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" TRANSLATORS' NOTE.

—_—

Tug following translation embraces Part II. Div. II.
of the third edition of Dr. Ednard Zeller’s work on
*The Pﬁila')sophy of the Greeks in its Historical Develop-
ment.” It is made with Dr. Zeller's sanction, and
completes the series of volumes issued from time to
time by Messrs. Longmans as translations of the
various sections of that exhaustive work. Mr. Costelloe
is chiefly responsible for the translation of text and
‘notes up to the middle of Chapter VIIL., and for
Chapter XIX. to the end; Mr. Muirhead for the middle
portion. In most instances, however, both translators
have revized the sheets. In calling attention to the table
of Corrigenda, which is longer than might reasonably
be expected in a work of this kind, the edifors desire
to explain that, owing to an accident for which the
translator was nob responsible, the sheets of that portion

of the text in which the greater part of them occur
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were passed through the press before he had seen them
in proof. In dealing with some parts of Zeller's notes
a certain liberty has been taken with the German text
with a view to condensing the material where this could
be done without impairing its value. The treatise is
believed to be the only work accessible to FEnglish
readers which is a complete and accurate exposition of
the Aristotelian doctrine. The student will find ample
guidance as to Dr. Zeller’s plan in the Table of Contents,
which is in fact an index of subject matters; and the
arrangement adopted by Dr. Zeller is so logical and
clear that it has not been considered necessary to

burden the translation with an exhanstive verbal index.
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Addenda and Corrigendu.

Page 74,12, Zeller adds in o later note that Dicg, No, 78 gives the Ehetoric only
2 books, but this is not decisive.

. 129,122 Teller adds in a later note, that many of these may be in great part
explained by the supposition that Aristotle did not always wrife, but
dictated his books.

178, 1. 2, for Braniss read Brandis

» 188,11, col. 1,1, 12, for representation réad opinion

, 203,102, L4, insert 199, 1, 2

o 210, 1. 2, col. 1, L 18, delete of

w 224 m eol 1,111, 12, for a and an read the same

» 232,233, rfor individual [judgmente] read singular

s+ 235, n.eol. 2, 1. 30, for apodeietic rerd assertorial

» 249, 1, 8, col. 3, L, B, for there read these

» 257, .1, add a further reference to fe Cielo, i 10 init.

5 288, 1.1, col. 2,10 18, 21, for equality read identity,

W« 902, 1.3, col. 2, 1. 5, for corvesponds with read azsimilates to ilsell

. 385,m. 1,1 4, for general reqd universal

» 846, 1. col. 2, 1. 15 from bottom, after possibility insert comma

»  36L m.col. 1, L16, emit semicolon

» 364,18, Zeller in a later note refers to the eriticism of TonsTRIE (Hermes, ix
1875, p. 425), and suggests that the word *disturbance” might he replaced
by ‘modifieation.’

» 390,13, eol. 1, 117, for Fr. 18 read Fr. 12

. 303, m.eol 1,19, after (the albeor) add that it should be eapable of ceasing to be

- 400, 1.1, ol 2, 1, 11, omit not

¥ 4 » L33, after word read i3

404, 1. 28, for object of thought read intelligible

- 405, 1. 3; 0ol 1, 1. 12, for do read are

» 407, 1.2 col. 2,1 18, for motion resd moved

» 412,100l 1, L 5, after wvovy add absolutely

» 415, 1. 16, for forces rend Form

. 417, 1 9, for bodies apd masses...related to them read not only bodies and
magnitudes but everything which possesses them or is related to them

427, 1. 3, eol. 2, 1. 8, for masses read magnitudes

» 428 1. 28, for after read behind

. 441 n. 2 eol 1, L 8, for foreible read forced

484 L 11, fFor extension read extrosion

459, m, 5, col. 1, L 17, for But rend Again

479, p. 1,80k 1, 1. 1, affer ought add in the converse case

= i s L4, after does add not

» 481, n. 1, eol. 2, L 24, 7or oppositions read opposites.

» 497,11, col. 2,1 3, for one who stands . . . in front of him read in front of the
propeller- who stands in the line of the axis i -

w804, 1.1, for One vead The

» 510, 1. 2, for has raised rend smrrounds

ARISTOTLE

AND THE

EARLIER PERIPATETICS

CHAPTER T

THE LIFE OF ARISTOTLE

TuE lives and circumstances of the three great philo-

sophers of Athens show a certain analogy to the character

and scope of their work. Asthe Attic philosophy began

by searching the inner nature of man and went on from '
this beginning to extend itself over the whole fleld of
existence, so we find that the life of its great masbers

was ab first confined in narrow limits, and gained, as
time went on, a wider range. Socrates is not only a

pure Athenian citizen, bub a citizen who feels no desire_
to pass beyond the borders of his city. Plato is also an
Athenian, but the love of knowledge fakes him to
foreign lands and he is connected by many personal
interests with other cities. Aristotle owes to Athens
his scientific training and his sphere of work; but he
belongs by birth and origin to another part of Greece,
he spends his youthand a considerable part of his man-
hood out of Athens, chiefly- in the rising Macedonian
kingdom ; and even when he is in Athens, it is as a
stranger, not bound up with the political life of the
VOL: I. : B
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city, and not hindered by any personal ties from giving
to his philosophy that purely theoretic and impartial
character which became its distinetive praise.!

The birth of Aristotle falls, according to the most

probable reckouing, in the first year of the 99th Olympiad,?

1 The old accounts of Ari-
ctotle’s life now extant are (1)
DIoGENES, v. 1-35 (far the most
copions) ; (2) DIONYSIUS of Hali-
carnassus, Bpist. ad Awmmeimn,
i 5, p. 7127 s (3) "Ape. Bios
kol GUYYpEMUATE aiTot, by the
Anonymus Menagii; (4) another
sketeh of his life, known to us in
three forms: () the Blos first
printed in the Aldine ed. of Arist.
Opp. 149698 (which is there
aseribed to Philoponus, elsewhere
to Ammonins, buf belongs to
neither), here cited as the
Psendo- Amaponius (or Amm.); (0)
the Life published from the Codex
Marcianus by Robbe in 1861, eited
as Vita Mareiana (or V. Mare.);
‘(¢)the Lifecitedas the Latin Am-
owius, preserved in an ancient
translation, which approaches
more closely to the Vita Murciand
than to the Psendo- Ammonius
itself; (5) Hovxiov Meknaiou mepl
rati "ApirTorérovss (6) SULDAS, sub
cace “Apiororéhns.  All of these,
except (4Db), are fo be. found
in BUHLE, Arist. Opp. 1. 1-T3.
Westermann’s appendix to_Co-
bet's Diogenes, and his FVite
Seriptorum (at p. 397) also con-
tain (3) and (4a); Robue, ap. cit.
wives (10) and (4¢). ROSE (Arist.
Tih. Ord.245), before the publica-
om of (4B), ascribed the arche-
type of (4) to the younger Olym-
piodorus——a guess which may be
called possible but nob proven. Of
later commentaries, ¢f. BUHLE,
Apist. Opp. 1. 80-104; STAHR,

Aristotelie i. 1-188; BRANDIS,
G —rim. Phil. il b, 1. pp. 48-65;
GroTEs Arist. (1872), 1. 1-37,
and GRANTS Avist. (1877) pp.
1-29. Stahr discusses (p. 5 8909.)
the lost works of anecient writers
which treated of Aristotle's life.
We cannof he sure, as to any of
the sources mentioned, what their
basis or . credibility may be.
TRose's view that they one and
all rest only on spurious texts
and fanciful combinations (p.
115) is entirely unproved and
imaprobable. Their value, how-
ever, beyond doubt differs widely;
we ¢an only test each state-
ment by its inherent probability.

2 Apcording to APOLLODORUS
apud DIoG. 9; no doubt on
the basis of the statement
(ibid. 10, DIONYS, and AMMON)
which may be accepted as the
safest fixed point as to the date
of Aristotle’s life, that he died
in the archonship of Philocles
(OL 114, 3), about sixty-three
years old (érav Tpildy mov wal
Sthiovra, or more exactly, as in
Dionys., Tpla mpbs 7ols EtqrorTa
Bubogas Ern). Dionysins agrees,
bub erroncously talks of Demo-
sthenes as three years younger
than Aristotle, whereas he was
born in the same year, or at most
in the year before (in the begin-
ning of 01. 99, 1, or end ol OL 98,
4); wide Branm 1. 0. Gellins’
statement (V. 4. xvil. 21, 25) thal
Aristotle was born in the seventh
year after the freeing of Rome

THE LIFE OF ARISTOTLE S

B.c. 384.1 Stagira, the ecity of his birth, was situated
in that district of Thrace called Chaleidice,? which was
at that date a thoroughly Hellenic country, with many
flourighing cities, whose people were no doubt in full
possession of all Greek culture®  His father Nicomachus

from the Gauls also agrees, since
that event is referred to the year
364 A.U0.0.,or 390 B.C. Soalsothe
V. Mare. p. 3, and the dmmon,
Latin. p. 12, assert that he was
born under Diotrephes (01, 99,1)
and died sizty-three years: old
nunder Philocles. An otherwise
unknown writer, EUMBLUS (ap.
Diog. 6), asserts, on the other
hand, that Aristotle lived to be
seventy ; but there is litfle reason
to follow ROSE (p. 116) in prefer-
ring this account, singe his next
words, miay akowiToy éreXedTnoer,
sufficiently show his lack of trust-
worthiness. In faet, as the
manner of Socrates’ death is here
transferred to Aristotle, so is his
ape also; possibly by reason of
the spurions Apologis ascribed
to Aristotle (v. p. 35, n. 3,
infra) and ifs parallelism with
‘the Platonic 4pelogia of Socrates.
But apart from the probability
of this explanation, Eumelus is
completely displaced by the
agreement of all the other testi-
mony, including thatof so carefnl
a chronologist as Apoliodorus.
A reliable tradition as to the age
of their foundermust have existed
in the Peripatetic School. How
could all our witnesses, except
this ome unknown and badly-
informed writer, have come to
agree upon a false stafement of
it when the truth could have been

easily ascertained?
! That he was born in the

first- half of the Olympiad, or

in 384 B.c, follows from the
accounts as to his death above,
and would also follow from our
information as to his residence
at Athens, if the figures are to
be taken strictly (ef. p. 6, n. 3,
anfra). Tor if, at seventeen, he
came to Athens and was with
Plato for twenty years, he must
have been thirty-seven years old
at Plato’s death; so that, if
we put his exact age ab 86} and
bring down Plato’s death to the
middle of 347 ®B.c., his birth
would still fall in the latter half
of 384 B.¢. Tt is, however, also
possible that his stay in Athens
didnot cover the fulltwenty years.
? 8o called becanse most of
its cities were colonies of Chalcis
in Eubcea, BStagira itself was
originally colonised from Andros,
butperhaps (ef. DIONYS. ut supra)
received a later contribution of
second founders from Chaleis.
In 348 B.C., it was, with thirty-
one other cities of that distriet,
sacked by Philip, but was after-
wards on Arvistotle's intercession
restored (v. p. 24, infra). Vide
STAHR, 23, who discusses also
the form of the name (Zrdyeipos,
or Zrdyepe as o neuter plural).
We do not know whether Ari-
statle’s family house (mentioned -
in his will, ep. Dioc. 14) was
spared in the destruction of the
town or was subsequently rebuilt.
¢ Bernays (Jligl. Azist. 1. 58,
134) calls Avistotle a <half '
Greek,” tut Grote (i 3) and

B 2
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was the body-surgeon and

friend of the Macedonian

King Amyntas'; and if is natural to suppose that the

father’s profession—long hereditary in the family—must

Jhave influenced the mental character and education of the
son, and that this early connection with the Macedonian
Court prepared the way for the employment of Aristotle
in the same Court at a later time. On neither of these
points, however, have we any positive information. We
may also assume that Nicomachus took his family with

Grant (p. 2) rightly majntain

ipst him that a Greek family
ina Greek colony in which only
Greek was spoken, could keep
their nationality perfectly pure.
Arisrotle was not an Athenian,
and though Athens was his
philosophical home, traces can
yet be found in him of the fact
that his political sense had its
training elsewhere ; but he was as
truly a Hellene as TPythagoras,
Xenophanes, Parmenides, Anax-
AZOTAS, Demoeritus, or the rest.
The ‘un-Greek ! element which
Bernays and W. von Flum-
boldt (in his letter to Wolf,
Waorke, v. 125 find in Aristotle is
doubbless to be connected not so
much with the place of his hirth
s with the characteristies of his
generation and his individnal
hent of mind, The fall-born
Athenian Socrates exhibits traits
far more singular and seemingly
n-Gresk ag compared with his
owt people and time than Ari-
stotle, and if the typical writings
of Aristotle sppear un-Greek in
comparison with Plato’s, still, on
the one hand, this is not true of
his Dialogues, and, on the other
hand, equally great divergencies
.are to be fonnd between men

whose surroundings and training
were so closely similar as those of
Sohelling and Hegel, or of Baur
and Strauss.

1 Vide Diog.i (guoting Herm-
ippus), DIoN¥s., Fs. Aman., V.
Meave., Amanon. Latin., and SUI-
pas. The family of Nicomachus,
according to these authorities,
traced its descent,as did so many
medical families, to Asclepius.
TypTaEs, Chil. x. 727, 3il. 638,
gives no ground for doubting
this, The three recensions of the
Pseudo-Ammonius repeat this
same statement as to the family
of Aristotle’s mother, Phaistis, but
erraneously ; for Diogenes tells
us she was a Stagirite by birth,
and Dionysius says that she was
4 descendant of one of the
colonists from Chaleis.  This
commection might account for the
mention of a country house and
garden at Chalcis in ihe testa-
ment (Drog. 14). The stale-
ment in Suidas, sub voce Nuwdpa-

" xos, that a person of that name

fad written six books of Torpucé
and one book of dvoikd refers,
according to our text, not to the
tather of Aristotle (cf. BUHLE, 83,
STAHE, 34), but to an ancestor
of the same name; though no
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him to reside near the king,! but we cannot tell how
old Aristotle then was, or how long this state of things
lasted, or what personal - relations resulted from it.
Fqually little knowledge have we as to the early develop-
ment of his mind, or the circumstances or method of Lis
education.? The sole piece of information we have us
to this section of his life is the remark of the Pseudo-
Ammonius ® that after the death of both his parents,! one
‘Proxenus of Atarneus?® took over his education, so that
in later life the grateful pupil did the like service for
Proxenus’ son Nicanor, of whom he took charge while
he was a child, and to whom he gave his own daughter
in marriage. Notwithstanding the untrustworthy cha-
racter of our informant® the story seems to be J;rue7;

douht the story did refer origin- ete., ef. B i
_ stor ; i ., ef. BuaLE, 1 5q. (la

ally. to his _ta.thc_r. The Aﬁ’on. for ¢funs) 10 5.(31 I?%B(BFEE W
Menagii (with V. Mare. 1, and + In his will (D10g. 16) Ari-
Ammon. Latin. 1) mentions a stotle mentions his mother and

brother and sister of Aristotle,

1 For Diog. 1, following Her-
mippus, says expressly : cuwreBlw
[Nwduayos] Axivre 7¢ Makeddvar
BagAel tarpod kal pirov xpelz. He
must therefore have talken up his
residence in Pella and cannot
have left his family in Stagira.

z (talen’s statement (Anatoin.
Administr. 11, 1, vol. ii. 280 K)
that the Asclepiad families prac-
tised their sons ex walbwy in read-
ing, writing, and areréuvew, does
not help us much, as (apart from
the question whether the infor-
mation is fully credible) we do
not know how old Aristotle was
at his father’s death. It is

doubtful whether Galen meant
human or animal anatomy; cf.
p. 89, n. 1 fin.

& In all three recensions, p. 43

orders a monument to be erected
to. her. Pliny (. Naf. xxzv.
10, 106) mentions a picture of
her which Aristotle had painted
by Protogenes. There may bave
been many reasons why his father
was not mentioned in the will.
> Apparently a relative who

bad emigrated to Stagira, for his
son Nicanor is called Srayerpirys
and olketos ‘AptoToTéhovs (SEXT.
MATH. 1, 258).

o What trust is to be placed
in a writer who tells us, infer alia,
that Aristotle was for three years
& pupil of Socrates and that he
afterwards accompanied Alex-
ander to India? (Ps. Ammon. p.
44, 50, 48, V. Mure. 2, 5, dmmon.
Fat. 11,412,140y,

_ T Aristotleinhis will(D10oc. 12)
directs that Nicanor is to marry
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but it throws no further light on that which necessarily
interests' us most, the history of Aristotle’s intellectual

growth.!

His entrance into the Platonic School ? gives us our
earliest relizble data on the subject. TIn his eighteenth
year Aristotle came to Athens ? and entered the circle of

his danghter when she is grown
up; he charges himto take care of
her and her brothers, &s ral TaTsp
& wal ddeAdds ; he orders that the
portraits of Nicanor, Proxenus,
and Nicanor's mother, which he
had projected, should be com-
pleted, and that if Nicanor
completed his journey success-
fully (e. énjra), a votive offer-
ing he had promised should be
set up in Stagira. These arrange-
ments prove that Nicanor was
adopted by Aristotle, and that
Aristotle owed special gratitude
to Nicanor’s mother as well as to
Proxenus, apparently similar to
that he owed his own mother, of
whom a similar “portrait is
ordered. If we assume the truth
of the story in the Pseudo-Am-
monins it will most naturally ex-
plain the whole. Dionysius notes
that Nicomachus was dead when
Aristotle came to Flato. It
might appear thet, as Aristotle
died at sixty-three, the son of his
foster-parents would be too old
to marry a daughter not then
grown up; but this does not
follow., If Arvistotle was a child
at his father’s death, and Froxe-
nus a young man, the latter
might have left a son twenty or
fwenty-five years younger than
Aristotle, and some ten years
younger than Theophrastus (then

at least forty-seven) whom Py--

thias was to marry in case of

Nicanor's death (D1od. 13).—This
Nicanor 4s prebably the same
Nicanor of Stagira whom Alex-
ander sent from Asia to Greece
to announce his consent to the
return of the exiles at the Olym-
pian games of 324 B.C.(DINARCH.
Adp. Demosih. 81, 103, DIODOE.
xviii.8 : of. the psendo-Aristotelian
Rhet. ad Alew. 1, 1421, a, 38, and
GrorE, p. 14). And the vow in
Aristotle’s will probably relates
to a journey to Alexander’s head-
quarters where he had given an
account of his mission and veen
detained on service in Asia. Itis
probably the same Nicanor who
wasgovernor of Cappadocia under
Antipater (Arvian apud PHOT.
Cod. 92, p. 72, a, 6) and who was
made away with, in B.C. 318, by
(assander, for whom he had done
good service on sea and land
(D10DOR. xviii. 64 sq. 68, 72, 75).
The dates agree exactly with
what we know of Pythias, as
to whom see p. 20, n. 3, infra. -
1 We know nothing of the
age abt which Aristotle came to
Proxenus, nor of the manner or
place of his education, for it
was probably not at Atarnens
—see above, p. 5, n. 5.
2 A silly story in Ps. Ao, 44,

V. Mare, 2, and Ammen. Latin.11
relates that he was sent by fhe
Delphic Oracle.

- 3 ApPOLLODOR. ap. Diog. 9:
mapauheiy 3¢ Thdrew, kol Bi-
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Plato’s scholars,! to which

Tpijar wap’ avTE €lkoTiy €T, ETTE
kel Béra érédv cuordrro.  This
testimony seams to be the basis
of the statements of Divnysios
(p. 728) that he came to Athens
in his eighteenth year, of Diogenes
6, that he came érToxwberéTns,
and of the three recensions of
the Ammonius Life that he came
érToraidenn érav yevdpevos, We
have alsc the chronology of
Diony sius, who places his arrival
in the archonship of Polyzelos
(866-7 B.c. Ol 103, 2), while the
statement (V.- Mare. 3, Ammon.
Latin. 12) that he came in the
archonship of Nausigenes (OL
103, 1) takes us to the middle
of his seventeenth year instead
of the completion of it. Euse-
bius in his Chronicle knows that
he arrived af seventeen, but
places the event erroneously in
01, 104, 1.—The statement of
Eumelus (apud Dioc. 6) that he
was thirty years oid when he met
Plato is combined by Grote (p.
3 sq.) with the accounts of Epi-
curus and Timeus as to his dis-
solute youth (ef. @nfrz), but
without deciding between the
two accounts. We have already
seen how little credit attaches to
Eumelug’ aceount of Aristotle’s
age and manner of death (p. 2,
n. 2) ; but the two statements are
connected and fall together, for,
as Aristotle composed an elegy
and the Dialogne named Budemus
in memory of a fellow-student,
Eudemus of Cyprus (p. 11, n. 4,
infra), who went to Sicily with
Dion in 357 B.¢. and was killed
there, it follows that Aristotle, if
he were thirty when he came to
Athens, would have been born
several years hefore 384—We do

he continued to belong for

not know, moreover, when Eume-
us lived, or from whom he got
his information. If, as is possi-
ble, he be Eumelus the Peripa-
tetic, whose Tlept THs dpxalas
rewigbles is quoted by a scholiast
to Aschines’ Limarch. (ed. Bek-
ker, Abh. d. Berl. Alad. 1838,
Hist.~phil. K1.230, § 39; cf, ROSE,
Arigt. Libr. Ord. 113), he would
belong to the Alexandrine, or
possibly even the post-Alexan-
dring period. In  no case, as
above shown, can he merit our
confidence. As to Hpicurus and
Timaus vide p.9, n. 1,infra—"The
Fita Marciane finds it necessary
to refute the story that Aristotle
came to Plato in his fortieth year.
The Latin Admmonius reproduces
this in a still more absurd form,
to which he adapts other parts
of his story; for he says that it
was thought by many that Ari-
stotle remained forty years with
Plato. His translation © x1 annis
immoratus est sub Platone ' pro-
bably mesans that the text of the
archetype was g/ &rn yeyords oy
i OAdgrawt, or @ érdy dw évbi-
érpiBey, &c. T the latrer be sup-
posed, the mistake might well
have arisen by the dropping out
of @&v in the translator’s MS.

! Plato himself was probably
at the moment absent on his
second Bicilian jowfney (wide
ZELLER, Plato, p. 32). Stahr
(p. £3) suggests that the abeve-
mentioned statement that he was
three years with Socrates and
afterhisdeath followed Flato (s,
Amm, 44,50, V. Mare. 2, Ammon.
Lat. 11, 12, OLYMPIOD. in Gorg.
42)arose from amisunderstanding
of this circumstance. The arche-
type may have contained the
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twenty years until the master died! It would have
been of the greatest value if we could have known
in detail something of this long period of preparation,
in which the foundations of his extraordinary learning
and of his distinctive philosophical system must have
been laid. Unhappily our informants pass over all the
important questions as to the movement and history of
his mental development in absolute silence, and enter-
tain us instead with all manner of evil tales as to his
life and character. One of these writers had heard that
he first earned his bread as a quack-doctor.? Amnother
alleges that he first squandered his patrimony, then in
his distress went into military service, afterwards, being
unsuccessful, took to selling medicines, and finally took

refuge in Plato’s school.?

statement ‘that Axistotle spent
three years in Athens without
hearing Plato, in attending other
Socratic teachers, for whom the
transcriber erroneously inserted

the name of Socrates himself.

On a similar supposition, 'we
might guess that the archetype
said that in Plato’s absence,
Aristotle was with Xenocrates:
or with Jsecrates, whose name is
often confused with Bocrates.
It seems more probable, how-
ever, that the origin of the error
lay in the %emark in a letter to
Philip (whether genuine or spn-
ricus) mentioned in the Vita
Margigna and the Latin Ammo-
nius, to the effect that Aristotle
made Plato’s acguaintance in his
twentieth year—perhaps because
Plato then returned from Sicily,
perhaps because Aristotle had till
then been of the school of
Isoprates.

This gossip, however, was

1 ¢f. p. 6, n. 3, and Dionysius,
ut supra: cvotabels TAdram
xpbroy elcooaers Siérpulie ol abTd.
or as in dmm., Tovrte cuverTiv
Ern eliooe.

* ARISTOCL. ap. EUS, Prep.
Fp. xv. 2, 12 w@s &v Tis dmobékarto
Tiualov Toi TavpoueriTou Aéyorros
dv qats ioToplus, &ddfov Olpas
abrdy laTpetoy kal Ths Tuxoloas
(lintus) ope THs AMklas whelour.
The same is more fully cited from
Tim=zus by Povrys. xii. 7, and
SUIDAS, sub v. "Apwrroréans.

¢ Aristocl. ué supra : wés yap
0idy Te, ralamep puely ‘Ewxlkovpos év
TH mwept Ty émundeundrwr -
oTONf), véor piy BvTa KoTadayey
atthy The werpdar obolov, Ewerra
b¢ énl 70 orpareverfu muwedodat,
wakis B mpdrrorta &y Tolrols éml
Th opuekorwAely Afely, Emerta
gramewrapévoy Toi TIAdTwyos wept-
wdrov maet, mapakafeiv abrdy (lege,
according to Athen. wapafaiciy
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rightly rejected even by Aristocles.! Greater weight
attaches to the story of the breach between Plato and
his scholar which is said to have occurred sometime before
the former died. So early a writer as Eubulides the

abrdy, scil. sls Tbw wepimaror) @ cf.
the same passage guated in
similar words, apud ArHEx. viil.
354, apud DioG. x. 8, and less
closely apud ELIAN. 7. H.v. 9.

! In the first place, it is with-
out any reliable authority. Fven
in antiquity no other testimony
than Epicurus and Timseus is
known, and except these two,
none, as Athenmus expressly re-
marks, even of Aristotle’s bitter-
ezl opponents mentioned these
stories, Timsus's reckless slan-
derousness,  however, is well
known, and he was embittered
against Avistotle by his state-
ments (historically correct as
they were) as to the low origin
of the Locrians (of, TonLYs, xii. 7,
10; Prur. Do, 36, Ne 1;
DropoRr. v. 1). Bo also of Epicu-
ros we know that there was
hardly one of his philosophic
predecessors or contemporaries
(not excepling Democritus and
Nausiphanes, to whom he was
under large obligations) whom
he did not attack with calumnies
and depreciatory criticism (cf.
Drog, x. 8, 18; SEXT. MATH. i
3 sq.; C1ic. V. D. 1, 33, 93, 26,73 ;
ZELLER, Ph. d. G'r. 1. p. 946, n).
Statements by such men, betray-
ing as they do-a tone of hatred,
must be taken with great dis-
trust ; and their agresment is no
gunarantee, for it is possible that
Timwus copied Epicurus, or (as
we may better think)that Epicu-
rus copied him. Not only, how-
ever, have we against them the
COnSensus of many far more

credible writers who say that
Aristotle devoted himself from
his eighteenth year to his studies
at Athens, but the other story is
in itself most improbable. I
Aristotle were no more than the
aodiaTis Opuods ebyephs wpomeris
that Timseus calls him, he might
perhaps have been odupadhys also.
But when we know that apart
from philosophical greatness, he
was the foremost man of learn-
ing of his time, and was also
famous as a writer for his graces
of style, we must think it un-
paralleled and incredible that his
thirst for learning should have
first arisen at thirty after a wasted
youth, and that he ecould then
haveachieved attainments hardly
credible as the work of a long
lifetime. All weknow of Aristotle
from his writings or otherwise
impresses ns with a sense of per-
sonal superiority incompatible
with these tales of his youth:
not to speak of the argument
that if he had sguandered bis
property he could hardly bhave
found means to live af Afhens.
Grote (cf. p. 6, n. 3, supre) does
too much honour to Epicurus and
Timseus when he freats their tes-
timony as balancing the other.
They are probably naked and
baseless lies, and therefore we
ought not even to infer from
them with Stabr (p. 38 sg.) and
Bernays (4bh. d. Bresl. Histi-
phil. Gesgllschart, 1. 193), that
Aristotle probably  practised
medicine in Athens while he was
studying natural philosophy.
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dialectician accused Aristotle of ingratitude to his
master.! - Others accuse him of annoying Plato by his
showy dress, his overbearing manner, and his jeering.”
Others relate that even in Plato’s lifetime he attacked
his doctrines and set up a school of his own in oppo-
sition to the Platonic,® and even that on one occasion
he took advantage of the absence of Xenocrates to drive
the aged master from his accustomed place of resort in
the Academia.® Many, even among the ancients, re-

Neither Aristoeles nor any of the
trustworthy witnesses mention
medical practice, and the two
who do, refer to it in such a way
as only to raise suspicion; while
Aristotle apparently reckons him-
gelf ‘among the ‘laymen, ph
Texyirar, in medicine ' (Divin, 1,
463, a. 6).

1 ARISTOCL, ap. BUs. Pr. F.
xv. 2, 3: wat EiBovkitys 8¢ mwoodh-
Aws &v Té Kot avred Bfhin Yehde-
Tat . . . QGdoRwy . . . TENEUTEVTE
TiAdrwve uh  Topayevépbar Td Te
BiBda adbrod Bixgleipnr. Neither
of the charges is important. His
absence at the time of Plato’s
-death, if that is true, mayhave had
an easy explanation; Plato, in-
deed, is said to have died quite
unexpectedly (cf. ZELLER, Plato,
p- 35). The injury to Plato’s
books, if it means a falsification
of the text, is an obvicus and
absurd calomny. If, as is pos-
sible, it refers to Aris@tle’s ori-
ticism of Plato, this, as we shall
see, though it is keen and nob
always just, is no indieation of
any personal misunderstanding,
since to Aristotle it meant only
natural and impersonal polemics.

Beszides Aristocles, Dingenes (ii.

1093 also rejects Eubulides’
charges as a calumny.

