sqg.; Aristotle,
however, in Polif. ii. 6, 1265, b,
24, considers Plato’sarrangement,
merely on account of a trifling
difference, highly objectionable.
3 Polit. wil. 11, 12, °

L Laws, vi, 778 D &q.

3 See vol. il p. 209, n. 2, sup.

S Cf. p. 142 sq. and Polit. vii.
15, 1334, b, 14: & 8¢ Adyos nuv
wal 6 vois Tiis Pplocews Téhos. Eore
mpbs ToUToUs THY Yeremw kol THY
Tav iy B maparksvdler uehéryy,

7 CF. vol. ii. p. 28, n. 3, supra.
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that of the irrational element of the soul-—namely,
desire—and the training of desire by that of the body.
We must therefore have first a physical, secondly a
moral, and lastly a philosophie training ; and just as the
nurture of the body must subserve the soul, so must the
education of the appetitive part subserve the reason.!
Aristotle, like Plato, demands that state interference
with the life of the individual should begin much earlier
than is customary in our days, and that it should regu-
late even the procreation of children. He does not, in-
deed, as has been already shown,? go so far as to make
this act the mere fulfilment of official orders, as Plato
had done in the Republic. Nevertheless he also would
have laws to regulate the age at which marriage should
take place and children be begotten? careful regard
being paid o the consequences involved not only to the
children in relation to their parents, but to the parents
in relation to one another. The law must even determine
ab what season of the year and during what winds pro-

creation may take place. Tt must prescribe the proper

course of treatment for pregnant women, procure the ex-
posure of deformed children, and regulate the number of
births, For those children who are superfluous, or whoge
parents are either too young or too old, Aristotle, sharing
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as he does the indifference of ancients in general as
to such immoral practices, roundly recommends abor-
tion, justifying it on the ground that what hslxs as
yet no life, has mo rights! From the control of pro-
creation Aristotle passes to education, which he regards
as beginning with the first moment of life, and gaftezld—
ing to the last.? From the earliest years of its life care
must be taken to secure for the child, not only suitable
exercise and physical training, but also games and
stories as a preparation for its moral education. Chil-
dren must be left as little as possible to the society of
slaves, and kept altogether out of the way of improper
conversation and pictures, which, indeed, ought not to
be tolerated at all.* Their public education begins at
the age of seven, and lasts till twenty-one.* Aristotle
founds his argument in favour of state-regulated edt'ma:—
tion upon its importance for the communal life, for it is
the moral quality of the citizens which supports the
fabric and determines the character of the common-
wealth ; and if a man would practise virtue in the state,
he must begin early to acquire it.> As in the best
state all must be egually capable, as the whole state
has one common object in view, and as no man belongs
to himself, but all belong to the state, this education

! Polit. vii. 15, 1334, b, 20:
Bomep B¢ 70 odua mpiTepor TF yeri-
oes 7is duxds, ofitw kel TH Aoyor
Tod Advyor Exorros. .. B wpiToy
per Tou  gouaTos Thr dmiudhelsy
drvaykalor wpaTépuy elvar 3 Thy vis
Yuxiis, Ewara Thr Ths dpélews,
fweka méyTor Tob  vob Thy Ths
bpétews, Thy 8¢ 7o eduatos THs
Yoyds. Cf. viil. 3 fin. On reason

and desire, », vol. ii. pp. 112 sq.,
153 5q. supra. [supra.

* In the section on the Family,

* Marriage onght to take place
with men about the age of
thirty-seven, with women about
eighteen ; procreation ought not
to he continued beyond the fifty-
fourth or fifty-fifth year of a
man’s age.

1 All this is treated of in
Polit. vii. 16.

2 With what follows cf. LE¥-
MANEK, De Arist. Hom. Edueatione
Prine. Berl. 1864 ; BIEwL, Dhe
Frziehungslehre d. dyrist. Gymn.-
Progr. Inmshruck, 1877. For
other literature om the subjeet,
see UBBERWEG. Hist. of Phil.
vol. i. p. 172 Eng. Tr.

3 i 17.

+ Thid. 1336, b, 35 sqq.

5 Polit. viii, 1 inif., where
wnter alia: Td yap 70os Ths ToAr-
relas ExdaTns 7o oirstoy kal durdr-
rer elwle Thy wolrrelar kal waf-
larnow ¢E dpxis, ofov b piv S’n.ua-
rparidr Bnuoxperiey, -rb‘ & ‘uJ\r.-y—
apxuchy  dhiyopylay- el 3 7O
BérTicTor fflos Behriovos alriow
moMhiTefas. CE v. 9, 1310, a, 12,
and vol. ii, p. 209, n. 2, supra.
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must be wholly in common and must be regulated

in every detail with a view to the wants of the whole.l »

Its one object. therefore, must be to train up men who
shall know how fo practise the virtue of freemen.
The same principle will determine the subjects of in-
struction and the method of their treatment. Thus
of the arts which serve the wants of life, the future
citizens shall learn only those which are worthv of a
free man, and which vnlgarise neither mind nor ‘}’JOdV.Z
such as reading, writing, and drawing, the last of whiél*;:
besides its practical utility, possesses the higher merit
of training the eye for the study of physical beauty.?
But even among those arts which belong to a liberal
education in_’r-he. stricter sense, there is an essential
difference between thosge which we learn for the sake of
their practical application and those which we learn for

1 Thid. 1887, a, 21 sqq.; of. Gr i 754) i i i
.4, -3 of, . i. p. 754) in regarding this
p- 209. n. 2. Aristotlerecogniges, as the effect of tradges (pcf?ﬂcqnv:-
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their own sake. The former have their end outside of
themselves in something attained by their means, while
tne latter find it within themselves, in the high and
satisfying activities which their own exercise affords.
That the latter are the higher, that they are the only
truly liberal arts, hardly requires proof in Aristotle’s
view.! As, moreover, of the two chief branches of
education among the Greeks—music and gymnasties—
the latter is practised more as an aid to soldierly
efficiency, while the former directly ministers to mental
culture, it is not wonderful that he should disapprove
of that one-sided preference for physical training which
wag the basis of the Spartan system of education. He
remarks that where physical exercise and endurance are
made so exclusively an object, a ferocity is produced
which differs widely from true bravery; nor do these
means suffice for the attainment even of the object
sought— viz. superiority in war: for since Sparta had

indeed { Eth. x, 10, 1180, b, 7),
that privateeducation may beable
more readily to adapt itself to the
needs of the pupil, but replies that
public education does not neces-
sarily neglect these, provided that
it is entrusted to the proper hands.

2 viil. 2, 1337. b, 4: &m udv
olv T Graykaia 8ef dibdoreqfar
@y ypnoivey, ok EdnAor- bri BE
ol warTa, Smpmuiver Tér Te éAep-
Bépwr Epyor kal Ty dveevbépwy,
davepby U7t Tdv TowlbTar St wer-
exetw doe Ty xonoipwy Todfee oy
petéyovra puh Bdvavoor., Bdvavoor
&' Epyoy elvar B¢l Toiira wouilerr gal
Téxvnr Taltoy kel udbnow, oo
Tpds Tas xphoes kol Tds mpdbers
Ths Tiis dperiis dxpinoTor dmepyd-
(ovras 7O cdua TR fhenbepwr
The dexhw  whe Sudvorer. Ari-
stotle agrees with Plato (ef. Ph. d.

wai épyacia) generally ; they leave

thought unexercised and generate
low views. These, however, are

tobe found even with the higher
activities (mmusic, grmnastics,
&e.) if these are pursued in a one-
sided way as a vocation. There
are many things, finally, that a
man ray do for himself or a
friend, or for some good purpose,
but not in the service of
strangers.

¢ viil. 8, 1837, b, 23, 1538, a,
18 sqq. Jhid. 1. 37: among the
nseful arts are many which must
be learned, not merely for the
sake of their utility, but also as
aids to further culture. Such are
yoapuparieh and ypaduxs, The chief
value of the latt r is Gri wouel
Bewpnrucoy Tob wepl 7o odpata
KaAAOUS.

! Besides what is said sup. il
p. 141 sqq., on the superiority of
theory to practice, and., p. 209 =q.,
on peaceful and warlike avoca-
tions, ef. onthis head vii. 14,1533,
a, 35 : [avdyen | médepor ey eiphpns
xapw, aoxoAlay B¢ oxonis, Ta &
Guaykole kal xploipe TEv caNay
Everey, Similarly c. 15, 18534, a,
14, viii. 3, 1387, b, 28 (on music):
viv per ~ép s HBorfis xdpw ol
TAeioToL peTéyouoty abris® oi & €&
opyis Eratay v mudely, Buk Td THY
olow abrhy (nretv . . . wi pdroy
aoxohely oplds aAAL kal oyoAd(ew
Slvacfar kaAds . . . el yip Bupw
uty Bel, wAAAor B¢ aiperdr TO
oyohd{ew Ths doyohies, kal Bhws
Comnréor vl woloiivTas Bl o xohd(aw,
Mere amusement (wrwdii) is not

in itself an end but only a means
of recreation, and accordingly
more necessary in a&exoAls than
in gxors. The latter consists in
the attainment of the end, and
therefore results immediately in
pleasure and happiness; the for-
mer is effort after an end which
is not yet attained. &ore pavepby
b1 Bel kal wpbs THe dv T Bizyeyf
oxorhy worbBdvey ETTe kel wai-
Sevecfau, kal Tovra pey TE Toi-
Gevpara kal Tabrar Tos pebfoes
éourdr elvar xdpw, Tés 8¢ mphs Thy
doxohlay &s avaywelos wal xdpi
GAAwy. . . . 0Tt mev Tolvwy éoTi
rarfela Tis hy ofy ds xpnoiuny
malbevréor  Tobs viels obd  &s
dvayraiar, AN &s énevBéprov kol
KaANy, pavepdy éaTw.
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ceased to have a monopoly of gymnastic training, she

had lost her superiority over other states. Aristotle -

desires, therefore, to see gymnastics duly subordinated
to the true end of all education, and to prevent the
more exhausting exercises from being practised before
the body has acquired sufficient strength and the mind
has received a counterbalancing bias from other studies.!

Turning to musie, by which Aristotle means in the
first instance music in the narrower sense of the word,
in which it does not include poetry,? we have to distin-
guish between several uses to which it may be put.?
It serves for purposes of pleasure and of moral educa-
tion ; it soothes the spirit,' and furnishes an enjoyable
occupation.® In the education of youth, however, its
ethical effect is the main thing. The young are too

! viii, 4, especially 1338, b, 7, 1341, b, 36.
17 : offte yip v 7ols EAAois (gois * By the wdfapris which is
oft’ émt Tav dhvwr dpaper Ty effected, not only by sacred music
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immature to practise it as an independent occupation.'
It is well adapted, indeed, for amusement and recrea-
tion, since it affords innocent pleasure; but pleasure
may not be made an end in learning, and to limib
musie to this would be to assign too low a place to it.?
All the more important, on the other hand, is its in-
fluence upon character. Music more than any other
art represents moral states and qualities : anger, gen-~
tleness, bravery, modesty, and every variety of virtue,
vice and passion find here their expression. This repre-
sentation awakens kindred feelings in the souls of the
hearers.* We accustom ourselves to be pleased or
pained by certain things, and the feelings which we
have accustomed ourselves to entertain towards the
imitation we are likely to entertain alzo towards the
reality in life. But virtne consists just in this: in
feeling pleasure in what is good, pain in what is bad.
Music, therefore, is one of the most important means of

ardpiar drodovloioar Tols &ypicw-
TdTots, GANG pEAAoy Tols Huepw-
Tépots kul Acovrddeaur ffeow . . .
daore v kakoy &AN od T Bupides
Bet mpwToywrigTE * 0D yap Avkos
00t TaEr EAAwy fnpler T dywvi-
guTe by olféva wahdy kiviuvew,
GAAL uaAror ariip ayabis. of B
Alay els TaiiTe avévres Tols maidas,
tal 7ér dvaykatoy dradaywyiTovs
morficavres, Bavadaous rxarepyd(oy-
Tar katd e TO GAnbes, mwpds &v Te
whyoy Epyor TH moArted ypnoimovs
TorarTEs, kal wpds ToiTe eipay,
ds g & Adyos, Erépwy,

2 PLATO, on the other hand,
in the section of the flep. upon
musical education, deals chiefly
with poetry-its form and content.
See Ph.od. Gr.i.pp. 773, 779 8q.

* Polit. viii. 5, 1839, b, 11, ¢

{uédn éfopydorTa), but by all

music ; Polit. viii, 1342, a, 4 sqq. -

For the fuller discussion of
xéfupois, see ch. xv. infra.

* Awywyh. By this word Ari-
stotle means generally an activity
which has its end in itself, and
is therefore necessarily accom-
panied by pleasure, like every
activity which is complete in it-
self (seep. 146sq.sup.). Hethere-
fore makes a distinction between
those arts which serve human
need and those which serve
Saywyh (Metaph. 1.1 sq. 981, b,
17, 982, b, 22), comprehending
under the latter all kinds of
enjoyment, beth nobler and
humbler. In this wider sense,
mere amusements can be classed
as daywyh (as in £ih. iv, 14 init.

education, all the more so because its effect npon the

x. 6, 1176, b, 12 sqq.; Pelit. viil.
5, 1339, b, 22). In the narrower
sense, however, Aristotle uses
this expression for the higher
activities of the kind indicated
(Braywyh érevlépios, Polit. viii. 5,
1339, 1, 5). Accordingly he calls,
7 i ol <ol ] RS B e CRORE PV Bl e
society of friends, or Metaph. xii.
T (p. 398, n. b, supra), Eth, x. T,
1177, a, 25, the active thonght of
the divine and the human spirit
Sizywyh. In Polif. vii. 15, 1334, a,
16, in the discussion touched
upon on p. 209 sq., he mentions
oyort and Swywyd together, and
in the passage before us, e. 5,
1339, a, 25, 29, b, 13, ¢. 7, 1341,

b, 40, he distingnishes the appli-
cation of music to purpeses of
rerbid and avdraveis from that
wpbs Baywryir kal wpds gpovnaiw,
saying (1339, b, 17) of the latter
that td kakdy and §8ory aTe united
init. Cf. BoxiTz, drist. Metaph.
ii. 46; Ind. Av. 178, a, 33;
SCHWEGLER, drist. Metaph. iil,
19 sqg.

} viii. b, 1339, a, 29: they
have no claim to Staywyh: obferl
yép GTelel mpoofire: TéAos.

* Ihid. 1889, a, 26-41. b, 14—
31, 42 =qq.

 grpodperol T@y pufirewy yly-
vorTor marTes aupTalels.
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young is in no small degree strengthened by the plea-
sure that accompanies it.! These considerations de-
termine the rules which Aristotle lays down for musicak
instruction. It cannot, indeed, be separated from actual
practice, without which no true understanding of musie
can be arrived at; bub since the aim of musical educa-
tion is not the practice of the art itself, but only the
cultivation of the musical taste, the former must be
confined to the period of apprenticeship, seeing that it
does not become a man to be a musician. Even in the
case of children the line must not be crossed which separ-
ates the connoisseur from the professional artist.?2 To
the latter, music is a trade which ministers to the taste
of the uneducated masses; so it is the oceupation of an
artisan, enfeebling to the body and degrading to the
mind." Tothe freeman, on the other hand, it 18 a means
of culture and education.® The choice of the instru-
ments and melodies to be used for purposes of instruc-
tion will be made with this end in view. Besides, how-
ever, the quiet and simple music which alone he would
permit his citizens to practise, Aristotle authorises for
public occasions a more exciting and artificial style,
which may be either earnest and purifying for those
who have received a liberal education, or of a less chaste
description for the recreation of the lower classes and
slaves.t

! 1hid. 1339, a, 21 sqa. 1340, 8§ 7év dydver es hy madefay. e
a, 7-b, 19. 6, 1341, a, 10. '

= Anstotlg deprecates in gen- vl B, 1840, b-20, 1341
eral education 7& mpds robs a, 17, 1341, b, 8-18, 0. 5, 1339, D,
dywwas ToUs Texvicobs TuvTe varTe, 8. :
7o Bevudoie kal wepiTTd TEY Epyar, t Thid. c.6,1341,a-b, 8, 0. 7
& vy Exidufier els Tobs dydras, €k ' RS
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With these remarks the Polifics ends, leaving even
the discussion of music unfinished.! It ig inconceivable,
however, that Aristotle intended to conclude here his
treatise upon education. With so keen a seuse of the
importance of music as an element in education, and
with Plato’s example before him, it is impossible that
he should have overlooked that of poetry ; and, indeed,
he betrays his intention of discussing it in his proposal
to treat ‘subsequently ’ of comedy.? It is also most
improbable that a man like Aristotle, who regarded the
scientific activity as the highest of all, and as the most
essential element in happiness, and who considered
political science of such vital importance as an element
in social life,® should have passed over in silence the whole
subject of scientific training.* Nor could he have desired
to entrust it to private effort, for he says that the whole of
education must be public. Aristotle himself repeatedly
indicates that after ethical, he intends to discuss intel-
lectual eulture” He promises, moreover, to return to

I For affer viil. 7 énif. we
should have had a discussion of
rhythm; cof. HILDENBRAND, ibid.
p. 453 (as opposed to NICKES,
e Arist. Polit. Libr. p. 93).

2 vii, 17, 13386, b, 20: 7ous e
pewTépous oiiT’ iduBwy oliTe Kopug-
Slas Peards vopobernTiay
Gorepoy & EmarhioayTas 3¢t diop!
LLaANow,

3 Qee Eth, x. 10,1180, a, 32,
b, 20 sqq. i

+ It is the question of the
education of the citizens that
leads to the statement, Polit. vil.
14,1323, b, 16 sqq., that theoretic
artivity is the highest and the
aim of all the others. It must

oal

therefore be the goal and one of
the most essential elements of
education in the best state.

5 Polit. vil. 15, 1334, b, §:
Aewrby 3¢ Bewpfioar mwoTepoy wau-
Sevréor TE Adyw wpdrepoy 3 TOIs
ey, TavTa yap Bel mpds EAANAG
cupupwrelr ovppevior Ty GpicTY.
The answer ig, that moral eduea-
tion must precede (see p. 261,
swpra); by which it is implied
that a section on scientific edu-
cation will follow. Several de-
partments are spoken of, viil. 3,
1338, a, 30 sqq., a8 belonging to
a liberal education, and it is pre-
geribed, viii. 4, 1339, a, 4, that
after entering upon manhood
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the life of the family and to female education (to which

he attaches the greatest importance, and the neglect .

of which he severely censures), and to discuss these at_
greater length in connection with the various forms of -
congtitution ;! in the text, however, as we have if, this
promise is not fulfilled.? He further speaks of punish-
ment as & means of education,® and we shonld accord-
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ingly have expected a full discussion of its aims and
application, with at least a sketch of the outlines of a
system of penal justice ; but in the Politics, as we have it,
thissubject is not touched nupon. Similarly, questions of
public economy,! of the treatment of slaves,? and of drink-
ing habits,® though proposed for discussion, are left
untouched ; and generally it may be said the whole
question of the regulation of the life of adult citizens is

young people should receive
preliminary instruction for the
space of three years in the other
departments (paffpura) before
the more exhausting exercise in
gymnastics begins, as the two are
incompatible—physical exhaus-
tion being inimical to thought
(Buwivoin)—so that a place should
here be assigned to the discussion
of seientific instruction.

I Pulif. 1. 18, 1260, b, 8: wepi
5 avBpbs fal yurads kel Téxver
kel waTpds, TAs Te wepl ExaoTor
adTiv Gperis, kal TS TpIS oPds
adrovs duinlas, { Th roA@s kel ui
wahds éorl, kol was el TO ey €b
Budicewy TH B¢ kakds pelyely, év Tols
wepl Tas morelas dvayraioy émeA-
Bty - émel yap oikia piy waga uépos
wohews, Tavre § oirtas, iy BE Tol
pépous wpbs Ty Tol OAov Bel
Bhdmwew dperiw, avayicaior mpds Thy
woAtTelay BAémovras wabelsw kal
Tobs wailas kal Tas yvvalras, elrep
Tt Stadépec wpls TO THY woAw elvar
omovdalay kal Tobs waibas elval
grmovdalous kol Tas yvvaikes owou-
Balas, &vaykuior Ot Swpépew: al
py ydp yuvaices Huwoy pepos Tov
énevlépwy, ér Bt Twv waibwr ol
kowwyoi yivovrar Ths moArelos.
Cf. ii. 9, 1289, b, 17: ér doas
wokerelors dadhws Exer TH mepl Tas
yuvaikas, TO fwov THS  WoAEws
elvar Ber  wvoullew arouoféryror.
BrANDIS, ii. b, 1673, A, T69.

* For we cannot regard the
occasional allusions which we
find in ii. 6, 7, 9 as such a fulfil-
ment.

3 The measure of punishment
has already been found (see endof
last chap.) in the principle of
corrective justice, according to
which each must suffer loss in
proportion to the advantage
which. he has unjustly usurped.
The aim of punishment, on the
other hand, according to Ari-
stotle, who here agrees with Plato
(Ph. d. Gr. 1. p. T44) is chiefly to
improve the culprit and deter
him from further wrong-doing,
but partly also,in so far as he is
himself incurable, to protect
society against him, Cf. Rhet.
i. 10, 1269, b, 12: Jwadépe B¢
Tipwple kol kéAmoist f piy yip
KOAGTIS TOD Tho X0¥TUS Evekd doTiv,
§) 8¢ Tipwple ToOU woiotvros, Ira
aromAnpeby. Fih. il 2; see p. 157,
n. 5, sup. Lhid. x. 10,1179, b, 28 :
he who lives by passion cannot be
improved by mere exhortation ;
8Aws 7 ol Boxer Adyw Umelwew T
wdbos GANG Ble. Thid.1180,a,4 (cf.

p.271, 0. 4,infra): the better kind -

of men, say some [i.e. Plato—bnt
Aristotle himself is clearly of the
same opinion], must be admon-
ished, érefoiict B¢ kal dguearépars
ofirs kohdoets Te kal Timwplas dwi-
Tiféym, Tous 3 dndrovs BAws eE-

passed over in silence, althongh it is impossible to donbt
that Aristotle regarded this as one of the chief problems
of political science, and that, like Plato, he intended
that education should be continued as a principle of moral
guidance throughout the whole of life* The same is
true, as already remarked, of the whole question of
legislation : if the Polities gives us little light on this

opiCer: Thy pey ~op émiaky kal
wpbs TO KaAby (GrTa TS Aoyy Tl
apyfioew, Thy B¢ gavhor piorqs
dpeyduevoy. Avty koAdlerba domep
troliryror.  Ihid. iii. 7, 1113, b,
23 : woAd{over yop kel TigmpolvTar
Tobs Spdwras moxbnpk . .. Tobs Bé
T& koAl TWPATTOYTES TMDOLY, @5
Tabs uér wpoTpéforres, Tols Be
kwAtdaorres, The aim, therefore,
of punishment, nnless we have to
do with an incurable offender, is
improvement: in the first in-
stance, however, only that im-
provement of conduct which
springs from the fear of punish-

_‘ment, not that more fundamental

one of the inclinations which iz
effected in nobler natures by in-
struction and admonition: im-
provement, therefore, only in the
sense in which it corresponds to
the determent of the offender,

Cf. HILDENXBRAND, ibid. 299 sqq.
! repl krfigews xal Tis wepl THY

ovoiar eimoplas mas Tl Kal Thva

Tpdmor Exew wpbs THr xphiow

abrdv. Vil 5, 1326, b, 32 sqq.
 vii, 10 fin.

% yii, 17, 1336, b, 24, where
the reference to the subsequent
discussions does nob apply to
comedy alone,

* Besides Polit. vii. 12, 1331,
a, 35 sqq. ¢. 17, 1336, b, 8§ sqq. cf.
especially Eih. x. 10, 1180, a, 1:
oy ikavdy 3 Tows véous Orros
Tpodijs xal émyrenelas Tuxely dpbis,
AN emedy kol Gvdpwlérras Bel
émiTnlevew abré kol éBiector, kal
wepl Tavra Geoiped’ Gr vipwy kol
Ghws wepl wdyta TOw Blov: ol yap
woAAol  Grdykp meAdor B Adyw
wellapxovor kel (oplas ) TE
raig.
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head, we must throw the blame, not upon Aristotle but
upon the incomplete condition of the work. -

In the completed work we should also have had a
more detailed account of the constitution of the Best
State. In the text before us we find only two of its
characteristics described—mnamely. the conditions of its
citizenship, and the division in it of political power. In
reference to the former of these, Aristotle, like Plato,
with a truly Greek contempt for physical labour, would
make not only handicraft but also agriculture a dis-
qualification for citizenship in the most perfect state.
For the citizen of such a state can only be one who
possesses all the attributes of a capable man ; but in
order to acquire these, and to devote himself to. the
service of the state, he requires a leisure and freedom
from the lower avocations which is impossible to the
husbandman, the artisan, and the labourer. Such
occupations, therefore, must in the Best State be left to
slaves and meteeci. The citizens must direct all their
energy to the defence and administration of the state;
they alone, moreover, are to be the possessors of landed
‘estates, since the national property belongs only to the
citizens.! On the other hand, all citizens must take
part in the direction of the commonwealth. This, accord-
ing to Aristotle, is demanded equally by justice and
necessity ; since those who stand on a footing of essen-
tial equality must have eqmal rights, and those who
possess the power will not permit themselves to be
excluded from the government? But since the actunal

Lyii, 9,1828, b, 24 sqg. siwilar dispf:sit.ions have been

1529, a, 17-26,35, ¢. 10, 1329, b, tvouchedupon. Cf.p. 299, n. 4,5up.
36, after the Egyptian and other = 2 vil. 9, 1829, a, 9, c. 13,
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administration cannot cousist of the whole mass of the
citizens, since there must be a difference between ruler
and ruled, and since different qualities are demanded in
the administrator and in the soldier—in the latter
physical strength, in the former mature insight—
Aristotle considers it desirable to assign different spheres
to different ages: military service to the young, the
duties of government, including the priestly offices, to
the elders ; and while thus offering to all a share in the
administration, to entrust actual power only to those
who are more advanced in life.! Such is Aristotle’s
account of Aristocracy.? In its fundamental concep-
tion as the role of virtue and cnlture, it is closely
related to Plato’s, from which, however, it widely differs
in detail ; although even here the difference is one
rather of social than of strictly political organisation.

1332, a, 34: #Huir 8¢ mawves of place, Aristotle is there speakine
woAitar aeréyovst Tis worure'as. only of common usage (waAety §
=. 14,1332, b, 12-32. eiofuuer), giving it at the same

! vii. 9, 1329, a, 2-17, 27-34,
c. 14,1332, b, 321333, b, 11.

2iv. 7, 1203, b, 1: dapcro-
wpariar piv oby weAds Exet xohely
wepl Gis BuAbouer v Tols mpdTots
Adyois® THY yp e Tav aplotev
aTA@s kot apethy moAirelay, wal
i Trpbs drdberly Twra dyoiav
avdpav [of viil. 9, 1328, b, 37],
uévne Bikaor wpagayopetew  dpi-
orokparier. CF c. 2, 1280, a, 31.

. Quite consistent with this is the

definition of aristoeracy, iii, 1,

1279, a, 34 (see p. 237, supra), as

the rule 7wy dAiyor pir wAeadvar
& éwds in the interest of the
common good, for, in the first

VOL. II.

time as the sole ground of its
right to the title that it is the
rule of the best for the commeon
good : and, secondly, in the per-
fect State it is always actually
a minority ‘who role. There is
therefore no ground for distin-
guishing between the aristocracy
mentioned in iii, 7 from that
which is spoken of under the
same name in iv. 7 and vii. (see
FROUNER, Gereeliigheitsbegr, d.
Awrist, p. 92, n.). 5till less can
il 17 (p. 239, 0. 1, supra) be cited
in. sopport of this distinction,
inasmuch as it exactly suits the
ideal State.
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6. Imperfect Forms of Constitution

Besides the best constitution, there are others which,

deviating from it in different ways and different degrees,!

also call for discussion. All these, indeed, in so far as
they differ from the ideal state, must be reckoned
defective ;* but this does not prevent them from having
a certain conditional justification in given circumstances
or form, differing from one another in the degree of
their relative worth and stability. Aristotle ennmerates,
as we have already seen,? three chief forms of imperfect
constitution : Democracy, Oligarchy, Tyranny; to which
as he proceeds he afterwards adds as a fourth, Polity,
together with several mixed forms which are akin to it.

Democracy is based upon civil equality and freedom.
In order that the citizens may be equal, they must all
have an equal right to share in the government ; the
community, therefore, must be antocratic, and a majority
wust decide. In order that the citizens may be free, on

the other hand, everyone must have liberty to live as he-

pleases; no one, therefore, has the right to command
another, or, so far as this is unavoidable, command, like
obedience, must belong to all.* Al institutions, there-
fore, are democratic which are based upon the principles
that election fo the offices of state shonld be made
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either by universal suffrage, by lot, or by rotation ; that
no properby qualification, or only an inconsiderable one,
be attached to them ; that their duration or their powers
be limited; that all share in the administration of
justice, especially in the more important cases; that
the competence of the popular assembly be extended,
that of the executive restricted, ax much as possible;
that all magistrates, judges, senators, and priests be
paid, The senate is a democratic institotion. When its
functions are merged in those of the popular assembly,
the government is more democratic still. Low origin,
poverty, want of education, are considered to be demo-
cratic qualities.! But as these characteristics may be
found in different degrees in different states, as more-
over a particular state may exhibit all or only some of
them, different forms of democracy arise.? As these
variations will themselves chiefly depend, according to
Aristotle, upon the occupation and manner of life of
the people, it is of the highest political importance
whether the population consists of peasants, artisans,
or traders, or of one of the various classes of seamen,
or of poor day-labourers, or of people without the
full rights of citizenship. or whether and in what
manner these elements are combined in it.*> A popula-
tion engaged in agriculture or in cattle-breeding is in

L Bee p. 235 sq. supra.

* Cf. the passages which are
cited p. 238, n. 1, supra, especially
Polit.iv, 2, 1389, b, 6 : Platosays,
Af the oligarchy &c. be good, the
demoeratic form of constitution
is the worst, whereas if they are
bad, it is the best. fueis 3¢ SAws
Tatras éimuapryudvas elvel daper,

ol Bedtiw uiy dhiyapyior EAAgw
dAARs ob keAds Exer Adyew, frray
8¢ ¢adAny. The imperfect forms
of constitution are usually called
TapexBdoes.

¢ P. 237 sqq.

*vi. 2, 1817, &, 40-b, 16,
inter alia; see p. 239 sq.

L Ibid. 1317, b, 16-1318, a,

© B,1v. 15, 1300, a, 31.

2 vi. 1,:1317, a. 22, 29 sqgq.
L% iv. 4, 1291, b, 156 sqg. c. B
init. e. 12 (see p. 248, n. 1, supra),

‘vi. Timit. e, 1,1817,8,22 sqq. In

the. latter passage both grounds
of the difference in demogcratic

Yor. IL

constitutions—the character of
the population,and the extent to
which the institutions are demo-
cratic—are mentioned side by
side. From other passages, how-
ever, it is evident that Aristotle
regards the second of these as
dependent upon the first.

*pg
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general content if it can devote itself to its work in
peace. It is satisfied, therefore, with a moderate share
in the administration ; as, for example, the choice of the
magistrates, their responsibility to itself, and the par-
ticipation of all in the administration of justice. For
the rest, it will like to leave its business in the bands
of sensible men. This is the most orderly form of
democracy. A community of artisans, traders, and
labourers is a much more troublesome body to deal
with, Their employments act more prejudicially upon
the character, and being closely packed together in the
city they are always ready to meet for deliberation in
public assemblies. If all without exception possess the
full rights of citizenship ; if those who are not freeborn
citizens are admitted to the franchise; if the old tribal
and communal bonds are dissolved and the different
elements in the population magsed indiscriminately
together ; if the force of custom is relaxed aund the
contral over women, children. and slaves is weakened,
there necessarily avises that unregulated form of demo-
cracy which, as licence has always more attraction for
them than ovder, is so dear to the masses.! In this
way there arise different forms of democracy, of which
Aristotle enumerates four.? The first iz that in which
actual equality reigns, and in which, while no exclusive

! Pelit. vi. 4 (where, how- its peculiarity, however, accord-

ever, 1318, b, 13, wuh must be
struck out); of iv. 12, 1296, b,
24 sqq.

v, 4, 1291, b, 30 sqq. c. 6,
et o 12, ibid., vi. 4, 1318; b, 6,
1319, a, 38, A fifth form seems,
iv. 4,1291, b, 39, to be inserted
between the first and the second ;

ing to this passage, Th Tas dpyas
amh Twnudrwy elva, according to
iv. 6 init is rather a character-
istic of the first form. With
SUSEMIHEL and others, it will
therefore ke better to omit &Ado
3¢ in the passuge referred to. CL
HEXKEL, ithid. p. 82.
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influence is conceded either to rich or poor, a certain
property qualification—althongh a small one—is at-
tached to the public offices. The second form is that in
which no condition is attached to eligibility for ofice be-
yond citizenship and irreproachable character. A third
is that in which, while the public offices belong by right
to every citizen, the government is still conducted on
constitutional prineiples, The fourth or unlimited
democracy is, finally, that in which the decrees of the
people are placed above the laws ; in which the people,
led by demagogues, as a tyrant by his courtiers, becomes
a despot, and in which all constitutional order dis-
appears in the absolute power of the many-headed
sovereign.! '

Oligarchy consists, as we already know, in the rule
of the propertied classes. But here, also, we find a
progress from more moderate forms to absolute, un-
limited oligarchy. The mildest is that in which, while
a property qualification sufficient to exclude the mass
of poorer citizens from the exercise of political rights is
demanded, the franchise is yet freely conceded to all
who possess the requisite amount. The second form is.
that in which the government is originally in the pos-
session only of the richest, who fill up their own ranks by
co-optation, either from the whole body of the citizens
or from a certain class. The third is that in which
political power descends from father toson. The fourth,

Afinally, as a parallel to tyranny and unlimited demo-

1 With the account of this Rap. viii. 557 A sqq. 662 B =qq.
form of democracy, ibid. 1292, a, vi, 493, with the spirit of which
4 sqq. v. 11, 1313, b, 32 sgg. vi. it bas obviously much incommon.

2, 1317, b, 13 sqq., cf. PLATOS
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eracy, is that in which hereditary power is limited by
no laws.! Aristotle, however, here remarks, in terms
that would apply equally to all forms of government,
that the spirit of the administration is not unfrequently
at variance with the legal form of the constitution, and
that this is especially the case when a change in the
constitution is imminent.? In this way there arise
mixed forms of constitution ; these, however, are just
as often the result of the conscious effort to avoid the
one-sidedness of democracy and oligarchy, as is the case
with ¢ aristocracy > commonly so called and with pelity.

Althongh the name aristocracy belongs, strictly
speaking, only to the best form of constitution, Ari-
stotle yet permits it to be applied to those forms also
which, while they do not, like the former, make the
virtue of the whole body of the citizens their chiof aim,
yet in electing to public office look, not to wealth only,
but also to capacity. This kind of aristocracy, there-
fore, is a mixed form of government in which olig-

‘archical, democratic, and genuinely aristocratic elements -

-are all combined.? To this form “polity’ is closely allied .4
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Aristotle here deseribes it as a mixture of oligarchy and
democracy.! It rests on a proper proportion between
rich and poor;? it is the result of the unjon in one
form or another of oligarchic and democratic institu-
tions ;* and accordingly it may be classed equally,
in so far as this union is of the right sort, as 4 demo-
cracy and as an oligarchy.! Its leading feature is,'in a
word, the reconciliation of the antagonism between rich
and poor and their respective governments, Wheré the
problem is solved, and the proper mean is discovered
between one-sided forms of government, there must
result a universal contentment with existing institutions,
and as a consequence fixity and permanence in the con-

1 Polit. iv. 5.
: Thid. 1292, b, 11.
3 So iv, T, where Aristotle goes
‘on to enumerate three kinds of
.aristocracy in this sense : rov 7
‘woMrela BAéwer €lfs Te whobTor Kal
aperiiy wal 8nuay, ofoy v Kapyyddve
. mal év ofs eis & Sdo pivar ofoy

7 Aaxedauoriuy els EpeThy TE Kub

Siuey, wkal éomi plfis tEr 8o
TodTwy, Snuorperios Te Kai apeTijs
'L o okal 7pivoy Soar THs kaAouué-
vys wolireles fémover mphs Thy
ohryapxiay paAiov. V. T, 1307, a,

T bpxh vép [vhs ueraBoAfs] T
uh peulxBar  rards dy uivy TH
wohireta  Bnuowpartey  kal  Acy-
apxiar, év 5é 7§ dptoToxpariy raird
TE Kkal THY apeTiy, pdiiera 3: 74
8Uo* Adyw B: i 8vo " Fuov wel
dheyapylar® Tabra Yyop ol moArreial
TE WEPEYTEL Miyrivac ol af TeAAs]l
TEr KaAovpévwy ApioTokpaTGY | . .
TES Y EwokAoloas waAdar Tovs
The oAryapxlay épioTorparias Ka-
Nofiew, Tas 3& wpbs Th mARBos ToNL-
Teias. -4

- * Bee preceding note, and iy.

11, 1295, a, 31 : kel 5ip &s xarod-
ow  Gpwororpatios, wepl &y viv
efmouer, Ta piy Efwrépw wiwTovs:
Tais wAeloTas TEY wikewr, Th 5k
YeTHECL T] KaAoupéry ToAiTelg
Gib wepl Gppoiy ds wifis Aewréop,
Yiv. 8, 1283, b, 33 : foreqdp
5 woXereln s Gahds elmeiy uitis
oAryapxias kal Snuoxparias, eldbac
88 gaAely Tos piy dmorAwolcas Gs
@pbs The Snuexparior melirelas, Tis
8¢ apbs Thy dAiyapyicy wAAAow
dpiaTorparias. Cf. preceding note.
* Thid., 1294, a, 19: érel 5¢
Tpla Eorl T4 duinoBnrotvra Tis
igéTaTes ThHs moArelas, EXevBepia
TAOUTOS Gperd, . ... davepby Hri Thy
wv Toly Buoty witw, Tav edwdpwy
Kk T8y amdpwy, moArrelay Aekréoy,
Thy B¢ rév Tpidw Gpororpariay

wdAtoTe 7@y EAAwy  Tapd Thy
(GAnBwhy kal mpdryy. See p. 278,

n. 3, supra.

* iv. 9: in order to obtain a
*polity ' we must fix our attention
on the institutions which are
peculiar to democracy and olig-
archy, cira é¢ rodray 4y’ ékardpas

domep oduforor [on this expres-
sion, of. inter alia, Gen, An. i
18, 722, b, 11; PraTo, Symp.
191 D] AcuBdvorras curberdov.
This may be effected in three
ways : (1) by simply uniting dif-
ferent institutions in each: eg.
the oligarchical custom of punisii-
ing the rich if they refuse to take
part in court business, with the
democratic custom of Ppaying
poor men a day’s wage for appear-
Ing in court; (2) by a compro-
mise : e.g. by making neither a
high nor a low but a moderate
Property gualification a condition
ofadmission to the popularassem-
bly;: (3) by borrowing one of two
kindred institutions from olig-
archy, another from democracy :
e.9.1from the former, appointment
1o office by election instead of by
lot; from the latter, the abolition.
of all property gualifications.

* 1hid. 1295, b, 14 sqq., where
this is shown more fully from the
example of the Spartan constitu-
tion, "
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gtitution as a whole.'!  Hence polity is the form of
government which promises to be the most enduring,
and is the best adapted for most states. For if we
leave out of consideration the most perfect constitution,
and the virtue and culture which render it possible, and
ask which is the most desirable® only one answer is
possible : that in which the disadvantages of one-sided
forms of government are avoided by combining them,?
and in which neither the poor nor the rich part of the
population, but the prosperons middle class, has the
decisive voice.* But this is exactly what we find in
polity. 1t exhibits the antagonistic forces of rich and
poor in equilibrium, and must itself, thersfore, rest on
the class which stands between them. It is the inter-
mediate form of constitution,® that which is more
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of the middle class over each of the other two.! The
more any one of the other forms of constitution approxi-
mates to this the better it will be, the more widely it
differs from it—if we leave out of account the circum-
stances which may give it a relative value in a particular
case—the worse? And as virfue consists in preserving
the proper mean, it may be said that polity corresponds
more closely than any other form of government to the
life of virtue in the state;® and accordingly we shall
be quite consistent in classing it among good constitu-
tions, and in representing it as based upon the diffusion
among all classes of a definite measure of civie virtue.!
If, further, ‘this virtue be sought for pre-eminently in
military capacity, and polity be defined as the govern-

favourable than any other to common well-being and
universal justice,’ and presupposes the preponderance

L TEid. 1. 34 : 3ei & év v mohu-
Tele TH pepypérn wadis dupdTeon
fSorely elvot kal unbeTepoy, xal md(e-
ctue 80 adThs kal ph éfwley, xal 80
abriis uh @ whefovs Efwler elvou
Tobs BovAouévous [not by the fact
that' the majority of those who
wish another form of constitution
are excluded from participation
in Btate management| (elfy yap &y
wal woynpi woXirele Tobd dwdpyor)
GAAL T und' bw BolAeofar woli-
Teiny érépay unbly TOV Ths woAews
poplwy GAws,

2 Cf, iv. 11 énét.: 7is & épiorn
woliTe'a nal Tis SpioTes Bies Tals
wAslorais mdAest kal Tols mAsioTols
Toy Grlpdmwwy wiTe wpbs GpeTip
cuykpivova: Thy Umep Tobs iBtdTas,
phire wpds wabelar % ploews Seiras
el yopmylas Tuxmpds, uATE Wpus

ToAiTelay THY KaT evx Y poucny,

dAXd Bloy Te TOr Tols wAsicTois

rowwviear duvariy ral molrelay s
Ty TheicTas wolers évdéxerar
weramyey, Tothis question (with
which cf. p. 235) the answer is
then given as in the text.

2iv. 11, 1297, 8, 6: dow & av
dpewov 4§ wokerele iy, Tosodre
povpwrépa. Cf v, 1,1302, a, 2 sqq.

Y v, 11; seep. 248, n. 1, supra.

5 wéen wolerela, 1v, 11, 1296,
a, 37.

& iv. 11, 1296, a 22: why is
the best constitution, that which
is intermediate between clig-
archy and democracy, so rare?
Beeause in most cities the middle
class (rd peoow) is too weak;
because in the wars between
parties the victors established no

ToMiTela kowd kot Tom; because in
like manner in the contest for the
hegemony of Greece one party
favonred democracy, the other
oligarchy, and because men are
accustomed unde BotAeslar 7o Tooy
AN # dpxew (nreiv § kpaTovuivous
imoudrew. Speaking of the influ-
ence tav év fyepovia yerousvar
Tis ‘EAAddos, Aristotle here ve-
marks, 1. 39: for these reasons
the wérg wolreia is either never
found or dArydiis kal Tap’ dAlyoes
els yap arhp suvereiofy pdves @y
mpbrepoy €@ Tryepovie yevopcvay
ratryy dwodovvas Thy Téfw. The
€is &hp was formerly taken to be
Lyeurgus ; others have suggested
Thesens (SCHNHIDEE, ii. 486 of
his edition; SPENGEL, drist.
Stud. iii. 50), Solon (HENKEL,
ibid. 89, SUSEMIRL, in Burstan’s
Jahreshericht for 1875, p. 376 5q.)
and others. - It cannot be said of
any of these, however, that-the
hegemony of Hellas was in his

hands, ONCKEN, on theé other
hand, Steatsl. d. Arist. ii. 269,
refers. the passage to Philip of
Macedon ; but while he certainly
left each state its own constitu-
tion in the treaty of 338, it is not
known that he anywhere intro-
duced (&redoivar) or restored the
péan modireln. Can the reference
be to Epaminondas and the com-
munities of Megalopolis and Mes-
sene which were founded by him?

! v.12; see p. 248, n. 1, supra.

2 Thid. 1296, b, 2sq.

2 Cf. Pelit. iv. 11, 1295, 8, 85
el ~ip waAis € Tois Mbucols elpnTal
7o Thy ebBaipora Bloy elvar Thv rar’
dpethy AweumddioToy, peadtyra 3¢
Thy GpeThy, TO¥ uécoy dvayraioy
Bloy eivar Bérrurrov, Ths €kdrTois
evleyopévns TUXE wegdTNTOS, Tol's
3¢ avrobs TodTovs Bpuvs dvayicatoy
elvat kol wolews GpeThs kal kakias
at wolirelas % yap moAirela Blos
Tis éore wohews.

1+ See p. 243, n. 1, supra.
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ment of the men able to bear arms,! it may be pointed
out in support of that view, first, that the only form of
constitution which will be tolerated by & military popu-
lation is one founded upon universal freedom and
equality ;? and, secondly, that the heavy-armed foot-
soldiers who constituted the main strength of the
Greek armies belonged chiefly to the well-to-do portion
of the people® Nevertheless, the ambiguity of the
position of polity in Aristotle’s account of it, to which
attention has already been called in this chapter, cannot
be said to be either Justlherl or explained away by these
remarks.

The worst of zll forms of constitution is Tyranny,
for in it the best—namely, true monarchy—has been
transformed into its opposite.* Tn the course of the
brief discnssion which he devotes to it, Aristotle distin-
guishes three kinds of tyranny, applying the same name,
not only to absolute despotism, but also to the eleetive
monarchy of some barbarons peoples, and to the dieta-
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Aristotle next proceeds to examine what division of
political power iz best adapted to each of the different
kinds of constitution,' distinguishing here three sources
of authority : the deliberative assemblies, the magi-
strates, and the law courts.? The functions, however,
of these three were not =o defined as to permit of their

being completely identified with the legislature, the

executive, and the judicature of modern political theory.?
He does not omit to draw attention here to the tricks
and sophistries by which the predominant party, in one
or other form of government, seeks to circumvent its
opponent and to advance its own interests,’ making it
clear, however, that he himself sets small store by such
petty and hollow devieces.® He further discusses the
qualities that fit a man for the discharge of the more
important offices of state. He demands for this end

‘not merely experience, business capacity, and attach-

ment to the existing constitution, but before everything

torship of the old Greek Aisymnetae. True tyranny,
however, is only to be found in a state where an indi-
vidual wields absolute power in hiz own interest a,nd
against the will of the people.®

il 7, 17 ; see p. 248, 1, 2, sup.

* On this head, of. iii. 11,
1281, b, 28 sq.

*vi, 7, 1821, a, 12: 70 pdp
STAITUDY Ty evwcfpwv éoTi uaAAoy
3 Tév émépwy. The reason of this
is to be sought for partly in the
fact that the equipment of the
hoplites was expensive, but
chiefly in the preliminary train-
ing in gymnastics required by
the service. Cf. also Pulit. iv.
13, 1297, a, 29 sqq.

1 iv. 2, 1289, 4, 88 sqq. (cf.
also vil. 1313, a, 34-1314, a, 29).
On the same principle, aawrdm«
to this passage, cligarchy is the
second warst, as aristocracy is
the second best, .constitution,
while democracy is the most
tolerable of the false forms, being
a perversion of polity. For a
fuller statement of the sameview,
see. Fth, viii. 12,

3 Poliz. v, 10; cof. il 14,

1285, a, 16-b, 3, and p. 240 =q.
supra,

Uiv, 14-16; of. wis 2, 1317,
b, 17-1318, a, 10.

2 iy, 14, 1297, b, 87: Srre B
Tpla wdpta T@y ToMTeldr Tagawy,
mepl by Bel Gewpelr Thy owoudaioy
vouoléTny ékdoTy TO ouxpEépor

by éxbyrwy raAds Gvdywy THY

woAiTelay Exewr  kaAds, kal Tas
ToAtTelas dAANAwy Bapépar v TE
Siagpépe Exacrov TovTwy® EoTi de
Ty TpiEr TovTwy € v Tl T
Bovhevdueroy wepl T@Y  KoOWwEw,
ﬁewepou Be b wepl Tés dpyds . . .
Tpiroy 8¢ vl Tb Bicd(ov.

% Thid. 1298 a, 3, Aristotle

" continues: xipor & EU?‘}. b Bov-

Aevipevoy epl woA€uou wal eipfvys

kal ovpsaxios wal SwAdeews, Kal
wepl wdpwy, wal wepl Gardrov kal
duyiis  kal Ddyueloews, kal Taw
etflurdy, so that conformably to
Greek usage the deliberative as- *
sembly, in addition to its legisla-
tive functions, has important
judicial and executive duties to
perform.

 “Oca mpoddaews xdpi e:: Tars
mohirelous gopifovrar wpds Tov BF-
pov, the oliyapyie codlopaTa Tis
vouoberias, and on the other hand
& év Tols Bnuorpatios Tpbs TaiT
&rricodiorrar, iv. 13.

s v, 2, 1307, b, 40, he advises:
i) mieTedew Tols godiouaTos xdpty
mpbs Th wAHfos cuyretudvorst Ef-
eNéyxeTar yop imh Ta@y Epywv:
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else that kind of culture and character which is in
harmony with the spirit of the constitution.! He passes
in review the varions offices of state,? leaving off at the
point where we should naturally have expected that
portion of the missing discussion of the laws which
relate to public offices, He freats with especial care,
however, the causes which produce change and dissolu-
tion in particular forms of constitution® and the means
to counteract them.! Here, also, he is true to his
method of specifying as fully as possible, as the result
of wide observation and reflection, all the various causes
which are at work and the nature of their effects;
and accordingly he challenges the conclusions of Plato’s
Republic on the subject of the revolutions in states and
their causes, with justice indeed, in so far as his theory
of politics is in stricter accordance with facts, but af
the same time not without a certain misunderstanding
of their true character.” This whole section is excep-
tionally rich in examples of acute observation, sound

judgment, and profound knowledge of the world; it :

is impossible, however, to do more hers than mention a
few of the chief points of interest. Two of these stand

out in special prominence. In the first place, he warns

us against under-estimating small deviations from the

status quo, or insignificant occasions of party strife.

Important thongh the objects for which parties contend

usually are, the actual outbreak of hostilities may be

! v. 9, where the third com- “iwi 8,

monlyneglected pointof thedpers - * v. 1.7, 10.

kel Bucatorien v ékdoTy ToArTeln T R e

% mpos Thy woherelav is discussed = v, 12, 1315, a, 40 sqq.; cf.

with especial fullness, Cf.p.286, ZeLLER, Ploton. Siud. 200 sq.
n. 3, tnfra.
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=

-occasioned by the pettiest of causes,' and small as the

change in a government may be at first, yet this may
be itself the cause of a greater, and so there may
gradunally come about from small beginnings a complete
revolution in the whole.? Secondly, we have the prin-
ciple which constitutes one of the leading thoughts in
Aristotle’s Politics, and is not the least of the many
proufs of political insight exhibited in the work—
namely, that every form of government brings ruin on
itself by its own excess, and that moderation in the use
of authority, justice to all, good administration and
moral capacity are the best means of retaining power.
Demaocracies are ruined by demagogy and by injustice
towards the prosperons classes; oligarchies, by oppres-
sion of the people and by the limitation of political
rights to too small & minority ; monarchies by arrogance
and outrage in the rulers® He who desives the main-
tenance of any particular form of government must
endeavour ahove everything to keep it within the limits
of moderation, and prevent it from courting its own
destruction by any one-sided insistence on the principle
of its constitution;* he must endeavour to reconcile con-

Yoy, 4 init.: ylyvowrar piv ofr sgq. These are not the only

ai ordoes o) mwepl wikpdy GAN

Tk wkpay, orecwlover Gt wepl

peydiwy. pdhioTa 8¢ ral al pirpal
ioydovery, Urav év tols wuplous
YerwrTal . . . € apxh yap ylyvera
Th Gudprapa, § 8 apyh Aéyerar
Hueov elvar warros &c.; in support
of which there follows a rich

_collection of examples.

? v. 7, 1807, a, 40 sqq. c. 3,
1303, a, 20.

3 v, 5. C. 6 indt., ibid. 1303, b,
2, 1306, a, 12, c. 10, 1311 =, 22

causes of their ruin, according to
Aristotle, bat they are among
the most frequent and important.

v, 9, 1309,b, 18 : wapd mdyra
08 Tatra 8t uh Aavfdrew, b wiv
Aavfdver Tas wapexBefyrvias wo-
ATelas, TO uégor’ WOAAL yap TEV
Sonotivrey Snuoricdr Ater Tds Byuo-
kporias wal Tav dAtyapyik@y Tis
saryepyles, as is well shown in
what follows. Cf. vi. 5, 1320, a,
2 sag.
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flicting factions ; he must counterbalance the prepon-
derance of one by assigning corresponding influence
to the other, and so preserve the former from excess.!
Above all, he must be careful to prevent the publie
offices from being worked for selfish ends, or one portion
of the people from being plundered and oppressed by
the other. Here the right course is precisely the
opposite of that which is commonly pursued: it is pre-
cisely the natural opponents of & constitution that require
most cousideration, lest by unjust treatment they be
transformed into active enemies of the commonwealth.?
In another respect what is required by the nature of
the case is the opposite of that which commonly ocenrs.
Nothing is of greater importance for the preservation of
any form of state than the previons education of those
in whose hands the power is placed.? But capacity for
-rule depends solely npon modesty and hardihood ; the
power of the oligarch is incompatible with effeminacy.
the freedom of the people with licentiousness.* And
this is frue of all forms of constitution without excep-

! v. 8, 1308, b, 24.

wabetalor wpbs Thy moAwrelay ab

? v. §, 1308, b, 31-1309, a, 32,

e. 4, 1310, a, 2 =qq. vi 5, 1320, a,

4 sqg. 29 sqq. ¢, 7, 1821, a, 31

q“ v. 9, 1310, a, 12: péyiaToy
8¢ wdrTwy TRV elphuérey wpos TO
Buruévey Tis wohrelas, ol viw
OAtywpoios wdyTes, Th wadeleafar
mpos Ths wolrelas. Ogeos ip
ovfty Tar ApepwTdrer vdpev
kel ourbelolacuévar T wdvTwy
Twy woliTevouvwy, € pY ErorTar
elbiapéror kol weraidevuévo: v T

 wohrelg, CE pp. 261, 284 n 1,
supra.
* Thid, 1, 19: €ere 88 10 we-

ToliTo, TO wowelr ois xaipovow of
oAryapyoivres @ of Snuoxpariay
BovAduerol, adAN’ ofs SurfoovTar of
pev dAryapx ety ol 8t BruoxpaTeiobar.
vip 8 év uéy Tals oAtyapylas of
Tay Gpxdvrer viol TpupEow, of 8&
Ta@r ambpwy  ylyrovTar yeyvuvas-
wévor ol wemovnkdTes, dore Kkal
Bodhevrar pdAdev kel Glvevrac
vewTeplCer.  Similarly in demo-
cracies: (7 & 7ais. Totatrals Snuo-
rpoTiats ExnorTos &s SovAerar , ., .

TouTo 8 éorl pavhoy' o . ydp Bef

otecfas BovAelar elvar 70 (fv wpbs
Ty moAirelay, GANG ocwTyplar.
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tion. Fven the absolute power of the monarch depends
for its continuauce upon its limitation ;! and the un-
righteous rule of the tyrant can only make men forget
the odium of its origin by approaching in the form of
its administration to monarchy. The best means for
the maintenance of tyranny is care for the common well-
being, for the embellishment of the city, and for the
public services of religion, a modest honsehold and good
economy, ready recognition of merit, a courteous and
dignified bearing, commanding personality, sobriety
and strength of character, regard for the rights and
interests of all.? So in like manner with regard to
oligarchy, the more despotic it is, the more need is there
for good order in the government: for just as it is the
gickly body or the cranky vessel that demands the most
careful management, so it is the bad state that most
requires good administration in order to counterbalance
its defects.® And so we arrive always at the same con-
clusion—namely, that justice and morality are the only
security for durahility in states. However deep the
philosopher goes in the scientific analysis of the forms
of constitution which more or less lack this fonndation,
it is only to arrive in the end at the same result, and to
show that in them also the government must be con-
ducted upon the prineiples which more obviously under-
lie the true forms: that which in these last is the

Ly, 11 dnit.: odforrar 88 [ai
povepyies] 7@ Tds uiv Baoikelas
Gryew eml To pueTpidTepor, Dow Yap
AarTdvar Got wlpoi, whelw xpivor
GuaryKaioy WEVEW TATW THY GpXTY
adTol Te Yép fTray yivorrar Seomo-

Tikol kal Tols ffeciy oot pEAkov
kal iwh Ty dpyouivey Pploveivra.
frTow.

“v, 11, 1314, a, 29-1815, b,
10.

¥ vi, 6, 1320, b, 30 sqq.
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primary object of government—namely, the well-being of
all—is in the formzer an indispensable means for retaining
the sovereignty.

The fates prevented Aristotle from developing his
political views with the fullness and completeness he
intended in his plan, and philosophy is, doubtless,
greatly the loser. But even in the incomplete form in
which we have it, the Politics is the richest treasare that
has come down to us from antiquity, and, if we take into
account the difference of the times, it is the greatest con-
tribution to the field of political science that we possess.

CHAPTER XIV
RHETORIC

ARISTOTLE regards Rhetorie, as we have already seen, as

. auxiliary to Politics." His treatment of this, as of other

branches of science, was thoroughly revolutionary, and
his labours may be said to form an epoch in its history.
While his predecessors had contented themselves with
what was little more than a ecollection of isclated
oratorical aids and artifices,” he sought to lay bare the
permanent principles which underlie a matter in which
success ig commonly regarded as a mere question of
chance, or at best of practice and readiness, and thus
to lay the foundations for a technical treatment of
rhetoric.* He seeks to supply what Plato* had de-
manded but had not actually attempted—namely, a
geientific account of the principles of the oratorical art.
He does not limit the sphere of this art, as did the

' Cf. p. 185, n, 1, supra, and €fews. éwel & dugporépws dudé-

on Aristotle’s rhetorical works,
vol. i. p. 72 =q.

? Besides what PraTo, Phed-
rus, 266 ¢ sgg., and Aristotle
himself, Riet. i 1, 1354, a, 11
sqq., remarks, see also Ph. d. Gr.
i. p. 1013 sqq.

* Rhet. 1. 1, 1354, a, 67 7év
LEV 0Ty WOAADY 0f uiv einT TalTo
Spdair, of B B ocwilear ard

VOL. II.

xerar, Ao dri efy b abrd sal
dlowotelr: B0 b yip dmrvyydrovry
of 7e Bid curffesy xal of &wd
TabTopdroy, Thv airioy Gewpely
evléxerar, T0 Ot TowiTor #dn
wdyres hw  buodeyfoater TExVS
Epyov elvar.

* Phedr. 269 Deqq. ; of. ZELL.
Pr. d. &r. p. 803 sq.
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ordinary view, to forensic and perhaps political oratory.
He remarks, as his predecessor had doue, that since the
gift of speech is universal and may be applied to the
most diverse purposes, and since its exercise, whether
in public or in private, in giving advice, in exhortation,
and in every kind of exposition, is essentially the same,
rhetorie, like dialectic, is not confined to any special
field ;! as dialectic exhibits the forms of thought, so
must rhetoric exhibit the forms of persuasive speech in
all their universality, and apart from their application
to any particular subject-matter.? On the other hand,
as Plato had already observed,? the function of the art
of oratory is different from that of philosophy : the latter
aims at instruction, the former at persuasion; the goal
of the one is truth, of the other probability.* Aristotle,
however, differs from his teacherin the value he attaches
to this art and fo theoretical discussions devoted to its
exposition.® He agrees, indeed, with Plato in reproach-
ing ordinary rhetoric with limiting itself to aims which

are merely external, and considering it merely as a

means for exeiting the emotions and winning over the
jury, and with neglecting the higher branch of oratory
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—in which these means‘occupy a secondary place—for
the lower, political for forensic eloquenee. But on the
other hand he recognises that the one essential function
of the speaker, under all circumstances, is to convince
his audience,' and accordingly he admits no rhetoric as
genuine which is not based upon dialectic or the art of
logical demonstration.? He even expressly declares
that all rhetorical artifices must be rigorously excluded
from the law cowrts, and orators forced to confine
themselves exclusively to logical demonstration® He
recognises, however,’ that all are not open to scientific
instruction, but that for the majority of men we must
start from the level of the common consciousness, which
moves in a region of probability, and not of abstract
trath. Nor does he see any great danger in so doing,
for men, he holds, have a natural sense of truth, and
as a general rule are right® He reminds us that in
the art of oratory we possess a means of socuring the
vietory of right, as well as of defending ourselves; and
that in order that we may not fall a prey to the arts of
opponents, it is indispensable that we should ourselves
understand their nature.® As, therefore, in the Logie

1 Rhet i1 init., and 1355, b,
7, ¢. 2 anmit., ibid, 1356, a, 30 sgq.
3R st R AT, b 21 ;5 of.
Prato, Phedr, 261 A sqq.

* Rhet. 1. 4, 1359, b, 12: Sog
3 B Tis B Thy Simhewrichy § radTny
[rhetoric] ph keldmep &w Buvdpes
[dexterities] &AM’ émoripns mer-
patat weTasievalew, AfgeTai T
dbrw abrav apavices 74 peraBal-
vew Emowcvd{wy €ls  EmaTiuas
drokeipnsrey TWEY THAYUAT WY, RARE
ui pévoy Adyer,

3 Cf. Ph.d. Gr. 1. p. 803 sq.

4 Rhet. 1.1, 1355, &, 25,¢. 2
init. See also infra.

5 He does not, indeed, men-
tion Plato in JRhef. 1. 1, 1365, a,
20 5qq., bat that lie had him, and
especially his Gorgias (Ph. d. Go.
i p. 510), in his mind is rightly
observed by SPENGEL (Ueh. die
Rletorik des Arist.: Abh. d.
philos.-philol. Ki. d. Bayer.
Akad. vi. 458 sq.).

| Rhet. i, 1, 1854, a, 11 sqq.
b, 16 sqq.

2 fbid, 1355, a, 3 sqq. b, 15, c.
2, 1856, a, 20 sqa.

34.1,1354,a, 24: od ~yap Bel
Tov Gwacthy Swotpépew eis dpyhy
wpodyorras 7 @ldvor § Excor:
Buatoy wap why el Tis, @ peAde
xphiobar kavdys, Tolror morfoee
orpeBAdy.  CF iii. I, 1404, a, 4.

4 Thid, 1355, a. 20°b, 7; of.
iii. 1, 1404, a, 1 sqq.

5 1355, a, 14: rhetforiec is
based upon dialectic; 76 7e yap

aAnbes kol 1 Upotoy v dAnfel THs
aiTiis ori Burduews 1Bey, Hua
8¢ wal of Evfpwmor mpbs Th dAnbls
mepikaoy ikov@s wkal T& wAcle
TUyxdvova THs dAnfelas © 5 wpbs
& #vdola gToxaoTikds Exew Ton
dunios Exorros kal wpbs Ty and-
feiwr doriv. CF p.256,n.2, Aupra.
§ I¥id, and 1355, b, 2: the
misuse of the art of oratory is
certainly very dangerous, but
this is true of all accomplish-
ments except virtnethe more
50 in proportion to their value,

c2
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he had supplemented the investigation of scientific proof
by that of probable proof, in the Politics the acéount of
the best with that of defective constitutions, so in the
Riwetoric, he does not omit to treat of those aids to the
orator which supplement actual proof, and to discuss the
art of demonstration, not only in its strict sense, but also
in the sense of probable proof, which starts with what is
universally acknowledged and obvious to the mass of

mankind.! Bub as he regards the former as the most

' Aristotle therefore treais
rhetoric, not only as the counter-
part of dialectic (arricrpogos T3
diaAerring, Rhet., 1. 1 inif. —
which, however, primarily re-
fers merely to the fact that
they both deal, not with the con-
tents, but with the universal
forms of thought and speech),
but as a branch (see p. 185, n. 1,
supra) and even as a part of it

dpudy 71 Tiis BadexTiefs  ral
Suolwue (Rhet. i, 2, 1356, a, 30—
that SPENGEL, Rlief. Gr. i 9,
reads for duolwua “duola,” is for
the question before us unimpor-
tant, but the alteration is not
probable) ; a science compounded
of analytic and ethics. In a
word, it consists for the most
part in an application of dia-
lectic to certain practical pro-
blems (described p. 295, infra). i
While, therefore, we cannot di-
rectly apply to rhetoric all that
is true of dialeetic in general,
and still less all that is true of
it as applied to the service of
philosophy, and while the dis-
tinctions which THUROT (Fiudes
sur Aristote, 164 sqq. 242 sq. ;

Questions sur lo Rhdtovigue @
Aristote, 12 sq.) seeks to point

out between the two sciences
are, so far, for the most part well
grounded, it does not follow from
this that the above aceount of
their relation to ome another is
incorrect, and that we have a
right, with Thurot, to set aside
the definite statement in Rhet. i.
2, by altering the text. For the
orator’s most important funetion,
aceording to Aristotle, is demon-
stration, which, as only probable,
falls within the sphere of dia-

lectic (Rhet.1.1, 1355, a, 3 sqq.);

rhetoric is demonstration &
evddtwy in reference to the sub-
jects which are proper to public
speaking, as dialectic is a like
kind of demonstration with refer-
ence to all possible subjects, Nor
can we accept THUROT’S proposal
(Emd'es 248 sqq.) to read, Rhet.

1, 1355, a, 9, ¢. 2, 13648, =, 26,
A-re.mz. Pasﬁ. i Tl 77 A 29
“avarvrich” instead of SAcrruch.
As the doctrine of TUANGY IS
€& évditwy, dialectic necessarily
deals with inferences in general,
and as it is precisely inferences
of this kind which are the sub-
ject-matter of rhetorie, it is better
to connect it with dialectic than
with analytic, using Siehecruch,
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important sense, he devotes the fullest discussion to it.
Of the three books of the Rheloric, the first tiwvo, being
the first section of his plan, treat of the means of
proof (miareis); while the second and third parts, on
style (Aéfts) and arrangement (rdfis), are compressed
into the last book, whose genuineness, moreover, is not
beyond dispute.!

Proofs, according to Aristotle, are divided into those
which fall within the province of art and those which
do not. Rhetoric as a science has to do only with the
former.? These are of three kinds, according as they
depend upon the subject, the speaker, or the hearer.
A speaker will produee conviction if he succeeds in
showing that his assertions are true and that he is him-
self worthy of credit, and if he knows how to create a
favourable impression upon his hearers. Under the first
of these heads, that of the subject-matter, we shall have
to discuss demonstration; under the second, or the
character of the speaker, the means which the orator
talkes to recommend himself to his audience; under the
third, or the disposition of the hearers, the appeals that
he makes to their emotions® The first and most
important part of rhetoric, therefore, falls into these
three sections.* '

however, in a somewhat wide 7pagal ket oa Towbra, EvTexva
sense. On the relation of dia- 8¢ 8oa Bi& 7ijs pefddov xal 80 fudy

lectic to rhetoric, see also WAITEZ,
Arist. Org. ii, 435 5q.

! CE vol. i. p. 74, supra; Ph.
d. Gr.i. p. 389.

2 Riet 1. 2, 1855, b, 85: 7dw
5t wloTewy af wey Grexvol elow ai
3' Epreyror. drexva B¢ ?le"yw doa
p}) be’ fudy ﬂ?rdpca-rm GNAG TpoTT-
Gpxev, oioy udprupes Bdoaror cuy-

rkaTagkevaodivar Svvardv.  Bore
8el TovTwy Toiy péy xphoarfar Ta
G¢ evpsty.

34 2, 1356, a, 1 sqq. i. 1,
1377, b, 21 sqq. iil. 1, 1403, b, 9;
ct. 1. 8, 9, 1366, a, 8, 25.

+ wepl Tas amodelfess, w. Ta fioy,

. T4 wab.
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These, again, are found to deal with subjects of
different intrinsic importance,! and it is therefore not
unnatural that Aristotle should treat the fivst of them,
the theory of demonstration, at the greatest length.
Just ns scientific proof proceeds by syllogism and induc-
tion, so rhetorical proceeds by enthymeme and instance.?
The exposition of the various points of view from which
a subject may be treated,? the topics of oratory, occupies
a considerable portion of Aristotle’s treatise; nor does
he here limit himself to universal principles which are
equally applicable to every kind of speech, but discusses
those peculiarities in each which depend upon the par-
ticular aim it has in view and the character of its
subject-matter; * he thus seeks to exhibit the principles
of oratery, not ouly in respect to its general form, but
also in respect to its particular matter. With this
aim he distingunishes three different kinds or classes of

! Bee p. 201, n. 2, supra.
® et 1. 2, 1356, a, 35-1357,
b, 37, where the nature of these
means of proof is fully explained,
of. i, 22 daid.; dnal. Pri.ii. 27,
70, 8, 10, An enthymeme, accord-
ing to this passage, is a cvAioyo-
uos €k eledrwr ) onuelwr.  Rhel.
1356, b, 4 gives another defini-
tion: weh@ & Sfdumua péy fu-
TOpucly  GUAADYITAOY, Tapdeiyua
" Be émaywyly furopuchv; it comes,
however, to the same thing, as
the orator, gua orator, is limited
to probable evidence.
3 In Rhet. 1, 2, 1858, a, 2, ii,
26 dnit., and il 1 inif., Aristotle
speaks only of the principles of
the enthymeme; but as the ex-
ample ooly calls to mind in an
individual case what the enthy-

meme states in a universal propo-

sition, his account refers, as a

matter of fact, to demonstration
in general, as he, indeed, also
includes in it (eg.ii. 20, c. 23,
1397, b, 12 sqq. 1398, a, 32 =qq.)
example and induction.

i Rhet. 1. 2, 1358, 8, 2 sqq.:
the enthymene consists partly of
universal propesitions which
belong to no special art or seience
and are applicable, e.g., to physics
as well as ethies, partly of suchas
are of limited application within
the sphere of a particular science,
.. physics or ethics ; the former
Aristotle calls Tdémoi, the latter
e or eldn, remarking that the
distinction between them, funda-
mental as it is, had almost
entirely escaped his predecessors.
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speeches : deliberative, forensic, and declamatory.! The
first of these has to do with advice and warning ; the
second, with indictment and defence; the third, with
praice and blame. The first deals with the fature; the
second, with the past; the third, pre-eminently with the
present. In the first, the question is of advantage arfcl
disadvantage ; in the second, of right and wrong ; in
the third, of nobility and baseness.? Aristotle enu-
merates the topics with which each of these hasto deal.?
He indicates* the chief subjects upon which advice may
be required in politics, and the questions which arise in
connection with each, and upon which information must
be sought. He discusses minutely the goal for which all
human actions make—namely, happiness; its con-
stituents and conditions;® the good and the things
which we call good ; ¢ the marks by which we distinguish
goods of a higher or a lower character;7 and, finally,
he gives a brief review of the distinguishing charac-
teristics of the different forms of government, inasmuch
as these must in each case determine both the orator’s
actual proposals and the attitude he assumes towards

his hearers.® Similarly, with a view to the orator’s
practical guidance in the declamatory art, he enlarges
upon the noble or honourable in conduct; upon virtue,

1 Aristotle was also un-
doubtedly the first to point out
this important division, for we
cannob regard the Rletorica ad
Alerandrwm (c. 2 init.), as las
been already remarked, vol. i. p.
74, supra, as pre-Aristotelian.

* Rhet 1. 3.

2 See the more general re-

marks in Rhet. 1. 4 init.

4 Fbid. 1359, b, 18 sqq., where
five are enumerated: revenue,
war and peace, defence, exports,
and imports, legislation.

3.5

R

? Ihid. c. 1.

8 i 8,ct.vol.ii.p. 240,0. B, 5up.
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its chief forms, its outward signs and effects ; and upon
the method which the orator must adopt in treating of

these subjects.! For behoof of the forensic orator, he .

discusses, in the first place, the causes and motives of
unjust actions, and since pleasure as well as good (which
‘has already been discussed) may be a motive, Aristotle
goes on to treat of the nature and kinds of pleasure and
the pleasurable.? He inquires what it is in the circum-
stances both of the perpetrator and of the sufferer of the
wrong that tempts to its committal.® He investigates
the naturs, the kinds, and the degrees of crime;* and
adds, finally, in this section rules for the employment of
those proofs which lie outside the provinee of art, and
which find a place only in a judicial trial® The views
he propounds on all these subjects agree, of course,
entirely with what we already know of his ethical and
political convictions, except that here, in accordance
with the aim of the work, they are presented in a more
popular, and therefore sometimes in a less accurate
and scientific, form. Ounly after thus discussing the
individual peculiarities of the different kinds of oratory
does Aristotle proceed to investigate those forms of
proof which are equally applicable to all® discussing
under this head the universal forms of demonstration—
namely, enthymeme and instance, together with a few
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rhetorical commonplaces.! Of the two other means of
proof, besides demonstration proper—namely, the per-

sonal recommendations of the speaker and the impres-

sion upon the audience—the former is only cursorily
touched upon, as the rules relating to it are deducible
from other parts of the argument.? On the other hand,
Aristotle goes into minute detail on the suhbject of the
emotions and their treatment: on anger and the means
of arousing and soothing it ;3 on love and hatred, desire
and aversion, and the means of exciting each of them ;4
likewise on fear, shame, good will, sympathy,® indigna-
tion,S envy, and jealousy.” To this he finally adds an
account of the influence which the age and outward
circumstances (rdyas) of a man exercise upon his
character and disposition.®

These observations conclude the first and most
important section of the Rhetoric ; the third book treats
more shortly of style and arrangement. Inregard tothe

! According to the announce- mend him to his audience the
ment made ¢. 18 fin., ¢. 19 treats orator must get credit for three
especially of possibility and im- things: insight, uprightness and
possibility, actual truth and false- benevolence: ey  pdv  Tolvup

hood, relative importance and un-  @pdwipor kol owovbaior gaveler by,
A 3 ; X Ry 4 :
importance (wepl Suvarol kal dduv- €k TEV mwepl TS GpeTds dippruEvey

L ie

* 1. 10 =q.

? was Eyovres kal Tivas S
wotaiy, fhet. 1, 12,

* i 13 sq., of. ¢. 10 init.

* 1. 15, of. p. 293, n. 2, supra.

¢ ii. 18 (from 1391, b, 23 on-
wards), c. 26, if, that is to say, we
place this section (see vol. L p. 74,

supre), with SPENGEL, before the
first seventeen chapters of the
second book. But even if, with
Braxpis(iil. 194sq.) and THUROT
(Etudes swr Arist, 228 5qq.), we
take the traditional order as the
original one, we must admit that
the confents of the section are
more in place here.

vdTov, fal wlTepoy yéyovey B ob
yeyorer kol EoTat fodk EoTar, €11 de
wepl peyébovs kal puikpéTyTos TEY
wpypaTwy, 1393, a, 19) ; o. 20 of
illustration, c. 21 of gnomology ;
_¢. 21-26 of enthymemes, for which
Aristotle gives, not only general

“rules (c. 22), but a complete topi-

cal account of the forms employed
in proof and disproof (e. 23}; of
fallacies (o. 24); of instances
for combating enthymemes (c.
25).

? ii. 1378, a, 6:r to recom-

(i.9; see p. 296, n.1, sup.) Agwréav

. wepi & sbpoias Kol Qunlas éy
Tois mepl To wdfly Aexréay viv,

b

1e 4

S T

¢ The displeasure at the un-
merited fortune of unworthy
persons (réuecis), the account of
which in Rhef. ii. 9 harmonises
with that in Ak i 7 (see p.
169).

7 i1, 10, 11,

8 ii. 12-17.
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former, a distinction is in the first place drawn between
delivery and language. While desiderating a tecknical
system of instruction in rhetorical delivery, the author
regrets the influence which so external a matter exer-
cises on the general effect of a speech.! He next calls
atbention to the distinction between the language of
the orator and of the poet, demanding of the former,
ag-its two most essential requirements, clearness and
dignity,? and advising as the means best fitted to secure
them that the speaker should confine himself to appro-
priate expressions and effective metaphors,® upon the
qualities and conditions of which he proceeds to enlarge.*
He treats farther of propriety of language ? fullness and
suitability of expressionS rhythm and structure of the
sentences,” orace and lucidity of presentation.® He
examines, {inally, the tone that should be adopted in
written or oral discourse, and in the different kinds of
oration.” It is impossible, however, to give here in
detail the many striking ohservations which the writer
makes upon these subjects. They clearly show that
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even if the bhook did not come direct from Aristotle in
its present form, it is yet founded upon his teaching.

In the last section of the Rheforic, which treats of
arrangement, prominence is in the first place given to
two indispensable parts of every speech : the presentation
of the subject-matter,! and the demonstration. Tothese
are added in the majority of speeches an introduction
and 2 conclusion, so that there are four chief parts in
all.? The method of treatment which each of these
parts demands, and the rnles both for their arrangement
and execution which the character of the circumstances
require, are discussed with great knowledge and pene-
tration. And just as Aristotle’s theory of oratory as a
whole does not neglect the external aids to success, so
here also devices are touched upon which are permitted
to the orator only in consideration of the weakness of
his hearers or of his case.> The Rhetoric stands in
this respect also as the exact counterpart of the Topics.
But here, as there, it iz impossible to follow these
discussions into greater detail.

' 4
! wpdfeais, empositio. Narra- sq. the proofs, ¢, 10 the conelu-

! il 1, 1403, b, 21-1404, a, 23,
Aristotle does not go fully into
the discussion of what is good or
bad delivery ; he merely remarks
that i depends upon the volce—
espec:t.e.hy upon its power, melody
(up,mvt’a) and rhythm.

* 7b wpéroy, the proper mean
between Td Tamewdy and 1o trip
T akfewpa, between a bald and an
overloaded style,

¢ iil. 1 sg. 1404, a, 24-D, 37.

! Ihid. to ¢. 4 fin.