2 BLIAN, V. H.1ii.19, describ-
ing Aristotle’s style of dress in
detail,

5 Diog. 2« dméory 8¢ TTAdTwros
&re wepuwvTos: Gore dnoly xcivoy
elmeiy: 'AploToTérys quis GmeAdi-
rio¢ rabamepel TaTwhdpiayerrniéiTa
e pnrépa—and so BrIaN, V. I
iv. 0, and HELLADIUS ap, PEOL.
Cod, 279, p. 533, b, RSimilarly
TuronoRET, Cur. Gr. Af. v. 46,
p. 77, says Aristotle oftem at-
tucked Plato. while he was yet

.alive : PHILOP. Adnal. Post. 51 a,

Sehal. in Arist. 228, p. 16, that
he had especially opposed bhis
master’s Ideal Theory; and
AUGUSTINE, Cir. Dei. viii. 12,
that he had established even
then a numerous school.

+ This occurrence is related
by our sole authority (HITAN,
V. H. iii. 19, cf. iv. 9) in this
way : that when Plato was over
eighty, and his memory was fail-
ing, Aristotle on ome occasion,
Xenocrates being absent and
Speusippus ill, had gone with a
band of hizs own pupils and
started a debate with Plato, in
which he drove the old man into
a corner with such rude pertin-

-acity that Plato withdrew him-

self from thehalls of the Academy
into his own garden, and it was
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ferred to Aristotle the statement of Aristoxenus that
during Plato’s Sicilian journey a school was erected
in opposition to his own ‘by strangers.’! All these
data, however, are very doubtful, and most of the
actual statements deserve no credence.? If the asser-
tion of Aristoxenus were to be understood of Aristotle
it could not possibly be true, for chronological
reagsons in the first place,® but also because we possess
undoubted proofs that Arigtotle helonged to Plato’s
school long after the second Sicilian journey, and held

his master in the highest honour.* Probably, however,

only when Xenoerates returned,
three months afterwards, that he
reproached Speusippus for his
cowardice and forced Aristotleto
restore to Plato the disputed
territory. ;

! ARISTOCL. apud EUs. Pr. Er.
xv. 2, 2; 7is & by weolein Tois
i "AptoTolévov Tol woustkol Aeyo-
wévars &y @ Bl 7ov MAdrwros ;
v bp TH wAdyy kol Tf dmodnuic
onoly éravigracfar kol drroucofo-
pely abrdé Twas wepimaTor Efvous
dvras. olopTar oy Eviot Tavra mwepl
*AptaToTehavs Aéyew abrdv, AptoTo-
Eevov Bux marTds evpnuolyTos "Api-
ororéAny. Among the & was
Aelian (iv. 9), who in refer-
ence no doubt to the words of
Aristoxenus, says of Aristotle:
adrtaxodduncer abre [Plato] 8-
Ty, So also the Vite Mar-
clana, 31 olk dpa drrarobiuncey
*Ap. exoAfy . . . @s “ApwoTifevos
TpaTOs eovkogdvTnee kal CApi-
areldns Horepov duodelfnoer; re-
ferring to ARISTIDES, Ue guatuory.
ii. 824 sq. (Dind.), who, how-
ever, does not refer to Aristotle
by name any more than Ari-
stoxenus, whose account he re-

peatsand extends. For Aristides
the Latin Ammonius (11) sub-
stitutes Aristocles; but the Greek
Pseudo-Ammonins (p. 44 =q.)
limits itself to the remark: of
vép €t (@rros Tob  TAdTwros
arTekobluncer alrd Td Atkewor &
'Ap., &5 Teves brokauBdrovrt.

2 Cf. BraHER: i, 46 sqq., not
refuted by - HErMaxx, Plat.
Lril. p. 81, 125,

# When Plato returned from
his last journey Aristotle was
under 24 (cf. p. 2, n. 2, supra,
and ZELLER, Plato, p.80sq.) ; is
it (apart from other guestions)
likely that he could so eaxly
head a school against a master
who was then at the height of
his fame ?

* The proofs of this are :—(a)
Aristotle published several Pla-
tonie essays (ef. infra and ZEL-
LER, Plato, p. 26). For many
reasons (especially perhaps be-
cause of their notable departure
from the method of teaching
laid down by Plato, of. ZmLL.
Plato, p. 517 sq.) it is unlikely
that these fall between the second
and third of Plates Sicilian
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that statement did not refer to Aristotle at alll
ABlian’s story as to driving Plato out of the Academy
stands in contradiction with other and older? accounts
which show that Plato at that time had long removed
his school from the open spaces of the Gymnasium of the
Academia to his own gardens. Buf besides, it ascribes
to Aristotle a kind of behaviour which we could not be-
lieve of a man of otherwise noble character except on the
most conclusive proofs: whereas here we have nothing
but the testimony of a gossip—gi'ubber, who iz known to
repeat without discrimination things that are palpably
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his general behaviour incurred Plato’s disapproval and
had so been kept at a distance by him,' we could bring
many statements which imply that the relation between
the two philosophers was of an entirely different kind.?
We may allow no weight, therefore, to these acconnts,
which in any case are insufficiently attested, and we need
take no notice of sundry other stories, whose inace uracy
is apparent.* But we have beyond this decisive reasons
which negative, not only Alian’s story and the other
similar tales, but the whole theory that there was before

untrue. Against the suggestion that Aristotle had by

journeys. (b) The Fudemus of
Aristotle.(cf. infra) was written
on the lines of Plate’s Phedo,
and Aristotle was probably still
in the Platonic School when he
wrote it, which was long after
the third journey, sinee it is in
memory of a friend who died
352 B.¢. (¢) Olympiodorus (in

Gorg. 166, in JARN'S Jakeb.

Supplementh, ziv. 395, and
BERGE, Lyr. Gr., p. 504) has
preserved some verses of Ari-

~ stotle’s Elezy on Endemus, which -

thusdeseribe his relation to Plato:
nBay § eis whewdy Kexpomins
Sdaredoy f
eloeféws cewvis ¢uinins Bploare
Buwpdy
avdpbs, by 0bd’ aively Tolo rardict
géus:  [Plato]
s udvos ) wpros Oyar @y kaTéderfer
évapy@s
oiiceta e Blo kal peddbotot Adyor,
& ayafis Te kal eldaluwy dua
piverar arip,
ov piw 8 Eori AaBety obderl TatTe
ToTé.'
Buhle (Arist. Opp. i. 55) doubis

their genuinencss on grounds
that are solved by our view of
their application to the Cypricn
Budemus and Plade, instead of
to the #Ahodien Eudemus and
Awristotle himself. In the cor-
tuph last line, Bernays (foh. Mus.
N, Fl xxxiii. 239) reads wouvwdl.
He refers ardpos, &, to Socrates;
but this seems unlikely.

1 Aristocles (wf suprp) says
expressly that Aristoxenus always
spoke well of Aristotle, against
“which testimony, founded on a
knowledge of his book, the hint
to the contrary in Suidas 'AptoTaé.
is of no weight. The word wepi-
waros was used of other schools
besides Aristotle’s ; of. Epicuruas,
cited p. 8, n. 3, supra, and the
Inder Herewlanensis, 6, 5, where
it is used of Speusippus, and 7,4,

of Heraclides, The =was of-

Aristoxenns may have referred
to Heraclides himself; cf. ZmL-
LER, Plato, p. 30, n. As to the

Tndea Hercul. see ibid. p. 553.

z In Droe. il 5, 41; of.
ZEDLLER, Plato, p. 25, n.

1 Buhle, p. 87, sees a proof
of this in the fact that Plato
does not mention Aristotle, to
which ecircumstance even Stahr,
p- 58, attached some weight.
But how could he name Aristotle
in  Seeratic dialognes?  And
probably all Plato’s works, ex-
cept the Laws, were written be-
fore Aristotle came to Athens at
all, =

? PHILOPONUS, detern. Mundi
vi. 27 : [Ap.] drd TIAdTwyos TocoiToy
T Gyxwolas Hydaln, s vois Tis
SiaTpefis O adTob TpoFayepeve-
oo : and Ps. dmmen. 44, says
Platocalled Aristotle’s house ofkos
arayréoror: of. also ZELLER,
Plato, p. 539, To the same
tradition belong thevery doubtiul
story cited in ZELLER, Plate,
p. 26, n., and: the aceount of the
altar dedicated with a laudatory
inseription by Aristotle to Plato
on his death (Amm. 46, THILOPON.
i.g.., Sehol.in drist. 11, b, 29),
which arose, no doubt, out of a
mistranglation of the Elegy to
Eudemus, p. 11, n. 4, supra.

8 Sueh is the idea mentioned
by Philoponus (uf supra, 11, b, 23
sq0Q., where in 1. 25, lege "ApirraTé-

Aovs) and by David (ibid. 20, b,
16), that Aristotle was ashamed to
mount the teachers chair while
Plato lived, and that this was
the grigin of the name °Peri-
patetic.” There is another theory
(PHILOPON. wi swpra, 35, b, 2,
DAviD, ild. 24, a, 6, AMMON.
ibid. 25, b, and the DPseudo-
Ammon. p. 47, V. Mare. 5, Ammon.
Latin. 14) that the name of Peri-
patetics belonged originally to
the Platonic school; that when
Aristotle and Xenocrates took
over that school after Plato’s
death, or rather that of Speu-
sippus, Aristotle’s followers were
called Peripatetics of the Lycenm
and the others Peripatetics of the
Academy ; and that, in the end,
the one school were called Peri-
patetics only, and the other
Academies. The origin - of
thistheoryis doubtless Antiochus,
in whose name Varro in Cic.
Aead. i. 4, 17 tells an exactly
similar story: which indicates
that the whole is only an inven-
fion of that Eclecticism,developed -
by Antiochus, which denied that
there was any essential difference
between Plato and Aristotle.
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Plato’s death any breach between him and his scholar.
Authorities which are beyond any comparison with
Alian and the rest in their antiquity and credibility,
asserb that Aristotle remained with Plato twenty years,'
which plainly could not be true if, although he lived for
that time in Athens, he had separated himself from

Plato before the end. Dionysius, indeed, expressly adds

that in all this time he founded no school of his own.?
So even in later years and in passages where he
is contesting the principles of the Platonic School,
Aristotle constantly reckons himself as belonging to it ; 3
and he nses langnage as to the founder of that school
and his own personal relation to him such as plainly
shows “how little the sentiment of respect and affection
for his great master had failed in his mind,¢ even where
their philosophic opposition was accentnated in the
sharpest way. So also we find that he was treated as a
Platonist by contemporary opponents ; for Cephisodorus

' Vide p. 6, n. 3, and p. 8, seems fo point to charges which

. 1, supra. his logical polemic against Plato
bad drawn down upon him,
Fih. N, i 4, dndt.: Td B raf-
drov BérTior Trws Emrkédaria kal
diamopfioar was Aéyerou, kaimep
FpoTdrTous THS TowWHTRS (NTHTEwS
opdens g TO pidovs  avdpas
sigayaycly 7o o, Bokewe 8 b
Yows BeéATwoy elvat kol Geiv Eri
cwrapta ye THS dAnbelas kal Ti
olieia bvoipeiy, BAAws Te Kal PiAo-
cbgous drras Epdoiy yap dvrow
ginow oy wporiugy iy aAnfeiar.
Cf. ZBLLER, Pleto, p. 5125 cf.
also ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr.L p. 971,
as to Aristotle’s own view of his
duty to a teacher,
s Numuw, apud BUs. Pr. L,
xiv, 6, 8,

t By ad Amm. i T, p. 733:
roviiy TIAdrwyt kel Stérpuler Ews
ir@r émré kol TpudrovTa, obre
oxoAdjs fyolpevos obT iblay mwe-
TOLKWS GipETIY. .

# Aristotle often bracketshim-
self and the Platonists together :
cf. ko obs rpdmous Delrpvper 1
omi o €fdy katd THY fwdAgle
ke’ S eival pouey Ts iHéas, and
the like, Metaph. 1. 9, 990, b, 8,
11, 16, 23, D92, a, 11,25, ¢. 8, 989,
b, 18: iii. 2, 987, b; 3, ¢, 6, 1002,
b, 14; of. Alex. and Asclep. on

0490, by 8; and Alex. on 390, b,
16, 991, b, 3, 992, a, 10,

#In a well-known passage

of the Hthics gwhich  {itself

oy

| T ah
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the Tsocratean, in a book directed against Aristotle,
attacked the Platonic doctrine and particularly the
‘Ideas,” and Theocritus of Chios accused Aristotle of
exchanging the Academy for Macedonia.! Again, it is
established that he stayed in Athensuntil Plato’s death,
and immediately thereafter left the city for several
years, presumably for no other reason than that then
for the first time the tie that bound him to the city was
dissolved, because hisrelation to Plato was then for the

first time broken. Iinally, we are told 2 that Xenocrates

journeyed with him to Atarneus; and it is probable
from the language in which Aristotle speaks of that
Academic’s opinions ® that they continued to be friends
in later times. But in view of the Ikmown loyalty of
Xenocrates and his unbounded reverence for Plato, it is
not to be supposed that he would maintain his relations
with Aristotle and keep him company on the visit to
Atarneus, if the latter had separated from his master in
a disrespectful way, or had, by any such rude conduct
as lian aseribes to him, insulted the aged teacher not

long before his death.

It is of course altogether probable that so inde-
pendent a mind as Arvistotle’s would not give up its
own judgment even in face of a Plato; that as time

! In the epigram noticed at p.
20, n. 3, infra: clhers valew épr’
"Arednueias Bopfopov v mpoxouls,
B. being a river near Pella,

* By BTRABO (xiii~1, 67, p.
610), whom we have noreason to
dishelieve.

3 Others have remarked that
Aristotle almost never mentions
Xenocrates, and that he avoids

his name as if on purpose where -

he is obviously alluding to him
(cf. the cases cited, ZELLER,
Plato, p. 364, n.; and notes on
. 585, and later passages),
whereas Speusippus 15 named
in parallel cases. This pro-
bably indicates not ill-fecling,
but rather a desire to avoid the
appearance of personal conflict
with one who was teaching
beside him at Athens,
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“wenton he began to doubt the unconditional validity of
the Platonic system and to lay the foundations of his
own: and that he perhaps even in these days laid bare
many of the weak points of his teacher with the same
uncompromising eriticism which we find him using later
onl 1If a certain difference between the two men had
developed out of such relations, or if Plato had not been
more ready than many others since, to recognise in his
scholar the man who was destined to carry forward and
to correct his own work, it would be nothing wonderful.
Yet that any such difference actually arose cannot be
proved, and cannot even be shown to be very probable *:
while we have patent facts to disprove the idea that
Aristotle brought on any open breach by ingratitude or
intentional offence. The same facts make it very im=
probable that Aristotle opened any philosophic school of
his own during his first residence in Athens. If he had
done so, his friendly relations with Plato and the
Platonic circle could hardly have gone on, and it
would be unintelligible that he shonld leave Athens
exactly at the moment when the death of his great rival
left the field free for himself.?

' Bven in the books *On a scholar as Aristotle. Besides,
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If, then, Aristotle was connected with Plato, as one of
his school, from his eighteenth to his thirty-seventh year
it follows that we cannot well over-estimate the inﬂl::énce?
of such a relation upon his course of thought. The effect
of that education on Aristotle’s philosophic system dis-
closes itself at every point. The grateful scholar has
himself! commemorated the moral greatness and lofty
principles of the man ¢ whom the base have not even the
right to praise.” But the reverence for the master would
obviously not prevent Aristotle from turning his at-
tention at the same time to all other sources which might
carrry him onward and help to satisfy his insatiable
thirst for knowledge. We may safely assume that he
did in fact employ his long years of preparation at
Athens in busy acquirement of his marvellous learning,
and also that he took a keen interest in resea;rchgé
in natural philosophy, though Plato always treated
it as of secon,dary importance. It iz also possible

that even while he was still a member of Plato’s
circle he may himself have lectured? without thereby
breaking off his relations with Plato or settine himself
up against him as the leader of a competinz' school.
We hear, for instance, that Aristotle taught Rhetoric

Philosophy’ (Arist. Fragm. 10,
11, p. 1475), apparently written
before Platos death, be had
openly combated the Tdeal
Pheory, and in the same treatise
(Fragm. 17, 18) had maintained
“the eternity of the world.

2 We have no right to ascribe
to Plato and his cirele of friends
the later ideas of school-ortho-
doxy, in any such sense as o
suppose that the master could not
Lolerate the independence of such

nat, to mention Heraclides and
Budoxus, Speusippus himself
dropped the Ideal Theory.

i The remark of the Pseudo-
Ammonins that Chabrias and
Timotheus prevented Arvistotle
from sefting mp a mew school
against Plato is absurd. Who
could hinder him, if he chose?
Chabrias, moreover, died in 358
B.¢.; and Timotheus wasbanisbed
from Athensfor life in the follow-
ing yvear,being then a very old man.

in opposition to Isocrates;? but we know that the oveat
itk

! See the lineson p.12 supra.
? STRABO (xiil 1, 57, p. 610)
says of Hermias that he heard at
Athens both Plato and Aristotle.

2 C1c. De Opat. 1ii. 85, 141 ¢

Aristateles, cum flovere Lsocratem
nobilitate discipulorum.. videret,
. - - mmutacié repente totam formam
jprape  discipline  swe  [which
sounds as if Aristotle had even
then a school of his own, though

VOL. T.

Cicero seems to be without exact
information ] wersumgue quendum
Pkl-zaoatetaz pavlio secus dizit. Tl
eniuL thrpe $ibl it esse tacere
cun barbaros: hic awtem, c'm;:
Lsocratem pateretur dicere. Itg
ornavit et ilustrarvié doctrinam
'al_lam OILIEEN,  PEPUARgUE  Cogng-
tionen Cum Gralionis exercite-
tione coijunzit.  Negue vera hop
fuga't sapiontissimun vegens Phil.

c
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orator’s relations with Plato were no longer good and
that he attacked the philosophers.! We have distinet
indications also which lead us to assign fo this same
period the commencement of Aristotle’s activity as a
writer ; and the fact that in the writings of this time
ho imitated his master, both in matter and form,? shows
clearly how completely he took on the impress of Plato’s
spirit and made the Platonic methods hisown. Intime,
of course, and no doubt even before he left Athens, Ari-
stotle acquired asa writer a more independent position ;
and it is manifest that he had in reality outgrown the
position of one of Plato’s pupils, long before that rela-
tion came visibly to an end by the death of the master.

Uippum, qui Tune Alexandro filio makes a covert attack on Ari-
doctorem accierit. Again, ibid. stotle, which confirms the story :
19, 62, Awist. Tsoerotem ipsum Panath. 1T can hardly refer to
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. That event opens a new chapter of Aristotle’s
life. So long as Plato led the Academy, Aristotle
would not leave it. When Speusippus took his place,!
Aristotle had nothing to keep him in Athens; sinc,c
he does not seem to have at first contemplaéed the
foundation of ‘a philosophical school of his own, for
which Athens would naturally have been the ﬁ’ttest
place. Therefore he accepted, with Xenocrates, an in-
vitation from Hermias, the lord of Atarneus andecsos 2
who had himself at one time belonged to Plato’s schooijs
The prince was the intimate friend of both,*-and the;;
remained three years with him.® Thereafter Aristotle
went to Mytilene.® This, Strabo says, was for his own
safety, because Hermias had fallen into the power of
the Persians by treachery ; it is probable, however, that

lacessivit, and dhid. 51, 172, quis

. acrior Awist. Jfuit? quis
porro Isocrati est adversatis pis
pensius 7 In Tuse. i. 4, 7, Cicero
assumes that Aristotle attacked
Tsocrates in his lifetime, which
would be possible only in his first
residence at Athens, for when he
returned in 335-4 B.C. Isocrates
Was many years dead. Of QUIN-
TIL. iii. 1, 14 : Eogue [ Lsocrate]
jam  sentore . . . pomeridiants
scholis  Awist, preacipere ariom
aratoriam capit, noto quidem illo,
wt traditur, versy ew Philoctela
Frequenter usus: woxpdy TLwTEy
*Igorpdray [57) &Gy Néyew. Diog.(3)
with less probability, reads Sexo-
kpdrop, so misplacing the story
asof the time of the founding of
the Lyceum. Ciecero (Offic.i.1, 4)
speaks clearly of contests between
Arvistotle and Tsocrates in his
life (de Avist. et Isocrats...
quorym, uterque suo studio delec-
Fatus contemsit alterum),and Iso-
crates himself, Bp. v.ad Ao, 5,

Aristotle, because of the dates ; ¢f.
SPOKGEL, Abh, d. Bayer. Akad.
vi. 470 8q. Cephisodorus, a pupil
of Isocrates, wrote a defence of
his master against Aristotie, full
of bitter abuse; » DIoNys. De
Jsoer. c. 18, p. 517; ATHEN. il
60, d, cf. iii. 122, b; ARISTOCL.
ap. Evs. Pr. Ev. zv. 24, NU-
AEN, ibid. xiv. 6, 8, THEMIST. 0.
<xiii, 235, e. This friction did
not prevent Aristotle from doing
justice to his opponents: in the
Rhetoric he guotes examples from
no one so readily as Isocrales,
and twice quotes Cephisodorus
(Rhet. iil. 10, 1411, a, 5, 23). CL.
as to the whole subject STAHE,
i, 68 =q., il 285 sq. :

1 SpENGEL, “Isokr. und Pla-
ton,” Abk. &. Minch. Akad. vil.

731, and ZELLER, Fh. d.G7.1. 416,

ii. 459, n.

2 See for proof infra. Of the
Arvistotelian writings known to
us the greater part of the Dia-
logues and some of the rhetorical

Aristotle had left before that event.? After the death

texts —perhaps the Swaywyh
Texvar — seem to belong to the
first Athenian period.

i 'J.}‘Jhis choice has cansed sur-
prise, but wrongly. It is possibl
that Plato had a :g'rea,ter gﬁ:rsor?ﬁ
liking for Speusippus than for
Aristotle, or expected from him
a more orthodox continuation of
his teaching. Speusippus was
a much older man, was Plato’s
nephew, had been hrought up
by him, had followed him
faithfully for a long period of
years, and was also the legal
beir of Plato’s garden near the
teademy. Desides, we do not
snow whether Plato did himself
bequeath the succession.or not.

* BoECcKkH, ‘ Hermias.! 4Bk, d.

Berl. Akad. 1853, Hist. Phil. KI.'

p. 133 sq.
3 STRARO, xiii. 1, 57, p. 610,
APOLLODOR. ap. DIod, 9, and

Dioxys, Ep. ad Amm. i. 5, who
agree that Aristotle went to
Hermias after Plato’s death.
The opposite would not follow
from the charge cited from Eu-
bulides on p. 10, 1.1, supre, even if
that were true. Strabo names
Assosasthe place where Aristotle
lived during this period.

i Oi' p. 17, n. 2, supra. Ari-
stotle’s enemies (apud Diog, 3
f&NDN. MENAG.,, and Smr:ms’
Ap.), suggest that this friendshil;
;:asi an J_rr:illjalmral one, but this

mpossible ; g ibri
- P thie: Bokckm, ibid.

* Apollodorus, Strabe, Diony

siui, cte., ut supra. 2
OL 108 4=3454 » i
34 £,
the archonship of Eubulus:’sslzg
Apc;]l;d. alt;i Dionys. ibid,
0ec! ibid. 142, i

Strabo, has shown thism*fcgtnll% :
probable, though not certain,

a 2
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of Hermias the philosopher married ! Pythias, who was
either the sister or niece of his friend ;2 and of his last-

ing affection for them both he left more than one

memorial 2

! According to ARISTOCOLES
(see meart mote) citing a Letter to
Antipater : Tefvedros yép Epuciou
818 Thy wpbs Ereivoy elvoioy Eymues
alrhy, BAAws ey ocappora kal
ayalhy ofguy, Gruyolicar pevTo:
B Tas kaTaiaSoboas ovupopis Tor
adergdr abriis. Strabo (uf supra)
says Hermias married her to
Arvigtotle in his lifetime, which
is negatived by the Letter, if
cenuine. Aristocl. (ibid. 4, 8)
says that Aristotle was accused
in his lifetime of having flatterad
her brother to win Pythias, and
also that Lyce, the Pythagorean,
told a foolish story of Aristotle
sacrificing to her after her death
as Demeter. Diog. (v. 4) caps
this by placing the sacrifice
immediately after his marriage.
Lugian (Fun, c. 9) talks of sacri-
ficing to Hermias; ck. a like hint
in ATHEN. xv. 697 a.

% The Anon. Menag., Suidas,
3. v. ’Ap. ‘Epplas, and Hesych, call
her his daughter, the untrust-
worthy Aristippns (apud DIOG. 3)
his econcubine. Doth 'are dis-
proved by the fact that Hermias
was a canuch (for the state-
ments of Suid. Hesych.and Anon.
Menag. as to this are irrecon-
cilable with DEMETR. De Eloc.
293). ARIRTOCLES ap. EUS. v, 2,
8 sq. cites a letter of Aristotle to
Anfipater, and a book by Apelli-
con'of Teos relating to Hermias
and Aristotle, and says that
Pythias was the sister and
adepted daughter of Hermias.
Strabo (xiii. 610) calls ber niece,

Demetr. of Magnesia (apud
Dioe. v. 3) daunghter or nieece.
CEBoEckH,hid. 140, ITTARPOCEA-
TION, SUID. 5. v. ‘Epulas, Elym.
M., and PuoT. Lex., call her an
adopted daughter.

# Diog.(6) says he had amoan-
nment (whose inscription he
cites) erected to Hermias at
Delphi. A contemporary lam-
poon on this by Theogritns of
Chios (a witty rheforician of the
Isocratean school and local leader
of anti-Macedonian politics) is
noticed by Dioe. 11, ARISTOCL.
wtsupra,and PLUT. De Bwil. 10, p.
603; cf. MULLER, Hist. Gr. 11. 86,
and supra, p. 15, n. 1. Aristotle
also dedicated to Hermias the
poem preserved in DToG. 7, and
ATHEN. Tv. 695. As to Pythias,
the will directsthat, asshe wishead,
her remains should be laid beside
hisown ; as no other burial-place
is named, she was probably first
buried at Athens, and died, there-
fore, after O1. 111, 2, but not very
long before Aristotle’s death,
since the Pythias who was then
not marriageable was her daugh-
ter (of. ARIRTOCL., SUIDAS and
the ANON. MENAG.). After her
death Aristotle ‘married’ (Eynue)
a certain Herpyllis of BStagira,
who bore bim a son Nicomachus
(ARISTOCL. ¢f. DroG. 14); and
though their union was appa-
rently irresular (¢, Timzus ap.
Schol. in HER."E. k. 'H. v. 375;
Dioc. v. 1. ap. MULLER, Fragm.
Hist. Gr. 1. 211; ATHEN, xiil
589 ¢, citing Hermippus and call-
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In the year 343 or 342 m.c. (Olymp. 109, 2)!
Aristotle accepted a call to the Macedonian Court? to
take charge of the education of the young Alexander,
then thirteen years old,? which before that had not
been in the best hands.* The invitation probably found
him in Mytilene.? We have no reliable testimony as to
the special reasons which led Philip to think of Ari-
stotle.® Most unfortunately, we are almost entirely

ing her s érafpa; SUIDAS and
the ANON, MENAG.), yet he must
have treated her as his wife, and
his will speaks of her with
honour, provides for her, and
begs his friends émypereiofac . . .
urnobéuras éuoil, kol ‘FpruAlibos,
B7e amovdaln wepl éus dyevero, Tav
Te BAAav wal v BotAnTar Hvipa
AauBdvew, Grws wph Gvebie Hudr
308 (Drog. 13).—As to Ari-
stotle’s daughter we know from
Sext. Math. (1. 258), the Anon.
Menag, and Suidas & ». "Ap., that
after Nicanor she had two hus-
bands, Procles of Sparta, and
Metrocdorns the physician; by
the former she had two sons who
were scholars under Theophras-
tus, by the latter a son, Aristo-
teles, who was commended (being
then probably young) by Theo-
phrastus to his friends in his
will. Nicomachus was brought
up by Theophrastus, but died in
youth (uetpricirros) in battle (Ari-
stocl. ap. Evus. xv. 2, 10; Diog.
v. 20; SUIDAR & ». Oeipp. and
Nikdw., contirmed by the terms of
Theophrastus’ will, apud DI0G. v.

51). The six books of Ethics and

the work on his father's Plhysies,
ascribed to him by Suidas, are
therefore very doubtful.

! This date is given by APOL-
LOD. ap. D10z, 10, and Dioxys,

wut supra. The Schol. in Arist, 23
b, 47, says Aristotle was at Alex-
ander’s Court at Plato’s death, but
this is obviously wrong. >

: Cf. GueEr, dlevander wnd
Azrist. (Halle, 1856).

8 Diog, says fifteen, which
must be an oversight, for Apol-
lodorus cannot: be wrong in such
a date (cf. STAHR, p. 85).

8 PruT. Alex.c,v.; QUINTIL,
.1, 8.

§ Stabr (p. 84, 105, A. 2) is
not averse to the view that Ari-
stotle first went back from Myti-
lene to Athens, but none of our
biographers know anything of
it. On the contrary, DIONYS., uf
supra, expressly says he went
from Mytilene to Philip. Ari-
stotle in a fragment of a letter
ap. DEMETR., De Hloe. 29, 154,
says: &y érn wév "Abgrav els Srd-
yeipe fafoy 8ia Thr Bacidéa Thy
uéyay dx §& Srayelpur els Abfyas
i Thy xepdra Tov uéyav, but
this jocular expression, even if
the letter is genuine, proves no-
thing, as it is clearly meant, not
as an exact historical statement,
but as a rhetorical antithesis
between the fermini of his jour-
neys, leaving out the interme-
diate points.