5 i Ayl {(erw, iil. 5, in which,
besides correct gemlcr, number

and syntex, are included definite-
ness and unambiguousoess of
cxpression, as well as 70 edav-
dyvworoy and eligppacToy.

8 dyros Tfis Aéfews, c. B, Tb
wpéwoy T. XéE. ¢, T, which consists
chiefly in the true relation be-
tween matter and strle.

* The former c. 8, the latter
e. 9,

8 The doreiov and edBorfuovy,
the wpbd dupdrer woiely, ke, c. 10
0.

e 12,

tion is merely a particular kind
of it which is employed only in
forensic speeches; c. 13, 1414, a,
34 sqq.

2 ¢. 13. In accordance with
this divisicn Aristotle discusses
first (e. 14 sq.) the introduction,

- secondly (c. 16) the exposition of
_ the subject (which, however, he

here again calls 8ipynots), c. 17

sion.

QL eq. ¢ 14, 14:[5, b, 4:
Bel Bt i Aerbdvewr G wdrte ffw
ol Adyou 7é TowdTa  wpbds pabror
yép a.rcpna'rép.r wal T& Efw Tob rrpa'}f-
joaTos GrxeborTa, émel by ph TowdTos
7§ oy del mpooiufow, EAN 4 Uoor
T wpayue elrely kepahawdis, e
ixii domep chpa KedaAfy.
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CHAPTER XV
THE PHILOSOPHY OF ART®

Besipes knowledge and action, Aristotle distingnishes,
as a third branch, artistic production, and to theoretic
and practical he adds poctic science.? The latter, how-
ever, he fails to treat with the same comprehensive
grasp as the two former. Of such of his works as have
come down to us only one is devoted to art, and that
not to art as a whole, but to the art of poetry; and
even this we possess only in an imperfect form. DBub
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book upon Music, whose genuineness iz highly doubtful.!
we hear only of historical and dogmatic treatises upon
poets and the art of poetry, among which some were
probably likewise spurions. We cannot, therefore, look
to Aristotle for a complete theory of art; nor are his
views even upon the art of poetry fully known to us.
from the sources which we possess.

Aristotle’s philosophy of art is founded, like Plato’s,?
not on the conception of beauty in the absfract, but on
that of art. The conception of beauty remains vague
and undefined to the last. In dealing with moral beauty
Aristotle compares the beautiful with the good inas-
much as the latter is desirable on its own account,®
remarking at the same time elsewhere that, looked
at from other points of view, it is as compared with

even of those which are lost none treated of art, or even
of fine art, in & comprehensive manner.? Apart from a

I B. MULLER, Gesch. der
Theorie der Kunst bei den Alfen,
ii. 1-181 BraxDIS, ii. b, 1633
sqq. il 156-178; TeEICEMULLER,
Apist. Fowrseh, vol. 1. ii. 1887,
1869 ; REINKENS, Arist, dber
Fumst bes. @b, Tragodie, 1870 ;
Dorineg, Kunstlehre d. Arist.
1876. For further literature on
the subject see below and cf.
UBBERWEG, Grundr. 1. 204 sq.;
cf, BUSEMIRL, Jakrb. f. Philol.
lxxxv, 395 sqq. xev. 150 sqq. 221
sqq. 827 sqq. ov. 817 sqq., in the
preface and notes to his edition
of the Poetics (2 ed. 1874), and
in Bursian® Jahresbericht for
1873, p. 694 sqq. 1875, p. 381 =qq.
18786, p. 285 sqq.

# Sea vol. 1. pp. 106 =q., 182.

* There is, according to Axi-
stotle, a great difference be-
tween these; to Téxry belong all
the products of intelligence,
beantiful and useful alike; see
interalicp. 107,0. 2, 5up.; Metaph.
i. 1, 981, by, 17, 21. While re-
marking, Metaph. ibid., that some
of the Téxroiserve wpbs ravayralia,
others wpos Siaywyir, while af uh
apds fifovhy undt wpbs révaykaie
Tar emoTnuey are different from
both, he fails, nevertheless, to
give any fuller account of the
marks which distinguish the fine
from the merely useful arts—in
Phys. 1L 8, 199, a, 15 he is dis-
cussing, not (as TEICEMULLER,

Ar. Forsch. 1i. 89 sqq. believes)
two kinds of arts, but a twofold
relation of art generally to
nature. Cf.p. 303, n. 3, infra, and
DoriNg, p. 80 sq.

! On this treatisesee vol. i. p.
103, 1, 1, supra. Thefragmentin
PLUT. De HMus. 23, p. 1139, which
Rost (Fragm. 43, p. 1482) and
Herrz (Fr. 75, p. 53) refer to
the Fudemus, but for which a
suitable place could hardly be
found in this dialogue, seems fo
me to come from it. We cannot,
however, regard this little piece,
with its Pythagoreanism and

*_copious style, as Aristotle’s work.

¢ Of which account is given
Ph.d. Gr.i.p. 795, BELGER, De
Arist, in Arte Poctica componenda
Platonis diseipuls, gives a full
and careful account of the points
in which Arisfotle’s theory of
art agress with Plato’s, and those

in which it differs from it.-

L o G ST PR
wardy pev ody éothy D hy 80 abro
alperdv by emuwerdy 7, A b b
ayafdy or 700, 8¢ dyabdy, ii.
13, 1389, b, 37 : 70 waAdy as dis-
tingnished from 7o cuudépor or
that which is good for the indivi-
dual is the amAas ayabde. Of the
numberless passages in which
b kaAby is used of moral beauty,
i.e. of goodness, several have
already come before us, eg. p.
149, n. 3, p. 151, n. 2, and
p. 192, n. 6, supra. We can-
not find, however, in Arizstotle
(as P. RER, Toi kelod notio
in  Arist. Hth. Halle, 1875,
attempts to do) any more aceu-
rate definition of this concep-
tion; neither in the ethieal nor
in the westhetic field does he
seem to have felt the need of
such definition,
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goodness a wider conception, for while the term good
is applied only to certain actions,” beauty is predicated
also of what is unmoved and unchangeable! As the

essential marks of beauty

he indicates, at one time

order, symmetry and limitation,? at another right size *
and order.! And yet how vague the conception of
beauty is still left, and especially how remote is held to
be ifs relation to sensible appearance, is obvious above
all from the assertion’ that it is chiefly in the mathe-

! Metaph. xiii. 3, 1078, a, 81;
éwel 8¢ TO dryafor xal TO waAdy
Erepay, T piy yip del v wpdie, TO
8¢ kal &y Tois amrfiToss.  Aecord-
ingly Mathematics (whose object,
according to p. 183, is the un-
moved) has to deal in a special
sense with the beautiful. Ari-
stotle applies, indeed, good as
well as beautiful to the deity,
who is absolutely unmoved (cf.
p. 397, n. 3, and p. 404, supra}, as
he attributes to Him mpafis in the
wider sense (vol. i. p. 400, n, 1, ad
fin. ). Butthis doesnot justify nsin
converting the passage before us
(as TEICHMULLER does, Arisi.
Forseh. 11, 209, 255 sqq.) into the
opposite of its plain sense. It
offers merely a further proof of
the uncertainty of Aristotle’s
langnage with reference to 7o
ayafbr and 7o wehdy. In Metapl.
xiil, 3 he is thinking only of good
in the ethical sense.

2 Metaph. ibid. 1. 30 : 7ot 8¢
kehot pépore  eldn  Tdfis  kal
qupperple kol T0 @pouévor. The
€ifn here are not ditferent kinds
of beauty, but the forms or
qualities of things in which
beauty reveals itself. How
these points of view are main-
tained in Aristotle’s rules of art

is shown by MELLER, p. 9 sqq.,
who compares also Probl. xix.
38, xvii. 1.

¥ Practically identical with
T0 &ptopéroy, a3 DORING rightly
observes, p. 97,

* Poet., T, 1450, b, 36 (cf.
Pol. vii. 4,1326, a, 29 sqq. b, 22 ;
see p. 253, n. 1, supra, also Eth. iv.
3, 1123, b, 6): 70 ap raAiy v
weyeler kol Tdfer éorl, B ofire
mdupuepor dr Tt Yévorro kakby (doy
(ovyxeita vip 4 Gewple éyybs Tob
avaiabiTou xpdvou ywoudrn) obre
mapueyeles: ol yip #ua i Bewplo
yiveTar, GAA' ofyeramt Tois fewpovot:
Th Ev wal Td Bhov ér Ths Oswplas,
olov el puplwr oTabley ey (Gow,
As a visible object must be easily
taken in by the eye by virtue of
its size, so a mythus must be
easy to retain, The parenthesis
(ouyxeiras vyép, §&c.) means: if
an object is too small, its parts
become merged in each other,
and no clear picture of it is pos-
sible. Tt is probable that ypdveu
after awousffrov has crept into
the text from Phys. iv. 13, 222,
b, 15 (see BowiTz, drist. Stud.
i 96; BUSEMIHEL, in logo).

5 Metaph. ikid. 1078, b, 1.
In 7reply to TEICHMULLER'S
objections to the above remark
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matical sciences that the

above characteristics find

their application. If beauty is a quality not less of
a scientific investigation or a good action than of a
work of art, it is too vague a concept to serve as the

foundation of a philosophy
ingly at the beginning of

of art. Aristotle accord-
the Poetics sets it wholly

aside,! and starts from the consideration of the nature
of Art.2 The essence of arti Aristotle. like Plato, finds,
generally speaking, to be imitation.? 1t has its erigin

(dwist, Forseh. il, 275 sq.), SUSE-
MInL (Jahrh. f. Philol. ev. p.
321) has pointed out the con-
fusion hetween the concrete
phenomena of sense (eg. colours,
sounds, &c¢.) and the absiraect,
mathematical forms of sensible
existence.

! The words here used, wos
8¢ owvloracbu Tobs udbovs, el
uéARer rards Efar % woinots
(TEICHMULLER, ii. 278), are of
course no argument against this
view. It is hardly necessary to
point out that such expressions
as rkah@s Exew, koAds Acyew, &o.
(e.g. in Meteor. 1. 14, 352, a, T,
11; Polit. iv. 14, 1297, b, 38;
Metaph. =1ii. 6 init. ; Fth. vii, 13,
and innnmerable other passages),
have nothing to do with the
specifically aesthetic meaning of
7o waAdy.

? TEICAMULLER, indeed, in
a detailed discussion of beauty
and the ‘four aesthetic ideas’
(order; symmetry, limitation and

" _size), ibid. p. 208-278, has at-
- tempted to show that Aristotle’s

theory of art is based upon the
conception of beanty, This
attempt, however, is rightly dis-
credited by DORING, p. 5 sqq.
93, sqg. If the abstract con-
ception of beauty had been his

starting point in his theory of
art, Aristotle would have de-
voted himself before everything
else to its closer investigation,
and would have used the resuls
of this investigation as the
criterion of the claims of art.
This, however, he doez not do:
and while, of course, he de-
mands of o work of art that it
should be beautiful, while he
speaks of a wed@s Eywy pifos, a
uvfos keAliwy, a waAllorn Tpay-
wdla, &c. (Poet.c. 9 fin. c. 11,
1452, a, 32, ¢, 13, 1452, b, 31,
1453, a, 12, 22, and passim), et
he never deduces any rule of art
from the universal conception of
beanty, but rather from the spe-
¢ial aim of a particular art.

3 Poet. 1. 1447, a, 12 (on the
different forms of peoetry and
musie) : wégar TuyKdrovo oboat
wiwioess T0 otwedor. o 2 imil.
¢. & nit. and often. In the words,
Plys. ii. 8, 199, a, 15, §Aws 7e 9
Téxun T& uiv emTeAel & f Plots
abvvorel  Gwepydoocfor,  Ta  §E
ptpeirar, artis used as fineart. It
is mere imitation, but it may,
indeed, be also regarded as a
perfecting of nafure, as in the
training of the voice or deport-
ment.
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in the imitative instinet and the joy felt in its exercise
which distingnishes man above all other creatures;
hence also the peculiar pleasure which art affords.! In
this pleasure, springing as it does from the recognition
of the object represented in the picture and from the
enjoyment thus obtained, Aristotle farther recognises
an intimation of the universal desire for knowledge.?
But as knowledge iz of very different value accord-
ing to the nature of the object known,® this will of
necessity be true of artistic imitation also. The object
of imitation in art is, generally speaking, nature or the
actnal world of experience.* But nature includes man
and his actions ; indeed, it is with man alone that the
most impressive arts—rviz. poetry and music—have to
do;® and the object which it is the essential aim of the
imitative artist to represent consists not merely of the
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degree of their inner intelligible essence. He mey
confine himself to what is universal and actual, or he
may rise above it, or he may sink below it.! He may
represent things as they are, or as they are commonly
supposed to be, or as they onght to be.? Ttis in re-
presentations of this last kind that the chief function
of art consists. Art according to Aristotle must re-
present not the individual as sach, but the universal,
the necessary and the natural. It must not be content
to reflect naked rveality but must idealize it. The
painter, for instance, must both be true to his subject
and improve upon it ;? the post must tell us, not what
has been, but what must be according to the nature of
the case, and on this account Aristotle prefers poetry to
history, as higher and more nearly allied to phile-
sophy, seeing that it reveals to us not only individual

outward appearance of things, but to a much greater

1 Ppet. 4 init., where it is
added : this is obvious from the
fact that good pictures delight
us even when the cbhjects repre-
sentecd produce themselves guite
the opposite impression: as in
the case of loathsome animals
or corpses. Cf. foll. n.

2 Poet, 4, 1448, b, 12, Ari-
stotle contmnes “driov 5% ku)
rodrov [joy in works of art], #n
7y movBdrew ol ,ud'»av Tols @rhoad-
dots HBrror, GAAL kal Tols GAAos
6;.wms AN éml Bpa:xv) reotvevolisw
adrofl. Bt yap TeTo Xalpoust Tés
cirdvas Opavres, 0TI rru;.L,Bc:qu:
Ge.rpuuwa; lua.vﬁdvsw ezl guANoyi-
(saﬂm 7l EkaoTow, ofor Grt obTos
ckelvos, émel édw ‘w?{ Tuxn wpoewp-
ards, ofr S plugue Tomder ThHy
$80vhy GAAZ & ThHy dmepyasior

4 Thr ypoidr 4} Bid rowdragy Twd

AAgy aitlor. Rhef.i. 11,1371, b,

4: émel B 7 pavldvery Te 630 kal
T Bavpd(ew, nal Té Towdle drdyry
fBéa elvar ofoy Td Te pemiunucvoy,
Gowep ypagind wal dvBpiavromotla
Kal mwowmTueh, kel wav b By €D
pentumuévor 9, why 5 uh H35 abrd Td
HEpippEvoy © 0b yap  €ml TodTe
xalper, dAAE  ovAdoyicuds LuTiv
87t Tobro éxelvo, daTe pavBdvery T
oupBatver,

* Of. p. 803, n. 3, supra.

* Phys. ii. §: see p. 303, n. 2.

* QF foll. n. and page. Kven
of the art of dancing it is said,
c. L. 1447, a, 27: kal yép olror
S Tdr oxnuerioudvwy pfulpdy
wpotvrar kel 40 xal waly xal
wpdfeas.

facts but universal laws.?

1 Poet. 2 init.: éwel B¢ ui-
HODYTEL OF MLOUMErOL TPATTOVTOS,
Gydviey 8¢ TovTous 4 omovdatous
davAovs elvae . . . dTor Pedtioras
# wad® duis 9 xelpoves B kal
Towvrous, which Aristotle pro-
ceeds to illustrate from painting,
poetry, and music.

* Ihid. 25, 1460, b, 7: éwel
'ydp doTi punTis 6 momTS, Ei'.-mrep
By el Cwypddos § Tis EAdos elkovo-
woLhs, avd'ym ;.-.mew'ﬂm 'rpm:-' GrTww
Tor apifudy Ev Ti el - §) yap nﬁz Fu i
Zorw, ) olupaat kal Boiel, 4 ola elvat

B¢, We may regard these words

as genuine, although they stand
in a rather suspicious section.

3 Pget. 15, 1454, b, 8 : éwel B¢
wiunels dorw §) Tpayedic BeAtidray,
fubs el guuciclaor Tobs dyabods
eicovoypddous s  kal yap Creivor

VOL. 11,

And this holds not only of

amaliBdvres -n'w Dlay #opgbﬁy,
ei,u.ufuus woLobUTES, KaAAlous
ypd¢ovoir. The. idealism of
the Greek statues of the gods
did not, of course, escape the
philosopher's notice ; cf. vol. ii
p. 217, n. 5, supra.

t Poet, 9 init.: ob 7b T8 -
vd,uem ?\e-yew TolTo mouTad Ep'yolt
eoTiy, AN oia Gr yévmTo, kal T4
Suvare rath TH cikds f 16 avay-
feator, & yap loTopuchs kal § momris
ot 13 Euuerpa Adyewy %) Huerpa
Suapepovow * el yop bw o Hpodd-
Tov els uérpa reﬁ'ﬁym, kel odfér
frTov By en m"ropm s p.E'rq:
pérpov % drev ;.(e'rpmv GAAR TodTg
Binqiéper, 7@ TOV piv '.rc: Yevdpera
Aéyery, Tov B8 ofa & yévarro. B
wal dikogopdTepoy kol oroudad-
Tepoy wolnois igToplas éotiv: § uiv

X
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serious poetry but also of comic. The former in
bringing before us forms which transcend ordinary
limits must give us an ennobled picture of human
nature, for it must represent typical characters in whom
the true nature of certain moral qualities is sensibly
exhibited to us ;! but the latter also, although dealing
necessarily with the weaknesses of human nature,®
must nevertheless make. it its chief end not to attack
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therefore, Plato and Aristotle agree in regarding art
as & species of imitation, they draw very different con-
clusions from this accountof it. Plato thinks of it only .
as the imitation of sensible phenomena and accordingly
expresses the utmost contempt for the falsity and
worthlessness of art;! Aristotle, on the other hand,
looks upon artistic presentation as the sensible
vehicle to us of universal truths and thus places

individuals but to present types of character.® While,

yap molgois paAior TE reaBérov, §
5 igropin T& wab’ ExeoTor Adyel
fori BE rafidhov wer, 7@ wolg Ta
7ol Grre cvuBalver Aéyew § TPET -
Tew KaTh TO €ikbs 7 TU Graykaiow
.. 7k B¢ gal’ éooTov, T ANKi-
Buidns Ewpater 4) 7i Emaber. Ahid.
1451, b, 29: wiw &pa cvuBy yevd-
weva mowly [rhy womTiy| ouféw
Frrov woards foTwt Twy  yip
yevopsvay e obbiy kwlbe ToiTa
elvar ofa By elkbs yevéabar kal
Suvard yeréofar. G o 15, 1454,
a, 33: xph Bt wal év TOIS Hifleri
Gomep wal & TH Ty wpoypdTww
cuardeet, del (yrety B T araykaloy
H rb elxbs, dore Thr TowvTOY T4
ToilTe Adyew ) mpdrTew B dvay-
faiov 3 eixds, kol TobTo peTd TOUTO
ylveoBas i drayraiord) eixds. C. 1,
1447, b, 13 sqq.: it is not the
metre but the content that makes
the poet. Empedocles (whose
Homeric power Aristotle praises
in Dieg. viil, 56) has nothing but
themetre in common with Homer,

U Pyet. 15 (see p. 305, n. 3,
supra), Aristotle continues: ofrw
wgl TOM WoTHY uMiuolmeroy Kal
dpylAous kal faliuovs kel T@AAG TG
rowdre Exovras éml Tay nbdw,
ememelas  woweTy  wapdderyua 7
sAnpiryros 8t &o. Ci. following
note and ¢. 13, 1453, a, 16.

2 C.2 fin.: 5 pew yop [comedy]
xelpovs 7 8¢ Beiriovs wipeiafar
BovAerar wav viw. C. 5 init.: q
J& xwuwdia €otiy, domep eimoper,
alunets pavioTépur pev, off wévro
kT whoay kaklay, GAAG ToU
aloxpob éort TH yehoior pipov. TH
g yeholoy 0Ty GuApTNME TL Kol
«loxos avdBuroy rwal ot Glapricdy.

* Cf. Poet. 9, 1451, b, 11 sqq.
c. 5, 1449, b, 5; Hik. iv. 14, 1128,
a, 22. Aristotle here gives the
New Comedy the preference over
the Old because it refrains from

abuse (aicxporoyia), He gives:

Homer, moreover, the credit
(Poet. 4, 1448, b, 24) of being
creator, in the character of Mar-
zites, of comedy, ol Ydyor dAAG
Tb yedoiov Bpemaromeuices. The
Poeties are doubtless the source
(cf. vol. 1. p. 102, n.2) of the re-
mark in CRAMER'S Anecd. Paris.
Append. I. (drist. Poet. p 78;
VAHL, p. 208 ; Fir. 3 SU78.): Biapepes
7 kwpwdie THs Aotdoplas, emel ) péy
AowBopln BwopaxalimTws TG mpoo-
dpere waks Oéketoiy, ) O¢ deiTac
Tis kahovuévns éugdaews [indica-
tion]. To thiz subject belongs
the remark in Akef. 111, 13, 1419,
b, 7, where it is said that eipwrela
is more worthy of the freeman
than Bwperoyie. This also had

it above the empirical knowledge of individual things.
We are now in a position to explain what Aristotle

says about the aim and

the effect of Art, In

two passages? to which we have already had ocea-
sion to refer, he distinguishes four different uses of

been particularly treated of by
Aristotle in the Ppefics (Rhet. 1.
11, 1372, a, 1: Swbporos 8¢ mepl
~yeholwy xwpls v Tols wepl wOINT RS
ef, VAHLEN, ibid, p. T6; Fr. 2),
from which must come Fr. 9 of
the Anecd. Paris. ibid.: 0
kwpedlas Td T Pwpoddya kal Td
elpovicd kml T TEY Ehaldves.

! Bee Ph. d. Gr. i. p. T99—a
view which is not consistent with
the fact that art is at the same
time regarded as one of the most
important means of education
whose function is the presentation
of moral ideas (ibid. p. 532 sq.

iy

172 sq. 800 sq; cf. Symp. 200

D).

* Pol. viii, 5, 7, see p. 266,
supra. In the former of ihese
passages no mention is made of
purification ; it is merely asked
(1339, a, 15): vives Jei xdpw
peTéxew alTis, méTepor Twaidias
&vera wal vomatoews . . . Y paXAoy
oiTéor wpds aperny Ti Telvew ThHy
wouaihy, hs Suvramévmy . . . Th

fiflos woidy 71 wotely, eBiovoay 5i-
vagtar xalpewr oples, § wpbs Bia-
yayhyr Ti supBdAAerar kal dpdvnoo -
wal ap TolTo TpiTov Oeréov Tv
sipnuérewy, On the other hand it
is very definitely referred toin
the second (1341, b, 36) : dauér
8 ob quds Evewey aderelas TH
poveuei  xpiiofa Beiy GAAE Kol
TAetdpwy xdpw (ral yép wacBeias
Evener kol raldpoews . . . TpiToy
B¢ mpbs Swaywyly, wpbs dveciv Te
wal mpis THY THs cveTovies dydmav-
ow). DBut, on this account, to
change the text of the latter
passage with SPENGEL (Leber
die kelepos Ty wafnudrwy, Abk.
der philos.-philol, Kl dev Bayr.
Akad., ix. 1,18 gq.), and to read :
ol yop wobelas evener kal kafdp-
cews, . . . Tobs Bwywyiy, TpiToy
Bt mpls dvecty Te &c. OT Ki . waed,
€. & kafdpe., wphs Hwerly Te—
avdmrauoty, TpiTor 8€ Tpbs Blayw i,
is a violent expedient against
which BERNAYE (Rhein. Mus.
xiv. 1869, p. 370 sqqg.) rightly
: x2
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music': it serves (i) as a relaxation and amnsement;
(i1) as a means of moral culture; (iii) as an enjoyable exer-
cise ; and (iv) as a purifying influence. 'Whether each
form of art has this fourfold function or not, he doesnot
expressly say ; nor could he in any case have regarded
them as all alike in this respect. Of the plastic arts he re-
marks that their ethical effect, although considerable, is
inferior to that of music,? while he probably hardly
thought of attributing a purifying influence to them.
Where they confine themselves to the exact imitation
* of particular objects, they serve in his view no higher
purpose than the satisfaction of a rather shallow

protests, The first of these pro-
posals is hardly permissible, even
from the point of view of style,
while neither of them finds any
support in the alleged contra-
diction between ¢. 6 and ¢. 7, a3
it is not unfrequently the case in
Aristotle that a preliminary divi-
sion is supplemented in the sequel
(cf. e.g. what issaid, vol.i. p. 400,
sqq., on the different classifica-
tions of constitution); both, more-
over, are inconsistent with the
distinetion between edifying and
purifying musie, as that is defi-
nitely set forth in c. 7, and calls
for immediate notice.

' Not merely three, as BER-
NAYS ¢lud. represents by taking
avdreuots and diayeyn together.
Aristotle differentiates the two
very clearly: young people, he
says, are incapable of dwywyd,
whereas they are very much
inclined to weudis and éveos (see
vaol. ii. p. 267, n. 1, supra): the
former is an end in itself [TérosT],
the latter a mere means (¢. 3,
1339, a, 29, b, 2542 ;ef. Bth.x. 6,

1176, b, 27 sqq. p. 140, supra);
the former presupposes a higher
culture (see p. 309, n. 3, infra),
not so the latter: and accordingly
they are completely separated
from one another, 1339, a, 25, b,
18, 15 saq., ibid. 4; cf. a, 38,
Cf. p. 266, n. 5, supra.

2 Pol. wiii. 5, 1840, a, 28:
copBépnre B¢ Tav aigbyrar dv uir
Tois #AAots pnbéy drdpyew Spoiwpa
Tals fjfeatr, olov év wois amwrols Kal
Tois yeugTows, GAN &y Tols dparols
fpepe * oxqpara yop ot ToaiTa
(.. moral attitudes and ges-
tures), GAR' dml purpdy wol mwdrres
[read ob wdvres, as MULLER ibid.
10 sq. 348 sgq. conjectures] s
ToauTys alofeews Kowarotmw, 1o
8t obke fo7Ti 7alTe buortdpata
Ty &y, BANG cyueta palAor Td
qiyrdpere exhuara kel yoduora
Twy ffwyr. Nevertheless, young
men ought not, dooy Biapeper wal
wept Ty TovTwy fewplay, to be
allowed to study the pictures of
a Panson buf those of a Poly-
gnotus ki ef 7is @hdos Téy ypadéwy
H rév dyaAuareroidy éotiv Hlids,

THE PHILGSOPHY OF ART 309

curiosity.! Nor does he seem to expedt from Comedy
(on which see below) either morally edifying or purify-
ing results. On the other band, the purification of the
emotions is the chief end, as we shall see, of serious
poetry, although that art is not, of course, thereby ex-
cluded from exercising upon the hearer other effects as
well which areeither connected with or flow from the first.
Granted that a part of this effect—viz. the amusement
—is due to the pleasure derived from sensible appear-
ance, yet the higher and more valuable portion is due
to that ideal content which, according to Aristotle, it is
the function of Art to present. As a means to nobler
intellectnal enjoyment (Swarywyn) the higher poetry
must appeal to our reason, since according to Aristotelian
principles the measure of our rational activity is also the
measure of our happiness;® and. as a matter of fact,
Aristotle regards this purifying effect of art as standing
in the closest relation to intellectual culture In like
manner poetry can only serve for moral edification by
exhibiting to us the nature and aim of moral action in
examples that excite our admiration or abhorrence, as
Aristotle holds it ought undoubtedly to do.! Finally,
as to the purifying effect of Art, we must admit

¥ Of, vol. di, p. 304, 0. 2, sup.

? See the quotations from
Eth.x.8, sup. vol. i, p.143,n. 1.

: Tn the words quoted from
DPol.viii. 5, p. 307, n. 2, supra: wpos
Staywyfy T cuuBdANerar kol dpi-
yiow. SPENGEL,ibid. p. 16, and
independently of him THUROT,
Fiudes swr Arigt. 101, propose to
read, insteacd of @pdwnow, ebppn-
Thyny (01 Tb eldpatyens), remarking

that ¢pdvnos wonld not belong

‘to Swywyn bubt to the previously

mentioned édpers. This, however,
is ineorrect., By aperh Aristotle
means moral virtue, the training
of character; by Swyeyh rxal
¢piynois, the training of the in-
tellect and the taste. Cf. what
was said about Bayeyd supra,
vol. ii. p. 266, n. 5.

+ Hee p. 304 sq.
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that to this day, after all the endless discussions to which
Aristotle’s definition of Tragedy has given rise,! no
‘agreement has been arrived at upon the question
wherein, according to his view, it consists and what are
the conditions of its production. This is, however, the
less extraordinary, since in the extant portion of the
Puaetics the fuller discussion of ¢ purification * contained in
the original work is missing,? though the want may be
partly supplied from other passages. These show, in the
first place, that the purification of the emotions which
is effected by art takes place not in the work of art itself,
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moral improvemént, but primarily the production of
an effect upon the emotions. Aristotle himself defi-
nitely distinguishes between purification and moral
culture as separate aims: ! he would use for the latter as
opposed to the former a style of music which is wholly
different and requires different treatment.” He describes
purification, moreover, as a species of healing and as a

but in those who see or hear it.>* We further learn that
the immediate object is not, as was formerly supposed,*

! For a review of these see
SUSEMIHL, Arigt. =, momr, p. 36
sqq. and elsewhere (see p. 300,
n. 1); REINKENS, p. T8-135, and
DorING, p. 263 sqq. 339 sq.; the
lazt  discnsses some seventy
essays and treatises bearing on
the subject, most of them written
within the previous fifteen years.

* Seesupra,vol.i.p. 102, n. 2,

$ GOETHE (Nachlese zuw Awvist.
Poitik, 1896; Brigfnechsel mit
Zeiter, iv. 288, v. 330, 354) ex-
plained the words & érdov ral
ddfov wepalvovra Thy T@v TowdTwy
rafnudrwy kdbopow in the defi-
nition of tragedy, Poet. 6, 1449,
b, 24 sqq. as referring to the
tranquillising effect upon the
actors themselves. This expla-
nation, however, is now univer-
sally acknowledged to be inad-
missible (eg. by MULLER, ibid.
380 sqg.; BERNAYS, dbid. 137;
SPENGEL, ibid. 6). Apart from
the lingunistic ditficulty, Pol. viii.
7, 1342, places beyond a doubt

that the wdfapris is effected in
the audience, and the same may
be proved, as MULLER well shows,
from the Poeties: for it could be
said that tragedy, through fear
and pity, effects a purification of
these emotions in the actors only

on condition that they came npon -

the stage in a condition of fear
or pity, which (as LEssiyg,
Hamb. Dramat. 78 Sf. has re-
marked) is by no means usually,
and in the circumstances cannot
possibly often be, the case. Ari-
st‘ntle, however, has expressed
himself on this point as elearly
as possible, c. 14 inif. Ael ~ip
[he says in treating of the produc-
tion of the goBepbr and ereswdr]
kal drev 7o Spiv offte cuvesTdym
Tov pobor Gore Tdy dxodovTa Ta
mpdyuate ywdweva kal gpirrer kal
éreely ér TV cupbandrTay.

_ * Thus LESSING, with all pre-
vious writers, Hamb, Dram. T4-7R
St (Werke, vii. 3862 sqq. Lachm.):
‘this purification depends on

nothing else than the trans- Tois ékopyrdfovoe i buxhy péheot,

formation of the passions into
promptitudes to virtue’ (p. 352).
He has been followed by many
others, eg. SPENGEL in the
treatise referred to, p. 307, n. 2,
supra.

1 Pl wiii, 7, 1341, b, 36, see
supra c. 6, 1841, a, 21. &1t 8 odk
Zorw & abAbs Hfmdy GANE paAloy
bpyrarTicby, Bore wpbs TobS Totol-
rovs abrg Kwmpods xpmaTéov &v ofs
% Bewple rdfapoiy uiAdoy Buvaral
7 pdfnon.

2 See preceding n. and e T,
1341, b, 32 since we must dis-
tingnish a moral, a practical and
an exciting and inspiring kind of
musie, and since further music
has to serve the different ends
stated at p. 307, n. 2,—there-
fore gavepby vt xpnoTéor pév
rdoars Tais  Gpuoriws, ov Ty
abrby 5& Tpémoy wdrais XpnaTEOV,
GAAG mphs uby The waidelav TOE
fucwrdrais mpds 8% dxpdasiy ETpuy
xepovpyodvTwy Kal Tais TPARTIRALS
kal Tais epbovaiactirals. b yap wepl
&vlas cupBalver wdbos Yuxas ioxy-
pids, wavro &y wdeais imdpxer, TG O¢
Frror Biadéper ral 7§ péAAoy [there
does not seem fo be any reason
to doubt these words with REIN-
KENS, p. 156, ofor €Aeos ral oo,

tre 8 &vBousioouds. wal pip bwy

rebThs ThE swfrews KoTaroxiol
Twés elow® éx 82 Tdv lepav peddy
Spdwer TolTovs, Urav xphowyTat

kafiorauevovs Gorep lotpelas Tu-
xdrras kol jcaBdpoews. TauTd 87
ToiTe Guayiaioy whayew wal Tobs
ihefpovas kol Tovs pofyTicods Kal
Tobs BAws mwefnrikobs [the RMSS.
reading for which Spengel un-
necessarily suggests @Aws Tobs
maf.], Tods 3 EAAous wal’ Booy émt-
BérAer Tav TowiTwy EkdoTe, fal
wiar ylyverfal Twe rdbopey kal
Kove[(erfar ped fBorijs, duolws Be
kel T weAn 76 rafepTich Tapéxe:
xapay GBAafBT  Tois ardpdmas.
('This is a further effect of purify-
ing music, different from the Fock-
Bapars itself : it purifies the mafn-
ol and affords enjoyment fo
all ; the lacuna thersfore whicl
THUROT, Ffudes, 102 sq. surmises
before duolws 8¢ eannot be ad-
mitted.) From this passage,
(however we may interpret its
general meaning) this at any rate
ceems obvious, that according to
Aristotle there is a kind of musie
which produces a catharsis,
although it possesses no ethical
character, and may mnot, there-
fore, be used in the education of
the youth, nor practised by the
citizens, although it may be
listened to by them—namely,
exciting music; but if this is so,
the catharsis, while not without
an indirect moral influence,
yet cannot in itself, as Te-
garded from the point of view
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mental alleviation accompanied by pleasure,! and accord-
ingly looks for it not in any improvement of the will or
mn the production of virtuous inclinations,® but in the
equalisation of disturbances produced by violent emo-
tions and the restoration of equanimity® It is here of less
importance, in point of actual fact, whether it is the reli-
gious or the medical meaning of ¢ purification ’ that is pro-
minent in Aristotle’s mind ;* since in either case alike we
are dealing with a fignrative expression, in the sense that
the term does not admit of being transferred literally
from the one sphere to the other,” and we can only decide

of its immediate effect, consist
in the production of a definite
character of will. That this is
true also of the purification
elfected by tragedy admits of less
doubt owing to the fact that pre-
cisely those emotions with which
it has to deal (see infra) are
here expressly connected with
excitement, é.¢, pity and fear.

. ! Beepreceding n. Similarly
in Poet, ¢, 14,1453, b, 10 the aim of
tragic representation, which ac-
cording to c. 6 consists in cathar-
sis,1s placed in a pleasure : od yip
wagay Gel ey oy dmd Tpayw-
Blas, BANE Thy olkelay. émel B¢ Thy
awd éxéov wal ddfov Bitr wiufoews
Bt fBoriy wapaorevd(ew Thy moum-
Y, &,

* Viz. xalpew 6p0as wal Avrei-
ola, Pol. viil. 5, 1340, a, 15, 22;
see p. 266, supra.

# This is the sense in which
many writers in antiguity took
purification, e¢.g. ARISTOXENUS
(Ph.d, Gr. i p.T14), Ps. JAMBL.
Mz;tsr. Aegypt. p. 22, PROKL. in
Piat. Remp. (Plat. Opp. Basil.
1634) p. 360, 362, PLUT. Seps.
Sap. Comw. c¢. 13, p. 156 c.

Quest. conviv. 1I1. 8, 9, 11, P
657 A; cf. BERNAYS, Gw-mim‘ige
der Verlorenen Abhandlung d.
Avist. iiber Wirkung der Tra-
gidie (Abh. der Hist.-philos.
Gesellschaft in Breslaw 1. 1858,
p- 165 sqq. 199.; id. Ueber die
irag. Katharsis bei Avist. (Rhein.
Hus. xiv. 374 8q,

' After Bockh had indicated,
in 1830 ( Ges. &2, Sehriften,i. 180),

this reference in kdfapris to -

medical purgation it was taken
up first by A, WEIL (Teb. d.
Wirlung der Trag. nach Arist.
Verhandl. der 10, Veps, deutselier
Plilologen, Bile, 1848, p. 136
$q9.), more fully and indepen-
dently of his predecessors by
Bernays in the treatises men-
tioned in preceding note which
go deeply into this question.
These were followed by THUROT,
Ftudes, 104, and many others;
cf. DORING, idid. 278 sqq. who
likewise resolutely defends this
view, ibid. p. 248 sqq.

* On the other hand it cannot
be supposed that Aristotle uses
the word kdfapois, which he had
coined to expressa definite effect
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how far he means to extend the analogy contained in it
by a reference to other passages and to the whole scope
of his doctrine. It seems probable that he took xafap-
ats, as we might use ‘ purgation,’ inthe first instance to
mean the expulsion from the body of burdensome or inju-
rions matter,! but that inasmuch as he was here dealing
with the application of this conception to states of the
emotions, he came to connect with it, as he went on, the
idea of deliverance from pollution and spiritual disease as
well 2—just ag in general one readily comhines notions
connected with the same expression in a confused com-
pound without clearly discriminating them from one

of artistic representation, in the
Polities of music in a different
sense from that in which in the
Poetics he employs it of tragedy,
nor does Pol. viii. 7, 1341, b, 38

_ give the remotest justificasion to

the presumption that the tragic
catharsis is specifically different
from the musical. The one may be
produced by different means from
the other, but the effect indicated
by kdbapers must itsell in both
cases be essentially the same,
unless we are to attribute to
Aristotle a confusion of terms
which is wholly misleading.
STAHR, Arist. und die Wirk. d.
Trag. p. 13 sq. 21 sq., does not
sufficiently distinguish between
these fwo.

! Aristotle’s own expressions,
Polit: wiil, T, 1342, a, 10; 14:

- domep latpelas Tuxbvras kol kobdp-

rews . . . whot ylyrecal Twa rad-
apoiy kal kovpi(erfar wed ndovis,
the remark in Ps. JAMEBL. De
Myst. 1. 11 that the emotions
(Buwduers Ty wadnpdTwy) GromAnp-
ofvrar kal évreifley dmorabarpdus-
vai . . . Gwomavorrae, and in PROCL.

in Remp. 362 that Aristotle
objects to Plato that he -was
wrong in forbidding tragedy and
comedy, elmep 8ia Tovrwr SuraTdy
SuuéTpws dmomiumAdya: To wiby kal
ATOTATTUNTGS Evepys TPOS THY Tat-
Befav Eyew, Td mwemoymids aiiTar
Bepamevorarras all point to this,

2 According lo Polit. viil. 6,
1341, a, 21, orgiastic mnsic isin
place ér ofs % Oswpiz [the repre-
sentation] kdfapow wadior divaral
W wabnow, and ¢ 7, 1342, a, 9
lerpeiaand kdbapais are attributed
to Ekopyralorta The Yuydy médm.
A definite kind of religious music
is therefore compared in its effect
with medical purgation. Aris-
totle seems also to have employed
the word &gociwots, which refers
fo thecancelling of transgressions
by offerings and other religious
acts, to express the same etfect.
PROCL. ibid. p. 360 represents him
as asking Plato why he rejected
tragedy and comedy, kol Tabre
cuyrelotivas wpbs aposiwsw Thv
wadar, andreplying himself, p. 562,
that it is not true that they serve
as an apociwats.
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another. This very notion of purgation, moreover, was
‘one in which the ancients were unable to keep the ideas of
healing and expiation distinct from one another.! All the
more, however, are we bound toinvestigate the question
as to the internal processes which according to Aristotle
are the means and condition of the purification effected
by art. So much we learn from his own utterances, that
the purification consists in deliverance from some
dominating excitement of pagsion or overwhelming
mental depression;* and accordingly we must under-
stand by the expression in the first instance not® any
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How does Art effect this removal ? we ave told by some
that it produces this result by engaging and sabisfying
in harmless excitements man’s innate need of at times
experiencing more violent emotions.! The peculiar
character of the effect produced by art is not, however,
to be thus easily explained. How is it that the cure is
effected in this case by homeeopathic and not as in other
cases by allopathic treatment?2 And why has the
ance from walfuera. This view effected by art is a discharge of

seems indeed inconsistent with solicited emotions: as purgative
thetermsof the well-known defini- means produce lhealth in the

purification within the soul of permanent affections, but
the removal from it of unhealthy ones.* When we ask

' Whoever is possessed of
enthusiasm or any other violent
and enslaving emotion which
presses on him as a burden is
kaTakdyiwos, as Aristotle ex-
presses it, Pol. viii. 7, 1342, a, 8.
kaTakwy OT katokwyd, however,
is originally conceived of as fela
rarokwyd, from which deliverance
is to be obtained by reconcilia-
tion with Gaod, the malady is a
divine visitation, the cure is the
result of propitiation (cf. PraTo,
Pheedr. 244 D sq.).

* In the words quoted, p. 311,
n. 2, supra, from Pelit. viiil. 7, en-
thusiasm is spoken of as a form of
excitement by which many per-
sons are possessed (keTakwyipot),
and of which, by means of orgi-
astic musie, they are ‘as it were
cured and purified,’ and the word
rovgpiCecBan is used to express the
same effect.

3 As Zeller formerly thought.

! The words kdfapots Tav wa-
8pudTer mizht themselves mean

cither a purification of the emo-
tions or deliverance from them,
for we may say either wafafpew
Twd Tivbs, to purify one of some-
thing, or rafaiper 7l, to purge
away a defiling element. Medical
language adopted this use of the
word wdfapais from the time of

Hippocrates (see REINKENS, p.

151 sg. who follows Foesins). It
was transferred to the moral
sphere, eg. by Plato, in the
Pheedo 69 B, when he says that
virtue is kdfapeis 7is 78y TowolTwy
martwy & deliverance from plea-
sure, fear, &ec.  Aristotle himself
nses wdfepeis in the sense of a
‘purifying secretion,” eg. Gen.
An, iv, &, 774, a, 1, where he
speaks of a wdfapois karaunriow,
ibid. ii. 4, 738, a, 28 of a rdfapais
Ty '.ITEPLT'J’C\J‘:&G;.‘T‘WV (for which,
1. 27, émdrproes i3 nsed). These
examples, combined with the
passage referred to, n. 2 above,
make it probable that xdfapois
Tar wafnudTwy means a deliver-

tion of Tragedy (see p. 320, n. 4,
infira) in which it is said that it
effects by pity and fear =iy Taw
Towdrey melnpdrwy kdfepri ; for
it seems as though the emotions
of pity and fear could not possibly
be banished by exciling them.
In apswer to this, however, it has
already been pointed out by
others (as by BEINKEXNE, p. 161)
that the artificially execited emo-
tions of tragic pity and fear serve
to release us from the emotions
(already, according to p. 311, n. 2,
supra, existing in each in wesker
or stronger form) of a pity and fear
which are called forth by commen
facts, and that this is the reason
why Aristotle writes T@y TowiTey
wralnudrer instead of Tovrwr, the
two kinds of pity and fear
referred to being related fo one
another, but not identical. (On
the other hand, the fact that he
writes mabnudrev instead of wa-
#ay is unimportant, both words,
as Boxitz, Arist. Stud. 5, H, has
shown in opposition to BERNAYS,
being used by Aristotle as per-
fectly synonymous.)

! Thus WEIL, ibid. 139; but
even Bernays falls short here
when he says that ths catharsis

i

body by the cxpulsion of un-
wholesome matter, so purifying
music prodoces a soothing effect
by providing an outlet for the
ecstatic element in us, &o. Cf.
171, 176, 164 and other passages
in his treatise of 1858, Similarly
his suecessors, eg. DORING, who
deplares, p. 259, that kd8epris is
“an excretion of diseased matter
by an increased procuction of it,
or rather an acceleration of
Nature's own heal ng process,
which is already tending towards
poth these resulis;’ and URBER-
WEG, Jeitschr. £, Phil. L. 33 sqq.
who says it is ‘a temporary de-
liverance from certain feelings
(which, according to Ueberweg,
spring from a normal want) by
the excitement and indunlgence
of them ;* but he ‘overlooks the
fact that wdfnue does not mean
every possible or even normal
feeling  (still less ‘normal
wants, p. 33, and Grundr. i. 213;
see Eng. Tr. Hist. of Phil. vol. i.
p. 17%), but only merbid or
oppressive moods, and that it is
only from such that we require to
be * purged.’

£ Feh, il 2, 1104, b, 17 of
punishments: larpeior yop Ties
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artistic excitement and not any other excitement of the
emotions the effect of producing peace and purificationby
the expulsion of the morbid matter, whereas the frequent
recurrence of cerfain emofions in real life has rather
the effect of producing an inclination to repeat them ?!
Aristotle did not overlook this circumstance ; but if he
observed it we may be quite sure that he also attempted
to explain it. And this, as a matter of fact, he has
done. The ¢ catharsis’ is indeed effected in his view by
exciting the emotions and is a homeeopathic cure of

them ;* but this effect is not to be expected from all |

excitements indifferently, but only from such as are
artistic—and by artistic Aristotle here means, as we
clearly gather from his account of tragedy, not that
which produces the most violent emotion in us, but
that which produces emotion in the right way. Had
the artificial catharsis depended in Aristotle’s view
merely upon the excitation of certain emotions and not
also essentially upon the manner and means of exciting
them, he must have sought for the criterion of a work
of art, not in its contents and their proper treatment,
but singly and solely in its effect upon the spectators.

This he is far from doing.?

elouy, ai 3% latpeior i iy Svavriay
mepiiact ylveotat

v Cf. Bhii. 1,1108, b, 17 sqq.

? Tragedy by pity and fear
effects the purification of these
emotions (Loet. 6): sacred music
by producing inusastateof mental
excitement effects the cure and
purgation of excifement (Polif.
viii. 7, 1342, a, 4 sqq., cf.¢. 5, 1340,
a, 8 sqg. See p. 311, n. 2, supra).

* To mention only one thing,

We are forced, therefore,

Aristotle cannotreiterate too often
that both the action and the
characters in a tragedy must
evolve according to the laws of
necessity and probability (Feef.
7, 1450, b, 32. Tiid. and c. 9,
see p. 305, n. 4, supra, c. 10, 1452,
a; 18, c. 15,1454, a, 83 5qq.), and
he blames the poets for abandon-
ing the development which is
demanded by the nature of the
facts out of regard for the taste
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to look for the reason why, according to Aristotle, the
excitement of the emotions produced by Art has a
soothing effect, whereas their excitement in real life is
followed by no such result, in the peculiar nature of
artistic representation itself—in other words, in that
which constitutes the generic difference between art
and reality. The latter presents us only with the par-
ticular, the former with the universal in the particular;
in the latter chance largely rules, the former must
reveal to us in its creations the fixity of law.! Aristotle
certainly nowhere expressly says that this is the reason
why art exercises a purifying inflnence ; but if we would
supplement the mutilated fragments of his theory of art
which have come down to us in the spirit of the rest of
his system we can hardly resist this conclusion. Art,
we should then have to say, purifies and soothes the
emotions in that it delivers us from such as are morbid or
oppressive by exciting such as are subordinate to its
law, directing them, not towards what is merely per-
sonal, but towards what is universal in man, controlling
their course upon a fixed principle and setting a definite
limit to their force.? Thus, for example, tragedy in the
fate of its heroes gives us a glimpse into the universal
lot of man and at the same time into an eternal law of
justice;? music calms mental excitement and holds it

of the public (e. 9, 1451, b, 33

© kqq. ; of. e. 13, 1453, 4, 30 5q4.).

! Bee p. 804 sq. supra.

2 We have at least a hint of
this thought in the statement
from Proclus, cited p. 313, n. 1,
to the effect that tragedy and
comedy serveas a core of murbi_d
states of feeling by rendering it

possible éuuérpws drompuridrar Té
by,

¥ According to Poef. ¢ 13,
those who pass in it from fortune
to misfortune must be neither the
wholly innocent nor the wholly
bad: they should be characters
distingunished neither by merit
nor wickedness, but standing
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spellbound by its rhythm

and harmony.! Aldthough

we do not know how Aristotle further developed this
thought, still we are forced to assume that he expressed

it sormehow.?

It we now turn from these general views upon Art
to the special arts, Aristotle himself provides us with
different principles according to which they might have
been classified. All art is imitation, but the means,
the objects,and the manner of this imitation are different.
The means of imitation are sometimes colour and form,

rather above than below the
common standard of morality
(# ofov eipyray, §) Bedriovos waAAow
# xetporas), pi Bie poxdnplay &AAL
& auaprioy peydinr. The tragedy
must therefore be so constructed
that we can put ourselves in the
place-of the hero, that we can say
what bappens to him might
happen to each of us, while at
the same time we feel that the
fate which overtakes him is not
wholly undeserved, but is brought
on him by his own aetion, so
revealing the laws of the moral
order of the world. Kock, Ueb.
d. Arist. Begr. 4, Catharsis, 1851,
p. 11, strangely misunderstands
the sense of this passage in bold-
ing that the purification of pity
depends upon the thought that
we do not need to pity the
sufferer s0 immoderately, as he
does not  suffer whelly un-
deservedly ; the purification of
fear, on the convietion that we
can avoid the misfortunes which
overtake the hero if we avoid the
mistake which has brought them
in its train, If the effect of
tragedy had consisted for Ari-
stotle in this trite moral applica-

tion he would have recommended
above all those pieces which he
so decidedly rejects (ibid. 1453,
a, 1, 80)—those, namely,in which

great transgressions are punished’

and virtue is rewarded, for in
these the spectator has the tran-
quillising sense that he can avoid
the penalty of transgression and
reap the reward of virfue in a
much higher degree, Aristotle
is avrare of the satisfaction which
these moral reilections give, but
says (ibid.)y that they belong to
the sphere, not of tragedy, buf
of comedy.

! StapR (drist. und die
Wirk. d. Trayg. 19 sqq.) curlously
enough expresses himself as satis-
fied with Bernays' explanation on
this head, and in this way in-
volves himself in the difficulty of
having to explain the catharsis,
which Aristotle describes in like
termsinconnection with different
arts, quite differently in one case
and in the other. Cf.p.312, 0. 5.

2 In this view Zeller is at one
with BraxDIs, il b, 1710 sqq. iii.
163 sqq. and SUSEMIHL (Arist.
. wouT. 43 sqq.).
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sometimes the voice, sometimes words, harmony, and
rhythm ; these means, moreover, are sometimes em-
ployed singly, at other times several of them are com-
bined.! The chief objects of imitation are living and
acting persons ;* and these difler from oue another in
moral worth.? The manner (here, however, Aristotle
is speaking of poetry only) differs according as the
imitator himself speaks or brings forward other
speakers ; and in the former case according as he speaks
in propria persona, or merely reports the words of
others.t Aristotle, however, has not attempted to use
these differences as the basis of any systematic division
of the Arts as a whole. TUpon the particular arts,
moreover, with the exception of the art of poetry, very
little has come down to us in his works: we have only a
few occasional ohservations upon painting,® and a fuller
discussion of musie,® the chief contents of which have

L Poet. i, 1447, a, 16 sqq.

 pupotivras o pruotueror TpaT-
TovTas,c.2,1448,a,1. This state-
ment suffers only slight modi-
fication from the passages quoted
. 304, n. 1and 2,sup.,on the repre-
sentation of particular patural
objects.  Aristotle would not
therefore have recognised land-
scape painting, which in his time
did not yet constitute an inde-
pendent branch of art, as art
at all.

¢ (L 2, see p. 305, n. 3. supra.

1 Poet. . 3 .imit. Aristotle
here distingmishes, as Susemihl
rightly observes, (&) mppeiofa
Gmagyyerhovra, (b) pueiobar mdyTas
robs pipovuévous &s mpdTTovTaS Kol
vepryotrras, Drama is constituted
by the laster; in () it is possible

to imitate (1) % Erepdr 7t [Twe]
~yryvduevor (by assuming the part
of another), (2) %) &s 7oy avTor kol
wh  perofdAdevre. Under this
second category, along with per-
sonal narration would fall also
lyric poetry, although Aristotle
nowhere expressly refers to it in
the Poetics as we have received
them. While very closely con-
nected with Plato’s division of
the forms of artistic presenta-
tion, Aristotle’s does not wholly
coineide with it.

5 Poct. 2, 15, see 305, n. 1 and
3, supre. Pol. viil. 5, ». vol. ii.
p. 308, n. 2, supra ; also Pol.viil.
3, v. vol. 1. p. 264, n. 3, supre.

5 Ppl. viii. 8, 1337, b, 27, .
B5-7.
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already been given.! Finally, the extant portion of Ari-
stotle’s writings which deals with poetry limits itself
almost entirely to tracedy. The art of poetry, we are told,
sprang from the imitative instinet ;* from the imitation
of noble men and actions came epie poetry ; from the
imitation of ignoble, satire ; subsequently as the form
best adapted for the nobler poetry, tragedy was deve-
loped ; as the best for satire, comedy.? Tragedy is the
imitation of an important completed action, of a certain

length, expressed in graceful style, which varies in the -

several parts of the piece, to be acted, not merely narrated,
and effecting by means of pity and fear the purification
of these emotions.! The first effect, therefore, of tragic
puetry is to excite our sympathy by means of the fate
of the actors: their sufferings claim our pity; the
dangers with which they are threatened excite in us
fear for the final issue—that tragic suspense which in
the further development finds relief® at one time in

1 Sup. vol. il. p. 266 sqq. ¢k p.
311, n. 1&2. While Aristotle here
attributes to music especially (as
is there shown) the power of re-
presenting moral qualities, yef
he does not explain in the Pelifics
the grounds of this advantage
which it possesses over the other
arts. In Probl. xix. 27, of. €. 29 it
is asked : B 7l TO dxoveToy wivoy
Abos Exer Ty alofyrdv; and the
answer is given : because we per-
ceive movements through the
hearing alone, and the 7fos ex-
presses itself in actions, and
therefore in movements. Dut this
pztscage can hardly be Aristotle’s,

See p 208, supra.

20 4b

(.6, 1449, b, 24: Eomw olv
'rpm'y(pﬁfa. wlunais wyasems mruuer.w
ket Tehelus, uéyelos exavcﬁ;s, 'r,rﬁu-
Tiéve Adye, xmpls ErdoTov  TEY
eiday &v Tois moplos [i.e as is im-
mediately afterwards explained,
so that the different kinds of
ndvauévos Adyos—Aéfs and wéhos
—are employed in the dialogue
and chorus of the tragedy respec-
tively; ef. ¢. 1 fin.] dpdrrav kal
ob B dwayyeAlas, 8 EAéov Kal
Gidpov wepalvovaa Thy Téy TowdTwy
[on which see supra, p. 314, n. 4,
ad jin.] mabudrwy kdioprw,

5 Bince the time of LEssING
(Hamb. Deamat. 75 St.) whom
Zeller followed in the previcus
edition, the ‘fear’ in Aristotle’s

B,
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an unfortunate, at another in a fortunate, turn of
events.! But since the tragic poet sets before ug in his
heroes and in their fate universal types of human nature
and life, our sympathies do not confine themselves to
these particular characters, but extend to the common
elements of human nature; and while thus on the one
hand self-regarding humours akin to pity and fear are
created in us by our participation in the experiences of
the actors, on the other our own pain gives way before
the feeling of others’ pain, our personal woes are silenced
at the spectacle of universal destiny, we are delivered
from the oppressions that weigh on us, and our
emotions find peace in the recognition of those eternal
laws which the course of the piece reveals to us.? This

definition has been commonly future fo them, the latter by

understood of fear for ourselves

excited by the thought that those
whom we see suffering are like
ourselves, and the fate which
overtakes them might overtake
us. This view rests partly on
the observation that fear for the
heroes of tragedy is already in-
volved in pity, and that there is,
therefore, no reagon to make par-
ticular mention of it; partly on
Rhet, 1i, 5 init. ii. & init,, where
¢dBos is defined as Ary éx gpovra-
cias wéldortos kool qBapruced 7
Avmnpat, tAcos as Alwy Tis éml
paoucre  kokd  ¢fapTied  kal
Aumnpd Tob Gvabion Tryxdrew. But
it is not asserted that the fear
refers only to such evils as
threaten ourselves. —any suchs s
sertign, indeed, wonld be whis)
false; and, on the other hand,
it holds ﬂ-]'SD as the drstmctwn
between fear for others and pity
for them, that the former is ex-
cited by evils which are still

VOL, II.

those which have already be-
fallen them. On the contrary,
it is rightly objected to Lessing’s
explanation (SUSEMIHL, Poet. 57
8qq., and the authorities quoted
by hlm), that according to Ari-
stotle’s own indubitable state-
ment the primary object of tragic
fear is not ourselves but others;
for he says, Poet, 13, 1453, a, 4,
of Zxeos and ¢dfos: 6 piv ip
wepl Top arafidy darw BusTuxoivTa,
6 B wepl Tov Duoww, EAcos uiv weph
Toy Gwdfior, @dBos Bt mepl 0w
Guowov, To thisexplanation there
is the further practical objection
that fear for curselves produced
by the spectacle of a tragedy
would hardly be the proper
means of delivering us from this
same selfish fear,

! The latter, however, as is
remarked c. 13, 1453, a, 12 sqq.
35 =qq., less to the character of
tragedy than to that of comedy.

# See supra, vol. ii, p. 316 sq.

v
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impression depends in the first place upon the nature
of the events represented. These, therefore, are the
fmportant thing in every firagic representation. ‘Myth/

as Aristotle says, is the soul of tragedy,! and accord-

ingly he sets himself to investigate, in the first place,
the qualities which are necessary in a tragedy that it may
effect itz end : viz. natural development,” proper length,?

To distinguish from this purity-
ing effect of tragedy the moral
effect as a second and different
result (as UEBERWEG, Aeifschr.
7. Philos. xxxvi. 284 sgg. does)
seems to be incorrect. Althongh
Aristotle, in treating of musie,
places wardela, Biaywyh, kdbopois
side by side as co-ordinate aims
(see p. 307, n. 2, supra) it does
not follow that tragedy also
has to pursue all these aims
in like manner. On the contrary,
as there is both a moral and a
cathartic kind of music (i.e. one
which directly affects the will,
and one which primarily affects
only the emotions and, throngh
them, moral character), there may
also be a kind of poetry whose
primary aim is catharsis. We
mustassume that tragedy, accord-
ing to Aristotle, is actually such
a cathartic species of poetry, inas-
~much as in his definition of it
he must have given its aim in an
essentially eomplete form if he
gave it at all. It is quite com-
patible with this to attribute to
tragedy a moral effect, but it is
added as a second, which is co-
ordinate with the cathartic, but
follows from it as result, and
consists in the peaceful state of
" feeling which is produced by the
purification of the emotions and
the habit of self-contrel which it
creates in us.

L Ppet. o, 6, where, inter alia,
1450, a, 15 (after the enumeration
of the six elements in tragedy,
wbbos, by, Adks, dwron, ofis,
ueomaila) 1 péyioroy 8¢ Todrew
éoTiy 7] TEY TpEYMATWY TUTTUTIS®
H vbp Tpaywdla plpncls éorw ebk
Gvfpsrwy GANG mpdfews kal Biov
kel eddauories kel KewoBaruovias
. . . oficouy Bwws T4 fin ppdoerTat
wpdrTovry, GAAE T& iy cupmept-
AouBdvovst dia Tas wpakes. GoTe
Ta mpdyuara kai & uifos Télos Tijs
Tpuypdias. L. 38: doxy pev aiw
il oloy Yuxh 6 pifes THs Tpoye-
Sias, Selrepoy B¢ Ta 48y. Cf c. 9,
1461, b, 27: 7o womThr maiioy
T@y pibwy elvar dei womTy § TEY
pérpwy. Cn the other hand, the
effect produced by the mere
spectacle (fdns) is declared to be
that which has the least artistic
value; ibid. 1450, b, 18,

? C. 7, see supra, vol. il p. 816,
n. 3.

# Thizs question is decided,
ibid. 1450, b, 34 sgq., in like
fashion to that in the Pulifics
(see p. 259, n. 1, supra) as to the
size of the SBtate. The longer and
richer preseutation is in itsell
the more beantiful, provided that
the plot does not suffer in clear-
ness (th eboivorToy) owing to its
length; the true criterion here
is: dr Gow peyébel kaTl TO eikds
b dveyicoioy Zpelis piprouévav
cvpBalver eis edruxiar éx BusTuxias
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unity of treatment,’ and the representation of events
that are typical and of universal interest.? He dis-
tinguishes simple events from complicated ones, and those
in which the change in the position of the characters is
brought about by some recognition or by some reversal of
fortune in the course of the piece.® Again he shows how
myths must be treated in order to excite the emotions
of pity and fear instead of those of moral indignation

or satisfaction *

or of mere wonder, and in order to

produce this effect by means of these emotions them-
selves and not merely by means of the outward repre-
sentation.® He further discusses what is required for

proper character-pAiiting 6

and composition,” passing

finally to speak of the style of expression best adapted

to tragedy.® We cannot,

7 € evruxlas eis Busruylar pera-
BdAAewr,

L Of the so-called thiree Ari-
stotelian unities of the French
school, only the “unity of action’
is to be found, as is well known,
in Aristotle himself ; see Josf. c.

8; cf.c. 9, 1431, b, 33 sgg. c. 185,

1456, b, 10 sqq. The *unity of
place’ he nowhere mentions, and
on that of time he only remarks
(e. 5, 1449, b, 12) that tragedy
endeavours to compress the action
into one day, or, at any rate, to
keep as nearly as possible within

. this limit, but he gives no rule.

7 Q.93 see sup. ii, 305, n. 4,
3 ¢ 10, 11, 16, where ara-

yrapios and weprméTer are dis-

cussed, On the genuineness and

position of e. 16, ef. BUsEMIHL,
at p. 12 sq. of his ed.

* In thissense, viz. of the satis-
factionof that moral feeling with

however, here linger over

the violation of which Nemesis
(zee sip. vol. il p. 169, 0. 9) has to
do, we may interpret 7o ¢eAdripu-
arep which, according to Aristotle
(c. 13, 1453, a, 3, c. 18, 1456, a,
21), attaches to the deserved mis-
fortune of the transgressor. It
i3 commonly taken (as it was by
Lessing) to refer to the human
interest with which we accom-
pany even the transgressor in
such a case; but Aristotle ap-
pears, especially c. 18, to find
To PuAdrlpwmor precisely in the
punishment of wrong as such:
one who wishes well to humanity
can wish no good to its enemies.

13, 14,

& . 17 8q.

7 C. 15, on the text and ar-
rangement of which see Svsn-
MIHL, p. 10, 13 sq.

5 Aétis . 19-22, with which
cf. MULLER, ibid. 131 sqq.

® 2
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these technical details. With regard to the section
dealing with narrative poetry,' with which the Poetics,
as we have it, closes, we need only remark that Ari-
stotle here also lays the main emphasis upon the unity
of the action, finding in it the mark which separates

epic poetry from history, which is the narrative of con--

temporaneons events without reference to their inmer
connection.? It is chiefly, moreover, on the ground of
its greater unity that in comparing tragedy with epic
poetry he assigns to the former the higher place as a
form of artistic composition® Of the remaining kinds
of poetry the extant portions of Aristotle’s work do not
treat. Comedy alone is briefly touched upon in an
earlier passage®; and cursory as are his allusions’® to
it, we can yet see from them that Aristotle was not
inclined to concur in Plato’s harsh estimate of its
value.f

1C. 23-26. . does he admit it as a means of
2 (. 23. moral education (see Ph.d. Gr. 1.
3 (. 26. 800, 802). Aristotle admits that it -
4

See supra. vol. ii. p. 304 sg. has to do with human infirmity,
5 Supplementary to these (as buf he adds that it deals only

was shown by DBER¥AYS) are
some statements to be found in
the editions of VaAmLEN and
SUSEMIHL, as was already re-
marked,vol. 1. p.102. Besides the
quotations, sup. vol. i. p. 306, n. 3,
p.313. 0.1, the division of comedy
into yéhws éic Tis Aéfews and yéAws
ke iy wpaypdrer is of especial
interest in this connection, - Cf.
BERNAYS, Rhein, Mus, N. F.
viii. 577 sq9.

6 Plato had conceived in a

general way of comedy anly as the”

representation of deformity, and
the pleasure produced by it as
malignancy. Only in the Zans

with harmless infirmities, and in
demanding of it at the same
time that it should devote itself
not to the ridicule of particular
persons but to depicting types
of character, he opened the way
to the recognition of it as a
means of purifying and elevating
natural sentiments. Whether
Aristotle actually adopted this
view, and whether he assigned
to comedy a higher position than
the musie which, in Palif. viii.
7, 1342, a, 18 sqq., he withholds
from the common people, cannot
be positively decided.

CHAPTER XVI
RELIGIOUS ASPECT OF ARISTOTLE'S PHILOSOPIY

Ix the preceding section we had to deal with a
fragmentary account of a theory which Aristotle him-
self developed more fully. In the section now before
us we have to deal with a subject which he has made no
attempt to treat scientifically, but has only touched upon
occasionally in detached passages. Aristotle has not
any more than Plato a philosophy of Religion in the
scientific sense;! his system even lacks those features
which give to the Platonic philosophy, in spite of the
severe criticisms which it passes on the existing religion,
a peculiar religious character of its own. He does not
require to fall back upon the popular faith, as Plato
had done in his theory of myths, although at the same
time, on the principle that universal opinion and un-
reflecting tradition are never without a certain truth,?
he willingly makes use of the suggestions and links of
connection which it supplies.” His scientific researches

I His view of the Divine
Being, indeed, is set forth in the
Metaphysies; but the question
with which the philosophy of
religion starts, as to the distin-
guishing characteristics of reli-

gion especially in its relation to
philosophy, is nowhere fully
investigated.

* See supra, vol.i. p. 256,n.2,
and p. 291, n. 5.

¢ For proofs of this, see infra.
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do mot exhibit that constant direct reference to the
personal life and circumstances of men which in an
especial degree gives to the Platonic philosophy its
religious tone ;' even in morals the motives which he
assigns for action are strictly ethical and not religious.
His whole view of the world rests upon the principie
of explaining things as completely as may be by a
reference to their natural causes; that the universe of
natural effects must be referred to a Divine canse he
never. in the least doubts;? but as this affords no
scientific explanation of them he never connects indi-
vidual facts and events, as Plato so often does, with
divine agency. The conception of Providence, common
to Socrates and Plato, as of a divine activity exercised
in individual cases, finds no place in Aristotle?  We
miss, therefore, in his system that warm glow of religious
feeling which in Plato has ever so stfonglv app;aled
to succeptible minds, and in comparison with which
the Aristotelian philosophy seems to be ecold and
lifeless.

It would be wrong to deny or under-estimate the
difference which exists in this respect hetween the
two philosophers. They certainly treat their subject
in a different spirit. The inner bond which in
Plato unites philosophy with religion is not indeed
completely severed in Aristotle, but it is so widely
expanded as to give to science the freest scope in
its own field. No attempt is ever made to answer
scientific questions by means of religious presupposi-

' CL Ph. &, Gr.i.p 793 5q. % Bee vol. 1. p. 421 =q.
3 CI. suwpra, vol. 1. p. 399 =q.

Tl
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tions. On the other hand, all positive treatment of
religion itself, as a science in the same sense as art or
morality, is as far from Aristotle’s thoughts as from
Plato’s. Different as is the attitude which each
actually takes up with regard to religion, yet in
their scientific views of it they approach very near to
one another, the main difference in this respect being
that Aristotle is more strictly logical in drawing con-
clusions whose premises are no strangers to Plato’s
thought. Aristotle, as we have already seen, is con-
vinced like Plato of the unmity of the Divine Being
(in so far as we understand by this Deity in the proper
sense of the word, or the highest efficient cause), of his
exaltation above the world, of his immaterial and purely
spiritual nature, and of his faultless perfection ; and
he strives to demonstrate with greater fullness and more
scientific accuracy than his predecessor not only the
existence but also the attributes of Deity. But
while Plato had on the one hand identified God with
the Idea of the Good, which can only be conceived of
as impersonal, on the other he depicted his creative and
governing activity in conformity with popular repre-
sentations of it, and not without sundry mythical
embellishments. This ambiguity is removed by his
pupil, who defines the Divine Nature clearly and
sharply on both sides: on the one hand God, as a
personal supernatural Being, is guarded from all con-
fasion with any merely universal conception or im-
personal power ; while on the other, as he is limited in his
activity to pure thought and absolutely self-contained,
and hLe operates upon the world only to set in motion the
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outermost of the cosmic spheres.! Individual events
do not therefore upon this view admit of being referred
directly fo divine causation. Zeus does not rain in
order thatthe corn may grow or be destroyed, but
because, according to muniversal laws of nature, the
riging vapours cool and descend as water ;? prophetic
dreams are not sent by the gods to reveal to us the
fature, but, in so far as the question is here of causality
at all and not merely of chance coincidence, they are
to be referred as natural effects to physical causes?
Nor is the case in any degree altered by the fact that

between God above and earth beneath numerous other'

eternal beings find a place;* since the operation of
those heavenly beings is likewise limited to causing the
motion of their own sphere, any interference on their
part with individual events of the kind that popular
belief attributes to its gods and demons is out of the
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he also opposes the notion that God is envious, and
might therefore, if he liked, withhold from man his
best gift of knowledge.! But this Divine Providence
coincides completely for Aristotle with the operation of
natural causes;? all the more becanse in setting aside
the Platonic eschatology he left no room for that direct
agency of the Deity which Plato had so largely ad-
mitted into his pictures of the future life and its retribu-
tions., (od stands according to Aristotle outside the
world, engaged in solitary self-contemplation ; he is for
man the object of admiration and reverence;® the
knowledge of him is the mind’s highest aim ;* in him
lies the goal towards which, along with all finite things,
man strives, and whose perfection excites his love.?
But as man can expect no reciprocal love from God,’

wdAigTa Ty dvBpurivey foe BEN- which is fedoBoros consists

question. The essertial truth of the belief in Provi-
dence, however, Aristotle does not certainly on this
account resign. He also recognises in the order of the

universe the operation of Divine Power and of rational
design ;° he believes especially that the gods care for~

men, that they interest themselves in those who live
according to reason, and that happiness is their gifté;

! See supra, vol. 1. p. 588 sqq ;
cf. Ph.d. Gr.i.p. 785 sqg. 591 &qq.

2 See supra, vol. i, p. 361, n. 1.

* See supra, vol. ii. p. 75 sq.
The. 1, 462, b, 20.

4 See supra, vol. i. p. 494 sq.

® Bee vol. 1. p. 420 sq.

¢ Eth.x 9,1179,a,24: el ydp
Tis émiudiain Tav avfpumiver Hmo
Bedv viverar, drmep Boxel, rai €y

&y evhoyor yalpewr Te avrois TE
bp'oTe wal ¢ euyyevertdre (ToiTo
&' &r el 6 vovs) kal Tobs dyerErras
piMirTe TovTo ral TydrTas drTeu-
ToLElr @S T@v PplAwy abTols eriuelon-
pévovs pal Gplds Te kol KaAds
wpdrrorTas, 1. 10, 1099, b, 11 : !
pév ofr kel $AAo T éori fOedy
Sdpnpe Gvlpdmals, eliloyoy kal Thy
ebdaporioy  OebmdoTor elvar  wai

rwrroy. viil. 14, 1162, a, 4 : &ome
' 4 wir wpis yorels purla Térvous,
ral avfpdmros wpos Beobs, &5 wpbs
Gyaflr xai Dmwepéyow ' €0 pap we-
worfjkact T8 NEYITTE,

1 Metaph. 1. 2, 982, b, 32 (see
sup. vol. il, 163, 8) : ef 8% Adyouva!
Tt of womral kol Tepuke dlovely TO
Beiow, el TobTov cupBalver pdiiora
€iicds . ... @AN offte T fetoy Pplove-
pov evbéyerm elven, &e. CL PL. d.
Gr. 1. 602, 1, 787, 1.

z Fth. i, 12 Aristotle con-
tinunes: daly 4 5t whw e py
Bedmeuwrds éoTw GAAG 81 aperhy

kol Twa péfnow B Eceow Topayl-

verar Tév BewTdTwy elract TO yép
s dperis &OA0r kal TEéXos BpirTor
elvar  dalverar rat Oeidy 71 kal
pokdpoy, I1f we compare with
thiz the passage quoted from
Efh. =10 on p. 156, n. 4, supra.
we shall see that the happiness

merely in the moral and spiritual
capacities of man—in the natural
possession of reason in which he
has still to secure himself by
actual study and praetice.

¥ Metaph. xil.T (see supra,vol.
i.p. 184, n.1). SENECA,Q. N vii:
eqregie Aristoteles ait, nunguam
nos verecundiores esse debere guan
cum de THs agitwr,

4 The Divine Being is the
highest object of thought (see
supra,vol. 1. p. 398n. 2), and theo-
logy therefore (vol. 1. p. 184,
1. 1), thehighest branch of philo-
sophy.

3 Cf. vol. 1. p. 404, sqq.

& See supra, vol. 1. p. 398, n. 1,
which places the passage quoted,
p- 328, n. 6, supra, from FEh. viii.
14 in the proper light; there is a
love (girfa) of men towards the
gods, but not vice versa.
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neither can he experience any influence from him
which would be different from that of natural canses,

and his reason is the only means whereby he enters into -

direct communion with him.!

Holding these views, Aristotle could not concede to
the popular religion the same significance which Plato
did. That it must certainly have its own truth, fol-
lowed for him from his view of the historical evolution
of mankind and the value of common opinion. Uni-
versal conviction is for him of itself a mark of truth,?
all the more so when we are dealing with convictions
which have been transmitted by mankind from time
immemorial. Since the world, according to Aristotle,
is eternal, the earth must be so also; and if the earth
is g0, nan must be so as well.? But all parts of the
globe undergo continual change,® and one of the con-
sequences of this is that man’s development does not
proceed in an unbroken line but is ever and anon
interrupted by relapses into a state of primitive bar-
barism and ignorance,® from which a fresh start must
be made in the eyclic process of ereation. TIn this way

all knowledge and all art have been lost and re-s

discovered times without number, and similar notions
have recurred to mankind, not once or twice but with
incalculable frequency. Nevertheless, a certain recol-

! Cf. on this point, suprz, vol. énvar, duoiovs elvar cal Tabs Tuydy-

i. p.329,n. 2, and p. 403 sqq.

* Bee supra, vol. 1. p. 291, n. 5.
# Cf. supra, vol.ii. p. 32, n; 1.

1 See supra, vol. ii. p. 29 sq.

s Cf. Polit. ii. 8, 1289, a, 4:
sikds ve Tovs wpdrous, elTe yuyE-
veis foay T’ éx Pplopds Tives dud-

Tos kol Tobs &wofiTous, domep wal
AéyETaL KQTR TEY  Yyyevay, Gor
Erowoy TH pévew &y Tols Tolray
Sbyuacar.

& Cf. Phys. iv. 14, 223, b, 24 :
dasl yip kikAov elvar Ta avfipdrwe
TpyMaATE,

o
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lection of particular truths has been retained amid the
changes in man’s condition, and it ig these remnants of
departed knowledge that, according to Aristotle, form
the kernel of mythical tradition.! Iven the popular
faith, therefore, has its roots in the search for truth,
whether we trace it back to that intuition of the divine
which even Aristotle is unwilling to contradict,” an
to those experiences which he regarded as the sonrce
of the popular theology,® or whether we trace it to a
tradition which, as a remnant of an older science or
religion, must yet i». the end have its roots in human
reason. DMore particularly there are two truths which
Aristotle, like Plato, finds to be contained in the
popular belief of his country: first, that God exists;
and secondly, that the stellar universe is in its nature .
divine.! With the further details of Greek mythology,

U Metaph. xii. 8; see 1. duodoyouuévws amodaivesfur gup-
508, n. 2, supra. De Celo i 3; ¢dvovs Adyovs. Cf the appeal to
Meteor. 1. 3, 889, b, 19: it is mwdrpos Adyo, ibid. 254, a, 2. Me-

not we alone who have this view faph. xil. 8, see supra, vol. i
of the wp@rov croryeiov as the p. 508, n. 2.

substance of the celestial world,
oaiverar 3 apyxala Tis Twodiplis
afiTn kal 7@y wporepor avlpdwar
< ... 0b yap BY) ¢phoousy Gwal olbE
3ls 008 dAvydwis Ths alras Bikes
dwoncurhery ywouévas €v Tals avfpd-
wois, GAA’ dGmepdiis.  Polif. vil
10, 1829, b, 25: oxeddr mepv oly
kel Té BAMe el wopllew ebpiofor
TohAdkis € T@E  woAAE xplre,
paAAoy 8 &mepdrrs, as like needs

~and states must always have led

to the same discoveries.

2 fle Celo, ii. 1 fin.: Ari-
stotle’s view of the eternity of
the world is not only fruer in
itself, aAré xal 7§ wavely TH wepl
T Geby uoves by Exoyer olTws

* See supra, vol. 1, p. 300, n. 3.