¢ According to a well-known
story, Philip bad told Aristotle,
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without information as to the kind of education he gave
the young and ambitious prince, and the influence he

had upon him.! But we should be forced to assume that

hefore Alexander’s birth, that he
hoped he would make a great
mat of him(». the letter gp. GELL.
ix. 3), but the letter is certainly
spurious, for Philip conld not
have written in these extrava-
gant ferms to a young man of
27, who had had no chance
to distinguish himself; and,
again, if he had destined him
to be his son's instructor from
birth, he would have brought
him to Macedonia before Ol
109, 2. Buf the prinece, who
was deeply interested in science
and art, and no doubt well in-
formed of what was going on in
Athens, may have taken notice
of Aristotle after he had become
one of the most distingunished of
Plato’s school, though little
weicht attaches to Cigero’s state-
ment to that effect (De Orotf.
i, 35, 141). It is also possible
that through his father, Aristotle
had relations with the Mace-
donian eourt, and he may him-
self, as Stahr (p. 33) soggests,
have been acquainted in his
youth with Philip, who was the
youngest son of Amyntas and
about his own age.

! There was a work, or per-
haps a section of a larger work,
¢ On the Education of Alexander,
by the Macedonian historian
Marsyas (SUID. s. ¥. Mapo,; cf.
MUTLER, Seripé. Alow. M. 40, and
GHIER, Adlex. Hist. Seript. 320
2q.). Onesicritus had treated of
it also in a chapter of his Me-
morabilie (GELER, ibid. 77; D10g,
vi. 84). Yet the accounts we have
of it are very scanty, and it is

not. cerbain that any are trust-
worthy. Plutarch (dlex. e, 7
sq.) praises Alezander’s thirst
for knowledge, hiz delight in
books and learned conversation,
and his passion for the poets and
Listorians of his people. He as-
snmes that he was instructed by
Aristotle, not only in athics and
politics, but in the deeper secrets
of his system, basing this on the
well-known letter (g. z. ap. GELL.
I, &, quoting Andronicus, and ap.
BIMPL., Phys. 2 b), in which
Alezander chides Aristotle for
publishing his acroamatic doc-
trines, and Aristotle replies that
those who had not keard them
would not understand  them.
Plutarch also connects Alexander’s
faney for medicine, which he
sometimes fried personally on
his friends, with Aristotle’s
teaching. These are, however,
more or less probable guesses,
and what appears most impor-
tant is least trustworthy, for the

‘letters turn on the theery of an

acroamatic and esoteric teaching
confined to a few, as to the in-
correctness of which ».p. 112, enf.
We hear of two books which
Aristotle addressed to his pupil,
Tlepl Baothelas, and “Trip Awoliwr,
d.qu.p. 60,0, Linf. Plot, (Alew. 8)
says Aristotle revised the text of
the ZTliad for Alexander. Az fellow-
pupils of Alexander are named
Marsyas (SUTD. Mape.), Calli-
sthenes (JUSTIN. xii. 6; of. PLUT.
Alew. 553 Ding. v.4; ARRIAN,
iv. 10; but vide GEIER, Alex.
Seript. 192 sq.), and perhaps
Cassander (PLUT, dlew, 74). At
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that influence was important and beneficial, even if we
had less distinet testimony as to the respect of the great
pupil for his teacher, and as to the love of learning
which the philosopher imparted to the king.! Alexander
was mot only the invincible conqueror, but also a far-
seeing ruler, ripe beyond his years. He was ambitious
to establish the supremacy, not of Grecian arms only,
but also of the Hellenic culture. He withstood for
years the greatest temptations to overweening pride to
which any man could be exposed. In spite of his later
errors, he still stands far above all other world-con-
querors in nobility of spirit, in purity of morals, in love
of humanity, and in personal culbure. And for all this
the world has in no small degree to thank the tutor who
formed his apt intelligence by scientific training and
fortified by sound principles his natural instinct for all

that was great and noble.?

Aristotle himself appears to

have made a kindly use of the influence which his
position gave him, for we hear that he interceded with
the king for individuals and even for whole cities?

the same time Alexander met
Theodectes (PLum. Alex.- 17),
and probably also Theophrastus
(d. g. vide A11AN. V. H. iv. 19),
Diog. v. 89, but cf. 52. The
fabulous stories as to Alexander's
youth, preserved by the pseudo-
Callisthenes, may be ignored. ;

1 Pror. Alex. 8: ‘AptoToTédn
5% Bavud (v &y dpx(fi ical dyoTay ol
HrTor, bs airbs Eaeye, Tob maTpos,
s Bt exeivoy pév (Gv, it ralTay BE
KkaA@s (Gv, Jorepoy B ImomriTepor
Eoxer [v. infral, obyx dore Tomcmi
Tt kakdy, GAN af Qukodpoclral TO
oBoSpby éxelvo rai TTEPRTIKOY 0DK
Exouoar wpbs abToY EAAoTpiTyTOS

éyévorTo Terunpiov. ¢ pérTor wpds
pirocoplar éumedurnes wal ovvTe-
Bpoppévos an' apxds ebre (GAos
kal wolos otk EEeppim THs Yuxds,
as his relation to Anazarchus,
Xenocrates, and the Indian phi-
losophers Dandamis and Kalanus
showed (notwithstanding THz-
MIST. (7. viii, 106, D.).

? That he did not act in prac-
tice on Aristotelian prineiples
(PruTr. Virt. Alea. 1. 6, p. 329;
¢f. Bramm, p. 99, 2; DROYSEN,
Gesch. d. Hellen. 1. b, 12 sq.)
proves nothing to the contrary.

2 Ps. Amm. 46, V. Mare. 4,
Amm. lat. 13, ELIAN, V. H.xii.54
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Of the latter we are told that Stagira (whose refonnda-
tion he procured from Philip!), Eresus.? and Athens?
had at different times to thank him for his advocacy.
‘When Alexander, at the age of sixteen, was appointed
Regent by his father,* Aristotle’s teaching must naturally
have come to an end. 1t cannot afterwards have been
resumed in any regular way, for in the immediately
following years the precocious prince took a most active

1 SoPLuT, dlsw. c. 7, of. dde.
€ol. 33, 3, p. 1125, and Dio.
CHBYSOST. Or.2 fin, Or. 47,224 R.
On the other hand, DioG, 4, Ps.
Ammon. 47, V. Mare. 4, dmmon.
Latin. 13, PLIN. H, Nat. vii. 29,
109, HBLrAx. V. H. iii. 17, xii. 64,
VALER. MAX. v. 6, ascribe the re-
storation of Stagira to Alexander.
Plutarch, however, seems on the
whole better informed, and is
confirmed by the expressions of
Aristotle and Theophrastus them-
selves; of. p. 25,n. 2, infra. Plut.
(Ade. (bl.32,9)and Diog. (4)say
that Aristotle also framed laws
for the restored eity, which is
hardly credible. D1ox ( Or. 47) re-
lates that he had to contend with
greatdifficnlties intherestoration,
of which he complains inaletter,
which may or may not be genuine,
His work did not last long, for
Dion (ifid.) and Strabo (vil. fr. 35)
describe Btagira as uninhabited :
that it succeeded for the time is
clearfromp.25,0.2,& p. 37, 0. 8& 4,

2 A doubtful story in Ps. Amiamn.
p- 47, and in V. Mgre. and
Ammon. Latin, 1epresents Ari-
stotle as saving Kresus from de-
struction by Alexander.

3 V. BMare. 4 and Admmon.
Fatin, (13) refer to the service
that Aristotle did the Athenians
in his letter to Philip, and add

that a monuoment was erected to
him in consequence on the Acro-
polis. The story may be suspected
of resting on a spurious letter;
yeb Dioa. (6) also says: ¢nal 82
teal "Epumiwos €¢ Tois Blots, i1t mpea-
Belortos avroil mpds PiAurmor dmép
‘Atnpaiwy oyohdpyms éyéveTo ThHs
dv AnaBuple oxoAis Eevorpdris
exBdrTa B aiTdw el Beaoduerar
U EAAe THy oxolhw Endobar wepi-
waroy Tov év Avkelp, This cannot
be troeasstated, forat Spensippus’
death, 839 B.C., Aristotle had
long been Alexander’s tutor, and
at that date there could be no
question of embassies to Mace-
donia. Stahr's theory (p. 67, 72)
of an embassy in Aristotle’s first
residence at Athens is untenable.
The story may relats to the two
years between the bagtle of Chae-
rones and Philip's murdar, when
Aristotle, already influential at
the Macedonian Clonrt, might by
his intercession have done some
service to Athens which Hermip-
pus counld describe by some such
term as wpecPeverr. The favour
Alexander showed to the Athe-
nians may have been partly dueto
Aristotle’s influence (PLUT. Alex.
c. 13, 16, 28, 60).

1 QL 110. 1, =340 n.c. fheyearof
Philip’s campaign against Byzan-
tinm. (D10D.xvi.77; PLutT. dlez.0.)
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part in his father’s decisive campaigns: though that
circumstance does not exclude the possibility of some
continuance of their intellectual pursnitsin the intervals
of leisure.! Aristotle seoms at this time to have with-
drawn to the eity of his birth.® At an earlier period he
and his pupil had already left Pella.® Affer Alexander
ascended the throne, Aristotle must still have remained
some time in the north. But with the beginning of
the great war with Persia, the reasons thab had bound
him to Macedonia came to an end, and there was no
longer anything to keep him away from that city, which
offered at once the most congenial residence? and the

best field for his teaching work.?

! During this period Aristotle
might or might not be called
Alexander’stutor; whichaceounts
probably for the different stories
as to the length of his tutorship,
given by Dionys. as eight years
{his whole residence in DMace-
domia), and by Justin (xil. 7)as
five years, which is ifself too long.

2 That the last period before
his return to Athens was spentin
Stagira, where his family house
was (cf. p. 8, n. 2), is assumed
in the fragment quoted p. 21,
1. 5, the genuineness of which
iz not beyond doubt. He mmust
have treated Stagira as his home,
since in his will (D1Dg. 16) he
orders the votive offering for
Nicomachus to be erected there.
His second wife was of Stagira
(z. p. 20, n. 3), and Theophrastus
owned land in the eity (DIoc. v.
52), with which he shows himself
to be well acquainted. Of. Hist.
Pland, il 11, 1; iv. 16, 3.

8 PrLuT. (Alsw. c.7) says heand
Alexander lived at the Nymph-

sum, near Mieza. Stahr (104)
takes this to be near Stagira, but
Geier (Alewander und Aristot,
33) shows it to be S.W. of
Pella, in Emathia.

1 The fragment quoted p. 21,
n. 5, says it was the Thracian
winter that drove him from Sta-
gira, buf this could scarcely be
the chief reason.

5 The Ps. Asmmon. 47, says Aris-
totle was, after Spensippus’ death,
called to Athens by the Athenians,
or, according to V. Mare. b, by
the Platonic school, the leadership
of which he took over in eommon
with Xenocrates (cf. p. 13, n. 3).
The three recensions of this bio-
graphy, however, contain at this
point a chaos of fables. The
Ps. Amaon. says Aristotle tanghl
after this call in the Lyceum, had
afterwards to dy to Chaleis, went
thence again to Macedonia, ac-
companied Alexsnder on his In-
dian expedition, collected in his
travels his 255 forms of govern-~
ment, returned after Alexander's
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He returned to Athens! in Olymp. 111. 2 (8.c.335-4)
thirteen years after Plato’s death. The time thus left
for his work in that city was but twelve years,® but
what he accomplished in that short interval borders on
the incredible. Even if we may assume that he had
already in great part completed the preparatory work
for his philosophy, and that the researches in natural
philosophy and the hisforical eollections which supplied

the materials for his theoretic labours had perhaps been

brought to some kind of conclusion before his return to
Athens, it seems certain that almost all his systematic
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Parallel with this comprehensive and strenuous labour
as a writer went on his work as a teacher, since he now
at last began to compete with his great master on a
footing of equality as the founder of a new school. The
open spaces of the Liyeenm were the resort that he chose
for his hearers.! He was wont to converse with his
scholars as he walked up and down in that gymnasium
between the rows of trees; and from this custom his
school derived the name of the  Peripatetics.”? TFor a
more numerous audience, however, he would naturally
have to adopt a different form of teaching.®* Therefore,

treatizes belong entirely to

death to his native town, and
died there twenty-three years
after Plato. The Latin, dmmon.
(14, 17) and the Vita Marciana
(5,8) send him with Alezander to
Persia collecting his 255 polities,
and returning home after the war,
and after all this they make him
start teaching in the Lyceum,
fly to Chaleis and die there,
twenty-three years after Plato,
The collection of polities in
Alexander’s campaigns is noticed
also by AmMox. Cafzg. 5, b;
DAVID, Sehol. in An. 24, a, 34;
Ps.-PORPH. ibid. 9, b, 26; Anon.
ad Porph. apud Ross, 4r. pseud.
393. To seek any grains of fruth
in this confusion would be lost
time.

! ApoiLob. apud Diog. 10,
and DIONYS. uf sup., both agreein
naming Ol 111, 2, but do not
indicate whether Aristotle came
in the first or second half of the
year, i.e. end of 335 or spring of
334. For the latter it may he
argned thatthehostility of Athens
to Alexander was only terminated
and the Macedonian influence

this last period of his life.

restored after the destruction of
Thehes in the summer of 335,
and that Alexander did not start
on his march into Asia till the
spring of 334, For the other
view the calcnlation of Dionys.
(see next note) may be guoted,
but it is probable that this is
merely his own deduction from
the years given by Apollod.—
Ol 111, 2, for the arrival in
Athens; Ol. 114, 3, for his death;
therefore, 0L 114, 2, for the
flight to Chalcis,

2 DIoNYS. it supra: éoxdla-
(ev v Auiely xpivoy érav Sdfere-
Tg 8¢ TpokoBerdTe, perd Thy
*ANekarbpov TeAevThy, éml Keduoo-
Sdpou Epyovras, dmdpus els Xakila
véog Tehevrq. As Alexander died
June 323, and Aristotle in autumn
392 (cf. p. 37), this reckoning
will be exact if Aristotle came
to Athens in the antumn of 335
and left in the autumn of 323.
It would also coineide if Aristotle
went to Athens in spring 334 and
to Chaleis in summer 322, which,
however, is otherwise unlikely.
as is shown at p. 86, n. 1, infre.

! Tt was a gymnasinm c¢on-
nected with a temple of Apollo
Liykeios, and lay in one of the
suburbs (ef. SuUID, HARPOURA-
110N, and Sehol. in Aristoph. Pae.
v, 352,

: HERMIPPUS ap. DIng. 2,
ete.; CI1o. Aead. i 4, 17; GELL.
i S S o T TR ) (e o VR
GaLEN. H.-phil. ¢. 3; PHILOP.
i g. v, Schol. in Ar. il b, 23 (cL.
in Categ. Schol. 35, a, 41 sq.;
AMMON, in g. v. Porph. 25, 6;
DAvID, in Categ. 23, b, 42 &q.,
and p.13,1.3 supra) ; with DAVID,
Sehol. in Ar. 20, b, 16; SIMPL.
in Categ. 1 fin. That this deriva-
tion is correct rather than the
opposite view of Suidas (s. v.
*Ap. and Zwkpdrys) and Hesyeh.,
which derives the name from
the Hepimaros of the Lyceum as

' the meeting-plage of the school

is proved, first, by the form of
the word, which can be derived
only from the verb, and also by
the fact that the word TeplmaTos
in the earliest fimes was not
confined to the Aristotelians (v.
p. 13, n. 3); though later it was

so0 limited, and they were called
oi ée (or amd) Toi weprwdrou (or
of ¢k Tay wepimaTwy, STRARO, Xiil.
1,54), as the other schools were
called oi amd 77s ’Anadjuias, OT
of ard s oreds (v.SExT, Pyrrh.
iii. 181; Math. vii. 331, 369;
xi. 45, ete.).

* GELL. wt supra, says that
Aristotle gave two kinds of in-
struction: the exoteric and the
acroamatic. The former related
to Rhbetoric, and the latter to
¢ Philvsophio vemotior’ (=Meta-
physics) with Physics and Dia-
lectic. The acroamatie instruc-
tion, which was intended only
for those who were tried and
well prepared, occupied the morn-
ing; the exoteric lectures, fo
which the public was admitted,
the afternoon (of. QUINTIL. 1il 1,
14, pomeridianis scholis  Ar.
preecipere artem oratoriam cepit j.
The former was called the ew-
divds, the latter the Seidwds mwepl-
weT0s 1 wirogue eniim tempore an-
bulans dissercbat. 1t is impos-
sible, however, to address a large
audience walking ;  therefore
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as had already happened more or less with Plato, the
Socratic fashion of the dialogue had to give place to that
of a continuons lecture; whenever he was dealing either
with a large number of scholars or with subjects in which
there was something essentially new in form and matter
to be explained or some inquiry to be carried through
with scientific accuracy of detail.! On the other hand,
wherever these difficulties did not arise, he did no doubt
retain the habit of philosophic dialogune with his friends
as an alternative method.? In addition to his philo-
sophical teaching he appears also to have revived his
earlier school of Rhetoric® in connection with which
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any popular lectures addressed to large audiences, that
ig veferred to in the story that he received in the morn-
ing a small and select circle only and in the afternoon
everyone freely.! At the same time we must also
think of the Aristotelian school as a society of friends
having on many sides a common life. For friendship its
founder, bred in the intimacy of Plato, always showed
by word and act atender and beautiful enthusiasm ; and
we hear accordingly that, following the fashion of the
Academy, he was wont to gather his scholars about
him at common meals and that he introduced a plan of
definite regulations for these meetings and for the whole

there were exercises in oratory.* It is this, and not

Diog. (3) is doubtless more cor-
Tect, éredn 8¢ wastovs eyévorro
Fibn kat endfiger.

! Such leetures must be meant
when ARISTOX. (Harm. elem. p.
30) says that Aristotle in his
teaching indicated the objects
and method of his inquiry before
giving the development of indi-
vidaal points. It is, as will be
seen, probable as to many of the
Aristotelian writings that they
were either made up from nofes
of lectures, or intended as pre-
paratory notes for lectures; and
at the end of the Tapica Aristotle
directly addresses his andience
(Soplh. Ei. 34 fin.).

2 This appears partly from
the nature of the case, since
-Aristotle had among his hearers
ripe and notable men like Theo-
phrastus; partly from the fact
that at least in earlier years he
nsed the form of dialogue even
in his writings; partly from the

fashion of peripatetic teaching,

which sunposes conversation : of

D1o6. iv, 10, speaking of Poleno :
&XAG i 0bBE kali(wr EAeye mpbs
Ta5 Béoers, daol, wepurardy Be dme-
xeiper.  The continunous lecture
on a definite theme is expressed
by wpbs 0oy Aéyew : a more cur-
sory treatment by émiyeiper (cf.
following notes).

¥ Diog. (3) is not a good
witness, since what he appears
to state of Aristotle’s later time
seems to be taken from a source
relating to the earlier period of
contest with Isocrates (ef. p. 17,
n.3). It is probable, how-
ever, from Aristotle’s Rleforie
itself that in the oral philosophic
teaching rhetoric was not for-
gotten, and GELL., ui supra,
speaks expressly of rhetorical
teaching in the Lycenm.

1 D106, 3: kal wpbs Béciy qup-
eyiuvele Tobs pabnTis Gua kel pnTo-
pik@s Emagrwy, the Oéois being
a general topie, not a particular
question (cf. Cro. Jep. 21, 79,
Fip. ad Aft. ix. 4; QUINTIL, iii.
b 5. % 5.11; and FREI, Quest.

of their common life.?

Tt is said that the aid and appliances which Aristotle
needed for his far-reaching labours were provided for:
him by the favour of the two Macedonian rulers, and

especially by the princely

Prot. 150). Cic. Oraf. 14, 46:
Tn hae Ar. adolescentes, non ad.
philosnphorum  merem  teniiter
disserendi, sed ad copiom Theto-
run in wltramgue  parten, Wt
ornating et wberius dic posset,
exerciit, Neither says whether
the earlier or the later school of
rhetoric is meant: probably both;
cf. GELL. ibid. éhwrepiki dice-
bantur, que ad vhetoricas medi-
tadiones facultatemgue argutio-
pum clvilinmgue rerun notitian
conducehant . . . illas vero 6xotert-
cas guditiones ewercitiumgue di-
cendi, e
1 ¢f.p. 27, n. 3, and GELL.
ihid.

2 AmHEN, (i. 8, v. 186 b, cf
186 ¢) says he wrote for their
common meals véuor avpwoTikol,

generosity of Alexander.?

which may refer, however, to the
work mentioned p. 99, n. 1, infre:
and Diog. (4) preserves a hint of
his arrangement for the internal
government of the school by offi-
cers changing every ten days. CL
ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. 1.839, n. 1.

3 According to JALIAN (V. H.
iv. 19), Philip gave him ample
menns to pursue his invesfiga-
tions, mAolrTor dvevbet, especially
in Natural History ; ATHEN. (ix.
398) speaks of Alexander de-
voting 800 talents to that work;
and PLIN. (H, Nef. vill. 186, 44)
gays Alex. placed under his
orders all the hunters, fishers,
and fowlers of the kingdom, and
all overseers of the royal forests,
ponds, and live stock, numbering
many thousands. Pliny’s story,
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However exaggerated the stories of the ancient writers
on this subject may seem to be, and however wealthy
we may fairly suppose Aristotle himself to have been by
inheritance,! it is yet clear that the vast seope of his
researches forces us to infer that he possessed advantages
which he probably could not have commanded but for
such kingly agsistance. The deep and wide acquaintance
with the writings of his people which his own works?®
disclose to ms could hardly be possible without the
possession of books; and on this head we are expressly
told that he was the first who accumulated a greab
library.®? Such works, again, as the Polifeiai and the
collection of foreign laws could not be produced without
laborions and no doubt costly investigations. The books
-on Natural History especially and the kindred treatises
presuppose researches such as no one could have brought
to completion unless he had at his disposal or could set
in action something more than the resources of a private
individual. Tt was therefore a happy circumstance that
- the man whose grasp of mind and rare powers of ob-
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gervation marked him as the ablest founder of empirical
science and of systematic learning, should have been so
favoured by fortune that the needful equipment for his
great calling was not denied him.

In the last years of Aristotle’s life the good relations
between him and his great pupil were disturbed.! The
philosopher may well have faken offence at many of the
things which Alexander did in the intoxication of suc-
cess, ab many measures which he found necessary for
the consolidation of his conquests, but which were re-
pugnant to the Hellenic traditions and to the self-respect
of independent Greeks, and at the harsh and passionate
excess into which the young conqueror was betrayed
when he was surrounded by flatterers, embittered by
personal opposition and made suspicious by treachery.?
There would be no lack of tale-bearers to carry gossip
true and false to the king, for the learned and philosophic
members of his Court were plotting in their personal
jealousies? to oust each other, and even the courtiers and
generals doubtless sought to use the scientific proclivities
of the prince as points in the game of their ambitions.

however, is disproved (v. BRAR-
DI8, p. 117 sq., and HUMBOLDT,
Kosm. i1 191, 427) by the fact
that with a few exceptions, such
as elephants, Aristotle shows no
knowledge of things which would
be discovered in Alexanders ex-
pedition,

1 His will proves nothing as
to his earlier years, but apart
from the calumnies of his oppo-
nents, as to his pride and love
of display, all we lmow. of his
way of  life, his choice of resi-
dence, his marriage, and fthe
means necessary for his extensive

studies, imples that he was not
hampered by poverty. As to the
worthlessness of the tales of
Epicurns and Timzus, cf. p. 9,
n. 1 and 3.

* Besides the estant works,
we know of others concerning
Rhetoric, Poetry, and the History
of Philosophy.

% STRARO, xiil. 1, 54, p. 608:
mpaTos G oper cupayaydy Airla
wal Bibdias Tous év AlylaTe Bagi-
Afas Bifrwelirns ohvratw, CL
ATHEN. 1. 3,a. GELL. (iii. 17, 3)
says Aristotle paid three Attic ta-
lents for the works of Speusippus.

As the king’s relations with Antipater grew more un-
friendly, it seems he was prejudiced against Aristotle?
also, because of the close relations between the philo-
sopher and the general.” But the severest blow to the

v CL.op. 23, n. 1, supre. The
exchange of letters which is
cited as a proof of their friend-
ship is unreliable, because we do
not. know how much is genuine

2 Plutarch (of. po23, n. 2,
supra) says Avistotle was dis-
satisfied with Alexander’s whole
political idea of the fusion of
the Greeks and Orientals. -

* For examples ¢. PLUT, 47ex.
¢. 52, 53, ARRIAN, iv. 9_11.

t Cf. PLuw, ibid. 74 (thouch
that is after the death of Calli-
sthenes); as to Antipater, cf.
PLUT. dleax. 89, 40; ARRIaN, vii.
12; Curt. = 31 ; DIODOR. xvii
118.

® This friendship is proved
from the fact that Antipater’s



32 ARISTOTLE

king’s attachment to his tutor came through the action
of Callisthenes.! The stiff-necked opposition of that
philosopher to the new Oriental fashions of the Court;
the bitter and reckless tone of his diatribes against
them ; the pointed way in which he vaunted hig inde-
pendence and drew upon himself the eyes of all the
malcontents of the army ; the importance he assumed to
himself as Alexander’s historian, and the arrogant airs
he gave himself accordingly, had long cansed the king
to look on him with anger and mistrust. This made it
the easier for his enemies to persuade the king of his
complicity in the conspiracy of the mnobles which had
placed Alexander's life in the gravest danger, and
Clallisthenes lost his life 2 with the conspirators, though
he was donbtless innocent of their treacherous design.
In the heat of his anger the king’s suspicions turned
against Aristotle® also, for he had brought up Calli-
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sthenes as & kinsman and had afterwards recommended
him to the King,' thongh, no doubt, he also warned the
reckless young man against imprudence.? The suspicion
however led to nothing worse than a notable coolness
in his relations with Alexander® A story to the effect
that Aristotle was concerned with Antipater in the
alleged poisoning of Alexander was connected with the
death of Callisthenes,* but the completely groundless
nature of the charge has long ago been proved.” So far.
indeed was Aristotle from having any cause to desire
his princely pupil’s death that that event in reality
brought serious dangers upon himself.

ence. The statement of Dic. gonus I. Arrian (vil. 27) and

son, Cassander, was a pupil of
Aristotle (PLUT, dlew. T4), by the
letters of Aristotle to Antipater
(Aristoel. apud EUS. Pr. Er. 3v.
2, 9; Diog.27; DEMETR. Eloe.
9925 1 BraaN, V. H, xiv. 1), and
especially by the fact that Anti-
pater is named as chief executor
in Aristotle’s will, apud Drog. 11.
The false story of his complicity
in Alexander’s death is hased
on ihis ecircumstance (. in-
Fre),

1 Ag to (Callisthenes; see
PruT. dlep. 53-55; Sto. rep. 20,
6. p. 1043, Qu. conv. i.6. p. 623 ;
ARRTAN, iv. 10-14: Curt. viii.
18 5q.; CHARES apud ATHESN. X.
434 d; THEOPHEAST. ap. CIC.
Puse. iii. 10, 21; SENECA, Nat.

Q. vio 23, 2; and of modern

writers, STAHR, Arisf 1. 121 sq.; -

DROYBEN, Gesch. Alex. 1. 88
aq. 3 GROTE, Hist. of Greece, xii.
290 sq., etc.

z It is highly improbable he
was an accomplice, though we
cannot say how far he was to
blame for execiting by reckless
talk his younger friends.

8 Alex. writes to Antipater
(Pruz. Afew. 55): of ptv mwaides
Tt Taor Makeddrwy kaTedstobnoar”
Tor 8¢ coproryr [Callisth.] éyé
kohdow kol ToUs ExTeplorTas avToy
Kol Tobs Tmodexouérovs Tals woAecL
Tous euat émifovAedorTas. Accord-
ing to Chares (ap. PLuT, ibid.},
he had at first intended to try

“Callisthenes in Aristotle’s pres-

Chrys. (Or. 54, p. 338) that Alex-
ander meant to kill Aristofle and
Antipater is merely a rhetorical
exaggeration,

L PLUT, thid.: ARRIAN, iv. 10,
1: Droe. 4; SulD, KaAAwd,

z Di1og. ibid.: VALER. MAX.
vii. 2; PLuT. Alex. 54,

* Plutarch says this expressly
(cE p. 23, n. 1, supra), and the
story in Diog. 10, that Alexander,
to mortify his teacher, took
Anaximenes of Lampsacus and
Xenocrates into favour, would
not prove the contrary even if it
were more credible; but it is
nnworthy of both Alexander and
Aristotle. Plutarch, ibid., on the
contrary, sees in the king’s kind-
ness to Xenocrates, a consequernce
of Aristotle’s teaching. Philop-
onus (gpud ARIST. Meteorol. ed.
Ideler, i. 142) cites a reputec
letter of Alexander to Arisiotle
from India, which proves nothing.

+ The earliest witness to this
story is a certain Hagnothemis
{apud PLUT, Alez. T7) who is said
to have heard it from King Anti-

VOL. 1.

Pliny (H. Nat. xxx. 18) mention
it, but, like Plutarch, treat it
as an invention. Xiphilinus
(Ixxvii. 7, p. 1293) says the Em-
peror Caracalla deprived the
Peripatetics in Alexandria of
{heir privileges on account of
the alleged guilt of Aristotle.

5 Thedisproofofthe charge (cf.
STAHR, Ar. 1. 136 sq. and DRov-
sEN, Gesch. d. Hellen. 1. 705 =q.)
rests, apart from ifs moral im-
possibility, on these grounds:
(@) Plut.” ibid. shows expressly
that the suspicion of poisoning
first arose six years after Alex-
ander’s death, whenit afforded the
passionate Olympias a welcome
pretext  fo slake her hatred
against Antipater’s family, and
to excite public opinion against.
Cassander who was said to have
administered the poison; (&)
equal suspicion attaches to the
testimony of Antigonus, which
must belong to the time when he
was at enmify with Cassander,
though we do not know whether
he made any charge against

D
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For the unexpected news of the sudden death of
the dreaded congueror called out in Athens a wild
excitement against the Macedonian rule, which, as
soon as the news was fully confirmed; broke into
open war. Athens put herself at the head of all who
were willing to fight for the freedom of Greece, and
before the Macedonian regent Antipater was fully pre-
pared, he found himself beset by superior forces, which
he only succeeded in mastering after a long and risky
struggle in the Lamian War.! TVrom the first this
movement threatened, as was to be expected, the pro-
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may not have played a political rdle;! but, in any case,
his relation as tutor to Alexander and his friendship
with Antipater were so well known, hig own name was
so famons, and his personal enemies, no doubt, so many,
that he could not escape attack. The charge brought -
against him of offences against the established religion
—in itself baseless enough—must have been simply
a pretext for wreaking political and personal ven-
geance.? Bnt Aristotle found it best to retire before
the rising storm.? He escaped to Chalcis in Hu-

minent members of the Macedonian party. Aristotle

Arigtotle; (¢) it is significant
that the bitterest opponents of
Aristotle, to whom no calumny
is amiss, such as Hpicurus, Ti-
mzus, Demochares, Lyco, etc,
know nothing of the charge;
(d) almost all who speak of
Alexander’s poisoning preserve the
story (whichwas clearly connected
with the first publication ot the
rumour andwaswell fitted tocateh
the popular fancy) thalit was ac-
complished by water from the
Nonacrian spring—i.e. the Styz—
a proof that we are not dealing
with history; (g) the aceounts
Arrian and Plotarch give us
from the court chronicles as to
the course of Alexander’s illness
do not in any way suggest poison;
(f) if Aristotle’s motive was the
fate of Callisthenes, that ceuld
hardly have caused in him a
hatred that would lead six years
later to murder, nor could he,
after so long a time, have had
any fear as to his own safety;
(g) it is probable that Aristotle’s
own adopted son was in Alex-

ander’s service, and intrusted
with important missions (ef. p. 5,
n. 7, supra); (k) finally, the
romour of Alexander’s poisoning
is refuted by the movement of
events afterwards. Alexander’s
death was the signal for an out-
break in Greece, which in the
Lamian war brought Antipater
himself to great straits. Any-
one acquainted with the politics
of the day would clearly foresee
such a result.  Tf Antipater were
not as much taken by surprise as
everyone else was by the king's
death, he would have made pre-
parations either to stem or to
head the rising. If he had been
kpnown as the author of that
which the Greeks acclaimed as
the beginning of freedom, they
would not have begun their revolt
by attacking him; and if any part
in it had been attributed to
Aristotle, he would not have bad
to fly from Athens.

! Kor details, see DROYSEN,
Gesch. d. Hellen. 1. 59 5q.

L According to Aristocl. ap.
Tws. Pr, By, xv. 2,3, Demochares
(doubtless Demosthenes’ nepliew,
de guo ef . Cio, Brut. 83, 286: De
Orat. ii. 23,95 ; SuxECA, De Ira,
iii, 28, 2; PruT. Demosth. 30;
Vit. X Orat. viii. 53, p. 847, and
SuIDAs) had alleged that letters
of Arxistotle’s had been found
which were hostile tu Athens;
that he had betrayed Stagira io
the Macedonians, and that after
the destruection of Olynthus he
had betrayed to Philip the richest
citizens of that city. As the last
two are impossible, the first is
probably untrue, as Aristocles
himself recognised.

2 The charge was brought by
Demophilus on the instigation
of the Hierophant Eurymedon,
related to the deification of
Hermias, and alleged as proofs
the poem noticed (p. 20, n. 3),
and the alleged sacrifice (p. 20,
n. 1): cf. ATHEN. v, 696 2,607 a3
Diog.5; ANON. MENAG., SUTDAS,
and Hesyes. Origen .(c. Cels.
i 65) snggests, out of his own
fancy, Twa Soyuara THs pikocodpias
adTod & dvdpioay elvar GoeBi ol
"Abnrotor. The weakness of the
charge proves that it was only

a blind, although perhaps the
Hierophant may have hated
the philosopher’s liberalism, An
honest charge of atheism in the
Athens of that day was hardly
possible, although the mass of
the people could still be moverd
by it. Grote (18 sg.) shows how
in this connection the Athenians
would be impressed by the story
that Aristofle had given heroie
honours to an eununch who was
first a slave and then a tyrant.
Grote also notices (p. 14) how
mortifying the mission of Aris-
totle'sadopted son wasfor Hellenic
pride (v. p. 5, n. 7). The further
suggestion of Grote (p. 37. ¢l
GRANT, p. 24) that the enmity of
the school of Isocrates had to do
with the prosecution of Aristotle
may be true, but the fact that
Demophilus was a son of Ephorus,
and that the latter, and perhaps
both, belonged to that school is
not sufficient proot. We have
still less ground to accuse the
Academic school of having any
share in it.

1 His remarks that *he would
not zive the Athenians a8 second
chance of sinning against philo-
sophy,” and that < Athens was the

D2
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beea,! where he had a country house, to which he had
sometimes retived before,? and his enemies could only
inflict on him unimportant insults3 To Theophrastus*
he gave over his teaching work at the Lyceum, as a
substitute during his absence. Bub it was not given

place spoken of by Homer where
tyxum ew’ dyxen ympdoicer, olkor
3 éml adkw, in allusion to the
syeophants,arequoted by DT0G.9;
ALIAN, . 36; ORIGEN,ut suprda;
EyUSTATH. in  Odyss. H 120,
p.1673; AMMOK. p. 48 V. Mare.
8: Ammon. Latin. 17, the last
mentioned placing them in a
letter to Antipater. FAVORINTS,
apud DI0G. 9, says the Homeric
lineoceurred ina written Apologic,
which is known also to the Anon.
Menayg. and to ATHEN. xv. 697 4,
both of whom doubt its gennine-
ness. One does not see why
Aristotle, once in safety, shonld
write a uscless defence. It wasno
doubt a rhetorical exercise inimi-
tation of the Soeratie Apologia(ci.
the fragment given by Athenseus
with PLAT. dpol. 26 D sq.).

i Apollodor. apud D10G. 10 s
made to say that this was in
01, 114, 3, i.c. in the latter balf
of 822 m.0. This is improb-
able, for Strabo (x. 1, 11) and
Heraclides ap. DIog. x. 1 speak
as if he lived u considerable time
in Chalgis ; and besides it is more
likely that the attack on Aristotle
happened in the first uprising
against the Macedonian party
than that it was begun after
Antipater’s decisive victories in
Thessaly, and that Aristotle fled
in good fime instead of waiting
throngh the whale of the Lamian
war. Probably, therefore, he left
Athens late in the summer of
323, and Apollodorus only said

what we find in Diownys. Ep.
ad Amm. i. 5, that Aristotle
died in OL 114, 3, having fled to
Chaleis. It is not possible to
assume (with STAHR, i 147) an
earlier emigration of Aristotle to
Chaleis, on the authority of the
statement of Heraclides that
Aristotle was living in Chaleis
when Epicurus came to Athens,
TehevThoarTos & 'Aleldvipov . . .
pereAlelr ["Emikovpoy]| eis Koho-
d@va. Hor Aristotle’s flight was
due only to the danger that
threatened him at Athens, which
arose only on Alexander’s un-
expected death; and he eannot
therefore have gone to Chalcis
hefore the news reached Athens,
in the middle of 323, Kither
Heraclides or Diogenes must be
inezact. The Psendo-Ammonius
(cf. p. 25, 0. 5 supra) and David
(Sehol. in Ar. 26 b. 26) assign im-
possible dates.

208 BrrABO, x.- 1 1L D,
448,
5 In a fragment of a letter to
Antipater probably of this time
(ap. BLIAN, V. H. xiv. 1, of. p.
44, n. 4 infre) Aristotle makes
mention Tév e Aeigols Umpra-
Gévray por xal dv Gdyipmuar viw,
What this was—whether a monu-
ment, proédria, or other henorary
privilege—we do not know. Ifit
was given him by Athens, it may
be connected with the services
noticed p. 24, n. 3, supra.

+ Drog. v. 36 and following
lines, SUID. &. t. Oedgp,
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to Aristotle to enjoy hiz retirement long. In the
following year, that is, in the summer of 322 B.c., he
succumbed to a disease from which he had long suffered.?
So it chanced that of his two great contempora-
ries he sorvived Alexander by less than a year, and
predeceased Demosthenes only by a short interval. His
body is said to have been taken to Stagira.® Iis last
will is preserved to us,® and it is a monument of his

1 Apolled. ap. Dioe. 10, V.
Mare. 3, Ammon. Latin, 12,
and DIoN. fp. ad dmm. 1.5, give
Ol. 114, 3 as the year. It was
about the time of Demosthenes’
death (APoLLoOD. ihid.), but a
little earlier (GELL. V. 4. xvii.
21, 35). As that date is given
by PruT. (fam. 30) as the 16th
of Pyanepsion 0L 114, 3=0ct. 14,
2922, Aristotle must have died be-
tween July and Sept. of that year.

2 That he died by illness is
stated by Apollod. and Dionys.
ut supra; cf, GELL, xiii, 5, 1.
Censorin. (. Nat. 14, 16) adds:
haune ferunt naturalen stomachi
infirmitaten erebrasgue morbidi
corporis offensioncs adeo wirtute
animi div sustentasse, wil magis
mirum Sit ad annos sevaginta tres
ewm vitam protulisse, guam wltre
non pertwlisse. The statement
of Eumelus ap. Diog. 6 (de guo
z. p. 2, 0. 2, p. 6, n. 3 supra) fol-
lowed by the Anon. Menag. and
Suidas, that he poisoned himself
with hemlock, or (as Hesych. has
it) that he was condemned to
drink hemlock, is probably a con-
fusion with the death of Demo-
sthenes or of Socrates. It cannot
be historie, because the best
evidence is against it, because it
iz contrary to Aristotle’s own
principles { Btk &. ii.11, 11162,

12, v. 15 init., ix. 4, 1166 b, 11),
and because it does nof fit the
circumstances, for in- Eubeea he
wasinno danger. The tale (found
only in J/rrAs CRETENSIS, p.
507 D) that he threw himself into
the Euripas because he could not
discover the causes of his visions,
and the variant of the same in
JUSTIN. cobort. 36, GREG. Naz.
Or. iv. 112, or ProcoPr, De Bello
Goth. iv. 579, that his fruitless
meditations on a vision wore him
out with worry and fatigue, need
no refutation, though Bayle (art.
Aristotle, n. %) thinks the latter a
fitting end ; of. STAHR, 1. 155,

3 Related only by F. Mare.
4 and Ammon. Latin, 13, and
with the addition that an altar
was built en_his grave and the
couneil mcetfngs held there ; and
that a festival CApirrerédein) was
instituted and a month named
after him. The evidence is not
good ; but as he was not only the
most illustrions ecitizen but also
the re-founder of Stagira(cf. D1o.
O 47,224, who saysthat Aristolle
alone had the fortune to be 7#s
warpifios oirioThs) the story is not
wholly improbable.

* Apud Diog. 11 sq; pro-
bably (ef. v. 64) taken, like the
wills of Theophrastus, Sirato,
and Lyco, from Aristo, 2 noted
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faithful attachment and careful provision for 4ll who
were connected with him, including his slaves. Theo-

Peripatetic eire. 200-250 (loge
AplgTar 6 Keins), who will be
mentioned in his place. Herm-
ippus (eire. 200-220) cited the
game record (w. ATHEN., xiii.
589 ¢.), which according to V.
Mare. 8, and dmmon. Latin. 17
was also quoted by Andronicus
and Ptolemseus forthe patalogues
of Aristotle’s writings, de ¢. dufra.
V. Mare. says Aristotle left a
Biabhin . . . % déperan Topd TE TAv-
Bpovike kal TToheualy perd [Tév]
wwd[wv] T@v alTod cuyypappdTer
(Ammon. Latin. cum volumi-
nibus suorum tractatunm;’ cf,
etz Verl Schr. &. Ar. 34).
The external evidence for the
will is therefore good ; the more
hecanse it 1s likely that the wills
of Aristotle and his followers
would be earefully preserved by
the Peripatetic school (for which
those of Theoph., Strato, and
Lyeco were a kind of foundation
charter), and because Aristo was
himself the immediate successor
of Liveo. The document has also
all internal signs of genuineness,
and the objections which have
heen urged against it (of. GRANT,
26) prove little. It is objected
that it mentions neither a honse
in Athens nor a library, both
of which Aristotle possessed. A
forger, however, would never
have omitted the latter, which
was the thing of chief interest
. for the school ; but it is very pos-

sible that Aristotle had already
made arrangements aboub it,
which did not require to be re-
peated in the extant will, that
being rather a set of directions
to friends than, like the three

others guoted, a regular disposi-

tion of his whole property. Grant
thinks it unlikely that Pythias
was not yet marriageable or that
Nicomachos was a lad; but this
is not so. Why may not Ari-
stotle’s wife Pythias, perhaps
after the death of older children,
have borne him a danghter ten
years after their marriage? or
why might Aristotle not have by
a second wife, for whose remar-
riage he provides, a son who
would be a lad when his father
was sizty-three! Besides, we
know from other spurces that the
education of Nicomachus was
taken over by Theophrastus. The
naming of Antipater arouses
in Grant a suspicion that the
forger inserted him as a historic
name; but it is clearly natural
that Aristotle might appoint him
in order to place the carrying
out of hizs directions for the
henefit of those depending on
him under the protection of his
powerful friend. And this is all
that is meant when he is named
first in the homorary position of
émiTpowos mivTwy, Whereas the
carrying out of the business
provisions of the will is left to
Theophrastus and the other ém:-
peAqral.  Objection Is taken to
the provisions for four statues of
animals which Aristotle is said
to have vowed to Zeus Soter
and Athene the Preserver, for
Nicanor's safety (Drog. 16), as
being an imitation of the Socratic
votive offering for Asclepios
(PrAaT, Phaed. 118, A). This,
however, is far-fetched and the
point is unimportant. Little as
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phrastns he named as the chief of his school,! and to
him he left the best part of his inheritance, his books.?

We are but poorly informed as to the personal traits of
Aristotle’s character. Exeepting a few details as to his
personal appearance?® almost the only statements we
possess are the attacks of his enemies. Most of these
charges have already been shown to be worthless—such
as those concerning his relations with Plato, with
Hermias, with his two wives, and with Alexander, his
alleged misconduct in youth, and the political turpitnde

of his later years. What

Aristotle believed in vows or in
the mythic personalities of Zeus
and Athene, wyet it is quite
natural that he should erect a
monument of his love for his
adopted son in their common
home, Stagira (to which the
statues were to be sent), in a
fashion which accorded with
Greek custom. He himself in
HFithicsiv. 5 reckons votive monu-
ments and offerings among the
forms in which the virtue of
peyororpémera shows itself,

L The pretty story as to the
way in which be expressed his
choice iz well known (GELL.
N. A. =iii. 5, where ‘ Eudemus’
must be substituted for * Mene-
demus?). It is quite credible,
and not unlike Aristotle.

? STRABO, xiii. 1, 54, p. 608;
Prur. Sulla, c. 26; ATHEN. 1. 3,3,
with which cf. D1og. v. 52.

3 Diod. 2 ecalls him ioxwo-
orehys and pmpduuares, and an
abusive epigram in the Anthology
(iii. 167, Jac.}, which deserves no
weight, opucpbs, dadarpds, and
wpoydoTwp, We hear of a lisp in
pronouncing R, to which the
word Tpaubds (ap. DIOG. 2, ANON.

remains of the stories told

MENAG., SUTD., PLUT. dud. Poet.
&,p.26,and Adulat. 9, p. 53) refers.
Pausanias (vi. 4, i) mentions a
statue said fo beof Aristotle; asto
others, ». STAHR, i. 161 sq, and as
tothose extant, especially the life-
size sitting stafue in the Palamzo
Spada at Rome, #. SCHUSTER,
Firhatt. Portr. d. griech. Philos.
Leipz. 1876, p. 16, where they
are photograpbed. The sitting
statue has a lean face, earnest
and thoughtful, showing the
lines of severe mental labour,
and with a delicate, clear-cut
profile, It impresses us with ifs
life-like truth to nature, and the
workmanship is 80 excellent that
it may well be an orizinal work
dating from the time of Aristotle
or hizs immediate sucecessor.
Directions are given in Theo-
phrastus’ will (D10G. v. 51) that
the Moveeiar begun by him should
be finished : &wera Thr 'ApirTo-
Téhous elkdva redijrar eis 70 lepdy
wal TaAowra dvabiuaTe doa wpdTepoy
imfipxey év 74 lepd, which pro-
bably is to be understood of a
statue already erected.

* CE p. 8 sq.; 19, o 4; 20,
n 1, 2; 33, n. 4; 36, n 1, b,
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by his many enemies' has for the most part little
probability.? Nor do the accounts we have give us
any right to lay to Aristotle’s charge either a self-
secking sort of shrewdness, or a jealous and
little-minded greed for fame.? The first of these

charges concerns chiefly

his relations with the

Macedonian rulers. The second refers to the ecriti-
cisms he allows himself to make in writing of his
cotemporaries and his forerunners. But it cannot be
proved that he ever sought the favour of Philip and

supra, Another calumny iz Ter-
tullian’s A#». fomiliarem suwm
Hermiam turpiter loco eweedere
feeit (Apologet. 46), which in the
context canonly meanhe betrayed
him,a tale so senseless and wicked
that it required a Tertullian to
invent it. The story of Philo of
Byblos ap. SUID, Haeieip., as to
immoral relations with the his-
torian Palzphatus of Abydos is
equally baseless.

! THEMIST, Oref. xxiii. 285
talks of a grpards Bhos of Ari-
stotle’s calummiators. DBy him,
Aristocl. (zp. EUR. xzv. 2) and
Diogenes (11, 16) the following
are named: Epicurus, Timsmus,
Eubulides, Alexinus, Cephiso-

_ dorus, Lyco, Theocritus of Chios,
Demochares, and Diemarchus,
within a generation of Aristotle.

2 Such as the accmsations to
be found in AR18TOCL. and D106,
ut sypra; SUID. ‘Apwrr.; ATHEN.
viii, 342, xiil. 566; PLiN, H. N,
xxxV. 16, 2; Briaw, ¥, H. iii.
19 ; THEODORET, Cur. Gr. Af.
xii. 51, p. 178; LUCIAN, Dial.
Mort. 18, 5, and Paras. 36;
that Aristotle was a glutton, and
for that reason went to the

Macedonian Court and flattered
Alexander, and that at his death
T (or even 300) dishes were
found in his house: or that

‘he was immoral in relation to

Pythias and Herpyllis, and was
also enamonred of Theodectes of
Phaselis: and again that he was
so effeminate that he bathed in
warm oil (doubtless for medical
reasons, cf. DIoG. 16 and p. 37,
n. 2, supra), and g0 miserly that
he sold the oil afterwards: or
that in his youth he was too
fashionable for a philosopher
(which, as he wasrich and brought
up at Court, is possible): and
that he was impudent and sneer-
ing. If there were any facts
underlying these stories, we may
conclude from the character of
the narrators that they were in
any case frivial ; and we can see
in the passages of Lucian and
Theodoret and his quotation from
Atticus how Aristotle’s own state-
ments as to wealth and pleasure
were twisted to support these
SUSMCIONS.

% Even Btahr (i. 173 sq) pays
too much attention to these
charges.
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Alexander by unworthy means,! and it was not to he
expected that he should applaud or imitate the follies
of a Callisthenes. 'To impute it to him as an offence,
that he attached himself to the Macedonian party, is to
apply to him an erroneous and inapplicable standard.
By birth and training he was a Greek. But while all
his personal ties attached him to the royal house to
which he and his father owed so much, no one can say
that the consideration of the general pogition of politics
ought necessarily to have turned him against their
policy. So satisfied was Plato of the untenable character
of the existing political relations, that he had advocated
sweeping changes. Plato’s follower could the less evade
the same conviction, since he had a keener insight into
men and things, and had clearly detected the con-
ditions on which the vitality of States and forms of
oovernment depends. With his practical acumen he
could not put his trust in the Platonic ideal of a State ;
he was forced to seek the materials for a political re-
construction from among the political relations as they
were and the powers already existing, At that day no

! Btahr thinks it sounds like angry with inferiors, and that he
flattery when Aristotle writes to stood above all men, which was

Alexander (dAwrist. Fragm. No.
611, apud LBriax, V. H xii.
54) & Ovpbs kol 3 opyh ob wpbs
Yoovs {l. foaovs with Rutgers,
Rose and Heitz) aAra wpos
Tobs kpefrTovas yiverar ool B&
obBels Yros, but if this is genuine
Aristotle said no more than the

“truth, and he wrote, according to

MFlian, in order to. appease
Alexander’s wrathagainst certain
persons, for which purpose he
tells him that one cannot bhe

surely true of the congueror of
the Persian Empire. We cannot
tell whether the letter is gennine.
Heitz ( Verlor. Sehar. d. Arist. 287)
suggests that this fragment does
not agree with that in Plot.
(Prangre. An. 13, p. 472 drist.
Fragm. 614, 1581, b) in which
Aristotle is made to compare
himselt with Alexander, but the
letter is much the more doubtful
of the two.

i
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new foundation could be found except in the Macedonian
kingdom, for fhe Greek States were no longer able at
once tomaintain their independenceagainst the foreigner

and to reform their inner life. The whole course of

history so far had proved this so conclusively, that even
a Phocion was forced to say, in the Lamian War, that
unlesg the moral conditions of Greece were altered
there was nothing to be expected from an armed rising
against Macedon.! Donbtless such a convietion would
come far less readily to an Athenian statesman than to
a friend of the Macedonian kings, who was a citizen
of a small city like Stagira, once destroyed by Philip,
and then reorganised as a Macedonian town. Can
we blame him if he accepted that view, and, with a
just appreciation of the political situation, attached
himself to that party which alone had a future, and
from which alone, if from any, Greece could still find
salvation from the dissension and decay within, and the
loss of power to face the enemy without? Can we
condemn him if he felt that the old independence of
the Greek cifies must come to an end, when its basis
in the civic virtue of their citizens was gone? Can we
object if he believed that in his pupil Alexander was
folfilled the condition under which he held that
monarchy was natural and just >—where one man stands
out so clearly beyond all others in efficiency as to make
their equality with him impossible ? Can we complain
if he preferred to see the hegemony of Hellas rather in
the hands of such a man than in those of the ‘great
king* of Persia, for whose favour the Greek cities had

' ProT. Phee. 23. 2 Polit. ii1. 13 fin.
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been hidding against each other ever since the Pelo-
ponnesian War, and hoped that he would give the
Hellenes the only thing they lacked to become the
rulers of the world—a political unity 2!

As for the charge of jealousy of others’ fame, it is
true that his philosophical polemics are often cutting and
sometimes unfair. But they never take on any personal
colour, and it would be impossible to prove that they ever
rest on any other motive than the desire fo make his point
as sharply, and establish it as completely as possible.
Tf he does sometimes give us the impression of insisting
on his own discoveries, we ought to set off against this
the conscientionsness with which he seeks out every
seed of truth, even the remotest, in the work of his
predecessors ; and remembering this, we shall find that
all that remains is but a very intelligible and very
pardonable self-appreciation.

Still less—to pass over minor matters®—need we
attach any importance to the allegation that Aristotle
hoped soon to see philosophy completed.® If he did, it
would have been only the same self-deception of which
many other thinkers have been guilty, including some
who have not been, as he was, the teachers of mankind

1 Polit. vil. 7, 1327 b, 29,
reckoning the merits of the
Greek race: Sidmep élelfepdy Te
SwreAet kal BéATioTe ToALTEVdLE-
yoyr kal Buvdpevor lpyew morTev
[uilis Ty dver ToALTElas.

¢ Like the tale told by Valer.
Max. viii. 14, 3, as a proof of
Aristotle’s sitis in  capessendn
lauwde, which is plainly an idle
invention based on a misunder-

standing of the Riet. ad Aler.
c. 1 fin. (of. Rhet.iii.9,1410 b, 2).

3 Crc. Pusc. iil. 28, 69 : Aristo-
telos veteres philosophos acensans
qui existimarissent philosophiam
swis ingeniis csse parfectan, wit
eos aut stultissimos aut gloriosissi-
wmos fuisse @ sed se videre, guwod
paCls annis magna aceessio jucta
esset, brevi tempore plilosopliam
plane absolutam fore.
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for tens of centuries. In fact, the remark seems to
have occurred in an early work of Aristotle’s,! and to
have related not to his own system but to Plato’s,
which professed to open out a prospect of an early com-
pletion of all science.?

So far as Aristotle’s philosophical writings, the
scanby fragments of his letters, the provisions of his
will, and our incomplete accounts of his life afford
us any picbure of his personality, we cannot bub
honour him. Nobility of principles, a just moral
sense, a keen judgment, a susceptibility to all beauty,
a warm and lively feeling for family life and friendship,
gratitude towards benefactors, affection for relatives,
benevolence to slaves and those in need,? a loyal love for
his wife, and a lofty conception of marriage far tran-
scending the traditional theories of Greece—such are
the traits that we can see. They all carry us back to
that faculty of moral tact to which in his Ethies he
rednced all virtue, backed as it was in him by a wide
knowledge of men and by deep reflection. We are
bound to suppose that the principles he asserts in his
Ethics were the guides of his own life,* the recoil from
all manner of one-sidedness and excess, and the orderly
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appreciation of things which despises nothing that has
its roots in human nature, but attributes an absolute
value only to the spiritual and moral factors of life.
And if his character, so far as we know it, and in spite
of any little weaknesses which may have attached to
it, seems to us lofty and honourable, still more are
his powers and intellectual achievements altogether
astounding. Never have so great a wealth of know-
ledge, so careful powers of observation, and so untiring
a zeal for acquisition, been found in combination with
such keenness and power of scientific thinking, with &
philosophic insight so capable of piercing into the
essence of things, with a width of view so fully capable
of ab once seeing the unity and coherence of all know-
ledge, and embracing and subordinating all its branches.
In poetic swing, in richness of fancy, in the insight of
genins, he cannot compete with Plato. His powers lay
wholly on the side of knowledge, not of art.! That
fascinating witchery of speech with which Plato holds
us is hardly ever to be found in the extant works of the
Stagirite, though many of those that are lost are praised,
doubtless with justice, for their literary grace.? But
he outstrips his master in all those qualities which
mark the full manhood of science—in width and solidity

! In the dialogue Mepl dudo-
goplas, to which it is rightly
referred by Rose (Ar. Fr. No. 1)
and Heitz (Ar. Fr. p. 38).

* As  Bywater (Jown. of
FPhilol. vii. 69) also says. In
Aristotle’s extant works he often
refers to the need of further
investigation.

3 As to the former, cf. his
will, which provides inter awlic
that none of those who had

personally served him should be
sold, and that several shonld be
freed and even started in life.
As to the latter, ef. his saying,
ap. D106, 17, ob 7he Tpdmov, dArs
Tow Brfpumoy fAénca.

* Cf. his expressions in the
Letter to Antipater, ap. BLiax,
V. 4. xiv. 1 and ap. Diog. 18.
In the former fragment he says
as to the withdrawal of former
honours (de ¢ w». p. 86, n. 3,

supra) oirtws éxw, &s uhve po
opodpa pehew tmép abrdy phTe pot
pnder pédew ; in the latter, as to
one who had reviled him behind
his back ! ardrra e kal perriyolre.

! The few poetic attempts we
have show no great gift. On the
other hand his wit was noted
(DEMETE. D Bloe. 128), and
the apophthegms (ap. Dioc.

17 sq) and the fragments of
letters (ap. DEMETR. 29, 233)
give proof of it. That it went
with a tendency to banter and
sauciness of speech (&xaipos oTw-
pvAic), as Elian (V. H. iii. 19)
tells us of him in his youth, is
possible, though not proved by
the existing testimony.