* The first hardly requires
proof ; see. however, the quota-
tions, vol. i. p. 340, n. 8, 4, from
SExTUS and CIcER0, and p. 395,
n. 6, from the treatize De Ceelo, 1.
9 in thé latter passagea trace of
true knowledge is discovered in
the name atewr, just as elsewherein
that of the ‘aether’ (xal yép Toiro
rolfvape Gelws EpfeynTar Topk TEY
dpxaiws). In support of his doe-
tring of the divinity of the
heavens and of the stars, Aristotle
appeals to the existing religion
in the passage just referred
to.
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~on the other hand, with all the doctrines.aud stories
which transfer the properties and weaknesses of human
nature to the gods—in a word, with the whole range of
anthropomorphic theology—Aristotle is as completely
out of sympathy as Plato was; the only difference is
that he no longer considers it necessary, as Plato had
done, expressly to confute such representations, but
treats them simply as preposterous fables.! If we ask
how those false elements have found their way into the
popular faith, Aristotle refers ns to the inherent ten-
dency in mankind to anbhropomorphic representations
of the gods,? which offended even Xenophanes? or to
the fact that statesmen had accommodated themselves as
a matter of policy to this tendency, and used it for their
ownends. Even ancient tradition, he says, ! recognises
that the heavens and the heavenly bodies are gods, and
|that the whole world is encircled by divinity. ¢All
else, however, is" mythical embellishment, devised to
ttract the multitude, to aid legislation, and to forward
he common interest.” While therefore Plato had
permitted the legislator to employ myths (the origin of

! Metaph, xii, 8; see p. 508, n.
2, supra. Ihid.iii 2,997, b, 8 ; see
vol. 1. p. 315, n. 2,0, 4, 1000, a, 18 :
dAAL wepl péw T@v pubieds aogrlou-
Evar obic oy weTd aTovdAs ckoTely,
Poet. 25, 1460, b, 35: a poetic
representation is justified by its
correspondence either with the
ideal or with the actual; &l &8¢
underépws, 6Tt obTw gadiy, olor Ti
wepl Bedv. Tows yap ofite BéAriov
ofirw  Aéyewr, ofir’ aAnfh, dAN
Zruxer domep Eevopdrns: dAA’ off
dage Tide,

© Polit, i. 2, 1252, b, 24: kal

Tobs Beobs 8% S Tobro wdrres
dart Baciheterlar, §7i ral abrol of
pév Ere kol yiv of 8¢ T dpyalor
dBarihedorTo - domep Bt kal T €lbn
éavrois dpopototiow of Eyfpwmor,
olitw kal Tobs Blovs rév Bedr, This
deduction of the belief in a
sovereign of the gods is all the
more remarkable, because Ari-
stotle might equally well have
himself found in that tradition
a proof of the unity of God.

* Of. Ph. d. G 1. 490.

* In the passage quoted from
Metaph. xii. 8, invol.i, p, 508,n. 2.
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which he did not explain) as pesedagogic lies in the
interest of the State,! Aristotle goes a step farther,
and thus comes a step nearer the view of sophistic
free-thinking as to the origin of religion,? in maintain-
ing that these myths, or at least a great part of them,
had been from the beginning invented for no other
purpose. This, indeed, is what we should expect from
the strictness with which he himself excludes all that
is mythical from his scientific investigations, his refusal
to introduce religious considerations into his naturalistic
view of the world,® and the exclusiveness with which he
relies in his Ethics upon moral motives to the neglect
of the religious. Religion itself, indeed, he always
treats as an absolute moral necessity, The man who
doubts whether the gods have a claim on our l‘evercncel
or not is a fit subject, he says,* not for instruction but |
for punishment, just as would be the man who might |
ask whether his parents have a claim upon his love.{
As in his system the world cannot be thought of apart ,'I
from God, so neither can man apart from religion.|
But to rest this religion upon such palpable fables as
the myths of the popular belief can be justified only on
the ground of the aforesaid political expediency.” Ari-
stotle himself sometimes makes uge of these mythg, as
of other popular opinions, in order to point to some

! See Ph. d. Gr.i. 792,

2 Thid. i. 1010 sq.

3 The expressionis nsed inno
depreciatory sense, but as indi-
cating the view thabt everything
in the world .is the effect of
natural causes.

t Tpp.i. 11, 105, a, 5, cf. Hih.
viii, 16, 1163, b, 15, ix. 1, 1164, b,

4, and supra, vol, il. p. 329, n. 8.
4 It is possible, indeed, that
if he had completed the discns-
sion of edueation in the best
state, he wounld have accepted
Plato’s doctrine, that myths were

- indispensable in education, as

easily reconeileable with the
argument.
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universal truth embodied in them,! just as he likes to
trace back scienfific assumptions to their most in-
significant beginnings, and to pay respect to popular
sayings and proverbs.® But apart from the few uni-
versal principles of religion embodied in mythology,
he ascribes to it no deeper significance; and just as
little, on the other hand, does he seem to aim at its
purification. He presupposes for his State the existing

religion,® just as personally he did not remounce its

! Thus Metaph. 1. 3, 983, b,
27, ¢. 4 éntt. xiv. 4, 1091, b, 3.
Phys. iv. 1, 208, b, 29, hints of
certain scientific views of the
world are discovered in the cos-
mozonic myths of Hesiod and
other poets ; Meteor. 1. 9, 347, a,
5 the Oceanus is interpreted of
the air-current that encircles the
earth ; the myth of Atlas proves
that ifs inventors, with later
philosophers, attributed weight
to the heavens (Ze COwlo, ii. 1,
284, a, 18, in the treatizse e
Moty Arim. 3, 699, a, 27, Atlas
is interpreted to mean the world's
axis ; the same treatise, ¢. 4, 699,
b, 35, finds in Homer’s lines upon
the golden chain a reference to
the immobility of the prémam
movens); Aphrodite is said to
have obtained this name becanse
of the frothy character of the
semen (Gen. An. il 2 fin.); Ares
was united with this goddess by
the first inventers of this myth
because warlike natures, as a
rule, exhibit amorous propensities
(Foi. 3. 9, 1269, b, 27); in the
fable which tells how the Argo-

nauts had to leave Heracles

behind there lies a true political
observation (Polit. iii 13, 1284,
a, 22); the story that Athene

threw away the flute expresses
the truth that this instrument is
unnecessary for mental culture
(Polit. viii. 6, 1341, b, 2): the
worship of the Graces points to
the necessity of reciprocity
(Bth. v. 8, 1133, a, 2); the
number three derives its signifi-
cance in the popular religion from
the faet that itis the first number
which has beginning, middle, and
end (De Cwlo, 1. 1, 268, a, 14),

? Thus, H. An, vi. 35, 580, a,
15, ix. 32, 619, a, 18 he guotes
several myths about animals; in
the fragment from the Eudemus
(PLUT. Cons. ad Apoll. c. 27 fr,
40) he makes use of the story of
Midas and Silenus; on his pre-
dilection for proverbs, cf. supra,
vol i. p. 256, n. 2.

3 As is obvious “from Polif.
vii. 8,1328, b, 11, ¢.-9, 1329, a,
29, e. 12, 1331, a, 24, c. 16, 1335,
b, 14. But that he went so far
in his zeal for religion as to as-
sign the fourth part of the land
collectively to the priesthood for
the support of relizion cannot be
concluded (as bas been snggested
in Ferienselr. N.F. 1. 303) from
Polit, vil. 10, 1330, a, 8. Ari-
stotle says indeed here that the
land should be divided into pub-
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rites, and expressed his dependence on friends and
relatives through the forms which it had consecrated ;'
but of the Platonic demand for the reform of religion
by philosophy we have not a trace in him, and in his
Politics he admits into the existing cultus things which he
disapproves of in themselves.* Aristotle’s philosophy
stands thus as a whole in the loosest relation to positive
re]igioxi. It takes advantage of its ideas as linksof literary
connection, but makes no further use of them. Just as
little, however, does it desire to see religion purified or
reformed ; on the contrary, it seems to accept its im-
perfections as something which could nobt possibly be
otherwise. Each stands to the other in an attitude of
essential indifference ; philosophy goes its own way,
without much troubling itself about religion, or fearing
from it any interruption in the prosecution of its own

work.
@

lic and private, and the latter
again into two parts for the sup-
port of religion and the syssitia
respectively, but he does not say
that these parts should be of the
same size.

! CE in this reference the
quotations on the subject of his
votive offerings and gifts to
the dead, in chap. 1. ad fin.

2 Polit. vii. 17, 1836, b, 3:
Fhws pev oby aioypohoylar e Tijs
wihews, Gomep HAAo Ti, Bel Tov
vopoférny éapiecy . . . émel Ge o
Aéyew i TGy TowbTwy efopi(ouey,
Gavepby bre ol Th Bewpely 4 ypaPas

B Adyous boyhuovas. miueles uey
obw Eorw Tois Gpxovrt unlér wfTe
Byaiue pire ypaohy elvar TowdTwy
wpdEewy plumrw, € ph mwapd Tio
feols TootTous ols kal TOV Twlzouby
daroBlBwaw & yiuos+ wpbs BE TovTols
aplgow & vimos Tobs Exovras Hhi-
kiay whéor mwpofikoveay kel Umep
aiT@y kal Téwywy wal yuraiR@y
Tinahgelr Tobs Beovs. The latfer
admission clearly shows how
Aristotle endeavoured to make
things which he disapproved of
and only unwillingly permitted,
at least as harmless as possible.
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CHAPTER XVII

RETROSPECT

THE peculiar traits of the Aristotelian philosophy are
due to the fusion in it of the two elements to which
attention was called at the outset,! namely the dialectic
or speculative, and the empirical or realistic. On the
one hand the system finds the true essence of things to
consist in immaterial form, true knowledge of them in
the apprehension of their concept; on the other hand,
it ingists that the form should not be conceived of as a
transcendental ‘idea’ existing apart frgm things, and that
it is the individnal, and not the universal notion or genus,
that is the ultimate reality. Tt therefore represents
experience as the ounly source of concepts, which are
vbtained, not by turning away from the actual to an
ideal world, but by apprehending in their essence the
data of experience themselves ; thus, while pursuing the
dialectic development of the concept, it unites with it
a comprehensive observation of the facts. Both traits
have their roots equally in the intellectual capacity of
ity author, whose greatmess just consists In this rare
union in equal measure of qualities which in_most men
are found to be mutually exclusive of one anocther: the

' Yol, 1. p. 170 sqq.
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faculty, namely, of philosophic thought and the power
of accurate observation applied with living interest to
the world of fact. Hitherto these elements have heen
combined in very different proportions in philosophy.
In the school of Socrates and Plato the art of developing
the concept had far outstript the power of appreciating
the fact. 'They had directed attention to what is
inward in man to the neglect of the ontward world,
and had regarded thought itself as the immediate source
of our truth. Thought, that is to say, conceptions, stood
for what was absolutely certain, the criterion by which
the truth of experience was to be tested. The strongest
expression of, as well as the most remarkable dednetion
from, this theory is to be found in the Platonic doctrine
of Ideas. Aristotle indeed shares the general presup-
positions of this idealistic philosophy ; he also is con-
vinced that the essence of things is only known by
thought, and consists only in that which is the object
of our thought, or, in other words, in the form and not
in the matter. He justly takes exception, however, to the
transcendental character of the Platonic Ideas. He can-
not conceive of the form and the essence as existing
separately from the things whoge form and essence
they are. Reflecting further that our own conceptions
are not independent of experience in their origin, he is
the more convinced of the error of the Platonic separa-
tion between the Ideas and the phenomena. In place,
‘then, of the doctrine of Tdeas he presents us with an essen-
tially new view. It is not the genus but the individual
which, according to Aristotle, constitutes the substantial
redlity; the form does not exist as a universal apart from
VOL. IL z
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the thing, but in it as the special form of this or that
particular. While the gencral principle upon which the
Platonic Idealism is founded is thus retained, the special

development of it into the doctrine of Ideas is rejected. -

The ¢ Idea,” which Plato had conceived of as transcenden-
tal and supersensible, has a new place assigned to it as the
formative and efficient principle in the phenomenal
world. As the inner essence of things, it is sought forin
the facts themselves, as these present themselves to us
in experience. The Aristotelian doctrine may thus be
described as alike the completion and the confutation of
the Platonic. It confutes it in the form which Plato
had given to it: yet at the same time it develops his
fandamental thought still more fully and logically than
Plato himself had done, in that it attributes to form not
only, with him, complete and primary reality, but also a
creative force to produce all else that is real. Aristotle,
therefore, traces the potency of thought much deeper
than Plato had been able to do throughout the whole
field of phenomena. :
From this fundamental principle all the leading
doctrines of the Aristotelian philosophy logically follow.
Sinece the universal cannot exist apart from the indi-
vidual it cannot form an independent reality by itself,
the individual alone has substantial reality. And since
the form is conceived of, not as absolute essence,
abstracted from phenomena, but as the efficient cause
which works in them, it cannot stand as it does in Plato
in a relation of mere opposition to that which is the
substratum of phenomena——namely, matter. If form is
the absolutely real, matter cannot be the absolutely un-
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real and non-existent ; for, in order that form may be able
to realige itself in the matter, there must exist between
the two a kinship or positive relation as well as the
apparent antagonism. So matter is merely unrealised
form, it is the potentiality of which form is the actuality.!
From this mutual relationship arises motion, and with it
all natural life, all growth and decay, all change and
transmutation. But since the two principles of form and
motion stand originally towards one anotherin a relation
of mere antagonism and opposition, this relation itself,
or in other words motion, presupposes for form an
absolute existence; if it is the cause of all motion, it
must itself be unmoved, and precede all that is moved—
if not in order of time, at least in the logical order of
reality. From the sum of the forms which are em-/
bodied in matter we must therefore distingunish the|
PRI TROVENS, OF God, as pure form er pure reason!
whose only object is itself. Since all motions pro-
ceed from form, they must all he striving towards
a certain definite form as their goal. There is nothing
in nature which has not its own indwelling end;
and since all motion leads us back to a primary
source of movement, the sum total of things is subor-
dinate to some highest end, and constitutes an organic
whole—in other words, an ordered world. But since
form operates in matter which only gradually develops
into that which it is destined to become, the formal

_ design can only realise itself under manifold restraints,

and in conflict with the resistance of matter, at one time
with greater at another with less perfection. Thus the

¢ Cf. p. 340 sqgq., vol. i
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world is composed of many parts, which vary infinitely in
worth and beauty ; these again fall apart into the two
great sections of heaven and earth, of which the former
exhibits a gradual diminution, the latter, contrariwise,
a gradnal inerease in perfection. But while all parts of
the world down to the most imperfect and insignificant
are essential elements in the whole, still the definite and
peculiar character of each has a claim upon our regard,
and accordingly it is not less in harmony with the
demands of the system than with the personal inclina-
tions of its author to investigate great things and small
alike with scientific thoroughness, and to treat nothing
with contempt as if it were insignificant and worthless for
science.! This does not, of course, exclude such degrees
of impartance among things themselves as Aristotle has
sought to point out in the sphere, for example, of animate
nature. So among mundane beings the first place is
assigned to man, since in him alone spirit reveals itself
as spirit. The chief end of man, therefore, consists in
the cultivation and exercise of his spiritual capacities:
in other words, scientific knowledge and moral will are
the essential conditions of happiness. But as no
work is possible without appropriate material, it is
impossible for man to dispense with external aids for
the realisation of his end; and as all things develop
into that which they are capable of becoming only
by a gradual process, so in the spiritual life of man
~ there is exhibited a gradual process of development.
Thus from sense perception spring imagination and

! Bee on this head, vol. i. p. 167, n. 8, p. 169, n. 8, and also
Prar0’s statements noted, Ph. d. Gr. 1. p. 665,
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memory, from these arises thought; natural capacity
precedes moral action, practice and habit precede moral
knowledge; reason appears first as passive and as
entangled in the lower faculbies of the soul before it
realises itself as active in the purity of its being. The
highest perfection of our spiritnal life consists, however,
in scientific contemplation, for here alone reason isin
immediate contact with the pure forms of things, while
at the same time it is beyond question that reason
cannot confine itself to the immediate knowledge of
first principles, but methodically pressing forward from
phenomena to conceptions, and tracing cauges to their
effects, must finally embrace the whole sphere of reality.

This short survey has already shown us in the Ari-
stotelian system a well-planned doctrinal structure, the
outlines of which are drawn with a firm hand in
accordance with one fundamental thought. The care
and consistency with which the design is executed down
to the minutest detail is manifest from the whole pre-
ceding account. It is nevertheless true that, as we
have already had frequent occasion to remark, all the
joints of the fabric are not equally secure; and the
ultimate source of this defect must be sought for in
the fact that the foundations of the whole have not been
laid sufficiently deep. Putting aside all those points
in which the want of experimental knowledge has led

. Aristotle to draw false conclugions and put forward un-

tenable explanations, and limiting ourselves merely to
the question of the self-consistency of his doctrine,
without entering upon that of its absolute truth,
we cannot deny that Aristotle has failed to unite the
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chief points of view in his system in a manner free from
self-contradiction. Just as in his scientific procedure

dialectic and observation, the speculative and the em-.

pirical elements, are not equally balanced, but the
w priori method common to Socrates and Plato con-
tinually re-asserts itself over the more strictly empirical,!
so also in his metaphysical speculations we detect
a similar phenomenon. There is nothing m the
Platonic system which is so distasteful to him as
that dualism between Idea and phenomenon which
expressed itself sharply in the doctrine of the abso-
lute existence of the Tdeas, and of the non-reality of
matter. His opposition to this dualism is the key-note
of his whole reconstruction of the Platonic metaphysics
and of the fundamental ideas peenliar to his own system.
And vet, carnest and thorough as are his efforts to over-
come it, he has not, after all, succeeded in doing so

He denies Plato’s doctrine that universal class notions
possess substantial reality; but he asserts with him
that all our conceptions are of the universal, and depend
for their truth upon the reality of their object.®* He
combats the transcendental character of the Platonic
Tdeas and the dualism between Idea and phenomenon.
But he himself leaves form and matter in a like funda-
mental opposition to one another, in that he fails to trace
them back to a common source; and the farther develop-
ment of these two principles involves him in the
contradiction® of maintaining that the essence and sub-
stance of things is in the form, which at the same time

See sup. vol 1. p. 175 sq p. 238, 5qq. 2 Cf, vol. 1. p. 334 5qq.
2 On which cf. ml 1. p. 372 sqq.
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is a universal, and yet that the source of individuality
and therefore also of substantiality must be the matter.
He takes exception to Plato’s doctrine on the ground
that his Ideas contain no principle of motion ; neverthe-
less his own account of the relation between form and
matter leaves all actual motion equally unexplained. He
places God as a personal being outside the world; bub
lest he should derogate in an\rthmg from his pelfechon-
he thinks it necessary to deny to him the essential
conditions of personality. So, to escape involving him
in the transmutations of finite things, he limits God’s
operation (herein contradicting the more living idea of
God which he elsewhere entertains) to the production
of motion in the outer cosmic sphere, and so pictures
that activity to himself, as to assign spatial existence
to the Deity.

Connected with this is the obseurity which surrounds
his conception of Nature. In the spirit of antiquity he
describes Nature as a single being who operates with
a purpose, as a rational all—eﬂﬁcient power: and yet his
system supplies no subject of which these attributes
may be predicated.! Far as Aristotle has advanced
beyond the superficial teleology of Secrates and Plato,
he has none the less failed actually to solve the opposi-
tion between physical and final causes;?* and while we
must admit that the problem with which he is here face
to face is one that still taxes our resources, and that we
cannot therefore reproach him with having failed to
salve it, it is yet curious to note how easily the two prin-

1 Cf. with the above remarks * As will be obvious from p.
vol. i. p. 420 sq. ' 338 sqq. p. 164 sqq. and p. 17, s1p.
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ciples which he had posited at the outsst of his ‘phl;la-
sophy of nature might in the sequel become mutually
contradictory and exclusive of one another. A further

difficulty arises in connection with the Aristotelian

account of animate nature, and especially of man,
inasmuch as it iz hard to discover any inner princ-iplé

of union between the various elements of the soul, and
L

harder still to explain the phenomena of its life, if, like
every other moving force, the soul is held to be jtself
unmoved.  The difficulty, however, becomes greatest
when we ask how we are to comprehend in the unity
of personal life the reason of man and the lower
faculties of his soul; and to determine the share of the
former in his spiritual acts and states ; how we are to
conceive of what is passive and incorporeal as at the
same time part of a soul which by its very definition is
the ‘entelechy ’ of the body, and to assign to personality
its place between the two constituent parts of human
nature of which the one transcends it while the other
sinks below it.!

Turning finally to his Moral Philosophy, we find that
here also Aristotle strove with much suceess to correct
the one-sidedness of Socrates and Plato.  He not only
contradicts the Socratic doctrine that Virtne is Know-
ledge, but sets aside also Plato’s distinction between
ordinary and philosophic Virtne. To him, all moral
qualities are a matter of the Will, and have their primary
source not in instruction but in habit and education.
Nevertheless in the account of the intellectual virtues
there reveals itself an unmistakable vacillation as to

1 P. 119 sqq.
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the relation in which moral knowledge stands to moral

action, while in the preference for theoretic over
practical activity ! (which follows indeed quite logically
from the Aristotelian doctrine of the soul) there reap-
pears the same presupposition which lay at the root of the
very views that Aristotle controverted. So, too, even
in his political philosophy, however deep its insight
in other respects into the actual conditions of social
life, and however great its superiority to Plato’s politi-
cal idealism, we yet find remnants of the old idealism
—if not so much in the picture of the best State, yet
in that distinction between true and false forms of
government the untenableness of which becomes
manifest by the ambiguous position which the doctrine
itgelf assigns to ‘polity.’® There thus runs through
every part of the Aristotelian system that dualism
which it had inherited from Plato, and which, with the
best intentions, it never succeeded, after it had once
accepted it as one of its fundamental principles, in
wholly overcoming. The more earnestly, on the other
hand, Aristotle strives to transcend this dualism, and
the more unmistakable the contradictions in which he
involves himself’ by his efforts, the clearer it becomes
how heterogencous are the elements which are united
in his philosophy, and how difficult the problem which
Greek philosophy had to face when once the opposition
between idea and phenomenon, spirit and nature, had
been brought so clearly and sharply into view as it was
in the Platonic doctrine.

! Cf. p. 142 5q.. supra, and the to God—which Aristotle expressly
proposition (p. 396, vol. 1.) that applies to Ethies.
only theoretic activity belongs 2 See p. 243, supra.
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Whether Aristotle provided the means of satisfac-
torily solving this problem, and what attempts in this
direction were made by the later schools, it will be the
task of this work to investigate as it proceeds. Those
early followers who continued to build on Aristotelian
foundations and who belonged to the Peripatetic school,
could not be expected to find a more satisfactory answer
to the main problem than Aristotle himself had sne-
ceeded in finding. Aristotle’s own conclusions were much
too deeply rooted in the fundamental presuppositions of
his system to permit of their being altered withont a
reconstruction of the whole. Yet on the other hand,
thinkers so keen and independent as the men of this
school continued to be, could not shut their eyes to the
difficulties of the Aristotelian doctrine, and it was there-
fore natural that they should devise means of escaping
them. But since these difficulties ultimately arose from
the fact that idealism and observation, a spiritual and a

naturalistic view, had been united without being com-

pletely reconciled, and since snch a reconciliation was im-
possible onthegiven premises, there was noway of solving
the contradiction but by the suppression of one of its
terms. It was, however, to be expected in the circum-
stances that the scientific should obtain the preference
over the dialectic element, for it was the former thab
constituted the distinguishing characteristic of the
Aristotelian school in opposition to the Platonic, and the
new interest thus implanted in it by its founder naturally
exercised a stronger fascination than the older doctrine
of Ideas which had been handed down by the common
tradition from Socrates and Plato. It was just this
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side of the Aristotelian system which might :ne expected
chiefly to attract those who gave their allegiance lto the
later philosophy, and so to have an undue prominence
assigned to it in subsequent deductions from 4l&1-1si?oteha'n
ideas. The further development of the Pempabf'ﬁtlc
school corresponds to this expectation.  Its most 1m-

portant result in the immediately succeeding period was

to bring the purely naturalistic view of the Worlcl' 1.:00'1'6
. glect of the spiritual

and more into prominence, to the ne
side of things.
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CHAPTER XVIII

THE PERIPATETIC SCHOOL: THEOPHRASTIS

AMONG the numerous pupils of the Stagirite, Theo-
phrastus occupies the first place.! Born at Eresos in
Lesbos,? he came early (perhaps even hbefore the death
of Plato) into connection with -Aristotle,? from whom in

! D10G. v, 35 : 700 8% Sravye-
pitov yeydvact pby moddol yrdpuot,
Sragépwy 3¢ udliworra Ocdppacros,
SIMPL. Phys. 225, a. and: =4
ropudale TEr "ApirToréhous ETalpay
Qeoppdare ; id. Categ. Schol. in
Ar. 92, b, 22: Tdv dpoTor Taw
abTod pabnrév Tir @codp. That
he was actually so is evident
from all that we know of Theo-
phrastus and his position in the
Peripatetic School.

* He is constantly ealled
‘Epégios. According to PLUT. ddz.
€ol. 38,3, p. 1126; V. p. s, vivi
see. Epie. 15, 6, p. 1097, he had
delivered his native city twice
from Tyrants. No particulars,
however, are given, and we are
not in a position to test the his-
torical character of the state-
ment.

¥ According to DI0G. v. 36 he
first attended at Eresos the in-
structions of a citizen called
Aleippus, elr’ aroboes IAdreves
[this is chronologically possible]
weréorn  mwpbs *ApirToTéAny—by
which it can only be meant that

Theophrastus, like Aristotle him-
self, remained a member of the
Academy until the death of
Plato, and after that event con-
tinued with Aristotle. From
several indications, moreover, we
gather that Theophrastus was
with Aristotle in Macedonia; for
unreliable as is AELIAN'S state-
ment (V. H. iv, 19) that he was
highly esteemed by Philip, it
makes it all the more certain
that he was a friend of Callis-
thenes, whom he could only have
come to know at that time, and
that he lamented his tragic end
in a work entitled KeAwgférns 3
aepl wévbovs (C1C. Tuso. iil. 10,
21, v, 9, 25; Diog. v. 44; ALEX,
Dg An. 162, b fin.). The posses-
sion of a property at Stagira
(D10G. v. 52) and the repeated
mention of this town, and of the
museum in it, also go to prove
that he was there at the same
time as Aristotle. The expres-
sion which the latter is said to
have nsed with regard to him and
Callisthenes (D10G. 39) is all the
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point of age he was not far removed.! Before his death
Aristotle committed to his charge not only his private
affairs® bubt also his School, which he had probably
already handed over to him on his departure from
Athens® Under Theophrastus the school grew even

more suspicious as it is also
attributed to Plato and Isocrates
(see Ph.d. Gr.1.842, 1). Similarly
the assertion that Theophrastus
was originally called Tyrtamus,
and received the name @eidpa-
oros from Aristotle on account of
his graceful style (STRABO, xiii.
2,4, p. 618; C1e. Orat. 19, 62;
QuiNTiL. Inst, x. 1, 83 ; PLIN.
H. Nat. pragf. 29; Diog. 38;
SUID. Oedp. ; AMMON, De Interpr.
17, b,and : OuvmMreron. V. Plat.p.
1) is justly called in question by
Braxpis, iii. 251, and MEYER
( Geseh. der Botanik, 1. 147).

! The year ol Theophrastus's
birth and death can only be
determined approximately. Ac-
cording to APOLLODORUS { Diag.
58) he died Ol 123 (285-284

B.C.), but the year is not given;

that it was the third year of the
Olympiad (BRanDIS, iii. 254;
NAUWERCE, De Strat. 7), and
that he was himself the head of
the school for thirty-five (BRAN-
DIS ihid.) or thirty-six {RITTER
iii. 408) years is mere conjecture.
D1og. 40 gives his age as eighty-
five, and this is far more prob-
able than the statement of the
spurious letter prefixed to Theo-
phrastus’s Chargcters, that he
composed this freatise at the age
of ninety-nine, and of HIERONY-
MUS (Ep. 34 Ad Nepotian. iv. b,
258 Mart., whers our text has

"¢Themistoclem’ instead of * Theo-

phrastum ), that he was 107, for
Diog. probably here follows

Apollodorus; these statements,
moreover, make him older than
Aristotle, and much too old to be
destined by the latter (see follow-
ing note) as the husband of his
daughter, who was not yet prown
up. According to Diog., Theo-
phrastus’s birth falls between
378 and 368 B.C.; he was there-
fore from eleven to sixteen years
younger than Aristotle.

* He begs Theophrastus,along
with some others, until Nicanor
can interest himself inthe matter,
émipeietofar . . . édr SodAnTac
ral évléxnTar adbr@, Tér Te Tablor
wat ‘EpmuAAlos kol Tov xarale-
Aetupévar, and in case Nicanor,
for whose wife he had destined
his daughter Pythias, should die
before the marriage tock place,
be enjoins upon him the duty of
marrying her in his stead and
becoming the guardian of her
younger brother. (See his Will,
Diog. v. 12, 13)) Theophrastus
actually nndertook the education
of the latter, as he also after-
wards did that of the sons of Py-
thias (see p. 20, n. 3, vol.i.; Drog.
53; BEXT. Math. i. 258), and his
affection for him gave oceasion
to one Aristippus, wepl walwds
Tpuyqs, to accuse him of erotic
relations with him (Dioe. 39).
In his Will (i%id. 51 =q.) Theo-
phrastus leaves directions for
the execution of pictures of Ari-
stotle and Nicomachus,

¥ See p. 37, and p. 39, n, 1.
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more flourishing,! and when, after holding the presi-
deney for more than thirty-four years,” he died, honoured
in spite of many hostile attacks® both abt home and
abroad,* hie left it as an endowment the garden and the
hall in which henceforth it had its settled abode.” Nor

! DioG. 37: éwfprwy Te eis
iy BwrpiBhy avrol pefyral wpos
Swxtalovs. IE by this is meant
that he had this number during
his whole life we must suppose
that the inner circle of his stu-
dents is referred to; if he bhad
them all at one time it can only
have been at single lectures, per-
haps on rhetoric or some other
popular subject. Zeno's expres-
sion (PLuT. Prof. in Vird. c. 6
fin. p. T8; De se ipso laud. .
17, p. 545) 6 éelvov xopbs ueilar,
é fuds 3¢ cupdwwdrepos refers to
the number of his students.

z See p. 549, n. 1, supra.

8 Qee following note.  Of the
Epicureans besides Epicurus
himself (PLUT. adv. ol 7, 2,
p. 1110) the hetaera Leontinm
also wrote against him ; Crc. V.
D.i. 33, 95,

s+ Of foreign princes Cassan-
der and Ptolemy, according to
Diog. 37, gave him proofs of
their esteem; to the former of
whom was dedicated a treatise
. Baviietas, the penuineness of
which, however, was doubted by
some (D1og. 47; DIONYS. Anti-
quitt. v. 73; ATHEN. iv. 144, e).
The esteem in which he was
held at Athens was shown ab his
purial (Diog. 41), as also pre-
viously in the matter of the
acousation of impiety brought
acainst him by Agnonides, which
failed eompletely (perhaps AE-
pIAN, ¥ H, vl 12, relates to

this), and in the matter of the
law of Sophocles (cf, also ATHEN.
xili: 610, e; KRriscHE, Forsch.
338), which made the consent of
the Senate and people necessary
for the opening of a philosophical
school, When, in conseguence
of this law (prob. enn. 306-5),
all the philosophers, and among
them Theophrastus, left Athens
it is said to have been chielly
regard for him which caused its
repeal and the punishment of its
auwthor; Diog. 87 sq., of. ZUMPT,
Usher den Bestand der philos.
Sehulen in Athen, Abh. der Berl.
Akad. hist.-phil. K1 1842, 41 sq.

5 Ding. 39: Adyerar &' adThy
wal 8wy kfwoy oxelv perd THY
*ApieToréhovs TeAeuTiy, AnunTplov
7ot BaAnpiws . . . TODTO ovuTpd-
tavros. Theophrastus's will, ibid.
5%: wov B¢ khmov ol THv wepi-
waTov kal Ts oikies Tas wphs T
khire Tdoas Sibwur TEY yeypouudvay
iAoy Gel Tois BovAouévors auoxo-
Adar kal cvpdthogodely év aiTals
(érebhimep ot Suvatdy waorw Gvbpds
wots Gel midnuelr) pAT  éfaiio-
Tpwobor pht’ EEdialouévor pyderis,
GAN &s By fepby wowj rexTnuvols
... Eorwcar 5t ol wkowwvolrres
“Immapyos &e. It is probable that
the sanetuary of the Muses, de-
scribed § 51 sq., with its two
chambers, in one of which were
hung the wivaces év ais ol TS ¥Hs
weplodol eiowr, belonged to the
buildings here mentioned. From
the words, § 39, pera 7hv "Apt-
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were his services to the Peripatetic doctrine less con-
spicuous. In creative power of intellect he is not
indeed to be compared with Aristotle. But he was in
an especial degree fitted for the work of strengthening,
extending -and completing the system which the latter
had left behind him. The interest in science by which
ke was governed even to excess, and which led him to
subordinate all other concerns to its peacefnl pursuit and
even to forego the pleasures of the family life;' the insati-

able thirst for knowledge which drew from him even
when dying complaints of the shortness of human life ; *
the indunstry which scarcely relaxed in extreme old age ; *
the penetration, conspicuous even in what has come

croréhovs TeAevtiy ZUMPT infers,
ibid. 31 sq., that Aristotle had
previously possessed this garden,
and that as it was to be sold
after his death Demetrius man-
aged that it should be trans-

_ferred to Theophrastus. DBRAN-

DI8 (iii. 253) considers this infer-
ence & rash one, but also sup-
poses that Aristotle taught ina
house and garden of his own in
the Lyceum. We have no infor-
mation, however, on this point;
yet the opposite cannot, after
what has been said p 88, vol.i., be
inferred with any certainty from
the faet thav Aristotle’s will
makes no mention of any such
property. Even the words upon
which ZunmPT relies, if they have
any special force, may with
equal reason be held 1o imply
that the Peripatetic school did
not become the owner of property
till after Aristotle’s death. Itis
most probable, therefore, that
Aristotle did nor give his in-
structions in a garden of bis own.

According to ATHEN. v. 186, a
(i. 402, Dind.), Theophrastus
left behind bim also means to
provide common meals for mem-
bers of the school.

! That Theophrastus was still
unmarried at the time of Ari-
stotle's death is obyious from the
will of the latter (sec p. 349, n.
2, supra); that he remained so is
obvious from his own and from
the total absence of any state-
ment tuthe contrary. The reason
why he disdained the married
state he himself gives us in the
fiagment in Higrox, dde. Jovin.
i.49,iv. b, 189, Mart., hereafter to
be discussed, where he dissuades
the philosopher from it, chiefly
on the ground thas it brings
with it disturbances incompatible
with the scientific life.

2 O1el Tuse. iii, 28, 63; Droa.
v. 41; HIERON. Epist, 24 dd
Nepotian. iv. b, 258 Mart,

2 DIoG. 40: érehevTa B -
paths . . . émeabfimep OAlyoy Gvijie
TEy Thrwy, 7
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down to us of his writings; that grace of lan-
guage and delivery, the fame of which survived him,!
as well as the independence of his outward circumi-
stances? and the possession of all the requisite means
for the prosecution of his learned labours ®—all these
must have contributed in a high degree to promote his
suecesy as a scientific investigator and teacher. The
numerous writings which he left behind him as a monu-
ment to hig diligence extend to every part of the field
of knowledge that was then open.* To us only a small

1L Cf. besides the passages
quoted supra, p. 848, n. B fin.:
Cre. Brut. 31,121 guis . . . Theo-
phrasto dulcior 7 Tuse. v. 9, 24 :
Lie autem elegantissimus omniwm
philosophorum et eruditissimus.
In his case, as in Aristotle’s, this
merit belongs chiefly to his
popular writings, and especially
to the dialogues, which, like Ari-
stotle’s, are described as exoteric
(zee p. 111, n. 2, 3, vol. i)
PROKL. In Parm. i fin. p. 54
Cous. complains that the intro-
ductions in them do not hang to-
gether with the main content. Ac-
cording to HERMIPPUS (ATHEN,
i. 21, 2) hig personal adornment
was excessive and his delivery
too theatrical. Freguenft men-
tion is made of his witticisms,
eg. PLUT. Qu. Conv. ii. 1, 9, 1, v.
5, 2, 7 (vil. 10, 2, 15) ; Lyeurg.
c. 10 (Cupid. Div. ¢ 8, p. 527 ;
PoreH. De Abstin. iv. 4, p. 304).

2 We may infer Theophras-

tus's opulence from his will
(D1o@. v. 51 sqq.), which speci-
fies considerable property in land,
glaves, and money, although the
total amount of the last (§ 49
5q.) is not stated.

3 Mention is made of his
library, of which Aristotle’s
constituted the ground floor, in
STRABO, xiil. 1, 54, p. 608, and
in his will (D1og. 52; ATHEN, i,
3, a, where Tedrwy shows that
Theophrastus’s name has fallen
out after that of Aristotle). 0.
KircENER, Die Botan. Sehr. d.
Theophs. (Jahrb. f. Philol. Sup-
plementbd. vil. 1874, p, 462 squ.),
makes it appear probable from
Theophrastus’s botanical works

that besides many parts of Greece °

and Macedonia he had visited
Crete, Lower Egypt, perhaps also
Sputhern Thrace, and the coast
of Asia Minor, and thus added
the knowledge of foreign coun-
tries to his other means of re-
search.

4 Hermippus and Andronicus
had made lists of his works (see
. 49, n. 4, vol. i.; PruT. Sulla,
26; cf. PorPEYR. Vit. Plotini,
24); D1o@. v, 42-50 has presented
to us one (upon which ¢f. the
minute investigations of Use-
NER, dAnalecte Theophrastea,
Leipsic, 18368, 1-24; and on the
treatises on logic which it con-
tains, PRANTL, Gesch, der Log. i,
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portion of these multitudinons works remains: the
two on botany,! a few shorter treatizes on mnatural
< S

850). This list not only omits

gsome known writings (USENER,
21 sq.) but follows a strange
order.  After two alphabetical
lists, of which the second is
clearly snpplementary to the
first, but both of which probably
give only those of the writings
of Theophrastus which were to
be found in the Alexandrine or
some other great library, follow
two more supplements; the first
of these is not arranged accord-
ing to any definite principle, the
second, if we exclude some in-
sertions, is again alphabetical.
It i3 not improbable that this
list, as Usener thinks, is Her-
mippus’s, come to us (ef. RosE,
Arist. Libr, dwuct. 43 8q,) through
Favorinus, from whom Diog.
immediately before (v. 41) quotes
Hermippus, and whose name is
also introduced before the list of
ARIST.S writings (v. 21) and
before PraTo’s will (il 40).
How far the writings here enu-
merated are genuine we have
scarcely any means of judging ;
USENER, p. 17, makes it probable
that a few of them (the History
of  Geometry, Astronemy, and
Arithmetie, perhaps also the
History of Theological Opinions,
v. 48, 50) belonged to Eudemus.

1 II. puraw loroplas nine books;
. pwTdy eiriovsix books. It hasal-
ready been shown (supra, vol. i.p.

+ 93, n. 2), that these works are by

Theopbrastus and not by Ari-
stotle ; in determining the date of
theircomposition we have further
to take into consideration the
allnsions, Fist. Piv. 2,4, to the
destruction of Megara by Deme-

YOL, II,

tring Poliorcetes (01, 118, 2 =
306 p.0.), vi. 3, 3, to the archon-
ship of Simonides (01 117, 2),
iv. 2, 2, to the exzpedition of
Ophellas (01 118, 1), ix. 4, 8, to
King Antigonus. Hist. PL v. 8,
1, also refers to the period sub-
sequent to the conqguest of Cy-
prus by Demetrins Poliorcetes
(D10DORTS, xx. 47 sqq. 73 sqq.),
and was therefore written after
0l 118, 2. (Cf. Brawpls, iii.
322 sq.) SIMPLICIUSS state-
ment, Phys. 1, =, that Ari-
stotle treated of plants partly
historically and partly stiologi-
cally can hardly refer to these
two works, and isthe less impor-
tant since SIMPL, (asalready re-
marked, vol. 1. p. 93. n, 2), bad no
persopal acquaivtance with Ari-
stotle’s treatise upon plants. In
the two works of Theophrastus,
besides many corruptions in the
text, there are a number of
lacon, Inthe 7. gpuréy airiay the
last sections (perhaps two books,
since DioG. 46 speaks of the
treatise as consisting of eight)
are unmistakably lost (cf.
SCHNEIDER, Theophr. Opp. v.
232 sqq.5. The ascription by
Dioa. 46 of ten books to the
trropin is perhaps to be explained
by the supposition that one of
those which we have (ScENEI-
DER, ifid. thinks the fourth,
which eertainly has a bresk, c.
12 jin.) was divided in some
manuseripts;  contrariwise the
fact that Hist. viii. 4, 5 and ix.
18, 2 are quoted by APOLLON.
Mireh. 35, 41, as respectively
from (" and 5’ mepl pvrav points
to the loss of one of the earlier

A4
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science,! fragments of a work on metaphysics?® and of
the important history of physies? (which seems to have
been the treasure-house from which later tradition chiefly

books or its combination with
another. ©On the other hand,
the view that the ninth book of
the botanical treatise did not
originally belong to it (WIMMER,
Theophr. Hist. Plant. 1842, p.
ix.) is with good reason rejected
by Kircuner, De Theophr.
Libr. Phytol. 34 sqq. : 161is known
as part of the ftreatise not
only to Dioa. (ihid.) but to
APOLLON., who in e, 24 quobes
ix. 13, 3: 20, 4, ¢. 31, ix. 17,4,
c. 41,1z, 18, 2, e. 48, ix, 11,11,
¢ 50, ix. 17, 8 (here expressly as
the doxdrn 7is mpayuarelas); it
is unmistakably referred to in
the sizxth book De Cuus. Plant.,
even gquoted ii. 6, 4 (cf, Hist, ix.
18, 10), its contents are forecast
1.12,1, andn 1,4: 2, 2: 8, 8
19, 1, it refers back itsell to the
earlier books. Similarly MEYER
( Glesch. d. Botanik, i. 176 sq.)
and Prawpis, iii. 32 sq., are
right in again setting aside the
view that the sixth book De
Causis Pl could be a separate
work or wholly spurious. Hven
the remarks upen the number
seven, ¢. 4, 1, 2, which Brandis
finds strange, contain nothing
surprising; Avistotle had already
connted seven primary colours
and seven tastes corresponding to
the seven notes (see supra, vol. i,
p. 518, n. 3), and a statement
similar to that which ishere made
abont the number seven, is to be
found in THE0PHR. D Fentis( Fr.
), 49, about the number three.

! Rec BCHNEIDER, Opp. 1 647
sqg. WIMMER, vel. ii of his
edition (1862).

? Metaphysical aporizm, with
regard to which we do not know
whether they belonzed to a more
comprehensive work or merely to
an introductory treatise., Ac-
cording to the scholinm at the
end, the work of which they
were a part was not included
either by Hermippus or by An-
dronicus in their lists but quoted
by Nicolaus (of Damascus). On
the manifold corroptions of its
text, see besides the edd. of
BraAwDrs  (Awrist. et Lheophr.
Metaph. 308 sqq.) and WIMMER
(Frugm. No 12), UsENER in the
Rhein. Mus. =vi 259 sqa.

# This work is called some-
times ¢uoiky loropia (ALEX.
apud SimpPrL. Phys. 25, a, 0.,
sometimes guowa (Diog. ix. 22 ;
SimPeL, De Cwlo, Sehol. in Ar.
510, a, 42; SToB. ERl i. 522),
elsewhere guowal 3okar (D10G. v.

4R), mepl duawey (ihid. 48), 7. Tav

duoiedy (ALEX. Metaph. 24, 4;
Bon.536,a, 8 blc.), w. rév duowiy
Got@r (TAURUS apud PHILOP.
Adw. Progi. vi. 8, 27). Diog. v.
46, assigns to it eightern hooks, v.
48, 16. Usenzr, dnal. Theophr,
30 sqq., has collated the frag-
ments of it: bat the treatise,
wepl airffoens kal aiobyray (Wia-
MER, fr, 1), which Philippson
deals with, fAg évfpemivg (1831),
81 sgg. (cf. UseNER, fbid. 27),
seems also to have helonged to
it. Omn the other hand, the sup-
position that the extract ap.
Puriro. &tern.m. c. 23-27, p. 510
sqq. Mang., is taken from it
(USENER, D. 38; BERNAYR, Theo-
Phrast, @b, Frommigh, 46) does
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drew its accounts of the earlier physicists!) besides a

number of other fragments.

* The ¢ Characters’ are only

an incomplete extract, with several foreign additions,
probably from Theophrastus’s treatise upon Ethics.?
The chief feature of the scientific labours of Theo-
pbrastus, so far as these are known to us, is the
endeavour to complete the compass and define more
sharply the contents of Aristotelian doctrine. The
fundamental principles of the system suffer no change

and are not unfrequently
Aristotle.* Theophrastus,

stated in the very words of
however, exerts himself to

develop his doctrine as completely as possible on every
side, to increase the number of scientific and ethical

not commend itself; for a dog-
matic and polemical discussion
with Zeno the Stoie (as ZELLER
has shown this to be in HERMES,
xi. 422 sqq.) ean have formed no
part of an historical work, nor
does it at all resemble the treat-
ise m, airffoews, either in tone or
treatment. In the first book of
the guowh ioropla THEOPHR. (as
is shown in the Jdblhandl. d.
Berl. Akad. 1877, p. 150 sqq.)
had given a review of the prin-
ciples of earlier philosophers, in
which he connected his work
with the first book of ARIST.S
Metaphysics.

! Fuller proof of this fact,
which he was the first to per-
ceive, will be found in H, DipLg’

recent work, Dozvographi Greei,

as also ibid. p. 473 sg. the
fragments of the dvowal Sofo.

2 To those collected in Wim-
mer must be added chiefly the
remainder of the treatise mep!
eboefelas, which BERNAYS (Tlieo-

phrast. Sehrift dber Frommig-
keit) cleverly recovered from
PORPHYRY'S  De  Abstinentia,
The treatise on indivisible lines
was  also attributed to him,
perhaps rightly, By some even
ARIST.S Politics (seevol. i, supra,
p. 204, n. 2) was referred to Theo-
phrastus, More recent writers
have attributed to him the trea-
tises upon colour (SCHNEIDER, iv,
§64, who, however, considers
them only a portion of a larger
work; on the other side see
PRANTL, Arist. v. d. Farben, 84
5g.), upon Melissus, Xenophanes
&e. (on this see Ph. 4. Gr.-i. 476
874.).
% On this and on the ethical
writings of Theophrastus see ia-

Fra.

t As among others, KircH-

NER, Jalrb. f. Plhilol. Supple-
menth. vii. 532 sqq. has shown

in respect of the botanieal
works.
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observations, to apply the Aristotelian rules to particular
cases, especially to those which had been overlooked by
Aristotle, to correct the vagueness of particular con-
ceptions and to set them in a clear light.! His starting-
point is experience. As Aristotle in all his investiga-
tions had taken his stand upon the firm ground of fact
and bad established even the most universal conceptions
upon the basis of a comprehensive induction, Theo-
phrastus also is convinced that we must begin with
observation in order to attain to true conceptions.
Theories must coincide with the data of experience, and
they will do so if we start with the consideration of the
individual ;2 perception furnishes the material which,
thought may either straightway apply to its own ends
or by solving the difficulties which experience brings to
light may utilise for future discoveries.” Natural science,
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moreover, must rest upon perception because it has to
do wholly with corporeal substance.! Theophrastus
accordingly keeps this principle steadily in view. Where
universal laws fail to explain particular facts, be does
notb hesitate o refer us back to experience ;2 where no
complete certainty is possible he will content himself,
like Plato and Aristotle, with mere probability ;3 where
more exact proofs fail, he, like his master, brings analogy
to his aid,* but he warns us at the same time not to
carry analogy too far or to mistake the peculiar
characteristics of phenomena,? just as Aristotle had laid
down as a fundamental axiom that everything must
be explained upon principles peculiar to itself.5 We
cannot say, in trath, that Theophrastus has entirely
renounced the comprehensive and universal points of
view ; but his own inclinations and scientific researches

Cf. BoETH., De Iaterpr. p.
209 : Theophrastus, wi in aliis
solet, quum de similibus rebus
tractat, gue scilicet ab Aristotele
ante tractate sunt, in lbro
guogue de affirmatione ¢t néega-
tione iisdem  aliguibus  verbis
utitur, quibus in hoc libro Ari-
stoteles usus est . . . in omnibus
enim, de quibus pse disputat post
magistrum, leviter ca tangit, qe
ab Aristotels dicte ante cognovit,
alias vero diligentius res non ab
Avristetele tractatas exsequitur,

: Caus, P11, 1: eb8b ~ap
xph GuppoveiaBar Tobs Adyovs TOIS
eopnuévoes, 17, 6: éx B rdw
kabégarTe fewpobor olpguves
Adyos Tay ryvouerer, Il 3, b5
mepl B& iy év mois kabékaora
paAAoy elmopoiuer ' 9 yép alobnats
Bllwow dpxds k. T. A

s Fr. 12 (Metaph.), 19: 7b 88

by B woAAayds pavepdv. 9 yap
atefnais kal Tas Siapopis Pewpet
kel Tés ailrias (grel. Ty B
aAnleoTepor eimeir ds dmoBdiie:
Th Bavoin, 7& pév amAds (nTovca
o b amepiar épymloudrn, 8 s
khy ph Blryrar wpoPalvery, dpws
éugpaiveral 71 pds v TE pi goTi
(nrotvrwr éml whcow. Ihid. 25:
péxp pev oly Twds Suvdpefn 8
citiov Oewpeiv, dpxas &md TEV
alodfrewy AauBdrovres. CLEMENS,
Strom. 1. 362, D; @eipp. de v
alotnow apxhy elvar wioTeds dyow-
Gt yap TavTus ai Gpxal wps Tow
Adyoy To¥ &y fuiy kel Thy Biudvowny
éerelvovtos. . SEXT. Math. vii.
217 : Aristotle and Theophrastus
have two eriteria, alo@now wpev
T&r aiolyrov, vénew 8¢ TEv von-
TEv:  kowdy 08 GudoTépwy, &s
E\eyer O Beddp., T evapyés,

' Fr, 18: émel 8¢ ol dvev uiv
Kevficews 008 mwepl évbs Aewriow,
wEyTe  Yap v kwhoe T TS
dhoews, drev 8t GAAowrTwhs Kal
malnTicis odx dmép Tév wepl Tb
fécor, eis TaiTd Te wal wepl Todrey
Aéyoyras oby oidy Te karaAurely
T?‘w m}’aﬂno‘xv, GAX’ éwd  TalTys
apyopevous meparfor xph Oewpeiy,
7 76 pawipeva AcuBdvovras e’
éavrd, §) amb TolTwy, f Twes #pa
KkvpiTepar wal  mpdTepar  TouTwy
apyai.

2 Caus, Pl i, 4, 8: &aAN &
Tois kabéxaaTa TO GrpiBis pEAAer
irws alciyricis 8sirar cudrews,
Adyw 8t oli eduapts ddoploar, Cf.
Hist. i. 3, 5. The differences
between botanical species are
somewhat vague; da 8 Taira
&omep Aéyouer ot drprBoroynTioy
T¢ Bpp aAA& 7@ TUTe Anmréo

ToUS Goptapovs.

GE s T e LR
natural scicnce cannot arrive at
the complete certainty of know-
ledge; @AX’ oix ériwacréor S
TolTo puotodoyiar © AN Gpreiobar
XPh T@ kaTd THy Hperépar xpRow
Kail dVvauiy, ds ol @coppdoTe Sorel,
Cf. also supra, vol. 1. p. 167 sq.

1 See Caws. Pl iv. 4, 9-11;
Hist, i. 1, 10 sq.

3 Higt. 1. 1, 4: we must be-
ware of comparing plants with
animals in every respect. &ore
TolTe uey olTws UmoAnmTéOr oD
piyoy eis Ta iy GAAE kel Taw
FEAAGyT@y xdpiw Goa yop ud ofdw
T€ Gpouonvy mweplepyor Th Aiye-
gl mdvrws, Tva ph kel The oirelay
aroBdAdewper dewplar,

¢ Bee supra, vol. i. p. 249, n,
1,2, 3.
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have an unmistakable bias in the direction of particulars
rather than fundamental prineiples. :
This is the method which Theopbrastus and, follow-
ing him, Kndemns have adopted in their treatment of
logic. While holding fast by Aristotelian principles,
they have permitted themselves many divergences in
detail! In discussing the Coneception,” for instance,
Theophrastus refused to admit that all contraries belong
to the same genus.? The doctrine of the Judgment,
again, to which both Eudemus and he devoted separate
treatigses,® received at their haunds various additions,
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theory of the Conversion of Propositions, with which
Aristotle’s treatment of the Syllogism begins, by sub-
stituting a direct, in place of Aristotle’s indirect, proof
of the simple converse of universal negative proposi-
tions.!  As they farther approached the question of the
Modality of Judgments from a different side,?® they con-

indeterminate & perafBéoews (see a.; PHRILOP. dn. Pr. il b;

which, however, so far as we know, were of no great
importance.* They introduced a slight change in the

! CL PRANTL, Gesch. der Log.
i. 346 sqq., who, however, seems
to undervalue the contributions
of Theophrastus and Budemus
to Logic.

# Cf fr. 15 (StmeL. Categ.
105, o' ; Sshol. in Ar. 89, a, 15).
Avex. on Metaph. 1018, a, 25 ;
also supra, vol. i, p. 224, n. 3.

# Theophrastus in the treat-
ises wepl maraddoews wal Gwodd-
gews (Dioe, 44, 46; ALEX. in
Anel. Pr. b,a, m 21, b, m,
124, a, 128; Metaph. 653, b,
15; GaAueN, Libr. Propr. 11,
xix, 42, K; BoETH. 4d Arist.
de Inferpr. 284, 386, 291, 327,
(Bile) ; Schol. in Ar. 97, a, 38,
99, b, 36: PraxTL, 350, 4), =
Aitews (D10G. 47; Droxys. Hal.
Comp. Verb. p. 212, Schil), m
T@r Tou Adyov gToiyeiwy (as
PRANTL, 553, 28, in SIMPL. Caléy.
3, B, Bile, rightly emends).
As to Budemus, w Affews, sce
ALEX. dral. Pr. 6, b, in Metaph.
566, b, 15, Br.; Anon. Schel. in

Arist. 146, a, 24; GALEN, i6id. On
their other logical treatises cf.
supra, vol. 1. p. 64, n. 1.. PRANTL,
p- 350, and Hth, Fud. i. 6 fin. ii.
6, 1222, b, 57, ¢. 10, 1227, &, 10.
* Theophrastus distinguishes
in his treatise w. xkaTapdTews
between different meanings of
wplreds (ALEX. Anal. Pr. B, a,
m ; ibid. 124, a; Top. 83, a,
189, a. Similar distinctions are
guoted from the same treatise
and that =. rof MeAAex@s (which
was probably on the model of Ari-
stotle's—see sup. vol. 1. p. 76 89.);
Eudemus noticed the predicative
foree of the verb ¢ to be’ in exis-
tential propositions (Anor. Selol.
in Arist. 146, a, 24, and for
annther remark of Endemus on
the verb ¢ to be' see ALEX, dnal.
Pr. 6, b, m). Theoplrastus called
particular propositions indeter-
minate (see swp. vol. 1.p. 238, n. 1,
and BogTH. D¢ Interpr. 340, m ;
Sehol. in WarTz, dr. Org. 1. 40;
PRAKTL, 356, 28), and Aristotle’s

supra, vol. i. p.232, n. 2 ; Siepha-
nus and Cod. Laur. in WAITZ,
ibid.4] 5q ; and onhis reasons for
doing so, PRANTL, 357). He dis-
tinguished in particular negative
propositions befween ‘not all’
and ‘some not’ (Sehel. dn Ae.
145, a, 30). In regard to the
modality of judgments he made
a distinction between simple ne-
cessity and necessity resulting
from particular circumstances
(ALEX. dn. P. 12, b, u). He
elucidated contradictory opposi-
tion, which he declared in general
to be indemonstrable (ALEX. on
Metaph. 1008, 2, 11, p. 653, b, 15,
Br.), with the remark that con-
tradictory propositions are abso-
lutely exclusive of one ancther
only when their meaning is fized
and definite (Seiol. dmbres. in
WarTz, ibid. 40), a caution
against sophistical objections to
which PRANTL, p. 356, unneces-
sarily takes exception.

1 In ARIST. Anal Pr.i.2, 25,
a, 15, it stands: e underl Tdv B
Th A dwdpyes, oldE Tav A obBeri
drdpker 70 B. el adp Tuom, oloy T
T, ol dAnbis forar T pudert Taw
B 7b A mdpyew*® To yap T Taw
B 7i dorw. Theophrastus and
Eudemus put it more simply:
“ifno B is A, A is separate from
all B, B is therefore separate
from all A, and therefore no A is
B’ (ALEX. 4n. Pri. 11, a, m. 12,

Schol. in dr. 148, b, 48 cf. the
acholinm - which TPrRANTL, 364,
45, gives from Minag). PRANTL
criticises this® convenient’ prooi:
ZELLEE, on the contrary, con-
siders it the right one, and says
that he cannot find for that of
Aristotle ‘reasons founded on the
very nature of genusand species’
as Prantl professes to do.

2 Aristotle had taken the con-
ceptions of possibility and neces-
sity, as has been remarked (see
sup.vol. i, p. 284 5q.) to express a
quality of things,not of our know-
ledge of things. By the possiblehe
does not understand that which
we have no reason to deny, nor by
the necessary that which we are
forced to accept, but by the
former that which by nature may
equally be or not be, by the latter
that which by its nature must be.
Theophrastus and Eudemus, in-
deed, have left us no general
statement on this subject (evenin
the passage quoted by PRANTL,
362, 41, from ALEX. dnal. Pr.
51, a, only the words ¢ TpiTor
Th drdoyor [sc. Gvaykaldy foTw]"
Gre yhp ovmdpyer TéTe oby olvy
e ph dmdpyxew,! seem to be-
long to THEO.'S Pricy Analiiics,
while the rest belong to Alex-
ander himself); but it is obvions
from their departures from Axi-
stotle, which we areabout tomen-
tion, that they take possibility
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sequently denied what Aristotle had affirmed, that
every assertion of possibility implies the opposite possi-
bility, and they maintained, against his denial, the
convertibility of universal negative judgments of possi-
bility ;' while with regard fo conclusions whose pre-
miges are of different modality, they held firmly by the
prineiple that the conclusion follows the weaker premise.?
We further know that Theophrastus added to the four
Modes which Aristotle had assigned to the first Figure
five new ones, obtained by the couversion of the con-
clusions or the premises, a development in which we
certainly fail to see any advantage?® and it is possible
that he treated the two other Figures in the same way,*

asserting at the same time, in opposition to Aristotle,
that these also give perfect conclusions® Ile also

and necessity only in the formal
logical sense.

! See sup. vol. 1. p. 234 sq, and
Arex. dnal Pr. 14, a, m.; dnon.
Sehol, in A, 150, a, 8. The proofs
of the two Peripatetics are given
ina scholinm which PRANTY, 364,
45, prints from MINAS'S notes on
Gulen's Elcayoyh Stedexruch, p.
100. The same writer's quota-
tion, 362, 41, from Bo®RTH. fn-
terpr. 428, upon Theophrastus
relates merely to an nnimportant
explanation. Similarly a modifi-
cation of an Aristotelian argu-
ment mentioned by ALEX. dnal
Pr. 42, b, n. is, as PRANTL, p.
370, also remarks, insignificant.

? From an apodeictic and a
categorical premise follows, they
sald, a categorical; from a cate-
gorical and hypothetical, a hypo-
thetical; from an apodeictic and
hypothetical also a hypothetical
conclusion (see sup. vol. i, p. 284

sq.and on the third case, PHILOP.
Anal, Pr. 1i. a; Schol. in Avist.
166, a, 12; on an argument of
Theophrastus relating to this,
ALEX. Anal. Pr. 82, b.).

# For details see ALEX. Anal.
Pr. 22, b. 34, b.—35, a; daon.
Sekol. in Ar. 188, a, 4, and
PRANTLS citations, 365, 46, from
ApuL. De Interpr. (Dogm. Plat.
iii.), 278 sq. 280, Oud.; PorTH.
Syil. Cat. 594 sq.; PHILOP. An.
Pr. xxi. b (Selol. 152, b, 13); cf.
alzo UBBERWEG, Logik, 282 sqq.

1 As PRANTL, 368 5q., conjec-
fures from ALEX, Adwnal. Pr. 35,
a. Ci. following note.

b Sehel. in WATTZ, Apist.
Org. 1. 45: & 8t Bonbds
evarTins T 'ApworoTéAel mept Tat-
Tov é8¢tace . . . kal amédeker, b7
wdvres of év Beurépy wal TpiTe
oxfiuar: Téhewoi sigir (which Ari-
stotle denies, see supra, vol. 1. p.
240, 1. 4). . . . palverar 88 kol Ped-

PERIPATETIC SCHOOL: THEOPHRASTUS 861

‘changed the order of several of the Modes.! It is more

important, however, to note that Theophrastus and
Fudemus introduced into logic the theory of Iypo-
thetical and Disjunetive Syllogisms.? Both of these
they embraced under the name Hypothetical, pointing
out that in the Disjunctive also that which is undeter-
mined at first is afterwards determined by the addition
of a second clause®? They distinguished further two
kinds of hypothetical conclusions: those which, consist-
ing of purely hypothetical propositions, only assign the
conditions under which something is or is not the case,*

ppagros . . . The dvewrlav ebrg ALEX. 128, a, Sehol. 190, a, 1,
(Aristotle) mwepi TodTov 8dfav Exwy, however, Theophrastus expressly

! In the third figure he placed - said that these differ from ordi-

the fourth of Aristotle’s modes
as simpler before the third, and
the sixth before the fifth (Anen.
Sehol, in Ar. 165, b, 8 PHILOP,
ibid. 34, 156, a, 11), adding a
seventh mode which he obtained
by dividing the first (APUL. ibid.
P 276).

? As ALEx. An. Pr. 131, b.;
PHILOP. An. Pr. lx. a; Schol.
in Ar. 169, b, 25 sqq., expressly
state. According to BOETH.
Syil. Hypoth, 606 (in PRANTL,
3749, 59), Eudemus treated this
subject more fully than Theo-
phrastos.—Muoch less important
are the citations from Theophras-
tuss discussions upon syllogisms
ward mpooAnbw given by ALEX,
An. Pr 1284, ef 88 &, m.-
PrILOP. cil. a; Schol. dn Ar. 189,

. by 12 dnon. ibid. 1. 43, 190, a,

18, cf. PRANTL, 376 5q. These
are syllogisms formed of propo-
sitions such as those mentioned
by Aristotle, dnal. Pr.ii. b, bS8,
n, 20, 10: § 75 A pyderl 75 B
mapri Smdpyer &c. According to

nary eategorical propositions only
in form: that he nevertheless
entered with ‘such minuteness
into the discussion of them is
only one of the many proofs of
the frequently misspent industry
with which he traversed every
detail.

3 f. PRILOP. A%, Pr. 1x. b;
Sehol. ia Ar. 170, a, 30 sqq.;
ALEX. An. Pr. 109, b, m. That
both these writers in the passages
named follow the Peripatetic
view, as presented by Theo-
phrastus and Eudemus, is- obvi-
ous from the whole context.

t Of rives dvros § piy Gvros 1
obi Eorw 9 71 Eore Sevopres (Fif
A is, Bis—if Bis, € is—if A is;
C is ), which are called by Theo-
phrastus 8w tpar fmoflericol or
B’ OAwp OBmofericol, as also on
accouns of the similarity of the
three propositions xer’ araleyiar,
Theopbrastus distinguished three
forms of these syllogisms corre-
sponding to the three Aristote-
lian figures of the categorical
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and those which prove that something is or is not.! Of
the latter a forther division is made into those with a
hypothetical and those with a disjunctive form,® both
of which classes, however, agree in this—that what is
stated in the major premise as possible is either affirmed
or denied in the minor? Under the hypothetical are
finally classed Comparative,* or, as the Peripatetics
called them, Qualitative Syllogisms.?

syllogism, except that he trans-
posed the order of the second
and third. AUEX. dwdl, Pr
109, b, m. 110, a.; cf. 88, b.;
PHILOP. ibid. 170, a, 13 =qq. 179,
a, 13 sqq. 189, a, 38,

L PETILOP. Sehol.in Ar. 170, a,
14,30 sqq. Of. ALBX. 4. Pr.83,b,

2 PHILOP. ibid.: T7a@v T7h evas
# pa elvar keTackevalérTwr Hwo-
ferweay of pév aworoudior raTe-
Trevd(ovaw of 8% Bukleviir &e. OF
the first, two forms are next enu-
merated: those which by atfirming
the antecedent affirm the conse-
quent, and those which by deny-
ing the consequent deny the
antecedent (*If A is, Bis. But
A i8] &c.; and: “If A is, B is.
Buot B is not.’ &e.). Of the second
by a more complicated classifica-
tion three forms: (1) ‘A is not
at the same time B and C and D.
But it is B. Therefore it is
neither Cnor D) (2) “A iseither
Bor C. Butitis B, Therefore
itisnot C.° (3)“Ais either B or ¢.
Butit is not B. Therefore itis C.'

% This categorical minor pre-
mise following on a conditional
or disjunctive major, for which
the Stoies afterwards invented
the name mpooAndes, the older
Peripatetics (of apyefor, of mepl
‘AproroTédny, cf. PRANTL, 3835,
68), following ARIRT. (Anal Pr.
i, 28, 41, a, 80; cf. WaiTz, in

loco; ¢ 29, 45, b, 15), called
perdAmbes (ALEX. 4w, Pr. 88, a,
0. 109, a, m.; ParLor. Sehol. én
Ar. 169, b, 47, 178, b, ). If this
minor itself receives prooi from
a categorical syllogism we have
the so-called ‘mixed syllogism’
(ALEX. 87, b, m. sq.). The con-
ditional gsentence is called ovrnp-
pévor, the antecedent, being the
nyovpueror, the consequent the
érduevor (PHILOP. Sehol. in Ar.
169, b, 40). Theophrastus, how-
ever, remarked the difference
here between those conditional
sentences in which the condition
is introduced problematically by

an Ei and those in which if is °

introduced affirmatively by an
‘Evel (SIMPL. De Celo, Schol.
509, a, 8). He remarked also
(ALEX, Anal. Pr. 131, b, Ald.;
ek, PraxTyi, 378, 57) that the
perahnles again is either a mere
hypothesis, or immediately cer-
tain, or demonstrated either in-
ductively or deductively.’

1 Of éwb Tob LaAkor kai TOU
Spotov kot 7ol fitTop, e.g.: ¢ if the
less precious is a good, so also is
the more precious; but wealth,
whieh is less precious than health,
is a good, therefore health is so
also” Upon this see ALEX, 4.
Pr. 88, b, m. 109, a.—b. ; PHILOFP.
An. Pr.lxxiv. b; PRANTL, 389 sqg.

* Kard woudTyra, probably fol-
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\ No contributions of any importance to the second
main division of the Analytics—the doctrine of Demon-
stration—have come down to us from Theophrastus or
Eudemus,! and we may therefore assume that neither
of them differed in any important point from the con-
clusions of Aristotle on this subject. The same is
in zubstance true of the Topics, to which Theophrastus
had devoted several treatises.” It cannot be proved that
he interpreted the subject-matter of the science dif-
ferently from Aristotle;® nor do the isolated utterances
on thig head which have come to us from Theophrastus
and Eudemus go beyond a few formal extensions of

Aristotelian doetrines *

lowing ARIST, An. Pr. 1. 20, 45,
b, 16—where, however, this ex-
pression is not further explained.

! Even PrawrLn (p. 892 sq.)
has failed to find more than two
statements referring to this sub-
ject: one in PHILOP. A#. Post.
17, b.: Sehol. 4n Ar. 205, a,
46, distinguishing between
aird and wed’ abro, the other the
remark in the anonymons scho-
linm, ibid. 240, a, 47, that defi-
nition is embraced under demon-
stration. Tgnally unimportant
are the remarks on xef’ ai7d in
Arex, Cw. Nat. i. 26, p. 82,
Speng. ; on definition in BoETH.
Interpr. ii. 318, Sehel. 110, a,
34 ; on definition and demonsira-
tionin Kustrat. an Libr. il.; Anal.
Post. 11, 8, 0.; Selol. 242, a, 17;

“ cf. ibid. 240,a, 47: on the im-

possibility of proving contradic-
tory propositions in ALEX. on
Metaph. 1006, a, 14; SYRIAN. in
Metaph. 872, b, 11 (from the
treatise w. werapdrews): and the
definition of atfwue in THEMIST.

Anal, Post. 2, a; Schol. 199,
b, 46. i

% Of. PRANTL, 350 sg.nn. 11—
14. .

"% PRANTEL, p. 852, infers it
from the statement (AMMmoOXx,
De Interpr. 53, a.; Sehol. in
Ar. 108, b, 27; Anon. ibid. 94,
a, 16) that Theophrastus dis-
tinguished a twofold relation,
one to the fact in regard to which
the question is ome of truth or
falsehood, the other to the
hearers; but the latter is here
assigned not to dialeetic but to
poetry and rhetoric. The cita-
tion from the dralytics of EUDE-
MUs in Armx, Zup. 70, is also
qnite Aristotelian.

* Theophrastus distinguished
between wimes and wepdyyeiuc,
ooderstanding by the latter a
rule which is general and in-
definite, by the former one that
is definite (ALmx, Top. 72; cf.
5, m. 63); of the topical heads.
which Aristotle had enumerated

(yévos and Bwpops, bpos, Tiwov,
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The conclusion to which we are so far led, namely,
that Theophrastus is by no means inclined blindly to
accept the Aristotelian doctrines, becomes still more
obvious from the fragment on Metaphysics.! The diffi-
culties (amopiasr) suggested in this [ragment are directed
in great part to Aristotelian assumpbions, but we are
left wholly in the darlt as to whether and in what way
the author found the solution of them. Starting from
the distinction between First Philosophy and Physics,
Theophrastus here asks how their respective objects,
the supersensible and the sensible, are related to one
another; and after proving that there must be some
common bond of union between them and that the super-
sensible must involve the sensible, he goes on to examine
how this is possible.* The principles of Mathematics
(to which Speusippus had assigned the highest place)
are Insufficient for the solution of the problem; we
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the world. He produces that motion, however, not in
virtue of any movement in himself, but of a causality more
accordant with lis nature : he is the object of desire to all
the lower creation, and this alone is the cause of the
endless movement of the heavens, Satigfactory thongh
this view undoubtedly seemed in many respects,' it was
not without its difficulties. If there be only one moving
prineiple, why have not all the spheres the same move-
ment 2 If there are several, how can we explain the har-
mony of their movements? But a satisfactory reason must
also be assigned for the multiplicity of the spheres, and,
in fine, everything must be explained as the outcome of
design. Why, moreover, should this natural desire of
the spheres be directed to motion rather than to rest?.
And does not desire presuppose a soul, and therefore
motion 22 Why do not things under the moon as well

require a higher principle, and this we can find only in

God? God, therefore, must be the cause of motion in

cuuBeByrts, Tabtoy) he placed
Tadrdy, as well as SGiapopa, nnder
yévos (ibed. 25), and all others
except ouuBeByrds under dpos
(ibid. 3l—this is all that we
are told, but PRANTL, p. 395,
seems to be wrong in his in-
terpretation, ¢f. DRANDIg, iii.
279). He asserted—to pass cver
some still more wvnimportant
remarks which are guoted by
ALEX. on Metaph. 1021, &, 31,
and Tap. 15 (Schol. 277, b, 52)
-—that opposites do not fall under
one and the same generic con-
ception (see sip. vol.1i. 358, n. 2).
Theophrastus’s divison of w@un:

(GrREGOR, CORINTH. ad Hermog.
de Meth. vii. 1154, w.), Eude-
mus's division of gquestions (Anmx.
Top, 38), and his classification
of fallacies wap Thy Aétw (that
is if GALEX. w. 7. mapi 7. Ack.
gorop. 3. xiv. 589 sqq. follows
him), will be found in PRANTL,
807 sq.
! Bee supra, vol. il p. 854, n. 2.
. *§1 sqq.; §2 read dpxih B¢,
wdTepa, &o., * we begin here with
the question whether,’ &c.

4 § 35q. according to USENER'S
emendation (see p. 354, n. 2,
supra) of which Winyzgr, p. 151,
11, ventured to accept even old Te

for&ore; § 4 we might propose to
read : & bAiyols elvairal Tp@TOLS,
el ui) dpa wal dy TG TPpETW.

Vg §: péxpr pév B TolTow
ooy Eprios 6 Adyos, Gpxiy Te moidy
ploy wdvrar, kal Thy évépyewr ol
Thy obotoy awobilods, &ri G ph)
Buniperiv unde mosdy TL ALyEY, aAA
arAds ffalpov els wpeiTTe T
peplba wal Bewrépaw. That every-
thing has a natural desire for
the good is also stated by
Theoph. in the fr. (from mepl
wAodrov) Sehol. in Plat. Legy. p.-
449, 8 Bekk.: e (whr cixer &
mAoUTos, wpbs movous w @wfiafe

" robs &yafovs. EwxacTov yap Tob

oikefov édlerar dyabos, for this
alone accords with its nature,

| wdyre BE THS KoTG QUTw OpéyerTal

Hinférews.
2§ 7 sq. (where 1 12 W

for defirurer we should perhaps
read ¥pioror). In § 8 the remark
relating to the Platonists (ri ofy
fua Tf wmypfoe, &c.) is hardly
intelligible, probably on account
of the ecorruption of the text.
The sense ascribed fo it by
PBRrRANDIS, iil, 328 &q. (q.v.), zeems
to be neither contained in
the text ner admissible in itself.
In the following words (el &)
Epeats, A ws Te rwal Tol aploTov,
weTd Yuxiis, e pn TIs Adyor kal'
Guotbryre kel Swgopir, Euduy’ by
eln 7é& rwdvuera) USENER, p. 267,
in place of Sagopiy happily reads
peTagopar: ‘unless the expres-
sion Eperis is used hy a mere
analogy and improperly” Even
the fragment quoted in the
previous note speaks only of
living things.
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as things above it desire the best 7  And how is it that

in the heavenly sphere this desire produces nothing
higher than rotation? For the movements of the soul

and the reason are of a higher order than this. To this,
however, it might be replied that all things cannot
attain to like perfection. Finally we might ask whether
motion and degire are essential or merely accidental
attributes of the heavens.! Touching further on the

necessity of deducing nof only some but all reality from’

firsb principles,® we find that even in reference to these
first principles themselves many new questions are sug-
gested. Are they formless and material, or endowed
with form, or both ? And if the first of these assnmp-
tions is obviously inadmissible, there is also a difficulty.
in attributing design to everything however insignifi-
cant. 'We shonld therefore have to determine how far
order extends in the world and why it ceases at certain
points.? Again, what are we to say of rest? Has if,
like motion, to be deduced as something real from our
first principles, or does positive reality belong only to
energy—among sensible ohjects only to motion—and is
rest only a cessation of motion 7* How, again, are we to
describe the velation of Form and Matter ? TIs matter

1 § 9-11. In§ 10 instead of the Platonists are accused in the

cupPaiver USENER reads AapSdver ;
it would be better to read:
guuBaiver yép elvar k. oupp.

2 § 11-13 where, however, p.
153, W. n. we must punctuate thus:
amh & ofy Talrys 4 TolTwy TEv
dpxdv abidoeiey v Tis, Tdyo B¢ kol
&wh Tav BAAwy Bp', Br Tis TiliTa,
74 épekfs elfbs amodidirar kal pi
wéxpt Tov mpoeABdyTa wadeofar—as

seguel of doing.

¢ § 14 sqq.; § 15 n.—where
instead of aiTo we ought to read
af 7d.

* This apparently is the sense
of the first half of § 18: what
follows, however, as it stands, is,
as BRANDI®, p. 582, says, unin-
telligible,
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non-existent althongh endowed with potential reality,
or is it an existence although still void of any definite
form ?' Why is the whole universe divided into contra-
ries so that there is nothing without its opposite 7 Why
does the worse far exceed in quantity the better 72 And
since on account of this diversity in things knowledge
also is of different kinds, the question rises what method
we are to adopt in each case and how we are to define
the nature and the kinds of knowledge? To assign
causes to everything is impossible, for we cannot go on
ad infinitum either in the sensible or the supersensible
world without renouncing the possibility of knowledge ;
but we can go a little way in that direction in advancing
from the sensible to the supersensible. When, however,
we reach ultimate grounds of reality we can go no
further, either because these have themselves no cause
or because our eyes are too weak to penetrate into the
brightest light.* But if it be thought that the mind
knows these by immediate contact and therefore in-
fallibly,? yet it is not easy, however necessary, to say
what it is of which we make this assertion and which is
the object of this immediate knowledge.® Granted,

1 § 17, Insteadof Svwduei 8 & - and p. 246 sqq.) in the same

(Br.) ‘or Bupdper ptv bv (W.) we direction as the statement

oughtprobably toread Surdue 3" 8.

2 & 18.

5 §§ 19-20. We cannot here
enter into particulars; see,
however, BRANDIS, iii. 334 sq.
USENER, ibid. p. 269 sq. places e.
8 Br. (§§ 19-27 W.) between cc.
3 and 4 Br. (§§ 18 and 14 W.)

1 The latter is a deviation
from Aristotle’s doetrine (on
which ef. supra, vol. i. p. 205,n.2,

Metaph. ii. (o) 1, 993, b, 9:
Gomep yap kal T& Tér pvereplbov
fupaTa mpbs Th diéyyos Exer Th ped’
fucpar, obrw kal THS Huerépas
Yuyfis 6 wolis wpbs T& TH PUoe
¢av£pcﬁ'rm'r.c wdy T,

> For Aristotle’s view see sup.,
vol.i. p. 197, n. 4.

¢ 8o weshould understand the
words § 26 yahemd B€ wal els abrd
Toul 7 oivedis kal 3 woTes ., ..y
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further, that the world and the structure of the heavens
is eternal ! and that we cannot, therefore, point to the
causes of its origin, the problem yet remains of assign-
ing the moying causes and the final aim of the con-
stitution of the world, and of explaining individual forms
of existence, down to animals and plants, Astronomy
as such iz inadequate to meet the former of those
demands ; since motion is just as essential to the
heavens as life is to living creatures, we must seek a
deeper origin for it in the essence and ultimate cause
of the heavens themselves.? Upon the question of
design in the world it is not always clear, apart from
other considerations® whether a thing exists for a
definite end or only in consequence of a charnce coinci-
dence or natural neeessity ;* and even assuming design
in the world, we are yet unable to prove its presence
equally in every case, but must admit that there iz much
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that seems to oppose its realisation and even that the
amount of this is largely in excess of that which clearly
exhibits design—in other words, that * evil’ is largely in
excess over ‘ good.’ !

It is impossible from so mutilated a fragment to
obtain any very exact information as to the views of
Theophrastus upon the ultimate grounds of reality.
We only see from it that he was not blind to the diffi-
culties of the Aristotelian doctrine, and that he brought
these into prominence especially in connection with the
question of the relation between the movens and the
motum and with the teleological view of natnre. We must
nevertheless admit that even in his Mefaplysics he has
kept closely to the main lines of the Master's doctrine,
as is obvious from his own express statements on several
important heads,® and from the general fact that we

' 8§ 2834 TIn § 31 read: following passage to the protasis

rive womTéor Tov Gpor. DBRANDIS,
p. 336, explains : ‘where we are
to place a limit on inguiry,’
which the text does not seem to
permit. For the rest see §§ 24
BQ.

' § 26 jfin. must be read:
wépuker - Goor BE TOv olpariy Gid-
1oy DwohauBdrovow Eri 3¢, &e.
SPENGEL (see BRANDIS, p. 337)
had already changed the un-
meaning fuépwr iNto § gepdv,

2 This at any rate seems to be
the meaning of § 27 sq. (e ol
aoTpodoyle, &c.)

¢ These are indicated § 28.
USENER, dnal. Theophr. 48, here
proposes : dAAws O 6 apopiopss ob
fdBuos . . . . kal 8 T Eme pi
Soreiv, &e. In that case ‘ mdfer

7 dplacfar ypn ' may be sug-
gested instead of (pgdes....)"

mwiley 8 Hptacfar xpfv. Otherwise
one might, still reading #AAws,
omit the updrn» which prececles as
an explanatory gloss : fmwép 8¢ rob
wied Evekd Tov kol unfer BAAws, 6
dpoptopds ob pdbios, Lo, ‘Adoptopds
here is equivalent to dprouds, asin
the passage from THEOPHRASTUS
in S1MPL. Plys. 94, a.

* Theophr. gives examples
§§ 29 sq. where, however, § 30
instead of sodrer xapw we must
read with USENER (Rhein. Mus.
xvi. 278) rob ydpw. In what
follows, it seems that the words
ral Talr’, &e. are somewhat out
of order.

el B& ) Topd [or Tav¥ | Everd Tou
wel els Td Hporow, Anaréoy, and
immediately after: ral dawAds
Aeyduera (Br. and W. Adyouer &)
kal wed Ecaaror. Inwhat follows
émt 7oy (dwv will then correspond
to wab’ Ecacror. In § 32 we oupht
perhaps fo rvead: dwrapiaior Td
BérTior kol Td elvar . . . . TOAD
8¢ wAfjbos (without § or elvar) 75
wardy.  In what follows the text
may have originally been: otk éy
Gopirrie B& wdvoy wai ofor HAms
elber, wofamep T8 s @ooews (in
the world of men—for the allu-

. sion must be to this—there is not

only, as in nature, indefermi-
nateness anc materiality, but also
evil). After this, however, there
seems to be a gap; and of the
missing words éueferrdTov alone
has smrvived. Similarly in the

VOL. IL

€ yip—inardpwber (Ph. d. G, i,
852, 3, where, however USENER'S
conjecture, ibid. 280, T & &fpda
wal Exarépwler ought to have
been mentioned) an apodosis is
needed : this (the rarity of good-
ness) is even truer of Man. Of
the next passage we have onlya
fragment in the words & pév oty
—frra.  The remainder is pro-
bably complete or mnearly com-
plete; the discussion, however,
then breaks snddenly off and we
are left without means of con-
jecturing its further course. In
§ 33 USENER'S conjecture (ibid.)
émiutueiobar v Beior Erayra (for
émip. ye Béaew &x.) has much to
support it. :

* Besides the theological
doetrines hereafter to be dis-
cussed we may note the distine-

BB
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nowhere hear of any deviations from it. - Even whaf
little has come down to us of Theophrastus’s theo-
logical views harmonises in every respect with the
doctrines of Aristotle. It is indeed urged against him
that he declares God at one time to be Spirit, ab
another Heaven and the Stars; ! but the same objection
iz urged against Aristotle,? whose view we must have
wholly misunderstood if we do not find an easy ex-
planation of it in the fact that while he identifies God
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in the highest sense with infinite spirit alone, he yet
conceives of the motive forces in the stellar sphe;es.
‘and especially in the highest of them, as eternal and
divine beings. Theophrastus helds this view also. To
him also God in an absolute sense is pure reason,! the
single cause which co-ordinates all reality, and which,
itself unmoved, produces motion in everything else, since
everything else desires it.? In proof of this assumption
Theophrastus had appealed, it appears, like Aristotle,?
to the universality of religious heliefs.* He also de-

tion between form and 1matter
( Metaph. 17, TAREMIST. De dn.
91,5, m) with allthat it invalves,
and the Aristotelian teleoiogy.
The latter Theophr. expresses in
Aristotelian phraseology, Caus.
Pl 1, 1 (ef. i 1, L): 4 yap
Giais olbty motel pdTmy dKioTa 5
iy Tols mpdrois kal KuploTdTOIs.
Jbid. i. 16, 11 (where morecover
we must read ¢y 8’ in place of
H8): el wpbs TH PéATioTor Spud
[ pims]. CL iv. A4 9= 2 ‘“E rt,
again, 1s partly an imitation
( Caus, 1. 18, 2), partly a suppory
and completion (ibid. i. 16, 5, 1.
16, 10 sq. v- 1, 1) of the designs
of nature; it differs, however
( Caus. i.16, 10, ¢f. sup. vol. J. p.
418, n. 3), from nature in that the
latter operates from within out-
wards, and therefore spontane-
ously (éx Té» abropdrwy), while it
works from without by force, and
therefore only piecemeal ( Cais. 1.
12,4); henee itisthatart produces
wnuch that is npnatural (ibid. 1.
16,11,7. 1, 1sq.). Even this isnot
without a purpose, but it serves
not the original design of nature
but certain ends of man (ef. V.
1, 1); these two, hawever, do
not coineide and may even con-

tradict ome another (Caws. 1. 16,
1; 21, 1 sq. iv. 4, 1 —Theophr.
here distingnishes in reference
to fruits and their ripeness =i
reretdTyra Thy Te wpbs Auas kal
Thy wpbs yevew. # wév yap mphs
Tpophy H Bt wpbs Slvauns Tob
~vevvgr). Nevertheless even the
unnatural can by babit change
ita nature ( Chus. il 5, 5, iii. 8, 4,
iv. 11, 5, 7); and on the other
hand many vegetables and
animals are, Theophr. believes,
entrusted by nature herself to
the care of man, whereby only
they can reach perfection, and
just herein consists the difference
between wild and tame (Caws. 1.
18, 28) which, as we shall find
hereafter, he regards as pob
merely an artificial but a natural
distinction.

! The Epicurean in Cic. X, I,
i, 13, 35: nec vere Theophrasti
ineonstantia ferenda est: modo
enimementi divine tribuil priaci-
patun, modo  ewlo, fum aqutem
signis | sidepibusque  celestibus.
CLEMENS, Profrept. c. 8, H4, B:
Bsdpp, - - .0 T pév olpavdy wi
3¢ mpetua Toy Yeov Hmovoel.

* Q1. ibid. § 38, cf. KrIscHE,
Forsch. 276 sqq.

seribed its universal operation as Providence,® without,
however, distinguishing this divine causality from the
ordinary course of nature,® and he demanded of man that

! Metaph. § 16: Eori §€ [d
Kiwoby €Tepoy Kol © mwel] Ep Tis
ér’ alithy Gyn Tov voiv ral Tov Bedy.

2 Thid. § 4 sq. (see supra),
where infer alia: fela yap %
mdpTwr apxl 8¢ fis drarra kel foTe
kol Brapéver . . . . éwel B axivyTos
kel abrhy, Qovepby &s otk by el
T rweioboar Tols THS pUosws aitia,
ARG Aomby HAAR Tuol Buvdue
kpeiTTovt Kai wpeTépm. TOWUTN O
B Tou dpewTot Q@bois, &’ As 9§
kukAwkd  [s¢.  klvgows, which
UsengR ébid. p. 263 wishes to
supply] 4 suvexds ial EravoTos.

3 Onwhich ef. sup.vol. i, p. 300.

+ We may at least infer this
from the fact that in PorrH. De

. Abst. il T 8q. (see also BERNAYE,

Theophr. @b, Frimm. 56 sq.) he

© treats the neglect of all worship

as an exceptional outrage, on
account of which the Thracian

_ Theans were destroyed by the

zods; probably the same people
of whom SIMPL. in Epict. Fuckhir.
38. iv. 337 Schweigh. says:

wdvTes yip Hvbpwmor . . . . vopi-
ovor elvar Bedy Al *Arpoboirar,
obs  ioropel @edppacTos bénus
yevoudvovs bmd THs vHs dfpdws
raTamoliy,

s Minve. Fac., Octae. 19, 11
Theophrastus et Zenon, e. , . . .
ad unitatem providentie ommes
vevolvwnwbier.  CF PROCL. in Tim.
138, e: &) ~vép wivos 4 wdAiore
TAdTwy T dwd 7Toi mporoobpyros
alria kaTexphicuro, puoly d Bedgp.

Y Asisseenfrom ALEX, APHR,,
who says at the end of his
treatise Do dwima: ¢orvepdrara
3¢ @edppuoros delcvvor TadTivr by
Th ko elpoppérny 7§ ketd Glow
& 76 Kahgdeéve—for eluapuérn
indicates the course of the world
as divinely appoinied, which
therefore Theophr. according to
his manner identified with the
order of nature, as he identified
the lot which God has appointed
to each individual with a man’s
naturalstate, CL.310B. £l 1. 206:
pepsTar 3¢ wws eis T eluapuéymy

EE 2
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he should imitate its ceaseless intellectual activity.! At
the same time he follows Aristotle? in also attributing
a soul to the heavens,® whose higher nature reveals

itself in its orderly motion ;* and since he is likewise

in agreement with the Aristotelian doctrine of the
wther as the material of the heavenly structure® and of
the eternity of the world,® he could attribute blessedness
Vor diviniby not only to the highest Heaven, of which it
is expressly asserted,” but also with equal right to the

elvar Ty Exdorow ooty & f tdmov upon higher principles, as Flato
rerrdpay airdy mouwliwy, wpoatpé- had done, Eubuxor yap rai abTbs
eews [ @ioews HEBREN andothers],  elval 33wt Tor ovporby kel B
Thyns kal &vdyrms. As regards mofiTo Below el yip Belds dome, Pnol,

the two last, Téxy means accident,
avdryky constraint (either of other
men or of natural necessity) as
distinguished from ¢dais or
nature acting with a purpose.—
From the allusions to Theophr.'s
views upon Providence in
Olympiodorns in Phed. ed.
Finckh, p. 169, 7 nothing can he
inferred.

I JULIAN, Oraf. vi. 185, a
Spanh.: &ANS xel Tvbaydpas of Te
an’ frelvov wéxpt OeodpdoTov T
kard Blvoyur duowwofor e Qart
Flato especially expresses himself
to this effect: how far it was
the view also of Theophr. is seen
from the note: wal pap kal &
*Apiororédnst D ykp hpels moTE,
TolTo 6 Oeds ael’ (see supra).
According to Diog. v.49 Theophr,
wrote a treatise against the
Academics on the Dblessedness
of God.

2 See supre, vol. 1 p. 495, 1. 4.

3 Procl. in Tim. 177, a:
Theophrastus deems it unneces-
sary to base the existence of the
sonl, as the cause of motion,

kal The Gploray Exer Swywyhr,
fuluxds éoTw e obBty wyap Tigwov
dvev Yuydis, @5 v ¢ mwept Otparod
yéypader. (See also on the last
head p. 281, b. Plas. Theol. 1. 12,
p. 35 Hamb,)

+ Tpon this see Wetgph. § 34.
Crc. Tuse.3.19, 45 : heec enine pul-
chritudo etiam in forris patriam
illow et avitam (ut ait Theo~
phrasgus)plilosophiam cognitionis
cupiditate  inoensam  exeitavit
refers to the beauty of the
heavens. By mdrpos xal welaud
uhogogic is meant, as the con-
text also shows, knowledge of
the heavens, or astronomy.

5 According to  TAURUS
(Scholinst to Limeus, Bekker's
Scholie p. 437 and PHILOP.
Atern, m, xiii. 15), Theophr.
rejected Arvistotle’s doctrine of
the aether on the ground of
Plato’s assertion (Fim. 81 B)
that all that is solid and visible
must consist of fire and earth.

5 On this see infra, p. 380.

7 8ee n. 2 and the guotation
from Aristotle sup.vol. i p. 474
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other heavenly spheres.! Between him and Aristotle
there is in this regard no difference of doctrine.
Theophrastus, however, devoted much more attention
to scientific than to metaphysical inquiries, and had
indeed much more talent for them. That here also he
continued to build upon the foundations laid by Ari-
stotle is beyond question; but we find him exerting
himself not only to supplement the results of his
teacher by further observation, but also to correct them
by re-examination of his scientific conceptions. ~ With
this view he instituted an inquiry in a work of his own ?
into the conception of Motion which lay at the root of
the Aristotelian doetrine of Nature;?® and he found
it necessary to deviate in some respects from the teach-
ing of Aristotle on this head. He asserted, for instance,
that Motion, which he agreed with Aristotle in defining

as the realisation of potentiality,® may be predicated in

! As Theophr. according to
the passage quoted, sup. vol. L. p.
461, 3 accepted Aristotle’s theory
of spheres, he was obliged to pre-
suppose also with Aristotle an
eternal mover for each sphere—
an hypothesis which was forced
upon him also by the principles
of the DPeripatetic philosophy
with respect to mover and
maved.

2 The three books =. kwijoews.
On these and on the eight books
of the Physics (if there were
really so many) see PHILIPESON,
“TAn arfp. p. 84, UsExmR, Anal.
Theophr. 5, 8, and BRANDIS, iii.
281. The last rightly remirks, as
Rose, Arist. Lbr. ord. 87 had
already dong, that the ‘eleventh’
book . kurfioews and the ©four-

teenth ' of the Physics in S1aprL.
Plys. 23, a, and Catey. 100, B
(Sehol, 381, a, 10, 92, b, 25) have
arisen out of mere clerical
errors (v¢ w and 7@ & out of
TOI A). From é&bexdre in the
former passage came next Sexdre
in the Aldine text.

* Theophrastus also says that
physics have to do only with the
wobiem (see sup. vol 1. p. 417 sq.) ;
see supra, vol, ii. p. 357, n. 1.

4 épépyeta ol Buvduer rwmTol
§i kmTy KoTa yeves ExarToy TEY
karyopiiir—i Tol Surdus dvtos ﬁ
TowiToy CvreAéyeln — evépyeid Tis
arerds Toll duvduer dvros §i TotolTor
ral ExaaTov yévos TRV KaTHYOpIEY
(THEOPHR. Fr.195q. 23 b, S1MPL.
Phys. 201, b, 94, a, m. Ceieg.
ibid.) aredds Tu‘_t.p % kimas (TH.
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all the categories ; as change is not confined, as Aristotle
tried to prove,' to substance, size, quality, locality, but is
also applicable to relation, position, &e.? Again, Arjstotle
had asserted that all change takes place gradually, and
therefore that everything which changes must be divi-
sible; ®* Theophrastus maintained, on the contrary, the
possibility—which Aristotle himself elsewhere ! admits

apud THEEMIET. De An. p. 199, 20
8p.). It isplainfrom the quota-
tion, swp. vol. i p. 383, n. 1, that
this completely agrees with Ari-
stotle. Nor is it easy to ses in
SIMPL, Caleg, 77, e. Phys. 202, a
the deviation from Aristotle
which RITrEe (iil. 413 sq.) finds,
'l‘r‘t first pussage (¥r. 24) rons:
TOUTW pEy op (The()phms‘rus)
Bowel ph xeplleaiar The rlvmow
Tits évepyeins, elvar 82 Ty uir
klrmew wat dvépyeiay bs by v ndry
TEPLEXOLEVRY, OUKETE KépTOL Kal THY
évépyetar khymour Thy yép éxdaTou
oleriay kal Tb olielow clos évepyeiar
civar ErxdoTov uh oboay TadTay
reimey, This means, however:
every motion is an energy, but
every energy is not a wmotion;
energy is the wider, motion the
narrower coneeption. It is
almost the opposite, therefore,
to RITTER'S explanation : that Le
refnses to comprehend either the
conception of energy under that
of motion ¢ or the conception of
motion under the conception
of energy.’ Phys. 202, a,
SIMPL. says: 6 @eddpaoros (reis
Aelr dmar ‘np_} rav kirfreny el al
pir wwfoes eoly, al §¢ domep
évépyeral Tiwes, which he ocites,
however, only as proof that
Theophr. uses klvnaes not merely
of motion in space, but of any

change. In this more general
sense he may have understood
particnlarly the ® motion of the
soul’ (see infra). Aristotle also,
however, frequently uses rfenss
synonymously with  uereBoAd,
and even be calls motion energy
as well as entelechy (see sup. vol,
i.p. 883, n. 1) : while, on the other
hand, Theophr. as well as Ari-
stotle says that it is only an in-
complete energy. According to
Priscian (in his paraphrase of the
Fhysies bk, v. p. 287, Theoplor.
Opp. ¢d. Wimm, iii. 269) he says
expressly 1 rabra 3¢ [évépyewn
and girgois]  Bwapdpsrt xpiobar

8¢ droyrator éviore Tols abrols

dvduno.

! Bee supra, vol.1.p.423,n.1.

¢ THROPHR. Fr. 19, 20, 23 (cf.
sup.vol.il. p. 373,n.4). Theremark
in Fr.20 on the motion of relation
is obseure, and in the words: %
virp Cvépyen klvyols Te kal ke aird
the text is probably corrupt.
Perhaps we ought to read: 4 vap
evepyeia klvnois Tob kel abrd.
But even so the passage is not
guite clear.

3 Phys. vi 4 init. (see supra,
vol. i. p. 439, n. 8), cf. ¢. 10.

1 Phys. 1. 3,186, a, 13, and in
the discussions upon light see
swpra, vol. i, p. 518, n. 3.
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—of a simultaneous change in all parts of a mass.! Ari-
stotle finally, in connection with the same subject, had
assumed that, although there is a moment at which a
change is completed, there is none at which it begins; *
Theophrastus rightly held this to be inconceivable.?
He further took serious exception to Aristotle’s doctrine
of space.* If space is the limit set by the surrounding to
the surrounded body, the latter must be a plain surface ;
space would move, along with the surrounding body,
which is inconceivable; nor would every body be in
space, since the outermost circle would not be; more-
over, all that is in space would cease to be so, without,
however, itself suffering any change, if the surrounding
body coalesced with it in one whole or were wholly
removed.” Theophrastus was himself inclined to define
space as the order and position of bodies relatively to

| THEMIST. Phys. vi.4,p. 381, 46 Sp,), Plato’s views upon time.
23 sqq. o. b, 389, 8 sqq. CL & Ky, 21, b, BimpL, Phys. 141,
SiMpL. Phys 233, a, m (Fr. a, m.; Theophrastus objects in
54 sqg.). On the other hand the the Physies to Aristotle’s defini-
citation from Theophrastus in tion of space, Im T gdue Eorar
StMPL.  Phys. 23, a, is not év émupavein, 7t kwodueros EoTou &
directed against Aristotle, but is =dmos [but according to SIMPL.
in agreement with him against Phys. 131, b, 136, a. 141, b,
Melinnus. 143, a, Theophrastus and Eu-
2 See supra, vol. i. p. 430, n. 4. demus freated it as an axiom
3 SMPL. Phys. 230, a, m. that space is immobile, as Ari-
TuHEMIST. Phys. p. 886, 16 Sp. stotle also had done, see sup. vol.
(Schal, 410, b, 44, 411, a, 6). Cf. i p. 432 sq. Phys.iv. 4, 212,a, 18
Eudemus in Simrr. 231, b (Fr. sag.], 710l wéy oeue év tomw (olbe
67 3p.). yip A dwhavns), dTi, ay curaxd@ow
4 In respect to time, on the o odaipat, kel Ghos & olpevds oix

* other hand, he wholly agreed &orar dv Towe [cf. ARIST. Phys. iv.

with Atistotle ; SIMPL. Phys. 187, 4, 211, a, 297, in T v Tdwy tvra,
a, m. of. Categ. Sehol. in Ar. 79, pnler alvé werakuwnbévra, éav ap-
b, 25; controverting apparently, wpeff T& wepiéxorte aiTe, oliiT
like Eudemus (according to oo év Time.

S1MPL. Phys. 165, a, and b, Fr.
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one another.! Of less importance are some other state-
ments quoted from the portions of<his Physics which
dealt with more general questions.? In his treatise
upon the elements® to which the extant passage upon
fire belongs, while holding fast to Aristotelian prin-
ciples,* he nevertheless finds certain diffienlties. While
all other elements are themselves definite materials,
fire (whether we take it to include light or not)
only exists in materials which burn and give light;
how then can it be treated as an elementary substance ?
This can only be the case if we assume that in & higher
region® heat is pure and unmixed, whereas upon earth

t BIMPL, ibid. 149, b, m. (Fr.
22): Theophrastus says, though
only as a suggestion (&s ér amopla
wpodywy Tov Adyov): ¢ ufiwoTe otk
€ore wal abrTdy obgia Tis 6 Téwos,
GAMG 7R Tdke kal Béoer TEv gwud-
Twy Aéyeral KaTd Tas dloes ol
durduers, duofws & el (olwr wal
doroy xel GAws Ty avousiuepdy,
elre sullywy efre diywy, Euuopdor
SeThy plow exdvTwy* kal vip rod-
Twv Tdfis Tis kat Bdors TEv pepmy
€oTL wpus Thr BAny obaloy: Fid kel
EkacTov év TH abrob xdpa AdyerTos
T Exeir THY olkeloy TdEw, émel kol
Tér TOU gduaTos uepdy EraoTov
émmotoeey v ral dwourhosie Ty
éaurod yapar kel Béaw.

? At the beginning of his
ireatise he had illustrated the
beginning of Aristotle’s with the
remark that all natural existences
have their prineiples as all natural
bodies are ecomposite (S1MPL.
Phys. 2.b, 5, b, m. Sehol. in Ar.
324, a, 22,325, b, 15. PuILoF.
Phys. 4, 2, m); in the third
book, which was also entitled
w. otpavoi, he distinguishes three

kinds of becoming: by means of
something  similar, something
opposite, and gomething which is
neither similar nor opposite to
that which comes to be but only
in general a previous actuality
(Fr. 16, b, SIMFL. ibid. 287, a).

* According to Alex, in SIMPL.
De Ceelo, init., Schol, 468, a, 11,

Theophrastus had discussed these 4

in the treatise «. olpaves, which
however (ifid. 435, b, 33, and
previous note) is the same as
Physics, Bk. iil. Bimer, De (wlo,
517, a, 31, however, cites also a
speeial work by him, wepl 745 T@y
oroixelwy  yevépews (USENER,
Annf. 21, thinks perhaps the
same as Diog., v. 39, calls =
yevémens),

! The compoesition of the ele-
ments of heat, cold. &e. (see sup.
vol. 1. p. 478 5qq. ; to this account,
é.g. De Igne, 26 : th vyip wiip Bepudy
wal Enpdv refers). Rimilarly the
theory of the natural weight and
levity of bodies; of. De Veni.
22, De Semsu, 88 5q.

* v avTh T wpdTn odalpg, by
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it is only found in union with something else and in
a process of becoming; but in this case we must again

‘ask whether terrestrial fire springs from the heavenly

element or owes its origin to certain states and move-
ments in burning material.! Again, how are we to
explain the sun? TIf it consists of a kind of fire, this
must be very different from other fire; if it does not

.consist of fire, we should then have to explain how it

can kindle fire. In any case we should have to admit
that not only fire but also heat are properties. But how is
it possible to admit this with regard to heat, which is a
far more universal and elementary principle than fire ?
Thissuggestsfurtherquestions. Are heat,cold, &e.really
first principles and not merely attributes ?? Are the so-
called simple bodies not rather composite things? since
even moisture cannot be without fire, for if it were it
would freeze; mor can the earth be wholly without
moisture, for if it were it would fall to pieces® We
are nob, however, justified in ascribing to Theophrastus
on account of these criticisms an actual departure from
the Aristotelian doctrine.* He is only following his
general custom of pointing out the difficulties which his
Master’s view involves, without necessarily giving it up.

It is the less necessary to follow Theophrastus

which, however, only the first AauBdvover rd 8eppdy kol 70 a{xupr;:
elemental sphere can be meant.  Gowep mdfln Tuvdy elvar, odx dpxal

! De Igne, 3-5. Cf also wal Bvpdpes: dpe B wol % Tav
OLYMPIODORUS in Mefeorol, 1. Gmhdy Aeyoucvwy ¢igis uinti) T€
137, id. kel éyurdpyousa EAAAA0Ls &,

2 Thid. 5-7, where § 6 with + Aristotle also says that the
the words : év Omoreuéve Twl kel elements do not present t,}}fgj:n-
Tb wip wal & fAos b Gepudy we selves separately in actmality ;
must supply £xet. see supra, vol. 1. p. 452, n. 4,

3 Ibid. 8: ¢olverar yip ofitw
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forther in his disenssion of fire, inasmuch asg, in spite
of many true observations, he not unfrequently proceeds
upon false assumptions and fails to bring to the elucida-
tion of the facts any actual knowledge of the processes
of combustion." Nortneed we enter into his aceount of
wind ? (the cause of which he traces to the motion of the
sun and warm vapours ®), of the origin of rain! of the

gigns of the weather® of

! Thus, for the explanation
of several actwal or supposed
phenomena, we have such as-
samptions as that the smaller
fire (as also ARIST. supposes,
Gem. et Corr. 1.7, 823, b, 8) is
consumed by the greaier, or that
it iz suppressed and suffocated
by the density of the air (Fr. 3,
10 sg. 68 ; T'r. 10, 1 s ); that a
cold environment inereases the
interior heat by repulsion (dvri-
wepioTars) (ibid. 13, 15, 18, 74,
. Bpdr. 23, w. Aewovy. Fr. 10,
6; Cauws. Pl .12, 3, vi. 18, 11,
and passim ; cf. the Index under
Gvrereplorars,  dvrurepirracfar.
Prutr. Qu. Nat. 13, p. 915) and
the like. Hence also the state-
ment (in Sivpr. De Celo, 268,
a, 27; K. Schel. 518, a, 28) that
there have been cases of sparks
darting from men’s eyes.

1L avéuwy (Fr. 5). In §5
of this work mention is also
made of that . édarer (ef. D10G.
v. 45; USERER, Anal. Theoplr, T).

3 Fbid. §§ 19 sq. ALEX. in
Meteorol. 100, b; cf. sup. vol 1.
p.-514 8. Theaphrastus had spoken
more tully on this subject in an
earlier treatise— De Verz. 1.

*On this see OLvyMPIO-
DORUS on Meteorol. 1. 222 id.

3 IL oqueler 6dToy kol Tyevud-

stones,® of smells.” tastes,®

Ty kal xeudrey kal evfidv(Fr. 6).

¢ TI. Affwy (Fr. 2), according
to § 59 written during the Ar-
chonship of Praxibulus (OL 116,
2,315 B.C.) At the beginning
of this essay the treatise on
Metals, on which cf. UsENER, p.
6, and supra, vol. i, p. 84, 1. 1, iz
mentioned. THEOPHR. (ihid.)
makes stones consist of earth,
metals of water, herein (see sup.
vol. 1.p. 514) connecting his doc-
trine with that of Aristotle,
whom be follows in general in
the treatment of this subject
(see SCHNEIDER'S references in
his Commentar, iv. 535 sqq. and
passim), except that he goes
much more deeply info particu-
lars than Aristotle did in the cor-
responding section of the Mefeor-
ology (iii. 6).

* On smells and tastes ef.
Cous. Pl vi. 1-5 (on those of
plants, the rest of the book); on
smells alone: wepl drpdy (Fr. 4).
Theophrastus here treats of the
kinds of smells which do not
permit of such sharp separation
as the kinds of tastes, and next
with great fullness of particular
fragrant or offensive substances,
their mixture, &c. Cf. also PLUT.
. Comw. 1. 6, 1, 4.

# On these also he had written

-—
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light,' colours,? sounds? His view of the structure of

.4 special treatise, according fo

Dio¢. v. 46, in five books (cf,
USENER, p. 8, and sup. vol. 1. p.
84,n.1); Caus. Pivi. 1,2, 4,1, he
enumerates seven chief tastes
with an ebvious reminiscence of
ARiIsr. De Sensu, 4, 442, a, 19 (see
sup.vol. 1. p. 85). Tbid.e.1,1he
gives a definition of yvuds, which
agrees with that of Aristotle (see
sup. vol. 1. p. 518). OLYMPIOD, in
Meteornl. 1. 286 id. mentions an
assumption with reference to the
briny taste of sea water (fhat it
comes from the nature of the
bottom of the sea).

! Theophrastus had explained
bis theory on this subject in the
fifth book of the Plysics, of
which fragments have been pre-
served to us in PRISCIAN'S Par-
phrase (see PHILIPPSON, “TAz
arfpawmivg, pp. 241 sqq.; WIMMER,
Theoplr. Opp. iii. 232 5qq.). On
light apd transparency cf. § 16
sqq. The dagaves is, according
to the view here presented, which
agrees with Aristotle’s (see sup.
vol. 1. p. 518, . 3), not-a body but
a property or state of certain
bodies, and when light is called
the dvépyeain Toii Simpavots (§ 18),
&vépyam must be understood in
the wider sense of a wdfgua or
certain change in the transparent.
The idea that light is a material
emanation is rejected.

z All that can be obfained
on this subject from the works

~of Theophrastus (to which, how-

ever, the psendo Aristotelian
treatise on Colours does not be-
long ; of. supra, volii. p. 355, n. 2)
ig almost entirely in agreement
with Aristotle, and it is brought
together by PRANTL, Arist, #b. d.

Farben, 181 sqq. Fr. 89, 3, 6
alzo belongs to this group.

3 Theophr. had discassed
these in the treatise upon
Music. In the fragment of this
treatise which Porphyry has pre-
served (Fr. 84) in Ptel. Horm.
(WarLniss, Opp, iii. 241 sgq.)
he controverts the assumption
that the difference between
higher and lower nofes is merely
a numerical one. We cannot
assert that the higher note either
consists of more parts or moves
more swiftly (wAclovs &pfuods
wweirer § 3, which aceording to
§ 5 fin. seems to refer to the
greater swiftness of motion by
means of which in the same
time it {raverses a greater
number of egnal spaces) than
the lower (the former was Hera-
clides’, the latter Plato’s and
Aristotle’s assumption ; sce Ph. d.
Gr.i. 887, 1, 655 n. and sup, vol. 1.
p.519). Forin the first placeif the
essence of sound is number, then
wherever we have number we
must also bave sound; on the
other hand, if number is not the
essence of sound, sounds are not
distinguished by number only ;
in the second place observation
shows that for a low mnofe an
equally strong movement is re-
quired as for a high one; and
again the two could not accord
with one another if they moved
with unequal velocity or con-
sisted of an unequal number of
movements, If a higher note is
audible at a greater distance,
this is only because it is trans-
mitted in a merely forward
direction, whereas the deep note
is transmitted in all directions.
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the universe agrees in every respect with Aristotle’s.!
He shares also his doctrine that the world is without

beginning or end, defending it, @ propos of Aristotle’s

physical theory, with great fullness and success against
the founder of the Stoic school? And since among

He holds that intervals do not ex-
plain fhe difference in notes,
they merely make the latter per-
ceptible by omission of the inter-
mediate notes. In their case
much more than in that of colours
a gualitative difference must he
admitted. Wherein this differ-
ence, however, consists, Theophr.
does not seem more precisely to
have defined.

! We see this from the state-
ment of Simplicivs on the retro-
gressive spheres quoted sup. vol.i.
p. 502, n. 1, and that of Pseudo-
Alex.in Metaph. 678,13 Bon, (807,
b, 9 Br.) which agrees with it. The
remark Fr. 171 (=, vér ‘Tyfiwr) 6
that the air is nearer the fire
than is the water refers to Ari-
stotle’s assumption that the
elements lie round the earth in
the form of asphere, We need not
helisve that Theophr. held the
Milky Way, as MAcron., Sowmn.
Seip. i. 15 supposes, to be the
band that unites the two hemi-
spheres of. which the celestial
sphere is composed; he may
have compared it with such a
band. but the idea that the celes-
tial sphere is really composed of
two parls is inconsistent with
Aristotle’s doctrine that the
world by reason of he nature of
its materials ean only have the
form of a perfect sphere (see sup.
vol. 1. p. 486 5q.). It has already
heen remarked sup. vol. ii. p. 372,
that Theophrastus follows Ari-

stotle in his general view of the
world.

* The extract from his
treatise on this subject given in
the psendo-Philo has already been
considered, sup. vol.il. p.354, n. 3.
Theophr. here (c. 25 sgq. Bern.)
controverts four arguments of
his  opponent and maintains
against them (as is shown in
ZELLER'S Hermes, xi. 424 5q.) c.
25, p. 270, 6 sqq. that in the first
place their assertion that if the
world were without beginning
all unevenness in the earth's
surface must long ago have heen
levelled, overlooks the fact
that the fire in the earth
which originally heaved up the
mountains (ef. on this Theophr.
T. 2, 3) also keeps them up ; and
in the second place if from the re-
treat of the sea which has taken
place at particular places, a final
exhanstion of it and an absorp-
tion of all elements in fire are
inferred, this overlooks the
fact that that decrease (as Ari-
stotle had previously taught, see
sup.vol. ii. p. 30, n. ) is amerely
local one and is connterbalanged
by an increase at other places;
just as little in the third place
doas it follow from the transi-
toriness of all particular parts of
the world, that the world as a
whole is transitory, inasmuch as
the destruction of one thing is
always the birth of another (cf.on
this sup. vol. L. p. 485). 1f finally
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other presuppositions of the Peripatetic system the
eternity of the human race was involved in the eternity

"of the world,! while on the other hand the relatively

recent origin of civilisation was recognised by Theo-
phrastus and illustrated by researches into the origin of
the arts upon which it depends 2 and of religious rites?.
he assumed with his Master that there occurred from
time to time overwhelming natural disasters which,'
covering vast territories, either totally annihilated the
inhabitants or reduced them again to the primeval state
of barbarism.* The mistake, in fact, which Aristotle
made in assuming with the old astronomy that in the °
eternity of the universe is involved also that of the earth
and the human race,” reveals itself again in Theophrastus.

Striking proof of Theophrastus’s ability in the field
of natural history is afforded by his two works upon

man and therefore also the world
is said to have had a beginning,
because the arts without which
man cannot live have had one,
Theophr. opposes to this view
the theory developed in the
text.

} CE sup. vol. ii. p. 32, n, L.

? Diog. v. 47 mentions two
books by him . efpnudray,

3 See more on this subject,
infra.

4 It is not permissible, says
the psendo-Philo, e. 27, p. 274,
3 sqq. Bern., to judge the anti-
quity of man from that of the
arts. For ¢fopal Tav karTd yir
obic  dfpduy GmdvrTwy GAAG  Taw
wAcloTwr duol Tals  peyieTas
citlows drarifevrar, mupds kol i8aTos
@héiTois gopals. kaTaokfmrey d
éiarépay v puéper dacly €y wdyv

warpals émovrdy wepubdos: and
after further explaining how
both kinds of devastation occur,
and how the inhabitants of the
mountain: are swept away by
the one, those of the valleys antl
plains by the other, he proceeds :
katd 8% Tobs AexPévras Tpdmwous
Sixa mupiwy #AAwy Bpayurépar
pletpopévor Toi whelorou uépous
dvlpdmwy énihcrely e dvdykns xal
Tds Téxwvas . . . émelay BE al uév
kowal vigor xehdoworw, HpEnTat
8¢ avnBiy wal BAactdrew Th yéves
ér Ty ui) mwporaTalndbérTwy Tols
émtBploar: Bewaols, dpyerbar wal Tas
Téyvas mwaAw ourloTacba, ol Tb
wp@Tor yevouevas, GAAL TR perdoel
Tay éxdvrar drocravirfelras.

5 Cf. on this Phil.-histor.
Abhandl., der Berl. Akedeme,
1878, pp. 105 =q.
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plants.! Observations are there collected with the most
unwearied diligence from all regions of the world acces-
gible at that time. All the information attainable by
the insufficient means and methods at the disposal
of the investigator of the period, not only upon the
form and parts, but also npon the development, the
, cultivation, the use, and the geographical distribution
of a large number of plants?is there set down. His
statements are moreover in general so reliable, and
where they rest on the testimony of others so cautious,
that they give us the most favourable impression of his
power of observation and critical skill. Neither ancient

nor medizval times have any botanical work of equal -

importance to compare with the wrifings of Theo-
phrastus.  The scientific explanation of the facts,
however, was necessarily in the highest degree unsatis-
factory, since neither botany nor science in general
was as yet adequate to this task.  Aristotle was
able in his geological works to compensate in some
degree for the like defect both by the general grandenr
of his fundamental thonghts and in particular by a
multitude of brilliant: conjectures and startling observa-
tions; but Theophrastus cannot be compared with his
Master in either of these respects.

! According to Kircaser, knownbefore his time, we cannot

Dhe Botan, Sehrift d. Th. (Jahrb. assume that he intended to

£, Philol. Supplementd. vii) p.
497, he names 550 plants, and of
these there are abont 170 withre-
gazd to which we do not know
whether they had been previously
kunown. As, however, he omits
several with regard to which it
can be proved that they were

enumerate all that were known
to him.

¢ Cf. what BRANDIS, iil. 298
£qq., KIRCHNER, 499 sqq., have
collected from the writings of
Theophrastus on the sources and
compass of his botanical know-
ledge.
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The fundamental ideas of his botanical theory are
taken from Aristotle. Plants are living creatures.?
Theophrastus does not make express mention of a soul
in them ; he regards their natural heat and moisture
as the seat of their life? finding in these also the chief
ground of the individuval peculiarities by which they
are differentiated from one another* But in order
that they may germinate and grow, a suitable external
environment is indispensable.® Their progress. and
perfection, their improvement or deterioration depend,
therefore, in this respect, primarily upon the heat and

! KIRCENER, ilid. 514 sqq.
gives us a comparison of Theo-
phrastus’s botanical theory with
Aristotle’s so far as we know it.

% Zawre, Caus 1. 4, 5, v. 6, 2
18, 2; SuBia, ibid. v. 4, 5; they
have net &y [48n] and wpdfes,
like the animals, buf they have
Blous, Hist. i. 1, 1.

3 Hist. i, 2,4: Gmway yap qurdy
Exer Twa bypldtyTe Kkal BepudTyTe
abppuroy  domwep wal  (wov, @y
frohemirTwy  ylverar yhpas kel
oblas, Telelws 8¢ OmolmdvTav
fdvatos kol abevows. COf. 11, 3;
Czus. 1. 1, 3: for germination
there is required EuBws dypdras
and cvupuTor Gepudyr as well as a
certain proportion between them.
Hist. 1. 11, 1: the seed contains
the odppuror dypte kel Gepubr, and
if these escape, it loses the power
of germination. RBee further
Caus. i1 6, 1 =q. 8, 3, and other
passages.

* Cf Caws, 110, 5. Fbid. c.
21, 8: 7as ibiey éwdoTwy Qloes
i’ ol bypiTyTe kel IppéTaTe kel
murzdTyTe | WIMMER'S conjecture]
wal popdTyTi kal Tols TowiTows

Swadepotiras  efre fepudTuT: KAl
Yuxpdrari. ‘The latter, however,
he remarks, are diffieult to mea-
sure: be accordingly exerts him-
self here and in e 22 to dis-
cover marks by means of which
we may Tecognise the degrees
of temperature in.a plant, an
endesvour in which, as we might
suppose, he meets with very
little success.

5 Caus. ii. 3, 4: del yop bel
Myoy Twa Exew THy Kpacw Tis
piicews wphs TO wepiéxor. T, 1:
TO GUpYErEs TR Plcews exaaTor
dryer mpos thv olkeiov [Tdwov] . . .
oloy 7 BepuiTns kal 7 Yuxpdrys kal
7 Enpdrns wal § dypdrys . (nrel yép
T4 wpdopopa KaTd THY KpATw. C.
9, 6: % yip émbuple wdar Tol
guyyevovs. The statement of

-Brampis (iii. 319) that the effi-

cacy of heat, &c., is conditioned
also by the opposite is not to be
found either in Cous. 1. 9, Y9, or
anywhere else in Theophrastus,
although he states in another
connection, Hist. v. 9, 7, that
passive and active must be
heterogeneous.
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moisture of the air and the ground and on the effects of
gun and rain.!* The more harmonious the relation in
which all these factors stand to one another and to the
plant, the more favourable are they to its development,?
which is therefore conditioned partly by outward in-
fluences and partly by the peculiar nature of the plant
-or the seed, in reference to the latter of which we must
again distinguish between the active force and the
passive susceptibility to impressions from without.®
This physical explanation doeg not, of course, with
Theophrastus any more than with Aristotle exclude the
teleological, which he finds both in the peculiar perfec-
tion of the plant itself and in its usefulness for man,
without, however, going deeper into this side of the
guestion or developing ifi in relation to the rest of his
botanical theory.!

The chiel subjects discussed in the remaining por-
tions of the two works upon plants are the parts, the
origin and development, and the classification of plants.

In considering the first of these Theophrastus en-
counters the gquestion whether annual growths such as
leaves, blossoms, and fruit are to be regarded as parts
“of the plant or not. Without giving a definite answer
to this question he inclines to the latter view? and
accordingly names as the essential external parts of the

1 Cf. fist. 1. 7, 1; Caus. i. n. 1, of the compression of in-

21, 2 sgq. 11, 13, 5, dii. 4, 3; 22, 3,
iv. 4, 9 5q. 13, and other passages.
In the explanation of the pheno-
menz themselves, Theophrastus
indeed not unfrequently gets
into difficulty, and rescunes him-
“self by assumptions such as that
referred to supre, vol. il p. 378,

ternal heat by external cold.

2 Cowe 110, 6;6,8, 11,.9, 13,
iii. 4, 2, and passim.

3 The Gtwaws Toi woer and
Tob waoxew, Caws iv, 1, 3.

1 Bee supra,vol. ii. p. 369, n. 2,

3 g 1, 1,1-4

PERIPATETIC SCHOOL: THEOPHRASTUS 385

plant ! the root, stem (or stalk), branches and fwigs.?
He shows how plants are differentiated by the presence
or absence, the character, the size, and the position of
these parts,® remarking that there is nothing which is
found in all plants as invariably as mouth and belly are
in animals, and that in view of the infinite variety of
botanical forms we must frequently be content with
mere analogy.! As ¢internal parts’ he names bark,
wood, pith, and as the ¢ constituent parts* of these again,
sap, fibres, veins and pulp® From these, which are
permanent, he distinguishes finally the yearly changing
elements, which, indeed, in many cases are the whole
plant.” Here, however, as not unfrequently elsewhere,
he takes the tree as the basis of his investigation ; it
seems to stand with him for the perfect plant, just as
humanity stands with Aristotle for the perfect animal
and man for the perfect type of humanity.

Tn his treatment of the origin of plants, Theophras-
tus points out three distinet methods of propagating
them, viz. from seed, from parts of other plants, and by
spontaneons generation.® 'The most natural of these is

: 1 g é}w wopie (ibid.), the & olov pdAigre 74 eméreion, Hist.
wvouolopepi] (ibid. 12, cf, supra, 1.1, 9. Aristotle’s view was not
vol. 1. p. 517, n. 6, and vol. ii. altogether identical: see supra,
p-28,n. 1. vol. i, p. 86, m. 4,

? pila, wavAbds, akpeur, rAddos * Ihid. 6 sqq.
. .ox Eomi BE Pile piv B0 ob THy b Thid. 10 sqq.

_Tpogiy Emdyeran [it depends on

this, i.e. on the dvaus puoih, not

-on the position in the ground,
. Hist, 178, 93 KauAbs e els B

Oéperar,  kavAby 8¢ Adyw b fmép
Yiis mepukds €@’ Ev , . . axpeudwas

! \
8¢ Tobs dmh TolTou axilopévovs,

olis &yt rahovew G(ovs. rAdSoy
St T BAdgTnua TO éx Tolray &g

VOL. IIL

® Té évrbs, ibid. s i &E Gy rabra,
duotopend, ibid, 2, 1,

S Hist. 1. 2, 1, 3. On the
meaning of s, ALY, cépt of
plants, see MEYER, Gesch. der
Bot. 1, 160 =q.

T Hist.i. 2,1 54.

% Here he follows Aristotle ;
see supra, vol. ii. p. 56.

CC
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from seed. All seed-bearing plants employ this method,
even if individuals among them exhibit another as
well. This law, acecording to Theophrastus, is not only
obvious from observation, but follows still more clearly
from the consideration that otherwise the seed of such
plants would serve no purpose, in a system of nature
where nothing, least of all anything so essential as the
seed, is purposeless.! 'Theophrastus compares seed, as
Empedocles had done, to eggs,” but he has o true con-
ception of the fructification and sexual differences of
plants. He often distinguishes, indeed, between male
and female plants,® differing in this from Aristotle;* but
when we inquire what he means by this, we {ind, in the
first place, that this distinetion refers always to .plan_t.s
as a whole and not to the organs of fructification in
them, and can apply, therefore, only te‘the smallest
portion of the vegetable kingdom ; thaf, in the second
place, it is applied by Theophrastus only to tree.s: and
not even to all these ; and, thirdly, that even here it rests
not upon any actual knowledge of the process of frnc.tiﬁf :
cation, but upon vague analogies of popular language.”

oY Caus i, 1,1 sg. 4,15 Hist.
o

2 Caus. 1.7, 1, of. ZELLER, Pk.
d. Gr. 1. 717, b. So also Aristotle,
Gen. dun. i, 23, 7581, a, 1.

4 See supra, vol. il p. 34, 0. 1,
and p. 48, !

+ See Index under Eppyy and
#fAvs.

s Tt is clear from his whole
mode of applying the disuinction
hetween male and female plants
that Theophrastus was not the
first to make it. It is plain
that he found it already exist-

ing, and that it belongs in fact
to the unscientific use of lan-
guage. He nowhere gives a
more exact definition of its
significance or its basis; on the
contrary, he freguently marks
it as a customary division by
the use of kahotor or a similar
expression (eg. Hist. iii. 3, 7, 8,
1. 192, 6, Tay 3. 187.6) ~lhe
division in his text is limited fto
{rees: trees, he says, are divided
into male and female (Hist. i.
14, 3, iii. 8, 1; Caus. i. 22, 1, and
passim) ; and nowhere does he
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On the other hand, he instituted accurate observations
upon the process of germination in some plants.!
Among the different methods of propagating plants by
slips, bulbs, &c., which Theophrastus minutely dis-

call any other plant but a tree
male or female; for althouch
be says (Hist. iv. 11, 4} of a
species of reed that in compari-
son with others it is #fAvs 7§
mporibe, this is quite different
from a division into a male and
Temale species. Theophrastus
speaks also (Caus, vi. 15, 4) of
an éoud 8rvs. Even trees, how-
ever, do not all fall under the
above division ; of. Hist. 1. 8, 2
kal Td Gppev BE TAY OnAeidw
o(wlérTepa, v ols éoTiv Budo,
This is enough to show that the
division is not based on any
correct concepiions as to the
froctification of plants, and all
that he further states concerning
it proves how little value must
be set upon it. The distinetion
between male and female trees
is found to comsist in the former
being barren, or at any rate
less fruitful than the latter
{ Hist. iii. 8, 1). The most general
distinetion between trees is that
of male and female, @» 7b wir
kapwopopoy TO BE Hxapwov émi
Twey. v ois 8% Gupw kapmogipa,
70 OfjAv  kaAAwapritepor  kal
moAukapméTepor ¢ some, howeaver,
confrariwise call the latter kind

of trees male. Caws. ii. 10,1 :
< T pév Bxapwe Ta BE mdpmine oy

aypiwy, & 87 Opken Ta B Hppeva
rehovgw. Cf Higt. 1ii. 3, 7,¢.9,1,

- 2,4,6,¢ 10,4,0 12, 6, ¢ 15, 3,
' 18,5; Couws. i, 22,1, 1v. 4, 2).

Moreover, it is remarked that
the male have more branches

(Hist. 1. 8, 2), and that their
wood iz harder, of closer tissue,
and darker, while the female are
more slender (Hist. iii. 9, 3, v.
4, 1; Caus. i. 8, 1), Only of the
date free does Theophrastus say
that the fruit of the female
ripens and does not fall off if
the pollen of the male fall upon
it, and he compares this with
the shedding of the spawn by
the male fish; hut even in this
he cannot see fructification in
the proper sense, as the fruit is
supposed to be already there;
his explanation of the matter
rather is that the fruit is warmed
and dried by the pollen, and he
compares the procese with the
caprification of figs (Cius. ii. 9,
15, iii. 18, 1; Hist. ii. 8, 4, 6, 6).
He never supposes that all seed-
formation depends upon fruetifi-
cation. In(aus, iii, 18, 1, he ex-
pressly rejeects the idea which
might have been founded upon
this fact : mphs =H TeAswyavely uh
abrapkes elvac Th A, remarking
that if it were so there would be
not only one or fiwo examples of
it, but it would necessarilv eata-
blish itself in all. or at any
rate in most, cases. It is not
surprising, therefore, that he
says (Caus. iv. 4, 10) that in the
case of plants the earth bears
tha same relation to the seed as
the mother does in the ease of
animals.

! Hist. viil, 2, on grain, pulse,
and some trees.

cel
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cusses,! he reckons grafting and budding, in which he
says the stem serves as soil for the bud or the graft ;?
and, as a second method of a similar kind, the annual
sprouting of plants® In reference, finally, to spon-
taneous generation, Theophrastus indeed remarks that
this is not unfrequently merely apparent, the seeds of
many plants being so minute as to escape observation,
or having been carried by winds, water and birds to
places where we least expect to find them.® But that
it does actually take place, especially in the case of
smaller plants, he does not doubt,” and he explains it, like
the spontaneous generation of animals, as the result of
the decomposition of certain materials ander the in-
fluence of terrestrial and solar heat.b

In classifying plants, Theophrastus arranges them
under the four heads of trees, bushes, shrubs and herbs,”
calling aftention at the same time to the unsatisfactori-

ness of this classification.®

1 Higt. il 1 sq. Caus. 1, 1-4
and passim.  Also propagation
by tha so-called tears (3dwpua). on
which see Caus 1.4, 6, Hist. ii. 2,
1,and of. MEYER, Gesel. der Bat.
i. 168.

* Caus. 1. 6.

8 (us. i. 10, 1, where this
subject is further discussed.

4 Opeg, 1.6, 2-4, il 17, 5;
Hist. 11l 1, 5,

508 Cons 1. Y, 2,868,110 9,
14, iv. 4, 10, Hist il 1, 4.

s (Jaus.i,5,5;cf.il. 9,6, 17, 5.

7 Hist. i. 3, 1, with the
farther explanation: Bédpor pév
ofw omt T &b pllns povesTénexes
raAdrAador o(uTdr obk edawdAuToy
... Oduves B v amh pllns mwoAd-

He further distinguishes

khador . . . . Qplyavor B¢ TO dmb

pllns moAveTédexes wal moAdkAador
«u .. woa 8E T émd PiCns puAie-
dopov mpothy GaTENexES 00 & KavADS
r}"irEp,i.mq:l(;leS.

8 Thid., 2: Bel Be 7ovs Gpous
ofitws amodéyeofor nal AepBdvew
@s TUmR Kal éml T TV Aeyouérous
Evin ap Tows dreAddrTew Bifete,
T8 & Kal wap& Thy li‘}awﬁv {b}-’
culture] daAAoiTepn yivesfar kol
dxBalvey Tis ¢loews. And after
explaining by examples and
further enlarging upon this fact,
that there are also bushes and
herbs with the form of trees, and
that we might thus be inclined
to lay more stress upon the size,
strength and durability of plants,
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between garden and wild plants, fruit-hearing and
barren, blossoming and non-blossoming, evergreen and
deciduous ; while admitting that these also are vanishing
distinetions, he yet regards them ag the common natural
characteristics of certain classes.! He lays special stress,
however, on the division into land and water plants.? In
his own treatment of plants he follows the first main

- division, except that he classes trees and bushes toge-

ther.® TInto the further contents of his botanical writ-
ings, however, we cannot here enter.’

Of Theophrastus’s work upon Zoology ? hardly any-
thing remains to us; nor does the information which
we possess from other sources as to his zoological doc-
trines justify ns in attributing to him more in this field

he concludes again, § §5: &w 8%
Telita Bomep Aéyopcr olw dxpiBo-
Aoynréor T Opy GAAL TE clmw
AnmTéoy Tobs ddopiaiiats.

I Hist. i. 3, 5 sq. and some
tfurther remarks e¢. 14, 3. In
respect to the distinetion be-
tween garden and wild plants
especially he observes here and
iil, 2, 1 sg. that this is a natural
one, as some plants degenerate
under cultivation, or at least do
not improve ; others, on the con-
trary ( Caus, i, 16, 13), arve de-
signed for it.

T st 1. 4, 2 39, 14, 3, iv, 6,
1; Caus.ii. 3, 8.

? Books ii.—v, ofthe History of
Plants treat of trees and bushes,
therefore of licneous plants;
book vi, of shrubs; books vii.
viii, of herbs; hook ix. dis-
cnsses the sap and healing
qualities of plants.

4 BRANDIS, ifl. 302 sqq., gives

a review of the contents of both
works ; see also a shorter one in
MEYER, (fesch. der Bot. i. 159
8.
4 Seven books, which DI1oG. v.
43 first enumerates singly by
their particular titles, and then
comprehends under the common
title m. (dor. Single books are
also cited by Athensus among
others; see USENER, p. 5,
Theophrastus  himself refers
(Caus. PLiL. 17, 9, ¢t iv. 5, T) to
the ioropini wepi (v, He does not
seem, however (if we may judge
fromthe single titlesin Diogenes),
to have intended in this work to
give a complete natural history,
but only (as was his general plan
where Aristotle had already laid
down the essential prineiples)
to supplement Aristotle’s work
by a minute treatment of par-
ticular points. To this work
belong Fr. 171-190.
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than an extension of Aristotle’s labours by further obser-
vations and some isolated researches of minor value.!

His views upon the nature of life and of the human"

soul are of more importance.? Several of the funda-

! The citations from him re-
lating to this, apart from isclated.
and sometimes rather mythical,
references to his natural history
(¢.9. 1. 173 and the statement
in PLuwr. Qu. eonr, vii. 2, 1), are
limited to the following:—
Avimals oceupy a higher stage
than plants: fhey have not only
life but alse &y {ﬁeu] and
wpdfers (Hist. 1. 1,1); they are
related to man, not only in hody,
but also insoul (see infra, p. 394,
n. 1). Their life proceeds in the
tirst instance from a native, in-
ternalheat (Fr.10 . Aermoduy, 2);
at the same time they require a
suitable (aduuerpos) environment,
air, food, &c. (Caus. PL ii. 3, 4
sq. dil. 17, 8); alterations of
place and season produce in them
certain changes (Higt. ii. 4, 4,
Caus. ii. 13, 5, 16, €). With
Aristotle (see Chap. X. supra)
Theophrastus emphasises  the
marks of design in their bhodily
organs as against the older phys-
ies: the physical organism is the
instrument, not the cause of vital
activity (De Sensu, 24). Here,
however, Theophrastus does not,
any more than Aristatle (see Ch.
VIL supra),overlook the fact that
even in the case of animals it is
impossible to trace in every parti-
cular a definite design (Fr. 12, 29:
see supra, vol. ilp. 11,1, 2), A dis-
tinetion is oceasionally made be-
tween land- and water animals
(Hist. 1.4,2,14 3,iv. 8, 1; Caus.ii.
3,5); wild and tame ( Hist, iii. 2, 2,
Caus. 1.16, 13) ; on the latter dis-
tiriction in Hisé. 1. 3, 6 he remarks

that the measure of it is relation
fo man, é yép Evlpamos § udver &
pddioTa fuepor. The use which
the different animals are to one
another Theophrastushad referred
to in the Natural History ( Caus.
ii. 17; 9 of § 5). Concerning the
origin of animals he also helicves
in spontanecus generation even
in the case of eels, snakes and
fish (Caus. i. 1,2, 5,5, ii. 9, 6,
17,55 Fr. 171, 9,11, 174,11, 6:
of. Poren. De Abst, ii. 5, accord-
ing to which the first animals
must have eprung from the earth,
and the treatise . r&v adropdroy
(dur in D106, v. 46) ; their meta-
morphoses are mentioned in Caus.
ii. 16, 7, iv. 5, 7. Respiration
he conceives, with Aristotle, to
serve the purpose of refrigera-
tion: fish do not breathe, because
the water performs this service
for them (Fr. 171,1, 8; ef. Fr.
10, 1). Lassitude is traced (Fr.
7, 1,4, 6, 16) to a alvrnts, a de-
composition of certain consti-
tuents of the body (ef. the
clvryypa, vol. il p. 51, n. 2, sup.) ;
vertigo (I'r, 8, 7. iAlyyen), to the
irregular ecirculation of the
humeours in the head. Fr, 9, =
[BpaTor investigates the proper-
ties of perspiration and their
conditions, Fainting is the re-
sult of the want or loss of vital
heat in the respiratory organs
(Fr. 10, = Aetmolvxias); simi-
larly palsy results from cold in
the blood (¥r. 11, . wuparioews),

¢ Theophr, had spoken of the
soul in Physies, Bks. iv. and v,
swhich acecording to THEMIST, De
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mental conceptions of the Aristotelian doctrine are here
called in question. Aristotle had described the soul
as the unmoved principle of all movement, and had
referred its apparent movements, in so far as they can
properly be regarded as such, to the body.! Theo-
phrastus held that this is true only of the lower activi-
ties of the soul : thought-activity, on the contrary, must,
he thinks, be regarded as a movement of the soul?

An. 91 a, Spengel il. p. 199, 11,
were also entitled ‘m, Yuxis.

! See supra, Ch, X1,

2 According to SiMpL. Phys.
995. a, he said in the MArst
book w kwhosws: Bt af pdr
dpébers kol ai émfvuim wkal doyal
cupermoel wioels elot kol  Gwd
rotrwy Gpxhy Exovow, Hoar &
wploers kol Pewptor, Tairas odk EoTiy
eis Erepoy Gymyelv, &AM év alTy
i Yuxh kel f Gpxh wab 7 eépyeia
kal TO TéAos, € 8¢ BN xal & wous
kpetTTiy Tt uépos wal BeidTepor, dre
8 Efwley éreioidy kal TavTélcios.
ral Tolrars émdyers fwép pév oty
TobTay orenTéoy € Twa xwpiouby
Exer wpos Tow Upov, émel Ti e
kwhoers elval kol TaiTes duoloyat-
uevor. We know that Theo-
phrastus also deseribed music as
klyqas Yuxdss,  To him, alse,
RITTER, iil, 413, refers THEMIST.
De An. 68 a, 8Sp. il. p. 29 sq.,
where divers objections to Ari-
stotle’s criticism of the assamp-
iion that the =socul moves,
are cited from an unnamed
writer who is described with the
words & Tév ApicToTENous
ékeraothis, THEMIST. 83 b. Bp.
p. 189, 6, certainly says Qeldpas-
Tos v ols éfeTd(e Ta TApIoTOTEAOUS!
and Hermolaus Barbarus trans-
lates (aceording to Ritter) both
passages Theophrastus in iis

ltbris dn quibus tractat locos ub
Aristotele ante tractofos. DBut
this very similarity makes it
possible that Hermolaus merely
transferred Theophrastus’s name
from the second passage to the
first — a  transference hardly
justified by that passage itself,
The statements of Themistius
seem rather to refer to another,
and indeed far later, writer
than Theophrastus, e.¢., when he
reproaches his anonymous op-
ponent (68, a), with having
apparently wholly forgotten
Aristotle’s views upon motion,
waitor  olvolw  éxBedupis TEv
mept kwhoews elpnudvwy "ApioTo-
Téhes (Theophrastus can hardly
have written such a treatise
— éxbedwicds moreoverpoints to an
original work—nor was it neces-
sary to appeal to this to prove
that Aristotle’s theory of motion
might have been known to him);
when he reports of him (68, b.):
duohoyEy THv klvqow Ths Yuxis
obriar elvar kal ¢iow, ik Tolrd
dnow, Boe by paddev KwhTal
TogolTe WaEAAoy Ths obolas abris
étloragfar, &e. (this Theophrastus
would certainly not have said);
when be says to him with refer-
ence to this that he appears not
to know the distinction of motion
and energy. The general tone
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Aristotle had spoken of a Passive Reason, declaring
that only the capacity of knowledgs is innate, and that
this capacity can only develop gradually into actual
knowledge ;' but the development of that which is
present at first only as a capacity—in other words, the
realisation of possibility—is movement.? Tt is improbable
that Theophrastus on this account defined the nature of
the soul differently from Aristotle ; but on the other
hand, he found serious difficulty in accepting his view of
the relation between active and passive reason. The
question, indeed, as to how reason can at once come from
without and be innate, may be answered by assuming
that it enters at the moment of birth. But a further
difficulty arises: if it be true that reason is at first
nothing actually, but everything only potentially, how
does it accomplish that transition to actual thought
and passion, which we must attribute to it in one sense

or ancther, when it performs an act of thought? If it
be said that it is impelled to think by external things,
it is hard to understand how the incorporeal can be acted
upon and altered by the corporeal. If it receives the
impulse from itself —the only other alternative to im-

of Themisting’s argument conveys
the impression that be is dealing
with a econtemporary.

! See supra, vol.ii.p. 96.

* Bee aupra, vol.ii.p.380,0. 1.

¢ JAMBLICHUS gays, indeed,
in SToB. Fel. 1. 870: &repor 3
[se. 7ér 'ApioTorehikay] Tehed-
TTe alrly dpopi(ovral kar' obeiay
Toil Beiov oduaros, Hy [the Tederd-
775 perhaps, not the @etop Tapa ]
evTeNdyewy xahei - Apororéims,
#amep &% év évlois @edoproTos. But

Avistotle had himself defined
the soul as the entelechy of an
organic body. Theophrastus,
therefore, would have merely
added that the first substratum
of the soul, the eior gaue, is the
ether ; which, however, he prob-
ably meant in the same sense in
which Aristotle dlso (see supra,
vol.il. p. 6, n. 2) conceived of the
soul as united to a substance
like the ether.
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pulse from the senses—then it is not passive at all. In
any case this passivity must be of a different kind from
passivity in general: if is not the mobilisation of that
which has not yet reached completion, but it is a state
of completion. If, moréover, matter is defined as that
which exists only potentially, dces not reason, conceived
of as mere potentiality, become something material 7 If,
finally, the distinction must be made in the case of rea-
son, as elsewhere, hetween the efficient and the material
canse, the question yet remains, how are we farther to
describe the nature of each? what are we tounderstand
by the passive reason? and how is it that the active
reason, if it is innate, does not act from the very first ?
if it is not innate, how does it afterwards originate ?!

! Theophrastus in THEMIST. with it? Aristotle had said of
De 4n. 91 a, Sp. 198, 13 sq. divine as well as of human
(the same in a rather poor and thought that in its exercise it is

corrupt extract in PRISCIAN'S
paraphrase, il 4, p. 360 sq.
Wimm.): ¢ 8¢ wods wos woTe
Etwler by xal domep énlberos, duws
cuppuls ¢ kel Tle % glois abrob ;
T pey yop pndey elvar xar' épép-
weiay, Burduer B¢ wdyra, Kkalkds,
domep kal 5 alobnos. ov yap obrw
Anmréoy, s otle alirds ©  EpoTindy
ydp: GAX ds  Dmorewwdry Twd
Slvapw, cafdmwep kel drl &y TAway
[the above statement, that it is
nothing kar' évépyeiay, must not
be taken to mean that it is never
present itself : rather is its pre-
sence as faculty presupposed by
every exercise of reason]. aAAd
Ty Ewler Bpa ofry &s emiferov, GAN
&s €y TR TpdTy yewéver guumept-
AauBdvoy [-Baviucvor] Beréoy, mas
8¢ more yiverar T voyTd; [how
does reason become the object of
thought ? how does it unite itself

the object of thought ; see supra,
vol, i. p. 197, n. 5, and p. 199]
wat 7wl 70 wdoxew abrow; Oer
yip [sc. wdoyew], elmep els évép-
yetar HEe, &Gomep 7 alotyors -
GowpdTe 8¢ UWd cduwaros Ti T
wdfos ; # wola peraBoMd); ikal
wiTepoy axw' éxelvov W dpxh W an’
avroti ; Td pév vap [for on the one
hand] adoxew an’ éxelvov difeer
By [se. & voiis] (olB&y ~vép &g’
éautob [s¢. wdoxe | Tav év maler),
T8 3¢ apxhy [Lapxy, as PRISCIAN
also has] wdvrwr elvu kel &
alTe TO vosiy kal mi domwep Tals
aigBfoeoty dn’ abret [thought must
lie in its own power, and not come
to it from the object as sensation
to the senses—abro? must be re-
ferred to érefvov; BRENTANOS
changes, Psyohol. d. 4r. 219, are
unnecessary |, dxa 3 &v oveln
wat TouTo drowow, €l & wois DAms
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That Theophrastus nevertheless held fast by the Ari-
stotelian doctrine of the twofold nature of reason is
beyond. dispute ;! what we know of the way In which
he silenced his doubts shows merely that he took the
various terms, as applied to reason, in a different sense
from that which they bear in other fields, holding that

Exel Qbor undlv dv, Gwavra B
duvards. ‘Themistius adds that
Theophrastus continued these
discussions in the fifth book of
the Physies, and in the second
on the Soul, and that they are

HECTR WOAADY ey AWopiBy, moAAGY

8¢ émirrdoewy moAAav 8 Adcewr.
The result is, ¥rt xab TEpL TOU
duyduer wob oxedly Th abTd Hin-
wopousw, eire Ewléy loTw cire
ovupuis, kal Bopllew wepsrral,
TEs gty Ewber mds B¢ gvupus -
Aéyovat Bt sal abrdy dwali  kal
xaptordy, Gewep Thy wowmTuchy Kol
Thy évepyeln Camabhs ' ydp, dqow,
0 voils, el wh fpa BAAws wafyTicds’
[PRISCIAX also has these words,
but he also quotes, as an intro-
duction to them, the remark
that we cannot  suppose
Teason to be wholly impassive:
fel nyap  BAws  dmafhs,  goly,
obBéy vofioer]. kai b1 o TabnTichy
ir' [l &) abrob oby ds b
KunTiKby AnmTéay, GTeAds yap #
Kivots, GAN &s évépyeiav. [So
also PRI:SCIA.N.] Kal mpolgy dmar
[following Aristotle, see sup., vol.
1. p. 61,n. 3] 7as utv alobhoes odn
dvev gduaras, Tov 3¢ voly xwpioTéy,
(8, here adds PRISCIAN, c. 9, p.
272 W., mév tiw mpoeABlvrey i
wpooeA.] ob Befrar wpbs Thy TeA-
clwow.) fduevos 5 kel Tav wepl
T0D  TwomTwoy  yoi Bimpirperwy
‘ApioToréhes, ¢ éxeivd, omow, émi-
orentéoy b [perhaps i) 5% pauer

v wdoy dioe, 6 péy bs Py Kol
Burduer, To Bt altiov kel TOLTUCHY,
twal BT del Tipidrepor 7o mowdy Tod
wdaxovtes kal § &pxy Ths GAms.
TabTa pdy dmodéxera, Barmopel B¢,

Tives adv abrar al 860 dbges, ral i

miAw T8 Smokeluevor 3 FUrpTY-
KEVOY TG TOMTIRG * pikThy ~dp
Tws b vobs Ek Te Tob TornTucoD Kal
Toi Buvdper el udy odv olppuros
6 kwdy, kol ebfis dxpiiy kal el
[sc. wmvely]. e 8¢ forepov, uerd
Tivos kal mis § yevears ; Eowwer oy
kal dyévrnros, elwep wal dpBapras.
évvmdpywr ' ody, 5ié Tl ofwe ael :
7 B1a 7L Ay kab dmdry ial Yeidos;
Bt vhy plir: The last para-
graph THEMISTIUS gives, 80
b, 8p., 189, 8, more literally,
apparently, as Tollows: e plv
yap bs €, pnaly, 1 Stvams dretve
[the rois womr.], el piv shugvros
Get, kal eDBbs Expiv - el § forepow
&c. The development of the
active reason from the potential
is described also in the fragment
in PRIZCIAN, ¢. 10, which has its
place here, as the acquisition of
2 s (in the sense discussed,
vol.i.p. 285,n. 3, supra). Forthe
text in the above, besides SPEN-
GEL and BRANDIS, iii. 288 sq.,
TORSTRIK, Arist. de An. 187 4.
aud BRENTANO, ibid. 216 sqq.
may be consulted.

! Of. previous note and supra,
vol. ii. p. 391, n. 2.
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its evolution has no relation to the incorporeal, which
is always present to it, but only to the corporeal, of
which it furnishes the explanation.!

In the views to which we have just referred, and "
especially in attributing motion to the activity of the
goul, Theophrastus shows an unmistakeable inclination
to identify the spiritual element in man more closely
with the physical. Similarly a statement has come
down to us in which he asserts that the soul of man is
of the same nature as that of animals, that it exhibits
the zame activities and states, and is only distinguished

! Even the intimations in
THEMISTIUS take this turn. The
passivity and potentiality of
the reason is taken to be of
another kind than that of cor-
poreal existence; as independent
of the body it does not require
external impressions in order to
reach completeness as active,
but is self-evolved from Sivaus
to &s; error and forgetfulness
are explained by its union with
the body. On similar lines is the
Theophrastean defence of the Ari-
stotelian doetrine which PRis-
CIAN gives us (see ii. 17, p. 277,
W.): wdhew Be dmouturfiore: Giho-
copdrara & Ocddp. ds kol alTd T
elvau 7o wpdypata TOP poUy Kal
Supduer kol évepyela  Amwréoy
oiwelws * Tye ph sy émi ThHs HAns
KkaTé aTépnomw TH Suvduer, 3 ward
Thy Efwler rai wadyTiiy TeAelwow
Td lvepyely dmovoficwuer- AAAG
undeé Gs émi Tis alobioews, Evfa
G Tis TEv elofnrapley kwicews
7 Tér Adywy yiverar wpoBoAd, kal
afity Tdv Ew rceauévay oira Pew-
pyTuch, GANG voepds éml voi kal Té

Supdper wal TO évepyeln elym T
mpdypare Anwréor . . . c. 20, .
281, W.: 7oiro 8¢ [the previous
citation from Avistotle] Gupfpar
6 ©. émdyer - GAN drav yéumTou kal
vondfi, Aoy 6ri TaiTa Efe, T BE
voqTa Gel, elmep 4 émiaTiuy ) few-
pnTiEY Tabrd Tols mpdyuacw - afity
de % kar’ évlpyey  Bphoviri,
wupwTdTn yip. [ We must point
in this way and takeafiry . . . yép
as probably an explanation of
Priscian.] ¢ v§. gyol, ta ube
vonT, TouTéoT: T GiRa, el
brdpyer® éwedy ot obaioy abrois
obveor: wal éorify]| Srep 78 vonTd -
7a Bt &vwAg, drav vonhy, kel alTd
Tg vg imdpker, oly ds quoTelyws
abTg vonlnolueve : olbémare =dp
Té &vvAe TS v abe erec GAN
Urav 0 vous Ta év obTE uy bs adrd
povoy GAAG kal &5 elrie Tav SriAwy
ywdory, Tire kal 1§ v Indpler T
€vvAa kate Ty aitier. In making
use of these passages it must not
be forgotten that we have in
them the words of Theophrastus
only in the paraphrase of a Neo-
platonic.
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from it by a greater degree of perfection.! This, how-
ever, can only refor to the lower powers of the soul
exclusive of reason.? The relation of the lower to the
higher elements of the soul seems also to have offered
inguperable difficulties to him; we know at least that
in regard to the imagination he was in doubt whether
it ought to be referred to the rational or the irrational
part.? From what we know of his treatment of the
doctrine of reason we may conjecture that he found this
subject also full of difficulty.*

We have fuller details of Theophrastus’s doctrine of

' POEPH, De Abst. iii. 25
(apud BERNAYS, Theophr. diber
Lramavigh, 97, 184 5 for the frag-
ment there given belongs, as
BHRNAYS proves at 1. 99, to this
book and not to the = (e
ppoviirews): Oedppocros 8 kal
TowiTe KéxpuTar Adye. Tods i
Ty alr@y yevenbévras |, . . . oik-
clous elvar ¢lorer pouer dAAFAwy,
Soalsoof people of the samerace,
even if they are not of the same
descent : wdyras 38 Tobs arfpdmovs
aAAAols  oudy olrclovs Te  wal
cuyyevels elvac dvoly BdTepor, 9| 7@
Tpoydvws eiver T&v alTiv, § Té
Tpogtis kal Hfer wxal Tadrod yivous
Kowwyery . . . . kal uhv kol waol
Tals (dots af 7€ Tav cwudrwy dpyal
wepiaTy af ahral [i.e. seed, tlesh,
&e.|. woAld 3¢ udAAoy TF Ths év
abrols buxds abiapdpous mepurivan,
Aéyew O8h Tals dmfuuios rwal Tals
opyais, E71 8% Tols Aoyiouols, wal
MdAteTa TdvTwy Tals alobfresy.
GAN' Bomep 16 oduara, Kal Tas

- Yuxds ofirw 10 wiv dmnrpiBepévas
Exer T8y (aw, 76 B Frroy Toiatras,
naol ye uhy abrols af abral mwedi-
Kaoty gpxal. Snhel B¢ % Thy wabiv

oicetvrns, The vest concerns
Porphyry, not Theophrastus.

* The Aeyioruol, which with
the beasts are different in per-
fection, are not in any very
different position from the
‘analoga’ of veis and ¢piumas,
ascribed to the beasts by Ari-
stotle (suprae. vol.ii. p. 27, n. 6,
and p. 38, n. 2).

? »IMPL, De An. 80, a. As
to the difference between phan-
tasy and perception, see also
PRI=CIAN, c. 3, 6, 263, W,

' With this theory of the
imagination was connected a
question referred to by Pris-
CIAN (see PLOTIN. p. 565, ed.
Didot, cf. BrRANDIS, iii. 373).
It is to be noted, however, that
Priscian does not expressly name
Theophrastus ; and that the sup-
position that he is here referring
to him is a conjecture of Die-
NER'S. The question is, why do
we remember our dreams when
we are awake, and forget our
waking life in dreams? We do
not get any clear answer from
Priscian.
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the senses.! Here, however, he adopts Aristotle’s con-
clusions without important modification.” The views
of previous philosophers npon the sensesand the objects
of sense-perception are accurately presented and tested
from the point of view of the Peripatetic doctrine.®
Theophrastus himself explains sensation, with Aristoifle,
as a change in the organs of sense by means of which
thev become assimilated, not in matter but in form, to
the object of perception.! This effect proceeds f'ror’n
the object.” In order that it may be produced it is

necessary that the latter should stand to the organ of
sense in a certain harmonious relation, the nature of
which accordingly here forms an important subject of
discussion ; * it may not, however, be sought for either

in the homogeneity or the
stituent parts of its terms

1 Wa can only notice in pas-
sing another anthropological
inquiry : namely, the discussion
on Melancholy, which is to be
found in the Aristotelian Pro-
blems (xxx. 1, pp. 953-955), the
Theophrastean origin of which
(i.¢. from the book m. MeAay-
yohias mentioned by DI0G. v. 44),
Rose, De Arist. libr. ord. 191 has
detected by means of the refer-
ence therein (954, a, 20) to the
book on Fire (& 35, 40). The
diverse effects which it was cus-
tomary to attribute to the peAawe
yoAd are explained, with the aid
of an analogy drawn from the
sffects of wine, by the theory
that the weAape xoAd was of its
own nature ¢old, but was capable
of taking on a high degree of
heat, and that accordingly it
produced according to the sur-

heterogeneity of the con-
alone.” The operation of

rounding circumstances, some-
times a condition of cold and
weariness, and sometimes a heat-
ing avd exciting effect.

# For which see p. 58 sqq. of
vol, ii. supra.

# In the JDe Sensu, as to
which see vol. ii. p. 854, n. 5.

1 PRISCIAN, i, 1, p. 232, W:
Méyer piy oby kel abrds, watd TG
€lin wal Tobs Aoyous Grev THs DAns
yivesbur rhy fopoiwow. , The
theory of an dmwoppod, i.e. an ef-
fluence from the object lo the
sense, is attacked in the De
Sensw, 20, of, Caous. PL ovi. 5, 4.
Compare the passages cited from
Aristotle supra, vol. ii. p. 59 n. 2.