* De quo infra.
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of research, in purity of scientific method, in ripeness
of judgment, in wary discrimination, in his compact
brevity and inimitable keenness of statement, and in
the definite use and comprehensive development of a
scientific terminology. He cannot inspire us, lay hold
of our hearts, weld in one the scientific and the moral
energies, ab all in the same way as Plato does. His
work is drier, more professional, more closely confined
to the field of cognition than Plato’s had been. But
within these lines he has, so far as one man might,
achieved success. For thousands of years he showed
philosophy her way. For the Greeks he inaugurated
the age of learning. Tn every field of knowledge then
open to him he enriched the sciences by original in-
vestigations, and advanced them by new conceptions.
Even if we put at their highest possible measure the
help he derived from his forerunners, and the assistance
he obtained from scholars and friends, and perhaps also
from trained slaves,’ the range of his achievements
still runs so far beyond the common standard, that we
can scarcely understand how one man in a short life
could accomplish it all, especially since we know that
his restless soul had to wring from a weakly body the
needful vitality for this gigantic work.? Aristotle has
fulfilled his historic vocation and solved the philosophie
task it set him, as scarce any other ever did. Of what
he was as a man we know unhappily too little, but we

! Callisthenes of Babylon is the story is suspicious because of
said to have sent him informa- the addition that these observa-
tion of astronomical obrervations tions went back 31,000 years.
there (Stwpr. ¢ Celo, Schol, * Cf. p. &7, n. 2, and Dr1oG. v.
508, a, 26, following Porph.), but 18,
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have no reason to believe the attacks of his foes, or
to refnse to accord to him that favourable judgment
which his own Ethics with many subsidiary indications
must demand.
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CHAPTER II

ARISTOTLE'S WRITINGS
A.—Constderation of the particular works seriatim

THE literary activity of Aristotle startles us at the outsefi
both by its extent and its manysidedness. The works
which we have under his name extend over all
branches of philosophy, and they exhibit a vast
wealth of wide observation and historical learning. Yet
to these extant works the ancient catalogues add a great
number of others, of which only the titles or slight frag-
ments now remain. Two of these catalogues we have :
the first in two recensions, that by Diogenes (V. 21 gqq.),
and that called the “Anonymus Menagii’: the other
in certain Arabic texts! The first list contains, in
Diogenes, 146 titles, most ? of which the ¢ Anonymus’?
has preserved, leaving out* a few ® and adding seven or
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Both the sources agree in putting the total number of
books ab nearly 400.! The author of the first catalogue
cannot be (as Rose imagines?) identified with Andro-
nicus of Rhodes, the well-known editor and arranger of
Aristotle’s works,? though it is not to be doubted that
that Peripatetic did compile a catalogue of Aristotle’s
wriings.* For even if we could set aside the fact that
Andronicus is said to have given the total number at
1,000 books,” and the circnmstance that the extant
index includes ° the Ilepi Spunvelas, which he rejected,’
it remains clear that we should look to find in Andro-
nicus’s edition those writings above all that are in-
cluded in our extant Corpus Aristotelicum, which is
derived, speaking broadly, from his own. Thisis far
from being true of the extant catalogues, for many
important parts of the extant Corpus are either alto-
gether absent or at least are not to be traced under

Nos. 106, 7, 111, 91, 98, 16, 18, which did not at all correspond
39 and 11 of the main list. with his own work. A similar

! D1oG. 34, and the Awox. catalogue of the writings of
MENAG. at the beginning of his Theophrastus is ascribed to him
list. The titlesin Dioz. (reckoning by the Scholia at the end of his
the Letters as one book for each Metaphysics and at the beginning

eight new ones. An appendix adds forty-seven titles—
many of which,® however, are only repetitions or variants
of those already entered—and ten Psendepigrapha.

1 See hoth in the drist.
Fragm. of Rose and Heitz (Ao
Opp. v. 1463, Berlin ed., iv. b,

"1 sq.,Pazis ed.) i

2 According to the earlier
text 111, but as completed by
Rose from an Ambrosian MS. 132,

¢ Aecording to Rose's pro-
bable conjecture (Ar. Libr. Ord.

48) he was Hesychius of Miletus,
who lived about 500,

4 As to the possible grounds
of this omission c¢f. HEITZ,
Vertor. Sehr. Awist: p.15.

3 14 by onetext, 27 by theother.

& If our count is right there
are9, i.c. Nos. 147, 151, 154, 155,
167, 171, 172, 174, 182, repeating

correspondent named and the
TloAirefos as a single book) give
375 books; those in the Anon, as
completed by Rose, 391,

= Arist. Psendepig. 8 5q.

* Cf. ZELLER, FPh. d. Gv. PtL.
iii. a, 549, 8 (2nd edition).

* This is clear from the ahove-
mentioned passage of Plut.
(Sulle, 26) from the T, Ware. 8
(cf. p. 37, n. 4, supra) and David,
Bekol. in Adr. 24, a,19. Ttis not
credible that Andronicus merely
adopted the catalogue of Her-
wippus (. HEITZ, A7, Fr. 12)

VOL. L

of the seventh book of the Hist. of
Plants.

% DAVID, Sckol. in Ar. 24,2,
13,

* This is the more remarkable
because we gather from Drod. 24
that the catalogue was to include
only works recognised as ge-
nuine. Bernays ({Hal.d. Ar. 134)
therefore supposes that the
book was inserled in the cata-
logue of Andronicus by a later
hand.

* ALEX. in Anal. Pri. 52,

E
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their later names and in their later form.! The con-
verse theory ® that the list in Diogenes was meant to
contain only those writings which were left out of
Andronicus’s collection of the didactic works, is nega-
tived by the fact that the list confains many importunt
sections of the Corpus, and that it distinetly claims o
be a complete review of the philosopher’s works? For
similar reasons it is equally impossible that it can owe
its origin to Nicolaus of Damascus,* or any other to

1 Of the books contained in
our  Corpus - Aristotelicum Dio-
genes’ list mentions only the
following : Nos. 141, The (aife-
govies; 142, TL Epugpelas; 48,
Mporépwy  aralvrikew; 50, "Avad.
dorépav; 102, TL (dww, 9 books
(meaning no doubt the Histery of
Amimals, the spurious tenth book
of which is afterwards, No. 107,
called Trep Tol ph yewwda); 123,
Myxavteay o ; 7o, eAcrids drpod-
cews 8 hooks ; 23, Olkovopuchs of ;
78, Téxwns puropuens o' B'; 118,
Tomrueay o : and probably also—
the Topics, under two different
names, ¢f. infra. Also Nos, 90,
M. ¢pigews o B . and 45 (115),
1. kuwfoews o (which are
probably parts of the Plysies) :
and No. 39, . eroxeiwr o B 7'
(meaning probably the two
books M. yevérems with our book
iti, fte Cwlo, or book iv.
Meteor.); T0, Odoers émixeipnue-
mial ke’ (no donbt a recension of
the Dreblems); 88, 1L vav wooa-
xés Aeyoudvey (donbtless the trea-
tise, often ¢cited by Ar. nnder that
name, which is now book v. of the
Metaphysics); and 38, "Hbwoy
(only 5 books). Even assuming
that all the suggested Ccorrespon-
dences are correct, the list still

omits important parts of our
Corpug.  The Anon. Menag, adds
the Topics under that name (his
No, 523 and the Metaphysics, to
which he gives 20 books (if the
text iz right, de guo infra). The
First Analytic is his 154, with
2 books, and the Ethics iz 39,
Hucwy k&' (lege a'-x"). His appen-
dix adds: 148, Tvowh dxpdacis,
o (lege m'; 149, . yevivews ral
dbopas ; 160, IT. peTedpwy, 8° 5 153,
M. (Cwr ioroptas ; 156, 11 (wwe
kwfioews (as 3 books); 157, IL
(ww popiey (only 3 books); 158,
IL (gwr yerécews (also 3 books);
174, T fbucdv Nikopayelwy,

2 Of Bernays, Dial. Ar. 133,
and Hose, ut supra: ¢f on the
opposite . side, HEITZ, Verlor.
Setvre, p. 19,

3 (Suvéypae 8¢  wdumAesTo
BiBaia dmep awdAovlor Hymoduny
Dmoypdbar B Thy wepl wdyras
Adyous Tawdpds aperhw, are the
introductory words in Dioa. v.21,
but that does not mean that he
would exclude the main philo-
sophical freatises. The same is
clear from § 34, where Aristolle’s
power of work is said to be proved
dn Tdr wpoyeypauudvay cuyypa-
pdTey, numbering nearly 400.

* For his works on Aristotle

5 o

ARISTOTLE'S WRITINGS, -

whom the edition of Andromicus was: already known.
Its compiler must have been ! a gcholar of the Alexan-—r-
drine period, most probably Hémippus ;2 and he must
cither not have had the meank 4§ yot have takénthe
trouble to give us more than a li‘stfgf e mahﬁsgmpts
which were to be found? in a library accossible” to him,
presumably that of Alexandria. Otherwise it would
be impossible for him to have omitted important works
which can, as we thall see, be clearly proved to have
been in use during the two centuries preceding the date

of Andronicus.!

The first catalogue, therefore, only

shows us what writings appeared under Aristotle’s name
in the Library of Alexandria,

Of far later date is the other catalogue of Aristotelian
writings, which two Arabic writers of the thirteenth
century ® copied from a certain ¢ Ptolemy ’—probably a
Peripatetic of the second century A.n., mentioned also
by Greek writers.® His list seems to have reached the

cf. ZELLER, Ph. d. Gv. Pt 1ii. a.
556, 2nd ed., and HEITZ, Verlor.
Selr. 38.

I S0 HEITz, 46 sq., followed
by GROTE, i. 48, SUSEMIHL, .
i. d. Diehtk. 19, Ar. Pol. x1iii.,
NieTzecHE, Rhein. Mus. =xiv.
181 sq.

2 Wearenotexpressly told that
this scholar and Peripatetic, who
wrote about 200 B.C., catalogued
the works of Aristotle; but it i3
hardly to be doubted, seeing that
he wrote a biography of Aristotle
in at least two books which Dio-
genes used (cf. Droc. v..1, 2, and
ATHEN. xiii. 589, =v. 696), and
that his "Avaypaddh Tév OeodpdoTon
BiBAlwyismentioned intheScholia
cited, p. 49, n. 4, supre (cf.

Herrz, ibid. 49, Ar. Fr. 11),
Through what channel it came
to the knowledge of Diogenes,
we do not know.

¢ Brandis (Gr.-rim. Phil. ii.
b, 1, 81) has shown that this
is probably true of both the
catalognes of Aristotleand Theo-
phrastus given by Diogenes.

1 Diogenes himself elsewhere
cites works of Aristotle which are
not in his list (BRANDTS, ibid. ;
Hger1z, 17), but this only proves
that these references were taken
from other sources than those
from which he got the Cata-
logme. |

3 D¢ g. ». BosE, dr. Opp.,
p. 1469.

& One of these Arabic writers

E 2
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Arabic copyists in an incomplete form. For while

Ptolemy put the total of

Aristotle’s works at 1,000

Books, their lists comprise only some 100 treatises,

counting about 550 Books.!

Of the component parts of

our extant Corpus only a few are wanting, and their
absence may be partly accidental? Some others are

(Ibn el Kifti, d, 1248, ap. Rosk,
ibid.) says this Plolemy was an
admirer of Aristotle, who wrote
a book, Historie Ar. et Mortis
wjnset Seviptorum Ordo,addressed
to Aaflas (or Actlas): the other
(Lbn Abi Oseibia, d. 1269, ibid.)
also speaks of ‘his Liber ad
Galas de vite Ar. et eximic pie-
tote testomenti ejus et iadice
seriptorum ejus aoterum. Both
copy from him bicgraphical de-
tails as well as the Catalogue, but
seem to know no more of him
than that he lived ¢ in provincie
Rum* (ie. the Roman Empire),
and that he was a different per-
son from the anthor of the 4{-
magest.  What they say, how-
ever, corresponds exactly with
what David, Sehol. in Ar. 22,2,
10 (after Proclus, cf. 1. 23), says
‘of a Ptolemy who reckoned the
total of Aristotle’s books (as did
Aundronicus, ef. p. 43, n. 5) at
1,000, dvaypapiy abréy momodueros
kel Tov Bloy adTob kal Ty Budeaw
and with the remarkin 1. Hare. 8,
s to the same, that to his list of
Aristotle’s works he added his
awill, Dawid takes this Prolemy
to be Ptolemseus Philadelphus,
but this merely proves the igno-
rance of David, or the pupil who
recorded his lectures ; thonsh we
know that Piolemseus Philadel-
phus himself was a collector of
Aristotle’s works (ATHEN. 1. 3,
Davip,and AMMON, Sehol. in A,
28, a, 13, 43), and was a pupil of

Strato (D106, v.58). The factthat
the Ptolemy who compiled the
Catalogue came after Andronicus
is clear from the mention of
Andronicus at No. 90, and of
Apellicon at No. 86. Of the
writers of that name known to
us, Rose (Ar. Libr. Ord. 45) sug-
gests as the same the Neoplato-
nist Ptolemzus, named by JAMBL.
ap. Stop. Epl. i. 904, and by
ProCLUS In Tim. 7. Anotherwas
a contemporary of Longinus, but
he is said (by PorpH. ¥, Plot. 20)
to have written no scientific
works. The most probable iden-
tification would be with the Peri-
patetic Ptolemy, whose attack
on 3 definition of grammar by
Dionysius Thrax is guoted by
SEXT. MATH. i. 60, and by the
Schol. in BEKKER'S dnecd. i1, T30,
and whose date therefore must
lie somewhere belween Dionysius
and Sextus (T0-220 B.C.).

' An exact reckoning is not

‘possible without going into fhe

variations of the numbering in
the different texts. Tf the 171 Po-
lities were counted separately,
they would raise the total to
abont T20,

2 The most important omis-
sions are the Bfhics and the
eonomies; besides whieh thera
ara the Rhetoric. ad Aler., the
book upon Melissus, &c.; and the
tracts IL dwoveraw, IL dvamwvods,
M. &wvmviwy, M. parTicfis ThHs év
Tots Bmrrats, I wedrnros wal yhpes,
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named twice over. The fact that this Arabic catalogne
was taken from a Greek original is proved by the
Greek titles, often hopelessly miswritten, which are
set against most of the items.

Tt is obvious that catalogues of such a character
and origin offer no sufficient security either for the
completeness of their reckoning or for the authenticity
of the writings they include. Nothing but a full and
accurate inquiry into the merits of each case can enable
ns to decide as to the claims of those texts or fragments
which are handed down fo us under Aristotle’s name.
Such an inquiry cannot here be fully carried out ; but
it will not be out of place to combine with a complete
review of all the writings ascribed to Aristotle a concise
appreciation of the points to be considered in passing
judgment on their authenticity.!

To begin at the point where the old catalogues end,
we may distinguish from the philosophical treatises
those writings which dealt with personal matters—the
letters, poems, and occasional pieces. Their number is
relatively small ; and if we exclude those whose genuine-

. favev kal éypyydpoews, and T. Auctoritate, 1854, and Ar. Pseud-

xpwpdrev; the TL rdopov, 1. dperay
ral waxwdy, IL Quvpacier dkovcud-
rwy, and the Pvcwyvouwd. But
as No. 40 includesthe De Memoria
ef Semno, soit may be that others
of the small scientific tracts
are bracketed in the list under
one title and number.

1 As to the works known only
by titles or fragments, ef. the
thorough inguiry of Heitz( Ferlor.
Sehrift. d. Aw., 1865), refuting
Val. Rose, whose learned essays,
e Av. Librorum  Ordine et

epigraphus, 1863, rejected too
summarily all the lost and several
of the extant books,—The writings

named in the ancient Catalognes
will be eited in this chapter by
Rose’s numbers (p. 48, n. 1); of
the Catalognes themselves, that of
Diogenes will be cited as D., that
of the Anonymus Menagii as AN.,
and the Ptolemy of the Arabic
texts as Pr. Ar. Fr. will be
nsed for the collection of the
fragments by Rose in d=. Opp. v,
1463 sq., Berlin ed.: and Fo. Hz.
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ness is doubtful or which are certainly forged, there is

very little lefs. A few poems and poetic fragments,!

7S

and perhaps some part of the matter said to be cited
from his Leiters? may stand. The so-called Apologia
of Aristotle,’ and the Orations in praise of Plato and
Alexander,! must be rhetorical inventions of later date.

forthat of Heitzin Az Opp.iv. b,
15q. of the Didot edition.

1 For these, with the notices
relating to them,». BERGER, Ly».
Gr. 504 sq., Rosg, Ar. Pseyd. 598
8q., Az, #p. 621 sq., p. 1583, and
Py, Hr. 333 sq.  The most im-
portant are those above cited
(p- 12, n. 4, p. 20, n. 3), whose
genuineness we have no reason
todoubt. D, 145 mentions &rpand
eheyein, and AN. 188: éyidua i
Burovs appear in AN, dpp. 180.

* The Letters of Aristotle,
praised by DEMETR. Bloc. 230,
SIMPL, Categ. 2 v, Sehol, in Adr.
27, &, 43, and others (ef. Rosm,
Az, Ps. 587, HEITZ, Ferl Selsr.
285, and Ar. Fr. 604-620, p.
1579, #r. Hz. 321 5q.} as the high-
water mark of epistolary style,
were collected in eight books by
one Artemon, otherwise unknown
(v. Dayurr, Floe. 223, DAVID,
Schol. in Ap. 24, a, 26, and Pr.
No. 87). Andronicus is said to
have reckoned twenty books (PT.
No. 90, cf. GELL. xx. 5, 10), but
* perhaps it was only twenty letters,
which is the number in AN,
137. D, 144 names letters
to Philip, letters to the Sely-
brians, four letters to Alexzander
(cf. DEMETR. FEipe. 234, Ds.
Amem. 47), nine to Antipater, and
seven to others. The letters of
‘or to Diares (de quo ». STMPL.
LPhys. 120), mentioned by PHILOP.
De An, K. 2, arenot in D, All

extant Fragments seem to come
from the editions of Artemon and
Androniens. It isdifficult to say if
any are genuine, since some are
certainly not. Not only Rose (A7,
Ps. 585, Ar. Libe. Ord. 118) but
also Heitz (Verd. Schr. 280, Fr.
Hz. 321) considers all the letters
forged. That the six now ex-
tant (ap. STAER, Ar ii. 189,
and Fr. Hz 329) are so is
clear, and Heitz holds that they
could not even have been in
Artemon’s cellection.

®CL p. 85,0, 3, supra; Ar.
I 601, p. 1578 ; Fr. Hz, 390,

* An ’Eykewor HAdreves is
quoted by Olympiod. in Gorg.
166 (v. Jahvb. . Philol., Suppl.,
xiv. 896, and A7, Fr. 603, Iy, He.
319); but it is more than suspi-
cious, since no one umsed what
wonld have been the best source
of Platonic biography. A Pane-
gyric on Alexander ap. THEMIST,
Or. iii. 55 (Ar. Fr. 602, Fr. Hz.
319) is condemned by the Fr.
ap. RUTIL. LUPUS, De Fig. Sent.
i. 18, if that belongs to it, Ber-
nays’ theory of another Alexander
(Dial. Ar. 156) being very im-
probable. An’EyrAncic "Axekdy-
dpov is named by AN, (No. 193) as
spurious. Books 11, "AAedvdpov are
aseribed by Eustath. ap. Drowys.
Ler. v. 1140, and AN. App. 176,
to Aristotle through some con-
fusion between his name and
Arrian’s. Cf. HEirz, Verl. Selr.
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A second section of the writings may include those
which dealt with scientific questions, but were yet
essentially distinet in form from all the extant treatises,
namely, the Dialogues.! We have repeated proofs?
that Aristotle, in one class of his works, did make
use of the form of dialogue. It is sald that his
Dialogues differed from those of Plato in the fact
that the individuality of the persons cor..rsing was
not carried through?® and that the author kept the
lead of the conversation in hig own hands?® Of the
known works of this kind, the Eudemus,® the three
books Own Philosophy® and the four books On Jus-

291, and MULLER, Seript. rer.
Alew. pref. v.

U Cf. BERNAYS, DHaloge d. Ar.
(1863), HErTZ, Verl. Schr. 141-
221, Rosg, dr. Psewd. 23 sq.

2 Of Cio. Ad At mii. 19, 4,
BASTL. Bp. 135 (167) ap. ROSE,
Ar. Ps 24, PLUT. dde. (ol 14,4,
Dio CERYS. Or. 53, p. 274, ALEX.
ap. DAVID, Schol, in Ar. 24, b,
33, DaYID, ibid. 24, b, 10 sq., 26,
b, 35; PHILOP. ibid. 35, b, 41,
and De-dn. B. 2; PrOCL. ap.
PHILOP. _Ftern. M. 2, 2 (ek
Az, Fr.10) and In Tim. 838 d;
AMMON. . Categ. 6, b (ap. STAHR,
Ar. ii. 255); SiampL. Phys. 2, b;
PRISOIAN, Solut. Promm. . 553 b,

3 BasiL. Ep. 135 (167) ap.
ROSE, Ar. Psend. 24, Ar. Fr. 1474,
HErrz, 146.

§ Crc. wi supra. Ad Quint.
Ky, iii. 5 does not refer to Dia-
lognes. ¢ Avistotelius mos," in CLC.
Ad Fam. 1, 9, 23, has a wider sense;
and refers to the ‘im wtramgue
partem disputare, cf. De Opat. il
21, 80; but see HuTTZ, 149,

5 This remarkable Dialogue

(de g. v. BERNAYSE, 21, 143 etc.,
and Rlein. Mus. xvi. 236 sq.,
RosE, dr. Ps. 52 sq., dr. Fr. 32—
43, p. 1479, Iy, Hz, 47) is called
Evdnuos (THEMIST. De An. 197,
and cf. gquotations in Ay, Fr.
41), or Hepi Yuxds (D. 13, AN, 13,
PruT. e 22), or Edbjues §i w.
Yuxijs (PLUT. Cons. ad Apol. 27,
p- 115, and Simpl. ap. dr Fr.
42). We learn from PLUT. Do
22, and Cro. Divin. 1, 25, 53,
that itwasdedicated to Aristotle’s
friend, Eudemus, who died in
Sicily 352 B.. (cf. p. 11 u. 4 supra),
and it was probably written soon
after (Kriscun, forseh. i 16).
Of the Fragmentsascribed to it by
Rose, more probable places will be
indicated infre for Fr. 36, 38, and
43. Aristotle himself seems, in De
Amn. i, 4, inif. to refer to a diseus-
stoninthe Eudemus,cf. dr. £y 41,

sD. 3, AN. 3 (who by
oversight gives four books),
"BrrNAYS, 47, 95, Rosn, 4 Ps
27, Ar. Fr. 1-21, p. 1474, HE11z,
Verl. Sehr. 179 sq., Fir. Hz. 30 sq.,
BYWATER, ‘Aristotle’s Dialogue
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tice! seemto have been the most important. The first two
are of particular interest, because they stand in such close
relation, not only by their form but by their subjects,
to the work of Plato, that there is much to be said for
the conjecture that they were written in the period
when Aristotle still belongod to the circle of Plato’s
scholars, and had not yet fully passed over to his later

independer’; position.?

on Philosophy,’ Jowrn. of Philnl.
vil. 64 sq. Priscian tells us the
work was a dialogue (Selut.
LPrageme. p. 553), and i is con-
firmed by the statement (PLuT.
Adwv. Col. 14, 4, Procl. ap. PHILOP.
Tt M. 2, 2: v, Ap. Fr. 10)
that Aristofle had in his Dia-
logues attacked and renounced
the Ideal Theory: cf. A Fp.
11 from the second book TI.
Piroe. argning against the Ideal
Numbers. These three hooks
are referred to (besides D.) by
PHILODEM. TI. edreBelus, col, 22,
and following him, by Clo. &, 7.
i.18, 33. The apparent reference
in ARIST. Phys, 11. 2, 194, a, 35
(Bix@s pip 7d oF Evera- eppras ¥
v Tois wepl prhovodins)is as Heitz
says (Verl. Sehr. 180) very sus-
picious, since Aristotle nowhere
else cites his Dialogues; hut on
the other hand the reference will
not apply either to the Book on
the Good (which could not be
called I guAes., cf. p. 61, n. 1.
ira), nor to Metaph. =xii. 7,
1072, b, 2, since as Aristotle left
that book unfinished he could
not quote it in the Physies.
Rose's rejection of the I gidoc.
is followed by Susemihl, Geact.
Lint, d. plat. Phil. i, 534 ; but
the arguments are insufficient.
1D, 1, A%, 1, PT. 8, Ar. Br,

There are certain other works

T1-T7,. p. 1487, BERNAYS, 48,
Rosm, dr. P& 87, Herrz, Verl
Sehr. 169, Fr. Hz.19. Cic. Rep.
fii. 8, 12, mentions this as a
‘comprehensive ” work in four
books. According to PLur. Sto.
rep. 15, 6, 1t was attacked by
Chrysippus (CAp. mept Bikaioctyns
arriypader): and the attacks of
Carneades mentioned by Lac-
TANT. Bpit. 55 (ap. Cre. Rep.iii.)
seem o have been also specially
directed to this work, DunwrTe.
Hlue. 28 cites a passage from it,
We are not lold that it was a
Dialogue, but that is inferred
from its position at the head of D,
which begins (Bernays, p. 132)
with the Dialogues arranged ac-
cording to number of books. It
i3, however, true that in the
midst of the Dialopues (as No.
12) the Profrepticus comes in,
which probably was not a Dia-
logue. Neither probably were
Nos. 17-19. It is a guestion,
therefore, whether the Anon. has
not here preserved the original
order: so that the Dialogues
really include only the first thir-
teen numbers of AN., together
with the Symposion which was
misplaced in that list by reason
of the textual error(e.p. 58, n.1).

. # This is specially true of the
Eudemus.  All the fragments of

il ¢
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which are supposed to have been dialogues, mainly
by reason of the place assigned them in the catalogues;
but some of them are only distantly connected with

this dialogue prove that it was
built on the lines of the Phedo.

_ They bave in common not only

their subject, the Immorfality of
the SBoul, but also the artistie
and philosophic method in which
it is treated. Like the Phedo
(60 =), the Kudemus was intro-
duced (Fr. 32) by a revelation in
a dream, the direct prototype of
which is to be found in the other
Dial. relating to the last days of
Boerates ( C'rifo, 44 A). As Plato
concludes his work (108 D sq.)
with an imaginative myth, so the
Eudemus had also its mythic
ornament (ef. #r 40, where
the words of Silenus, Sauiuovos
émmavay, ete., remind us also of
Hep. = 617 D, and Fi. 37, which
must be taken in a mystical
sense). As the Phedo (69 )
refers to the doetrines of the
Mysteries, so Fr. 30 of the
Budemus recognises the validity
of the customary honours to the
dead. DBut the most remarkable
resemblance between the two
Dialogues is in their philosophi-
cal contents. Aristotle in the
Fudemus insisted not only on
Immeortality, but also on Pre-
existence and Transmigration,
defending in his own way the
theory that the soul in ifs
‘entrance into this life forgot
the Ideas (Fr. 34, 35). As the
Phedo based the decisive argn-
ment for immortality on the
relation of the soul to the idea
of life (105 ¢ sq.). so the Eudemus
also called the soul elbds =¢
(Fp. 42).  As Plato worked up fo
this argument by a detailed refu-

tation of the theory that the soul
was the harmony of its body.
here also Aristotle followed him
(7. 41). Ezactly on Plato’s
lines is likewise Fir. 86, where the
misery of the soul tied to the body
is imaged in a striking compari-
son; and even if Bywater (Jouwrn.
af  Phil. ii. 60y and Hirzel
(Hermes, x. 947 are right in refer-
ving this £, to the Profrepticus,
still this also seems to have
been on the same lines as the
Eudemus (cf. p. 80, n. 1, infra).
Aristotle fook a more inde-
pendent position against Plato in
the books On Philosophy. Tt is
true that the Fpg in which he
defends the belief in the gods,
the unity of Gorl, and the rational
nature of the stars (Fr. 14, 13,
16, 19, 20, 21, and the &7 ap.
JC, N.D. i1 49, 125, de ¢. ©.
Braxpis, ii. b, 1, 84; HErz,
228, refuting RosE, 42, Ps. 985},
read like Plato, and that F7. 15
(de ¢. v. BERNAYS, 110, and Fr.
Hz, 37) is evidently modelled on
Fep. 1. 880 ». Nevertheless,
Aristotle decisively declared him-
sell in this work (F%. 10, 11, ¢f.
p. 55, 1. 6) against the theory of
the Ideas and Ideal Numbers,
declared the world to be not only,
as Plato said, unending, but also
beginningless (v. Frs. 17, 18,
with which BywaTER, 80, well
compares PLUT. Trangu. Adn. 20,
p. 477); and gave in Book T. (#.
Bywater’s reconstruction thereof
from PHILOP. in Nicom. Fsag. :
Ore. Tuse. iii. 28, 69; ProcL. in
Even. p. 28; of. dr. Fr. 2.9)a
general theory of the develop-
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the philosophic system,! and others are of doubtful

authenticity.?

ment of humanity to culture and
philosophy, which. although it
conneets with Plato by the re-
mark (ap. Purirop.) that the
spiritual and divine priuciple, in
spite of its own light, appears
to us dark S Thr émuceqnéimy
7ol gdpaTos dxAdy, and by the
theory of periodic floods whereby
bumanity was thrown back into
savagery (cf. PrATo, Tim. 22 D,
Lams, ii. 677 4, 681 B), indicates
clearly an independent view of
history which goes beyond Plato
not only in relation to the eternity
of the world ( Meteor. 1. 14, 852 b,
16; Polsf. vii. 9, 1329 b, 25 i
Hetaph. xii, 8, 1074 a, 88; cf,
BERNAYS, Theophr. 4. d. Frim-
migh. 42), but to the process of
spiritual development ( Metaph. i.
1, 981 b, 13,and 2,982 b, 11 5¢.).
Aristofle’s interest in scholarly
inguiries appears in the pussages
of this work on the Magi, on
Orpheus, on the Seven Wise Men,
and on the development of philo-
sophy from their time to his own;
and his eritical sense is shown in
his discussion of the story of
Orpheus in #7. 9. Taking all
this into consideration, the hooks
On Philosoply show, a3 compared
with the Ludemus, a remark-
able advance in independence of
thought,leading to the suzgestion
that they were written later, per-
haps at the end of Plato’s life.—
Krische (Forscl, 1. 265) sought to
identify the 3 bks. IL ¢uroo. with
Metagh. 1., xi., xii.; but this is
now untenable (cf. Hreirz, 179,
and énfra, p. 76 sq.). It is mare
probable that they were used for
various passages of Metaph. i,
xil, and for the bk, M. obparod

(v. BLARS, Bhein. Mus. xxx. 1873,
p. 481). There must be, how-
ever, much variation, and Blass’
view that certain passages are
taken verbally from the 1. guaoo,
is improbable.