& PRISOLAX, i. 37, p. 254, W,

S Pl Sensu, 32, PRisc. 1. 44,
p- 258, W, Caus. Pil.vi. 2, 1,5, 4.

7 Both views are attacked by
Theophrastus in the D¢ Sensu,
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the object upon the senses is always mediated, accord-
ing to Theophrastus, by a third term.! In developing
his own doctrine, as in criticising his predecessors, he
doubtless discussed each of the senses separately, but
only a meagre report has here come down fo us.?
Like Aristotle, he distinguished the sensus COTVMUTLS
from the other senses, but did not wholly agree with

that philosopher’s view of the way in which the uni-

versal qualities of matter are perceived.? He defends
the veracity of sensation against the attacks of Demo-
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As a Peripatetic, Theophrastus of course asserted
the freedom of the will! Tn his treatise on voluntary
action® he fully discussed this subject, and possibly
took notice of the Stoic doctrine of determination that
was just then rising into notice. But on this point, as
on so many others in Aristotle’s psychology which
demanded further investigation, little is known of
Theophrastus’s contribution to science.

We have somewhat fuller information as to his
ethical doctrines.® Here also he merely continued the

critus.?

31; the first also ibid., 19, and
the second epud PRizc. i, 34,
P 252. CF supra,vol. i p. 454 &q.
! Cf. supra, vol.i. p. 519 (on
the 8myeés and dloouor). Prisc.
1. 16, 20, 30, 40, p- 241, 344, 250,
255; Caus. PL vi. 1, 1. Theo-
phrastus Lere says, in agreement
with Aristotle (vide supra, vol.ii.
p- 64), that all sensations reach
us through some medium, which
iz in the case of Touch onr own
flesh, and in the case of the other
senses certain external sub-
stances : for Sight the trans-
parent medium ; for Hearing, the
air; for Taste, water; for Smell,
air and water together. He also
considers that the immediate
orgaps of sense-perception in the
case of Sight, Hearing and Smell
are formed out of water and air.
* Besidesthe passagesalready
cited, we ought to mention here
the observations (Fr. 4 De Odor.
4, Caus. PL vi, 5, 1 sq.; which
follow Aristotle, as to whom see
supra, vol. ii. p. 65, n. 3) that
although Smell is in man the
fecblest of the senses, yet he
alone cares for a pleasant smell
for its own sake, and that sensa.

tions of Hearing make the
keenest impression on our emo-
tions (PLUT. De Audiends, 2, p.
38, 1) ; and the account of eyes
that send out fire (apud STvPL.
D Caely, Schol, 513, a, 28 ; with
which the citations supra, vol. i,

p. 63,1, 1, should be compared) ; !

and the criticisms of the theory
of Democritus (see ZELLER, Ph,
4. Gr. i p. 818) as to the exisp.
ence of an image of any visible
object in the air. Nevertheless
THEOPHRASTUS  himself said
(#p. PRISCIAN, 1. 83, p. 251, W)
as to images in mirrors: 7Hs
popdiis Gomep dmorimacy & TE
&épt yiveafar.

* Aristotle had said (in the
Le Anima, il 1, 425, a, 16 sqq.)
that size, form, &c. were per-
ceived by means of motion; Fro-
wou Beé @edpp. [onoly], sivhy popdiy
T kvdioer (PRISC, 1. 46, P- 259, W.

*In the Be Sensu, 68 sq
(where, however, for the corrapt
xvuet in 68 we should read, not,
with Schneider and Philippson,
xvhot, but rather fepuod) he com-
plaing that Democritus treated
weight, lightness, hardness and
softness as things in themselves,

and yet considered cold, heat,
sweetness &e., as merely relative
qualities of things. He argnes
that it these qualities depend on
the form of the atoms—eag. if
warmth is said to consist in
roundness of atoms—then such
qualities must be in some sense
objective. If they are supposed
not to be objective becanse they
do not appear alike to all men,
then the same conclusion should
follow as to all other qualities of
things. Mvenas tosuch gualities
as sweetness and bitterness,

* people are deceived only as to a

particular case,and not as to the
nature of sweets and bitters.
Properties so essential as heat
and cold, must be something be-
longing to the bodies that have
them. CI. on this the references
supra, vol. 1. p. 209, EPICURUS
defended the atomic view against
THEOPHRASTUS (ap. PLUTARCH,

‘I ~dAdz. Col. 7, 2, p. 1110),

L 3ToB. Kol 1. 208: Oeipp.
wpoodiaiper  (Mein. -apdpod) Tals
aitims THy wpoc'peaiy. PSEUDO-
PLUT, V. Hom. ii. 120, p. 1155.

2 M. érovoiov o, D1og, v. 43.

3 DroG. v: 42 sq. (with which
cf. the further information in

UsENER, dnal. Theophr. 4 sq.)
attributes to Theophrastus the
following ethical works: § 42
. Blwy three bogks (if this work
really treated of the different
pursnits in life, eg. the Plos
BewpnTines, '.vrpum'uc&'s, GTOAQVITL-
wbs, &c. [ef. supra, vol. ii. p. 140,
n. 2], and was not merely big-
graphical); § 43, épurikds o
(ATHEN. xiii. 562, e. 467, b. 808,
¢), m. Epwros o’ (STRARO, x. 4, 12,
p. 478), w. edbawovias (ATHEN.
xii. 543, xiil. 567, a; BEKKER,
Anecd. Gr. 1. 104, 31 Cio. Puse.
v. 9, 24, ¢f BTriaw T H ix
11): § 44, m HBorfis &s Apioro-
TéNs o, w. HBorijs GANo &’ (ATHEXN,
xii. 526, d, 511, ¢ ; 1bid. vi. 273, c.
viil. 347, e, where he adds, how-
ever, that this work was also at-
tributed to Chamsleon); KaAA:i-
obérns 3 w. wévbous (ALEX, De An.
fin.,, C1c. Twusec. v. 9, 23, iil. 10,
21); § 43, = d¢urios 3 B.
(HIEROK. vi. 517, b, ed. Vallars.:
GELL. V. 4. 1. 3, 10, viii. B, and
infre, po409 sq.), ™ ¢iroriuios
2 B. (C1c. ad dit.ii. 3 ad fin.);
§ 46, . YevBais HBorfis (OLYMPIO-
DOR. Phileh, 269); § 47, .
ebTuyias : Hlimdy oxoddy o : Aol
xepakTipes (V. infira) 1 m. koAakelns
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work of Aristotle, his chief merit being the greater
fullness with which he develops it in details. We can-

o (ATHEN, vi, 254,d): ouAnrikos
o' w. Bprova’s w. wholTov o (ASPAS.
in £tk N. 51, and C1c. OF. ii. 16,
56). mwpoBAfpare mwohiring Hficd
puoika épurikaa ; § 50, 7. ebrefelos
(Schol. in Aristoph. Aw. 1354 ;
as to BERNAYS' view wide supra
il p. 355, n. 2), m. wadelas § .
GpeTawy H w. cwdpogtvys o’ (to this
work the Fragm. opud STOB.
Floril. iv. 216, No. 124, ed. Mein.
might be referred). A work .
wafor not named by Dicgenes is
referred to by SIMPL. Cateq. £9,
8. Schol. in Ar. 70, b, 3. Theo-
phrastus, however, also wrote two
larger ethical works, of which one
may possibly be the 4fwal oyoral
of Diog., which mustin that case
have had more than ene book.
The two are referred to as 'HBucd
and . 'Hiér.. Out of ¢ @edpp. év
rois ffwors, PLUT. Periel. 3%
quotes a story about Pericles.

“'Ev 7ols w. fifl@v' Theophr. had;

according to the Scholiast in
CRAMER'E Anecd. Paris. 1. 194,
made mention of the avarice of
Simonides, and according to
ATHEN. xv. 673 e,acontemporary
of this scholar named Adrantus
wrote five books wepl vév wapa
Qeogpdare & Tols wepl Hfay kad”
irropioy ket AéEw (yrovpéver, and
a sixth book wepl vav év 7ais
‘Hbwols Nwouayelos "Apiororénovs.
We must assnme from this that
this ethical treatise of Theo-
phrastns was on a more compre-
hensive scale than Aristotle's,
since it gave ogcasion for so much
more voluminous an historical
commentary ; and wealso gather
expressly that it, like the Nico-
machean Eilics, comprised seve-

ral books. In fact, BUSTRAT. in
Eth. N. 61, b, tells us, obvi-
ougly from a  well-informed
source, that the verse 2 §&
Bikatoatvy, &o. (ARIST, Hih. v. 9,
1129, b, 29) was ascribed by
Theophrastus in the first book 7.
‘HBGv to Theognis, and in the
first book of the Howd to Pho-
cylides. Trom one of these
works, or perhaps from both, the
sketches of various faults which
are collected in the Characters
as we have it appear to have
been borrowed. That this, as it
stands, is an authentic work of
Theophrastus is incredible ; and
that a genuine treatise on Cha-
racters by him nnderlies it, as
BRANDIS, iii, 360, thinks possible,
ig in fact very unlikely. The
origin of the collection above
suggested explains, on the one
hand, the fact that it does not
form a connected whole, and, on
the other, the fact that it exists
in several ditferent recensions, as
te which cf. PETRRSEN, Theoph.
Characteres, p. 56 sqq., SAUPPE,
Llilodemi  De  vitiis, 1. x.
(Weimar, 1853), p. 8. SPENGEL,
Abhandl. der Minchener Alad.
Phil., Philos. Klginsehriften, iii.
493, and PETHRSEN, Theoph.
Characteres, p. 66, have also sug-
gested that this Theophrastian
treatise has been wused far
the statement of the ethical
teaching of the Peripatetics in
STORARUS, Kl ii 242384,
HERREN having already con-
nected a part of the account (z.
his remarks on p. 254) with
THEOPHR.'S book 7. ebruyias. Tn
any case, the sovrces from which
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not, however, fail here to observe a certain deviation
from Aristotle’s point of view, consisting not so
much in new or different conclusions as in a slightly
altered estimate of the relative importance of the dif-
ferent elements which it is the problem of ethics to
combine. Aristotle had not overlooked the significance
of external goods and circumstances for the moral life
of man, but he regarded these only as aids and instru-
ments of moral activity, and insisted on their subordina-
tion to practical virtue. In Theophrastus, on the other
hand, we find springing from his desire to escape from
all disturbances a tendency to attach greater importance
to outward circnmstances. With that preference for
theoretic activity which is so deeply rooted in the
Aristotelian system, there is united in Theophrastus
the demand of the student to be permitted to devote
himself without hindrance to his work as well as that
limitation to private life which was the outcome of the
altered conditions of the time. As a consequence of
this his moral tone lacks some of the rigor and force
which, in spite of his cantious regard for the external
conditions of action, are =0 unmistakable in Aristotle,
The objections, however, which were urged againgt him,
especially by his Stoic opponents, on this ground, are
manifestly exaggerated; the difference between him
and Aristotle is an insignificant one of emphasis, not a

fandamental one of principle.

Sropmus drew must have been of Theophrastus himself, €xceptin

, of amuch later date (cf. ZELLER, the one passage (at p- 300) where

Pl. d. Gr. il a, 546 s5q.) and we he is named., As to this, of.
cannot use his statement _as  BRANDIS, p, 358-9.
evidence concerning the teaching

VOL. IL DD
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The character here attributed to the ethical views
of Theophrastus shows itself especially in his account of
happiness, which he holds to be the goal of philosophy
as of human activity in general.! While he agrees
with Aristotle in holding that virtue is absolutely
desirable, and regards it, if not alone, at least in-a special
sense as good,? he yet was unable to admit that outward
conditions are indifferent. He denied that virtue alone
was sufficient for happiness, or that the latter could
exist together with extreme forms of physical suffer-
ing.? He complained of the disturbances to which onr

1 01c. Fin. v. 29, 86 : € omnis
auctoritas philosophiz, ut ait
Theophrastus, consistit in vita
beata comparapda. beate enim
vivendi cupiditate incensi omnes
sumus’—assuming that the words
‘utait Th.' are to be transposed fo
this place, as appears probable.

* CicerO, Legg. 1. 13, 37-8,
counts Theophrastusand Aristotle
among those ‘ qui omnia recta et
honesta per se expetenda duxe-
Tunt, et aut nihil omnino in bonis
numerandum, nisi quod per se
ipsum landabile esset, ant certe
nullum habendum magnum bo-
num, nisi guod vere landari sna
sponte posset.” To Theophrastus,
however, we ought to ascribe only
the latter of these opinions, and
this the more confidently he-
canse it is probable from the con-
text that CTOERO is here, as else-
where, following ANTIOCHUS,
whose eclectic point of view led
him to minimise the differences
between the ethics of the Stoics
and of the Peripatetics, just as
muchas the Stoics, on their side,
were gocustomed to exagrerate

the distinetion. Tn Tuse. v. 9, 24,
Cicero himself tells us that
Theophrastns  admitted three
kinds of Goods—as did Ari-
stotle (supra, vol. ii. p. 151, n. 1),
Plato and the Academics (see

ZBLLER, Ph. d. Gr. i 808, n. 3, -

and 879, n. 2).
* Cr10. Tuse.v. 8,24 : *Theophr,
. cum statuizset, verbera, tor-

menta, cruciatus, patriz ever-
siones, exilia, orbitates magnam
vim habere ad male misereque
vivendum [so said Aristotle also ;
v, supra, vol.il. pp. 145, 150, nn. 1,
2], non est ausus elate et ample
logui, cum humiliter demisseque
sentiret . . . vexatur autem ab
omnibus [ by the Stoicsand, above
all, the Academics]. . . quodmulta
disputarit, guamobrem is qui tor-
queatur, gui crucietur, beatus
esse non possit.’ Cf. Fin. v, 26,
77, 28, 85. It is no doubt the
same part of the feaching to
which CICERO, in dead. ii. 43,
184,alludes when he remarks that
Zeno had expected of virtue more
than human nature admitted,
‘Theophrasto multadiserte copio-

s
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intellectual life is subjected from the body;' of the
shortness of human life, which ceases just when we
have arrived at some degree of insight;? and of the
dependence of man upon -circumstances which lie
beyond his own control.* It was not indeed his inten-
tion to depreciate in this way the worth of virtue, or to
seek the essence of happiness in accidental advantages
and states,! but he certainly seems to attribute to out-
ward relations greater importance than his master had
done. The explanation of this trait must be sought,
however, in his predilection for the peace and quiet of
the life of study. He is not accused of attributing fo

external goods as such any positive value.” Even his

seque [contra] dicente’; and also
when he complains, in deced. 1.9,
33, that < Theophr. . . . spoliavit
virtutem sno decore imbecillan-
que reddidit, guod negavit in ea
sola positum esse beate vivere’;
of. Fin.v. 5, 12: ¢ Theophrastum
tamen adhibeamus ad plerague,
dummaodo plus in virtute tenea-
mus, quam ille tenuit, firmitatis
et roboris.’ :
! Apud PLut. De Sanit. tu. 24,
p. 135, e. In PoRPH. De Abstin.
1v. 20, p. 873 we have the saying :
woAd TG oduart TeAely volkior Thy
Yuydp: that is, as it is explained
in the Plutarch Fragmenti. 2,2,
p. 696, the Admwai, pdBor, émifupios,
CrhoTumiat,
2 Vide supra, vol. ii. p. 351,

o T2

s Cro. Tusc. v.9, 25 : fVexatur

" jdem Theophrastus et libris et

scholis omnium philosophorom,
quod in Callisthene suo landavit
jllam sententiam: vitam regib
fortuna, non sapientia.” Cf. PLUT.
Cons. ad Apoll. 6, p. 104, d.

+ Cf. supra vol.ii p. 402, n. 1.
The story about Pericles in
PLUT. Pericles, 38, can only be
intended to lead up to a megative
answer to the question which is
there proposed by Theophrastus,
e wpbs Tis rixas Tpimerar T& fifn
kal mivebuera TOIS TEY FwudTEy
wdfeqiy éEloTarm Tis dperis. As
to the words eited from Calli-
sthenes, they are (as CICERO him-
self remarked and indicated by
his metrical translation) a phrase
of some other writer, probably a

_tragic orcomic poet, which Theo-

phrastus quoted ; and, besides, it
would be necessary, before we
could draw a safe inference from
them, that we should know the
context in which Theophrastus
introdnced them. An isclated
excerpt such as this in an attack
by an opponent is not a safe basis
for a conclusion as to Theo-
phrastus’s real teaching.

5 He iz blamed merely be-
rause he holds, that sorrows and
misfortune are a hindrance to

DD 2
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statements about pleasure closely accord with the
Aristotelian teaching.! But that preference for the
scientific life which he shared with Aristotle® was in
his case not free from one-sidedness, and he held him-
self aloof from all that might in any degree disturb him
in the practice of it. We see this especially in the
fragment of his work upon Marriage;® from which he

dissuaded the philosopher, both on the ground that the-

care of a house and family withdrew him from his
work, and that he especially must be self-sufficient and

happinesg; but. this is genuine quelity between different sorts of
Aristotelian teaching : . sup. vol. pleasure, which the Peripatetic
il.p.402,n.3.  But, on the other school always admitted, He
hand, he required (ap. Sros. Flo- meant merely, as is clear from the
wil. iv. 283, No. 202, Mein.), that fuller explanation given by

men should by simplicity of life
make themselves independent of
external things; he desired, ap.
PLuT. Zye. 10 (see PorPH. De
Abst. iv. 4, p.304), Cup. Div. 8,
p. 527, to sce man become by a
proper use of wealth &rAovros xal
&Cnhos; and he finds (ap. Crc.
© Of. ii. 16, 56) the chief value of
riches in the fact that they serve
for *magnificentia et apparatio
popularium munernm.’

' In the passage given by
ABPASIUS ( (lnss. Jowrnal, xxix,
115; ecf. DBrANDIS, iii 381)
THEOPH. says, as Aristotle also
might have said, that it is not the
desire of a pleasure which is
blameworthy, but the passion-
ateness of the desire and the want
of self-control. Aecording to
OLYMPIODORUS (in Phileh, 269,
Stallb.,, he maintained against
Plato, uh elvar aands kel Yevdi
HBoviy, aAAL wdoas aAnfels. By
this, however, he cannot have
meant to deny the differences in

OLYMPIODORUS, that the ascrip-
tion of “truth’ and ¢falsehood’
to pleasure is inappropriate, be-
cause every pleasure is for the
man whao feels it a ¢rue pleasure,
and the predicate ¢ false is there-
fore never suitable, If the words
fi puréov &e. which follow still
refer to THEOPH., it seems that
he even admitted the use of the
words ‘true’ and *false’in this
connection, if only they were
properly explained.

2 010, Fin. v 4, 11, says of
both, * vite autem degenda ratic
maxume quidem 1illis placuit
quieta, in contemplatione et
cognitione posita rerum,’ &e¢.  Zh.
25, 73, and Ad A# ii. 16, we are
told that Dicwarchus gave the
preference  to  the practical
life, and Theophrastus to the
theoretical,

* HIERON. ddr. Jovin. i. 47,
iv. 6, 189, Mart. Vide Zheo-
phrasti Opp. (ed. Schuneid.) v.
221 sqq.
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able to dispense with family life.'! It is quite consistent
with this attitude of thounght that Theophrastus should
shun, as a hindrance to perfect happiness, such external
fatalities and sufferings as threaten freedom and peace
of mind. His nature was not adapted for the battle
with the world and with the ills of life. The time and
strength which this would demand would be withdrawn
from the scientific labours which were his only happi-
ness; it would interrupt quiet contemplation and the
intellectual peace that accompanied it. Therefore he
avolded everything which might involve him in such a
conflict. Both the Stoic and the Epicurean school at
this time aimed at making the wise man independent
and self-suofficient. Theophrastus pursued the same

end, except that, true to the spirit of the Peripatetic

! Theophrastus in this pas-
sage iz answering the question,
Whether the wise man would
take a wife? He begins by say-
ing that he would, ‘si pulchra
esset, si bene morata, si honestis
parentibus, si ipse sanus ac dives.’
But he promptly goes on to say
that all these conditions are
seldom combined, and therefore
it is more pruodent to avoid
matrimony. ‘Primum epim im-
pediri studia philosophim, nec
posse guemguam libris et uxori
pariter inservire.) The best pos-
sible teacher might be to be

~ found abroad, but one conld nos
- go to seek him if one was tied to

a wife. Again, a wife has no end
of costly wants. She fills her

- husband’s ears, as Theophrastus

explaing in lively mimiery, with
hundreds of complaints and
reproaches, night and day. A poor

woman is costly to keep: a rich
one is unendurable. A man does
not discover his wife's faults
until after marriage. Her de-
mands, her jealousies, her insis-
tences on what is due to her and
her family are endless. A beanti-
ful wife is hardly to be kept
faithfol; yet a wife withous
beauty is a burden, &c., &c. Itis
wiser to leave oue s housekeeping
to a faithtul servant, and to trust
to one’s friends in case of sick-
ness, As for company, a man
needs no wife: the wise man 18
never alone, for he has the wise
men of all ages for his com-
panions; and if men fail him be
can speak with God. Nor should
one set store by children, for
they often bring -one ratber
trouble and expense than joy or
help. For heirs, a man does
better to choose his friends,
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ethics, he refused to overlook the external conditions of
the self-sufficient life.!

As in the points hitherto discussed the difference
discernible between Theophrastus and Aristotle is one
of degree only, which does not admit of being strictly
defined, so also in the remaining portions of his moral
philosophy which are known to us it is but seldom that
any important divergence of view is visible, Theo-
phrastus, like Aristotle, defined virtue as the preserva-
tion of the true mean according to reason between two
vices, or, more accurately, as the quality of the will

directed to this end, under the guidance of insight.?

! We should not, however, be
justified in referring to Theo-
phrastus the line of argument set
out in C1o. Fiin, v. 6,17, 9, 24 sqq.
and StToB. el i, 248 sqq., in
which the Stoic dogma of the
life according tonatureis brovght
into relation with the Peripatetic
theory of the different kinds of
Good ; for Cicero’s account is de-
rived, according to e. 3, 8, 23, 75,
27, 81 from Antiochus, and that
in Stobmus (ZELLER, Ph. d. G'7.
iii. a, 546 sg. 2nd ed.) from Arius
Didymus, and the later Eclecti-
sism has manifestly coloured both
of these sources

* SToB. Fel. ii. 300: b odw
wpbs Nuas pécoy EpwrTor, siov, pRoly
o @esdpagTos, v Tois evruylas 65
v woAAL BisAfdw kal paxpws abo-
Aeayfoas, 681 & dhiye wal [which
GAISF. unnecessarily delstes]
olfe Tavaywkale obras 8t alird & EBer
uhy Thy katpdy EheBer, abTy peaiTys
wpbs Huds, ality yip b’ Hudr Spt-
orar e Adyw. 8 b Eorw f) Gperd
&his mpoaupeTikdy, &y pegdTyTL odma
TH wphs fuas, dpirpnévy Adye, kal

@s by & Ppévipos dploeer [this is
word for word the Aristotelian
definition ; swpra, vol. ii. p. 163,
n. 2], elra  wapafléuerns Twis
guvylas, drodotbos Ta dodyynri
(ARIST. Eth. N. il. 7) oworeiv
twerra wal ExaoTov émdywr émer-
pdén Tov Tpimey Tobrow [perhaps
we should read cromelv émeipdin
K. €. Emdrywy T.7p. T.] " EXfipbncay
3¢ rapaderyndrey ydpw alde: ocw-
ppoguyy,  arolacie, Gveicfnoic:
TpadTYs,  opyiAdTHs, GvaAgmaia-
avdpeta, Bpactrns, Bedia® Sikato-
otrn * éhsvlepidTys, Goerin, &v-
erevfepia * peyahompémete, wikpompé-
wei, caAowwvle.  After an ex-
planation on these lines of the
nature of the virtues named, he
adds, at p. 306: Telre pev 7o Taw
W@y Gperiov eldos wadnTiedy ko
raTé werdryTa Oewpolueror, b &Y
kel Ty dvrarohowdizy Exer [add
T dporfioed], wAny aby duolws,
GAN % ptr ppdvnots Tuls Afikals
karé b iy, alitox & éxelvy kara
cuuBefnrds. d7i [read & uer yap
dikaws éorl wal dpdripos, & yip
Towade abrhr Adyos eifowoiel, ob
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In the description of the different virfues and their
opposite vices we cannot doubt that he went into
greater detail than his master,! although we can follow
his work here only in respect of some of the vices under
the uncertain guidance of the Characters. He did not,
however, conceal from himself that the distinction be-
tween the separate virtues is to a certain degree a
vanishing one, inasmuch as they all find in moral
insight a common root and connecting principle.” That

wiw o [6] ¢pdviwes kol Bikams
reera T0 WBov, AN Bri TEy meAaw
woyal@y kowds mpakTikds Gaviou
3 oldevds (ie. ¢plimms s con-
tained in the idea of justice
immediately, since justice is the
adjustment of relations concern-
ing tights according to ¢pivyas
but justice is contained in the
idea of gpdwmoes only mediately).
—Down to this point the extract
seems to come from THEOPHRAS-
TUS, becanse there isan nnbroken
grammatical connection from the
words efra  wopaféuevos, &e.,
which can only refer to him.
The reading v tafs éwruyies in
the second line of the passage is
rightly supported by PETERSEN,
Theaphr. Characteres, 67 sq.
against HEEREN'S conjecture, ér
Tats wepl El’n‘uxfas‘. PETERSEN,
however, himself distorts THEO-
PHRASTUS'S meaning (which in
this evidently incomplete excerpt
isnot very clearly expressed ) when

*_he reads kal whr TOr Kapdv EAa-

Bev,in place of u} . k. Ex. Tor the
words efros . . . fAafBer indicate,
nst the correet course, buta third
kind of error, that, namely, in
which what is done may be right
in itself but not right in relation
to theparticular circumstances of

the persons acting: where, that
is to say, the pecdrys =pbs Tb
wpayue is observed, but not the
weodrns  wpds  nuis (of. supra,
vol. il p. 162, n. 3).

! This cannot be said to be
proved with any certainty (as
has been already pointed out),
{from what we find in 8TOE. Fel.
ii. 316 sqq., and Crc. Fin. v. 23,
65. It is, however, probable in
itself, argning on the analogy of
the generallinesof Theophrastus's
work, and it is made still more
probable when we remember the
detailed description of aseries of
failings which we have in the
Characters. We are told by
HERMIPPUS (ap. ATHEN, 1. 21,a:
cf. supra, vol.ii. p. 352, n. 1), pro-
bably with some exaggeration
(as BRANDIS, p. 359, justly re-
marks), that Theophrastus in his
lectures carried even a mimicry
of outward characteristics to
great lengths, His tendency to
and talent in such pictures of de-
tail is obvious from the Fragm.
just deseribed at p. 405, n. 1,
supra, The notice of Adrantus
(supra, p.400) is probably one of
numerous examples introduced
by him to illustrate his Ethics.

2 ALEX, APHR. De An. 153,



408 ARISTOTLE

one who so preferred scientific to practical activity
distingnished dianogtic from moral virtue cannot be
doubted ; nor could he easily avoid touching upon it in
his Hthics; but whether he here discussed it ab length
it is impossible to tel.! Nor have we fuller informa-
tion as to his treabment of the passions.? We are only
informed that he maintained, seemingly againgt Zeno,
the naturalness and inevitableness of certain emotions,
such as anger against wrong-doing and under excite-
ment.? For the rest he demands that no one should act
under the influence of passion —for instance, that no
one should inflict punishment in anger! Of the sins

b: wdoar &v Erowro of dperal TH
ppovfires. ot yap ddBiovTaw doerdy
kave Tov @soppagTor Tas Buad [os
oirrw Aafeiv, ds ph word TL Kowaw-
velr  aliTés aAAfAats. lvorrar B
avrais ol mwpoowyopiar katd Th
wAeteror. Of, the end of the
passage from STOBAUS guoted in
the preceding note. Zhid. p, 270:
dpivnois decides, both for irself
and for all other virtues, what is
and what is not to be done, réy
dAAwy EndoTny dmoréuverfar wivz
78 kol éavriy.

! That he did not. PETERSEN,
ih. 66, coneludes (with SPExgLL,
Abloandl, der Minchen. Akad.
philol-philes. Kleinselrifien, iil,
495) from the absence of the Dia-
neétic Virtnes in the Magna
Mopalie. It i3, however, to be
obzerved, on the one hand (as
Braxpig, il 6, 1566, iii. 361,
suggests), that these virtues are
not in faet unknown to that
book, and, on the other hand,
that it is impossible to prove
that the bo it here follows Theo-
phrastus. In SToB&EUR, Eel. ii.

316, we find the & Bewpyrucy,
to which belong sopia, émrrfuy,
and gpdiqas, distinguished from
the €s mpaxricd. Since, how-
cver, Aristotle - himself (see
supra, vol. i, p. 178, n. 1) only
discussed the theoretic activities
in his Athics so far as was neces-
sary for the complete ezplana-
tion of the ethical aspect of life,
we cannot assume that Theophr.
treated the subject in any other
way.

_ [ SIMPL. Sckholin Ar. 70, b, 3,
viting the =. wabar (d. ¢. 0. supra,
vol 1. p. 399), tells us thas
THEOPHR. distinguished the no-
tions of wijus, dpyh and Gupbs by
the formula of uaAler rcal frrow,

? SENECA, D¢ Jra, i 14, 1,
12,1, 3: BamrLaaM, Eth. ses. Sto.
il 18 (Bibl. Maz. patr, xxvi. 37
D, and gpud BRANDIS, iii. 356),
Against the Stoics were donbt-
less also directed the arguments
mentioned by SIMPL.  (Clateg.
Schol. 86, b, 28, as to the muta-
bility of the virtnes.

' BToB. Floril. 19, 12,
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of passion he declared those of desire to be worse than
anger, since it is worse to succumb to pleasure than to
pain.!

Theophrastus, like Aristotle, had devoted special
attention to the moral relations which rest upon com-
munity of life. We know of special treatises written
by him upon Friendship, Love, and Marriage.? He set
the highest value upon Friendship—provided it is of the
right kind, which, however, is not often the case.® He
even went so far as to permit slight violations of duty
if the interests of a friend could thereby he greatly
furthered, holding that in this case the qualitatively
higher worth of moral virtue was outweighed by the
quantitative preponderance of the counterbalancing
advantage to a friend, just as the value of a little piece

of gold might be exceeded by a large quantity of
copper.! All the more necessary must prudence in the
selection of friends have appeared to him.® The three

1 M. AUREL. mp. €avr, ii. 10,
Schol. apud CRAMER, Anced.
LParis. 1. 174, So also Avistotle :
. supra, vol.ii. p. 190, n. 1 and
p. 113,n. 1.

2 Supra, vol.ii. p. 399, n. 2.
Theophrastus's three books on
Friendship were extensively used
by Cicego for his De dmicitic:
cf, GrLLn. V. 4. 1. 3, 1),

3 HigRON, in Micham, IiL
1548, Mart.: *seripsit Theophrastus

‘. tria de amicitia volumina, omni

eam praeferens charitati, et tamen
raram in rebus homanis esse eon-
testatus est”’ CEL the remark
quoted supra, vol. ii. p. 405, n, 1,
that to be cared for by a friendis
better than to betended by a wife.

4 See GELL. V. 4.1 3, § 10,

21-28, who pgives partly the
Greek text, partly a translation
and summary. CICER0 (Amic.
11 sqq. 17, 61) passes, as Gellius
rightly complains, much too
lightly over this point. He de-
claims passionately against the
view, which nobody set up, that
a man should commit treason or
other gross crimes to oblige a
friend ; but at the end he con-
cedes in two words, that if a
friend’s interests are very deeply
involved, ‘declinandum sit de via,
modo ne sumimna turpitudo se-
quatur.” BRANDIS (iil. 353) sees
in thisa criticism of the teaching
of Theophrastus: but this dees
not seem to be necessary.

3 PLUT. Frat, dm. 8, p. 482,
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kinds of friendship which Aristotle had distinguished
he also recognises,! and doubtless in his treatise upon
them made many fine observations upon the pecu-
liarities of each of them and the divers relations in
which friendship involves us.2 He has much less
sympathy with the more passionate affection of the
lover: to him this is an irrational desire which over-
powers the soul, and, like wine, may only be enjoyed in
moderation.® This, however, is not the ground ‘;Jf hig
own disinclination to marriage;* upon which, notwith-
standing, as npon the education and the conduct of
women,” he may be credited with having said much

that is true.®

Of Theophrastus’s political writings we know, apart

b (S'.i;oB. Fipril. 84, 14; SEXECQA,
Bp. i. 8, 2; see Schneider, v.
289): ‘we must try friends,
before we love them: with
our family, the converse is trie,

1 EUSTRAT. in Eth. V. 141, a
(BrAXDIS, iii. 352, by a slip re-
fers it to Aspasins); Theo-
phrastus and Eudemus held that
friendships of persons in unequal
relation were divisible into the
same three classes as friendships
of eguality. Cf. Ezh. Pud. vii, 4
im’;‘, and see supra, vol. ii. p. 196,
m. 3.

_ * Examples are the citations
given in GELLITUS, viii. 6: ‘In
reconciliations with friends ex-
planations are  dangerous:’
P;‘I‘:‘l‘. Frat. Adm. 20, p. 490; * Tf
friends have everything in com-
mon, it must especially be trae
that they have their respective
friends in common : ' PLUT. Cato
}ﬁfﬂ. ¢. 3T7; ‘Excessive friend-
ship easily passes over into hate.

ST0B. Floril, 3, 50 ad fin.: *Ttis

better Savelgarra ppovinws dmora-
Bely  guucas, 9  ocuveAddfarra
piravfpdmes ropiraodar ¢ihamey-
Bnuirws, Further interesting
fragments of this work of
TrEoPHE. will be found in
Heyusur, De Theophr. Libr. .
dunlas, 13 sqq.

* Bros. Floril, 64, 27, 29;
ATHEN, xiii, 562, e.

* Supre, vol. i, p. 405, n. 1,

5 Bee SToB. Floril. T4,42: a
woman should neither wish to
see nor to be seen; ilid. 85, 7:
not politics but housekeeping is
her sphere; ibid. vol. iv. 193;
No. 31 Mein. : education in ypdu-
pare is necessary for girls also,
but it should not be carried
beyond what is needful for house-
keeping.

% In the passage cited in
STom, Floril. 3, 50, he insists on
sympathy and friendliness to-
wards wife and children.—The

St
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from a number of historical statements, only the general
fact that here also he endeavonred to supplement the Ari-
stotelian teaching and that to Aristotle’s account of the
different kinds of States he added a collection of laws.
In his own investigations into the nature of the State
he gave special prominence to the discussion of the
magisterial offices, and to the treatment of the problems
that arise in connection with special circumstances.
It is not to be supposed that Theophrastus deviated in
any respect from the principles of Aristotle’s political
doctrine ;! and if in addition to the national bond of

remaining fragments of Theo-
phrastus’s ethical texts give
us only isolated remarks, often
keen and finely observed, but
without any special philosophic
interest. Such are the apoph-
thegms preserved by STOBETS in
the Florilegivm (see the index
thereto) and by PLUTARCH, Ayis,
e, 2, and Serfer. c. 13: the
statement as to his commenda-
tion of hospitality in Cic. Of.
ii. 18, 64 : the remark (probably
aimed at Anaxagoras) as to the
relation between pleasure and
pain, cited by ASPASIUS in Arist.
Eih. (Classical Jowrnal, =xix.)
114. 'The note ap. ULYMPIOD.
in Phileb. 169 as to the three-
fold ebdos, relates, not to moral
falsehood, but to the possible
meanings of yYevdhs qlovy (ef.
supra, vol. il p. 404, n. 1.)

! For almost everything we
know of his politics we are in-
debted to CicERO. We know,
in fact, that he was one of
Cicero’s favounrite  political
authors (Ad A¢. i1 9,2). ‘Cicero
tells us, not only that Theo-
phrastns had theroughly worked

out a political philosophy, with
great knowledge of the subject
(Divin. ii. 1, 3¢ the *locus de Te-
publiea’ was, he says, ‘a Platone
Aristotele Theophrasto totaque
Peripateticornm familia tractatus
uberrime’; Legy.iii.6, 14: *Theo-
phrastus vero instifutus ab Ari-
stotele habitavit, ut seitis, in eo
generererim’),but hegives us fur-
ther details as to the contents of
his political writings. Legg.iil. 5,
14: *Sed hujus loci de magis-
tratibus sunt propria quaedam, a
Theophrasto primum, deinde &
Dione [ Diogene] Stoico quassita
subtilius! Fin. v. 4, 14: ¢ Om-
nium fere civitatnm, non Grmcie
solum, sed etiam barbarie, ab
Aristotele mores instituta dis-
ciplinas, a Theophrasto leges
etiam COgNOvimus; cumgue uter-
que eorum docuisset, qualem in
republica principem esse con-
veniret, plaribus preterea cum
scripsisset, quis esset optimus
reipublicse status: hoe amplius -
Theophrastus, gux essent iv re-
publica inclinaticnes rerum et
momenta tempornm, quibus esset
moderandum ufcomgue res pos-



412 ARISTOTLE

fellow-citizenship he gives exXpress prominence to the
natural brotherhood of all men,! yet this is quite in

- harmony with the spirit of his master,? however sigmi-
ficant the approach in it may be to the cosmopolitanism
of the Stoics.?

In one of his ethical writings Theophrastus expressed
views upon sacrifice in which the ascetic Aristotelian

tularet”—Of Theophrastus’s poli- (by CIo. Fin v. 4. 11 as the
tical works we know from ‘ momenta temporum ').— Further
Diogenes, &e., the »duocin twenty- notes as tothese writings and the
four books (see £y, 97-106; the evidence about them will he
SmiTopy ¥ouwy in 10 bks, can only found in USENER, dnagi Th.
be a later extract from the 6 §qq., HENKDL, ibid. 19 sqq.;
vipor) ; 1 bk, m. vdpwr and 1 bl . and as to the pduor in particular,
m,aayd,uwv('[)w(;.47),perhapsalso see USENER, Rhein. Mus. xvi.

excerpts from the rduor; 3 bks,
vouofeTdr (the title was no doubt
vopoléTar or mepl vouod,); 4 bks.
woNiTedy €0&p ; 6 bks. woluTingy
(D.45), and again 2 bks. woAeredy
(D. 50y, which were probably a
duplicate or excerpt of the others
[unless we are to read in D. 50
with COBET and Huxkrr, (Stud.
z. Geseh. d. griech. Letre vom
Staat, p.. 20), not meAirikay, but,
on the analogy of the Aristote-
lian  wohirikds (supra, vol. 1,
akaels iy moMiTinot ]y 1 bk, w. ris
apicTns  woMrelas (D, 45) or
(D 49) m&s dpior’ By  méns
oirotro ; 2 bks. émiroud 75s TAdre-
vos modereins; 1 bk, m. Basirelas
(D. 42) and 1 bk, Tupavyios
(D. 45), both probably combined
in the 2 bks. r. Bacirelas (D. 49);
wpds  Kdvowsdpor .  Bacikelns
(D. 47), which according  to
ATHEN. iv. 144, e, was also as.
cribed to Sosibius ; 1 bk, 7. watdefas
Bagihéws; 4 bks. moliridy wpds
Tols karpods (Lo which also the
2 bks. wapér, D. a0, may be re-
ferred). Thiswork is often cited

470 sqq. 2

' See the passage apid
PorPE. D¢ Abst. iii. 25, cited
supra, vol. ii. p. 396, n. 1.

“See the passage from
Lith. viil. 18, 1161, b, 5 referred
to supra, p. 219, n. 5, where Ari-
stotle says that g friendship with
a slave is possible, not indeed
7§ Boides, but i Gvbpwmes -+ Sowel
vép elval 7i Sikaior wovrl apfpdime
wpis wdvre Thy Suvduepop Kowmyij-
o vipoy  Kul  gurBfemsc ka)
Peria 3%, kaf Scop Gvlpw-
Tos,

* Cf. BERNAYS, Theophr. iih,
Frommigh. 100sq. His remark that
in the Aristotelean Ethics there
is nonote of the love of humanity
must be somewhat limited by the
passage just eited; but we may
concede that in Theophrastus
this side of things, which in
Aristotle was far less promi-
nent, obtained much greater im-
portance in conformity with the
spitit of the new epoch which
came with Alexander.
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followed Empedocles and anticipated Porphyrj'_r.i-' He
not only sought historically to prove that orlgmal._ly
only the simplest products of nature? were used for
sac;iﬁces, and that animal offerings especially were of
later origin,® but he also demanded that men should
abstain from the latter, and confine themselves to the
more harmless presentation of fruits of the field.* The
slaughter, moreover, of animals in general and the use
of their flesh, in so far as the former was not rendered
necessary by their ferocity, the latter by lack of
other provisions, he wasg consistent enough. to condemn,
on the ground that these beasts are akin to ns, and
therefore possess rights as against us which forbid us
forcibly to rob them of life.* He did not, however, on this

account desire to renounce the national rites of sacrifice.
He merely said that their moral value lay, not in the
greatness of the gift, but in the disposition of the giver.?

! The . eloeBelas, d. g¢. v
supra, vol. ii. p, 355, n. 2. 7

“ f.g. fivst grass, then fruits;
first water, then honey, and, still
later, wine.

¥ PorpH. De Abstin. ii. 5-8,
12-15, 20-1, pp. 39, 56, 62, 79,
&e., Bern. He dealt with hum_an
sacrifices (ibid. c. T) and with
the peculiar customs of the Jews
as to sacrifices (ii. 26) ; see, as to
the mistakes in the latter section,
BEENAYS, p. 109 sqq. 184-5.

+ Ihid. ¢.12 sqq. 22 sqq.

& Thid. o. 12-18, 22-23 and

f. supra, ii, p. 396,

= ig‘biti. up 48, p. 184 : Hore
kaTé Tk eipnuére  OseppdoTe
Bbgoner ral fuels. The theory
which Porphyry here sets out,
that this view was founded on a

belief in Demonclogy, cannot be
taken from Theophrastus; and,
in fact, Porphyry does not as-
cribe it to him. Nor have we
any sufficient ground in PrLum.
I)b:-f. Orac. 20, p. 420, to assert
that Theophrastus believed in
Damons. Evenif it be true that
the passage correctly Tepresents
his attitude to the bhelief, it
would only prove that, while he
could not accept it in the pre-
vailing form, he did not feel free
to reject it absolutely. :

! Apud STOB., Floril. 3, 50,
he says: yxpi rolvuy Ty péArovra
Savuacticesfa Tepl 6 feloy giko-
Guryy elvar ud 7§ morrd Bbew dANk
Tg WuREG Tiudy TO Oeloyc T fév
yap ebropios 74 8 drdTyTos anueior,
and ap. PorPH, Je Abstin, il ¢,
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His whole conception of religion was undoubtedly iden-
tical with that of his master.!

From the numerous works of Theophrastus upon
Rhetoric? only a few not very important observations
are preserved.® Of his works upon the theory of art

19, he goes on to say that the
costliness of the offering is not
the important thing, but rather
the purity of the intention; for
the Godhead will be best pleased
by the right direction of that in
us which is akin to Himself, and
most divine: with which cf,
ARIST. Eik. ix. 9, 1179, a, 24.7

! We have shown this of his
theology, see supra, vol. ii. p. 870
sq. Asto matters touching pope-
larreligion and its myths,if would
be quite in the spirit of Aristotle
if Theophrastus explained the
Prometheus myth by the theory
that Prometheus was the fivse
teacher of men (Fr. 50, b
Schol. in Apoll. Riod. ii. 1248),
and the myth of the Nymphs
nursing Dionysos by reference to
the ‘tears’ of the vine (ATHEN,
xi. 465, b),

* De gquo cf. USENER, Anal.
Theoplr. p. 20 whose conjecture,
that the words eldn (' mep rexpiw
pnrepikdv are the general title
covering the books separately
set out in the list, seems very
probable.

* The definition of the srduue
as dvelioubs apaprias wapeoynua-
Tiouevos (PLUT. @Qu. Coaw. ii. 1,
4, 7, p. #81), which is certainly
taken from one of the rhetorical
books (or perhaps, as BRANDIS,
131, 366, snprests, from the .
yeAotow) and afew similar details
(see F'r. 98-96, the Index to the
Lhetores Graeci s. v. * Theophr.,’

Crc. Do Tmwent. 1. 55, 61), and
also the statement of AxMyoNIUS
(Theopler, Fr, T4 sq. cf. supra vol.
il. p. 363, n. 3) that Theophr. dis-
tinguished in speech a double
relation—that to the hearers, and
that to the subject in hand.
With the former Rhetoric and
Poetics are concerned, and these
studies accordingly have to do
with choice of expression, charm
of utterance, pleasing and effec-
tive presentation of the subject,
& @ Ty 8é e wpis T& wpdyuaTa
Tob Adyov oxécews & @idoodes
wponyouuéras emueNfreTal, T Te
Veldos Siehéyywr ral Th GAnbis
@modeikyis. AMMONIUS cites this
sentence to prove that the .
épunrelas dealt only with the
aroparTicds Adyos: it must ac-
cordingly have referred in the
text of Theophr. only to the
form of oral statement, and it
cannot have been intended as a
statement of the distinetion be-
tween philosophy in general and
Rhetoric and Poetics.

* DioG. 47-8, 43 mentions
two m momrikiis, and one .
kwuedias ; ATHEN. in vi, 281, d,
names the latter, and in viii, 348,
a, also the m. yeAofov, but what he
professes to cite from it is quite
incredible. The statement that
Tragedy was gpwikiis tixms mepl-
aragis (DIoMED. De Oratione, p.
484, Putsch) could not have
satisfed Theophrastus as a com-
plete definition, after the elabo-
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the books on music,! which were highly valued by the
ancients,” are the only ones of which we have any

detailed information.

Even this for the most part

refers to the physical explanation of sounds, and has
already been dealt with in that connection.? Other-
wise we learn merely that Theophrastus ascribed the
effect of music to a movement of the soul,’ by means
of which we are delivered from the trouble and annoy-
ance caused by certain affections;® that he further

rate investigation of the subject
which Aristotle had already pro-
vided.

! Prur. V. P Swav. V. sec.
Epie. 13, 4, p. 1095, arzues thus
against Epicurus: =i Aéyes, &
‘Emicovpe ; miflapwidr xai abintav
fwler akpoaoduevos eis b Béarpov
Babi(eis, év bt rrumooio OsoppdaTov

wept ovudwri@y SlaAeyouévou Kal -

*Aptorolivoy wepl peraBoddv wal
TApirTogdyous mept ‘Oudpov i GTa
kerafly Tais xepsl; He thus
places Theopbrastus on a level
with the famous musician Ari-
stoxenus. The reference fto
Theophrastus cannot be ex-
plained (BRAXDIS, iii. 369) of
table talk about Music found in
one of his books or otherwise
published by him, any more than
the reference to Aristoxenus
could be,

2 M. wovoucqs 2 bks. (D. 47 of.
infra,n. 3); appovucdy o (D. 46) ;
x. pubuav o (D. 50). For a
Fragm. from bk. ii. =. peve. (Fr.

. 89) see supra, vol.ii. p. 379, n, 3.

2 Swpra, vol. ii. p. 379, n. 3.

4 So CENsORIN. K. Nat. 12,
1: *haec [musica] enim sive in
voce tantummodo est . . . sive,
ut Aristoxenus, in voce et cor-
poris motu, sive in his et pra-

terea in animi motu, ut putat
Theophrastus.”

5 At the end of Fr. §9 he
says : plo B¢ @iows 7is povoirds,
wiynois Ths Yuxfs [or, as he put
it earlier, kivnua pehedyTindy wepl
T duxip], f kaTé amdAvew
yryvopéry Ty 86 T4 waby raridy, §
ei i 7v. . The manifestly defec-
tive clause at the end is amended
by BRANDIS, p. 369, by reading,
not f kerd éwdA., but # w. dmwda.
meaning: ¢ Music iz fitted to
give us relief from the pains that
arize from the emations, or fto
awake them where they do not
exiat.’ This sense, however,
would require, instead of e wh
fir either Swov otk doTivor déw uh
7. Besides, the sense so obtaired
is not altogether satistactory.
ZELLER suggests that the text
may have been somewhat as
follows: % &, amdA. . . . kowely,
BéNTior Exew nuas moiel 4 & ul f:
* Music is a movement of the soul
which brings relief from the pains
produced by the emotions, and so
produces in us a higher kind of
wellbeing than we should have
had, if these emotions had never
been aroused’—which is exactly
the Aristotelian idea of Cathar-
sis: of. supra, vol. i p. 309 sqq.
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enumerated three of these affections: pain, pleasure,
and possession ;' that he conneeted the lively impression
produced by music with the peenliar susceptibility of the
auditory sense; ? and that he held that even physical
disease could be cured by music.? Sofar aswe may infer
from these few fragments the nature of Theophrastus’s
theory of art, it cannot have been different from that of

Aristotle.

! PrutT. ¢u. Cone. 1. 5, 2, p.
623: Afyer 8 Oedop, povouchs
dpyhs Tpels elvar, Admyy, fidoriy,
&vfouriaoudy, &s éxdorou Tolrwy
waparpemortos €k ol curffovs wal
eykAfvorros  thy  dawy, Bee
also JoH. LyDus, He Wens. ii.
7, p- 54, Roth,, and in CRAMER'S
Anecd, Paris. 1. 317, 15.

2 PuuT. Be dud. 2, p. 38, a:
wepl Tis GroveTings cioffoews, Hv
& Oedpp. mabyrikwrdrny elval onot
wac@y ; whether the further argu-
ments are also taken from Theo-

phrastus it is impossible to say.

I ATHEN., xiv, 624, a: 8 G
kol wdoous idtar povaikl Oeddip.
irrépyoey év T4 wepl évblovoaouot,
irxiakobs Qdokwy ardoovs BioTe-
Aely, el raravAfoor Tis Tol Témov
70 gpuywTi appovig.  The like in
Prix, H. N zxviii. 2,21. We
are told that wviper bites and
other hurts were, according to
THEOPHR., healed by Hute-play-
ing (GELL. iv. 13, 2, APOLLON.
Mirabil, c. 49).

S —
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CHAPTER XIX

EUDEMUS, ARISTOXENUS, DICZARCHUS, AND OTHERS

NEXT in importance to Theophrastus of the immediate
disciples of Aristotle’ comes Hudemus of Rhodes.?
Rivalling Theophrastus in erudition, he also wrote
numerous treatises on.the Peripatetic philosophy and

the history of science.?

! We know nothing further
of his life. He is often referred
to as ‘the Rhodian’ and as ‘the
scholar of Aristotle,” to distin-
guish him from other men of the
same name (¢ FRITZESOHER, ELl.
fud, xiv). As he seems fto
have framed his Zogic under
Theophrastus’s personal influence,
but corresponded by letter with
him about Aristotle’s Physies (v.
supra, vol. 1. p. 136, n. 2, p. 143),
we may conjecture that he lived
for a time at Athensunder Theo-
phrastus’s feaching, and that he
afterwards went to his home, or
to some other® country. Cf

- infre, p. 419, 0. 2.

* He is so described in the

- story referred to supra, vol. i,

p. 89, n1, and in the statemert
(¢bid. p. 80, n.) that he edited
Aristotle’s  Metaphysics. This
story, however, is made doubly
improbable by the statement
(AsoLmr. Schel in dAr. 519, b,

VOoL. 1II,

All that we know of him,

38 sqgq.) that Aristotle sent it to
him to ask if it should be pub-
lished, for the book is obviously
incomplete; cf. Hist-phil. Abh.
d. Berl. Akad. 1877, p. 156.

* We know of the following
baoks by Eudermus (for the pas-
sages where they are named see
FRITZSCHE, ibid. xv, and for
the Fragments, see BPENGEL,
Eud. Fragmenta, ed. ii. 1870):
Tewperpikal iorapiar, "Apid-
pnTiky  ioTopia, ‘AcTpohAo-
yikal ioToplar, the chief and
almost the unigue source of all
later information as to the ancient
mathematicians and astronomers.
To these may perbaps be added a
history of theological ideas; at
least, that he went into thig
inquiry closely, and that in this
connection (following Aristotle :
ct, supra, vol.i. p. 57, n.) he dealf
with the cosmogonies of Orpheus,
Homer, Hesiod, Acusilaus, Epi-
menides, and Pherecydes, and

EE
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however, goes to show that his merit as a philosopher
consisted far more in his appropriation and propagation
of Aristotelian doctrines than in any independent deve-
lopment of them.! Tn logic, indeed, as has been already
shown, he found it necessary to deviate from his master

on isolated points, and in on

€ or two not unimportant

respects to supplement the Aristotelian theory:2 but

also  with the Babylonian,
Zoroastrian, Pheenician, and (less
accurately) the Egyptian theo-
ries a5 to the origin of the world,
we learn from Dawasc, pe
Prine. ¢, 124-5, p. 382 sqq.; of.
D1oa. L. Procem. 9 (Fr. 117-8);
ct.also supra,vol.ii. p. 352, n. 4 fin.
In the same connection he may
well have treated of the Platonie
Cosmogony, and the remark pre-
served by PLut. dz. Proce. 7, o
p. 1015, as to Matter, may have
belonged to this discussion, al-
though it might also belong to
his Physics. There were also a
T ywrlas, an ‘Aradvrikd in at
least two books (supra, i, p.67,n.1,
ii.p. 358, n.3; Fr, 109 £04q.), am.
Aéews(supra, vol.i. p. 66,n.1; Fr.
113 sqq.) ; but probably not Cafe-
gories or w. éppmyelas (supra, vol,
i p. 65). Then there was the
Physics, which we shall speal
of presently, and the Lithics, of
which we still possess the first
three books and the last (supra,
vol. i.p. 98, n. 1), A zoological
work was also current under his
name in later times, as we know
from APUL. dpol. c. 36 (Fr. 109),
ALIAN, Hist. An. iii. 20, 21, iv.
8, 45, 53, 56, v. 7: but what
Alian tells s of its contents does
not make for its anthenticity.
To this Fudemus RosE (drist,
Libr. Ord. 174) also assigns

those anatomical inquiries fpr
which a writer named ‘Fude.
mus ’ is mentioned with praise by
GALEN (vide Lndea ; RoSE, ihid. -
SPRENGEL, Gesch. d. Armneik 4,
ed. i, 539-40), Rurys, Lph, 10,
20, and the Homerie Scholiast
(v. FRITZSCHE, ibid. xx. 49-50).
Since this * Eudemus,’ howerer,
is not in any of these places de-
scribed ag the Rhodian, and sinece,
according to GArmy (De [
Anat. 3, vol. ii, 850, De Semine,
ii. 6, vol. iv. 648, Lipposr. et
Plat. Plae. vid, 1, vol, v. 651,
Loo. -Affect. iii. 14, vol, viii. 212,
in dphor. vol. xviii. a, T, Libw.
Propz, vol. xix, 30) he was clearly
not the senjor of Herophilus, and
probably not of Erasistratus,
who was a pupil of Theophrastus
(DIog. v. 57), nor of the Mep.
trodorus (SEXT. Mah, i 258)
who is referred to ns the third
busband of Aristotle's daughter
(supra, vol, i. P-20,n. 8) :we may
moare probably suppose that heis
another Eudemups— The rhetori-
cian Eudemus (D¢ @en, - of.
FrITZSCHE, P- xvii) is also
to be distinguished from our
philosopher,

' BIMPL.  Phys, 93, b:
HeapTUPEL BE TG Adyew wal Eiifnuos &
YeNCidTaTes Ty "ApisTorihous
éralpey,

® Cf. supra, vol. ii. D. 368 sqq.
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he rightly held fast by its fandamental principles, and in

such changes as he made,

we gather that he coincided

for the most part with Theophrastus, who, as the more
independent thinker of the two, probably here led the
way.! In his account of Aristotle’s Physics* he followed
step by step the lines of the original, as a rule retaining
its very words.? Tn his own Physics he seems to have
permiited himgelf searcely any important departure
from his master,! his modifications consisting merely of
a reduction of the number of books,? a few transposi-
tions,® historical and doctrinal explanations, and speh

! This i3 indicated by the
fact that, beyond those points
which they have in comimnon,
there is very little noted which
is peculiar to Eudemus, but much
more which is peenliar to Theo-
phrastus,

* Apparently he undertook
this work primarily as a text-
book for hisoral lectures : of. his
words gp. SIMPL. Phys, 173 a -
€ 3¢ Tis migrebreae Tois Muflayo-
petors, &s wdhw T8 adre apilug [i.0.
that in a future world each in-
dividual entity will recur],
K&yl pubodeyhow TH jalbloy [the
Professor’s rod] &xwr duiv xalfnué-
vais.  If we take this passage
along with that quoted supTe,
vol. 1, p. 136, n. 2, it will be sean
to be probable that Eudemus set
up a school of his own in some

. * city other than Athens, and that
it was for this school that he

compiled his Physies.
¥ See the very fall references
given supra, i, p. 148, n. 4.

1 SiMPLICIUS, who so often

speaks of EUDEMUS, notes only
a sinele such variance, and that
is sutliciently doubftul. He tells

us (ibid. 93, b, 94, a; Fr. 26)
that BUDEMUS in his second
hook ascribed change in time
(¢.e. a becoming old) to the four
Aristotelian kinds of motion (.
supra, 1. p. 423, n. 1). Yet we
know that he did not, agree with
Theophr’s extension of move-
ment to all the catesories (see
Supra, id. p. 373), and that, in
explaining AnigT, Phys. v. 2,228,
a, 23, he expressly pointed out
that we could only tulk of a
motion of relation by using the
word in a secondary sense (ef.
ibid. 201, b). Apart from this
question, we shall find no vari-
ance heyond the expression of 3
tew slight doubts as to unim-
portant items of detail,

® STMPL, names only three
books in the work of Eudemus ;
and as the citations he gives us
extend over all the six earlier
Aristotelian books, (cf. following
notes) while the seventh was
passed over by Eudemus (supra,
i. p. 82), there cannot in gj] have
been more than four books in the
Eudemian Plysies.

* The inguiries which in Ari-

BE2
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changes in the mode of expression as seemed to him to
he necessary for the sake of clearness.! In the numer-
ous fragments of his treatise we cannot fail to recognise
a true apprehension of the Aristotelian doctrine, careful
consideration of the different questions involved in it,

stotle ocenpy Phys. vi. 1-2 were
dealt with by Eundemus (acc. to
SvMPL. 220, a)—in connection
with the question as to the di-
visibility ad infinituwm of Space
and Time, which is dizscussed in
Anigr. Phys. iii. 6 (of. supra,i.p.
430, 1. 1)—either wholly orin part
inhissecond book ; whereas Space
and Time in general, discussed
by ARIST. in the fourth book of
the Physies, were by Eudemus
placed in the fhird (S1MmrL. 124,
a, 155, b, 167, b, 169, b, 178;a:
THEMIST. Phys. 40, 2). Bo also
Fudemus dealt in the second
book (perbaps in the same con-
nection)with the question (which
ARTSTOTLE discusses Phys. vi 5
ad fin,) how far we may say of
qualitative change that it takes
place in an indivisible time,
Otherwise Endemus seems to
have followed the order of the
‘Aristotelian  works, excepting
always the seventh book. For at
the beginning of his commentary
on this seventh book, at p. 242, a,
SIMPL.3ay3: kal § ye E0Bnpos péxpt
Toble Tots BAois oxedby Ths wpay-
patelas reparalors  drodovéioas,
TotTo wapeAfay bs wepiTTOY €mi TG
& 79 Tehevralw BifMip repdiate
perfinder,  According to what is
said at p.216, a, Eudemus passed
directly from the end of the
fifth book to the sizth’ book,
Therefore the main part of the
fifth and sixth books must have
come with Eudewus, as with
Aristotle, between the matter of

the fourth and that of the
eighth,

! In the present edition ZrLL,
has not considered it necessary
to demonstrate this position by a
review of the Fragments of the
Budemian Physics, mostly found
in SIMPL., as was done in his
second German edition, pp. T01-
703: partly because BRANDIS,
ii. 218-240, has fully gone into
the contents and character of the
work, and partly because the
materials are also fully given by
SPENGEL, Fr, 1-82. The only
itemsthe latter has passed ever are
the remarks, apud S1MPL, Phys.
2, a, (ef. ART8T. Metaph. xiv. 1,
1087, b, 13,and Diog. {if. 24) that
Flato was the first who called the
material canses ororyeia, and the
passage cited from PLUTARCH,
supre, il p. 418, In the introdue-
tion to this work, Hudemus (.
S1yer, 11, a; Fr 4) raised the
guestion, not touched in the
Aristotelian Physics,whether each
of the different sciences sheuld
deduce its own principles, or
whether they should in common
derive them from one higher
science, Here also, however, as
ZpLiag shows (Hist.-phil. Ab-
handl. d. Berl. Akad. 1877, p. 159
sqq. and supra, i p. 79 n. 1)
EupEMUS was following one of
his master's texts—i.e. the ie-
taphysics (iil. 2, iv. 3, 5), of
which we also find echoes else-
where in the Eudemian Physics.
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and a skilful elucidation of many statements and con-
ceptions ; hut we shall look in vain in them for fresh
scientific ideas or observations.!

Passing over a noteworthy peculiarity in his doctrine
of the Categories,” we may observe an important devia-
tion from his master in the borderland between physics

and metaphysics. While

in general agreeing with

Aristotle’s theological conceptions,® Eudemus yet rightly
finds the assertion that the primum movens must itzelf

! ¢ Hudemus,’ says BRANDIS,
p. 240, very rightly, ¢ shows him-
self in his Physies as a scholar
who follows with care and com-
prehension the lines of his
master’s thought, and who ounly
leaves them reluctantly and in
minor matters.” When FRITZ-
SCHE, Fith. Fud. =viil. rests the
opposite view on WHISSE'S state-
ment (Arist. Phys. p. 300) that
Eundemus in the Physics varied
greatly from Aristotle, this only
shows that neither of them had
accurately examined the state-
ments of Simplicins,

s In Eih. . 1 4, 1006, a, 24
ARIZT., named 6 Catezories: =i,
motby, wogby, wpds Ti, xpdvos,
Téwos ; BUDEMUZ, on the other
hand, says in the #th. Eud. i. §,
1217, b, 26, that Being and the
Good occur in many wrdesis, the
7l, wowy, woody, wire, ¥ ral wpbs
ToUTol TO u&r € 7@ Kweirfar TO
8¢ év 74 mwely, where the latter

“two, not found in  Aristotle

{(suprree, 1. p. 274). appear to re-
place the Aristotelian woielv and
TaTxEL.

3 Fr. 81, b, BiMPL. 319, a
and b, says that the wprimum
movens has its seat (cf. Aristotle ;
supra,i.p.408, 0, 4) in the largest

of the spheres, that, namely,
throngh the pole of which the
axis of the heavens passes, inas-
much as this moves guickest
(following the reading which
S1mPL. found in Alexander, and
which is clearly better than that
of the SimprL, MS. text itself).
He maintained, however, follow-
ing Aristotle (supra.i. p. 395), that
it had no parts : ¢f. p. 422, 1.2, in-
Jra, and Spengel, p. 109: el duepés,
¢nalv, éore Th mpdTws mivoly wal
1R drTeTar Tob Kwovuéyov, TS Exet
mpbs durs; Hudemus also Te-
peats the saying that God thinks
only on bimsell (£th. Fud. vii.
12, 1245, b, 16: od ~ap ofrws 6
Bebs ed éxer [like a man], dAra
BeATior ) SoTe EA Ao Ti voeir wirTos
wap' abrdy, alrior 8 B Huiy uér
7b €0 wal ETepow, éxclvy St alTiS
abrol Tb i éoriv), and therefore
he deduces the further proposi-
tions that the Godhead needs no
friends, and that God, by reason
of his wide separation from man-
kind, does not lovemsn, orat least
doez not =o love man as man
loves God (see FE¥¢L. vil. 8-4,
1238, b, 27, 1239, a, 17, c. 12,
1244, b, 7, 1245, b, 14 ; supre, 1. p.
398, n. 1).
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move with the world in order to move it! inconsistent
with the immateriality of the movens. He does not seem
to have observed, however, that the assumption which he
himself shares as to its position in space is equally so, nor
does he appear to have given any further explanation
of the way in which God moves the world.?

1t is to its theological side, again, that we must look
for the most distinctive peculiarity of the Fudemian
othics.® Aristotle had confined himself entirely to the

L Supra, 1. p. 409. rwfirer. It is the less easy to

* COf. supra,ii. p. 421, n. 3; Fr.
22, BIMPL. 320, a: 6 8¢E#S. ToiTo
wew ai Gmopel fimep b "ApirroTérys,
el &vBéxeral Tt kwolueror riwely
Tuvexds, amopei 3¢ &vri TotTov, i
evdéyera 7b dkivyTay miveiy - ¢ Borel
yép, ¢mal, T rwely kard Téwor §
aloliy 4 Ekor kwelv [supra,i. p.
425, n. 1]. el 8& uh pdvov ofiTws,
aAA oly arTiuerdy ye H adrh B 8C
BAdou, §) 8¢ &vds 3 wAewdvaw, Th 5
auepes obberds Ebéyverar dlaofo
o yip doriv alTod T wiv dpyh TH
8¢ wépas, T&v B¢ dwToudvaw Th
wepara dua [supra, 1. p. 435.n. 1]
wEs 0By o T duepds ; kat Adet
Ty amopley Aéywr, Bri Th v
wwolpeve kel T4 B¢ fpewaivra,
Kal T& iy wwoluera Kciwver Gwrd-
peve BAhws [l arrdueva, =& &
fpewotvra ¥AAws: BrANDIS, iii.
240, conjectures, amr. GAAT EAAws,
and SPENGEL, p. 110, érr.
AN @ butthe words following
show that before the #anes there
must be some reference fo that
which is at rest], ovy duolws B¢
weyTa " b yip ds % Vi The cdeipay
fupleioar ér abThv Hrw Exiver,
obTws kol TO TpdTws kwfoay- ol
Yop wpoyirouerns kudfigews reivo
Kipel - ol yap by Ere mpdras rroin -
7 8¢ 7 oldémare fpepoiica mpdras

zee any solntion of the gquestion
in this argument, that the con-
nection of the primuwm movens
with the earth is not satisfactory
either in itself or on the lines of
the Aristotelian system. Tor in
the theory stated by Budemus the
carth does move by contact, and,
further, a thing which by its
nature is unmoved cannot be
taken as analogous to a thing
that is at rest, sinee rest (see
supra, i. p. 419,10, 5 ad fin.) can
only be predicated of that which
has motion.

* It has already been pointed
out (supra, i. p. 98, n 1, ef ii
p.176, 1. 4) that this text isreally
awork of Budemus of which only
the first threce books and the
seventh are preserved ; and that
Frscuen and FRIUTZSCHE are in
error in referring fo it book v.
15, and books vi. and vii. of the
Nicomachean Eihics. Efh. Eud.
vil. 13-15 (which Fritzsche, with
the majority of the M3S., counts
as an eighth book) contains
certain fragments of a larger
tract, the text of which is much
injured. There is, however, no
doubt that this tract did in fact
stand at the end of the Eudemian

=
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natural side of human aims and capacities in his theory
of morals; Hudemus connects human action in its
origin and end more closely with the divine. With
reference to the 5rigiu of action he remarks that many
people without acting from ingight are yet fortunate i.n
all that they do; and as he was unable to regard t-l.ns
phenomenon as accidental on account of the regularity
of its ocenrrence,! he held that it must be referred to a
fortunate gift-. peculiar to these persons—a natural up-
rightness of will and inclination. But whence comes
this gift? Man bas not given it to himself': it must
therefore come from God, who is the source of move-
ment in the world.? Insight, moreover, and the virtue

Lilics proper (as FRITZSCHE,
p. 244, says, and BRANDIS, ii. b,
1564-5, proves), and not before
bk. vii, as, SPENGEL supposed
{p. 401-2, of the text cited supra,
i. p. 98, n. 1), by reasonof M. Mor.
ii. 7 (from 1206, a, 36 onwards)
8.9,
i On the principles set out
supra, 1. p. 362, n. 3, p. 462, 0. 5.
* In Fud.i. 1,1214, a, 16, it
was said that men could become
happy either by pdénais or by
#ornois, or in one of two other
ways : firot kafdwep of vuuddAnaTor
wal BedAqmrrol vy dvbpdway,  émi-
awoly Scpovlon Tiwds Somep évfou-
crd(orres, 4 i Tuxny. He goes
on in greater detail abt Bud. vii.
14: with many people almost
everything succeeds, however
litbie ¢pdrmats they have (appoves
Urres katopfoior wolrd év of:s- il
Tiym rupla® Ere e wal dv ols Tex
ZoTl, woAld uévror kal TUXNS €v-
virépyet), and this, on the above
principles, is to be attributed, not
to chance, but to the ¢dows, so

that such people are not so much
ebTuxels as ebduels. 7i B¢ 81 ; [he
goes on at 1247, b, 18] &’ ok
fveraw dpual év T Yuxp al per
b Aoywopel, af 8 amd dpéfews
aAdyov, ral wpdrepmt afiTae ; el ydp
dore pboer m 8¢ émibupiar fHicos
bpekis, oQioer e éml 7h byubby
Babifor By war. ei &) Twis eiow
ebpueis, Gomep ol wdicol olk émi-
ordperor ddew, ofiTws €6 wepiram
kel Gvev Adyou GppiEcw, AN G g
Glos e méduice, Kzl émbupoiat kal
TovToy kol TéTE Kal oUtws ds Oel
wmt ob Bet kel Ore, obTor warepBd-
sovat wchy Thywow Ggpoves OyTes
reat BA0YOL . . . . érelvoys pév Tolvuy
edruyely B Pplow Erbixeran 7
o Gpph ral § Bpetis oboa of &8t
katdpluaer, & B¢ Aoyiopbs v AL
gos. We may ask, he adds, at
FBud, 1248, a, 15, &y abTol TedTou
Tiyn aitie, Tob émbvufrac ol der
kol G7e Bef; and having, as will
be seen presently, answered this
in the negative, he adds, at line
24: T 8t (yrodusvor TolT' éori,
Tls 5 Ths mwlicews dpxh é» TH
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that springs from it, however much they may differ in
th?mselves from this unreflecting apprehension of richt
point to the same source,! since every rational &cti:it):
presupposes the existence of reason, which must itself be
the gift of God.? And just as virtue in its ofiginis
referred to God, so God is held to be the ultimate end
of all intellectual and moral activity. While Aristotle
had described scientific knowledge as the highest intel-
lectual activity and the most essential clement in happi-
ness, Kudemus further conceives of this knowledge as

the k,nowledge of God, and aceordingly converts Ari-
stotle’s proposition that happiness is coextensive with
thought (fzwpia)? into the statement that everything

(=]

Yuxdi - jhav B, Bomep dv 76 FAw,
febs wal év [s0 Fir. for wav] éxeive
[— 7. wwei ydp mas wdvra 5 év
?Iu.ﬁr feioy. Adyov & opxd ab Adyos
QAAd Tt ipeitToy, T ol by wpeir-
Toy kal émioTiuns & [ral vod, as
SPENGEL and FRITZSCHE add ]
wAYy Oeds ; f yap dper) Tob woi
[better, perhaps, éxelvow or 7ob
?eoﬁ‘] bpyavoy Exoust yip
apx iy TotvTY, §) kpelrTwy Tol pob
kol Bovkedeews — they hit the
right measure without Adyos, not
through practice or experience,
but 79 feg. In the same way,
adds Hudemus, prophetic dreams
are to be explained : ke ép 5
dpx# [Nous as the principle of
immediate knowledge] dwoAvo-
peroy Tol Adyov irxlew waAior,
Cf. ii. p. 1225, a, 27: the condi-
tion of the évfouri@rresand mporé-
yovTes is not a free one, although
the resulting activity is ra-
tional (Siumvolas Epyor), We find
a similar view of 7fxn in Ari-
stoxenus.

! Bince this is without Adyas :
see last note, and Bud ibid. 1246,
b, 37, 1247, a, 18 sqq. :

? Hud. ibid. 1248, a, 15: in
the cassof snch happily orzanised
natures does the ground of their
fertuna,tc Pplars lie in rhyy 7 3
oitw ye wdvrov Eorar; kal ~dp
70U voijrar kal Bovdedoarfart o
Yap B3 éBovAcdoaro BovAevrduevos
[their insight is not the out-
come of a previous consideration],
aa\:\ Eoriv Gpxny Tis, by Evdnoe
vofigas wpdTepoy vofjom kal rovr
sis. é::-etpov. obic Hpa ToF poficar &
vous ::px%,r, aﬂ:.’rﬁ‘é ToU BovAehcasfar
éouh-q. Ti oby #AARe mAhw TUXT 5
wor’ b Thyns Gmarra oTan, el
Ea'r: TS dpxy fs odk oTw EAAY
ckw, allty 8¢ By i TowbTy TE
elvat dote Todro Bivaolar Toiely -
76 8 (gratueror, do. (see last'twé
notes),

® Eth. N. x.8; supra, ii. p.
143, n. 1. Eudemus shows how
exactly he agrees with Aristotle
also in the statement (Z¢h, Bud.
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is a-good in proportion as it leads us to the contempla-
tion of God. All that hinders us on the other hand by
reason of excess or defect from the contemplation and
worship of God is evil; and it is just this conception which
supplies what is wanting in Aristofle, namely a more
exact definition of the kind of action that is according to
reason. The more persistently we keep that goal in view
the less shall we be distracted by the irrational element
in the soul.! But while the effort after the knowledge

Vil 12, 1244, b, 23 sdq. 1245,2, 9 ;
cf. supra, 200, 5), that life is
nothing elss than elofdverfa kai
yrwpiCew, . . .. doTe B TovTo Kal
(fiv el BodAerar [men wish always
to live], Om BovAerm del yrepi-
(e,

L Fth. Eud,vil. 15, 1249, a, 21
(probably the conclusion of the
whole work) : as the doctor has
a definite point of view [dpos], by
reference to which he judges
what is, and how far anything is,
healthy, efite kel 79 owovioly
wepl Tus wpdkes kol aipéoers TR
pioel ptr dyolfdy oik émawery Bé
fiel muva elvau dpov kal Tis ffews kal
Tis alpéoews wal mepl Quyhs xpn-
pdrey wAffovs wal elypdTyres kal
T@y ebruxnudrar [l kel ¢uyds,
ol wepl xpupdTer wAGHos kal oAt
poTyTe, &c.|, € pev odv Tols wpb-
Tepoy €NéxBy Th ds 6 Aoyos. .. .
Tovro & aAndis utr, ob cages §E
[sup.1i.p. 163,n. 1] 8¢id) Boaep kal

€y Tols &ANous wpbs To dpxor (Hr Kal

wpbs Thr Efw rarh THy &vépyeww
THY TOU Gox0rTOS ... . émel de kol
fvfpwmos  Qboer  ouvéornmey EE
EpyorTos kel apyouévov, xai Ekac-
Tor 3% Béor wpds Thy éovray dpxiy
(iiv. atiry 88 Surrhc GAAws yhp 7
farpied] apxd) kal EAAws 7 dylea,

TabTns Ot Epexn énsirn: olTe B
Eyer ward T Gewpnrucdy. o yap
EmrakTucds Gpxwr 6 Oebs, AN ob
Zvera i dpbynois dmerdrrer (SrThw
5t 70 o Erexa® BSidpwrTar & v
ANois), dmel énelvds e obdevis
deitar. By thisreading,in which
the words before and after
BidpioTar are a parenthesis, the
argument is that : * A man should
direct his life by that in him
which naturally rules; but that
is twofold, the active power
which determines a man's work,
and the end towards which that
power works., The former is
Reason or ¢pdrnors: the latter is
found in the Godhead :and the
(iodhead as the highest end of
our activity rules us; notf, how-
ever, likea ruler who gives orders
for his own ends, since the God-
head has noneed of our services ;
and God is the end,notin thesense
in which manis, butin that higher
sense in which he can be also
the end for all men. As to this
twofold meaning of the off évexa
Aristotle had stated his views in
his work on Philosophy ; but his
extant works give us only a few
hints, from which we gather that
a distinction is to be drawn be-
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of God is, according to Eudemus, the nltimate source of
all morality, yet the form under which the latter first
appears and the principle which gives unity in the first
instance to all the virtues is that goodness of disposi-
tion which he calls uprightness (calokdyalbia), and
which consists in the habitual desire for what is abso-
lutely worthy, the noble and the laudable, for its own
sake-—in other words, in perfected virtue based on love
of the good.! Aristotle had indeed touched upon this
tween that which profits by an ! Eik, Eud. vil 15, nit.:
activity and that which is its Having dealt with the several
final end; of. Phys. fi. 3, 194, Virtues, we must also consider

a, 35 : e’ur;.-.ﬁév yip TS kol fuels the whole which is made up by
Tehos® Bix@s yap T4 o Evera: their union. This is reanondyadia.

etpnrat §' & Tois wepl PiAvaoplas.
Metaph. =i, T; supra, i. p. 855,
n. 3, ad fin. De dn. i. 4, 415,
1,}, 1: wdvra yap txelvov [roi telou]
opéyerar, khielvov Evexa wpdrrer
doa mpdrrer kard plow. Td & of
Eveka Bertdy T plv ob TH B .
Eudemus seems, in the passage
quoted above, to have this last
passage in his mind ; even if the
words 76 &' ob & &c., which
recur in line 20, should, as TREN-
DELENBURG thinks, be rejected.
Eudemus then goes on: fris pdv
afpests kal kTijos 70V Pvee dya-
By wovioer ™hy Tol Ocob pdirora
Bewpiar, | eduaros 3 xpnpdrer 3
Gidwy § Tér EAAwr dyalaw, aity
apleTy el ofiTos & Spos kdAioTos -
fimis B' 7 8 &pdetar ) 80 dmepBordy
wwAiel Toy Qeby Sepameten kal few-
peiv, atitg 8¢ pavdy. Eye B¢ rovrTo
(80,6 Exwr: i e “but we have this
in our soul’] = Ywxf kaed obros
Ths duxfs 6 [which is not in
Cod. B. and shonld be omitted]
Gpos dmrres, & [1. 4] frora
aig@dveatar Toi GAAsw [ Fr. rightly
aAdyou]uépovs Tiis Yuyqs § Towdror,

As the well-being of all parts of
the body is the condition of
Eealth, 50 the possession of all
virtues is the condition of
Rectitude. It is, however, not
the same thing as the mere
ayabby elvar,  Only those goods
are ‘xoAd,' oa 8¢ avra ivra alperd
(80 read with SPENGEL, in lieu
of the anmeaning wdura ; of. Rhet.
L9, supra, ii, p. 301, n. 3) émeu-
verd, érrwy, and only of the virtues
(ef. 1248, b, 36) can this be said.
"Ayallds utv oby éomww § Th dice
yald éoriy Gryabd (e, sup., il p. 149,
n. ?f,zmd Kk, N.v.2,1129, b, 3),
which happens only when the
right use is made of these zoods
(honour, wealth, health, good
fortune, &c.); roAbs B wayafbs
TE Tev Gyaldy Th kaAd Owdpyew
aird 80 abre kel T4 mwpakrikds
clvar Tév keAdr kal aiTay evexa.
1f a man proposes to be virtuous,
but only for the sake of these
natural goods, then he may be
indeed ayafls érip, but he cannot
have xaloxdyabia, for he desirves
the beautiful not for its own
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perfect virtue under the name of justice, but only
incidentally, znd in so far as it presents itself in men’s
relations e one another:! the proper bond of union
between the virtues being, in his view, insight? In
oiving express prominence to the quality of will and
disposition which lies at the foundation of all the virtues,
Eudemus supplies a lacuna in the Aristotelian account.
In effect, however, Aristotle had stated the same prin-
ciple in his discussion of the essential nature of virtue.?

In other respects the Eudemian Ethics, so far as it
is known to us, differs, like the Physics, from the Ari-
stotelian only in individual transpositions, elucidations,
and abbreviations, in changes of expression and the mean-

ing of words.! Euderusindeed breaks the close connec-
tion between the Fthics and the Politics by inserting
FHeonomics as a third science between them.® In his
Eihics, moreover, he gives a more independent place
than Aristotle to theé cognitive activities and to the

corresponding dianogtic virtues.®

sake. To those of whom this
latter is true, on the other hand
(before xal wpompebvrar at 1249,
a, 8, there seems to be a small
aeuna), not only the beautiful in
itself, but also every other good,
comes to be ¢ beautiful, because
it subserves an end which is the
heautiful : 6 & oidpevos Tas dperas
Exewr Beiv Evexe Taw éxris dyalfay
woTe, T ouvuBeByrds 7o Al

& 3 a 1
srpdrrer.  EnTiwr oly  keAokayabic

GpeTh TEAELDS.

U Supra, il p. 170

2 Supra,dii. p. 166, 0. 1.

S Supra, . p. 154, nn. 8, 45
185, n.1; p. 149, n. 3.

4 With what follows eof,
FrrrzecaE, Fth. Hud. xxix. sqq.

But these diver-

and also see BRANDIS, who at
ii. b, 1557 sqq. iii. 240 sqq. has
put together the variations of the
Eudemian  Ethics from the
Nicomachean.

s Of.sup., 1Lp. 186,14, Tt will
be shown dnfra, in discussing
the Psendo-Aristotelian Feo-
momics, that it is possible that
Eudemus himself wrote a treatise
on Heonomics, and that it may
perhaps be preserved to ns in
bk. i. of that work.

s Supra, i.p. 178, n. 1. That
EUDEMUS, 1. 5,1216,b, 16, includes
the poeticaland practical sciences
under the term mowmTikal emoTi-
wat, in contradistinction to the
theoretical, iz unimportant.
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gencies have no perceptible influence wpon his treat-
The farther peculiarities of

ment of ethical questions.

the Eudemian FEthics are still more unessential ! On

! EUD. condenses the open-
ing (Eth. Nic. i 1) into a few
words and beging with MNe. i. 9,
1099, &, 24; he expressly does
away in i. 2,1214, b, 11 sqq. with
the distinction drawn between
the conatituents and the insepa-
rable conditions of happiness (cf.
stpra,il.p. 150,1.1; 1, p.360,n.1):
heexpands in 1, 5 Vie. 1. 3 (partly
by using . vi. 13; v. supwa, ii. p.
158,n.2); insertsin i. 6 methodo-
logical observations which are in
fact entirely in agreement with
Arigtotle’s views; extends in ¢. 8
the discussion of the Idea of the
Good out of Nie. i. 4 with certain
general observations; omits the
inguiry in Mig. i, 10-12 (L. supra,
ii. p. 144 foll.) and modifies the
argument of Vee. 1. 8-0 by com-
bining it with what goes before.
In the discussion of the nature
of Virtue, £th. Bud. ii. 1, 1218,
a, 31-1219, b, 26 is Aristotelian
matter (Ne, i. 6, x. 6 2nif. 1. 11
#nif. i, 18, 1102, b, 2 sqq.) freely
worked up; what follows is
more closely connected with Vi
i.13; and ii. 2 follows Vie.ii, 1;
§0.ii. 8 is Me. ii. 2, 1104, a, 12
sqq. il. 5, 1106, a, 26, ii. 8 inif.;
the sketch of the virtues and
vices 1220, b, 86 sqq. (which
seems, however, to include later
additions : see FRITZSCHE, ad
loe.) follows Nie. ii. 7; 1221, b,
9 sqq. rests on Ne iv. 11, 1126,
a, 5 sgg. With Zaud. 1. 4, of. Ve
il 2, 1104, b, 13 5qq. and ¢. 4
indt. Ve i, 1 (genesis of virtue
by virtnous acts) is passed over,
and Vip i, & (virtues are neither
Svrdpes nor wady, therefore EEets)

is hardly touched; that virtue
was, however, called not merely
s (Fud. ii. 5, c. 10, 1227, b, §,
&e.), but also didfeors (ii. 1, 1218,
b, 88, 1220, a, 29) is nothing.
Fud. ii, 5 is in essence taken
from Ne. 1i, 8. The inguiry as
to free will, &e, is opened
by Eudemus, ii. 6, with an intro-
duction which is pecaliar to hin,
after which he gives, at ¢. 7-10,
in a free selection and order the
main poinis of the Aristotelian
argument in Ne i, 1-7 (cf.
BraxpIs, ii, b, 1388 s5qq.), and
closes in ¢. 11 with the question
(which is not put by, but for the
solution of which Nie. iii. 6, 1112,
b, 12 sqq. is used) whether it is
will (wpoatpegis) or insight (Adyas)
that virtue directs aright!? Eude-
mus decides for the former, be-
cause the main question in virtue

is the end of ‘our action, and :

this is determined by the will;
whereas the protection of our
power of insight from distortion
by desire is the business of éyxpd-
mew, which is a praiseworthy
quality, but is to be distinguished
from épers). In the treatment of
the specific virtues HEudemus
follows his master, with unim-
portant variations, as follows : iii.
L (éwlpela) is Nig. iii, 8_12; iii.
2 (owppoodvy) is Nie, iil. 13215
then we pass (e. B) to mpadrys
(¥Vie. iv. 11), and nest (c. 4) to
éhevlepidrns (V. iv. 1-8), and in
. 8 to peyaroduxia (V. iv. 7-9),
and c. 6 to peyohompéwen (V. iv,
4-6). These are generally
apbreviated, and show only a
few . explanatory additions.
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the other hand, the connection of ethics with theology,
discussed above, resting though it obviously does upon
Arvistotelian doctrines, nevertheless presents an uninis-

takable departure from the

spirit of the Aristotelian

philosophy and an approach to the Platonie.!

With the religious attitude which characterised En-
demus, the naturalism of his fellow-disciples Aristoxenus
and Dicsearchus stands in striking contrast. The former
of these,? who, before he became acquainted with Ari-

Finally,ine. 7(ef. . iv.12-15,and
supra, i. p. 169) Eudemus deals
with véueats, ald®s, pirle, ceuvdrys
(absent in Mie), &Affes and
axAdryns, and eﬁ-rpmrghfa, a_ll of
which, with a certain variance
from Arxistotle, he treats as
laudable qualities, but not as
virtues in the strict sense, as
being merely pegdoryTes TafinT el
or cvoueal dperal (1233, b, 18,
1234, a, 23 sqq.), because they do
not involve a wpoaipesis. $uro-
riufe (Nie.iv. 10) is passed over ;
and for certain virtues left with-
out o name by Aristotle (dele
and 4A%0era) Eudemus, as usual,
has a technical term—a note of
the later date of his book. The
three following books we possess
only (. supre, 1. p. 98, n.1)in
the Aristotelian orginal. The
seventh has in ¢. 1-12 chiefly an
original restatement of the
matter of the inquiry as to
Friendship (in Mie. viil. ix.) so

‘ _constructed that new ideas only

2ar in minor points, and con-
?}f‘i%ictibns of the Aristotelian
teaching never. The three final
chapters of this book (more cor-
rectly bk. viii.) have been already
déalt with, supra, ii. p. 422, b, 8.

1 With Eudemups in this con-

nection should be named his
nephew Pasicles (ap. PHILOP.
¢ Pasicrates’), who is also called
a scholar of Aristotle, if it be
true (according to the views set
out supra, vol. i. p. 79) that he
was the author of bk il (a)
of the Metaplpysics. Bee o, 1,
993, a, 9 Bowep y8p kal T4 TEY
yukTEpibuy BuuaTa wpds TH Geyyos
dxer o ped fuépar, ofitw kai Tis
TueTépos Juxhs 6 vobs wpbs Th TR
¢voe purepdrara mwavTwr, and cf.
with this PrATo, Rep. vil. iwif.
Otherwise the contents of this
book show no remarkable pecu-
larity.

2 For the life and works of
Aristoxenus see MAHNE, Do Ari-
stoxweno, Amsterd. 1793, and
MULLER, Fragm. Hist, Gr. il
269 sqq., where the Fragments
are collected. He was horn at
Tarentum (SUID. "Apig7dt. ; STE-
PHANTS Byz. De Trb. Tdpas),
and was the son of Spintharus
(DI0G. ii. 20. 8uxT, Math. vi. 1:
as to his alleged second name,
¢ Mnesias * apud SUID., see MUL-
LER, p. 269), who was a cele-
brated musician (HELiix, H.
Andm. i1, 11, p. 34, Jac.). He
learned also, according to SulD,
from the musician Lamprus (de
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stotle, had been a student of the Pythagorean philo-
sophy, acquired by his writings on music' the highest
reputation among musicians of antiquity,? and what we
know of his works amply justifies his fame. While far
outstripping all his predecessors in the completeness of

guo v. MAHNE, p. 12; cf. ZiLL.
Ph. d. Gr. 1. p. 45, n.3), from the
Pythagorean Xenophilus (¢bid. 1.
p. 310, n, 5), and from Aristotle.
As a scholar of Aristotle, he is
named by Crc. Twuse. i 18, 41,
and GELL. V. 4. iv. 11, 4. He
himself refers in Harm. Elem, p.
30 (ZBLL. ébid. p. 596, n. 3), to
an oral statement of Aristotle’s,
and at p. 31 of the same he
relates that Aristotle msed, in
his lecturing, to give ount hefore-
hand the subject and general
lines of his discussion, SvIDas
relates that, being one of the
most notable of Aristotle’s scho-
lars, he had expectations of be-
coming his successor, and that
when this did not come about he
abused Aristotle after his death,
ARISTOCLES, however (supra,i.p.
11, n. 1, p. 12, n. 1), refutes the
last suggestion, and pessibly it
was merely the statement eited
on-p. 11, n. 1 (which refers really
to ancther person), that started
the story. We learn further that
Aristoxenus lived at first, prob-
ably in his youth, at Mantinea,
and that he was a friend of
Diceearchus (0160, in Twse.1.18,41,
“calls him his ‘wxgnalis et condi-
scipulus, and in Ad Atf. xiii.
32, he mentions a letter then
extant from Dicsmarchus to Ari-
stox.). We know not on what
grounds LUCIAN'S story, Pargs.
35, rests, that he was a * parasite’

of Neleus (! Neleus of Scepsis;
but he is of too late g date;
supra, 1. p. 187, n.1,p, 189, n. 8).
In any case, we cannot rely on ib.
The periad of the life of Aristox,,
of which we cannot fix either
limit, is broadly determined by
his relations to Aristotle and
Dicearchus: when CYRILL. ¢, Jul.
12 ¢, plages him in OL 29 he is
confusing him (see Mauxg, 16)
with the much earlier Selinun-
tian poet; he is, however, more
correct in 208, B, when he calls
him younger than Menedemus of
Pyrrha (Zury. Ph. d. Gr. p. 865,
n.2, p, 837).

! The list of those known to
us, in MULLER, p. 270, includes

eleven works, some of them in

several books, on Music, Rhythm,
&c., and also on the Musical
Instroments. We still possess
the three books . &puomray
oraxelwy, a large fragment of
the = pulumady oroiyelwy, and
other fragments (zp. MARNE, p,
130 sqq. and MULLER, p. 283
£qq.). For the literature coverin o
Aristozenus’s harmonic  and -
rhythmic theories, see Unnum-
WEG, Grundr. 1, 216.

® ‘0 Movowds is his regular
description. = As the chief antho-
rity on music, ALEX. in Top. 49
classes him with the great men
of medicine and mathematics,
Hippocrates and Archimedes.
CE. also PLUT. sup. ii, p.415,n.1 ;
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his investigations,' he was distinguished algo in a high
degree by the strictness of his method,” by the accuracy
of his definitions, and by the thoroughness of his musical
knowledge. He occupied himself besides with questions
of natural science, psychology, ethies, and politics,® as
well as with arithmetic* and with historical sketches.?
Of the reliability of these last, however, hiz fabulous
statements about Socrates and Plato,® obviously inspired
in part by a depreciatory motive, give us anything but

a favourable impression.?

The views of Aristoxenus, o far as they are known
to us, exhibit a union of the severe morality of the
Pythagoreans with the scientific empiricism of the Peri-

Cro. Fin. v, 19, 80, De Orat. iii.
33, 132; BmMpL, Phys. 193, a;
VITROV. i, 14, v. 4.

! He frequently himself calls
attention, with a certain pride,
to the number and importance
of the inquiries which he was
the first to undertake: eg. in
Harm. El pp. 2-7, 35-37, &¢.

2 It is his eustom to preface
cach inquiry by a statement as
to the procedure to be followed,
and an outline of the argument,
so that the reader may be clear
as to the way which lies before
him, and the exact point at
which he finds himself; Farm.
El p. 30-1, 3-8, p. 434,

¢ His works of ethical inter-
est included, not .only the

" Hufayopikai amopdoeis but also
- a great part of his historical

writings about the Pythagoreans.
Desides these, we hear of his
wipor wmbeuriol and vduor woXe-
micol. The books about the
Pythagoreans mayhave contained
the passages concerning the soul
cited in the following notes,

since they are closely connected
with Pythagorean views. From
the olupicra woprfuera, we have
in MiLuem, 290-1, extracts
which relate to natural history.

* In the Fragm. from the .
apbuyTichs, STOB. Eel. 1. 16.

® He composed a History of
Harmonics (cited in Hawrm, El.
p- 2) a work on Tragic Poets,
another on Flute-players, and
also a work called Ble: ardpar
which dealt apparently with all
the famous Philosophers down
to Aristotle ; and also the dwous-
pota ifoTopicd, from which we
bave citations referring to Plato
and Alexander the Great. In
his other books also there was
no doubt much historical matter.

8 Of. ZELL, Ph. 4. &7 i pp.
48, 51, 2, 54, 6, 59 sqq. 242, 372,
1, 373, 6, and the story cited by
Luctax, Paras. 35 from Aristoxe-
nusas to Plato’s Sicilian journeys.

? {zenerally speaking, the re-
putation for learning which Cic,
Luge. i. 18, 41; GBLL. iv. 11, 4
Hierox. Hist. Fecl. Preef, accord
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patetics. Of a stern and ascetic disposition,’ although
a Peripatetic, he found himeelf so completely in agree-
ment with the ethical teaching of the Pythagoreans,
that he puts his own views into the meuth of philo-
sophers of this school.? The views he attributes to
Pythagoreans commendatory of piety, moderation,
gratitude, fidelity to friends, respeet to parents, strict
obedience to law, and a carefnl education of the young,?
while harmonising with the inner spirit of Pythagorean
ethicg, at the same time unguestionably express his own
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also done, a moral and educative,! and at the same time
a purifying, effect, inasmuch as it calms emotion and
alleviates morbid states of feeling.? But while insisting
that music in this aspect should be permitted to retain
its original dignity and severity, he holds that the same
demand iz made by its character as -art; and accord-
ingly we find him bitterly complaining of the effeminacy
and barbarism which in the music of his time had
usurped the place of the earlier classic style.? Neverthe-

opinion. Similarly he connects himself with Pyth-
agoreanism in going a step beyond Eudemus? and
referring good fortune partly to a natural gift and
partly to divine inspiration.” Hven in his views upon
music the same tendency asgerts itself. He attributes
to music, as Aristotle, following the Pythagoreans, had

him, may be as well deserved as
the reputation for style which C1c.
Ad Aft. viii. 4 concedes to both
Aristoxenus and Dicaearchus,

! 8o at least we are told:
ELIAN, V. H. viii. 13, calls him 7
péhwre Gra wpdros mweAfmos, and
Aprast. ap. PROCL. in Tim. 192
A, says of him: o0 wdwv 7é elos
dmp enetvos povoweds, GAN' Brws by
BoEy T Kawdy Aéyelr TedporTIKES.

2 We must assume that he
himself composed, or so far as he
took them from ancient sources,
at least fully accepted, such
Pythagorean sayvings as those in
the Life of Archytas cited infirq,
in the following notes.

3 In this connection, eof.
the Fragm. quoted in ZmLr. Ph.
d. Gr. 1. 428-9, and that apud
8TOB. Floril. x, 67 (see MULLER,

ibid. Fir.17), concerning artificial,
patural and morbid desires, and
the Fragm. given by ATHEN, xii,

545,a, out of the Life of Archytas

(F7r. 18), of which, however, he
has given only the first half, ¢.e.
the speech of Polyarchus in
praise of pleasure, while its re-
futation by Archytas, which
must have followed, is not
quoted.

4 Bupra, ii. p. 422 foil.

> Fr. 21 ap. 8108 Fel. i
206 (taken from the wvf. dmogd-
oeis) 1 wepl 3¢ Txns 765 Ebarioy -
eivar pevror [WYTT. conj. pey 71
kat Sapdvior uépos alTis, yerdafar
yap eximyoudy Tive mapd ot Smpoviov
Tiw arbpdmrwy vliows éxl v BéATiow
7 éml b yelpow, kol elvar durepds kat'
GiTh TouTe Tobs by edruyels Tads
8¢ aruyels, as may be seen by the

fact that the former withouf any
judgment reach a fortunate
result, and the latter with every
care do not. elvar §& ral Erepoy
Tixs eidos, wkal & of pev ebduels
xal eficToxot, ol e dovels Te wal
évayrlay Txovres ¢low PAdoroter,
&e. s

I STRABO, 1. 2, 8, p. 15-6:
Poetry as an instrument in edu-
cation acts not by Yuxeywyis,
but for cwpporiguds; even the
mnusicians ueTomoteivTar THs dpeTis
TatTys © TabevTikol Yap elval paai
wul émavopbwTikol Tay H@v, as,
following the Pythagoreans,
Aristoxenus said also. Cf. Fz
17, a (STo®. Fioril. v. 70, taken
from the wvf. awod.): the true
¢thoxarie is mot concerned with
the outward adornment of life,
but congists in a love for the
kahi  &0n  dmrndeduara and
dmigriuar. Harm. Bl 81: % piv
Tawabry [povouch] BAdmree T& fdn,

7 B8 TotabTn dperel—but we must

not on that account demand of

“Harmenies, which is only a part

of the science of povewd, that it
should make people morally
better. The moral effect of music
is referred to in the remark of
Aristotle, ap. PLUT. Mus. c. 17,

VOL. II.

1136, e, in opposition to Plato’s
preference for the Dorian tones:
and the matter cited by ORI-
GENES ap. PROCL. in Tim. 27 ¢,
from Aristoxenus also belongs to
this subjeet.

* Marc. CAPELLA, ix. 993
(Fr.24): Aristox. and the Pytha-
goreans believed that the ‘ferocia
animi’ can be soffened by music.
CRAMER, Anced. Paris. i. 172,
the Pythagorean, according to
Aristox., used for the purification
of the body larpuch, and for that
of the soul wovowds). PLUT. MHus.
c. 43,5, p. 1146-7: Arist. said
elgdyeciar povauchy [at banguets]
wap’ Boor & uiw olwes codAAsw
wéduice Tiov Gdny alTd xpnoeufrey
T¢ TE og@maT kel Tas Saroias,
e povousy Th mepl abrhy Tdier Te
kal vvpuerpla els vy dvarrior kard-
FTATLY &75: TE kal ‘]’I’Pﬂ'i’.-'nPEI. Aristox
himself is said by APoLLox.
Mirab. . 49 (who cites as his
authority Theophrastus) to have
cured by music a man afflicted
with a mental ailment.

3 THEMIST. O, xxxiil. p. 364 :
ApioTif 6. povouhs Eniuroudimy
#n T poveiwiy émepito drappw-
vivar, edTds Te dyamby T Gpdpdi-
Tepa TEY Kp_oulu.a'.'rwy, ral Tois palfn-

F I
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less Aristoxenus confronts his Pythagorean predecessors
ag the founder of a school which remained opposed to
theirs down to the latest ages of antiquity.! He
reproaches them, not only with their imperfect treat-
ment of the subject,’ but also with their capricions
method of procedure: since, instead of following the
guidance of facts, they had, as he believed, imposed
certain & priori presuppositions upon them. He himself
demands, indeed, as opposed to an unscientific empi-
ricism, principles and proofs; but he starts from the
data of experience, and refuses to seek for the essence
and causes of that which perception reveals to us in
any other field than that which these supply.* In order,
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moreover, to establish his conclusions upon an inde-
pendent basis, he exeludes on principle all those which
might be borrowed from ancther science: the theory of
music, he holds, must be limited to its own proper field,
but it must completely exhaust it.!

We cannot here enter more fully into Aristoxenus’s
theory of musie, and must be content with the statement
of its most gemeral principles ag an indication of its
character and tendency.?

oi 8% émwoleowi(ovres Exaora Grey must begin with data which are

Tais  dukeAevwy Tol  paAfaxod
Gpeudrous dihepyely Th Gppevariy
&v Tais ueheawy ; whereon follows
an attack on the theatre music of
his own time. Aristox. himself
says in Fr. 30 (ap. ATHEN. xiv.
632, a): as the people of the
Ttalian Posidonia, who were first
Greeks and now Tyrrheneans or
Romans, still celebrate yearly
the Hellenic festival of sorrow
because they have become bar-
barians, ofirw 8 odv, onol, kol
fuels, éwedy) wal Té OéaTpa exdap-
BdpaTar kul eis peydhny Blagdopiy
wpoerfiiuer  f  wavdyuos  abry
poveuch, ke alrols yeréperor
dAiyor avopuumondueta ola dy 7
povauch.  CE also Harm. El. 23,
and the remarks apud PLUT.
Qu. Conw. vil. 8. 1, 4, p. T11 ¢,
where - Aristox. calls his oppo-
nents avardpor xel Serebpupudron
76 d7e B duovclar kel dwetpo-
warfoy, and Dg Mws. c. 31, p-
1142, where he tells a contem-
porary how ill it becomes him to
conform to the taste of the day.

! Cf as to this oppoesition of
the Pythagoreans or Harmonists,
and the Aristoxenians, whose
differences Ptolemsuns seeks to
solve, BOIESEN, [e Harmon.
Scientia Grace. (Hafn, 1833)
p. 19 sqq. and the citations there
from PTOLEMEUS, Herm. i, (c.
2, 9, 13, &c.), PORPHYR. in Piol.
Harm. (Wallis. Qpp. iii) 189,
207, 209-10, C E2AR, Grundz. der
Rlgythanik, 22-8.

* Supra, vol. il. p. 431, n. 1.

3 Harm. Ll 32 duowiy yap
5 Twa gousy Tuels Thy Qwriy
klynow riveiofar, kal oliy ds étuxe
Budarnue Tidévon kol TobTar dwo-
Belbes mwepduela Aéyew duodoyov-
uévas Tots Gureucvois, ob kabdwep
oi Eumpocler, oi peév GAAoTpiodoy-
otivres wal Thy piv alofnow Erxhi-
voyTes, &5 obey ovk Gkpil, vonTas
pe wotacwevd(orres  aiTias, kal
ddokoyTes Adyovs 7€ Tivas apludy
eivar ial Tdyn wphs #AAnAa, év ols
7 Te 6By ol Baph ylverar, mirTwy
aAAOTPIeTATUUS  Adyous AdyouTes
Kot ErarTiw=dTOoUS TOLS (oIVO[LEVOLS ©

citias kol dmwodeifews, 0d3d alvd 7é
dawduevs  keAos  eEnpifunrdTes.
sipsts B¢ apyds 7e mepdpefa AaBely
awopévas Grdeas Tois - éumefpits
wovirichs kal 76 fx TovTwr ouunBal-
voyre Gmolcuerdvar . . ., Gwdyerat
& 7 wpayuarsia eis dvo " € Te Thy
&xohy kal els Ty Jidvoray, T LEV
~ip GuoR splromsy Ta Ta@r SiaaTy-
piray peytiy, vi 8¢ Savola Hewpoi-
per Tis TolTwr Surduers. Musie is
not like Geometry. The latter
has no need of observation: vé
5¢ wovowd oxedor dorir dpxds
Zyovoa Tdbw G TRz alotioews
arptBea, p. 38, ad fin.: éx 8lo yap
TovTwyr W THS pougwkds aivesis
éoriy, aloficeds Te kol prfpns.
D. 43, ed fin.: three things ate
needful—right apprehension of
the phenomena, right arrange-
ment of them, and right conelu-
sions from them. As to the
somewhat hostile criticisms of
later writers, snch as PTOLEM.EUS
(Harm. i. 2. 18), PORPHYR. (in
Piol. Harm. Wallis, Opp. iii. 211),
and Bontmius (Do Mus. 1417,
1472, 1476) npen the method of
Aristoxenus, see MAHNE, p. 167
sgq. BRANDIS, iii. 380-1.

1 Horm., LI 44: Harmonics

immediately established by per-
ception. kafdhov &t v T4 Epye-
oBar waparnpnTéoy, Omws pfr els
Thy dwepoploy  Eumirreper, amé
Twes Guwrlls 4 kwfrews  Gépos
apxitpevor, pht’ ab  mduwTorTes
derds [narrowing the bounds of
our knowledge] moAra Téy oikeiay
gmolumdrwusr. In fact, howover,
Aristox. does not go into the
physicalinguiries as to the nature
of tones; see next note, and cf,
ibid. pp. 1 and 8.

* The basis on which Aristox.
proceeds in his Harmonics is the
human voice (of. Harm. El. 19,
20, and Cexsomix. c. 12, who
says that Aristox. held that music
consisted ‘in voce et corporis
motu —but he cannot coneclude
from this that he considered it
to consist merely in this and to
have no deeper basis, especially
as this wounld bein contradiction
with the guotation supra, vol. ii.
p. 432, . 5, and as CENSORIN, in
the same passage, says of So-
crates also that, according to
him, music was “in voce tantum-
wodo”). The voice has two kinds
of movement: that of speech
and that of song. For speech it

FFEZ
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Aristoxenus tarther degeribed the Soul as a harmony,
and more definitely as the harmony of the Body. The
activities of the soul were held by him to spring from
the concurrent movements of the bodily organs as their

has a continuons motion: for
songamovement of intervals (kfvy-
ais qurexs and SwoTruarie)
that is, in speech we have a con-
tinual change of tone, while in
singing each tone is held for a
certain time at the same level
(ibid. p. 2, 8). Whether a tone
is in itself a form of motion or
no, Aristox. says he will not
inguire (ibid. p. 9, 12); he says
a tone is ‘ at rest’ so long as it
does not change its note, but
allows that this may be an actual
rest or may be merely a same-
ness of motion (duakdrys wuwfoews
# rabrdrys); nor will he go into
the question whether the voice
really can hold exactly the same
note, for it is emough that it
appears to us to do so. é&wAds
yép, Iray by ofrw mrftar § dwsl,
&ore undauot Soweir loracfe Tf
drcofl, ouvexh Aéyouer TalTnr THy
kiygow, dray bt arijval wou Séfava
eiTa wihw SwBalvery Tk Tdwow
Pporfi, kal ToiTo Tovhrace Ty é°
érépas Tdosws [level of tone]
oTijval Bofn. Kol ToUTo éraAAaf
molelr daroudyn ourexds GaTeAd,
Faoriperiyy The TowdTny klvnaw
Aéyouer. The result of this must
be a bad *circulus in definiendo,’
by which the érlracss dwrfs is
defined as a movement of the
voice from a low to a high note,
und the Zreois pwrijs a4 movement
from a high to a low one, while
dEdrys, conversely, is defined as
Th yevduevor B THs émrdeews,
and Bapurys as TO perduesw Bk
Tijs arégews (p. 10). Again, the

lesser &ieous (quarter tome) is
given as the smallest perceptible
and stateable difference of tone
(pp. 18-4), while the greatest
which can be represented by the
human voice or by any single
instrument is gaid to be the did
mérre kal Bis S16 wucEy ( =two oc-
taves and a fifth) (p. 20). The
notions of tone and interval are
defined (p. 16-7), and the differ-
cut tone-systems are given (p.
17-8) with the statement that of
these the diatonic is the most
original, the chromatie the next,
and the enharmonic the last, so
that the ear is with difficulty
accustomed to it (p. 19), &e. The
further course of the inguiry
cannot be followed here. That
Aristox. (as in Harm. pp. 24, 45_
46) fixed the compass of the

fourth at two and a half, of the ™

fifth at three and a half, and of
the octave at six tones, whereas
the true compass is rather less,
because the half-tones of the
fourth and fifth are not a full
half, is matter of criticism in
Prorest. Harmp. i. 10: Bours,
De Mus. 1417; CENSORIN. 7.
Nat. 10, 7. Of. also Pryr, 4.
Proer. ¢. 17, p. 10201 (where
the dppovucol are the followers of
Aristox., elsewhere called dp-
Yool or povoucol). It is pos-
sible that in his treatment of
rhythm Aristox. also treated of
the letters of the alphabet as the
elements of speech; see Diowys,
Comp. Verd. p. 154.
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common product ; a disturbance in one of these parts,
which destroys the concord of their movements, causes
the extinction of conscionsness—in other words, death.!
In this doctrine he only followed a view which had been
already adopted by others—probably Pythagoreans—
before him.? It would commend itself all the more to
him as an empiric in that it offered an explanation of
the soul which harmonised with his views upon music.
Just as in music he confines himself to the facts of
experience, so in treating of the life of the soul he
confines himself strictly to its sensible manifestations ;

and just as there he sees

harmony arising from the

concurrence of particular sounds, so he holds that the

! Crc. Tuse.i. 10,20 ‘Aristox.
. . . ipsius corporis intentionem
[Tdvos] quandam [animam dixit];
velut in cantu et fidibus qum har-
monia dicitur, sic ex corporis
totius natura et figura varics
motus cieri, tanquam in cantu
sonos.! Cf. ¢. 18, 41, where, on
the other hand, we are fold:
fmembrornm vero situs et figura
corporis vacans animo guam
possit harmoniam efficere, non
video” (.22, 51: ¢Dicearchus
quidem et Aristox, . . . nullum
omning animum esse dixerunt.’
LACTANT. Tnstit. vii, 13 (perhaps
also following Cicero): ‘quid
Aristox., qui negavit omnino
ullam esse animam, etiam cum
vivit in corpore?’—but held that
as harmony is engendered out of
the tepsion of strings, ‘ita in
corporibus ex compage viscerum
ac¢ vigore membrorum vim senti-
endi existere” Lact. (Opif. I
c. 16: < Aristox. dixit, mentem
omnino nullam esse, sed quasi

harmoniam in fidibus ex con-
structione corporis et compagi-
bus viscerum vim sentiendi ex-
istere . . . scilicet utsingularnm
corporis partinm firma conjungtio
membrorumgue omniom consen-
tiens in unum vigor motum illum
sensibilem faciat animumgue
coneinnet, sicut nervi bene in-
tenti conspirantem sonum. Et
sicuti in fidibus, cum aliguid aut
interruptnm aut relaxatum est,
omnis canendi ratio torbatur et
solvitur, ita in corpore, cum pars
aligna membrorom duserit vi-
tium, destroi universa, corruptis-
que omnibus et turbatis occidere
sensum eamgue mortem vocari,

* ZELL. Ph, d. Gr. 1. 413.
Aristox. probably stated this
view in his books on the Pytha-
goreans; but what is guoted from
him by JAMBL. Theol. Aritim. p.
41, as to the Metempsychosis of
Pythagoras does not prove that
Aristox. himself believed in that
doctrine,
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soul originates in the concurrence of bodily move-

ments.

Along with Aristoxenus his friend and fellow-
disciple! Diceearchus of Messene ? is usually classed,
on account of his views upon the nature of the soul,?
which he appears to have made even more expressly
and thoroughly the subject of his investigations* He
also held that the soul has no absolute independent

! As to this, see Cre. Tuse. i
18, d4d 4t ziil, 32, and supra,
vol. ii. p. 420, n, 2,

? According to Suin. & 2., he
was the son of Phidias, born at
Messene in Sicily, a scholar of
Aristotle, a philosopher, a rhe-
torician and a geometrician, He
is often called a Messenian and a
scholar of Aristotle (e Cic.
Legg. 1i. 6, 14; ATHEN, xi.
460-1, zv. 6%6 b and. a). Why
TlIthI_'LEaiILB names him among
the traducers of Aristotle
(supra, vol. 1. p. 40, n. 1),1it is
difficult to say; for neither the
circumstance referred to by Mife-
LER { Fragm. Hist. Gr. ii. 225_6)
that he gave more importance to
the practical life than Aristotle
did (see below), nor the fact
(which OsaxxN, p. 46, connects
with this accusation) that Dicae-
archus departed from Aristotle's
teaching as to the soul, has any-
thing to do with their personal
relations, of which THEMIST. is
speaking, It is possible that
TaeMIsT. or his copyists have
inserted the wrong name: De-
mochares, for example, might be
sugpested instead.—We have no
further information about Dicee-
archus, exeept that he lived in
the Peloponnesus (Crc. dd A#.

vi. 2) and that he was employed
by the Macedonian kings to
measure the heights of mountains
(PLIN, fI. Nat. 1i. 65, 162), which
work we know that he did in the
Peloponnesus, for Burpasascribes
to him karaperpfioes Tov v Tieho-
worpfoe épwy. His learning is
praised by PLIN. ({oe, ¢it.), by C1c.
Ad AtE i1 2 and elsewhere, and
by VARro, De R R. i 1 (cf.
MULLER, 2hid. p, 226). His dates
of birth and death cannot be
exactly determined, As to his
life and writings, see OsaNN,

Beitr. il 1-119; Fusr, Dicrarchi

Messen. gue supersunt (Darmst,
1841); MULLER, Fragm. Flist.
Gy, ii. 225 sqq., from whom the
Fragments hereafter ecited are
taken.

2 Crc. Juse. 1. 18, 41, 22, 51.

* We know from C1¢, Ad At
xiii. 32, Puse. i, 10, 21, 31, 77:
Pror. dde. Cel. 14, 2, p. 1115,
that he wrote two works on the
soul, which were dialognes, one
laid at Corinth, the other in
Leshos. Whether with either of
these (OSANN, 40-1, suggests the
Kopwiiards) the otk De Tuteritu
Hominum (Clc. Of. i §, 16;
Consol. ix. 351) was identical
must remain an unsolved pro-
blem ; but it seems improbable.
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‘ existence of its own, but is merely the result of the

mixture of material constituents, being in fact nothing
olse than the harmonions union of the four elements in

a living body :

only as it is united to the body accord-

ingly and diffused through all its parts does the sonl

partake of reality.!

It was only, therefore, to be

expected that he should from this point of view vigor-
ously combat the belief in immortality.” It is more
surprising to be told that he believed in revelations

through dreams and ecstatic states.?

L (yo. Puse. 110, 21;: Dic:
makes a certain Phercerates
maintain, ‘nihil esse ommnino
animum et hoe esse nomen totum
ipane .. . neque in homine
inesse animum vel animam nec
in bestia ; vimque omnem eam,
qua vel agamus quid vel sentia-
mus [kéivnms and ofobnos were
already indicated by ARIST. De
An. 1.2, 403, b, 25, as the distin-
gmshmfr ma"ks of the e,u.\bu;(ovj,
in omnibus corporibus vivis
equabiliter esse fusam, nec
-,eparabllem a corpore esse,
quippe quee nulla sit [of. 11, 24 .
nihil omnine animum dicat esse],
nec sit guidguam nisi corpus
unum et simplex [the body
alone], ita figuratum ut tempera-
tione naturm vigeat et sentiaf ;
Ibid. 18, 41: ‘[Dic.] ne condo-
luisse quidem unquam videtur, gui
animum ge habere non sentiat;’
232, 51 (v. supra, vol. ii. p. 437, n

1, and Aead. ii. 39, 124). SEXT.

says he taught uh elvar iy duxiy
(Pyrrh. i 31), pndév elvar adrip
wapd TO mEs Exor ocdpa (Math. vii.
349). ATTICUS, ap. BUs, Praep.
B ozv. 9, 5 dvipnee Thr Gy
trdoTacwy Tis buxss. JAMBL, ap.
Stor. Fel. i, 870: the soul was,

These, however,

according to Dicmarchus, =b 7§
q‘.n.'n:re: u'ulu,t,cem'yyévoy, A 70 ToU
oduaros or, Homep TO e;.;\[wxa o s
tw'r'r; Be ph wapby ©f Yux§ towep
bmdpxov. (1) SIMPL, Categ. Sehol.
i Ar. 68, 8,96 A, . . . TO per
{dor ovvexdper elvas, Thy 88 alriay
alTod  Yuxhr dwiper.  NEMES.
Nat. Hom. p. 68: Awalepxos e
[mhw duxiw Aéyed| Gppoviey Tév
Teradpuy  oTomixelwr (so  also
Prur. Plac. iv. 2, §; BTOB. Lel.
i. 796 ; HERMIAS, Frris. p. 402),
which is the same as wkpagis kot
cupdaria Tér aroyxetwr. Yor it
is not the musical kind of ¢har-
mony,” which is meant, but the
harmonious mixture of the warm,
cold, moist and dry elements in
the body. Accordingly he is
said to have considered the soul
as avovaws (which means, not
immaterial, as OsaNN, p. 48,
translates it, but non-zub-
stantial). The meaning of TER-
TULL., D¢ An. ¢. 16 (cf. infra,
under STRATO) is not clear.

% Cre. Pyge, 1. 51, 77, Lac-
TANT. Tnstit, vil. T, 13; and ¢f.
next note.

3 Pe-PruT. Plae.v.l,4: Apirso-
TéANs kal Awk. 0 kat evfovoinguby
| yévos parricis | pdrov maperadyovae
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ke was doubtless able, like Aristotle,! to reconcile with
his doctrine of the soul by means of a natural ex-
planation.” That he was no friend of divination and
the priestly arts of prophecy can easily be gathered
from the fragments of his work upon the Cave of Tro-
phonius.?

Connected with Dicwmarchus’s view of the soul is
his assertion that the practical life is superior to the
theoretic.* One who held, as he did, that the soul was
inseparably united to the body could not ascribe to that
activity of thought in which it withdraws from all that
iz external in order to become absorbed in itself, the
same value as Plato and Aristotle, following out their
view of the nature of mind, had done. Con{'ersel}f. one
who found the highest activity of the soul only in the
practical side of life must necessarily have been all the
more ready to conceive of it as not in its nature
separable from the bodily organs, but as the operative
force that pervades them. But Dicsearchus demands

Kal Tobs dveipous, didvaror uty el
. ob vopi(ovres Thy Yuxly, Bclov 5é
Tiwos merexew abrdr. Similarly
in C1e. Divin. i, 3, 5, 50, 118. Cf.
ibid. ii. 51, 10: ‘mapnus Dicme-
archi liber est, nescire ca [quae
ventura sint] melius esse, quam
scire.’

' Cf.supra, vol, il pp. 76, 328.

# The proposition (PSEUDO-
PLUT. in the last note but ome)
that the sonl has something
divine, would not stand in his
way, for even Democritus (ZELT.
Ph. d. Gr. 1. 812-3) admits as
much. Tt is, however, guestion-
able whether the Placita have
any right to couple Dicmarchus

with Aristotle in thiz connection.
Certainly we canunot ascribe to
him what Cr¢. Dirin. i &0, 113,
3ays as to the loosing of the
soul from the body in sleep and
I excitement, and, in fact,
Cicere does not name Dicwarchus
for his view,

* Fp. 71-2, ap. ATHER. xiv.
641, e, xiii. 594, e; of. Osasx,
. 107 =qq.

06, Ad A i 18
‘quoniam tanta controversia est
Dicmarcho, familiari tuo, cum
Theophrasto, amico meo, ut ille
trius 7oy mpakrudy Blor longe om-
nibus anteponat, hic avtem Tiv
Bewpyricdy” CF, {bid. vii, 3.
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that just as this psychic force penetrates the whole
body, the moral force should manifest jtself throughout
the whole of human life: it is not the lecture that
makes the philosopher; it is not the public oration or
the official business that makes the statesman; but the
philosopher is he who carries his philosophy into every
circumstance and action of his life, the statesman he
who dedicates hiz whole life to the service of the
people.!

With this strong practical bent Diczearchus naturally
found political studies especially attractive ; and accord-
ingly we hear, not only generally that he gave special
attention to these,® but also that he wrote accounts of
Greek Constitutions ; ® particularly we know that in his
Tripoliticus—a development of Aristotelian ideas *—he
proposed a combination of the three pure forms of con-
stitution (democracy, aristocracy, and monarchy) as
the best, and pointed to Sparta as an example of this
combination.” Beyond this we know hardly anything

! This is the leading idea of
the passage in PLumr. Ax seni s.
ger. resp. ©. 26, p. 796, of which
we may assume that its general
content belongs to Dicmarchus
and not merely the single sen-
tenece kol yap Tobs év Taiv aTomis
GYaRAUTTOVTOS  TEpITaTEl  Qadiy,
&5 Eheye Aulapyos, oicére Be Tobs
eis drypor 4 @lhov Badifovras. The
meaning of that sentence will

= then be as follows: as people use

the word meprrarely only of
walking, which is done directly
for the sake of movement, so
they commonly use the words
dihocogetr and wolirevesfor only
&f those activities which expressly
and directly serve a philosophie

or a political aim; but the one
use is as incorreet as the other.

* C1e. Legg. iil. 5, 14,

010, Ad Aff: . 2 (cf
O=ANN, p. 13 sqq.) names ac-
counts by him of the Constitu-
tions of Pella, Corinth, and
Athens, which probably were
parts of a general History of
Constitutions, if not indeed of the
Blos ‘EAAabos (infra); SUID. says
that his woMreie SwapraTir
(which may also have been part
of the Twripoliticus) was publicly
read in Bparta every vear.

i Cf. supre, vol. ii. p. 230 s5q ,
and especially pp. 278 sqq.

5 That this wag the main idea
of the Tmmohrwcds and that
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of Diceearchus’s political philosophy.!

over the fragments of his numerous writings upon
history, geography, and the development of literature
and art, especially as the views expressed in them are
of no particalar philosophical interest.?

CicER0,who studied and admired
Digmarchus (supra, vol. ii. p. 440,
n. 4: Puse, i, 31, 77, ¢deliciz
mex Dicearchus *; 44 A#t. ii. 2),
borrowed from him the theory of
the amalgamation of these forms
of Couostitution and the idea of
exhibiting this amalgamation in
a working polity, and that pro-
b@bly POLYB. vi. 2-10 also follows
Dicezarchus, has been shown by
OfANN, dbid. p. 8 sqq., who,
howe_ver, is wrong in treating as
genuine the political Fragments
of Archytas and Hippodamus,
and in citing in support of his
view PLUT. Qu. Conv, viii. 2, 2,
3, p. 718, where Dicmarchus is
merely speaking of the combina-
tion of Socratic and Pythagorean
elements in Plato. This infer-
ence assumes the highest desree
of probability when we observe
that PHOT. Bibl. Cod. 37, p. 8 a
(following some scholar of the
sixth eentury) speaks of elfes
molirelas ducatapyicdy, which con-
sists in an amalgamation of the
three kinds of constitution, and
is the best kind of government,
and that (according to Fr. 23 b,

ATHEN. iv. 141, a) the Twipoli-

tiens contained an exact descrip-
tion of the Spartan Phiditia, and

when we compare with these

data the fashion in which hoth

Cicero in the Republic (e, 1. 29,
45-6, and ii. 28, 39) and Polybius
loe. ¢it, deal with the subject.

OSANN also suggests (p. 29 sqq.)

that the work for whieh Cic,

Ad A#t. xiii. 82 says he wishes to
make use of the Zripoliticus,
was the ¢ De Gloria.’

! Direct information on this
head we have none, except the
remark (cited by PLUT. Q. o,
iv. Procem. p. 659), that we should
seek the good will of all, but the
friendship of the good. W
gather from PoRPH, De Abst {v.
1, 2 (see next note), and from
the saying (Crc. OF. ii. 5, ie,
Consol. ix. 351 Bip.) that many
Tore men have been rained by
the hands of men than by wild
beasts or catastrophes of nature,
that Die.  denouneed war.
According to Pomem. 4. it
seems that Dic, (like Thea-
phrastus) saw even in the c¢ustorn

of slaughtering animals, the

commencement of a downward
tendency.

* His views as to the conipal
form of the earth (F». 53;
PLIN. A N ii. 65, 162) and the
eternity of the world and of the
races of men and animals are
parely Aristotelian (#%. 3, 4 aj
CENS. Di. Nat. c. 4; Vamro,
. Rust. 1i. 1); and inasmuch as
he strove (using the myth of the
role of Kroros) torepresent with
much intelligence the original ,
condition of mankind and the
gradual transision from a primi-
tlve state of natore to pastoral
life (with which began the
eabing of flesh and war) and the
further advance to an agrical-
tural life (#%. 1.5, b; Ponrn.

We may pass.
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Of another Peripatetic known to us by name,
Phanias,' the friend and fellow-citizen of Theophrastus,
we possess only isolated statements upon history and
science.? The same is true of Clearchus of Soli;® since
althongh among his writings, so far as they are known
to us,* none are historical,” yet almost all the quotations
from them which we possess relate to history, and these
are for the most part so paltry and insignificant,® and

De Abstin, 1v. 1, 2, p. 2085-6;
HIERON., Adwv. Jovin. IL t. iv. b,
205, Mart;; CENSOR. ©. 4
VARRO, 2, . il 1, 1. ) he must,
like Aristotle and Theopbrastus
(supra, vol. ii. pp. 80 sq. 378 =q.),
have supposed that the history of
human civilisation moved in a
settled cyele.

! Qur information as to the
life of this man (from SUID. s.2.;
STRABO, xiil. 2, 4, p. 61§ ; ProT,
Themist. c. 13 ; ANMMON. in Catey.,
Sehol. in 4. 28, a, 40) is limited
tothe statements that he belonged
to Eresos, that he was a scholar of
Aristotle, and lived in and after
Ol 111 (in OL 111, 2, Aristotle
returned from Macedonia to
Athens). DIoaEXES, v. 37, quotes
a letter which Theophrastus,
when he was advanced in age.
wrote to this Phanias, de guo cf.
also Sehol. in Apoll. Bhod. 1. 972,

2 We hear of varioushistorical
works of Phanias; a work w
woT@y, another on the Socratics

*_(which may have dealt withother

philosophers also); a book apbs
Tobs roduoTas, of which the mpbs
AdBwpuy (Diodorns Kronus) was
perhaps a part, and a = ¢urd,
to which the matter cited by
Prix. H. Aot xxii. 13, 35 from
cPhanias the physicist’ may have
belonged. He is also said to

have written works on Logic
(AMMON. ibid, and v supra, vol.
i.p.64,n. 1). The information
which existsaboutthese texts, and
the fragments of them which are
preserved, have been collected by
Voigiy (De Phanwia Fres. Gand.
1824) and after him by MULLER,
Fragm. Hist. Gr. ii. 203 sqq.

3 Heisoftencalled ZoAevs; and
that the Cyprian, not the Cilician,
Soli is meant, is clear (as many
have observed, and as MULLER,
ibid. 302, maintains against VER-
RAERY, De (learcho Sol. Gand.
1528, p. 3-4) from ATHEN, vi. 256,
c.e. f. We know nothing more
about his life, except that he
was a scholar of Aristotle. (See
notes on next page.)

1 Bee the list and Fragm.
apud VERRAERT and MULLER,
ubi supra.

5 Fven the = Blwr, which
seems to have been his chiel
work, and from which we have
citations of books 1, 2, 3, £ and
8, cannot have been, if we are
to judge by these Fragments, a
biographical work, but only a
discussion of the value of differ-
ent kinds of lives; cf. MULLER,
ibid. p. 302.

6 This cannot be wholly due
to the fact that we owe the cita-
tions to a possip like Athensus.
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exhibit so little eritical power, while Clearchus’s own
conjectures are so devoid of taste,! that they give us
but a mean opinion of their anthor’s powers. Generally
it may be said that what we know of him is little fitted
to establish the assertion that he is second to none of
the Peripatetics,? although, on the other hand, it must
be confessed that we do not know what those departures
from the true Peripatetic doctrine were with which
Plutarch charges him.® Besides a fow unimportant
scientific assertions,* and a discussion of the different
kinds of riddles,” some hints as to his views ‘upon
ethics can be extracted from the fragments of Clearchus :
these, however, merely amount to the statements that
Inxury and extravagance are in the hi ghest degree repre-
hensible,? although, on the other hand, Cynic and Stoic
indifference to external circumstances are far from
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praiseworthy ;! that a sharp distinction must be drawn
between friendship and flattery;? that passionate and
unnatural love should be avoided? and such like. On
the whole, Clearchus gives us the impression rather of a
versatile and well-read, though somewhat superficial,
man of letters.! than of a scholar and philosopher.
Among the pupils of Aristotle is sometimes reckoned
Heraclides of Pontus. It has already been re-
marked,” however, that neither the chronology nor the
character of his doctrines is favourable to this assump-
tion, although his learned efforts show that he was
certainly closely akin to the Peripatetic school.
Aristotle’s influence may have had a more decided
effect upon the orator and poet Theodectes, who died,
however, before Alexander’s Persian expedition.®
Several other Aristotelians, suech as Callisthenes,”

! E.g. bis explanation of the
myth of the egg of Leda, ap.
ATHEN. ii. 57, &: ‘the ancients in
place of imepdioy used by simply,
and so, since Helen was begotten
in a Uwep@or, the story arose that
she came out of an egg'|_his
statement, ap. DIog. i 81, as to
Pittacus (evidently founded only
on the wellknown verse ap.
Proe. VIL Sap. Comw. e, 14, p.
157, &) : Tolre yvuvasia fv giroy
@hety—and his idea that (Fr. 60
ap. Miller) the man-eating
steeds of Diomedes meant his
daughters!

* JOSHPH. O Apion, 1. 22, ii.
454 Haverc.: KA. é ‘Apwwrorédons
&y palnris gel Ty de o TEpid-
Tou iAosdpwr obBerss Setdreoos,
ATHEN. xv. 701, ¢.: KA. 6 Zoieds
olfewds Bebrepos 7@y Tod FoGoT

"ApirToréiovs pabnray,

* De Fac, Lun, 2, 5, p. 920 ;
buérepas yip & audp, *Apigroréovs’
TOU TaAwiol yeyovis Furilns, € kal
TOAAG Tol wepimdTou wapérpeler.

. T0-74, a, T6, 78; of.
SPRENGEL, Geseh. 4. droneib.
(fourth edition) ;. ROSENBATM,
i 442-3.

* Fr. 63, apud ATHEN. x.
448, c. of. PRANTL, Gesclh. d. Log.
i 399 sq.

¢ Bo Clearchus, in his . Blewy,
bad recounted the numerous
examples of these fuilings and
their  consequences,  which
ATHENAUS cites from him
(Frogm. 3-14, of. Fy. 16-18,
21-28); and, on the other hand
(Fr. 15, ap. ATHEN, xii. 548, d),
named Gorgias to prove the
wholesome effects of moderation.

! Apud Aramw. xiii 611, b,
he distinenishes (apparently in
opposition to the Uynics and per-
haps to the Stoics also) between
Bios  weprepukdbs and the Bios
Kkuvirds.

2 Cf Fr. 30, 32 (ATHEN. vi.
255, b, xii. 533, e) with the bold
sketch of a young and weak
Prince ruined by flattering cour-
tiers, &c. . 256 (ATHEX. vi.
255, ¢. 258, a).

3 Fr. 3436 (ATHEN, xiii. 573,
a, 589, d. 605, d. e).

* The conversation between
Aristotle and a Jew reported by

" Clearchus (#v. 69, ap. JosEPH.

. Apion. i. 22), may be regarded
as a literary invention, together
with the accompanying explana-
tion that the Jews derived their
philosophy from India. The
hook cited (. fxvov, de guo BER-

NAYS, Abh, d. Hist.-philos. Ge-
sellsel. in Bresiowe, 1. 1858, 190,
“Theophr. iib. Frommigk? 110,
187) need not, from our extant
information as to Clearchus, be
considered spurious,

% Supra,vol. il p. 387, n. 1, p.
433 sqq. ; cf. ZELL, Ph. 4. Gr. i
p. 843, n. 1. ;

¢ On this writer, who is often
guoted by Aristotle, and of whom
we have suggested (supra, vol. i,
p- 72, ., following PLur, dlem. e.
17) that he was with Aristotle in
Macedonia, see WESTERMANN'S
Gesch. d. Beredsamk. bei d,
Griech. w. Rim. 1. 84, A, 6, 142,
A, 21, and supra, vol. i p. 40,
o, 2, p. 72.

* This kinsman and scholar
of Aristotle is referred to supra,
vol. 1. p. 22, n. 1 ad fin. (see alzo
VALER. MAX. vil, 2, ext. 8, SUID.
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Leo of Byzantium,' and Clytus,” are known to us

only as writers on history, Meno? only as the author
of a history of pharmacology.* Of a theological work
of Hipparchus?of Stagira only the title has coms
down to us.® Of those who are not accredited with
any written or oral teaching of their own, we need say
nothing.’
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KaaAod, ), and as to his death, see
supra, vol. 1. p. 32 sqg.  Further
information about him and his
writings will be found in GEIER,
Alex. Hist. Seript. 191 sqq. ;
MULLER, Seript, Ber. Alex. 1 sqq.

7 The little we can glean of
{his historian (whom SUTD. Adww
Bu{. confounds with an earlier
politician of Byzantium of the
same name) from SvLD. ibid.,
ATHEN, xii. 558-1, and PaRUDO-
PLuT. De Flhe 2,2, 24, 2, 1s set
out in MULLER, Fragm. Hist
Gir. 11, 823-9.
2 ATHEN. xiv. 653, b, xil. 540,
e; Drod. i. 25; MULLER, ibid.
333.

3 GALEN, in Hippoer. de Nat.
Hom. vol. xv. 25-26 K, says this
physician was a scholar of Axi-
stotle’s, and wrote an ileTpuch
quyayeyh in several books, erro-
neously aseribed to Aristotle him-
self. It is clear that this was an
historical collection of medical
theories, both from the title
(which is the equivalent of the
Texrdv cuvaywyh supra, vol. 1 p.
i3, n. 1), and also from the
remark of Galen, that he had nsed

for this work all the writings of
earlier physicians then extant.

* Of the historian Marsyas
(supra, vol 1. p. 22, n. 1) we can-
not tell whether and how far he
adhered fo the Peripatetic phi-
losophy.

* SUID. "Iwwapy. (of. LOBECK,
Aglaoph. 608) names a work of

is: 7l 7 dpper kol BRAv wapd
fBeols kai Tis & yduor, kal EAAa Twd.
¢ Including Adrastus of Phi-
lippi (SrepH. Byz. De Urb, ®ihur-
wmou) 3 Echecratides of Methyimna
(STEPH. Byz. Mffuura): King
Cassander (Pruz. dlex. ¢. 74);
Mnason of Phocis (ATHEN. vi
264, d.; ALIaN, V. . 3L 19);
Philo, whom, according to ATHEN.
xiii. 610-11, and DroG. v. 38,
Sophocles, the author of the law
referred to supra, vol. ii. p. 350,
n, 4, indicted for an offence
against the constitntion; the
Eucairos named supra, vol. 1. p.
97 (cf. HeErTZ, Verl. Scir. 118 -
19), and the ‘Plato’ named by
Drog. iii. 108. Antipater was
Aristotle’s friend, but not his
pupil,

Wirn the majority of those who belonged to the
school of Theophrastus, the literary and historieal
tendency seems also to have been the predominating
one. DMost of those who are mentioned as belong-
ing to it have confined themselves in their literary
labours to history, the history of literature, ethics, po-
litics, and rhetoric. This is true of Demetrius of Pha-
lerus, distinguished as a scholar and statesman ;! of

b OgTERMANY has studied his
life in the most thorough manner
in e Demetrii Phaol. Vita, &e.,
published (Part I.) IHersf. 1847,
and (Part IL) Fulda, 1857 ; the
titles and fragments of his writ-
ings are given by him in Part I1,,
and by HERWIG, Usber Demetr.
Phal.  Sehriften, &ec., Rinteln.
1850. Born about the middle of
the fourth century (OsT. 1. 8),
and probably while Aristotle was
still alive, DEMETRIUS studied
under Theophrastus (Cre. Brut.
9, 37, Fin, v. 19, 54, Leqy. iii.

‘. 8,14, Of. i 1.3; Dioa. v. 75),

and (according to DEMETE.
Maex, apud Dios. v. 75) he
made his first appearance as a

opular orator about the time
that Harpalus came to Athens, 2.2,
about 324 B.c. On the termina-
tion of the Lamian War he seems,

with Phoeion, to have played
some part as one of the chiefs
of the Macedonian aristocratic
party, for when, after Antipater’s
death (318 B.0.), the opposition
party eame into power for a
while, and Phecion was executed,
Demetrius also was tried and
condemned todeath (PLuT, Phoe,
45). He escaped his sentence,
however, by flizht, and when, in
the foilowing year, Cassander
made himself master of Athens,
he handed over to Demetrins the
direction of the State under an
oligarchical republican constitu-
tion. For ten years Demetrius
occupied this position, and even if
it be admitted that bis rule may
not have been hlameless, he did
most important service for the
prosperity and order of Athens.
Heis accused of vanity, haughti-
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Duris,! and his brother Liyncens® of Chamsleon,® and

ness, and immorality by Duris
and DIVLLUS, ap. ATHEN. xii.
542, b sqqg. xiii. 593, e,  (though
ArraN, V. H. iz. 9, transfers
the statement to Demetrius
Poliorcetes); but the untrust-
worthiness of Duris and the
animus of his statements lead us
to suppose a -high degree of
exacgeration. When Demetrins
Poliorcetes, in 307 B.C., took the
Pirseus, an insurrection broke out
in Athens against Demetrius
Phal. and Cassander's party.
Protected by Poliorcetes, he
escaped to Thebes. and fnally,
after Cassander’s death (Ol 120,
2, 288-99 m.c.), went to Egypt.
Here Ptolemy Lagiaccorded him
an honourable and influential
position, in which he was spe-
cially active .in founding the
Alexandrian library (OsT. 1. 26—
642 who, however, on p. 64 makes
a very improbable suggestion,
thid. il. 2 sgg.; of. GRAUERT,
ist. w. phil. Analshten, i, 310
sqq.; DROYSEN, Gesch. d. Hel-
lendsm., 1. b, 106 sqq). After
the death of this prince (and
according to HERMIPP., apud
DroG. v. 18 immediately after,
which would be 283 BcC.) Pto-
femy Philadelphus, whose sue-
cession Demetrius had opposed,
banished him to a place in the
country, where he lived some
time as a political prisoner, and
where he eventually died from
the bite of an adder (Cic. Pro
Llabir, Post, 9, 23, says this was
a suicide; but HEBMIPP.,
supra, states it as an accident).
Croero speaks very highly of
his talents as an orator and as a
scholar (see Bruf, 9, 37 sq. 82,
285, Orat. 27, 93, De Orat, il.

23, 95, Offic. i. 1, 3, and ef.
QUINT. Fust. x. 1, 33, 80, and
Diog. v, 82), although he does
net find in his speeches the fire
and the power of the great
orators of free Athens. That he
rought about the translation

of the so-called Reptuagint is-

palpably a fable, as to which
OSTERMANN ought not to have
credited the lying Aristzens (ii, 9
5qq. 46-T7). So also the work on
the Jews is a forgery, although
both HERWIG (pp. 15-16), and
OSTERMANN (il. 32-3), have
accepted it.

Y All we know of Duris is
that he was a Samian and a
pupil of Theophrastus (see
HCKERTZ'S aceount of him, D
Thiride Sam. Bonn, 1846 ; MUL-
1ER, Fragm. Iist. Gr, i. 466
sqq. and ATHEX. iv. 128, a). To
define the exact date of his life-
time (ef. MULLER, ¢5id.) is not
possible. According to ATHuN.
vili, 327, d, he had, at some

period, governed his native town,

but when we canmot say. His
unfrustworthiness in historical
matters is very unfavourably
eriticised in Prur. Pericl. 28,
That this eriticism is borpe out
by what we know of the state-
ments cited from DURis, ECKERTZ
has amply proved. Nor is his
literary talent highly thought of
either by PHOT. Cod, 176, p. 121,
a, 41 sqq., or by DIONYR. Comp.
Verd. v. 28 R.

? See ATHEN, ibid. A list of
his writings is given by MiLLug,
ibid. p. 466.

* See KOPKE, De Chamaloonte
Peripatetico, Berl. 1856. Of him
alse we know but little. He was
a native of Heraclea in Pontuz
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Praxiphanes.! Even from the ethical writings of these
men, however, nothing has come down to us of a
philosophical character?> Of a few other disciples of

(ATHEX. iv. 184, d, v¥iii. 338, b,
ix. 874, a, &c.), and is probably
the same person as he whose
courageous answer to king Seleu-
cus is mentioned by MEMNON
(apud PHOT. Cod. 224, p. 626, a).
He is described as a Peripatetic
by TATIAN, A4 &r. 31, p. 269, a:
and the circumstance that his
book w. HBorfis was attributed
also to Theophrastus (cf. ATEEN.
vi. 273, e, viil. 377, ) corrobo-
rates that description, From this
circumstance KOPEE (p. 34)
concludes that Chamwsmleon was
in faet a pupil of Theophrastus.
He may, however, have been bis
co-disciple, since he (apud
Droe. v. 92) criticised his com-
patriot Heraclides, who was one
of Plato’s elder pupils (ZELL.
Ph. d. Gr. i p. 843, 2) for a
plagiarism.— Besides Chammleon
we have also a mention by
TATIAN, in the same passage
(cf. also ATHEN. xii. 513, b,
EvsTATH. in Il &, p. 84, 18,
SuUID. 'Afpralas, and HesycH.
‘Afgra). of a Peripatetic named
MEGACLIDES (or Metacl) from
whose work on Homer a critical
remark is cited.
! Describedas éraipos @codpda-
7ov, by PROCL. in Tim. 6, 0. Ac-
cording to this passagehe objected

~ “to the beginning of the Timmus ;

according to TZETZES, in Hesiod.
Opp. et Di. v. 1, he considered
the introduction to this book as
spurious. STRABO, xiv. 2, 13, p.
655, calls him a Rhodian, and
EriPHAN, Hzp. Fid. 1094, a,
adds that hiz doctrine was in

VOL. IIL.

accord with that of Theophrastus.
Whether he is the same person as
the Praxiphanes clescribed as a
Peripatetic and Grammarian, to
whom Callimachus dedicated a
work (BEREERS Anee. ii. 729,
where, however, our text gives
wap’ ‘Eéupdrovs: seealso ARAT, ed.
Buhle, ii. 432), is uncertain (as
ZUMPT, Abk, d. Berl. dkad.v. J.
1842, Hist.-plhil. Ki. p. 91, has
remarked}, inasmuch as CLEM,
Stwom. 1. 309, says that a Myti-
lenean named Praxiphanes was
the first person who was called
ypepuarucds.  Nevertheless, it
seems probable that it is one and
the same person who is intended
in all these passages—A pupilof
Praxiphanes, named PLATO, is
mentioned by Droq. iii. 109, and
expressly distinguished by him
from the other Plato referred to
supra, vol, il, p, 466, n. 6.
¢ Of PRAXIPHANES we know
nothing at all except what is
stated in the text.—Of the eight
works of DoRis known to us,
the most important were un-
doubtedly the  three historical
ones (the Greek and Mocedonian
Historiez, the Agathocles, and
the Semign Chronieles). Four
other works treated of festival
plays, of tragedy, of painters,
and of sculpture. The work =.
vépwr may have been philosophi-
cal, but we have from it nothing
but two mythological notes.—
From Lynceus, who was a writer
of comedies and also a gowrmet,
and author of a book on the art
of cookery (ATHERN. iv. p. 131-2,

GG
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Theophrastus some are known to us only by name,
while others hardly merit the title of philosophers.?
Much more important as a contributor to philosophy

vi. p. 228 ¢, wii. p. 313-4; ef. iv.
p. 128, a), ArHeEx®Us, in his
numerous guotations (see the
Index to ATHEN. and MULLER,
ibid.), and PrurT. Demetr. c. 27,
Sekol. Theoer. to iv. 20, give ns
only a few notes and stories,
chiefly about cookery.—Of the
sixteen writings of CHAM.E-
LEoN which KOPKE, p. 15 sqq.,
enumerates, twelve related to the
epie, lyrie, comic, and tragic
‘poets, and were concerned merely
with literary history. Only a
few unimportant historical re-
marks have reached us from the
TpoTpemwTcos and the treatises m.
uélns, . floriis, w. O=zdr (sce
KOPEE, p. 36 sqq. : the citations
are to be found in ATHENZUS,
passim, in CLEMENS ALEX. Strom.
i. 300 A, in BEEKER, Aneed. i
233, and Diog.iii. 48)—DuME-
TRIUS was one of the most fertile
authors of the Peripatetic school,
and besides the forty-five warks
of his which Driog. v. 80 men-
tions, we hear of others, OSTEE-
MAXN (op. ¢it. iL. p. 21 sqq.) and
HERWIG(op.it.p.10sqq. ) identify
fifty writings, some of them com-
prising several books: from this
list, however, must be withdrawn,
in any case, those on the Jews
(see supra, vol.il. p.447,n.1) and
perhaps those on the HEgyptians
(see OSTERMANYX,p. 84). Amongst
the genuine writings there were
a good many treatises on moral
subjects (including the eight
Dialogues, which appear to have
been of this class), as well as two
hooks on statecraft, and one .

wéuewr, There were also historical,
grammatical and literary ve-
searches, aBhetorie, acollection of
speeches, which Cicero must have
known, and another collection of
letters. Nevertheless, out of all
this mass of literary matter
nothing, except a quantity of his-
torical and grammatical scraps
and a few insignificant remarks
of moral and political interest,
has come down tous. (Fr. 6-
15, 8840, 54, OSTERMANYN, from
Dr1og. v. 82, 83 ; BToB, Floril. 8,
20, 12, 18 ; PLUT. Cons. ad Apoll.
¢. 6, p. 104; D1oDoB. Lze. Vatic.
libr. ®=xi.,. also five in DMATs
Nova Collect. 1. 81, PoLyB. Ere.
1. xxx. 3, ibid. 434 sq., Txe. L
xxxiv.-xxxvil. 2, ibid. 444 ; ibid.
x, 22, Ruriv. Lupvs, De Fig.
Send. 1. 1) ;

! This is so of all the men
who gre named in the Will of
Theophrastus (D1og. v. 32-3;
cf. supra, ii. p. 350, n. 5) to suec-
ceed Strato in the enjoyment of
the ground bequeathed by him
for the School, i.e. HIPPARCHUS,
NuLEUS (supre, vol. i. p. 187,
and p. 139, n. 3), CALLINUS, DE-
MOTIMUS, DEMARATUS, (CALLIS-
THENES, MELANTHES, PANCREON,
Nicrerpus; thesame may besaidof
NicomacHUS and the three sons
of Pythias (ct. supra, vol. i. p. 20,
n, 3 ad fin., and SEXT. Math. i.
258),PROCLES, DEMARATUS, ARI-
SToTLE ; and of Theophrastus’s
slave, PoMPYLUS (D106, v. 36).

2 Like MENANDER, the comic
poet, who is also said to have
been a pupil of Theophrastus.
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is Strato of Lampsacus, the successor of Theophrastus,’!
and the only one of his pupils of whom it is known that
he followed out with success the scientific lines laid
down by him and by Aristotle.? After Theophrastus
he is the most distinguished of all the Peripateties,® a

1 Strato, a native of Lam-
pracus (DI0G. v. 88, &c., Aaulary-
vos is one of the epithets com-
monly uged with his name) was
a pupil of Theophrastus (ibid.
Cic. dead. 1.9, 34, #in. v. 5, 13.
SIMPL. Phys. 187, a, 225, a, &c.).
He succeeded him as chief of the
Sechool, held that post for eighteen
vears, and died (ibid. p. 88) in
0O1. 127, between 270 and 268 B.0.
If, as Dioe, ibid. says, he was
really the teacher of Ptolemy
Philadelphus (who was called
to govern along with his father
in 285 B.C., and succeeded himon
the throne in 283 B.0.) he must
have stayed some time at the
Egyptian court, to which he may
possibly have been invited on
the suggestion of Demetrins
Phalerens. His letters (or letter)
to Arsinoé, Ptolemy’s sister and
wife (quoted by Droc. p. 60),
would lead us to snppose that
such was the case. The story
that his princely pupil gave him
eighty talents, IhoG. himself
tells only with a ¢esl. His will,
however {apud D10G, p. 61 5qq.),
shows him to be a wealthy man.
He left in his testament the dw-

" .rp:BH (the garden and club-house
- of the School), with all arrange-

ments necessary for the Syssitia,
and his library, with the excep-
tion of his own BS3., to Lyco;
the rest of his property he left to
Arcesilaus, a namesake, either a
son or a nephew of SBirato’s

father.-For other details, cf.
NAUWERCH, D¢ Stratone Lam-
peacene, Derl. 1836; KRISCHE,
Forscliungen &¢ ,p. 349sqq. ; and
see also BRANDIS, iii. p. 394 sqq.

¢ Erasistratus, the celebrated
physician, was also considered by
many as one of Theophrastus’s
pupils (Diog. v. 57; see also
GALEN, JMNaf. Faeulf, il. 4, vol,
ii. 88, 90-1, K, De Sany. in
Arter: ¢, T, vol.iv. 729, as the
assertion of the followers of Era-
sistratus). This is not improb-
able, but according to GALEN
(Net. Paculf, i, 4,3bid. in Hip-
poer. de Abim. 1. 14, vol, zv.
307-8, and <of. De Tremore, c. 6,
vol, vii. 614) his cloctrine differed
in mauy ways from that of the
Peripatetics. He even affirmed
oldéy Gpbas dyvmrévar mepl pigems
Tovs wepmaTyTikets. It appears
that it is only in the ackoow-
ledgment of the complete tele-
ology of nature (whereon cf.
GALEN, Not. Faewlt. ii. 2, vol, ii.
78, 81) that he agreed with them ;
and even to this he did not
always adbere. BSo far as we
know, he never made any inde-
pendent philosophical researches;
see SPRENGEL, Gesch. d. Arzneik,
4th. ed ; ROSENBAUM, 1,10.321 5qq.

3 Gf. following note; and
Di10G. v. 58 : drhp éAAoypudTaTas
kol puaos éruchnbels &rd Tob wepl
The Gewplay Tabrny wap' Ovrwoiy
emtuedéoTaTe SiaTerpidévm, SIMPL.
Pliys, 225, a3 Tois apleTors Tlepi-

Ga 2
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position which he merited not only by the extent of his

knowledge and his writings, but also still more by the
acuteness and independence of his thought, for he sur-
passed Theophrastus himself’ in the originality of his
seientific labours.! His numerous writings, which seem
to have aimed rather at the thorongh investigation of par-
ticular questions than at a systematic and comprehensive
treatment of the subject, extend over the whole field of
philesophy.? But his strong point was the study of

raTyTikals  dpbpovueros,  Kven
Cicero, who was not at all well
disposed to Strato, calls him, in
Finv. 5,13, [in physicis] magnus,’
and in dead. i. 9, 31 praises his
‘acre ingeninm. Nevertheless,
his school was not so much fre-
quented as that of Menedemus
(of Eretria), as to which STRATO
(apud PLuT. Trangu. An. 15, p.
472) consoles himself with the
vemark: tf oby Oavpacrdw, €
wAelovés eimy of Aoverbar BédovTes
Ty dAeiperial BovAoucvar ;

! This independence, of which
we shall find several proofs, was
also recognised by the ancients;
Prur. Adv. Col. 14, 3, p. 1115:
Tér $AAwy TeprraTy7ik@y ¢ Kopu-
dabratos ItpiTwr ot 'ApioTo-
Téhet kard woAha avugpéperal, &O.
Peeudo-GALEN, Hist. Phil. ¢. 2,
p. 228 K.:['AptororéAns] Thr ZTpd-
Twre wpogdyeyer els 1Dy Twa
xapakTipe dpusoAdyws [-las]. CIc.
(following Antiochus) Fin. v. 5,
13, ‘nova pleraque:’ Aead. i.
9. 84, ‘In ea ipsa [ie in
Physies] plurimum discedit a
suis’ Porxye. Ewe. Libr. xii. 25,
c. vol. il 750 Bekk.: kai yip
ekeivos [Stpdrwy 6 duowds] Grav
éyxewphay Tos Tav dAAwy Bitas
draoTiaheofar kal Yevlomowely Hou-

pdaids dorwy, Sray & éf avrou 71
wpodépyras kal Ti Ty Bley &
vonudTay  ebnyfiTos, wapik oAl
palverar Tots émrTHuocw elnlé-
gTepos  abTob kai wwlpiTepos —
which last statement, however, is
difficult to accept as unbiassed.

* Droc. v. 69-60, gives (be-
sides the Letters and the dwouys-
pata, the authenticity of which
was doubted), some forty-four
writings, to which may be added
the book wepl Tot Hrres mentioned
by ProcL. in Z%m. 242 sq., and
also the w swdfeews mentioned
by Simpn. Phys. 214, a, and
225, a. His works may be
classed as follows: (1) Logic: =.
Tob dpov. . TOU wpaTépou vyévous,
w, Tou iBlgv. Témew wpoolwe.  (2)
Metaphysics : m. Tol dpros. w. Tov
mporépov sul Borépov (mentioned
also by BIMPL. in Cafeg. 106, a,
107, a, Sehkol. in Ar. 89, a, 10, 90,
a, 12). m. 7ot p@Ador wal HrTOV.
. Tov cupBefyidTos, W TOU péA-
Aovres, w, fBewy . (3) Physies :
w. apxdy o (which treated of
heat and cold, &c., as physical
principles). . Buvdpewv. w. ToU
Kevol. w, xpivov. ., Kwioews, .
pitews. . woldov kal Bapées. .
Tov obparof, W, ToU wreludres. w.
xpwudTwy, m, (woyorias. . TOUDHS
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Nature, which was pursned by him in a spirit which
justifies the name, bestowed upon him pre-eminently

kal ciffoews. w. Umvou, T dvum-
viewy., . aiclirews. m. bjews. .
7@y Gropovudrwy (owy, T. Toy pubo-
Aoyovuéray (dov. . glrews av-
Apwmivys. . svbovoiaauot. T. pdoay.
7. Kpicewy, m, Aipoi kol croTdTEwy.
(In the case of these three works
it is possible that there is a con-
fusion with writings of the
physician and follower of Erasi-
stratus presently to be mentioned,
but it is to be remembered that
Theophrastus himself  wrote
abont vertizo and such subjects.)
The Adces amopnudrey and the
work «. almigr appear to have
dealt with certain problems of
physics; and the book = Téw
wETGAALKEY unxarnudTer ilso was
concerned with the mechanical
side of physics. (4) Kthies: =.
Thyafoi ¢, w HBovijs. w. ebbuipo-
vias. ar. Blww (if this was not an
historical work). . dvdpeios. .
Bicatooivns . w. adikov. 7. Baci-
Aclas o/, w. BariAdws ¢iAogdpov
(these two works, especially the
latter, may have been written for
Ptolemy Philadelphus: it is only
CoBET, however, who gives the
title «. Bag. ¢uA., for the earlier
texts give m. ¢urooogins). There
iz, moreover, the work efipnudroy
Eheyyor Sie, which is evidently
the same as that which CLEMENS,
Strom. i. 300, A 308, A (and
EusEB, Prep. fr. x. 6,6, quoting

* _him) cites by the words év 7§ or

év Tols wepl edpnudrer, PLIN. H,
Nat. 1.3 Ind. Libpi, vii. (* Stratone
qui contra Ephori efpfuara scrip-
sit”) says it was written against
Ephorus ({probably, however,
against others as well), and this
accounts for the title given by

Diogenes. Strato wished to cor-
rect the opinions of earlier
writers on the saobjeet of the
origin of the various arts. Be-
sides the above-named works
(the anthenticity of which can-
not, except to a very limited
extent,be tested), it would appear
from GALEN (De Tene Sect.
adp. Erasistratuwm 2, vol, xi. 151,
and De V. 8. adv. Erasistrateos
2, vol. xi. 197) that we must also
refer to this philosopher certain
works on medicine, if the Strato
named in these passages is in
fact the same person. D10G. v. B1
expressly makes a distinction be-
tween the two, and though in this
heonly follows Demetriusof Mag-
nesia, there is the less reason to
doubt his testimony (as ROSE,
De Awist. Lib. Ord. 174, has
done) since the physician Strato
is deseribed as a follower of
Erasistratus, not only by GALEN
(as is clear in the passages
already cited and still more clear
in De Puls. Differ. c. 17, vol.
viil. 759). but also by ORIBAS.
Collect. xlv. 28 (ap. MA1, Class.
Auet. iv. 60), and by EROTIAN
(Lex. Hippoer. p. 86, Franz);
while TERTULLIAN, De An. 14,
contrasts the views of ¢ Btrato and
Erasistratus ' with those of Strato
the philozopher on the question of
the seat of the soul. If, according
to Diog. i¥id., the physician was
a personal pupil of Erasistratus,
he is probably the same as the
person whom GALEN, De (bmp.
Medie. iv. 3, vol. xil. 749 callsa
Berytian; cf. on this sabject
SPRENGEL, Hesch. d. Arzneik. 4,
559 (ed. 1).
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i

among all the Peripatetics, of ¢ the Physicist.”!  Whatiwe

are told of his contributions to logic and ontology 2
is not very important. On the other hand, the whole
difference between his point of view and that of Ari-
stotle becomes at once manifest when we ask how he
conceived of the principles of existence and change in
the world.  Aristotle had referred these to Nature, which
in the first instance he conceived as universal efficient
cause, but also further described as God or the First
Mover, without, however, clearly defining the relation

! Examples of the use of this, thereby he placed truth and
the commonest deseription ap- error merely in the voice (i.e. in

plied to Strato (as to which see
generally KR1sCHE, Forsch. 351),
we already have in the notes on
p. 451, 0.1, 3, sup. Compare also
Cro. #'in. v. 5, 15 : “ primum Theo-
phrasti Strato physicum se voluit,
in quo etsi est magnus, tamen
nova plerague et perpauca de
moribus.’ This Cic. Adcad. i. 9,
34, says with even less gnalifica-
tion ; and he will not allow that
Strato should be considered a
Peripatetic, partly on thisaccount
and partly on account of the
variance of his opinions on phy-
sics. The list of his writings,
however, gives evidence that he
did not leave ethics out of ac-
count. SENECA states the posi-
tion more justly when he says of
him (Naz, Qw. vi. 13, 2): ‘hane
partem philosophiz maf¥ne co-
Init et rerum natwie inquisitor
fuit.’