* To this elass belong the
3 bks. L momrer (D. 2, Ax, 2,
Pr. 6; BERNAYS, 10 5q., 60, 139;
RosE, A, Ps. 77: Ay, Fr. 59
64, p. 1485; Huirz, V.8 174 sq. ;
£, Hz. 23). That this work was 2
Dialogue is doubted by MifLLER,
L. Hist, 1. 185; but it is proved
not only by its place in the
Catalogues, but also by an express
statement in ¥, Mare. p. 2, and
by the form of Fr. 61. If was
probably nsed as a genuine work
of Aristotle by Eratosthenes
and Apollodorus, but we ecannot
be sure that their references
(£7. 60 ap. Diog. viii. 51) may
not point to another work, pos-
sibly the Politeiai. Aristotle,
however, himself refers at the
end of Puet. 15 to a discussion
in the érdeBopéror Adyor, which it
is most natural to apply to the
II. womraw, as in the Rhetoric
(which Rosg, 4». I’s. 79, suggests)
there is no corresponding pas-
sagze. The fewreferences we have,
which are mostly historical notes,
show nothing that throws doubt
on the genuineness of ihe work,
Hr. 66 contains statements as to
Homer, evidently from a tradition
current in JIos, which (notwith-
standing Nrrzsow, Hist. Hom.
ii. 87, MULLER, %t supra, and
RosE, Ar. Ps. 79) do not prove
the spuriousness of the book,
sinece they might well have been
introduced in the Dial. with-
out being believed by the author.
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With the Dialogues may be connected another
set of writings, which did not take that form, but were

Hor thetitle T momrar wefind also
(Fr.65, 66, 69 ; of. SPENGEL, Abk.
d. Mitnchn. Akad 11,213, RITTER,
Ar. Poet. x.; HErrz, V. 8. 175
that of IL wowricis, which, unless
it is a mere confusion, indicates
that the work was not purely
historical, but contained discus-
sions on the Art of Poetryas well
as information about the poets.—
After the Dialognes, which made
several books, there follows in
the lists the TIoAuTikds, which
consisted, according to D. 4, of
2 books, aseording to AN. 4, of
one (Fr. 70, p. 1487: RosEe, 47
5. 80; Brrwavs, 153; HELTZ,
J.8. 189, . Hx. 41): and there-
after the following, in one book
each; I pnropiciis % TpoAdes (D. 5,
AN. 5: the addition of 9/ is
obviously a false reading, though
Pr. 2 b, ap. I8N ABRT OSEIBIA
has * De Arte Rituriiii.” Cf ds.
-Fr. 57 3q. p. 1485; RosE, Ar.
Ps. 76: BERNAYS, 62, 157; HEITZ,
V.5. 189, Fr. Hz. 41); the
Nipwhos (D. 6, AN. 6; ROSE, A
Fr. 53, p. 1484, Ar. Ps. T3;
BerNaYS, 84; Hmrrz, V.S 190,
By, iz, 42), doubtless the same
as the Sidaovos Koplvbios, of which
THEMIST. (. 33, p. 356 speaks;
the Sogtorhs (D. T; AN.8; PT.2;
Ar. Fr. 54-56, p. 1484; Ar. Ps.
75: Fr. Hz. 42), of which nothing
romains exeapt a few remarks on
Empedocles, Zeno, and Frota-
goras ; the Mevébevos (D, 8, AN.
100, ot which there are no frag-
ments: the *Epawruchs (D, 9; AR.
12; A, Fr. 90-93, p. 1492 Adv.
Py, 105; Herrz, V.8 191, Fr.
Frz. 48); the Zwpméetor (D. 10;
Ax. 19, where cvAloyoudr is a

miswriting; dr. Fr. 107 sq.
p. 1495; A7 P 119; Fr. He
44; eof. Herrz, F.8 192, who
rightly questions the application
of PLUT. N. P. Sugv. V.13, 4 to
this Dialogue); the H. wAcurou
(D. 11; Aw. 7; dvr. Fr. 56-80,
p. 1491; Ay P 101; HEITZ,
V. 8. 195, Fr. Hz. 45) probably
attacked by the early Kpleurean,
Metrodorns, if the proper reading
in PHILODEM. De Virt, ¢t Vit. x.
col. 22, be (as seems probable;
cf. SPENGEL, Abh. 4. Mineln.
Abkad. v. 449, and HE1Tz, Le) not
IL. woAereias, but I wmAiovrouv—the
Dial. is nowhere guoted by name,
and of the frazments reckoned
as belonging to it Heitz rightlﬂy
rejeets Fr. 88; and the II. edxis
(D. 14; Ax. 95 Ar. Fr. 4146,
p. 1483; Ar. Ps 67; Fr. Uz 555
BERNAYS, 122), to which we pos-
sess only one reference that can
be identified with certainty, i.c.
Fr. 46, which is too closely re-
lated to PrAT. Rep. vi. 508 B
to permit its rejection.

z If we conld say absolutely
that the Dial. IT. ebyevefas (1. 153
Ax, 11: Pr, 5; Ar. Fr. 82_85,
p. 1490; Ar. Ps. 96; BERNAYS,
140;: Hrurrz, V. S.202; Fr. Hz.
55), which was already gues-
tioned by PruwT. Awish. 27, is not
genuine, it would follow (as Heitz
suggests) that the story thab
Socrates was accused of bigamy
in it 1rests upon some mmis-
nnderstanding. _This, however,
secms hardly probable, beeause
the story in question appears so
frequently and so early in the
Aristotelian School. As to the
genuineness of the Dialogues
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yet distinguished, as it seems, from the strictly scientific
treatises by their popular style of treatment. These are
(ab least in part) ascribable to the same period of
Arigtotle’s work.! To that period must also belong

named in the previous note, there
are very few as to which we can
form an approximate judgment ;
but there do not seem to be de-
cisive grounds for rejecting any
of them.

! To the same period with the
Fudemus belongs also the Pro-
treprivus (D. 12; AN, 14; Pr. 1
—where it is probably transposed
with the I. ¢ros, and is there-
fore said to have three books.—
Ar. Fr. 4750, p. 1483; 7. H,
46). According to TELES, circa
250 B.c., it was addressed to the
Cyprian prince Themiso, and was
known fo Zeno and to his teacher
Crates (. STom. Floril. 95, 21).
Rose, dr. Fs5. 68 (with a fortasse),
BYWATER, Jowrn. of Phil, 1. 85,
and USENER, Rhein. Wus. xxviii,
372, suppose it to have been a
Dial,, and Brrxavs, 116, gives
no opinion ; but Herrz, V. .8 196,
and HIRZEL, Hermes, x. 61, seem
to be right in saying that it was
a continuous essay. The reasons
are (1) that Teles says ’Ap.
mpoTpenTicdy by Eypale wpds Oepl-
¢wve: and although a Dial. like
a drama may be dedicoted to a
man, 7ot wposypddpew, yet it can-
not be miitten to anyone, mpds
Twva ypadew: (2) that all other
wporpentacol that we know were
essays and not dialognes; even
the pseudo-Platonic Clitophon,
which got an unsuitable second
title of IIporperruchs (Thrasyll,
ap. DIog. iii. 60), is no exception
to this, for it is not a dialogue,
but & speech introduced only by

a couple of conversational re-
marks, which may therefore as
properly be called mporpemrids
as Menexenus with its longer con-
versational preface could be
called émwdpus (Thras. ibid.
AR. Riet. il 14, p. 1415, b, 30),
I Cicero nsed it as a model for
his Hortensius (Seript. Hist. Aug.
V. Sel. Gallient, c. 2),it may still
be questioned whether the dia-
logne form was part of the imi-
tation. As Usener, wg suprd,
shows, Cicero also unsed it for
the Somniwm Scipionis, Bep. vi.,
and, mediately or immediately,
Censorinus, D. Nai. 18, 11. By-
water, uf supre, has also shown
(but of. Mirzel) that Jamblicus
used it for his own Protrepticus.
—Of a kindred nature apparently
was the IL wadefas (D. 19; AN,
105 Pr. 4 dr. Fr. 51, p- 1484
Ar. Ps. 72; Hurrz, V. S 307,
Fr. Hz. 61). As no fragments
are preserved, we cannot tell
whether the IL doris (D. 18, of.
66; An. 15; Pr. 16; HErT,
V. 5. 203; Fr. Hz. 59) was a
dialogue or mnot. The book
M. Bagiacias (D. 18: Aw. 16;
PT.7; dr. Fr. 78, 79, probably
also 81, p. 1489: Fp. Hz 597,
which was addressed to Alexan-
der, and apparently referred to by
Bratosthenes (ap. STRABO, i 4,
9, p. 66), was more probably an
essay (v. HEITZ, T, 8 204) than
a dial. (Rose, 4». Ps. 93, °and
BERNAYS, 56). On the other
hand, the title *AAétardpos 4 dmep
(mepl) amoikwr [-widw], if the text
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the treatise On the Good.

It was an account of the

snbstance of Plato’s lectures,? and what little is recorded
from or of it gives no reason to doubt its genuineness.?

be correct, rather snggests a dial.
(D.17; A#. F'r. 80 ; BERNAYS 56
Fr. Hz. 61, Herrz, V8 204, 207,
sugpests wpos 'ANEE. Dmép amolkan
kel w, Bagidelas. A preferable
conjectnre would be, fm. amolcey .
7. Bagihelos o). Other fragments
which Rose places among the
Dials. will be referved to infra.

! The I. 7éayafo? consisted,
aceording to D. 20, of three boolks;
AN, 20,0ne beok ; PT. 8, five bools:
ALRX. ad Mefaph. iv. 2, 1003
b, 36, 1004 b, 34, 1005 a, 2 Te-
peatedly guotes Book IL, and
the regular form of citation is év
Tois w. ray. Apart from the Cata-
logues, we never hear of this
work except in the Aristotelian
Commentators, whose notices
are collected and discussed by
'BRANDIS, ‘Perd. Ar. Libr. de
Ideis et de Bono,” Gr.-vam. Phil.ii.
b, 1,84 ;: ERISCHE, Fhrseh.1.263;
Tose, dr. Ps 46, Ar. Fr. 22-26,
p. 1477, and Herrz, ¥. S 2009,
Fp. Hz. 79 DBrandis (ébid.) has
shown that none of them except
Alexander possessed the work
itself. Heitz, p. 208, doubts this
even as toAlex., because hein one
place (p. 206, 19) distingnishes
the Aoyl 7@y dvarTior noticed
Ax, Metaph.iv. 2,1004 a, 2 (de g.
infira) from the second book IL
Toyafos, and in another place
(p. 218, 10, 14) identifies them.
These passages seem, however,
only to show that Alexander
knew of no ek 7. év, as.a sepa-
rate book, but saw in the second
hook TII. =eéy. a discussion to
which, as far as the sense went,
Aristotle might be referring, so

that he was not snre whether Ari-
stotle’s reference referred to the
Il 7ay. or to & special work, If
so, this makes rather for than
against Alexander’s knowledge
of the IL Taydfov. STvrPL, fe
An. 6, b, PHILOE. De An. C. 2
(ef. Ar. Fr. p. 1477 b, 85), SuUib.
‘Ayad. p. 35, b, believe that the
words v Tois wepl pracodlas Ae-
yoperois in Ar. De dn. i. 2, 404,
b, 18, refer to this work, whereas
they veally refer to Platonic
writings (cf. Zeller, I1. a. 636, 4).
But this proves only that these
writers knew the TI, rayefob at
second band. Rose's view that
thiz- work was a Dial. is re-
futed by HeIiTz, V. 8217. We
cannot tell whether Aristotle
published in his lifetime his
notes upon the lectures of Plata,
or whether they became public
after his death. If the ékroyh 7.
évawr., cited by himself, formed
part of them, the former would
of course be true. It is clear
that the book was in nse before
the end of the third century B.o., .
and certainly before the time of
Andronicus, because of the men-
tion of it in Diog.’s list; ef.
P. 48 sq. supra.

® Referred fo by Aristoxenus
and others, cf. Zeller, Plato, 26.
StveL. ( Phys. 32, b, 104, b, Schol.
334, b, 25, 362, a. 8) mentions,
besides  Arvistotle, Speusippus,
Xenocrates, Heraclides and Hes-
tisus as having published the
Platonic lectures.

#Thisis proved,against Sosm-
MIHL, (Zenct, Fntm. d. plat. Phil.
2, 533, in Zeller's Plato, ad loe,
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There is more doubt about the date of the work On

the Ideos,! which Aristotle apparently refers to in the
Metaplysies,* and which Alexander possessed.® The
Ewtracts from some of Plato’s writings ¢ and the mono-
graphs on earlier and cotemporary philosophers®—

! This work is named in D.
54, and AN. 45 (which give it
one book only) II. 7fs iféas or
M. iféas. We have references,
however, by ALEX. in Memgﬂ.\. 564,
b, 15 to the 1st book II Bedw, in
473, a, 12 to the 2nd, and in 568,
b, 16:to the 4th (but in the last case
we may well read A for A, with
Rosg, dr. Ps, 191, Ar. Fr. 1509,
b, 36). SYRIAN, Tn Metaph. 901,
a, 19, 942, b, 21 speaks of a work
I. 7dy eidev in two books. The
same is meant in PT. 14 by the
three books e tmagintbus, utruwmn
existant an non; but the Arahie
title ¢ fari @idwin’ indicates that
their Greek text read not I1. eifaw,
but . eiddAwr ; cf. RosE, Ar. Ps.
186 ; Ar. Fp. 180-184 p. 1508;
Fp. Hz. 86 sq.

2 1. 990 b, 8 sq.; we have
not only Alexander’s statement
that this passage refers to the
work on Ideas, but it seems to he
the natural inference from Ari-
stotle’s text itself that he is re-
ferring to some more detailed
discussion of the Ideal Theory
which is already known to his
readers.

4 Rose (dr. Ps. 186) doubts
this, bat Alexander’s own state-
ments (cited in Az #r. 183 fin.,
184 jim.) indicate as much.

+ Teex Tar vopwy OAdraros (D).
21, as & Bks, AN. 23 a5 2).—Té 4k
Tis modireias o B (D. 22, PROCL.
i Hemp. 350 3 Ay, Fr. 176,
p. 1507)—Te ék Toi Twaloy rel
7@y "Apxureloy (alias © ral Apxi-

mov; Do 94: Aw. BS; SiMPL. e
Ceelo, Schol. 491, b, 37 : elvedw 3
emropsiy Tov Tineiov ypdpew o
amptivge); ef. Fr. Hz. 79,

* I Tép Mubayoepelwy, TV, 101
Ax. 88: no doubt the same as is
named Zvweyay) Tov Hulayopelors
apeckivtwy by SIMPL. De Cwlo,
Schol. 492, a, 26 and b, 41 aq. :
Muflayopica (ibid. 505, a, 24, 35) ;
Hufaryopikds[-ov T] (THEO. Arithm.
5); I 7is Tubayopuedv Bdokys

(ALEX. Metaph. 560, b, 25), and

. 7is Tubayopirss ¢ihevodins
(JAMEL. V. Pyth. 31). Probably
the separate title Ipds 7obs
Hufayopelous, 1. 97, is only a part
of the same work, as D). gives
each of them one book only,
while Alezander and Simpl
quote from book 2. The refer-
ence in Diog. vili. 84, ef 19,
probably belongs to this treatise
(whether we there read évré mepl
kvdpey, Or w. kvdpwr only, of.
Cobet). Other notices of the
work are collected by Rosm, Ar.
Ps. 193, Ar. Fp. 185-200, p.1510;
£y, Hr 68.—We find also three
books I 7is 'Apyurefov [-Toul]
pidogopias in D). 92, AN. §8, P,
9; of. Ar. Pg 211, and Fr. H:.
77, and ef. last note. Alsp TIpbs
78 'Alkpaioras, D. 96, AN, R7;
HpoBifuara ek 7éy Anpoiplirou, T
(7 2) books, D, 124, Ax. 116 (cf.
Ar. P 213, Ar. Fr. 202 p. 1614,
#'r. Hz. 77 3) Tpbs 7& MeAlaoov, 1),
95, AN. 86; Ip. Ta Topyiew, D,
98, AN. 89; Hp. T& Eevogpdrovs,
[-xparavs in MBE.] D, 99 ; Hp. 7a

BTN g—
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so far as these were genuine —must, however, have
been mostly compiled during Aristotle’s first residence
in Athens, or at least before his return from Macedonia,
A collection of Platonic Divisions aseribed to him

wag no doubt a forgery.?

Far above all these in historic importance stand the
works which set out the peculiar system of the Master in
strict philosophical form. Speaking broadly, it is these
alone which have survived the first century a.p., and have

Zhvavos, T, 100 : onr treatize De
Melisso, &e., to which, besides the
lost section as to Zene, another
cited at second hand by PHILOP.
Phys. B. O as Tp. mhe Mapueridov
Giter seems to have belonged.
We know that thiswork was used
by 8implicius (ef. Zeller,i.474sq.).
There was also the ITep! THs Sreua-
tmwou wal Eevorpdarovs [ dikosoplas],
D. 93, AX. 84.

! We cannot judge as to the
genuineness of several, of which
we have the titles only, It is
nof impossible that Aristotle may
have left, among his papers,
extracts and eriticisms on varions
philosophic systems  written
down in the course of his studies,
and that recensions of these were
published. Tt is also possible
that similar collections may have
passed themselves off under his
name. That the latter was the
case with the tracts in our Corpus
on the Eleatic School is proved
in ZELLER, Ph. 4. Gr. 1. 465 sq.
Tt is more difficult fo deecide as
to the authenticity of the work on
the Pythagoreans. If all the fables
(see ZELLER, Fh.d. Gr. 1. 285)
which appear in F. 186, were
related as historic fact, the boolk
could not be Aristotle’s, but in

view of the character of our
informants it is very possible
that fhey presented as history
what /e had only stated as a
Pythagorean tradition. Similarly
the meanings of the Pythacorean
symbols (. 190 sq.) and the
contents of #. 188, which Tsidor.
ap. CLEMENT. Strom. vi. 641
falsely attributes to Aristotle
himself, are merely references to
Pythagorean theories. The rest
of the passages eited from this
book as to the Pythagorean
system give no reason to reject
it. The apparent contradiction
between £, 200 (ap. SIMPL, De
Celo, Sehol. 492, b, 39 s5q.) and
AR. De Ceio 1. 2, 285, by, 25 i3
quite reconcileable, without fol-
lowing Alexander in assuming a
Jalsa teciio, Tor which, however,
Hp, 195, ap. SIMPL. ilid. 492, a,
18, gives some ground.

* This is named in the exist-
ing lists only by PrT. 53, as © Di-
visio Platonis’ (formerly mis-
translated ¢ jugjurandum’ or “tes-
tamentum £L.7). It was, perhaps,
the same as the Aristotelian o
peces (v, p. 75, 0. 2, infre) else-
where mentioned. A similar
work, obviously a later recension
of the Psendo-Arvistotelian text
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thereby transmitted to medizeval and modern times a
first-hand knowledge of the Aristotelian philosophy.
Their preservation itself is no doubt primarily due to
the fact that it'was in them that that philosophy was
first expounded in the systematic maturity in which he
seb it forth during the vears of his teaching at Athens.

If we take what is now extant or otherwise known
tio us of this class of works, that which first meets us
is the important set of treatises which laid the founda-
tion for all later logic: the Categories! the book on

used for the account given of
Flato by DioG, iii. 80, is printed
by ROSE, Ar. Ps. 677695 (and
after him by Fr. Iz 91), under
the title, Atatpégets “Apirroréhous,
deq. v, AELL., Ph.d. Gr. ii. a. 382,

! The title of this work by
the common (and probably cor-
rect) account is Karqyoplac; but
we find it also named as: . Ta
Karnyopiir, Kernyoplor &éxa, TI.
TGy Gexa warnyopidy, T 78v Séka
yevdy, I Tdv yevav Tob dvros,
Rarqyapiar firor w. 1év §éka yevt-
kerdrey yevaw, I T@v rabéiov
Adywy, Tpb 7év Tomincdy (or Tdmwy) ;
cf. Warrz, Aarist. Org. i 81,
SIMPL, ¢ Cat. 4, 8, and DAvD,
Sehol. in Ar. 30, a, 3. The title
Ta mph Tév témer was known to
Andronicus according to Simpl.
ibid, 95 ¢ Schol. 81, a, 27, and
ta Boéthius, fw Pred. iv. p. 191
(who obviously got hisknowledge
from the same source as Simpl.,
i.e. Porphyry), Herminus, eirea
160 A.p., preferred it to the or-
dinary name. Dayid, however,
(Sehol. B1, b, 25), D. 39, and
AR, 57 name a book called T&
b T@y Témwy, besides the Karn-
yopiar, which is D). 141, AN, 132,
P1. 25 b; and do not appear to

think them the same. Andio-
nicus was probably right (ap.
g“:m_m. ut supra, Schol. 81,a,27)
In identifying the title of Ta
mpd T. Tdwwr with the spurions
appendix of the so-called ¢ Post-
preedicamenta’; and it may have
been invented cither, as he sup-
Pases, by.the writer of that tract,
or by some later editor who found
the original name, Kariyoplar,
too limited for the treatise as
enlarped. by the spurious addi-
tion.  Aristotle himself refers to
his theory of the Categories (e
An. 11,5, 402 a, 23, 410 a, 14,
Anal. Pri. 1. 37, ¢f. the quota-
tions, infre, p. 189, n. 2. g )
as known to his readers, and he
assumes this in other places
also, which seems to indicate
that he had dealt with it in a
published work. There is a more
definite reference in Ath. N ii,
1init. to Cateq. ¢ 8 (ef. TrExN-
DELENB. Hist. Beitr. 1. 174).
That in Eth. Bud. i. 8, 2
b 27, may possibly refer not to
the Categ. but to some work of
Eundemus, and. theose in Top. ix.,
(Soph. #1.) 4. 22,166, b, 14. 178, a,
dyno doubt refer to the passuge
as to categories in Top. 1. 9, init.,
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which, however, is itself so brief
and nndeveloped that it presup-
poses an early and better aceount.
Simpl. (Categ. 4 ¢ Schol. 30, b,
36) and David (Schol. 30, a, 24)
say that Aristotle had also re-
ferred to this work in another
place not now extant—under
the title of Kerpyopiar or Adwa
Kar. We are told also that, fol-
lowing Aristotle’s example, Eu-
demus, Theophrastus, and Pha-
nias, wrote not only ¢ Analytica,’
and works ‘M. Epumrelns but
also Karnyepime (AMMON. Sghol.
28, a, 40, and in g. ¢. Porph. 15 m,
DAvVID, Schel. 19, a, 34, 30, a, 5,
ANox. thid. 32, b, 32, 94, b, 14
but Brandis in the Rhein, Mus. 1.
1827, p. 270, rightly denies this as
to Theophrastus, and doubts it as
to Endemus). The references in
Semrr. Ceé. 106, a, 107, a, sd.,
Selol. 89, a, 37, 90, a, 12 do not
prove that Strato referred to Ari-
stotle’s Cafegories. On the other
hand, the ancient critics never
doubted the gennineness of the
extant book, althongh they re-
jected a second recemsion (#.
BIMPL. Clateg. 4  Schol. 39, a,
36; ANON. ibid. 88, b, 30 ; PHILOP.
ibid. 39, a, 19, 142, b, 38 ; AMMOX,
Cat. 13, 17, and BoETH. Tn
Preed, 113, all following Ad-
rastus, a noted critic eirea 100
A, D.; of. Fr. #z. 114). The only
doubts suggested are by Schol.
83, a, 28 sq,, and these appa-
rently were not derived from
Androniens.. The internal cha-
racteristics of the book, how-
ever, are in many Wways open
to ecriticisms, which Spengel
( Miinchn. Gel. Anz. 1845, 41 8q.),
Rose (4w Libr. Ord. 232 sy.),
and Prantl (Gesch. d. Logik, i
90, 5, 204 sq. 243) have used to
combat its genuineness. the latter
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saying that its compiler might
be found ¢in any master of a
peripatetic school of the age
following Chrysippus® (p. 207).
Their eritical positions, however,
are not all tenable. Frantl
(ibid.) takes exception to the
number 10; but in the Top. i
9, the same ten Categories are
given, and we know from Dexipp.
(In Categ. 40, Schol. 48, a, 46)
and Simpl. (ikid. 47, b, 40) that
Aristotle named these ten in
other works also. It is true that
Aristotle generally uses a less
number ; but that may only mean
either that he here adduces all
the ten because his ohject was
logical completeness, or that he
connted more Categories at an
earlier time than he did later.
He never assumed, as will be
shown later, a fized number of
them. Again,itis objected that
the Karny. speaks of Setrepa
ofrfar; but we find as parallels to
this not only wpdrat eboler (e.g.
Metaph. vil. 7, 18, 1032, b, 2,
1038, b, 10}, but also TpiTac oloia
Cibig. vii. 2, 1028, b, 20, 1043,
a, 18, 28). The words of Karyy.
e by 2 b 29 cdrasog b
ubva . . . & cldy wal TE yéum
detrepar ololar Aéyowrar, are not
to be translated ¢the term dedr.
oba. is used for generaand species
and rightly so,” since it was not
commonly so used before Ari-
stotle, but rather, f there is reason
to treat as a second class of sub-
stances only genera and species.’
Again, when it is remarked in
Katny. ¢ 7, 8, a, 81, 39, that,
strictly speaking, wpds 7¢ in-
cludes those things only which
not merely stand in a definite
relation to some other thing, but
have their essence in such a re-
lation—ols 70 elvar TalTdr daTe

¥
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the parts and kinds of propositions,! those on

74 mpds 7l mws Exew—there is no
need to suspect here any trace
of Stoic influence, since the
wpds Tf wws Exew appears also
in AR Zop. vi. c. 4, 142, a, 20,
c. & 164, b, 4; Phys. vii. 3, 247,
a, 2, b, 3, and Egh. N.1. 12,1101,
b, 13. It is true, however, that
all the objections cannot easily
be set aside. Nevertheless, the
treatise bears in genveral a de-
cisively Aristotelian impress ; itis
closely related to the opies in
tone and contents, and the ex-
ternal evidence is heavily in its
favour.—The Dbest ponclusion
seems to be, not that the whole
is spurious, but that the seem-
ingly un-Aristotelian elements are
to be explained by the assamp-
tion that the genuine body of
the work extends to e. 9, 11, b,
7 only, but that what followed
has dropped out of the recension
we possess, and is replaced only
by the short note, ¢ 9, 11, b,
§ 14, The so-called *Postpree-
dicamenta’ (e. 10-15) were sus-
pected as early as Andronicus
(SIMPL. i supra, Schol. 81, a,
27 AMMON. ibid. 81, b, 37),
and Brandis has now proved they
are added by another hand (U,
d. Reihenfolge d. Biicher d. Ar.
Org.,” AbL. d. Berl. dkad. Hist.
phil. Ki. 1883, 267, and Gr.oim.
Phil. ii. b, 406). It is another

nestion whether #t was compiled
rom Aristotelian fragments, as he
snggests, The concluding para-
graph, at e. 9, 11, b, 8-14, reads
exactly as if if came in the place
of further discussions which the
editor cut ouf, justifying himself
by the remark that there was
nothing in them which did nof
appear in the earlier part. In

the body of the work it is pro-
bable also that passages have
been left out and others added
in thig recension; but much of
the inconsequence of exposition
and language may as easily be
due simply to the fact that the
Categ. were the earliest of the
logical writings, and were written
probably many years earlier than
the dnalytics.

! This book, II. épunveios, was
in ancient times rejected as not
genuine by Andronicus (=0 ALEX,
Anal. pri. 52 a, and Schol. in A,
161 b, 40; Adumon. De Interpr.
6 a, and Schol. 9T b, 13 ; BOETH,
ibid. 97 a, 28 ; ANoN, ibid. 91 a,
21; Prinor. De 4n. A 13, B 4),
followed recently by Gumposch
(Log. Schr. d. Ar., Leipz. 1839)
and Rose (47 Ps. 252). Brandis
(Lbk. d. Berl. Akad. 263 sq., cf.
Davip, Sehol. in Ar. 24 b, 5)
takes it to be an incomplete
sketeh of the work, to which c.
14 (rejected as early as Ammonius

and passed over by Porphyry ; ef.
Amnox, De Interpr. 201 b;

Sehol. 135 b) has probably been
added by a later hand. 7The ex-
ternal evidence for the work is
good enough. Not only do all
three lists agree in naming it (D.
152, Ax, 138, P1. 2), but we are
told that Theophrastus referred
to it in his essay T kerapdoews
el arogdrews (DIOG, v.44; ALEX.
Anal, pri. 124, Schol. 183 b, 1;
more explicitly, after Alexander,
BoerH. ibid. 97, a, 38; ANoON.
Sehol. in Ar. 94, b, 13; eof. the
Schol. ap. Wairz, Ar. Org. i, 40,
who, en. De Imterpr. 17, b, 186,
remarks: wpos ToiTd ¢pnow & Bed-

ppagTos, etc.; cf. AMMoN, De

Tuterpr. 78,8,122, b). It seems
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conclusions and scientific method in general,! on the

also that Eudemus TI. Aéfews
(ALEX. Anal. pri. 6, b, Top. 38,
Metaph. 63, 153 Axon. Sehol. in
Aw. 146, a, 24) may have heen
an imitation of this book (not,
as Sehol. 84, b, 15, wrongly sug-
gests, of the Categories; cf. the
quotation from Ammon, in pre-
ceding note). This last sngges-
tion, however, 13 uncertain, and
the notices as to Theophrastus
are not absolutely clear, for the
texts show that he did not name
the I, épuyr. at all. Alexander
fhouzht he saw, from the way in
which Theophrastus dealt with
the subjeet (£heme) in his own
book, reason to infer that he had
Aristotle in mind; but whether
he was right in that inference or
not, we cannot judge. The Schol.
ap. Waitz has nothing to show
that the reference there guoted
from Theophrastus referred to a
passage in this book, and was not
rather a general reference to the
frequently recurring Aristotelian
law of the excluded middle—
On the other hand, it is sin-
gular that while the . é&puyw.
is mever cited or referred to
in any of Aristotle’s books (cf.
Boxitz, Ind. dr. 102, a, 27),
it e¢ites not only the First
Analytic (c. 10,19, b, 31 : Anal.
46, 51, 6, 36) and the Topies
(c. 11,20, 6, 26: Top. ix. 17,
175, b, 39), but also the TI. Yuxis
(c. 1, 16, a, 8), and that for a
proposition which neither the
ancient opponents of Andronicus
nor modern scholars have been
able to find in it (ef BowiTz,
Ind. Ar. 97, b, 49, whose sug-
gestion, however, is not satis-
factory). Ttsremarks on Rhetoric
and Poetry (c. 4, 17, a, 5) have

no relation to the corresponding
treatises of Aristotle. It should
be added that the work accords
throughout with Aristotle’s line
of thought, but frequently en-
larges in a didactic way on the
most elementary points in a
fashion which one would suppose
Aristotle would not have found
necessary ab the date at which
it must have been written, if by
him. The question, therefore, is
not only whether it is by Ar-
stotle or by another, but whether
it may nof, as Grant suggests
(dr. 57), have been written out
by one of his scholars from oral
lectures in which fhe difficulties
of beginners would naturally be
kept in view.