* Weare told by SuxT. Matl,
viii. 18, that he did not, like the
Stoies, distingnish hetween idea,
word, and thing (epuavdueror,
onuaivor, Tuyxdvor), but only,
with HEpicurus, between the ag-
patvor and the rvyydror, and that

the words). The second half of
this statement is probably merely
a deduction drawn by Sexius:
and the first half of it does not
dccurately  reproduce  either
Strato’s expressions or his mean-
ing. Strato is further said to
have given as the definition of
Being: 70 év éore T s Sopords
afrior, i.e. he defined it as the
permanent element in things

(ProcL. in Tim. 242, E). We-

see further from STMPL. in Catey.
106, a, 107, a sqq. (Sehel. in Ar.
89, a 37, 90. a, 12 sgq.), that he
distinguished various significa-
tions of the terms mpdrepor and
derepoy, which BIMPL, ibid. takes
the trouble to reduce to the five
which Aristotle reckons in cap, 12
of the Categories. Finally ALEX.
Top. 173, and ALrp. (Sehol 281,
b, 2) criticise an attempt which
Strato had made to amplify an
Aristotelian rule ( 7op. iv. 4, 1235,
a, 5) for ascertaining the rela-
tiovs of subordination between
two concepts.. It is impossible,

‘however, to discuss the point

here.
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of these two coneeptions to one another.! Strato, on
the other hand—whether because he recognised the
obscurity and fundamental contradietion in the Ari-
stotelian view, or becanse the whole bent of his thonght
was opposed to an external supernatural cause—re-
nounced the idea of God as a Being separate and distinct
from the world as a whole, and contented himself with
“Nature.” This itself, however, he was unable otherwise
to conceive of (agreeing in this with Aristotle 2) than
as a necessary Force operating without conscionsness
and reflection. He regarded the weorld, as Plutarch
says,? as a lifeless whole, and all natural phenomena as
the effect of natural necessity. He was convinced with
Democritus, in spite of his opposition to his dectrine of
Atoms, that the explanation of everything must be
found in gravity and motion, -and he is accordingly
accused by Cicero and others of maintaining that God
was unnecessary in the constitution of the world.*

! See supra, vol. i. pp. 388,
420 sqq.

* See swpra, vol. i p. 464,
n. 1.

* Adv. Col. 14,3, p. 1115 (e.
sup. vol. ii. p. 452, n. 1): otir’ ‘Api-
OTOTENEL KaTé TOAAE ouupEpeTal
wal TAdTwre Tas évavtios €oxmxe
Bifas wepl wurfjoews wepl pol kat
wepl YuxAs kol wepl yeréoews - TEA-
evraw (B8] Tov kdopor abTdy of
(Fov elvar gnal, h 8 rori dlow
Emeofar TO KaTa TUXHY' apxT¥ Yap

: évBiBdver To adTduerov, dre odTw

wepaiveatar Tey Puriker wabdr
éxaoror. We must guard our-
selves against believing Plutarch
(as of Democritus, ¢f. ZBLLER,
Ph. d. Gr. 1. 738-9) when he tells
us that Strato held chance (rixn)

to be the basis of nature. He
can only mean that Stratc main-
tained the necessity of nature
(abréparor) ; it iz Plutarch’s own
iden to identify this necessity
with ¢chance,” because both
stand egually in antithesis to the
telenlogical conception of nature
(ef. supra, vol. 1. pp. 357 sqq.).

4 00, Adend. i 38, 121:
¢ Negas sine Deo posse quidquam,
ecoe tibi e transverso Lampsace-
nus Strato, qui det isti Deo im-
munitatem magni quidem mu-
neris . . . negat opera Deorum
se uti ad fabricandum munduom.
Quaecongue sint docet omnia esse
effecta natura: nec ut ille, qui
asperis et levibus et hamatis un-
cinatisque corporibus concreta
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It would be truer to say that his view identified God
with Nature, in which he saw nothing personal, nothing
akin to man, but only the universal energy which is
the source of all change and becoming in things: ! and
on this ground accurate writers represent him as
denying that the Deity has a soul,? and holding that
the heavens and the earth, in other words the universe,
are God.?

Passing to his account of natural causes, we find
that Strato, as already remarked, was unable, in spite
of hidf naturalism, to reconcile himself to any such
mechanical explanation of the world as that of Demo-
critus,* partly because he found in it no adequate
explanation of phenomena,® and partly because he held
that indivisible bodies were as inconceivable as an

hzc esse dieat, interjecto inani. the idea of God. . . . kby Hx-

I
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infinite vold.! The essential causes consist rather, on
his theory, in the properties of things,® or more accu-
rately in the active forces that cause these properties.’
The ultimate properties he further held to be Heat and
Cold,* which Aristotle had already recognised as the
active elements in things,’ apparently attributing, with
Aristotle,® the higher reality to that which he consic'l.ered
the primary and positive principle of life and being.?
The primary substratum of cold he held to be water;
of heat, fire or warm vapour.® Heat and cold are
continuélly at war; where the one forces an en-
trance, the other is expelled. This alternation ex-
plains, for example, the phenomena of the thunderstorm
and the ecarthquake. Given these corporeal forces,

! On both points see farther 4 8toB. Eel. 1. 298 : Srpdrer

Somnia censet hze esse Demo-
criti, non docentis, sed optantis.
Ipse autem singuias fggundi partes
persequens, quidguid sit aut fiat
naturalibus fieri aut factum esse
docet ponderibus et motibus.’

! The Epicureanin Cic . D.
i. 18, 35 says: ‘nec audiendus
ejus [Theophrasti] auditor Strato,
is qui physicus appellatur; qui
omnem vim divinam in naturs
sitam esse censet, gqum causas
gignendi angendi  minuendi
habeat, sed careat omni sensu
[consciousness] et ficura [e. the
human form of the Epicurean
gods]’  This is repeated almost
word for word by LacTanT, De
Zrae, D, e. 10 init. and mors con-
cisely by Minve, FELIX, Octav.
19, 9: ‘Straton quoque et ipse
naturam [se. Deum loguitur].’
So likewise Max, TYR, i, 17, 5
says that even the atheist has

aAAdéns T diow [even if he
puts nature in God's place], ds
ETPE’TWV.

* BENECA apud AUGUSTIN,
Civ. D. vil, 1: ¢ hoe loco dicet.
aliquis . . . ego feram aut
Platonem  ant  Peripateticum
Stratonem, guorum alter fecit
Deum sine corpore, alter sine
animo?’

# TERTULLIAN, Ade. Mare. i.
13: *Strato ccelum et terram
[Deos pronuntiavit].’

Y Supra, vol, i, v. 455, n. 4.

° At any rate this appears to
be the meaning of ~ Cicero’s
‘somnia non docentis sed optan-
tis * (supra, vol. ii, p. 455, n. 4):

‘the atoms are a capricions hypo-

thesis, of which it is asserted
and hoped, but not proved, that
it will explain the facts it was
invented to explain,

Wnfra. The hypothesis of a vacu-
wm was dealt with by STRATO (7.
sup.,vol. il p. 452, n. 2) in one of
his treatises, presumably directed
against Democritus. Whether he
went farther into the refutation
of the Atomistic theory,or con-
tented himself with Aristotle’s
elaborate criticism, we know not

? BExT. Pyerb. il 33 (and
nearly word for word GALEN.
Hist, Phil. e 5, p. 244):
SrpdTwy 88 8 dusuds Ths mouiTyTAS
[apxi» Aéyer]. So also, as Fa-
BRICIUS has already remarked,
we must in the Clementine Ile-

~cognitions, viil. 15, for . C:_all_i-
stratns qualitates [sc. principia
mundi dixit] ' read © Strato’ for
¢ Callistratus.”

* STRATO dealt with thisques-
tion in the three hooks . dpx@v,
and perhaps also in the m. Svvd-

- pewy (supra, vol, ii. p. 452, n. 3).

aroyeio T Depuby kui TU Yuxpir.
Cf. infra, 0. 9.

s Supra, vol. i. p. 480, n. 3.

& Supra, vol. i. p. 483, n. 2.

T EPIPHANX. Eop. Fid. 1090
A Erperevier [ Srpdrav] éx Aeu-
Yikov Thr Bepuny obglay Exeyev
altiay TavTwy ITdpyer.

8 Prow.,. Prom, Frig. 8, p
0948: of ptv Zrwivel 7¢ GEpr To
wapdrws  Yuxpby  amolifdvres,
'EumeboxAijs 8¢ wal Srpdrov 7@
gdare. As to warmth, though
positive information fails us,
the parallel is self-evident. All
this is also Aristotelian; .
supra, vol. 1. p. 483, n. 2.

¢ SENBCA, Naf. G vi. 13, 2
(on Earthquakes): “hujus [Strat.]
tale decretum est: Frigidum et
calidum semper in contraria
abeunt, una esse non possunt. Eo
frigidum confluit, unde vis calida
discessit, et invicem ibi calidum
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Strato found that he could dispense with the incor-
poreal.!

We are nct told how Strato connected the primary
opposition of heab and cold with the other elementary
kinds of opposites, or how he deduced the elements from
it; on the latter point he probably followed Aristotle.
On tb}g other hand, he combated his views upon gravity.
Aristotle assigned to each element its place in the uni-
verse according to the direction in which it tended. The
earth he accordingly held to bs alone absolutely heavy ;
fire, on the other hand, to be absolutely light ; while air
and water were relatively heavy and light.? Strato,
on the other hand, asserted, with Demoeritus, on the
ground of a very simple observation, that all bodies are

est, unde frigns expulsum est” +is dAns, Hv érdrepos alrdv epia-

Wells and pits are therefore
warm in the winter, ‘quia illo
se calor contulit superiora possi-
denti frigori cedens.” If, then,
there is a certain amount of heat
accumulated in  the earth's
interior, and =a further quan-
tity of heat, or of cold, is
therenpon added under pres-
sure, the excess must find for
itself. an outlet by force, and
thereby = earthquakes  arise:
‘vices deinde bujus pugns sunt:
defit calori congregatio ac rursus
eruptio. Tunc frizora compes-
cuntur et succedunt mox futura
potentivra ; dum alterna vis
cursat et ultro ecitrogque spiritus
commeat, terra  coneatitur’®
STOB. Hel. 1. 593 ; Srpdrav, deppon
Yuxpd mapeibavros, §rav exBiactiy
Tox7, Té ToravTe yiyveria:, Bpovriy
pév dmoppiler, gder 8t Gorpemhy,
Toxe B¢ wepavedy, mpnoTipas d¢
Kl TUQGYas TG TAeovacué T

wetau, Opuotépay uév 6 mpnaTip,
wayuTepey 8¢ & Tupdr. (. here-
with what is said supre, vol i
p.515, n 2; vol. §i.p. 378, n. 1, as
to the theory of avrreploracis
in Aristotle and Theophrastus,

P FLUT. ikid.: Ta alofgre

Tourl, €v ofs ‘EumeBorAfls e kal
Srpdrar kol of Stwixel Tas odrlos
Tifertar Tav Buvaundvev, of iy
Zraikol &c.  CF. also what is said
on Light and Heat, infra, p. 460,
n. 2, and see PLUT. Plas. v. 4, 3
(GALEN. H. Phil. ¢, 31, p. 322):
Srpdrey kal Anudxpiros kal The
dvwapr [so. Toi orépuaros] sdua
TyevpaTiRy ydp.  Stratoisas little
likely as Democritus to have
called a gdua a Bivapes; he only
affirmed, as the genuine fext of
Plutarch correctly says, that
forces are attached to material
things as to their substratum
(ofata).

? Supra, vol. i pp. 447-8, 477,
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heavy and press towards the centre ; and if some of t}u.ese
mount npwards, this is because of the pressure which
the heavier exercise upon the lighter.! How he further
explained this difference of degree in weight— whether
he conceived that while everything had weight, yet,
on account of the qualitative difference in materialg,
everything had not the same weight; or whether, with
De‘nr.w:ocrit-lm,2 he held that all matter was equally heavy,
and explained the difference of the specific gravif:y .Df
bodies by the assumption of empty interspaces within
them—we do not know. The views he elsewhere
expresses rather support the latter supposition. F(i)r
while strenuously combating with Aristotle the atomic
theory and asserting the infinite divisibility of bodi_es,?’
be yet agreed with Democritus in assuming the exist-
ence of void: while rejecting as indecisive most of the

I StvpL. De Celo, 121, a, 32
sqq. K., Sehol. in Ar. 486, a, 5:
Hre Bt ofire 7 07 @AM Awy exBA e
Bia{duera wiveirer [the elements,

by movement In their natural

positions|  Befurugry  ["ApirT.]
dpelijs. TalTns Be yeydvaci Ths
Sotns per’ adrTby SrpdTav § Aap-
Yaknrds Te kel ‘Ewikovpos, miy
vape BapbrnTa Exew va,ui(atref el
apbs T wévoy gepeala, TE Be 1:&
BopiTepa tpi{drey T8 fTTor Bapes
in’ drelvmr ékBAiBeofar Bia wpds :rb
dvw, dore €f Tis Dpeire THY iy,

g
* ENBely Gy TO Ubwp eis TO KEVT POV,
* 2y 4
. weal €f Tis TO UBwp, 7OV &épa, mal i

. o Sl
Tov Gépa, TH wop . . . of Bk Tob

mdvra mpos TO uéaoy pépecbar KaTa

GoTw TeKpApLOY rm;ci{arre: b ThS
vils frosmwuérns TO ui@p érl T
rdrw @dperfur kal Tob baTos T
adpm, Gywooicr &e. lowéoy B¢ Gm

o0 STpdrav udvos 0bdE "Ewixovpos
wdvre EAeyow elvar Td _crc.‘.uj.w‘cra
Bopéa kal ¢ioet pev fr‘t T rdrw
depdieva mapi plow B¢ énl tb dre,
ANG o TIAdTer olfe depouévny
The 8dgar ol Btedéyyer. STOB.
Eel. i. 348: Zrparwr péy mpooeival
vois oduaci ducuwdy Bdpes, Ta e
rovdiTepe Tais BapuTépots emuroid-
eww ooy éxmupnui(ucva.

2 ZunL. Phod. Gr. 1. 773,

¢ Supra, vol. ii. p. 455, n. 4,
and SuXT. Wath. x. 165 : kal 8%
ofirws Apéxfnoay of wept Thy Erpr‘in
Teve Ty duotdy: Tobs uéy yip
xpvous eis Guepts iménafov kata:
Afyew, Td G¢ owuera Kol Tous
Thmous eis Gwepoy TeureaBur, Kiv-
eiogflal Te Th wwolpevor v Guepel
xpive Bhov Edpovr pepioTiy Bu:E-
orape kel ob mepl T wpdTepoy wps-
Tepoy, Cf. infra, p. 462, n. 2,
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reasons adduced in support of this assumption,' he yet
believed it impossible to explain many phenomena—as
for instance those of light and heat—except on the pre-
supposition of empty interspaces into which light and
caloric may find an entrance.? Since, however, this
only proves the existence of empty spaces within the
material world, and since his definition of space, which
resembled Aristotle’s,® excluded the conception of a

! The three reasons for the
assumption of a vacuum, which
ARISTOTLE reckons in Phys. iv.
6, 213 (cf. supra, vol. 1. p. 424),
Strato (according to STMPL, Phys.
153, a) reduced 10 two, efs 7e
ThY KaTé TéRoy wivnow kol eis THy
7@y cwpdtey wiAgew [i.e. that no
movement in space and no con-
densation would be possible with-
out a void] ; rpiror 8¢ wpoorifnot
Th dmb THs 6Akfist Thy qkp oiby-
piriy Aoy Erepa oibfipia 80 Erépaw
EArcery oupBeaive; (as SIMPL. fur-
ther explains). He cannot, how
ever, have found that any of
these arguments was convineing,
for we find that as to the first of
them StvPL, 154, b, after citing
the examples with which Ari-
stotle had confuted it, goes on
to remark: ‘still more striking
is the refutation which Strato
brings against it—namely, that a
small stone in a elosed vessel
tilled with water will move to-
wards the mouth when one turns
the vessel round.” So again, as
to the third argument, S1mpL.
says in 155, b: 6 8¢ Srpdrewr wal
Tor &mbh Ths EAfews [se. Adyos]
avedlor - obB: 5 EAks, ¢yoly,
avaykdCer Tiferlar 7 ievdy, olre
yop el EoTw GAws EAEis pavepdr,
d7e wal TAdrov adrds Thy EAxruchy

Blyapy dyvaipeiv Borel, oie, ei Eoriw
EAEis, BiAoy. el Bud Th revdy 7 Ailos
EAner kal ) 80 EAAy airiav.  ohBE
p &roBeikcyiovaiv, GAN  fmwori-
Bevrar 7 wevby ol ofrw Adyovres.
These arguments, as well as the
other remarks we find in Stvpr,
on this subject, must be directly
or indirectly derived from STRs-
T0'8 book . keveid.
? BIMPL. Phys. 163,01 & wéu-

Tor Aoudarxnrbs Srpdrwr Seuriva:
meparas, 8t EoTi 76 kevby Brarau-
Bdror 74 wav coua dore uh elvar
quvexes, Aéywr 611 odic by 8¢ H8aras
i Gépos % EAAov oduaros fBtvars,
Diewminrew Th pas 0bBE % Oepudrys
ovBE EAAR Bireuss obdeuln raun-

Tuehl, wés yap af oi HAlov dxrives
dietémimrror els T 7ob ayyeloy
EBagos ; € yap TO Sypdy uh elye

wdpovs, GAAL Big Siéarerior adrd

ai abyal, curéBawer Umepercy etmboy

T& TGP TEw aypelwr, kal ok by af

My Ty Guriver évekAdvro mTpbs

Toy lve Témov al Bt rdrw Siekémum-
7or. From this passage we also
gather that Strato, even more
definitely than Aristotle, con-
sidered light and heat to be
material,

* BTOB. Epl. i. 380 vdwov §&
elvar [according to Strato] b
petakb Sdarnua Tob TepiéyorTos wal
ToU wepexouerov—which differs
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space outside the world, Strato confined the existence
of void to the world itself, and rejected the view of
Democritus that there is an infinite void outside our
worldl] On time,? likewise, he held views different
from hig predecessors. Aristotle’s definition of time as
number or count of movement appeared to him to be
false. Number, he remarked, is a discontinuous, time
and motion are continuous quantities, which cannot,
therefore, be counted. Time is continually beginning

and ending; with number this is not the case. The
parts of number exist simultaneously ; this is never so

with portions of time.

from the Aristotelian definition
(supra. vol. i. p. 432, n. 4) only in
the circumstance that the latter
assigned the inner boundary of
the surrounding bodies as the
space whieh the surrounded body
oceupies, whereas BStrato, who
allowed that bodies were sepa-
rated by a void, considered }:-ha
void between the surrounding
and the surrounded bodies as the
space of the latter. ;
| 87oB. ibid.: ETpiTwy dwTépw
néy Epn 70D KbTHov ph Jefym kevdy,
vorépw Be SuraTby yevéofas, From
the same source, as it appears, we
have in THEODORET, .C;?'. ,GT'
Aff iv. 14, p. 58 : é 8¢ Srparwy
é::.c{aa:v {Sc,. # of Zrwikel], Eaber
wer unbey elvar kevby, Evdofey Be
Suvarby elvar, Herewith, and with
n, 2 on p. 460, agrees SIMEL. Plys.
144, b: some hold the _xmpq-mci‘w
to be unbounded, as did Demo-
critus, of 3¢ loduerpoy ol 7
KoTpKE CHEOTL TOOVOY wal S
ToUTe TI pév EauTol q)vo'sx\xe:-rbf
elvar Aéyovot, wean\np{érrﬂm“&f adTh
cwudTwy Gel wal pdvy e TH emvoia

If time is number, present

fewpeicbar &5 xald abrd OperTes,
ofof Twes of woAdol Tov Miarwri-
K@Y guAvTiper yeyiragy, kil Ztpd-
Twra 8¢ olpar Ty Aapbaxnrdy THs
TowlTys  yevéoHar  Sofns. For
SIMPL., it will be observed, does
not abseclutely aseribe this view
to Strato; and, besides, he is in
this passage dealing only W:'Lt]l_ the
proposition that Space is entirely
occupied by the body of the
world, which excludes the notion
of an exterior void, but nol the
possibility of smaller intevior
vacua. But SIMPL. is inaccurate
when, at 140, b, he says that
‘ some believe that space is to be
found without matter, as Dlemo-
critus and Epicurus: of 8¢ id-
oy kal del odpa Exor kot Emiri-
Sewor wpbs ExagTow, @5 ... ¢ Mo
baknrds Stpdrwy. The empty
spaces inside bodies are here
ighored.

" % Which subject, as well as
that of ‘the vacuum, he treated
in a separate work: supra, vol. il

p. 452, n. 2.
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time and unity must be the same. Why, finally, should
time, as the measure of earlier and later, refer only to
motion and not equally to rest, to which earlier and
later also apply ?' He himself defined time as amount

9

of activity,? the quantity or amount of motion and
rest;® he carefully distinguished* between time and
that which is in time,” and accordingly refused to admit
that days, years, &e., are portions of time: they corre-
spond rather to real and definite events, whereas time

! Bee SimPL. Phys. 187, a, for
a detailed account of these objec-
tions. Htrato also remarked, as
is observed in the latter part of
the same passage, that if *é»
xpove elvar’ = Grd Tob xpdvov Tepi-
éxeofar, then Eternify is not in
time. SIMPL. go¢s on as in next
note.

? BIMPL. 187, a: kai GAAa 3t
ToAME GrTemray wpis Thr ApiorTo-
TéAous émdBoowr & Stpdrwy abrés
TOV Xpivoy Th &y Tais wpdfeqr ooy
elvar Tierar. moAlw ydp, dmol,
Xpovor ¢auév dmodnuelr xal wAey
kol oTpareleofar  xal mwoheuel,
buolws 8¢ kabfofar wal kxabeddew
kal  upbey  wpdrTew, Kol woAdw
xpivoy dauéy Kal oAiyoy, Gy uer
érri TO Tomdy woAl, moAdr ypdver,
Gy 8e dAlyow, oAlyor - ypdves ~ip
T4 v éndorots Tolrwr Togdy, We
have a similar definition of Time
from Speusippus, if the state-
ment in ZELL., Ph. 4. Gr. 1. 859,
n. 4 is correct.

® BTOB., Fel. 1. 250: Srparer
[zby xpdreyv] 7ér iv rudoe wal
npeula wogdy. SEXT. Pyrrfe. iil
187 (Math. x. 128): Zrpdrar Ok,
7 @s Twes 'Apwwrorédns [xpdvow
onoly elyar] wérpor kwihoews ral
woviis. Meath. x. 177: Zrpdrwr 6

Guauchs .. . . Exeyer xpivoy far-
dpxew ufrpoy mMECTS Kwosws Kol
povis © wapfikel Yip magc Tols Kwou-
usvois Bre mivelrar kol wAo Tois
aiewqTors Bre anomrifen ol B
TolTo mhyTa Té ywdpera ér ypove
yiveTar,

1 BIMPL. 187, a, Strato dis-
cusses the concepts of the Taxd
and Bpabd, and says the former is
v & T pér woubw, G’ ob Hpfaro
wol eis b éradgaro, dAivoy, T &
yeyords év adré mwoAd, and the
latter the opposite, érar 7 Th pty
morby v alrd mOAD, Th 8% wempay-
pévoy dAiyor. TIn rest we have no
such distinctions, and so in a
state of rest time is neither quick
nor slow, but only greater or less;
for it is only action and motion,
not the woody, v & A wpaks, which
can be faster or slower.

* Or more correctly, that in
which timeis ; forin SimprL, 187,
b, d,he expressly says : Sia rofiro 5
wdvTa v xpdve clvar pauty, ori
wiEocL 70 mooby axohouvlel kal Tols
yivocvars wal Tois obow. In such
& case we use the word *in’ con-
versely (kate b dvavrion), as when
we say, ‘ the town is in confusion,’
or ‘mankind in terrvor,’ dr¢ raita
v Erxelvoes.
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is only the duration of these events.! The statement
that time according to Strato consists of indivisible
minime, and that motion does not proceed continuously
in these several portions of time, but completes itself
moment by moment,? seems to rest upon a misappre-
hension.? Strato had shown in a more comprehensive
fashion than Aristotle that motion,* like space and
time, is continuous.” The seat of motion, especially in

! BIMPL. 187, b: Huépe 8¢ ral
vif, oot [add, kel uhy] cai éviau-
Ths obk foTi xplvos otdé ypdyou
HEpY, GAAL Ta pEr 6 poTiouds Kal 7
oriagis, Te 88 9 Tis ceAdpms kal §
Toil falou wepiodos, GAAL xpovos
dorl ™) wocby év § Taita. (What
follows: is not from Strato, as
BrAwDI®, iii. 403, allirms, but
rather a criticism of his view by
HIMPL)  Ou the other hand, we
must not conclude from SIMPL.
ibtd. 189, b (ée B¢ TovTay TEw
Aoewr kal Tas Toi Srpdroves
awoplas wepl oI ui elvar Thy ypdvoy
SaAtey  wverov), that Strato
denied the reality of time; he
simply brings forward this aporia
in the same sense as Aristotle
himself had done'in Phys. iv. 10
it

* BEXTUS, sup. vol. il. p. 452,
n. 1.
* Btrato expressly says, apud
SIMPL, Phws. 187, a, that time
cannot be the number of motion,
Guire & piv apibuds Biwpicusvoy

‘wooby @ B Khymais kal & ypdvos

Tuvexns® Td 8t gurexes ovk apif-
sn1d¥, On the continuity of mo-
tion, more will be found infro.
Probably Strato only repeated the
teaching already worked out by
Aristotle (swpra, vol. 1. p. 439,
n. 2; p. 417, and Phys. i. 3, 186,

&, 15) as to the indivisibility
of the present and the afpia
perTaford.

* On this also Strato wrotea
separate book.

3 'BIMPL. Phys. 168, a:d §&
Acularnrds Zrpdrwy ok G4mO TOU
weyebous pdvoy ouvexd Thy whnow
eivar onaiv, dAAa kul kol Eavriy,
s, el Garowein [if it were not con-
tinuous], erdoer diahauBaroudvy
(L-vnw), kal =h perafh Bvo G-
oracewy (1. ordrewy) kivnmwy olTay
abidkomoy, * wal mooby 8é Ti, enoiy,
W kivmais kal Biupetty eis del S
pera.’ What follows is not de-
rived from Strate, but is an
explanation of the Aristotelian
text, as 1= shown by the words:
aAAL w@s elmey [1.e. ARIST. Phys.
iv. 11, 219, a, 13] éon vap #
kippais, &, It is not until
the end of this section, i.e. in the
middle of 168, a, that STMPL.
returns to Strato with the words:
AN ¢ uev ‘ApioroTédns Eowkev ér
7ol capecTépov worficarfar Thy
émifohdiy - & BE ErpoTwr diAokdiws
kxi abrip kxb aithy Thy Koo
EBerle Th qurexis Exovaar, Tows kal
mpbs TovTe PAdmwy, fva py pdvow
éml 75 kare TéWOV RIYToews, dAAG
kal éwl T@y EAAwY TaT@Y curdynTal
T Aeydueve,
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qualitative change, he sought for, not only in the
material that is moved, but also in that which ceases
and that which comes into being with the motion.! He
corroborated the theory of the acceleration of motion
by simple chservations of the fall of bodies.

A fundamental departure from the Aristotelian cos-
mology is attributed to Strato by Stobzeus, who tells
us that he held that the heavens are made of fire, and
that the stellar radiance is a reflection of the sun’s
light * As to the former of these doctrines we may
wonder that it is nowhere else mentioned, as it in
reality involves nothing less than the abandonment of
the theory of the ether and all the deductions founded
upon it ; yebt we are not therefore justified in denying
that the difficulties which beset the Aristotelian as-
sumptions as to the light- and heat-giving power of
the stars! may have caused Strato to attribute a fiery
instead of an etherial nature to heaven and the heavenly

bodies. Nor need the statement as to the light of the

stars cause us any serious difficulty in view of the
_ state of astronomy at that time. Yet the evidence of
Stobzus gives us no sure guarantee of the truth of
these statements.” The assertion that Strato conceived

! Sturr. 191, a (referring to * See the Fragm. of the book
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of the parts of the world as infinite! is obviously untrue,
if’ this involves, as it appears to do, the infinite exten-
sion of the world in space.? Other reported doctrines
of Straio relating to the fixity of the earth,? comets,!
meteorological phenomena and earthquakes ® the forma-
tion of seas,® to colours? and sounds,® cannot be fally

Pliys. v. 1) kel kehes e, oluai, 6
Srpdrwy Thy wirow o pdvor v TH
kwovpére ¢molr elvar, &AM kai év
T €& ob wal év T els B, Aoy Bé
Tpdmor éy éxdoTe.  TO uiw yop
irokeineroy, anol, kweital &5 pera-
BdAAow, ) B¢ €E ob kol 70 els b 7D
wer s Qlepduevor, To 3% &5 urd-
peyor, On  the corresponding
definitions of Aristotle, see vol. i.
p. 417, n. 2, supra.

7. kwheews. apud SIMPL., ihid.
214, a.

® Eol. 1, 500: Hapueridys,
‘Hpdrheiros, Erpdrwr, Zivar wipi-
vor clver by ofpavéy. T. H1R:
Zrpdruv kol abtds T Forpa b
7ot frloy derifeafar,

* Supra, vol. 1. p. 509 sq.

In the first place what
Strato says only of the fliery
sphere could not be transferred to

discussed here.

the heavens; and, in the second
place, that which related only to
the planets cannot be extended
to all the stars,

! EPIPHAN. Krp. Fid. 1090,
A Gmepa 38 Eheyer elvar T uépy
TOU - kdrpon,

* For this view was not held
by Strato, as shown swpra, p.
461, n. 1. The statement is pro-
bably only a misinterpretation
of his teaching as to the un-
limited divisibility of matter, as
to which see supra, p. 459, n, 3.

* That Strato (like Aristotle)
held this view, and that he sup-
ported it by a special argument of
his own, appears from. CRAMER,
Aneed. Oxom. i, 413: 5 8¢
mpoucry [Lwporeyrévy] viv alrio-
Aoyla 7 meplTiis amirnoias s yis
StpdTwr Boxel mp@Tos & guaihs
xphoasbar.  The argument un-
fortunately is not given. |

t BroB. Kol i, 578 (PrLum.
Plge, i1, 2, 5: GALEN, H.
Phil, 18, p. 286). A comet aceord-
ing to Strato was: #orpov ¢ds
wepiAnober réper wukvd, xabdmep
€ml T@r AeumrThpwr yiveral,

* Bee supre, vol. ii. p. 457,
n. 9.

o According to STRARO, i, 3,
4, p. 49 (from ERATOSTHENES,
who, however, without doubt is
only quoting Strato as far as the
words, on p. 50, thr Zkvbdy

VOL. IIL

épnplav; the rest is his own},
Stratopropounded the hypothesis,
which he justified by palmonto-
logical observations, that the
Black Bea was originally sepa-
rated from the Mediterranean,
and this sea from the Atlantic, by
isthmuses, which were broken
through in course of time,

* As tothis, the excerpts from
JoHaN, DAMAsc.i. 17, 3 (STom.
Ploril. iv. 173, ed. Meineke) give
us only the not very clear remark :
Zrpdrar ypductd ¢now ard T
gwudrwy  gépeabar  cuyxpy (orr
abTols Tov petall dépa,

* ALEX. APHR. D¢ Sensy,
117 (p. 265, 9 sqq., ed. Thurot),
intimates that Strato explained
thefact thatit is impassible to dis.
tinguish tones at a great distance
—not, like aAristotle (D Sewsw,
6, 448, b, 6) by the theory that
the form of movement in the air
was altered on the way—bnt T
exhdeabar thr Tivar Tis TAG YIS

- . . 0l gdp gmow & 16 oyqpa-
7ienfal mws Thy aépa Tobs Bladipovs
PO6yyovs yivestar, AAAL T Th
FAyRsdmeéryre. (What follows is
not the view of Strato, but of
Alexander, as THTROT reminds
us at p. 451 of his edition.)
These words harmonise exactly
withthe beginning of the pseado-
Aristotelian fragnient . dkovaran,
800, a, 1: 7és 3¢ gavds amdoas.

HE



466 ARISTOTLE

Upon his physiological

views also we have only

;solated and unimportant statements.! His doctrine of

cupfalver  ylyvesfar  kal Tous
Ydpovs - - - o0 T@ Thr Gepa
exnuoriCeabar, rabdmwep oferral
rwes, GArd 7@ wiveiofu wopa-
aAqoiss abTby GuTTENAGuENOV wal
exrewduevor, &e. This coinei-
dence, however, does not oo far
enough to Jjustify the suppo-
sition (BRANDIS, ii b, 1201)
that that treatise is the work of
Strato, however well and care-
fully considered, and however
worthy of him it may appear.
It is not, therefore, necessary
here to go into the manner in
which the tones of the human
voice and of musical instruments
and their various modifications
are in that tract explained. The
general basis of the theory is
most clearly set out at p. 803, b,
p. 34 sqn.  According to this
passage, which teminds one of
Heraclides's thepry (ZELLER, PP
d. Gr. i. p. B8T, 1) every sound
is composed of particular beating
vibrations (mAnyed), which we
ecannot distingunish as such, but
pergeive as one unbroken sound ;
high tones, whose movement is
quicker, consist of more vibra-
tions, and low tones of fewer.
Several tomes vibrating and
ceasing at the same time are
heard by us as one tone. The
height or depth, harshness or
softness, and in fact every
quality of a tone depends (803,
b, 26) on the quality of the
motion originally created in the
air by the body that gave out
the tone. This motion propa-
gates itself unchanged, ins smueh
as each portion of the air sets
the next pnrbion of air in motion

with the same movement as it
bas itself.

Y GaLnN, De Sem. ii. 3, vol.
iv. 629, informs us that Strato
explained the origin of the differ-
ence of the sexes (supra, vol. il
p. 55, n. 2) in a somewhat more
material mannver than Aristoile
(without, however, adopting the
views of Democritus, d. ¢. 2.
ZELL. Ph. 4. Gr. i. B05, 2), by
the theory that either the male
seed has the preponderance aver
the fernale (which Aristotle would
not admit, supra, vol. il. p. 60
sq.) or the female over the male,
According to PLUT. Plac. v. 8, 2
(FALEN, H. Phil. 32, p. 325), he
allowed that abortions originated
wapd wpdobegw, f apalpesy, i)
perdfeqy [misplacement of parts]
% mvevudTwo [ecvaporation, of
perhaps addling of the seer
caused by air contained therein_'i.
Tinally in Jamerica. Tleol
Arithm. p. 47 (which MACROE,
Spmn. Seip. 1, 6, 65, repeats ; cf.
also CEXSORIN. Di. Nat. 7, 5) we
have his views on the first stages
of the development of the em-
bryo week by week.—Similar
opinions on fhis subject are also
attributed to the physician Dio-
cles, of Carystus, who, accord-
ing to AST'S notes on the
Theol. Arithm., flonrished about
0l 186 (i.e. about 282 B.C.,
and who, acecording to 1DELER,
Arist. Meteorol. 1. 167, was a
pupil of Strato’s, and one of
the persoms charged (see D1o6.
v. 62) with the execution of his
testament., SPRENGEL. however
(Gesch.d. Arzneik, fourth edition,
p. 463), believes him to have
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the human sonl,’ on the other hand, owing to its diver-
gence from that of Aristotle, claims our attention.
That he should adopt an independent view was to be
expected from what we already know of his general
Fheory as to the efficient forces of the world. If these
in general are inseparable from matter, this must be true
also of the powers of the sonl. While it does not follow
from this that Strato must pecessarily have explained
the soul, with Aristoxenus and Dicaearchus, as the har-
mony of the body,? yet he could not admit Aristotle’s
doctrine that it is motionless, and that a part of it is
separate from all other parts and from the body. All
activities of the soul, he asserts still more emphatically
than Theophrastus,® are movements—thought, as well
as perception—since they all consist in the action of a
hitherto inactive force; and in proof of the view that
between the activity of sense and reason there is in this
respect no essential difference, he appealed to the fact
which had been already observed by Aristotle,* that we

been of an earlier date, and
rightly ; for even if it be true, as
is alleged without proof, that ‘he
lived a short time after Hippo-
c;ates,’ nevertheless GALEX (in
his Aphorisms, vol. xviil. a, T)
expressly counts him amongst
the predecessors of Krasistratns;
and what we know of his views
(SPRENGEL, #bid.) confirms this.

! Which subject he treated in
the works = ¢vrews avfpewivgs
and w. aigBjoews.

2 QLymPIonoR. Sehol. in Pha-
don., p. 142, does indeed say:

$7 &s @puorin apuovias Sfurépe

wal Bapurepa, obira xal buxy fuxis,

dnoly 6 Srpdrar, furépa kal ve-
derrépa. Whether he really meant
to show that the soul is a har-
mony, or whether this remark is
only meant 1o serve as an argu-
rpe;z_t ags}‘-)gst the Platonie Eb-
jection (Phed. 92 E sqq.), o
finally, whether the phras%qm)érel?
belonged to the statement of
someone else’s opinion, we do not
learn, TERTULL. De An. 13, dis-
tinguishes Strato’s view from
that of Dicearchus, and we shall
see that he is right.

3 Supra, vol. ii, p. 391, n. 2.

* Supra, vol. 1. p. 195, n, 1
and p. 206, n. 2. {

HHZ
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are unable to think anything of which we have had no

previous perception.! But, on the other hand, he re-
marked that perception and sensation are conditioned
by thought, since often when we are thinking of some-
thing else the impressions which our senses have
received fail to rise into consciousness.? In general,
however, the soul and not the body is the seab of
sensation ; for when we helieve ourselves to feel a pain
in the part affected, this is merely the same delusion as
when we think that we hear gounds outside, whereas in
reality we apprehend them only in the ear. Pain is
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ingly combated the distinetion which Aristotle drew
between the rational and the sensitive part of the soul.
The soul, according to his view, is a single force ; reason
(which, with the Stoics—preceded, however, by Aristotle?
—he seems to have called 70 fyspoverov ?) is the totality
of the soul, and the different senses are only particular
expressions of this central force.? The seat of the soul

Tobs pldvovs kal Tas émixarperaxias, Torres] fva uh ouvddar  [-ara
GAAD kel wiveus wal fBovds xal WYTT | wpbs 74 ¢povoiy dAymBir
dAynbdvas kul BAws waoay afodnow  yéugrar.  Tabra pév ofw 6 Stpdrwr
€v T Yuxy cuvicracBar pducvas éml woAAels &5 eixds  Towlrars,

cansed by the sudden transmission of the external im-
pression from the part affected to the soul; if the
connection ig broken we feel no pain.® Strato accord-

| STMPL. Phys. 225, a: kel
Srpdrar 88 . . . Thy Yuxdy duo-
Aoyel rvelgBar  ob  udver THY
BAoyoy, GAAG ket THY Aoyudy,
kufirers Adywy elvm Ths fvepyelas
Ths Yuyis, Aeyer obw &v TE wepl
Kevfiuews wpbs #AMots moAAnis kal
TdBe- ‘tdel wap & vomv rweiTaL,
Bawep wal 6 Op@y kol drodew ral
doppuwdueros  evépyea wap 9
pénois THs Bavelas xafdmep xel #
Bpagis 77is Bfews ’ [he means that
both are Buwdper Drros évépyeial,
movements]. kai Tpd 'ruri'rnu‘ ot
To fmrab yéypadey: ‘GTi oly eigw
af mAcioTar Ty kirfoewy olTw, bs
5 Quxh kel abrhy wwelto Sia-
voovpuérn kel bs dwd Tav ac’a-ﬂﬁo-jwy
éiwhify wpbrepow, DALY éu"ru:\,’ o
ykp ph wpdrepoy Edpaxe TaiTe ofi
Siwaras voeiy, oloy Témous i) Auévas
A ypagas 1) evBpidvras 4 r&v&p’é:rous
§ Ty EAA@Y TL TGV TOLOUTOY, The
words drt ofy—alTizi aré more
or less incomprehensible, as we
do not know the context.

2 PLUT. Solert. An. 3, 6, p. 961
(and from him PorPm. De Absi.
iii. 24): walvor Zrpdrwrds ye Tol
durikod Adyos foriy amoBeucviww,
&s o0 alobdverfui Tomapdwar drev
ot voely Umwdpxer® Kal Tﬁf' '}'pa'.,q;
peTa ToANAKIS EWLTOPEVOUEVTUS TH
Udee ral Adyor wpeowinmTorTes TH
ixof BiahavBdvovew fués kol Bio-
detyauar mpds Erépois by yoiv
fyovros, elr’ abbfis émariiife wal
weTalel kol [peralBidie Ty mpoie-
wéviov EcaoTov dkAeydueros. [The
rest is most probably not taken
from Strato.] # ral AéhexTar:
vobs 6pf &c. (v. LELL. Ph. d. Gr.
i. 462, ), &s Toi wepl Ta dppara
wel Gra wdbovs, By uh mwepf To
¢povoty, alafnaw ol wowlrTos, :

2 PrLut. Utr. An. an Corp. sit
Libido (Fragm. i. 4, 2, p. 697):
of ptv yip dravte cuAANSEBnY TavTa
[sc. 7& mdfn] =7 duxi ¢éportes
dvéBeoay, Somep STpdrer § uas,
of wdvoy 7Tas émbupies. EARG wal
Tds Admes, ovBE Tobs HéBovs kal

kal Tis Yuxiis 76 ToinlTa TdrTe
elvars ph Thy wile Tovelvrwy Hudy
GTay mpookpovowuer, uMdE THY Ke-
darhy drar raTdiwuer, uh THV
BdeTvAor Gray éxTéumuer Gvols-
Byra yap T& Aoimd wARr TOU ye-
woriod, wpds B THS wARYis Oféas
dvapepouérns Thr alolnw aAyndiva
raAovpey - &s §E THy dwrhr Tois
agly abrols érmyeloay éw BokoTuer
elvar 70 éad THs dpyis éml vh frye-
povikby Bidornua 7§ cicbios mpoa-
Aoyi(dpevor, wapamAnaius Tor ék
Tob Tpatparos wovor oly Umov THy
aloOnow elAnger, AN’ ey Zoye
Thy bpxhy elvar Bokotiper, Exnouérns
én’ ekelvo Tis Yuxiis ag’ob wémorde.
Bid wal mpookdbarres alrika Tas
oppis [here must be the seat of
the sounl, v infra] cvviyayor év
T¢ TARYErTL poplw Tob dryemowicon
Ty olgbnow Gféws amobiiorros.
kal wapeyrkdwToper o Ire T
wrelpe Kby TG uépy Beguols dia-
AapBdrnrar yepol oddBpa méouer
[WYTLTENB. conjectures &v 7. p.
8. BraA. wol Tais yepai &c.; but it
would, perhaps, be better to read
by Ta pépn Beow. BaauBdimTa
Tais xepoi addipe wiélwper] lrrd-
peror wpbs Thy SuiBory Tob wdfous
wal Ty mAMYr év Tols GraicBiTors
wafrrorres [WYTT. conj. guAdr-

Plae, iv., 23, 3: Srpdrar kai 74
waly s Yuxds wal Tés aloBfses
€ TE Ryepoviig, olk & Tols wemwoy-
Béor Tdmois ovvloTacban  dv yap
Tatry [rodre | xeivlm why dmo-
worty, domep éml Thy Bewadv kol
GAyewdy roi Somep éml GvBpelwy
feal Geldwy,

' V. sapra, vol. il p. 127, 1. 8,

* Bee preceding and following
notes.

¥ See p.468,n.3, supra; SEXT.
Math. vil. 350 : of pey Bnpépew
adriy [Tip Yuxiv] Tov alcbfoecy,
ds ol wAetous ol 8¢ abrhy elvar Tos
aigbiives woldwep Bid Toer imey
Tar alobnrnpley mpokiaToveer, Hs
oTdoews fpke STpdrar e 6 puaikos
rei  Alvnoidyuos. TERTULL. De
An. 14: “mon longe ho¢ exem-
plum est a Stratone et Anesi-
demo et Heraclito; nam et ipsi
unitatem anima tuentur, qus in
totum corpus diffusa et ubigue
ipsa, velut flatus in ealamo per
cavernas, ita per sensualia variis
modis emicet, non tam coneisa
qoam dispensata.” Since Strato
did not, at the same time, like
Dicwarchus, regard the soul as a
separate substance, but only as
a force which is inseparable from
the body through having therein
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Strato placed in the region between the eyebrows ' and
in the part of the brain which is there situated. Thence
he held that it permeates the whole body, and especially
the organs of sense? connecting it probably with the
anime vite?  Sleep is the retreat of this spirit,' but n

its appointed place, and in which
the unity of the life of the soul
is to be distinguished from its
individual manifestations (see
following note), TERT. De An. 15,
iz gble to cite Strato, along with
Plato, Aristotle, and others, in
opposition to those who, like
Diemarchus, ¢ abstalernnt prinei-
pale, dam in apimo ipso volunt
esse sensus, quorum vindicabor
principale’ On the other hand,
Sextus can also say that accord-
ing to Strato the soul is identical
with the aloffoes, ipasmuch as
Strato, like Aristotle, did not
allocate different parts of the
soul to feeling and thought,

L PruT. Plac.iv. 5, 2 (GALEY,
H. Phil. c. 28, p. 315; THEO-
DORET, Cur. Gr. Aff. v. 23, p.
78): Zrpdrav [ Tis Yuxns
Syemovichy elvat Adyer] v peropoiy.
POLLUX, Onomast. 1i. 226: xal 6
wév poiis ki Aovyispbs wal fyeuovikdy

. efre KkaTd TO pecdppuar, @s
Eneye Srpdrer. TERTULL, De An.
15: ¢ nec in superciliorum medi-
tullio [principale cubare putes],
ut Strato physicus.) Cf supra,
vol. ii. p. 468, n. 2.

 Such is the result when we
combine the passages guoted
supra, vol. ii. p. 468, n. 2 and
n. 8, with the statement as
to the seat of the soul. The
expressions employed supra, p.
468, n. 2 —namely wporimTew,
emicare, which imply, on the
one hand, that outer impressions

reach the #yeporikbr, and, on the
other hand, that the soul is
affected by the part in connec-
tion therewith—prove that the
soul is not always spread all over
the body, but has its seat in the
head, whence after receipt of
the impressions it streams to
the organs of sense, &c. How
Strato believed this was brought
about, we do not learn. We can
only suppose that he had in his
mind either the nerves, which
hLad at that time been discovered
by Herophilus and Erasistratus,
and which (or at any rate the
ophthalmic nerves) were, as
appears from SPRENGEL, Gesch.
d. Arzneik. 4th ed. 1. pp. 511-2,
524 held by them to be conduc-

ting tubes—or, more probably,

that he was thinking of the
arteries, which, according to
Erasistratus, carried, not the
blood, but the wwetpa (wTucdy
through the body (ibid. p. 525 sq.).

@ This view is referred to in
the following note. Tt also
accords with what is said supra,
vol. if. p. 468, n. 2, about the
interruption of the mreiua flowing
to the fyeporucor, and on p. 458,
n. 1 about the Bdveus wrevuatic
of the seed.

i Tgeronn. De An 43
¢ Strato [here the natural philo-
sopher and not the physician is
meant] segregationem consati
spiritus [somnum affirmat].’
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what way dreams were brought into connection with
this view it is impossible to say.!

As on this theory reason no longer constitutes the
distinetive mark of the human soul, as a peculiar higher
element in it, so Strato was free, on the one hand, to assert
that all living creatures participate in reason, which for
him coincided with conseiousness, and without which he
found sense-perceptioninconceivable;? while, on the other
hand, he was forced to extend to the whole of the soul
what Aristotle had taught as to the finitude of its lower
elements. We find him accordingly not only combating
the Platonic docfrine of reminiscence,® but criticising
in a hostile spirit the proofs of the immortality of the soul
advanced in the Phedo,! in a way which leads us to sup-

! Prut. Flae. v. 2, 2 (GALEN,
Higt, Ph. 30, p. 320) says:
ErpdTwy [Tous dreipovs viverfar]
ardye [Tl add. GAL.] guoer Ths
Suavolas év Tois Umwors aiofyrice-
Tépas wév wws (Tis yuxds add.
GAL.) yeyrouérms, wap  abid b
TobTo TE yreoTiks Kwoudrs [ GAL,
gives incorrectly yrooTuds ywop-
évms]. The meaning appears to
be that, during sleep the irra-
tional nature of the mind is
stronger, and the action of
thought being interrupted, the
mind receives and takes in many
images or impressions, all more
or less confused, which if awake

. it would allow to pass unnoticed
(of. supra, vol. ii. p. 756 sq. and

p- 439, n. 3).

! EPIPHAN, Ezp. Fid. 1090,
A: wAy (@or Exeyer ob [l EAeye
vav] Sexrichy elvar,

4 Bee the extracts, probably
from the work =, ploews avfpw-
wivys, in OLYMPIODOR. Schol. in

Phed. ed. Finckh, p. 127 (also
Prur, Fr. vii 19)p. 177 (follow-
ing Alexander of Aphrodisias, as
this commentary so often does,
as may be seen by the context),
p. 188, &, 8.

1 The arguments against the
proofs brought forward in the
Pheedp, 102, A sqq. which are
civen by OLYMPIODOR. in ['ed.
p- 159-1, p. 191, are as follows:
If the soul is immortal because
as essentially life it cannot
die, the same can be applied
to all living bodies, of animals
and of plants, for they also can-
not, so long as they live, be
dead ; to every natural being, for
the natural state of such excludes
anything unnatural ; to all things
composed and created, for com-
position is incompatible with
dissolution and existence with
destruction. But death is not
something which approaches life
while it lasts, but it is a loss of
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pose that along with these proofs he had abandoned the

belief in immortality itself.

From the FEthics of Strato oniy a definition of the
Good, which in subsfance agrees with that of Aristotle,

has been preserved to us.!

life. Tt has not been proved that
life is a quality inseparable from
the concept of the soul,a quality
inherent (émgépovea); and not
imparted (émpepoudrn), and even
if this be the case, it can only
impart life as long as it exists
and as long as it is without
death, Admitting all this, there
always remains the consideration
that, as a finite thing, itcan only
possess4 finite and limited power,
and consequently must in the end
become weaker and die.—Strato
also brought arguments against
the assertion in the Phed. 70 €
8qq., that as the dead proceed
fromthe living, so must the living
proceed from the dead. This
statement he proves (ibid. 186)
to be incorrect, for existing
matter does not orizinate from
destroyed matter. Further, if a
part— for example,an amputated
limb—does not again live, thisis

not the case with the whole. Also
that whbich is derived from
another resembles it only in
species and not in guantity.
And, again, we do not always
find any such law of reciprocity,
for food becomes flesh, metal
turns into rust, wood into coal,
and the young man becomes an
old one, but the reverse changes
never happen. Thus nothing
can come of the contrary, unless
the substratum is retained and
not destroyed. That without
such a reciprocity further origin
of individuals must cease is not
correct : it is only reguisite that
similar beings, and not the same
individuals should be produced.

1 Stom. Fel. ii. 80: Zrpdror

[Gyabds ¢nol] 7o Tehswiy T

Buvauw 80 hr Tis évepyelas Tuy-
xdvoper. Cf. herewith, supra,
vol, ii, p. 141 &q.
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CHAPTER XXI

THE PERIPATETIC SCHOOL AFTER STRATO TILL TOWARDS
THE EXND OF THE SECOND CENTURY

Evex after Strato there were not wanting men of
the Peripatetic school who won distinction by their
extensive knowledge and their powers of teaching and
exposition ; but there is no evidence that it henceforth
produced any philosopher who merited the name of an
independent thinker. It continued to be one of the
chief centres of the learning of the time; and of the
contemporary schools none but the Stoic, which had
risen to eminence under Chrysippus, could rival it in this
respect. It cultivated especially the historical, literary
and grammatical studies which marked the Alexandrian
age above all others, and in connection with these it
jealously devoted itself to rhetorie and ethics, but even
in these fields contributed little that was original. Its
efforts in science and metaphysics, if they did not
remain altogether barren, seem to have been wholly
conftined to the propagation of older doctrines, Nor
can we make the scantiness of our information re-
‘sponsible for this seeming poverty ; for not only have we
express complaints of the unfruitfulness of the Peri-
patetic school in the period referred to,' but we are

! STRABO, xiii. 1, 54, p. 603, FPeripatetics being under the dis-
says that after Theophrastus the ability that they possessed of
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forced to suppose that if there had been anything
important to relate of Strato’s successors there would
have been a richer stream of historical allusion to them,
and especially that the learned commentators upon
Aristotle, who preserve so deep and significant a silence
as to the Peripatetics between Strato and Andronicus,’
would have found more frequent occasion to mention

them.

Strato’s successor, Lyco of Troas, who was president
of the Peripatetic school for nearly half a century,? and

Aristotle only a limited number
of treatises, and these maostly
fexoterical,’ umdtr Exewr dirooo-
e mpayperices [in the way of
real scientific advance], ailde
9égeis [commonplaces] Aqrudilew
[62 embelish]. Prur. Swila,
26: oi B¢ wperBirepar Tepura-
Ty7irol [before Andronicus] ¢ai-
vortoe pev ke davrols wyevduenot
xoaplevtes rai gihoddyor, but *it
is plain that they did not possess
the texts of Aristotle and Theo-
phrastus.’ The last suggestion
is, of course, incorrect; asis also
. the idea that the philosaphic
barrenness of the school began
onlyafter Theophrastus (». supra,
i pp. 188-9 sqq.). ‘Ignoratio
dialecticw’ is also charged against
the Peripatetics by Cic. #in, iii.
12, 41.

! Zeller has been unable to
find, among the conntless cita-
tions of ancient philosophers in
the various commentaries, a
single one which refers to any of
these writers,

% Lyco of Troas (D1og. v. 63,
PruT. De Ewxil, 14, p. 605) was
a pupil both of Strato and also
of the dialectician Pantoides

(Drog. 68). He was named by
Strato hisheirinthe school (supra,
vol. ii. p.451,n. 1), and succeeded
bim in his chairas a young man,
about 270-268 ®.c, and after
conducting the school for forty-
four years, died at the age of se-
venty-four, about 224 B.0. (DI0G.
68 and supra, vol, il. p. 451, n.1).
Lyco was a famous orator (see
next note but one) ; busied him-
self greatly with public affairs

and, according to Drow. 66, did:

great service to Athens, where he
must have become a citizen (if
by supBoviéuer Diog, here means
that he spoke in the public
assemblies). We hear that he
was esteemed and rewarded by
the earlier Pergamenian kings,
admired by Antigonus, invited
by Antiochus to his court in vain
(Dros. 65, 67: meaning, no
donbt, Autiochus II., surnamed
Theos), and his will (apud Diog.
69 sqq.) shows that he was a
wealthy man.  According to
HERMIPP, (epud Diog. 67) he
lived as one; but the account
which ANTIGONUS (apud ATHEN,
xii. 547, d) gives of his pride is/no
doubt, grossly exaggerated. The

.
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left behind him a number of works,! was distinguished
by the grace and brilliancy of his style rather than by
the originality of his contributions.® The little that
has come down to us of his writings is confined to a
definition of the Highest Good,® and a few remarks

upon ethical subjects.*

Contemporary with Lyco, but diverging more widely
from Aristotle, was Hieronymus of Rhodes® Our

same aunthority (ibid. 548, b) and
Dioe. 67 show him to have been
greatly occupied with gyvmnastic
arts. FHis testamentary direction
as to his funeral (Diog, 70) is
that it should be seemly but not
extravagant.

' To a slave, who had, no
doubt, helped him in his work
and to whom he gave his freedom,
he bequeaths (apud Dioc. 73)
réuk BiPAla Ta dveyvwopéva; the
unpublished writings, on the
other hand, he left to his pupil
Callinus, to edit for publication.

2 Cre. Hin. v. 5, 13: *Hujus
[Stratonis] Lyco est oratione
locuples, rebus ipsis jejunior.
Also Diog. 65-6, praizses the
deppaaTuchy Kol wepiyeywrds év T
épunrein, and the ebwdlo of his
speech, for which he was also
called MAdkwy (as in PLUT. ibid.),
but he adds the remark : év 3 74
ypdperr  awopotos adrg.  The
examples cited by Diog, confirm
his judgment. Cf. TeEEMIST.
Orat. xxi. 265 B, as to his cele-
brity in his own time.

% CLEMENS, Stram. 1. 416 D:
Adros [Liyco must be meant] 6
Mepiratnrids The dhnfiy yapor
s Yuxils TEAos EAeyer elval, ds

© Aetwipos [T] Thr éml Tois waAois.

This does not conflict with,

though it certainly does not
exhanst, the Aristotelian defini-
tion of happiness ; but we do not
know whether Lyco meant it to
be an exhaustive definition or
not. On the trifling worth of
worldly possessions, see following
note.

+ Apud Cre. Twse. iii. 32, 78,
talking of ‘ oritndo,” Lyco says,
‘parvis ecam rebus moveri, for-
tunz et corporis incommodis,
non animi malis.” Apud STOB.
Filorsl., Bee. e Jo. Damase. . 13,
140 (iv.226,ed. Mein,), Lyco says
of wawbele that it is fepby Gouvlor.
Diog. 65-6 describes him as
opagTikds Gvhp Kol wepl waifwy
Gywyhy Brpws oUYTETOYHREVOS, QUOL-
ing at the same time some of his
sayings.

3 Cic. Fin. 3, 8; ATHEN. X.
4245 : Drog, ii. 26; STRABO.
xiv. 2, 13, p. 656, and others, all
speak of HIERONYMUS as a
Rhodian, He was a contempor-
ary of Lyco, Arcesilaus, and the
sceptic Timon at Athens (DIoG.
v. 68, iv. 41-2, ix. 112). When
ATHEYN., x. 424-5 calls him a
disciple of Aristotle, bhe is merely
using the phrase loosely as mean-
ing a Peripatetic. Not to this
man, but to the historian Hier-
onymus of Cardia, who was the
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knowledge of this philosopher, who was distinguished,
according to Cicero,! for his learning and versatility, is
confined mainly to historical observations,? the titles of
books, and unimportant isolated quotations.? We are told
that he declared the summuse bonum and the ultimate
end of all action to consist in painlessness, which, how-
ever, he sharply distinguished from pleasure, going
beyond Aristotle? in denying that the latter was in any

companion in arms of Fumenes
and Antigonus, must we refer the
statement of LUCIAN, apud
Macros., 22, as toa person of this
name who lived to be 10t years
of age, as is clearly shown at the
beginning of the chapter.

! C1c. in the Orugor, 57, 190
calls him * Peripateticus inprimis
nobilis,’ and in #in. v. 5, 14, he
speaks of : ‘pratereo multos, in
his coctum hominem et suavem
Hieronymum. Cf. also Fin. il
6, 19. Bundry details are to be
gathered also from the passages
cited infra.

* For example: ATHEN. il
48, b, v. 217, e, xiii. 556, a, 557,
e, 602, a, 604, d (chiefly from the
© doTopiea  Swouvduara, which s
named at 557, e, and 604 d), xiv.
635-6 (from the fifth book m.
womrar, which treated of odes
for the wibdpa), x. 424 5, xi. 499
300 (from the work m. uéens), x.
4345 (from the Letters);
Droc. i. 267 (from the second
book of the O”Trﬂpda?]v f-fro.um']luu'ra,
which ‘are no doubt Identical
with the ior. drour.), 1. 14 (the
like), 26, 105 (év 7@ 7. émoxis),
viil. 21, 57, iz. 16; PLUT. Qu.
Coneg. Procem. 3, mentions his
Adyor waph woTow yevduevor and
also reckoms him (V. p. suaw.
Firi, 13, 6, p. 1096) amongst

the writers on music. That the
Hieronymus mentioned in DaM-
Ascivs and JoSEPHUS is not the
same as this writer has been
zhown by ZELLER, Ph. 4. &', i
&4,

3 As in Cre. ibid. (from a
work on Rhetoric or Metre); the
citation of about thirty verses in
Isocrates ; a remark in PLuT. Qi
Cony. i. B, 3, 1, p 626, on the
shortsightedness of the aged; a
word in SENECA, De Tra,i. 19, 3,
against anger, and in STOB,
Floril., Eze.e Jo. Dam ii. 13. 121

(vol. iv, 209, ed. Mein.), against

education by pedagogues.

* The chief source of informa-

tion here is CICERO, who often
refers to this view of Hieron.
So Aead. ii. 42, 181: ¢ Vacare
omni  molestia  Hiersnymus
[fnem esse voluit]. And Fin.
v. 11,35, 25, T3, T, v, 80,
87 8: Fin 1i. 3, 8: “Tenesne
igitur, inquam, Hieronymus
Rhodius guod dicat esse summum
bonun, quo putet omnia referri
oportere I Teneo, inquit, finem
illi videri, nihil dolere. Quid?
idem iste de voluptate quid
sentit? Negat esse eam, inguit,
propter se ipsam expetendam:’ 6,
19 : Nec Aristippus, gui volupta-
tem summum honum diecif, in
voluptate ponit non dolere, neque
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sense a good. To the same period belongs also

Prytanis.!

After Lyco’s death Aristo of Ceos? was elected by
the choice of his fellow-disciples to the presidency of

Hieronymus,qui snmmua bonum
statuit non dolere, voluptatis
nomine unguam utitur pro illa
indolentia; guippe qui ne in
expetendis guidem rebus numeret
voluptatem.” v.5, 14: ‘Hierony-
mum ; quem jam cur Peripateti-
cum appellem, nescio, summum
enim bonum exposuit vacuitatem
doloris; Cf. CLEMENE, Strom. ii.
415 c: & 7e Tepdwvpos 6 Tepi-
TaTyTiss TEN0S péy elval TO ady-
Anrws (v TeAwon 8 dyafdy pdvoy
Thy ebdaorior.  Here Clement
spems to have derived his in-
formation from the same sonrce
as CrcEro, Aead, il 42,131 and
there ANTIOCHUS is indicated as
Cicero’s authority., That Cicero
was directly acquainted with an
ethical as well as a rhetorical
work of Hieronymus cannot
really be inferred from Fiz. ii. 6,
19. This dsyAncia is also ve-
ferred to by JAMBL. apud STOB.
Fel. i, 920, and the Rouyia by
PLUT, Sto. Hep. 2, 2, as the ideal
of Hieronymus. The latter adds
that, like Epicurus, he lived up
to his theory.

! This Peripaletic was em-
ployed by Antigonus Doson (&.C.
230-221} in various State affairs,
and PoLYER. v. 93, 8, reckons him

" among the émiparvels dudpes éic Tou

meprdrov. He must have been
at that time already considerably
advanced in years, if his pupil
EurHORION was rteally born (as
Sripas says) ion OL 126, B.C.
277-973. PLuT. Gu.  Conn.

Procem. 3, names him among the
distingunished philosophers who
have written table talk.

2 Aristo is called Kelos in
Lyco's will (Diog. v. 74) and it
has. since been the custom to
name him thus, in order to dis-
tinguish him from the Stoic of
the same name, 'Aplerey § Xios,
who is, nevertheless, often eon-
founded with him.on account of
the similarity of their surnames.
Another surname, ‘lovAviTns or
Taprns (Droa. vii. 164) shows
that his family came from Julis,
the chief town in the island of
Ceos, as is remarked by STRAROD,
X. 5, 6, p. 186, and STEPHANUS,
De Urh. 'lovas, PLUT, De Ewil.
14, p. 605 names *Apiorey ék Kéw
between Glyeo and Critolaus ;
Lyco himself speaks of him
as his pupil (see following
note) and Crc. #in. v. 5, 13.
When we find that not he but
Aristo is in SEXT. Math. ii. 61
called the yréprpos of Critolaus,
it is bardly possible fo suppose
that a younger Peripatetic of the
same name is meant, but we must
suppose that ywdpiuoes, which is
ordinarily used of a pupil, has
here a wider signification;
QUINTILIAN, xi. 15, 19_seems 1o
have used the same expression:
¢ Critolal peripatetici diseipulus.’
Again, we hear that he was a
Gnawris of the Borysthenean
Bio: see STRARO, x. 5, 6, and
ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. 1. 204, 4. The
meaning may be merely that he



478 ARISTOTLE

the school.! He also is said to have been distinguished
rather for the grace and finish of his style than for

originality of thounght ?

Of his numerous writings

only some of the titles,® and a few fragments, chiefly
of an historical character,' have come down to

admired Bio's writings, or it
may be that he -was per-
sonally acquainted with Bio,
who must have been still living
during  Aristo’s youth  (ef
ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. 1. 204, 4)—
It is not Aristo of Ceos, bat of
Chios, that worked with Ar-
cesilaus (who died 241 m.c)
according to STRABO, 1. 2,2, p.
- 16; BEXT, Pyrrh. i 234; Dioe.
iv. 33. For further information
about him and his works see
HuBMANN, in  Jahnw's Johrb.
Supplemens. iii. 1834, p. 102
80q. ;:RITSCHL, Aristod. Peripar.
apud Cio. D¢ Sen. 5 (Ricin.
Mus, N. F. 1842, 1. 193 sqq.);
KRIsCHE, Forsel. 405-6, 408,

! Aristotle appears to have
at least indicated Theophrasius
as his successor; Theophrastus
begueathed the repwaros to ten
friends ; Strato to Lyco (v, supra,
vol. 1. p. 3%, n. 1, and vol. ii. p.
850, n, 5); Lyco left it in his
will (epud Diog. v. 70) zév
yvewpipewy Tois BovAouérmis And
particularly to ten friends there
namec (all of whom except Aristo
are otherwise unknown), with
the proviso: mpogryodebwrar 3
airol br by dToAeuBdrwot Siapevely
éri Tob wpdymatos kal curalfew
pdxigra Buvfoesfar.  If, however,
what THEMIST. (). xxi. 255 B,
relates is irue, he must have
allowed Aristo a precedence even
belore himself.

2 Q1c. Fin. v. 6, 18: *Concin-
nus deinde et elegans hnjus

[Lyconis, se. discipulus] Aristo;
sed ea que desideratur a magno
philosopho gravitas in eo non
fuit. Scripta sane et multa et
-polita ; sed mnescio quo pacto
aunctoritatem oratio non habet,
The same is meant by STRABO
(ut swpra) in the comparison
with Bio,

3 Of his works we know a
‘Lyco’ (mentioned by Prum
Awud. Pa. 1 inif. p. 14, where no
one else can be meant; of. Crc.
Cata M. 1, 3, und also RITSCHL,
ibid.), which is there classed with
Asop's Fables and the Abaris of
Heraclides, and which must,
therefore, like this latter, have
been a collection of fables; and
also the "Epwtikd Suowa, cited by
ATHEN, x, 419, c. xiii. 563-4, xv.
674, b. It appears, however, =
from Diog. vii. 163, that all the
works there said to be by the
Btoic Aristo (except the Letters
of PANETIUS and SOSICRATES)
were also ascribed to our Aristo
of Ceos ; probably, however, only
some of them were so ascribed,
and it is only of some that the
ascription could in any case be
true.

1 All the Fragments in ATHE-
NAEUS (see Index)—except that
atii. 38,9 (a note on beverages)—
ag also the notices apud Prur.
Themist. 3, Aristid. 2, BoTION,
De Flup. 25, are concerned with
historical matter. No dounbt
Drogexes (v. 64, supra, vol. i.
p. 37, n. 4) took from Aristo the
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us., His successor,! Critolans of Phaselis in Ly-

testaments of the Peripatetic
philosophers, besides other in-
formation abeut them; and this
is probably the reason why his
history of the Lyceum does not
go beyond Liyco, There has also
been handed down to us, in
Sros. Fel i, 828 {where it is our
Aristo that is meant), a division
of the dwriaymruch Bivauss THs
vy s into the alelgrucdy and the
vaus, the first working in connec-
tion with the bodily organs, and
the latter working withount

‘organs; and also in BEXT

Math. il. 61, QUINTIL. ii. 15,
19 (ef. infrea, p. 483, n.1) 2 de-
finition of Rhetoric, whichallows
us to suppose that he wrote some
work on the subject.—The Frag-
ments from Aristo in STOBEUS,
Floril. (see Index), belong to the
Stoic of that name, as is clearly
shown in various passages: for
example, 4, 110; 80, 53 82,7, 11,
15, 16. The information about
an Aristo given by STMPL. Catey.,
Sehol. in Ar. 65, b, 10, 66, a, 38
evidently refers to a younger
Peripatetic, one of the successors
of Andronicus, and probably the
same as he whom SENECA, Fp.
29, 6, makes fun of If is not
clear which Aristo is meant in
PruUT. Amater. 21, 2, p. 767,
Pree. ger. Rep. 10, 4, p. 804,
In Prur. Demosth. 10, 30 the
printed texts, ab any rate, give
¢ Xios.! As to the work . kevo-

" Sotlas, as the extract therefrom
anyd PHEILODEM, De Fif. = 10,

23, Savrrz makes it probable
(Philoel. de Vit. Lib. Dec. pp.
6-7, 34) that they refer to our
Aristo.

! That Critolaus was Aristo’s
direct successor i3 not expressly

said by any of our aunthorities;
for CLEMENT, who gives & list of
the Peripatetic ‘Diadochoi’ in
Strom. 1. 201 B (or, at least, the
printed text of that passage}
passes over Aristo (‘after Ari-
stotle Biadéxerm @edpparros- by
Srpdrwy: br Adxwr: elta Kpero-
Aaos* €fra Awdwpos’). PLuT. De
Exril, 14, p. 605, does not give a
full list, but only names those
Peripatetics who came to Athens
from abroad, when he says:
‘ApteToTéAns dv ér Srayelpwy . ..
Thdwwy & Tpwddos, 'ApiocTwy €k
Kéw, Kpirdhaos Paoniirys. Neither
does Cro. Fin. v. 5, 13-4 intend
to state the order of sequence of
the heads of the school, for
he is only speaking of the
relation of the later Peripa-
tetics to Aristotle and Theo-
phrastus; and so, after naming
Strato, Lyco, and Aristo, he con-
tinues, *Pretereo multos, in
his . .. Hieronymum ;' also after
a few remarks about him, he
adds, ¢ Critolans imitari antigquos
voluit, &e. Thuns there appears
to be @ possible vacancy for
further names between Aristoand
Critolaus, and this is made some-
what more probable when we con-
gider the time which elapsed
between Lyco’s and Critolaus’s
death, which seems very long for
only two school directors. Lyco
died 226-4 B.¢., but Critolaus
(see foll. note) was in Rome
156-5 B.C. Supposing that he
took this journey during the
latter part of his life, we have a
period of more than seventy
years to cover his and Aristo’s
school-directorship, and if weadd
the forty-four years of Lycos
directorship it makes in all for
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cia,! seems to have been more important.

the three men nearly 120 years.
Zumpr (f Bestand d. Philes
Schulen in Athen. Abk. d. Berl.
Akad. Hist.-phil, &I 1842, p, 90
sqq.) is inclined fo interpose
other names between Arists and
 Critolaus, and he cites the dnony-
mus of Menage, who at p, 15, §,
West., says: 8wlfoxor & abrob
[Arist.] 79s axoAis kare Tdbw
eyévorto 0ide: Beddpacros, ETpd-
Twy, HpakiréAys, Avkwr, "ApioTwy,
Avkirros, Tpafipdrns, 'lepervuos,
Tpirans, opuiewy, Kpirdiaos, Tu-
tfortunately, this evidence is not
satisfactory. TFor we eannot
accept as a trustworthy list of
the school-chiefs correetly set
out kata 7dfw, a statement which
places between Strato and Lyco,
—who undoubtedly followed
directly one upon the other—an
unknown individual, Praxiteles,
not even mentioned in Strato’s
will (whom we cannot make a
contemporary and colleague of
Strato, as ZUMPT would have
it, any more than his 3iddoxes),
and describes ss the second in
order after Aristo, Praxiphanes,
who was a scholar of Theo-
phrastus (swpra, vol. ii. p. 449),
and as the fifth after him at
Athens Phormio, who, as we
learn from Cic. De Orat. ii.
18, 7hi-6, was in 194 B.C. an
old man, and in Ephesus, evi-
dently not merely on a journey ;
and inserts the still earlier
Prytanis (supra, vol. ii. p. 477,
n. 1) as Arvisto’s fowrth suc-
cessor: and suppliesus in all with
as many as seven * Diadochoi’ be-
tween the years 226 and 156 B.C.
—On the other side we must
remember that CICERO'S words
do not necessarily imply any

All that we

gap between Aristo and Critolaus,
but that it rather seems most
likely that he did not know of
any intervening directors: Hier-
onymus and the ‘mulii’ whom
he passes over are those whom he
could pot insert in the list of
diddoym since they were not
school-directors.  Also the state-
ment that Andronicuns (or, accord-
iog to some, his pupil Boéthus)
was the twelfth director in sue-
cession from Aristotle, is de-
cidedly against ZuMPT's theory.
And why, after all, could not the
presidencies of Aristo and Cri-
tolans have lasted seventy or
eighty years. just as well as
that of Lyco lasted forty-four, and
that of Theophrastus thirty-six
years? The latter two, by the
way, were no longer yvoung when
they were appointed. And we
know from LUCIAN, Macrod. 20
that Critelaus (not as Zumer,
p. 90, says, Aristo) lived in fact
to over eighty-two yvears of age.

The Stoics Chrysippus and Dio--

genes held the presidency for at
least eichty years, and the first
five Stoic Diadochoi presided in
all for a period of 140 years.
Similarly, from 1640 to 1740, and
again from 1740 to 1840, only
three princes, and from 1540 to
1786 (i.e. in 146 years) only four
princes occupied the throne of
Prussia. ;

! The native town of Critolans
is determined by PLUT. ibid. and
other evidence. Otherwise the
only certain picce of information
we have relating to his life is
that he took part, in eonjunetion
with Diogenes and Critolaus, in
the celebrated embassy which
(according to Crc. dead. ii. 45,
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know of his views ! shows him to have been in the main a
true adherent of the Peripatetic teaching,® who, however,

differed from Aristotle on several points.

Thus he

conceived of the soul, including the reason, as consist-
ing of ether® and in his Ethics he went beyond Ari-
stotle in asserting that pleasure was an evil* In other
respects his views upon the nature of the summum
bonum are thoroughly Aristotelian: he describes it
generally as the perfection of a natural life, and further
claims for it more particularly that it should embrace
the three kinds of Goods,” among which, however, he

187, during the consulship of P.
Scipio and M. Mareellus, 2.. 598—
9 A U ¢, or 156-5 B.C.; see CLIN-
TOXN, Fasti Hellen.) was sent to
Rome by the Athenians to de-
precate the fine of 500 talents
which had been imposed on the

- Athenians for the sack of Oropus.

For further information on this
subject see PAUSAN, vii. 11; C1c.
ibid., De Opaf, ii. 37, 155, Tusc.
iv. 3, 5, da A#. xii. 23; GELL.
N. 4. vi. 14, 8, xvii. 21, 48; PrIx.
H. N, vii. 30, 112; PLuT. (ato
Maj. 22; XL V. H, iii. 17 (see
also infra as to the historical
bearings of the story). That
Critolaus, as well as the others,
lectured in Rome is expressly
stated (see following mote). It
is also apparent from what has
been stated in the foregoing note,

. and from what we know of the

age of his successors, that Crito-

~ laus made this journey late in

life. Except by the fact that he
lived to be over eighty-two years
of age (v. ibid.), it is not possible
to indicate the date of his death.

! Cf. also Cie. Fin.v. 5, 14:

VOL. IIL.