! Syllogisms are dealt with
by the ‘Avadvrica mpéTepa in two
books, and scientific method by
the’AvaA. forepa, also in two, The
fact that D. 49 and An. 45
give mine books to the “Avaa.
wpor. (thongh An. 134 repeats
the title with two only) points
probably only to a different divi-
sion; but it is also possible
that other tracts are included,
for the Amox. Sehol. in Ar
33, b, 32 (cf DaAvID, idid. 30,
b, 4, PHILOE. ikid. 39, a, 19,
142, b, 38, and STMPL, Categ. 4 €
says that Adrastus knew of forty
books of Analytics, of which enly
the four which are extant were
counted genuine, —That these
are genuine is proved beyvond
doubt, both by internal evidence,
by Aristotle’s own references,
anid by the fact that his earliest
pupils wrote works modelled on
them (ck. p. 65, supra, and BRaN-
D18, Lhein. Mus. NIEBUHE and
Br. i. 267). Thus we know

F2
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proof by probability,! and

of an Analytic by Eundemus
(ALEX. Tbp. 70), and we have
references to book 1. of the
Tpdrepa dvah. of Theophrastus
(ALEX. Anal. pri. 39, b, 51, a,
131, b, Sekel. 158, b, 8, 161, b, 9,
184, b, 36; SIMPL. De Celo, Sehol.
509, a, 6). Alexander, in his
commentary, quotes from both on
numerous points in which they
developed or improved Aristotle’s
*Avah, mpit. (ef Theophr. I
[ed. Wimmer], p. 177 sq. 229;
Budem. Fr. [ed. Spengel], p.
144 sq.). For the Second Ana-
Iytie the references are less
copious ; but we know of passages
of Theophrastus through Alexan-
der (Axox. Sehal. in d7. 240, b,
2, and ap. EUSTRAT. ibid. 242,
a, 17), through THEMIST. ibid.
199, b, 46, and through PHILOP.
ibid. 205, a, 48, and through an
Anon. Schol. ibid, 248, a, 24, of
a remark of Eudemus, all of
which seem torefer to the Second
Analytio. We know as to Theo-
phrastus, not only from the form
of the title of the’AveA. mpdrepa,
but also from express testimony
(v. D106 v.42; GALEN, Hippoer.
ef Pl il 2, vol. w. 218, and
ALnx. Qu. Nat. 1.26) that he did
write a Second Analytic, and it
is probable that in that, as in
the text, he followed Aristotle.
Aristotle himself cites both
Analytics under that name: Top.
viii. 11, 18, 162, a, 11, b, 32
Saph. FEIL 2, 165, b, 8; Rhet. 1.
2,71356, b, 9, 1357, a, 29, b, 24,
ii. 25, 1403, a, 3, 12; Metaph. vii.
12 init.; Eth. N. vi. 3, 1139, b,
26, 32; also De Interpr. 10, 19, b,
31; M. Mor. il 6, 1201, b, 25;
Eith. Bud. i 6, 1217, a, 17, iL. 6,
1222, b, 38, ¢ 10, 1227, a, 10}

on fallacies and their dis-

(cf. other references ap. BONITZ,
Ind. Awxist. 102, a, 80 sq). It is
therefore the original title, and
has always remained in common
use, nobtwithstanding that Ari-
stotle cites certain passages of
the First Analytic with the word
éy 7ols wepl gvAdeyiouol (Anral.
post. 18, 11, 73, a, 14, 77, a, 33),
or that Alexander (Metuph. 437,
12, 488, 11, 718, 4) and Pt. 28
call the Second Analytic émo-
Berwruch, or that Galen (e Puls.
iv. fim., vol. viil. 765; De Libsr.
Propr. vol. xix. 41) chooses to
substitute, as he says, for the
comimon titles, the names II.
culdayiopot and TI. amodetiews ;
nor have we any right to name
them on infernal grounds (with
GuUMFPOsCH, JLog. Ar. 115) II.
cuAAoyouey and Mefoducd. Dran-
dis justly remarks (lUe. d. Ar.
Org. 261 sq.; Gre-rom. Phil. ii.
b, 1, 224, 275) that the Firs
Anelytie is far more carefully
and evenly worked out than the

Second (which Aristotle can -

hardly have considered as com-
plete), and that the two bocks of
the First Analytic do not appear

to have been written together,

but with an interval.

I Aristotle dealt with this
subject in several books, no
doubt in connection with his
rhetorical teaching. We still
have the Topice in eight books,
of which, however, the last, and
perhaps the third and seventh
also, seem to have been worked
ont long after the others (z.
Brawpig, Ue. d. Ar. Org. 255 ;
Gr-rim. Phil. il b, 830). The
genuineness of the work and of
its name is established by cita-
tions in Aristotle himself (De
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proof.! Besides these, which are the component ijarts

of our Organon, we have

Luterpr, 11, 20, b, 263 dnal. pr.
i 11,24, b. 12; ii. 15, 17, 64, a,
37, 65, b, 16 ; Rhet. 1. 1, 1355, a,
28, c. 2, 1856, b, 11, 1358, a, 29 ;
ii. 292, 1398, b, 4, c. 23, 1398, a,
98, 1399, a, G, c. 25, 1402, a, 36,
c. 26, 1403, a, 32 ; iii, 18, 1419, a,
94), For the art of proof by
probabilities Aristotle mses the
term ¢ Dialectic’ (Tup. init., Rlef.
init., ete.), and he refers to the
Lopics in a similar way as mpay-
porele w. The SwAskruchy (Anal.
pri.i. 30, 46, a, 30). If is pro-
bable, therefore, that by usdodins
(Rhet. 1. 2, 1356, b, 19) he meant
the Topics, which in the opening
words announce as thelr object,
pébodor ebpeiv, ete, and in which
(1. 12, 105, a, 16; viii, 2 inil.)
the relative passace is to be
found, rather than, as Heitz
(p. 81 sq., #r. Hz. 117) sug-
gests, a lost work; cf. Rosg,
Ar. Libe. Ord. 120; VAHLEN,
Wien. Alkad.xxxviii. 99 ; BONITZ,
Htschr.  Oesterr,  Gymn. 1868,
11, 774. It =eems, also, that
in several MBS, the Topics were
headed with the title MeBoBucd,
so that an idea arose that
they were distinet works. This
ideabasbeenattributed to Dionys.
(Ep. I. ad Awmm. 6, p. 728, on
Lthet. 1. 2), but he speaks only of
dvodvTich kol pebodich wpayparela,
and does not specially include the
Topics in the latter. Bub D. &2
inserts Mefodice in eight books,
and Ax. 49, the like sitle in-
cluding seven books, although
both know the Topics as well
So Dieg. (v. 29) distinguishes 7d
7€ Tamd: el pebodind ; and Simpl.

(Cat. 16 a, Schol. 47, b, 40), after

also the names of a great

Porphyry, appears to regard the
latter as belonging, and the
former as not belonging, to the
¢ Hypomnematic® writings. In
D. 81 we even find a second
entry of Mefodudw o', —The theory
of Spengel (Abh. d. Aineckn.
Ahkad. vi. 497) that our text of
the Topics contains grave lacune
does not seem to be proved by
the passages he quotes (Rhet. i,
2, 1356, b, 10; il. 25, 1402, g,
34). As to the former, which
refers to the Tupics only for the
difference between cuvARoyiouds
and éraywyd (of. BRANDIS, * Ue. d.
Rhet. Ar.” ap. Philolagus, iv. 13),
it 15 satisfied by fop. 1. 1, 12
As to the second, which does not
apply to Zop. viii. 10, 161, a,
9 sq., the words kofdrep wal v
Tols Tomikois, etc., need not be
taken as referring to a particular
passage, but may he taken a3
meaning ¢ of objections there are
in Rhetoric, as in Topics, many
kinds,” .. in oratorical use as
opposed todisputation,—aremark
that might well be made even if
these distinctions were nof taken
in the earlier book. For similar
uses of Homep &v Tois Tomikals,
ete., ef. Bonrrz, fnd. Ar. 101 b,
44 sq., 52 sg., and VAHLEN, ui
supra, 140 (where the phrase in
Rhet. 11. 25 is explained as mean-
ing * Instances are here used in
the snme way as in Topics, and
those of four kinds,” ete.).

1 The TL cogurTikar EReyxwy,
or (as ALEX. Schoi. 296, a, 12,
21, 29, and Boeeth. in his transla-
tion have it) Zegior. &reyxol
Waitz ( 47, Org. ii. 528), followed
by Bonitz (Ind. Ar. 102, a, 49),
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number of kindred writings: treatises on Knowledge
and ~Opinion,! on Definition,> on Classification by
Genera and Species,® on Opposition and Difference,?*
on Particular Kinds of Conceptions,” on KExpression

in Speech,® on Affirmation

shows that Aristotle in the De
Interpr. ¢. 11, 20, b, 26, and
Anal, previi. 17, 65, b, 16, refers
to passages of this work (i.e.
c. 17, 175, b, 39, ©. 30, and o. 5,
167, b, 21), under the name ér
7ols Tommals; that he reckons
knowledge of fallacies as part of
¢ Dialectie” (Suph. Bl c. 9 fin.,
ch. 11 fin.; ef. Top. i. 1, 100, b,
23): and that c. 34 is the epi-
logue not only for these but for
the whole science of ‘Topies.”
Again, however, Aristotle seems
(inec. 2, 165 b, 5; cf. RHiel. 1. 3,
1359, b, 11; cf. BRANDIS, &r.-
rom., - PRil. i1, b, 148) to distin-
guish the two, in a way, however,
which proves, not that the two
were net meant to form a whole,
but that the treatise on fallacies
was composed later than the
rest of the Tupiecs. The lists of
D. and An. do not name the
Sap. &k, (for that reading in AN.
125 is, as Rose shows, wrong),
and yet give the Mefoduca only
eight books, whereas PT, 29,
separates them from the Tupics
(26 b); possibly, however, in
D. 27, M. époricar two books,
and AN. 27, IL énoTucer Adywy
two books, are the same as our
Zog. EA

LM, émoriiuns, D. 40; I éme-
oraueyy, 1. 26, AN, 25; 1. ddéns,
AN. App. 162, The genuineness
of the work is doubtful, becanse
it is nowhere else referred to. .

# Tothis subject refer several

and Negation,” on Syllog-

titles in P1.: i.2. No. 60, ‘Oproic,
four books (ef. Drog. v. 50, for the
same title in thelist of Theophras-
tns’ works); 63, on the objects of
Definition, two books; 63 b, De
Contradictione Definitionuwm; B3¢,
De diwte Definiendi ; 64, Tpds Tobs
Spuruovs, two books (ef. the same
from Theophr., Dioz. v, 45),
translated De Tabula Definiends.
As to the collections of defini-
tions and divisions, of. infra.

3 10 elBwy kal yevaw, 1. 31 ; I
elbdr, AN 28, otherwise unknown.

* As to the opposition of
concepts there was a hook II.
Tar arTikeuerwy, doubtless the
same as I évartiwr (D. 30, AN.
32). Simplieius, in his comment-
ary on the Categ. (v. dr. F'r. 115

121, p. 1497, sq.: 2o Hz 119),.
gives us some further informa-

tion as to this book and its
casuistical diseussions. Rose (A,
Ps. 180) refers it to the age
of Theophrastus. PT. 12 has II,
dragpopis, four books.

5 De Relato (IL Toi wpds 70),
six books (Pr. 84).

5 De Significatione, PT. T8;
its Greek title is piven as - @aram-
Tun,’ 1.e. Tpapparucdy or -Gr. As
to another related title, IIL
Aétews, of. infra. Pr. 54, Partitio
Conditionum que statuuntur in
voee ef ponuniuy, four books, may
also have been a grammatical
treatise,

* ALEX. Metaph. 286, 23, 680,
a, 26, cites this simply as &
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ismg,! and on subjects belonging to the sphere of
Topics and Eristics.® Probably, however, the most

7§ . raTaddoews; probably, how-
ever, it should be (like the corre-
sponding, or possibly identical,
work of Theophrastus, named by
Diog. v. 44) I keraddrews xal
amoddrews.

1 Zuaroyoudy o B (D, 56, Aw.
54); SvAreyraTuchy kal bpat (D. 5T 5
AN. 55 : -kd@v Bpar); SvAkeyiouol
a (D. 48).

2 To this category belong in
the first place the treatises placed
next to the Meboduce in the listz:
Té& wpb Téw Towwy (D, 59, A¥. 57);
“Opot wpd T@v Tomucdv, T books
(D. 55); Temwdv mwpbs Tobs Upovs
& 8 (D. 60, Ax. 59, PT. 62 as
three books named Tabula defini-
tionwm  guae  adlbibentur in
Topica, ie. Tpds Bpovs Tomucdv);
De Definiendo Topice (ie. © On
Definition in Topies,” Pr. 61):
. iélwy (D. 32); IL EpuTiioews
ral amokploews (D, 44, AN, 44).
Brandis, however, believes (u?
supra) that these names indicate
only particular parts of our
Topica, He takes T mpb 7@y
Téwmwy (elsewhere used for the
Categ. ; cf. p. 64, n.1) to be the
first book, which in fact we know
to have been so called by some
(Awox. Sehol, in Av. 252, a, 46) 3
the “Opos Tév Tévwv [as Br. reads
it] to be books 2-8; Tow mwpds
Tavs Bpovs, books 6-T; IT iblav,
book 53 and T épwr. k. éworp.
hook 8, as towhich we learn from
Avex. Schol, 292, a, 14, that many
named it so, and others again,
with a reference toits first words,
II. 7Tdfews k. &moxpicews. These
suggestions seem to commend
themselves: except that it is
easier to suppose as to the seven

books of “Opar wph T@v Tdwwr that
the text of D. iz wrong. The
AN, pives instead two titles: 51,
“Opwr Pifrlov o' ; 52, Tomkdy (.
Here it is patural to refer the
“Opot to book 1, the first half of
whieh (c. 1-11) consists in de-
finitions and their explanation,
and the seven Topica to books
2-8. We conjecture, therefore, in
view of the fact that both lists
have the nmmber seven, thatin
D. also the “Opm was originally
distinet from the Zopica, and that
his text read: “Opoc wpd 7w To-
ey o ; Tomwdy o -, D. 65 and
AX. 62 name also 'Emiyepnudrws
o B (Pr1. 55, 39, B, 83,1, B); In
33 : Aw. 38, Trourfuore wiyepy-
paTics, 3 B; D. 70, AN, 65, Oéoers
émiyeipnuarical ce’; of . also THEON,
Progymn. p. 165 W, (Hhct. ed.
Sp. 11, 69), who ascribes to Ari-
stotle and Theophrastus woAAa
BiBAia Qéoewy émiypadiueva, de-
scribed by ALBX. Top. 16, Sohal.
254, b, 10, as containing thy eis Ta
Gvriketueva 80 évldtey dmxelpnrw.
(TIpbs Béow émixepely means ‘to
develop the pro and econ of a
given proposition,’ v. Tad. Ar.
282, b, 57, 283, a, 6: féoeas
&rixepnuarical  are  therefore
themes for dialectic development
or dialectical exercises with an
introduction to the way of work-
ing them out.)—The Emyepfuara
are no doubt identical with the
Aoytkd ércyerp. the second book
of which is quoted by PHILOP.
Sehol. 227, a, 46, and the Tropwiu.
émuyerp, with that which is cited
simply as “Tropviuaraby DEXTPP.
Cat. 40, Sphol. 48, a, 4, and SIMPL.
Sehol. 47, b, 89 following Por-
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ancient of these tracts were in reality productions of
the Peripatetic school at dates subsequent to Aristotle’s

death.

Next to the Topics in order of subjects come the
Rhetorical Works.! Some of these were written
before the Topics in order of time; others only after-
wards and at a long interval. Of the many books
of Aristotelian or alleged Aristotelian origin which
dealt with the theory of skilled speaking,? or treated

phyry. Pr. gives three entries of
famusmata’ or ‘ifumsmata’( =
mourfueTta), i.6. No. 69, 2 books;
82, 16 books; and 82, b, 1 book.
The referencesin ATHEN. iv. 173,
and xiv. 654 to 'Ap. ) @sdgparTos
& Talr Umopvfuart are not to a
defined book so named, but are
vagne and not to be identi-
fied, What relation the Ipordoes
named in Pr. (No, 79=33[123]
books, and No. 80=31 [?7]
books) bear to the @drers émry,
we ecannot say, but we also find
two entries in D. (46 and 47),
andone in AN, (38) of Ipordoews o,
The ‘Emixetenuarinol Adyor, cited
by Aristotle in the opening of
e 2. II, menu. 18 not a separate
work (ef. THEM. 97, a,p, 241), but
the first chapter of the work
itself (449, b, 13 sq. 450, a,
80 8q., 460, b, 11 sq. ; cf. BoNTTZ,
Ind, Ar. 939, a, 38). Under the
head of Topics Tall also the Ey-
aracels, D, 85, AN, 36, P1. 55, b;
the Tpordoes épirmial &, D, 47,
AN, 44 ; Adres dporical §, D. 28,
AN, 20 ; and Awpéoers codioTira,
&, D. 29, AN. 31.—As to the
‘Epiorrirol Adyor, ef. p, 68, n. 1 fin.
A tract Hapi vip Ackw, named by
SrmrL.  Sefel. 47, b, 40, was
doubted, as he says, even by the

ancients (ef. A7, Fr. 113, p. 1406 ;
Rosm, Az, Pz 128; Fr. Hz 116).
It dealt probably (cf. Suph. £7. 4)
with the fallacies waps 7hv Aétwr.
Ax. 196 names among the Psend-
epigrapha a work ITepl pefdSov.

Y CE. Riet. 3, 1 init. ¢ 2,
1356, a, 25 ; Soph. FI.34,184,a, 8,

? Besides the two extant
works, this class includes pri-
marily the Theodectean Rhetoric:
i.e. D. 82 and AN. 74, Téyvys tis
BeobénTov ovvaywyh [1 elcaywyy]
in one or three books. The ex-
tant Rheforic alludes (iii. 9 fin.)
to an enumeration & Tols Ocoder-
Teloss, which must mean a work of
Aristotle, and proves, even if
Rhet, iii, be spurious, the exis-
tence of this book in early times.
The compiler of the Zhet. od
Alex. 1. 1421, b, 1 makes Aristo-
tle speak of 7efs ir’ duob Téyrais
Ocodenty ypagelorais; and this re-
ference also must be at least
anterior to Andronicus, The
words leave it donbtful whether
the writer meant a Rleforio de-
dicated to Theodectes, or one
wrilten by Aristotle but published
by Theodectes in his own name.
Later classical writers several
times attribute to the name
‘Rhetoric of  Theodectes’ the
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of the history of rhetoric,! or set out rhetorical

atter meaning, in itself most im-
probable (cf. ®coBeicriral Téxvar,
ANON, in d». Fr. 125, p. 1499,
P, Hr. 125; QUINTILIAN, il
A5, 10, gives this explana-
tion with an ‘uf ereditum est’:
VALER. MAX viii. 14, 3 gives it
more distinetly); or else they
name Theodectes direetly as the
anthor (Cre. Oraf. 51, 172, 57,
194 ; QUINTIL.iv. 2, 63 : and later
writers ap. ROSE, dr. Ps 141,
Ar. Fip, 123 ; £y, Hz. 124 sq.; com-
pare the similar treatment of
the title Nicomachean Ethics by
Cicero and others, de guo p. 97
inf.; or else they ascribe to Ari-

stotle and Theodectes the opin-.

ions they find in this book
(Droxys. Comp. Verb. 2, p. 8, De
Vi Demos. 48, p. 1101 ; QUINTIL.
i. 4. 18; A+ Fr. 126). Ifitis
genuine, which the . at least
give no reason to doubf, we
should consider it certainly not
as a work written by Theodectes
and published by Aristotle after
his death, but as a work of Ari-
stotle dedicated fo Theodeetes, in
which view, since that orator did
not survive - the "date of Alex-
ander's Eastern expedition, and
had become known to Alexander
throngh Aristetle (PLuT. Alex.
17 fin.), it would have been com-
posed during the years of Ari-
stotle’s residence in Macedonia,
The name Téxves (in the Rlet. ad
Alex.; cof. Rose, dAr. P 139)
seerns to indicate that it had
more than one book, though the
plural Oeodénree (Rhet. iii. 9)

would not necessarily do so. For

further details ¢. Rose, dr. Ps.
135 sq., and HEITZ, 853 s8d.—
As to the remaining titles in our
lists which relate to Rhetoric,

the Téxmm[s] « of D. 79, Ax. 73
probably meant the extant f2iet,
ad Alez. TIn D. 80 the MSS.
vary between ¥AAn réywn and
BAAY  Texwdy ouveywyd. If the
former is right it would mean a
second recension of our Bletoric:
if the latter, a recension of the
Texvav cuvaywyh : in neither case
would it imply separate works.—
Of the special tracts, the Tpdanos
has been mentioned p. 58, n. 1,
supra: probably AN, 4dpp. 153,
IL. gmropucsis is merely a duplicate
of it. In the title, IT. Aéfews o’ B
(D. 87, AN. 79, TI. Aét. kabapis ; cf.
on a similar book by Eundemus,
p. 698, n. 3) Brandis in the
Gr-rim. Phil, ii. b, 1. 79 detects
book 3 of our Rhetoric, whose
first twelve chapters deal with
that subject. This is the more
probable that D, 78 gives the
Rhetorie only two books, al-
thongh AN, 72 has three books.
The others, i.e. D. 85, AN. 77,
M. ueyébous o (de guo of. Riet. i.
3, 1339, a, 16, ii. 18 sq. 1391, b,
31, 1303, a, 3); D. 88, AN. 80,
I cupBovhias [-As] ' (v. A7 Fr.
136, p. 1501, 4w Py 148, Fr. Hz.
126) : AN, dpp. 177, II. phiTopos
7 modiTico @ AN, App, 178, Téxrm
eykwutaoTicy, were doubtless all
spurious, as was also the Meyuo-
vuche (D, 117, AX. 109) which
would be dealt with as an aid to
Rhetoric. PT. 68, Mepayyéiuara
seems to be the same as the
Tapayy. pyropucijs attributed to
Theophrastus by Dioa. v. 47, but
was in any case not by Aristotle.

' An exposition of all the
rhetorieal theories (téxrer) down
to Aristotle’s own time was given
in the Texrdv cwaywyh (D. 77,
as two books: Ax. 71, and Pr,
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examples,! we have only one preserved to ug,® in which,
however, we possess withont donbt the most mature state-
ment of his rhetorical doctrine. The Rheloric addressed to
Alexander is now universally admitted fo be spuriouns.®

24, as one book), D. 89, Svvayw-
3iis o B, and D. 80, "AAry Texriv
gupaywyn (if that is the right
reading) seem to be duplicates
only. We hear of it in Cic. De
Tnvent. ii, 2, 6, De Ovrat. ii. 88,
160, Brut. 12, 48, ete, : v, A», Iy,
130-135, p. 1500; dr. Pz 145;
Fr. iz 122. The same work or
an abstract of it seems to be
meant. by Demetr. Magn. (ap.
Drioe. ii. 104) by the title ‘Exirouh
frdpay.

1 Evfupdpere pyropke o, D,
84, Aw., 76: and ’Efvunpdrer
Supérers o (D. 84; AN, 88, mis-
written 'Evf. rei alpéoewr). To
the same class belonped AN, 127,
Tpoorular o ; but 1. Mapoyudy, as
in D. 138, With these should be
reckoned the Xpelar—a collection
of striking remarks, like TPlu-
tarch’s Apophthegms, guoted by
Stor. Flgril. 5, 83,7,380, 81,29,70,
90, 43, 140, 57, 12, 93, 38, 118, 47,
118, 29. But as a saying of Zeno
the Stoic is quoted from it (57,
12), and as we can hardly credit
Aristotle with such a collection
of anecdotes, it must either be a
forgery or else the work of a
later writer of the same name,
like the grammarian mentioned
ap. Diog, v, 85, Rose believes
(Aw. Ps. 611) that 'Apiororedovs
is a misreading for "Apirrevoes.
The same book seems to be what
is meant in Stob, (38, 37, 45, 21)
by the citation: éx 7év rowdv
‘Apwrrorédous Bigrpifdr, Ree its
. ap. Rosg, A». FPs 611, and
Fr, Hz. 335,-—The two orations,

Eykdpoy Adyov and Eyrdpoy
wAovTou, are connted as psendepi-
grapha in Ax., 190, 194, The
varions proverbs and apoph-
thegms quoted from Aristotle
(Rosg, dr. Ps. 606 sq.; Fr. Hz.
337 sq.) are collected from dif-
ferent soureces.

¢ ILe. the three books of the
Rhetorie. The date of its com-
position must be the last resi-
dence of Aristotle at Athens;
of. BRAXDIS in * Atr. Rhet.! Philol.
iv. 8. That it has suffered inter-
polations and transpositions (e.g.
in book ii. c. 18-26 ought to pre-
cede ¢. 1-17) was proved by
SPENGEL, Abh. d. Miinclhn. Akad.
vi, 483, followed by VAHLEN,
¢ Z. Krit, Ar, Schr. Wien. Akad.
xxxviil. 92, 121. The genuineness
of book iii. has been questioned

by Bavren, Honys. w. dr., Gott.

1863, p.' 32; RosE, Ar. Ps 137
n.; Herrz, p. 85, 80; Scmiar-
seaninT, Sammi. Plat. Sehr. 108,
whose view has been followed in
ZELLER, Plata, p. 55.

* This work was known to
the author of our earliest list
(z. D. 79, but its anthenticity
is mnot to be thought of,
SPENGEL (Zwvray. Texr. 182,
Axaxivm, drs Rhet. Proleg.
ix. =q., eof. 99 sg.) attributes
it, excepting the first and last
chapters, o Aristotle’s contem-
porary Anaximenesof Lampsacus.
This suggestion, however, is very
questionable; ¢f. RosE, dr. Lib,
Ord. 100; KAMPE, in the Philol.
ix. 106 sq. 279 sq. For, apart

ARISTOTLE'S WRITINGS 75

Of the writings devoted to the development of his
philosophic system, the first place is given to collections
of Definitions! and Divisions >—regarded as aids to

from the arbitrariness of the
separation of the part attributed
to Anaximenes from the rest, the
influence of the school of Ari-
stotle betrays itself thronghout,
not only in the persistence of a
method of didactie definitions
and divisions, but also in the
tenor of particolar passages. Cf.,
e.g., ¢ 2 imit. (with Riet. 1. 3);
. 3, 1424, a, 1213 (Polit. vi. 4,
1318, b, 27-38); e. 5, 1427, a, 30
(Fth. ¥, v, 10, 1135, b, 11 sqq.,
Rhet.i. 18,1374, b, 6): c. 8, 1498,
a, 19 sqq. (Rhet. ii. 25, 1402, b,
12 sqq.); e 8, 1428, a, 256 (Anal.
pr. L 27 initl); . 9 indt. (Fhet.
i. 2,1357,b,28); c. 12 init. (Rhet.
ii. 21, 1394, a, 22); and the dis-
tinction of évfdunue and yréun in
c. 11 sq., though differently put,
is of Aristotelian origin (cf. Rhet.
ii, 21, 1894, a, 26) ; ¢. 17 (HKhet. L
15, 1376, b, 31 sq.); c. 28 inaf.
29 dnit. (Rhet. iil. 9, 1410, a, 23).

! D, 64, AN, 61, ‘Oprouel, 13
books: PT. 59: “Opos, 16 books,
was certainly a later work of the
School, analogous to the Platonic
Definitiones. As to the other
title, AN, 51,"Opwr BtBAlov o, cf,
p. 71, n. 2, supra.