*Critolaus imitari antiquos voluit,
et quidem est gravitate proxi-
mus, et redundaf oratio, attamen
is quidem in patriis institutis
manet.’ In reference to his lec-
teres in Home, GELL. vi. 14, 10
(following Rutilius and Polybius)
says: *Violenta et rapida Car-
neades dicebat, scita et teretia
Critolaus, modesta Diogenes et
sobria.’

* As CICERO indicates; see
preceding note.

# BToB. Fel. i. 58: Kpirdaaos
wal  Awdwpos & Topios wole ém
aifiépos  Gmafois. THRTULL. [e
An. 5: ¢ Nec illos dico salos, qui
eam [animam] de manifest is cor-
poralibus effingunt . . . ut Cri-
tolans et Pervipatetici ejus - ex
quinta nescio qua substantia [the
wéuwTn obala, the ether].

* GELL. IV, 4.1ix. 5, 63 ¢Cri-
tolaus Peripateticus et malum
esse voluptatem ait et multa alia
mala parere ex sese, injurias,
desidias, obliviones, ignavias.’

* CLEMENS, Strom. H. 816, D ;
KpiréAaos 82, 6 kel adrbs Mepimary-
TUKOS, TEAEWTHTA EAcyer [sc. Td

II
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gave so unconditioned a preference to those of the
soul that the others shrink into complete insignificance
beside them.! Similarly in Physies he came forward as
the defender of an important Aristotelian doetrine in
maintaining the eternity of the world and of the human
race against the Stoics.? He rests his arguments chiefly
upon the immutability of the order of nature, which
excludes the supposition that man has ever come into
existence in any other way than as he now does; he
adduces as indirect proof of the same the multiform
incongruities involved in the idea that primeval man
sprang from the earth; and concludes that man, and
therefore also the world, must be eternal, nature having,
as Plato and Aristotle had already declared,® conferred
upon the whole race by means of propagation the
immortelity which she was unable to bestow upon
individuale. He further remarks that a self-caused
existence like the world must be eternal; if the world

had a beginning, it would exhibit growth and evolution,
not only in respect of its material frame, but also of

the indwelling reason that governs it ; this, however, is
impossible in a being, like it, already perfect. While
gickness, age, or want destroys living creatures, they

Ténos) kard ¢pbaw ebpooivras Blov.
T éx wdv Tpwv yerdv [the
three kinds of Goods] ovuwiy-
povuévny mporyoruciy [ dvbpuirucy |
TeAeityTa mqriwr., STOB. Eol.
if. 58 fmd Bt Tev vewrepwy Ilept-
raryTic@y, TEvard KpiroAdav, [so.
Téhos Aéyerar] T ék mavTwy TEY
byafdy guumemAnpuuéroy.  TOUTO
3¢ fv Td &k ThY TpL@Y yevaw,

1 10, Tuse. v, 17, 51: ‘Quo
loco quero, quam vim habeat

libra illa Critolai: qui cum in
alteram lancem animi bona im-
ponat, in alteram corporis et ex-
terna, tantum propendere illam
bonornm animi lancem putet, ut
terram et maria deprimat.’

* PHILO, Ztern. Mundi, p.
943 B—947 B, Hosch, c. 11-
15, Bern,

¢ Supra, vol ii. p. 3

/ 5, n 2
cf. ZELL, Ph. d. Gr. 1. 512, 3.
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cannot affect the world as a whole; if the order or
destiny of the world is acknowledged to be eternal,
this must also be true of the world itself, which indeed
is nothing else than the manifestation of this order.
‘While the leading thoughts of this argument are not
new, yet we must recognise in them an able defence of
the Peripatetic doctrine. What we are further told of
Critolaus! is of little importance.

Contemporaneous with Aristo and Critolans was
Phormio, the Peripatetic, whom Hannibal met at
Ephesus (¢ire. 195 B.0.),% but of whom beyond the un-
seasonable lecture which he delivered to the Cartha-
ginian hero upon generalship, nothing further is
known.? To the same period belong apparently Sotion’s*
much-read work on the schools of philosophy ® and the

1 According to StoB. F:l i
252, Critolaus held time to be a
vd?]l;za. ) pernov, and not a irdcra-
ows,  See also SEXT. Math. ii, 12,
20, According to QUINTIL. ii.
17, 15, he made sharp attacks on
Rhetoric (of which Sext. tells us
something), defining it, accord-
ing to QUINT. ii. 15, 23, as wsus
dicendi (and QUINT. adds, nam
hoe TpeBh sigrificat), which means
(as FLATO bhad said in the @oerg.
463 B) that it was not an art
but a mere readiness of speech
acquired by practice. Further
information as to what he said

. in connection with this eriticism

of oratory may be found in GHELL.

9L

2 We have this ineident from
Cre. De Oraf. 1. 1B.  As Hanni-
bal was then with Antiochus in
Ephesus, it must have been about
the time stated in the text; and
as he called the philosopher a

delirus  semew, TPhormic must
have then been advanced in
years.

* For, as already remarked,
we can wake nothing of the
statement of the ANon. Muw,
cited at p. 480, n. supra.

* That Botion was a Peri-
patetic is not eszpressly stated,
but is evident from the whole
character of his writings. Cf.
S0rIoN, De Fhm. 44 (WESTER-
MANN, Hapafofdypagpar, p. 101).

* Cf. WHSTERMANN, Tapa-
Boldypador, p. xlix; and see
particularly PANZERBIETER,
‘Botion,” in Jahn's Jalrib.
Supplement, v. (1837) p. 211 sqq.
where it i3 shown from the data
given by DrogExzs that the
Awadoxh @y prhoripwy must have
been written between 200 ahd
150 B.c.—probably between 200
and 170 B.c.: inasmuch as, on
the one hand, Chrysippus, who

112



484 ARISTOTLE

histories! of Hermippus

died about 206, was mentioned
in the book (D106, vii. 183), and,
on the other hand, Heraclides
Lembus (de guo infra) made an
extract fromit. PANZERBIETER
also makes it probable that the
Awdoxh consisted of 13 books,
whose contents he endeavours to
indicate. To this work belong
also the references in ATHEN.
iv. 62, g, viil. 348, o, xi. 600, o
SEXT, Math., vi. 15 —ATHEN.
viii, 336, d, tells us of another
work of Sotion’s, mept 7év Tiuwros
cdAwy, It is very guestionable
whether it is chronologically
possible that he could have
written the 12 books Aswrhelwy
éAéyxwr directed against Diocles
of Magnesia (v. DIOX. x. 4).
At any rate the Képas "Apzifeias,
(GeErn. V. 4. i B, 1, cf. with
PriN, H. N pref. 24), the frag-
ment on rivers and springs (in
WESTERMANN'S Tapaboldypadot,
p- 188 sqq., cf. with ProT. Bibl.
Cod. 189), which was probably
part of the last-named work, the
writing . dpyfis (STOB. Fioril.
14, 10,20, 53, 108, 59, 118, 13)
and those from which are derived
the Fragments apud BSros.
Floril. 8%, 6-8, 17, 18, belong to
one or perhaps to two younger
men of the same name. We
should say to one, if the Peri-
patetic Sotion mentioned by
GELL. as author of the Keépas "Au.
is identical with the Sotion who
was Seneca’s (Dpist. 49. 2, 108,
17-20) teacher in the school of
Sextus (ZBELL. Ph. d. Gr. dil. a,
600, 3, 605, 8) : MULLER, Fragm.
Hist. Gr. 1. 168 takes it for
granted that this is the case,
but there seems to be some pro-
bability that they were different

and Satyrus. Heraclides

persons. In this case we must
also attribute to that Peripatetic
(ZELL., ihid. iii, a, 694, 2nd ed.)
the citations in AvLpx. APHE.
Top. 123 (which appear to be
from a commentary on Ari-
stotle), and in URAMER'S Adaneod.
Pardg, 1. 891, §: and the
same man is perhaps imeant in
Prutr. Frat. 4m. ¢. 16, p. 487,
and Alex. c. 61. On the other
hand, the moral maxims cited by
STopxEUSs belong to Seneca’s
teacher. It is impossible to say
who was the Sotion frequently
cited in the Geoponica, but he
was in any case not the author
of the Awdoxs. M. HEerTZ
¢ Ramenta Gelliana '’ (Bresi. Uni-
versitetsohrift, 1863) p. 15-6
attributes the Képas "Auard. to
the elder Sotion, but this does
not follow from what is said by
GELL. i. 8, 1; of ATBEN. xiii.
588 ¢ Dioe. ii. 74.

! Bee LoOzvNgKRY, Hermippi
Fragm. Bonn, 1832: PRELLER,
in Jahn's Jakrb. 1836, xvil. 159
sqq. ; MULLER, Fragm, Hist. Gv.
iii. 35 sgg.; NIGTZSCHE, Rhein.
AMizs. xxiv. 188-9, 2. HERMIPPUS
is described by Hierox. De
Seript. Eeel. c. 1 (whose auntho-
rity iz not of much value) as a
Peripatetic, and by ATHEN. il
589, v. 213-4, xv. 696-T as 6
KadAdyeos, i.0. “the pupil of
Callimachus®; he is, therefore,
probably the same Hermippus as
is said to be a native of Smyrna
in ATHEN. vil. 527 ©. As we
hear that in his chief work he
mwentjoned the death of Chrys-
ippus (Dros. vil. 184) whereas
he is not referred to as an autho-
rity for later events, we may
infer that he must have written
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Lembus,! Agatharchides and Antisthenes of Rhodes

about 200 B.C. or soon after.
The citation in the Eéymol. 3l
118, 11 would carry the date a
little further—to abeut 203 B.C.
—if the work there referred to
was by him ; see MULLER'S note
to Fr. 72.—0f his books, we hear
of a great work of biography,
the Buot, different parts of which
seem to have been known by
various  separate mames.— A
second work w. TEr v waibeiq
Biehaubdrrwy (Etym. M. ibid.),
of which the 7. ey Siarpeldrray
év masdela Sodawy cited by SUIDAS
s. v, “IoTpes was no doubt a part, is
with a great balance of proba-
bility ascribed by PRELLER,
MULLER and others to the later
Hermippus of Berytus. As to
otherwritings not belongingto our
Hermippus, see PRELLER, p. 174
sqq. Yorthe list of the works of
Aristotle and Theophrastus pro-
bably given in the Blos, see vol.i.
p- 81.—In like manner, SATYRUS
is deseribed as a Peripatetic
in ATHEN. vi. 248, d. xii. 534,
b, 541, . xhi. 656, a; His
chiet work was a collection of
biographies, cited as the Biot
(cf. ATHER. vi. 248, d, £, 250 f,
xii. b4l, o, =ili. B5T, e, 684, a;
Dioeg. ii. 12, viii. 40, 53 ; HIERON.
Ade. Jovin, i, 14, De Seript.
Eeel. ¢. 1), and called more
fully (as is inferred by BERNAYS,
Theophe. . Frgmm. 161 from

. Himm. dde. Jov.) Biot évddfewy
_ardpaw. TFurther ATHEN: iv. 168

B, cites from a writer who
is evidently our Satyrus, a frag-
ment from a work =, xeparrfper.
Another book in which a list of
the Demes of Alezandria was
given (THEOPHIL. 4d dwutel. ii.
p. 94), and a collection of pro-

verbs (Dioxys. Haw, Antiguitt. 1.
68) are probably, but not cer-
tainly, the work of a Ilater
scholar of whom (if he existed)
we o not know whether he was
or was not a Peripatetic (for in
ArHEN, xiii. 556, a, only our
Satyrus can be meant, and he is
in fact always designated in the
same manner). We can say
with more certainty that the
poem on precious stones, which
Piin. H. N. xxxvii. 2, 31, 6, 91,
7, 94, cites as by a Satyrus, was
not the work of our Peripatetic.
Cf. MULLER, ibid. 159, and the
Fragments there, which in so far
as they are genuine, contain
only historical matter, excepting
those from the * Characters.’

! Bee MULLER, Hist. G, il
167 sqg. HERACLIDES, surnamed
Lembus (¢f. MULLER, i#id.), came,
according to Drog. v. 94, from
Calatis in Pontus or from Alex-
andrin; according to SUIDAS,
an. Hpaur. from Oxyrynchus in
Egypt. According to Stvip. he
lived under Ptolemy Philometor
(181-147 B.c.) in a distinguished
position. HUip, ealls him ¢udd-
gopos, and adds that he was the
author of philosophical and other
works, As his helper Agath-
archides (see following note) is
counted among the Peripatetics,
and his own literary activity lay
in this direction, we may include
him also as one of the school.
The AeuSeutinls Adyos, which iz
said to have been the origin of
his surname (Dioa. ibid.), was
probably a philosophical work;
but the most important of his
works were, in any way, those
which were historical. We know
of an historical work in at least
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are rather later.! No single untterance on philosophy,
however, has been preserved to us from any of these.

More important for us is Dicdorus of Tyre,? the sne-
cessor of Critolaus. In his view of the soul he agreed
with his master,? but differed from him and from

thirty-seven books, an extract
from the biography of Satyrus
(DIog. viii. 40, 44, 53, 58), and a
Awdoyn in sIx books, which was
an epitome of Sotion's work
(DroG, v. 94, 79, viii. 7, x. 1).
See the Fragm. of these, apud
MULLER, 1bid.

! AGATHARCHIDES of Cnidos,
¢ ¢x Tav TepmaTwy (STRABD, Xiv.
2, 15, p. B56), was secretary
to the above-named Heraclides
Lembus (Pmor. Cod. 213 init),
and was afterwards (as we learn
from his own words apud PHOT.
Cod. 250, p. 445, a, 33, 460, b, 6)
the tutor of a prince (MULLER,
ibid. 191 supposes, with Wosgp-
LING, that it was Ptolemy
Physcon II., who reigned from
117-107 B.0.). Agatharchides
wrote several historical and eth-
nographical works, of which one
on the Hed Sea has been pre-
served in great part by Pror.
Cod. 250, pp. 441-460 ; as to the
rest see MULLER, p. 190 sqq.—So
ANTISTHENES is spoken of by
PHLEGON, Mirad. 3, as a Peri-
patetic and a distingunished
author, of whom he tells us a
wonderful story about an alleged
occurrence of the year 191 B.c.
He is probably the same as the
Peripatetic whose Awdoyael Dio-
genes often cites, and is, perhaps,
also to be identified with the
historian from Rhodes, who, ac-
cording to POLYBIUS, xvi. 14,
was still alive during the firsn
thirty years or so of the second

century (MULLER, Hist. (r. iii.
182, helieves the two to be
different persons). The citations
in Diogenes do not carry us
beyond the death of Cleanthes
(MULLER, 4¢bid.), That the
pseudo-Aristotelian Mayuchs prob-
ably belonged to this Antisthenes
of Rhodes has been already re-
marked, supra, vol. 1. p. 81, n. 1.

2 S8Ton, Fel. i. 58, calls this
Diodorus a Tyrian, and in Cic.
De Ovat. i 11, 45, Fin. v. 5, 14,
and CLEM, Sfrom. 1, 301 B,
he is described as the disciple
and successor of Critolans. Other-
wise nothing is known about
him, and it is impossible to
define the date of his death or
of his accession to the headship
of the school; if, however, we
can trust what CIc. says in the
De Orat. ibid., he must have
been still alive in 110 EB.C. (see
ZuMpr, ‘Ueber d. Bestand d.
philos. Schulen in Athen.' Abk.
d. Berl. Akad. Hist-phil. KL
1842, p. 93); but this, in view of
the facts set ont in n. 3 on p: 487
infra, is questionable.

¥ Bo Srtom. ibid.; see supra,
vol. il p. 481, n. 3. Still, he did
not propose to overlook the
differencs hetween the rational
and the irrational in the soul;
for, according to Prur. Fregm.
1, Uér. An. an Corp. ¢. 6, 2 (if
here Awbwpos may be read for
AtdBopres, or if we may take the
‘ Mwbotos’ adopted by Diibner as
being another form of the same
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Aristotle in his ethics, uniting with their views upon
the swmmum bonwm those of Hieronymus, and to a

cerbain extent combining

the Stoic and Epicurean

ethical principles with one another by maintaining that
happiness consists in a virtuous and painless life;" as,
however, virtue was declared by him to be the most
essential and indispensable element in it, this deviation
is in reality less important than at first appears.
Erymneus,? the successor of Diodorus, we know only

name), he allowed that the
Aoyuwov of the Juxh had its
special wdft, and that the oue-
puts [80. 7¢ odpart] and dioyor
had special wdfy also; which can
be reconciled with the *éwafes’
of Stob. by supposing that he
held that the modifications of
the rational portion of the soul,
including the activities of
thought, were improperly de-
seribed ¢ wafos.’

! Crc. Fin.v. 5, 14: ‘Diodorus, '

ejus [Critol.] auditor, adjungit
ad honestatem vacuitatemdoloris.
Hic guogue suus est ; de summo-
que bono dissentiens dicl vere
Peripateticus non potest.” Soalso
25, 78, il 6, 19, and Acad. ii. 42,
131; cf. #%g. ii, 11, 34: ‘Callipho
ad virtutem nihil adjunxzit, nisi
voluptatem : Diodorus, nisi va-
cuitatem doloris” Tuse. v. 30,
85 ; ¢ Indolentiam antem honest-
ati Peripateticus Diodorus ad-
junxit., Zhid. 87: ‘Eadem [like
the Stoics] Calliphontis erif Dio-
dorigue sententia ; quorum uter-
gue honestatem sic complectitur,
ut omnia, gque sine ea sint,
longe et retro ponenda censeat.
CLEMENS, Strom. il. 415 C: kal
Awblwpos dpolws, dmd Ths abrijs
aipéoews ~yévbuevos [as Hierony-

mus], éhos dmopalverar Th dox-
AMiTes kol kakds (v,

2 We find also a definition of
Rhetoric aseribed to a Diedorus
(NIKOL, Progymn. Lhet. Gr.
apud SPENGERL, iii, 451, T), which
implies that he wrote about
BRhetoric. There is the less
reason to doubt that this Dio-
dorus is the Peripatetic, since we
have seen that the same guestion
arose in the cases of Aristo and
Critolaus ; supra, vol. ii. p. 483,
I i

3 The long and detailed frag-
ment of POSIDONIUS, preserved
by ATHEN. v. 211, d sgq., gives
the history of one Athenion, de-
scribed as a Peripatetic, who had
studied first in Messene and in
Larissa (the addition that he
became head of the school in
Athens is plainly a blunder of
Athensus, which is refuted by
hiz own quotation from Posi-
donins), and had then contrived
by flattery to ingratiate himself
with Mithridates, and so to make
himself for a time the master of
Athens {meaning evidently the
same man who is called ¢ Aristion’
by Prur. Swlla, 12, 13, 23, and
elsewhere, and who iz deseribad
by APPIAN, Mithr, 28, as an Epi-
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by name. With regard to Callipho and Dinomachus,
two philosophers who in ethics occupy an intermediate
position between the Epicureans and the Peripatetics,
we are wholly ignorant to which school they belonged.!

Among our sources of information with regard to
the state of the Peripatetic philosophy during the third
and second century B.C. are probably to be reckoned
most of the writings which our previons investigation

excluded as spurious from the collected works of

Aristotle. 'While the contribution they supply is an
insignificant one, yet it is not so wholly worthless but
that it will repay us to examine its contents. To this
class belongs, in the field of logic, the second part of the
Categories, which has probably come down to us in its
present form from that period.? Tmportant as these so-
called ¢ Postpraedicamenta ’ of the later logic may have
been, yet the treatment which a few of the principles
of Aristotelian logic here receive cannot but appear

curean); and Posidonius says as CLEMEST says, they sought
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insignificant to us, and a like judgment must be passed
upon the last chapter of the work wepi ‘Epunveias.!
The spurious treatise on the Elements of Metaphysics ?
contains, with the exception of a passage in the second
book already touched upon,* scarcely any modification
of the Aristotelian doctrine. The work npon Melissus,
Zeno and Gorgias, of the date of whose composition
we know absolutely nothing, proves its spuriousness
not so much by any positive deviations from the Ari-
stotelian teaching as by the defects of its historical
statements and critical expressions, as well as by the
general obscurity of its aim.* Of works upon Physics
the book upon the World will hereafter engage our atten-
tion as an exampie of the eclectic method of combining
Peripatetic and Stoic doctrines.> The treatise upon In-
divigible Lines which, if it is not the work of Theo-
phrastus himselff appears to date from his time, ably
combats a view which Aristotle had rejected. To the
school of Theophrastus and Strato perhaps belong the
treatises upon Colours, Sounds, the Vital Spirit, and the

explicitly that this man was'a
natural son of Athenion, a pupil
of Erymmneus. As Athens re-
volted from the rule of the
Romans in 88 ®.a, it follows
from the account given in this
Fragment that Erymneuns cannot
have begun his headship of the
school later than 120-110 B.c.

! What is known of these two
philosophers throngh Crc. Fia.
ii. 6, 19, 11, 34 (supra, vol. ii. P
487, n. 1), v. 8, 21, 25, 73, dcdd.
ii. 42, 131, Zuse. v. 30, 83, 87,
Offie, iii. 34, 119, and CLEM.
Strem. 1i. 415 ¢, limits itself to
this: that they thought to find
the highest happiness in the
union of pleasire and virtue, or,

it in pleasure, but they further
explained that virtue was equally
valuable; or rather, according to
Puse. v. 30, 87 indispensable.
According to Cro. Fin. v, 25, 73,
Callipho  was  older  than
Diodorus, and according to dead.
ii, 45, 139, older, or at any rate
not younger, than Carneades.
It is not stated to what school
he and Dinomachus belonged ;

‘but HARLESS (Fubric. Biblioth.

iii. 401) makes a gross mistake
when he sugpests that this Dino-
machus is the Stoic mentioned
by LuciaN, Philopscud. 8 sqq.
for the latter was evidently a
contemporary of Lucian.

* Supra, vol. i, p. 64, n. 1.

1 The Postpredicomenia treat
of (1) e 10-1. the four
kinds of oppesition which have
been described already, supre,
vol. i p. 223 sqqg.; (2) c. 12, the
different significations of the
wpdTepoy, with @ slight, but
merely, formal dissent from
: Metaph. v. 11; (3) o. 18, the
signitications of the dua, this sec-
tion being only based in part
upon the earlier texts and in
part original (ef. Warrz, ad
{oc.), though not confrary to the
views of Aristotle; (4) c. 14,
concerning the six kinds of

motion, in agreement with the
views stated supra, vol. 1. p. 423,
n. 1: (3) c. 15, on the éxew,
the meanings of which are set
out rathes differently from the
Aristotelian account in Metaph.
v. 23,

* Cf. with supra, vol. i. p. 68,
1o
$ Supra, vol. ii. p. 429, n. 1.

* Cf. herewith ZeLn. Ph. 4.
G . 464 sgq.

S ZmuL, Ph. 4. @r. il a,
858 sgq. 2nd ed.

& Cf. supra, vol. 1. p. 86, n. 1,
and ZpLL, Ph. d. @r. 1. 868, 4.
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Motions of Animals—works which are not without inde-
pendence, and exhibit evidence of respectable work in
the field of science. The first of these, differing widely
from Aristotle, traces the origin of the colours to the
elements, of which fire is said to be yellow while the
rest are naturally white; black is caused by the trans-
mutation of one element into another, the burning up
of air and water and the drying up of water! All
colours are said to be mixtures of these three elements.?
Light is described as the proper colour of fire ;3 that it
is conceived of as corporeal ! is obvious, not only from
its being classed, as we have just seen, with the colonrs,
but also from the way in which the lustre and the
dulness of thick transparent bodies are alike explained.’
Upon the ‘farther contents of this treatise, as it goes on
to discuss in detail the preparation of colours and the
natnral hues of plants and animals, we cannot here
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work upon Sounds, which in tone and method is related
to that on Colours, and is to be attributed perhaps to the
same author, it will be sufficient to refer to our previous
quotation from it.! We must assume a different anthor
for the work upon the Vital Spirit,* which discusses in a
somewhat sceptical tone the origin, sustenance, dif-
fusion, and operation of the amima witee accepted by
Aristotle as the primary substratum of the soul.® This
book, on account of its fragmentary character and the
numerons corruptions in the text, is sometimes almost
incomprehensible to us. Its general presuppositions of
design in nature,* and of a sonl and vital spirit united
with it ® in man, are Aristotelian. Peculiar to itself, on
the other hand, is the assumption that the vital spirit,
as Eragistratus had held,’ spreads from the heart by
means of the arteries through the whole body, and that
it is this (and not; as Aristotle held, the flesh) which

stop to enlarge. With regard, similarly, to the short

1 Dz Colow. e. 1; PRANTL,
Awist, ¢. d. Farben, 108, finds in
this treatise a confusion of bwo
views: (@) that darkness is either
the absence or partial absence
of light (the latter in the ease of
shadows or of rays penetrating
through the density of some
transparent body); and (%) that
blackness is to be explained in
the manner stated in the text,
The inconsistency, however, is
only apparent: for the cxdros,
which produces the appearance
of the blackness (791, a, 12),is
to be distinguished from the
péhar xp@ue, which isthe quality
of bodies tending to check light
and produce ariTos (791, b, 17).

=00, 0,081, 8, 11, e 20798, a

10, ¢. 3, 793, b, 33. For more
detailed theories on the origin
of the different colours, see c. 2, 3.

* C. 1,791, b, 6sqq. ; cf, with
791, a, 3.

* Strato held the same views
on this, but not Aristotle or
Theophrastus : swpra, vol. i. p.
518, n. 3, vol. il. p. 379, n. 1.

® Lustre (oriABor) is (c. 3,
793, a, 12) a curéyao gurhs kal
wyrevoTys :  bransparent matter
looks dark, when it is too thick
to allow the rays of light to pierce
it, and bright when it is thin,
like air, which when not present
in too dense a form is overcome
by the rays: xepilousvos o' avrdy
wurpoT Epey oledy kal Suapatrouépey
8 avrov (c. 3, 794, a, 2 sqq.).

is the primary organ of sensation.” Respiration, the
pulse, the consumption and distribution of the food,?
are effects: of the operation of the vital spirit, which
nourishes itself from the blood, the breath serving only,
as Aristotle had taught, to cool it.® The relation of the

1 Supra. vol. ii. p. 465, n. §.

® As to which c¢f. also supra,
vol, 1. p. 83, n. 8, ad jin.

1 Supra, vol. ii. p. 6, n. 2.

1 Of ¢. 7, 484, b, 1Y, 27 sqq.
¢. 9, 485, b, 2 sqq.

5(0.9,485 b, 11 ; cf. with c.
1, 480, a, 17, .c. 4, 482, b, 24, c.
5, 488, 4, 27 sqq. The subject
of the treatise did not give any
occasion for the statement of any
view as to the Nois,

¢ As to this physician, who
was probably a pupil of Theo-

phrastus (supre, vol. ii. . 451, n.
2), and as to his theory of the
dissemination of the preuma
throngh the arteries, see SPREN-
GEL, (esch, d. Arznetk. 4 ed, 1.
525 sqq.; on the relations of the
. weetmaros to his teaching
see Roge, Le dArist, Liby, Ord.
167-8.
5,488, a, 23 sqq. b, 1026,

c. 2, 481, b, 12, 18.

8.0, 4.5,

® Cf. supra, vol, ii. p. 6, n, 2
. 43
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operative pmeumu,! which was said to reside in the
sinews and nerves,? to this vital principal is not made
altogether clear.?

Of a later date than this treatise,! and much more
clearly written, is cne upon the Motion of Animals,
which professes fo be the work of Aristotle® inad-
missible as this claim is.® The contents of this work are
almost entirely drawn from Aristotle, but are in parts
so combined as wholly to contradict the spirit of his
teaching. It starts from the principle that all mo-
tion must ultimately be referred to a self-moving and
unmoved entity,” but proceeds by a singular applica-
tion of it to draw the conclusion that every mechanical

'C. 1-2, ¢. 5 ad fin. where
at p. 484, a, 8 we must read:
clppuror wds 7 duyrovd, fo.

* The sinews and nerves were
not distinguished by Herophilus,
the first discoverer of nerves, or
by his contemporary, Erasi-
stratus, or indeed for a long time
afterwards, but they were desig-
nated as a whole by the common
term wetipa, which had originally

‘signified the sinews only;
SPRENGEL, ibid. 511-12, 524-25.

# C. 8 init. (where at p. 485,
a, 4 we should probably read:
wdyTwy 8 éorl Adyor Béhrtior s
wkal ¥y (yrelv) : odw br Bdfee wwd)-
Cews Evera To JoTH, EAAG MAAAoY
Th velpa 4 TO avdAoyow, & &
TPLTE TH TYETu TO KIMNTIRGY.

* Aswe see fromthe fact that
the 7. wrefparos is quoted in the
™. (Wwr kodoews o. 10, 708, a, 10;

cf. supra, vol. i. p. 92. The pos-
sibility that both works have the
same author is not excluded:
but the style and manner of ex-
pression differ too much.

* The first words of the =
(bwy kuficews present it as the
completion of an earlier inquiry,
which iz evidently meant to in-
dicate the w (dar mopelas.
Again in e, 1, 698, a, 7 we have

a reference to Phys. viil. in ¢. -

6, at p. 700, b, 4, lines 21 and 9

(cf. supra, vol. 1, p. 80) to the °

7. Yuxis and the . 7is wpdrys
udocoplas 3 ine. 11 ad fin. to the
. (wwy woplww, the m. Yvyis, the
. alofioews val frvov xal wrhus,
and to the w. (v yerérens as an
immediately preceding treatise.
These references are made jusk
in the way in which Aristotle
himself wasaceustomed to quote
his works. Nevertheless the
(W kofoews is so free, both in
style and matter, from any of the
marks which would betray a very
late date, that we should not be
justified in referring it to a time
subsequent to the work of Andro-
nicus,

¢ Supra, vol. i. p. 93, n. 1.

P01, 698, a,7 sqq. (where

B ey .
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motion presupposes two unmoved entities: in the
thing itself a motionless point from which the motion
proceeds, and outside of it a motionless body upon
which the thing rests;! from which it again con-
cludes that the unmoved prineiple which propels the
world cannot be within the latter, but must be onf-
side of it? Tt further shows in a discussion with
which we are already familiar, how the presentation of
the desirable object to the mind creates the desire, and
this in turn the physical movements® which all proceed
from the centre of the body as the seat of sensation—or,
to be strict, from the soul, which there has its abode.’
The soul thus operates upon the body by means of the
expansion and contraction, the rise and fall of the vital
spirit (mvedpa ovupuror). In order that it should so
operate, however, it is not necessary that it should leave

its seat in the heart and act directly upon all parts of the
body, since, in virtue of fhe principle of order t-llai_i
governs the whole, its decrees find automatic fulfilment.”

we should read Totrov 3& T3
axirgror), and ¢. 6, 700, b, 7.

1 . 1,698, a; 11, c. 2 ad fin.)
and c. 4, 700, a, 6 sag. We bave
alzo at 698, a, 11 the remarkable
statement : 8ef B¢ Tobro uf wovow
T Adyp raférov Aefeiv, GAAG Kal
&l row kalécarTa kal Tav alFinTdr,
&0 #mep kal Tovs waférov {n'roﬁf:nev
Adyovs—whichis an exaggeration
of the view which is indica.tegi

" as-that of Aristotle, supra, vol. i,
. 167,

+ C. 34, where the myth of
Atlas referred to in De Cele, ii.
1, 284, a, 18, is proved to be
mechanically impossible. We
might conclude from 699, a, 31
that the anthor did not share

Aristotle’s belief as to the still-
ness of the earth, but this 15
hardly his meaning. He is only
carried away in the heat of ¢on-
troversy into using an argument
which * would make, in fact,
against Aristotle himself.
3 (. 6-8; supra, vol. ii. p. 110
0.
(A
5 (1, 10. This recalls both the
work gquoted, the . mpefuaros,
and also the . kdouov, which, in
the discussion it contains as to
the action of God on the world
(c. 6, 398, b, 12 sqq, 400, b, 11
sga.), appears to have in view
the passage referred to in the
text, as also ¢. 7, 701, b, 1.
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The pamphlet ends with some remarks upon involun-
tary movements.’

Among the superior pseudo-Aristotelian writings
we must reckon also the Mechanical Problems,® which,
however, contain too little of a philosophical character
to detain us here.—Even the work on Physiognomy,
however mistaken the attempt as a whole, furnishes us
with an example of logical methods and careful, some-
times even keen, observation. Tts leading thought is
the complete interdependence of body and soul;? from
which it concludes that there must be certain physical
indications of moral and intellectual characteristies, the
extent and subtilty of which may be measured both by
the analogy of certain of the lower animals and by the
impression produced by the figure, features and gait.
On this latter subject many of its observations are not
without value.—The tenth book of the Nafural History*
deviates from one of the fundamental principles of the
Aristotelian physiology by the assumption of a female
seed, but in other respects gives evidence of careful
observation, remarkable for that time. At the earliest
it belongs to the school of Strato.’—The pseude-

L 1L dwep Tob wy yewvdr, which has

# Supra, vol. 1. p. 86, n. 1. been mentioned supra, vol. 1. p.
30, 1 dwit.: b7 ooi Swirorar 87, m. 1.
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Aristotelian Tales of the Marvellous cannot be adduced
as examples of independent research, but only as a
proof of the uncritical eagerness with which the later
learning was wont to collect even the most improbable
statements, if only they were surprising enough; and
the same is in the main true of the form in which the
Problems have come down to us. These works are
useless to us in a history like the present, if for no
other reason, because we are entirely ignorant through
how many hands they have come, and when they
received their present form.! ,

Among the ethical works in the Aristotelian collection
there are three besides the Budemiaon Eihics which are of
later Peripatetic origin : the essay upon Virtues and Vices,
the so-called Magna Moralia, and the Economics. The first
of these will come before us hereafter among the evidences
of the Eclecticism of the younger Peripatetic school.—
The Magna Moralio is an sbbreviated reproduction of
the Nicomachean and the Eudemian Ethics, which (apart
from the books which are common to both of these)
for the most.part follows the latter,? although in indivi-
dual sections preferring the former. The essential points
of the earlier works are as a rule intelligently grasped
and placed in due prominence, sometimes even receiving

EmovTar Tois oéuart, kal olk eloly
alral kol fxvras amafels oboar Tav
Toii gdpares rivfoewy . . . kol
Totwertioy B Tois Ths Yuxis Tadi-
Hear TO oRun cupTdoyoy Garepdy
ylverar &c.; o 4 dnit.: Boxet 8¢
ot Yuxh kal T edua cunrabely
aAAfAoes &o.  This cvumdfen re-
calls the terminology of the
Stolcs.

1 Probably identical with the

5 (.3 636, b, 15, 26, 37, c. 6
Fn. o 2, 634, b, 29, 36, c. 8, 636,
a, 11, c. 4 fin. &ec., wherewith cf,
vol. ii. p. 50 sq.

% The female seed hasalready
heen discussed in connection
with Strato, supra, vol. il. p. 466,
n. 1. This book differs still
further from Aristotle (as RosE,
Arist. Libr. Ord. 172, points
out) in that it inculeates that the

seedd is dbsorbed through the I Bee supra, vol. 1. p. 96 sqq.;

wrebpa. and not, as Aristotle
believed, by the warmth of the

“.uterus (e. 2, 634, b, 34, ¢. 3, 636,

a, 4, 0. 5, 637, a, 15 sqg.). That
the bock is post-Aristotelian is
again proved by the passage on
the wiAn, e 7, 638, a, 10-18,
which is copied, word for word,
from the Gen. dn. iv. 7, 775, a,
27 sqq.

and see also p. 85, n., as to the
Aristotelian fragment on the
Bigns of the Weather; and as to
the books on Plants, which do
not here concern us, see p. 93
n. 2.
* Cf, SepExGEL, dbhandl. d
philos.-philol. Ki. d. Bayr. Alkad
iii, 515-6; BrRANDIg, ii. b, 1568,



496 ARISTOTLE

further development and elucidation. The manner of
presentation is in parts elumsy and not free from repe-
titions, nor is the proof always convincing,! while the
amopias, which the writer frequently delights to propose,
receive an unsatisfactory solution, or none at all.> In the
original parts of the work we find much that is more or

less at variance with the
ethics.? The author avoids

! Hg B i 1,1183 b, 8 sqq.

Z So i, 35,1199, a, 19—b, 36,
ii. 15, 1212, b. 37 sgq. 1. 35, 1127,
b, 27 sqq. The difficulties so
seriously discussed at ii. 6, 1201,
a, 16 sgg. are curioumsly and
characteristically petty.

* In this respect the following
puints may be noticed:—i. 2-3
gives us various divisions of the
kinds of Good, of which only that
into spiritoal, bodily, and exter-
nal goods (in ¢. 3) is Aristote-
lian, and the subdivision of the
spiritual goods into ¢pdenais,
dperyy, and %dovy is taken from
Eud. ii. 1, 1218, b, 34, where,
however, these three are not
given as a division, but are only
intended as examples of spiritual
goods. Peculiar to this author
is the division of goods into the
riua (God, the Soul, the Nous,
&c.), the emawera (the Virtues),
the Svvepes (a curious expression
for the &uvduer &yeba, i.e. the
things, such as riches, beauty,
&e., which may be used for good
or evil). and fourthly, the ceart-
Kby kal womTidy Tob ayabol; pecu-
liar to him also are the divisions
into things which are good un-
conditionally or good condition-
ally (i.e. virtues and exiernal
zoods), into Téan and ob TéAy (as
bealth and the means to health),

spirit of the Aristotelian

the religious view of ethics

and into véAee and érerd. The
methods already introduced by
the Stoics seein to have influenced
the writer of the M. Mor. in
this matter, for we know some-

thing of their fondness for mul-

tiplying distinctions between
different senses of the ayebiv, de
quo v, STOB. i, 92-102, 1245,
130, 156-7; DroG. vil. 94-98;
1o, Fin,iil. 16, 55; BEXT. Pyreih.
iii. 181 ; SENEcA, Epist. 66, 5,
36-7. As these Stoical classifi-
cations had their origin chiefly
in the work of Chrysippus, we
might found upon this circum-

stance an inference as to the -

date of the M. Mor, itself.—
Again, though it is not true that
the M. Myr. leaves out the dia-
noétic virtues (for only the name
iz wanting, and at i. 5, 1185, b,
5, 1. 85, the subject is really dealt
with), yet, on the other hand, it
is against the Aristotelian prin-
ciples o say, as the author does,
that only the virtues of the
@royor (i.e. the ethical virtues,
whieh, therefore, are alone named
éperal) are émawsral, but that
those of the Adyor Fxor are not
(i. 5, 1185, b, 5 sqqg.c. 35, 1197,
a, 16). Theauthor, inthis respect
dizsenting from Aristotle, under
the head of the dianoétic virtues
combines wéxrn with émoriun,
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which he found in Eudemus.! Of the later combina-

tion . of the Peripatetic

teaching with Stoic and

Academic elements his work contains hardly a trace ;2

which term in the . Mor. is
constantly used for réxwy (1. 35,
1197, a, 18, of, with the Nie. EH.
vi. 5, 1140, b, 21 ; and 1198, a, 32,
ii. 7, 1205, a, 81, 1206, a, 25, cf.
Nie. Bth, vii. 12-13, 1152, b, 18,
1153, a, 23; ii. 12, 1211, b, 25,
ct. Nie. Feh. x. 7, 1167 b, 83;
only in M. Mor, i. 35, 1197, a, 12
8. 18 Téxwn used in the same
way as in Ne, Bth, vi. 4, 1140,
a, 11; see SPENGEL, ibid.

447); while, on the other hand.
the AL Mor. oddly adds to the
four remaining diancétic virtues
vmoAmus as a tifth (i. 35, 1196, b,
87). When -the author defines
justice in a side sense as dperd
Tedela, and adds that in this sense
a man can be just for himself
‘alone (1. 94, 1193, b, 2-15), he
overlooks the closer definition
given by Aristotle, that it is the
aperd) TeAcle mwpbs Erepor (supra,
vol. il p. 170, n. 2). Asto the
question whether a man can do
himself an injustice, which Ari-
stotle had dealt with in the Nig.
Eith. v. 15 ad fin. metaphorically
as referring to the injustice of
ong part of the soul towards
another, the author of the A7
Mor. takes it literally (1. 34,
1196,:a, 25, 10 18 1903 5 97y
So the guestion if a man can be
his own filend was similarly

.treated by EUDEMUS, vii, 6, 1240,

a, 13 sqq. b, 28 sqq.and M. Mor.
ii. 11, 1211, a, 30 sqgq. The A7
Mor. is very unaristotelian in
the circnmstance that (af ii. 3,
1199, b, 1) it includes Tyranny
as one of the things which may
be good in themselves, even if

VOL. II.

they are not always good for
individual people ; and when the
author (in ii. 7, 1204, b, 25 s60.)
describes pleasure as a movement
of the sensitive part of the soul,
h}f;, follows ‘Theophrastus rather
than Aristotle; cf. supra, ii !
TR R

! Inthe discussion on edrvy/a,
(M. Mor.ii. 8; Eud. vii. 14) the
anthor suggests that it consists
in an émpuérerr fedw, in that he
supposes God to apportion good
and evil according to merit ; and,
with Endemus (supra, vol. ii. p-
4245, he traces it back partly
L0 a perdnTwos Toy mpayudrar,
bat partly also and chiefly to the
happy dispesition of the person’s
nature (the ¢veus #Aayos), the
operation of which he compares
with that of an enthusiasm,
admitting, however, as did his
predecessors, that it is directed
by a Divine Being. The author
of the M. Mor. further agrees
with Eudemus (supra, vol. ii. Pp-
425, n. 1) as to the union of all
the virtues to form roAoxeyadic
(ii. 9), and concludes with him
that the real function of ethical
virtues is that they gmard the
achive reason from derangement
by the passions; but he omits
the consideration of the relation
of reason to the Godhead and the
doctrine that the knowledge of
God is the final aim of life.

® The only passage in which
we can find any positive refer-
ence to the doctrine of the Stoics
is that just cited, ie i 2; there
is, perhaps, a negative reference
n il 7, 1206, b, 17: érads §

KK
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and partly on this account, and partly on ac-count.l of the
poverty of its language as contrasted with the richness
of such writers as Critolaus, it must be referred to tl'Le
third or at latest to the second century; but in
scientific independence it is decidedly inferior even to
the Fudemion Ethics,—Of earlier date than the _ﬂfa._(;.n.a,
Maralia is without doubt the first book of the G&T(’U}m???-t:{‘-ﬁl
The contents of this small but well-written treatise
consist partly of a recapitulation and summary, _partly
of an expansion of the view Aristotle had taken in T’f_,he
Politics of the Household, the relation of Man and Wife,
and Slavery ;! the last of these he doef; not attempt to
justify.? The most original part of ’1t ref.'ers to ‘the
separation of Hconomics as a special sclence from
Politics—a modification of Aristotle’s views which we
have already met with in Kudemus? ’1‘11? book in
general reminds us of Budemus; its relation to the
economical sections of the Politics very much resembles
that of the Eudemian to the Nicomachean Ethics, and ;
the whole style of treatment, and even the languago—
which is clear and elegant, but lacks the nerve of
Aristotle’s ~—would afford further support to the con-
jecture that Fudemus was its author. Philodemus,
however, attributes it to Theophrastus;® and although

it i s certainly eannot ribute to
oby, s ofovTar o EAAoy, Ths certainly cannot attribute

aperiis apyh Kal f]*,re,ué‘v! éoTir
Ndyos, GAAG pEAA0Y T Wﬂ?ﬂ.

U Supre, vol. ii. p. 213 sqq.

2 This circumstance amongst
others goes to prove that this
work is not an Arlstotgh‘a,n
sketch antecedent to the Polities,
put is based oun the cognatu
section of the Politics itself and
is an elaboration of it which we

Aristotle.

¢ Swupra, vol. i. p. 186, n. 4.‘

4 Tt is difficult to find, as in
the FEthics of Budemus, any
doctrine that can be calied un-
Aristotelian ; buot the expression
i Ty laTpéy Sovapr, ¢, 5, 1244,
b, 9, is surprising. =

5 De Vit ix. ( Vol. Here. 1ii.)
Col. 7, 38,47, 27, 15, where chaps.

e

. Philodemian from the common
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all we can conclude from this is that several MSS. bore
his name,' yet there is no decisive consideration that
can be urged against the correctness of this view.2 The
second book of the (Ecenomics, which has no connection
with the first, is as unmistakably later in origin as it
is inferior in value. - Tts contents consist chiefly of a
collection of anecdotes in illustration of a point in Ari-
stotle’s doctrine,® introduced by a dry and somewhat
singular enumeration of the different kinds of Eeonomy.*
This book, while without doubt proceeding from the
Peripatetic school, is enly one of the many proofs of the
paltry pedantry which after a few!generations became
its predominating feature.

The Rhetoric dedicated to Alexander, which, as -
formerly remarked ® cannot be previons to Aristotle, is
the work of a rhetorician whose date cannot be further
determined. It need not hefe delay us, as it exhibits
no philosophieal originality.

Even with these pseudo-Aristotelian books, our
knowledge of the written works which proceeded from
the Peripatetic school of the third and second centurics,
and of their contents"must be admitted to be in the
highest degree defective as compared with their number

1-5 of the Feonomigs are sub- or spurious, attributed to Ari-

mitted to a detailed and search- stotle.

ing eriticism. Cf. as to this and * The absence of the Heomo-

as to cerfain variations of the mies from the list of works by

Theophrastus given by Diogenes

text which it indicates, the notes proves little,

of the ‘editor and his preface * Supra, vol. i1, p. 292, n. 2.

(vii—viii). * The Basihuch, carpamud,
' Supra, vol. 1. p. 204, n. 2, wo)erueh, avd Bwriwn—followed

vol. 1. p. 86, n. 1 (m dréuwr by a catalogue of the virious

vpeppan) 104, and ZELL. Ph. d. sources of income belonging to

G, 1. 476, 1, where it is shown each of these,

that this was the case with * Supra, vol. i. p, 74, n. 3.

many of these works, genuing

EEK 2
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and copiousness. Nevertheless sach impel:fect- know-
ledge as we have places us in a position to form a true
estimate of the development of this school as a whole.
We see it, under Theophrastus and Strato, faking an
honourable place till towards the middle of the third
century ; we see it especially making important con-
tribut-i:ms in the field of natural science, and nnder the
influence of this scientific interest modifying important
Aristotelian doctrines in a direction which seemed to
promise greater unity to the system, but which if con-
sistently followed out must have involved the aband?n.-
ment of many of its essential features. But the spint
of the time was unfavourable to these efforts, and the
Peripatetic school could not long resist its influence.
Soon after the time of Strato all independence of thonght
in science, and simultaneously also in logic and nzleta-
physics, ceased, and the school began to confine 1t‘self
to ethics and rhetoric, and that historical and philo-

sophical erudition which with all its extent and variety

compensates us neither with a healthy criticism of
tradition nor a broad treatment of history for its poverty
in philosophic thought. This was the signal for ilps
relapse into a position of subordinate importance. It
continued nevertheless to do good service in propagat-
ing the knowledge of earlier researches, and ‘in foFming
by the moderation of its ethical doctrine, whm:h differed
from Aristotle’s only in a few isolated particulars, a
wholesome counterpoise to the one-sidedness of other
schools. But the lead in the scientific movement had
passed into other hands, and we have to se_;ek in the
younger schools the true exponents of the philosophy of
the age.

S———

i e i St

APPENDIX

ON THE FORM OF THE “PGLITICS®
(Being vol. i1, p. 204, n. 1)

TrE form in which Aristotle’s Politics has come down to us (as
to which see also i. 100, n. 1) presents many peculiar features.
After a short introduetion, bk. i. diseusses the Household as an
element in the State—chiefly on the economie side. On the
other hand, the Family and Education are reserved for a later
place, on the ground that they have to adapt themselves to the
general form of political life (c. 18,1260, b,8). Passing in bk. ii.
to the doctrine of the State itself, Arvistotle proposes, in the first
place, to investigate the Best Form of State (1. 13 fin. 1. 1 init.),
proceeding by way of introduction to criticise the most famous
States, whether actually historical or merely imagined by philo-
sophers. After examining the idea of the state and of the citizen
(iii. 1-5), he goes on in bk, iii. (6-13) to distinguish the different
Forms of Constitution and to discuss the various points of view
from which their value may be estimated. In iii. 14 he turns ta
Monarchy as the first of the true forms, devoting four chapters
to its discussion. Chapter 18 proposes to take up the diseussion

. of the Best State, but breaks off with an incomplete sentence,
. which is not restumed $ill bk. vii. 1 enit. Meanwhile the subject

also has to stand over. Bk. iv. treats of the Constitutions which
remain after Monarchy and Avistoeracy have been disposed of,
viz. Oligarchy, Democracy, Polity and Tyranny. It discusses
which is the best suited for the majority of states and under
what eonditions each is natural. Finally (ce. 14-16) it investi-
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gates the various possible arrangements for the bodies entrusted
with legislative, executive and judicial powers. Bk v.is devoted
to the guestion of change in the different forms of government,
their decay and the means for their pleservatifm Bk. vi.
introduces ns (2-7) to the subordinate species of democracy and
oligarchy, and (. 8) to the discussion of the different offices of
state, DBk. vii. begins (1-8) the freatment of the hest state
promised in iii. 18, with a discussion of happiness in the indi-
vidual and in the community, and then proceeds to sketch the
outlines of the best state itself (e. 4 bk. viui. fin.), devoting
especial eare to the subject of education and kindred guestions
(vii. 15, 1134, b, 5-viii. 7). The work ends informally with the
diseussion of Music.

Even earlier scholars recognised that neither the scope nor
the arrancement of the work as it stands corresponds with
Aristotle’s original plan, and recent critics are still more pro-
nounced on this head. After Nicor. Ormsus (1489) and Seext
(1559) had remarked that the subject of bles. vil. and vili. con-
nects with bk. iil., ScaiNo pa Savo (1577) was the first to
propose actually to place them between bks. iii. and iv. Sixty
years later (1637) CoNrivg not only independently repeated
this sugoestion but went on to attack the integrity of our text,
_indicating in his edition of 1656 a number of lzcune of greater

or less extent which he suspected to exist. In more recent -

times the subject attracted the attention of Bamrminmyy St-
Hivaire (Politique d’ Aristote, i. pp. exli-elxxii], who, while he
denied that the work as we have it is either incomplete or
mutilated, keld, on the other hand, not only that blks. vii, and
viii, should eome after iil., but that bke. v. and vi. should like-
wise be transposed (the latter coming between iv. and v.). He
himself observes this order in his translation, and he has been
followed by Bekxer in his smaller edition and by CONGREVE.
Both of these suggestions are aceepted by Seexern (f Ueb. d.
Politile d. Arist. Abk. d. Minchn. Akad. philes.-philol. Ki, v.
1-49). Nrcgns (De Arist. Polit. Lilr. Bonn, 1851, p. 67 sqq. 112
2., BRA)\DIS{G? i, PRAL iL. p. 1666 sqq. 1679 sq.), and others.
Wortaany (*Ueb. d. Orduung d. Biicher in d. Arist. Politik.’
Rhein. Maus. 1842, 821 sqq.), on the other hand, while accepting
the transposition of v. and vi., rejects the removal of vil. and

e R
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viii. from their present place. HILDENBRAND (Gesch. w. Syst. d.
Fechits- und Staatsphil.i. 345-385 ; cf. PECHNER, Gerechligheits-
begr. d. Arist. p. 65, p. 87, 6), on the contrary, defends the
traditional order of v. and vi., but inserts vii. and viii. between
iii. and iv. The traditional arrangement of both these sections
has been defended by GorrLiNG (Preface to his edition published
1824, p. xx 3qq.), ForcuuAMMER (Verfiandl. d. Philologenvers. in
Kapsel, p. 81 sq., Philologus, xv. 1, 50 sq.; on the former with
its curious suggestion that the Politics follows the order of the
four causes, see SPENGEL, loc. ¢if. 48 sq., HILDENBRAND, op. cif.
390 sq.), Rose (De Arist. Labr. Ord. 125 sq.), BENpIXEN (Zur
Politil: 4. Arist. Philol, xiii. 264-301 ; see HimpeseRAND,
p- 498), and others. No modern scholar accepts CoNmRING'S
judgment on the integrity of the work-without reservation ;
several —e.g. GirrLixGg (loc. ¢it.), and sgspecially Nickes (p. 90,
92 sq. 109, 128, 180 sq.)—cven controvert it. SPENGEL, hawever
(p. 8 sq. 11 sq. 41 sq.), Bravprs (p. 1669 sq. 1673 sq.) and even
Nrickes (98 sq.) admit several not inconsiderable lacune
especially at the end of bk. viil, while Vax Scawivperex (De
Awrist. Polit. Libr. p. 12; see HILDENERAND, p. 449) held that
two books, Scaxemer (drisf. Polit. 1. p. viii, ii. p- 232) that the
greater part of the discussion on the best state, is lost. Lastly,
Hrirpexsranp (p. 887 sq. 449 sq.) swemises that at least three
books are wanting at the end of bk. viii., and at the end of the
whole the last section of bk. vi. besules. perhaps, four books on
the philosophy of law.

If, finally, we ask how we ave to ezplain the present state of
the text, the common opinion is that the work was completed
by Aristotle himself, but that it was subsequently mutilated and
fell into disorder. Branpis, however (p. 1669 sq.), is inclined to
consider bl. viii. unfinished rather than mutilated, and this view
is more fully déveloped by HILDENBRAND (p. 355 sq. 379 =q.),

_who holds that Aristotle intended to insert the essay on the

ideal state which is begun in bks. vii. and viii. between iii. and

"iv., but postponed its completion till he should have written

bks. iv. and v. and was overtaken by death before he had
finished either it or bk. vi., which was to follow v.

(Bome further references to the literature of the subject will
be found in BARTHELEMY ST-HILAIRE, p. 146 sq.; N1ckEs, p. 67 ;
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Beypixey, p. 265 sq.; HitpENBrAND, p. 345 sq.. from whom
the above are partly taken.) 1

Zeller’s own view, the grounds of which can here be only
shortly given, is as follows :

(1) As regards the order of the text, the majority of recent
scholars are undoubtedly right in holding that Aristotle intended
bks. vii. and viil. to follow mmmediately after iii. The contents
of bk. ii. as well as its opening words taken with the eonelusion
of bk. 1. are clearly preparatory to a discussion of the best state.
This discussion is expressly taken up at the end of bk. iil., and
the interrupted sentence with which it closes is resumed at the
beginning of vil. in a manner that can hardly be explained
except upon the hypothesis that the passage was continuous in
the original, Finally, the section upon the best constitution is
quite certainly presupposed by such passages as iv, 2, 1289, a,
30, b, 14, ¢. 8, 1290, 2, 1 (cp. vii. 8, 9), c. 7, 1208, b, 1, also c. 4,
1290, b, 88 (cp. iv. 3, vil. 8), and even ¢. 1 (on which see
SrexcEL, p. 20 sq.). If it be urged that the words kel mept
Tas dM\as molirelas qulv refedpnrar wpoTepoy appear o refer to the
contents of bks. iv.—vi., it may be replied that these words may
just as well be taken to refer to the ideal constitntions eriticised
in bk. ii. (ras aAAas wohireias, il. 1, 1260, b, 29) as HILDENBRAND
takes them (p. 868 sq.). The words in question, however, fit o
ill the passage in whieh they occur that it is best to consider them,
with BPENGEL (p. 26) and most other crities, a2 a later gloss.

(2) On the other hand, there seems no necessity to transpose
bks. v. and vi., as has already been shown by HILDENERAND.
The only valid ground for this change is the close connection of
the contents of iv. and vi. taken together with the preliminary
review in iv. 2, 1289, b, 12 sq.—The other argnments, e.g. that
the words év 74 pefode vjf =pd rairys in vi. 2, 1517, b, 34, refor
to iv. ¢. 15, as though it immediately preceded, and that v. 9,
1809, b, 16, 7o molhdkes eippuévor refers to vi. 6 as well as to
iv. 12, are of little value: the uefolos mpo Tavrns ' may denote
not only the immediately preceding book (the division into
books can hardly be Aristotle’s) but the whole preceding
section, including bls. iv. and v.; while ‘molAdxes’ is more
naturally taken as referring to v. 3, 6 than to vi. 6, if indeed it
is necessary to see in it a reference to any other passage besides
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iv. 12, where the principle that the supporters of the existing
constitution should e¢onsider their opponents, although only
expressly stated in thiz general form, is applied with so much
detail that it might very well be said to have been here

. repeatedly (1296, b, 24, 531, 87, as well as 15) emphasised.—The

argument, however, above referved to rests upon a gratuitous
assumption as to the plan of the work. The eontents of iv. and
vi. arve undoubtedly closely related, but it does not follow that
they must have formed o continuous whole. It is possible that
Aristotle first completed the general theory of the imperfoet
forms of constitution (iv. and v.), and afterwards in vi. retmrned
to the first section of the earlier investigation, because he wished
to male & more special application of the principles there laid
down. 8o far from contradicting this "view the passage iv. 2,
1289, b, 12 &q. is quite satisfactorily explained on the supposition
that it is intended merely as a sketch of the plan of bks. iv. and
v. Of the five points here mentioned, the first three are dis-
enssed in iv. 8-18, the fifth (the ¢bopel and compioe Tor
molretdy) in v., while it is all the more likely that the section
iv. 14-16 is mennt for the discussion of the fourth (riva rpéwor
det wabiordvar Tavras Tias wohrelns), as Aristotle expressly says
(1289, b, 22) that he intends here to touch enly lightly on all
these subjects (mdrrev rolrev drav momodpeda cvrripes
€vdexapcny pretav : hence also the viw iv. 15, 1300, a, 8), and as
the scheme of this diseussion which is laid down in iv. 14 anit.
is aectually carried out in e. 16. Tt is quite natural, therefore,
that v. 1 should open with the wdrds mept pér odv Tor alkor dr
wpoethopeta ayetov eipyTar wept wavrwy, nor is there any necessity
to take these words as referring to bk, vi. as well. That we
should even be wrong in doing so is proved by the passages in
vi. which admittedly refer to v., viz. e. 1 inif. and fin. ¢. 4,
1319, b, 4, c. 5, 1819, b, 87; since in all these passages the
rejection-of the words in question or the change of a refewpyra

* mpdrepor With a fewpnbicerar Uorepor could be justified only as a
* last resource. Finally, the incomplefeness of the discussions in

vi. is more easily explained if we suppose it to have been com-
pused subsequently to v.

(8) With regard to the integrity of the text, we have to
acknowledee, in the first place, that many single sentences are
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irremediably corrupt. TIn the second place, swe have several
isolated passages which are undoubtedly insertions by a later
hand; e.g. ii. 12, which was suspected by GOrrLING (p. 345 2q.
on the passaze in question) and Braxpis (1590, A, 556), though
defended by SeENGEL (p. 11) and NIckes (p. 55 sq.), and
rejected from 1274, a, 22 onwards by SusEMIHL (o impartial
eritic ean aceept KroHN's conclusion in the Brandenburger
Programm, *Zur Kritik Arist. Schriften,” 1872, p. 29 sq.
that searcely the half of the Politics can be attributed to Ari-
stotle). Lastly, we have every ground to believe that important
sections of the work were either left unfinished or have been
lost. The treatment of the best state is obvionsly incomplete :
Avistotle himself refers ns for the further discussion of musical
education with which he breaks off to essays on rhythms (viil.
7 énit.) and on comedy (vii. 13, 1836, b, 20) ; but besides these

we had a right to expect a full discussion of the question of the -

proper treatment of poetry, and the scientific training of the
citizen, which Aristotle’s principles could hardly have permitted
him to leave untounched (see vii. 14, 1883, b, 16 sy. ¢, 15, 1884,
b, B, viii. 4, 1339, a. 4, and more fully on this and other points the
seetion on the best state) ; the life of the family, the education
of women, the treatment of children (zatdovopia), property, the
treatment of slaves, drinking booths, are merely mentioned to
be expressly reserved for later treatment (see 1. 18, 1260, b, 8,
vii. 16, 1385, b, 2, vii. 6, 1326, b, 8% sq. vii. 10 fin. vii. 17, 1336,
b, 24); the constitution of the ideal state is only sketched on
the most general lines, vii. 15 ; similarly we lock in vain for
any account of the laws for the regulation of adulf life, indis-
pensable as they are declared (Ethies, x. 10, 1180, a, 1) to be for
the welfare of the state, and of legislation in general in the nar-
rower sense as distinguished from the constitution, although
earlier writers are expressly reproached (Eéhics, loc. cif. 1181,
b, 12) with the neglect of this point, while Pol iv. 1, 1289, a, 11
vequires that the discussion of the different constitutions shall
be followed by that of the laws (on the distinction between them
zee also ii. 6, 1265, 4, 1), not only of the hest absolutely but of those
which are best adapted for each form of constitution, and express
reference is made in other passages to a section upon legisla-
tion (zee v. 9, 1309, b, 14: dnhes 0¢, éoe év Tois vopows @y oup-
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Péporra Aéyoper Tals wokwelats, drarra raite cale Tis wokielas,
and ifi. 15, 1286, a. 2: vd péw olwr wept Tis TOWLTHS OTpATyias
émokomely vopow e pahov eldos § molrelas @or’ dfelobo Ty
mporyr). COf HicoeNBrAND, 851 sq. 449 sq. If we consider
how much space all these discussions would have required, we
can easily understand how large a part of the essay on the best
state which Aristotle had designed is wanting. DBut the last-
quoted passages prove also that the disenssion of the imperfect
forms was to be supplemented by a section on legislation to
which bk, vi. appears to have been designed as an introdunetion.
As moreover the diseussion of the dpyai in iv. 15 is resumed in
vi. 8, we should have expected similar discussions of the legis-
lative assemblies and the law courts (iv. 14, 16). Finally, seeing
that vi. 1, 1316, b, 89 sq. expressly notes the absence in the
foregoing discussions of all reference o the forms of constitution
which result from the union of heterogeneous elements (e.9.
an oligarchical senate with aristocratic courts of law), and
proposes to remedy this omission. we must reckon this section
also among those which either have been lost or were never
completed.

(4) Which of these alternatives we ought to accept, and how
accordingly we ought to éxplain the form in which the work
has come down to us, we have not cufficient data to decide.
But the circumstance that the chief lacwnce are at the end of
the second and third of the main divisions of the work lends
countenance, as HILDENBRAND rightly remsrks (p. 336), to the
view that neither was completed by Aristoile himself. We
must suppose, wmoreover, that he developed coineidently the
doetrine of the best state and of the imperfect forms, although
he intended on completion of the whole to combine them in
strict order of succession. This view gains some support from
the fact that there is no evidence that the work ever existed in
a more cotnplete form, and that even Dioc. v. 24 ( Hermappus)

" gives only eight books, while the extract from Arivs DmynTUs
* given by SropmUs, Hel. ii. 826 sq. (ef. vol. iii. a, 546 sq.) at no

point goes beyond what is contained in the Polifics as we have
it. The view here taken is accepted by SeHINTZER (Zu Arist,
Politik Fos,i.499 sq.), and with morve hesitation by UEBERWEG
(Grundr. 1. 178, 5th ed.). SuseMIHL, on the other hand
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(Jahrbb. f. Philol. cix. 598 sq. ci. 348 sq 349 sq. drist. Polil.
1i. 0.}, and ONCREN (Staatsi. d. Ar. 1. 95 sq.) follow Barthélemy
St-Hilaire even in the transposition of bks. v. and vi. =~ Upon
Oncken’s hypothesis that the Politics and other works of
Aristotle have come down to us only in the form given o them by
students; Zeller has already expressed his opinion (supra, vol. i,
p- 183), which coineides with what Susemihl had previously
held upon the same point (see Jahrbb. f. Philol. vol. exiv. 1876,
p. 122 sq.). The passage from Politics, vii. 1, disenssed in
vol. i. p. 115, n. 4, itsell coniradiets this hypothesis. On
similar grounds we must reject the view (Brrwavs, Arist,
Politik, 212) that the work we have consists of a collection of
notes which were designed for the philosopher’s own use in his
oral instructions. In this case his style would have been mmch
terser and more condensed, nor should we have had those forms
of transition to which attention has been ealled by ZrLLER (supra,
voli. p. 135, n. 2) and by Oxckey, i. 88 (for further examples
see i. 3, 1953, b, 14, 1. 8 init. i. 9, 1257, b, 14, vii. 1, 1823, b, 36,
vil. 2, 1825, a, 15), or of reference, as in iii. 12, 1282, h, 20
(ol rard dudocopiav Noyor, €v ois Biaptorar wepl rév Hbikdv), Viil.
7, 1841, b, 40 (wdhw év Tois wEPL momTIKNS EpoTuey FahéaTepor),
vii. 1, 1323, a, 21, iii. 6, 1278, b, 80 (see supra, vol. i. p. 115,
1, 4). The Politics, in fact, together with the FEfhics and the
Rhetorie, belong to that class of Aristotle’s works in which the
reader is most plainly before his eyes, the style being much too
full for notes designed for the author’s exclusive use. Tiet the
reader take the passages i. 2, 1252, a, 84-Db, 27, c. 4. 1258, b,
33-39, ¢. 9, 1257, b, 14-17, i. 11, 1258, b, 89-1259, a, 36, vii. 1,
1393, a, 2-1324, a, 4, vii. 2, 1324, a, 25-1825, a, 15, iv. 1 dnit.
and then ask himself whether anyone would write in such a
way for his own private use.

ol s i . o A

INDEX

ACADEMY, i. 10, 29, 142 ii. 497

Acecidents, 1. 213, 223, 281

Actuality, 1. 278,340 ; ii. 97

Alexander the Great, i, 21-43,
169, 396; ii. 255

Analyties, 1. 67, 124, 147, 131, |

211, 232, 265; ii. 363
Anaxagoras, i. 307, 442; ii. 11

Andronicus: his edition of Ari- |

stotle’s works, i. 49-51, 112,

137; of Theophrastus’ works, |

il 352

Animals, ii. 21, 37, 85-8Y9; 90

— Higtory af, 87-88, 125, 149,
155, 494 ; smaller tracts as to,
i, 91, 152 ; ii. 29, 110

Aristo, ii. 477-T9

Aristocracy, il. 215, 24144, 255,
273, 27882, 601

Aristotle, Life and Character, i.
1-47

— Philosophy, general view of,
i. 161-71; method, i. 171-
80; divisions, i. 180-90; ii
336-37

— Works, 1. 48-160,

Aristozenus, 1. 11; 1i. 429-88

Art, i, 464 il 301-24

>Apxal, 1. 344, 355, 892, 409, 507

© ‘Atomists, i 305.08, 426, 434,

442 58 ; ii. 455-56
Axioms, i, 248-52

Beaurty, ii. 191, 264, 301-04, 331

Becoming and Being, i. 204-95,
297, 302, 810, 324, 341, 547,
366

Body and soul, ii. 4, 80-98, 101,
130, 390-92, 436-38, 467-70,
480

CALLISTHENES, 1. 32 ; ii. 348, 445

Categories, 1. 64, 147, 155, 192,
274-90; ii, 421, 488

Categories, 1. 274 foll.

Catharsis, ii. 307, 311-17

Cause, 1. 355 ; ii. 456-57

Change, 1. 302, 347, 366, 395,
423, 441

Citizen, ii. 227-33, 261-62

Clearchus, ii, 443-45

Concepts, i. 192, 212, 298, 376;
ii. 336

Constitation, forms of, ii. 233-
58, 44142, 501

Contingency, i. 362-64

Contradiction, principle of, i.
225-51, 304

Conversion, i. 236, 240

Clorpus Aristotelicum, i. 103, 131,
145, 177

‘Courage, ii. 167

Critolaus, ii. 479 foll.

De Axira, 1. 89, 150, 378; ii. 1

Death, ii. 77, 133 .

Definition, i, 70, T5, 192, 213,
265-70

Demetrius of Phalerns, 1. 1423
ii. 351, 447

Democracy, ii. 2838-41, 274-
77, 501 ;

Democritus, i. 210, 442-58; ii.
5, 36, 455-61



510 ARISTOTLE

Demon:tmtion ii. 294 foll.

Desire, il. 108-15, 160

Dialectic, i. 173, 185, 2562, 255 ; |
ii. 290-92 {

Dialogues, i. H5-61, 177 |

Dicsearchus, 1, 151 ; 11, 43842

Difference, i. 70, 223

Diodorus, ii. 486 |

Diogenes, Catalogue of Aristotle’s
works, 1. 2, 48, 144-52

Dreams, ii. 72, 76

EDUQATION, il. 262-72, 307

Eleatics, i. 30‘} 10, 328

Elements, i, 469- 020

Empedocles, 1. 304, 442, 450
5, 12-13, 413

Eplc,urus i 9: il 350

Hssence, i 163, 194 95, 213, |
220, 337 ; id. 10 _

Fthical Theories: of Aristotle, |
i. 159, 168; ii. 136, 225

— of Plato, ii. 147, 161 |

— of later Peripatetics, i. 157; |
ii, 399, 410, 412, 42291

— of other schools, ii. 158, 432

Ethics, Nicomachean, 1. 44, T3,
98, 116, 132, 250, 318; ii. 187,
153, 166-87, 177-78, 383,
495, 498

Fudemian Fehics, 1. 97,115, 143,
157, 250, 897, 427, 495, 497
98

Eudemus, i. 55, 80, 110, 135, 142 ;
i, 115, 148, 234 35, 358-63,
417-29, 107-98

BEvolation, 1, 196 ; ii. 24

Exoteric teaching, i. 27, 110,
121, 223

Experience (se¢ Knowledge)

FivaL Cavse, i. 174, 3566, 404,
459

First Philosopby, i. 76, 184, 189,
273, 290, 417; ii. 4 (see also
Metaplysies)

Form and Matter, 1. 179, 204,

329, 340-80; ii. 339

Freedom of the Will, i. 230,
865 3 1i. 114-18, 129, 348

Fnendahlp, i. 29; ii 148, 191,
202

| Gop, i 389-416, 470; ii. 122,

211, 827-33, 343, 364, B870-.
e

‘Goods, external, ii. 139, 144-

53, 496
-— gommunity of, ii, 222-24

HAPPINESS, 1. 116, 151; ii
13858, 208, 487-88

| Hieronymus, ii. 475

History of Animals, 1. 87

| Household, ii. 21327

Ipeas, Platonic theory of, 1
162, 204, 296-97, 313-27,
436 ; ii. 337-47

| Identity, i. 223
| Imagination, ii. 70; 85

Immortality, ii. 129-30, 134,
139, 47172, 482

| Impulse, ii. 155-56

Individual, 1. 167, 195, 296, 329,
36974 ; 1i. 224, 338

Induction, i. 202, 212, 252

Infinity, i. 350, 427

Insight, i1, 157-59, 163, 1686,
177, 182-88 (see also &pd-
PNEis) ;

JUDGMERNT, i. 229 foll.
Justice, 11, 170-176, 192, 196

K¥owLEDGE and Opinion, i. 48,
70, 163, 194203, 318, 336 ; ii.
180, 867, 392

Logia, i, 191-273
Lyeeum, i. 27, 36 ; ii. 479
Lyco, 1, 47475, 479

Meena Morarza, i, 80, 97,150 ;

ii. 137, 49596

Mathematics, i. 183-84, 418;

ii, 364

INDEX 511

Matter (see Form and Matter)

Mean, doctrine of the, ii. 162-
64, 168, 170, 177-78

Melissus, 1. 309, 311 ; ii. 489

Memory, ii. 70, 85

Metaphysies, 1. 62, 76, 124-36,
160, 274327, 328-416; ii
204, 364, 369

Meteoralogy, i. 83, 149, 155, 12—
20

Methodology, i. 193, 212

Modality, 1. 233

Monarchy, ii. 243, 249 55, 501

Motion, i. 380-89, 394, 423,
473; ii. 330, 2365-66, 373—
75, 463, 492_93

Musie, ii. 266-68, 301, 308,311-
14, 319, 415, 432-35, 465-
G6

NATURAL HISTORY, 29-30, 259
60, 417-68: 1. 1549, 31-89,

381-90. (For  Aristotle’s

Natwral History, see Animals,
History of )

Nature, i. 35964, 417-68;
ii. 10-21, 343, 454

Necessity, 1. 358, 862

Nous, 1. 199, 201, 248; ii, 93—
105, 181-32, 181, 154

(Ecoxoazes, 1. 100, 151, 186 ii
166, 19598

Migarchy, ii. 239, 274, 277-78,
501

Opinion (see Knowledge)
Organon, 1. 69, 193-194

II. épunreias, 1. 49, 30, 648, 114,
147, 192 ; ii. 489

H, (wwr yerécews, 1. 50, 90, 92,
125 i1. 48

IL (wwy wopiaw, 1. 50, 83, 92-93,
125

L. Yvxas, 1. 55, 89 foll,, 158

Perception, 202-11; ii. 59-60,
106, 468

Peripatetics, i. 27, 137, 441 ; i
105, 84047, 348-500

| Personality,i. 402; ii. 125, 134

35

| Phanias, ii. 413

Phormio, ii. 483

Physics, 1. 81-86, 124, 417, 520;
ii. 6, 376, 419, 489

Planets, i, 501 ; ii. 464

Plants, 1. 93-94; ii. 83-37

Plato, Arizstotle’s relations to:
personal, i. 6-18; philoso-
phical, i. 161-62, 296, 420,
428, 477, 508 ; ii. 161, 959

— wmsthetics of, ii. 301, 307

— Ideal Theory, i. 318 foll.;
ii, 337 foll.

— Religion, ii. 32.;4%;

— Bepubhc, ii. 22223, 262

— (#ee also Ideas)

Plessure, ii. 75, 108-11, 141,
146-49, 157, 481

Poetics, 1. 102, 127, 151, 155; ii.
204, 803. 310, 501

Poetry, 30106, 309, 319

MoAsrelar, i. 30, 49, 58, 101

Politics, 1, 100-01, 127, 133,
1655 ii. 187, 178, 203_38,
335, 501 (Appendix)

Polity, 1i. 284, 274, 280, 345, 501

Possibility, 1. 34048, 278

Postulates, i. 24840

l’atentnhh, 1. 347-55, B78-
85

Pre-Socraties, 1. 1€1, 313

Problems, 1. 87, 96, 106 ; ii. 495

Produoction, ii. 220 foll.

Proof, i. 68, 128, 191, 212, 243
56 ii. 20308

| Property, ii. 220-27
| Pseudo-Arist. Writings, 1. 63-64 ;

ii. 379, 48899

| Ptolemy, i. 52, 91, 96
| _ Philadelphus, 1. 189, 142, 144 ;

ii. 448, 451, 453
— Lagj, ii. 448
— Philometor, ii. 485

| — Physcon, ii. 486

Punishment, ii. 172, 271

| Pythagoreans, i. 63,282, 311, 320,

428; 1i. 9, 431



512 3 ARISTOTLE

Reasor, i, 180; i1, 93-109, 113,
]‘3'4')_33 179, 183 39295

Religion, ii. 325-35

Republie, i1. 249

Lhetorie, 1. 72-74,107, 127, 155 ;
ii. 289-99

Rhetorie to Alewander, i, T3-T4,
148 ; ii. 499

Rhetorie, school of, i. 28, 414

Right, ii_ 175 foll.

SCEPSI8, cellar of, i. 13741 ; ii.

204

Science, i. 164, 178, 194, 211,
200, 335 ; ii. 355

Self-cantrol, (swgpagirn), i,
167, 188 ;

Sensation, 1. 305 ; ii. 43, 58, 66,
70, 108, 468

Sex, ii. 48 58, 466

t:[meg, 1. 161, 166, 216-19

Sleep, ii. 68, 75, 470

Soerates, 1. 1, 162, 171-80, 2183,
313, ’39..,, ii. 100, 337, 314

Soeratic Schools, i. 313

ZopioT. Eheyxor, 1. BY

Sophists, 1. 162, 296-97, 312

Sotion, ii. 453

Soul, ii. 1,92-94,119-23, 130-35,
344, 395-96, 467-72, 481, 486,
491, 493

Space, i, 282, 432_37; 'ii. 105,
461

“Jpcuslppus, i 19, 320-22

Spheres, 1. 304, 480-501

Btars, 1. 492 foll., 504 ; i1, 464-65

State, ii, 193, 202-13, 411, 501

— the best, 1i. 241, 258-74

Strato, i. 141-2: ii. 450-72

Substance, i, 284-90, 293, 330_
47, 873

THE

Syllogism, 1. 67, 70, 191 -92,
il 361

TEMPERANCE, ii, 1858-80
. Theophrastus, i. 36, 79, 135, 137,
| 148, 234 3} ii. 32, 105, 349
Time, i. 282, iJE;ii‘ 1{?5T fltil—G‘!—
Topics, 1. 68, 107, 124-36, 191,
2665 ii. 363 j
Tragedy, ii. 310, 316_24
' Tyranny, ii. 241, 274, 282, 501

| UNIVERSALS, 1. 167, 194 —95, 214,

296, 329, 33839, 369 ; ii. 224,
338, 343
TTule‘_ i 469, 520; i1 B77.81
Uprightness (kaXordyabia), ii. 126

| VIeTyg, ii. 90, 142, 153 62, 185,
Ehenses ii. 62-70, 396-98, 465-70 |

20810

Virtues, ii. 163-77, 49697

— intellectual, ii. 107, 177-202,
344, 496-97

’erao’s and Viees, ii. 495

WiLL, i 108-18,126-29, 135,155,
100 182-89, 344

Women, ii. ‘914 220, 224, 2632,
270, 506

World, eternity of, i, 460 ; i,

881, 482
— structure of, i, 472
— unity of, i, 485

XENOCRATES, i, 15, 320
Xenophanes, i. 309 ; ii. 332

ZENo, i, 296-97, 310, 4395 ii. 355,
489

Ppirois, 1. 186 3 ii. 107, 178, 184,
309, 496 (see also In31ght)

END.

Spottiswonde & Co, Printers, New-street Sguare, London,