? Pesides the ¢ Platonic Divi-
sions ' mentioned p. 63, n. 2, the
lists name the following of this
class: D, 42, Awpdoas 1" [AN,
41, 10 Srarpéoewr] ; D. 43, Ax. 42,
Ataiperiedy o [Rose leg. -xby, a8
in the duplicate title D, 62]; Pr.
52 gives the Awpéreas (which
might extend to any length ac-
cording to the subjects chosen),
26 books. Whether the work was
different from or identical (as

seenms more probable) with the
Platonic Awawpeoets, it cannot be
genuine. The guotation in ALEX,
Top. 126, Sekol. 274, a, 42, from
Aristotle, er T Tdv dyabdy Siwu-
péger (Ar. Fr. 110, p. 1496 ; Fr.
H:.119), is satisfied by M, MWor. i,
2, 1183, b, 20 sq., of. Bik. V. 1. 12,
1101, b, 11, but may have found
its way from that source intothe
Awipécers also,— Aristotle himself
names an ‘Exdoyh rév évartleov, in
Metaph. iv. 2, 1004, a, 1, where,
after the remark that all oppo-
sitions finally go back fo that
of the & or % and its oppo-
site, he adds: Tefeupfiobw & fuiv
TabTa € TH €kAoyd Taw evarTiww !
in the parallel passage, xi. 3,
1061, a, 15, it is only éorwoar yap
abrar TeBewpmuéver: cf. 1004, b,
33, wdrra B¢ kal TAAAR Avayduevn
dalverar els 76 & wal 7h wAfbos "
eiriplw yip 7 araywyh un.  To
the same refers also =. 3, 1054, a,
29: Eori Bt Tov pev &vds, Bowep
kal v i Twpioa Tav évarTiow
Bieypddiaper, T8 Tabrh ol duoiw
ol Toow, ete.; and the vabrdr and
Spotor were themselves given in
Metaph. iv. 2, 1003, b, 35, as
examples of the &@n Tob évbs
treated of in the 'ExAey) 7. ev.:
cf. also x. c. 4 ad fin. Bul in
Met. xii, 7, 1072, b, 2 the words
4 Swipeats dnhot refer, not to a
treatise, but to the division of
two kinds of of Svexa given just
before.  Whether the reference
to the ExAoyh 7. éw. indicates a
separate treatise or a section of
the work “On the Good,” even
Alexander did not know (cf. p.
61, n. 1); but since the subject
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correct appreciation of the subject—but none of these
appear to have been genuine. Most important, there-
fore, is the treatise On the First Philosophy '—a torso
which is now arbitrarily bound up? with a number of
other fragments, some genuine, some spurious, to form
our Metaphysics®  Probably, however, the genuine

on which Aristotle cites the
"ExAoyd seems to have been dealt
with in the second book TI.
TayaBob, it is probable that
Aristotle had only that book in
view.

! This is the name by which
the work was originally cited ;
v. De Motu Anim. 6, 700, b, 8.
That Aristotle himself so named
it, is probable from Metaph. vi. 1,
1028, a, 15, 24, 30, xi. 4, 1061, b,
19; Phys. i. 9, 192, a, 85, i 2
Jin.: De Calo, 1. 8,277, b, 10; Gea.
et Corp. 1. 3, 318, a, 6; De Adn. i
1, 408, b, 16 ; for mpdry ¢rrocodia
we also find ¢ogopia alone
(Metaph. <. 3, 4, 1061, b, 5, 25),
Seohayucy (Metaph. vi, 1, 1026, a,
19, xi. 7, 1064, b, 33, § wepl Ta
Ocia gudocodie (LPart. Am 1. 5,
645, 2, 4), copla (Mataph. i. 1, 2),
and uéfoBos mepl THs doxdis Tis
wpdrns (Plys. viii. 1, 251, a, 7),
as Aristotle's expression for the
subject of the book; and accord-
ingly the book itself is also
spoken of as gogiz, dooodia,
Georoyla (ASCLEP. Selol. in A
519, b, 19, 31). Of Boxirz, v. 5,
Arist, Metaph, i, 3 =q.

*We first find the name
peTé T ¢uowca in Nicolaus of
Damascus, who (ace. to the
Schol. to THEOPH. Metaph, p.
323, Brand.) wrote a @ewpla 7@y
‘Ap. peta 7o duried @ afterwards
in PLuT. Alex, 7, and since then
constanutly. As this Nicolans was

4 younger contemporary of An-
dronicus, the title (which never
appears before, and 15 permanent
after that date) may safely be
referred to Andronicus himself,
whose collection of Aristotle’s
writings alone explains it ; for it
means, not as SIMPL. Phys. 1,
and the Neoplatonist HERENNIUS
(ap. Boxirz, Ar. Metaph. ii. 5)
supposed, the Supernatural, but
that which in the order of doc-
trinal development, and of the
works as collected, followed after
the books on the Natural Sciences
(cf. ALEX. Meraph. 127, 21: As-
CLEP. Sehol. 519, b, 19). It is
named in the lists by Aw, 111,
AN, App. 154, and Pr. 49. The
latter has the usual Greek reckon-
ing of thirteen books; the former
has at 111 «, at 154 ; which
leaves it uncertain whether the
editions referred to were incom-
plete, the one having only A-K,
and the other A_I, or whether
K and 1 are corruptions of N,
4.6. AN,

# The question of the arrange-
ment of our Metaphysics has
been so far estabhished by Bran-
dig in ¢ Ar. Met?, 4bh. d. Berl.
Akad. 1834, Hist, Phil. Kl p.
6387, Gr.-rdm. Phil.-ii. b. 1,
541 sq., and by Bonitz (dr. Met.
i, 3-35), that it iz sufficient to
refer the reader for earlier
theories fto the comprehensive
account given by Bonitz at p. 30.
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portions were brought into this connection immediately

The main body of the work,

begun but not finished by Ari-

stotle, is made up of books i., iii.

(B), iv, vi.—ix. In these, after
the critical and historieal intro-

duction in book i., one and the

same inqguiry, that as to Being as

such, is methodically carried on,

althongh it is neither brought to

a conclusion, nor in parts sub-
mitted to final revision. Book x.

seems to have been intended for
a somewhat further advanced
section of the same inguiry (of.
x. 2 wpid. with iii. 4, 1001, a,
4 sq., and x. 2, 1053, b, 16 with
vil. 13), but as it is not brought
by Aristotle into any express
copnection with book ix, it has
almost the appearance of a
separate treatise. Between these
connected books there is in-
serted, in book v, an inguiry
into the different meanings of
thirty philosophical conceptions
and terms, which stands in no
connection with either the pre-
ceding or the following book.
The Aristotelian aunthorshipof this
section is heyvond doubt. Ari-
stotle himself quotes it (in
DMetaph. vii. 1 amit, x. 1; of,
Gern. ef Corr. il. 10, 336, b, 20,
Plgys. 1. 8, 191, b 29), with the
words év Tols wepl ToU Togax®s O
. Tob wog. AéyeTa éxamror. The
view of Susemibl ((lenet. Entmw.
d. Plat. Phil. ii. 536) that these
citations are not satisfied by our
baok v., and that it is an un-
Aristotelian tract which hastaken
the place of a genuine book with
similar contents, is as decisively
disproved as that of Rose (Ar.
Libr. Ord. 154) that the book is
entirely unworthy of Aristotle.
The book is alluded to in other

passages of the Metaph. (e.q. x. 4,
1055, a, 23, with which cf. v. 10,
1018, a, 25, and x. 6, 1054, b. 34,
ct. v, 15, 1021, a. 25); and a dis-
cussion reserved in v. 7 ad jin.
for another place is to_be found
in ix, e. 7, The tract II. 7ob
wooexes, however, cannot have
originally formed part of the
work ¢ On the First Philosophy.
It must have been written much
earlier—as is shown by the cita-
tions in the Phys. and in the
Gen. et Corr.—and as an aid to
the exact use and understanding
of philosophic terms; and as
such it appears in D. 36, and in
AN. 57 with the special addition
M. 7. wog. Ady. H Tav kore mpla-
Beqir,  Nevertheless, Ar.  Metf.
vi. 2 iwit., alludes unmistakably
tov. 7,1017, a, 7, 22 sg., 31, in the
words: aAA’ émel & by awAds
Aeyldueroy Aéyerar moAlaxds, wy
& pér N T waTh cupBefyrbs, ete.,
in a way which indicates, by the
word 7, that the discussion had
already come under the reader’s
notice. It appears, therefore,
that Aristotle actually intended
to incorporate our book v. or the
contents of it in this part of his
work, but never was able to finish
the literary connection. As to
book xi., the second half (c. 8,
1065, a, 26 sq.), is a compilation
from the Plysics, obvionsly not
genuine. The first half exactly
corresponds in content with
books iii., iv, and vi.; and is
therefore either an early sketch
of the argument afterwards ex-
panded in them, or else, as Rose
(Ar. Libr. Ord. 156) supposes, a
later abstract of them. A point
in favour of the latter view is
the objectionable recurrence,
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seven times, of the particle &
#e, which is otherwise unknown
in Aristotle’s writing (EUcKEN,
De Apr. Die. Rat. 1. 10; Ind.
dr. 147, a, 44 sq) In view,
however, of the arguments from
the contents of the book them-
selves adduced in support of the
other view by Bonitz (Ar. Mt
ii. 15, 451), this peculiarity is not
decizive, especially as the general
style of the book has Aristotle’s
characteristics, and as similar
phenomena as to particles are
found elsewhere. [Thus 7& . , &
oceurs in Aristotle almost exclu-
sively in the Etfics and Pslitics
(BUCKEN, 16); 8¢ v almost ex-
clusively in the Physics (ibid. 33),
in which also wévror, rafror, and
Tolvyr are much commoner than
in the other works (ibid. 35, 51):
Gpa recurs oftener in the later
books of the Metaplh. than in the
eatlier (¢ébid. 50): and among
the ten books of the Eflics,
there are many variants as be-
tween the three last and the sec-
tions i.-iv. or v.—vii,, which again
vary from ene another in diction
(ibid. T5 sq.). In this first half
of book xi. five of the seven cases
of ye pir ocourin e. 2. Besides,
ve is so often inserted by the
copyists that it is always possible
some early scribe is partly re-
sponsible.] Book xii. appears as
an independent treatise, which
refers to none of the preceding
books, but seems to allude to the.
Plys, vili. 10 (esp. 267, b, 17 5q.)
in ¢. 7, 1073, a, 5, and in c. §,
1078, a, 32, to Phys. viii. 8§ sq.,
and also to the De Ceelo ii. 3 sq.
It is remarkable that while c.
610 develop in some detail the
views of Aristotle as to the God-
head and other eternal Essences,
¢, 1.5 on the contrary give us

the doctrine of ehangeable sub-
stances and their causes only in
DArrow compass, and in a style
condensed often to the point of
obscurity. This, with the fact
that in these chapters the for-
mula perd Tadra [se. Aewréor] G
occurstwice (i.e. 3 dnit., and 1070,
4. 4) indicates that it was not a
book published by Aristotle, but
a seb of notes intended as a basis
for lectures, in which many
points were only hinted af in the
the briefest way, with the know-
ledge that they would be made
plain by oral development. The
main theme of the lectures con-
sisted of the points which in the
second half of book xi, are
treated with special care ; while
the more general metaphysical
inquiries which were 6o serve as
an introduction or basis for them
were only lightly sketched. The
matter the lectures dealt with
was no doubt intended to he
included in the work on the
First Philosophy; and e 6-10
are, as far as matter is con-
cerned, exactly fitted to be the
conclusion of it. €. 1-5, on the
other hand, include nothing
which is not contained in the
earlier hooks, The polemic of
Rose (. Libr. Ord. 160) against
this book—which, as will be seen
in the next note, is specially well
fortified with external evidence
—has mno value as against its
Aristotelian authorship, but only
as to its conmection with our
Aetaph. 'The relation of the
remaining two books to the rest
is not clear; but there is no
reason to hold with Rose (p. 157)
that only xiv. is genuine. Ari-
stotle must bave originally meant
to include them in the same
book, for xiii, 2, 1076, a, 39, refers
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after Aristotle’s death.! Of the other writings men-
tioned which would have stood in close relation with

to iii. 2, 998, a, 7 sq., xiii. 2, 1076,
b, 39, to iii. 2, 997, b, 12 sq.,
xiii. 16, 1086, b, 14 to iii. 6.
1003, a, 6 sq., and in viii. 1. 1062,
a, 22 he contemplates a treat-
ment of Mathematics and the
Ideas, which, as appears by xiii.
init., was intended to serve as an
introduction to Theology (ef.
BrANDIS, 542, 413 a). On the
other hand, in xiv. 1, the obvious
reference to x. 1 is not noticed,
and vii. and viil. are not referred
to at all in xiii. and xiv. (Box1TZ,
p. 26). It is inconceivable that
Aristotle would have repeated a
considerable section almost word
for word, as is the case with the
present text of i. 6, 9, and xiii.
4, 5, But book i, as a whole,
must, as well as book iii., which
cites it (iii. 2, 998, b, 8, ef. 1. 2,
982, a, 16, b, 4, and 997, b, 3,
cf. i. 6 q.) be older than book
xiii. Tt seems to me, therefore,
the most probable conjecture
that the argument in i. §, which
iz apparently more mature than
that in book xiii.,, was inserted
on a second revision of book i,
after Aristotle had decided to
exclude books xiii. and xiv. from
the scope of his main work on
Metaphysies. Book ii. (&), a
collection of three small essays,
written asan introductionto Phy-
sics rather than to Metaphysics
(v. ¢. 3 Sehol.), is certainly not by
Aristotle. The majority of the
ancient commentators (o whelovs)
attributed it to a nepbew of
Eudemus, Pasicles of * Rhodes
(Schol. ap. d7. Opp. 993, a, 29 ;
Schol. in Ar. 5389. a. 41; the so-
called Philoponus [BEKKERS

Anon. Urbia.] in the Introd. to
z, where the name is Pasicrates ;
and Asclep. Sehod. 520 a, 6, ex-
cept that he has erroneounsly
transferred the story from o to
A). That it was inserted after
the other bocks were collected is
clear, not only from its designa-
tion, but from the way in which
it breaks the connection of the
closely consecutive books A and
B, for which reason many of the
ancients wished to make it a
preface to the Physics, or at least
to book i. of the Metaph. (Schal,
589, b, 1 .s8g.) BYRIAN (ap.
ScHoL. 849, a, 3) mentions that
some critics proposed to reject A.
These, like Asclepius, probably
confused it with «: if not, Syrian
was right in thinking their sug-
gestion langhable.

! This seems probable (ef.
ZELLER, Abh. d. Derl. Alad.
1877, Hist. Phil, K1, 145) because
of the cirenmstance that most of
the genuine books of our Meta-
physics were in use at the date
of the oldest peripatetic books or
fragments which we possess, and
that they seem to have bheen
gathered together in the same
series of books with the rest at a
very early date. Book i, as
above stated, was not only the
model for Theophrastus in book
i. of his Histery of Physice, but
has also left clear traces in what
we know of Eudemus, and is the
source of the point of view taken
by the author of the treatise on
Melissus, &e. Books iii. (B) and
iv. are referred to by Eundemus,
the fourth by Theophrastus also ;
beok vi. by Theophrastus; book
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the Melaphysics, only a few can be considered to be

vii. by Hudemus; book iz, by
Theophrastus ; book xii. by Theo-
phrastus, Budemnus, the writer of
the Magna Moralia, and the
writer of the T. (dor kwfoews;
book xiii, by Endemus; boaok xiv.
apparently by Theophrastus ;and
the fifth, the tract TI. ~od
mooexws Aeyduevor, by Strato ; of.
the following: (1) Metaph. 1,
981, a, 12 =g, EUDEM. fr. 2,
Speng.: (2) i. 3, 983, b, 20,
TugorHR. Fr. 40; (3) ibid. 1.
80, Bup. Fr 117; (4) 1. 5, 986,
b, i8; De Melisso, Xenoph.
ete., see vol. 1. 468, 484; (5) ibid.
1. 21 sq., THEOPHR. Fr. 45; (B)
ihid. 1. 27, THEOPHR. Fr. 43,
44, EUD. Fr, 11, 8. 21, 73 (D), B,
THEOPHR. Fir. 48; (8) 1. 6, 987,
b, 32, Bup. Fr. 11, 8. 22, 7, Sp.;
(9) i. 8, 989, a, 30, THEOPHR.
Fr. 46; (10)iii. 2, 996, b, 26, iv.
3, 1005, a, 19, BEup. Fr. 4; (11)
iii, 3, 999, a, 6, Eth. Bud. i 8,
1218, a, 1; (12) iv. 2, 1009, b, 12,
21, THEOPHR. 7. 42; (13) iv.
6, 1011, a, 12,¢ 7, 1012, a, 20,
THEOPHR. Fr. 12, 26; (14) v.11,
Btrato apud SIMPL, Catey, Schol.
i Arist. 90, a, 12-46 ; (15) vi. 1,
1026, a, 13-16, TREOPHR. Fr, 12,
1; (16) vii. 1, 1028, a, 10, 20,
Eup, Fr. 5; (17) ix. 9, 1051, b,
24, THEOPHR. Fr. 12, 25; (18)
xii. T ndfl., of. c. 8 1073.a, 22,
De Motu An. 6, 700, b, 7; (19)
xil. 7, 1072, a, 20, THEOPHR. F¥r,
12, 5; (20) xii. 7, 1072, b, 24, c.
9, 1074, b, 21, 33, Eth. Fud. vii.
12, 1245, b, 16, M. Mor. ii. 15,
1213, a, 1 (21) =il 10, 1075, b,
84, THEOPHR. Fr. 12, 2: (22)
xiil. 1, 1076, a, 28, Zth. End. 1. §,
1217, b, 22; (28) xiv. 8, 1090,
b, 18, THEOPHR. #7.12,2. Since,
therefore, the parts of our

Metaph., like book xii, which
did not in faet helong to the
main treatise, are in nse as com-
maonly and at as early a date as
those parts which did, it must be
conjectured that the whole was
put together in the peried imme-
diately following  Aristotle’s
death. This theory receives re-
markable eonfirmation from the
fact that already in the T (der
wwhoews (e, 6, 700, b. §), which
belongs nndoubtedly to the third
century ®.0., book xii. itself is
guoted by the title reserved by
Aristotle for his main treatise on
Metaph.: je. & 7oi mepl TS
TpdTys Gprhocopius (of. Bowrrz,
Ind. Ay, 100, a, 47 sq.; the sus-
picion thrown on the passage hy
KRISCHE, Forsch. 267, 3. and
Heirz, V. 8 182, is groundless).
We may assume, then, with some
probability that immediatelyafter
Aristotle’s death the finished
seetions of the work on First
Philosophy (i.e. books 1., iii., iv.,
vi-x.) were hound up with the
other sketches and notes of a
like character left by him (i.e.
xi. first part, xii., xiii., and xiv.),
and that at the same time book v.
was inserted between iv. and vi. ;
but that heok a, and the second
balf of xi., were first attached by
Androniens to this work, with
which they were not connected
either by origin or contents.
Naturally, we cannot with cer-
tainty affirm by whom the first
redaction was underiaken. But
the statement of ALEx. (ap.
Metaph. T60, b, 11 sq.), that it
was Eudemus, deserves all con-
sideration ; while the Qifferent
story told by ASCLEP. (Sehel. in
Ar. 519, b, 38 5q.) is open to the
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genuine, and these must have belonged to Aristotle’s

earlier period.!

The works on Natural Philosophy form the largest
bulk of all Aristotle’s productions. We have first a
series of important investigations which Aristotle him-
self’ connected together. They deal with the general
basis and conditions of the material universe, of the
earth and the heavenly bodies, of the elements with
their properties and relations, and of meteorological
phenomena.  These are the Plysics, 2 the two con-

gravest doubts. CL further, p.
155 sqq.

! Besides the Books on Philo-
sophy (p. 55, n. 5, and 57), on the
Good, and on the Ideas (p. 61, n.
1, 62, n, 1), the Mepi ebxfs was
probably genuine (v. p. 58, n. 1,
fin.). The three books I, Tiyns

- (AN. dpp. 1562) and the Mayixds

were not. The latter is named by
Diog. (i. L. 8, ii. 45), and wasalso
evidently used by Plin. (H. V.
xxx, 1, 2) as Aristotle’s, but it is
reckoned by An. (191) among
the Pseudepigrapha,and we know
from Suidas ("Avrticd,) that it was
attributed sometimes to the So-
cratic Antisthenes, sometimes fo
the Antisthenes who was a Peri-
patetic of Rhodes girca 180 ®.c.
(lege, by Bernhardy's happy con-
jecture, Podlw for Pidwm). On
this book, vide A7 Fr. 237-30, p.
1479; Fr. Hz. 66; HETZ, V. S
294,8; Ross, Ar. Ps. 50, who con-
siders it to be a Dialocne.— Of
the @eoAoyotuera, which was as-
eribed to Aristotle by Macrab,
(Sat.i.18), the ¢ Theogony. men-
tioned by Schol. Eur, Rhes. (28),
and the Texeral spoken of by
Schol, Laur. in APoLL. BHob. iv.
973 (2. these and other quotations

VOL. 1.

ap. ROSE, Ar. Ps. 615; Fr. H:.
847) seem to have formed part,
It is referred by Rose to the
hand of Aristocles of Rhodes, a
contemporary of Strato: but this
seems unlikely: of. Heitz, F. S,
284, It cannot, however, have
beena genunine work of Aristotle,
and it seems tobhave contained, not
philosophieal inquiries as to the
Godhead, but collections and pro-
bably explanations of myths and
religions usages.—The TI. dpyis.
from its position in the list of
D). 41, seems rather to have been
a metaphysical or physical tract
than a political one, buf we know
nothing of it.—As to a <Theo-
logy of Aristofle, which ori-
ginated in the - Neoplatonie
School and is preserved to
ns in an  Arabic translation,
#. DIETERCE, A8 & DL
maorgend,  Gesellseh. 1877, 1,
117.

¥ @uginh dxpdacis in 8 books
(in AN. 148, 7eg. o for uy’), as its
own MBS, and those of Stapr.
Plys. init, AN. 148, Pr. 34, &c.,
name the treatise, Aristotle him.
self commonly calls only the firvst
books guoika or aa mepl gioews
(Pleys. viil, 1, 251, a, 8, cf. iii. 1,

G



52 ARISTOTLE

nected works

viil. 8,258, b, 7. of ii. 1,192, b,
20, viil. 10, 267, b, 20, cf, iii. 4;
Metaph. i. 3, 983, a, 33, ¢, 4, 983,
4,12, 0.7, 988, 4, 22, ¢, 10, xi. 1,
1069, a, 34, ef. LPhys 1. 3, T;
Metaph, i. 5, 986, b, 80, cf. Phys.
i, 2; xiil. 1, ¢, 9, 1088, a, 23, cf.
Pm,.rs i). The later books he
usually calls 7a wepl kwhgews
(_‘Ue’taph ix. 8, 1049, b, 36, cf.
Phys. viii., vi. Ei; De Ceelo 1. 5, T,
272, a, 30, ATﬁ,b 21, ef. Plys. vi.
e 2-38 a, 20, c, 2. 283, a, 31, viil
10; De Ceelo iii. 1, 299, a, 10, cf.
}’/r-ys, vi. 2. 238, b, 15; Gen., et
Corr. 1. 3, 318, a, 3, ci. Phys.
viii.; De Sensu ¢, 6, 445, b, 19, ef.
an,rs vi.1; Anal. post. ii. 12,95,
b, 10). But in Phys. viii. 5, > af,
a, 34 &v Tols xeBdAov wepl -;bua'er.us
refers to B. vi. 1, 4, Metaph. viii.
1, and ¢mmm to B, v ks in
Metaph. 1. 8, 989, a, 24, xii. 8,
1073, 32, the phras.e T6 T. PUoews
refers not merely to the whale of
the Physica, but also to other
works on Natural Science (ef.
Boxirz and SCHEWEGLER ad lec.).
For more general references see
B, iil. 4, De Cwlo i. 6, 274, a, 21,
&v rats wepl Tas Gpxds, B. iv, 12,
vi. 1, Qe Cwlo 111 4, 303, a, 23,
wepl xpovoy kal kirfoews, and see
Inp. Arizr. 102, b, 18 sgq.—
I). 90, 46 (115) names a IL
dioews and aIl. kudoews, but the
former with three books only,and
the latter with one (ef. p. 50,n. 1).
SIMPL. ( Plys. 190, a, 216, a, 258,
b, and 320, a) says that Aristotle
and his éraipo {(i.2. Theophrastus
and Eudemaus) spoke of the first
b books as Pvewa or IL apxar
puTidy and of books vil and
viil, ag . keqoews. No doubt

l’urph_\_«l‘y, however, was right

(ap. StMpL. 190, a) when he in-

On the Heavens and On

Growth and

cluded hook v, with book vi,
with which it is s closely con-
nected, under the name TII. k-
rews, For though in the time of
Adrastus (ap. SimpL. 15, 2, a)
many may have named i-v. IL
apx@y [puowdv], as others named
the whole, while vi.—viii bore the
title II. kwieews under which
Andronicus (STMPL. 216, a) also
cited them, wyet it cannot be
shown that this was so in the
earliest period. When Theophr.
cited book v. as éx Tdr ¢uowmay
he may easily have meant not
only this whole treatise but
others also (uf swupre: and cf.
SiMpL, 216, a). When Damasus
the biographer and follower of
Eudemus (ap. SiMPL. 216, a,
where it is impossible to read
Damaseius the Neoplatonist)
speaks of &k 7is wepl Pdoews
mpayuaTeias Tis *Ap. T@v wepl K-
cews Tpla, it does not follow that
he means vi., vii, viii, and not
rather v, vi, vii, (cf. Rosg,

Aw. Libr. Ord. 198 ; BRANDIS, ii.
b, 782). Indeed book vil. gave

even ancient erities the impres-
sion of a section not properly
fitted into the general conneetion,
and SiMPL. (FPhys. 242, a) tells
us that Budemus passed it over
in his revision of the whole work,
It need not on that account te
classed as spurious (with RosE,
199), but rather (with BRANDIS,
ii. b, 893 sq.) as a collection of
preliminary notes which do not
belong to the Treatise on Physies.
The text has taken on many in-
terpolations and alterations from
4 paraphrase, known even in the
time of Alexander and Simplicius
(». BIMPL, 245, a, b, 253, b, and
cf. SrexgEL, Abk. d. Minchn,

U
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Decay !

and the Meteorology.?

Connected with these

leading works (so far as they are not to be classed

as gections of them under special names

Alad. iii. 313 sq.), but the
original text is to be found in the
smaller edition of Bekker and in
that of Prantl. The Aristotelian
origin of B. vi. ¢, 9, 10 is rightly
maintained by Brandis (ii. b, 884)
against Weisse.

! The II. odpaved in 4, and the
I yevéoews kal ¢bopas in two
books. The current division of
these books, however, can Lardly
be derived from Aristotle, for
books iii. and iv. of the IL. ofpaves
are more nearly connected with
the other treatise than are the
earlier hbooks., Aristotle recog-
nises both by a short reference
to their contentsin the beginning
of the Meteorol., and by mtmg
De Cwla i, 7 in Meteorol. 1. 3

. wepl Thy Bve Timov . . . év
Tols mepl Tol morelr kal mdoyew
Swpruévas; to the Gen. et Corr.
1. 10 (not Mefeor. iv.) De Sensu
¢, 3, 440, b, 3, 12 (ér Tofs wepi
pikews) ; to the Gen. et Corr. ii.
2, De An. ii. 11, 423, b, 29, De
Sensu, o, 4, 441, b, 12 (év Tois mepl
ororyelwr). A work II. obpared is
ascribed by Stmp.( De Cerio, Schol,
in Ar. 468, a, 11, 498, b, 9, 42,
902, a, 48) also to Theophrastus,
who is said to have followed the
lines of Aristotle’s book., With
this exception the earliest wit-
nesses to the existence of the
work are Xenarchus and Nicolans
of Damascug (v. BrANDIS, G.-
rom. Phil. ii. b, 952), but there is
no doubt of the authenticity
either of these bocks or of the
II. yevéoews. From STOB. Fel. 1.
486, 536 we cannot, with IDELER

, OF as spurious),

Ar, Meteorol. 1. 415, 1i. 199 (nor
from Cio. ¥, 0. ii. 15,and PLuT.
Plae. v, 20) infer that the TII.
obpevot was originally more com-
plete or existed in a recension
different from ours.

* Ax. dpp. 150, Merewponro-
yird ; P, 37, T0. peredpov 5 %) ue-
Tewpookomd ; PT. 76 do. with two
books only. This work, as above
observed, places itself, in its
opening chapter, in immediate
connection with the works last
discussed ; and its gennineness is
beyond doubt. Aristotle himself
does not name it (for De Plant.
ii. 2, 822, b, 32 is a spurious
book), but he frequently recalls
its doctrines; cf. Bowirz, Ind.
Ar. 102, b, 49. According to
ALEX. Meteor. 91 and Olympiod.
ap. TDRLER, Ay, Meteor. i. 137,
222, 286, Theophrastus in his
petapotodoyica ( D10G. v, 44) seems
to have imitated it. Ideler (ibid.
I. vii. sq.) shows that it was
known te Aratus, Philochorus,
Agathemeruns, Polyhius, and Posi-
donius. Eratosthenes, however,
seems not to have known it : of.
ihid. i. 462, 0Of the four books,
the last seems from its contents
not to have originally belonged
to the same treatise. ALEX.
(Meteor. 126, a) and AMMON.
(ap. Olympiod. in IDELER, Av.
Aeteor. 1. 133) prefer to connect
it with the TI. yeréoews: but it
i not adapted to that work
either. Since it has all the ap-
pearance of being Aristotelian,
and is clfed by fm%to{le (Part.
An. il 2, 649, a, 23; cf. Meteor.
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are a variety of other treatises on natural philosophy.!

iv. 10, Gen. Am, ii. 6, T43, 9, 6:
of. Meteor. iv. 6, 383, b, 9, 884, a,
33), it must be taken to be an
isolated section, which was not
contemnplated, in this form, when
the Meteorology was begun (v.
Meteor. 1.1 ad #in.), but which
in the end took the place of the
further matter that remained
to be dealt with at the end of
book iii., which obviously does
not itself bring the treatisze to a
close. As Bonitz (7ad. Ar. 98,
b, 53) notices in criticising Heitz,
this book (c. 8, 384, b, 33) cites
Metepr, 1ii. 677, 878, 2, 15 (cf. on
this subject IDELER, ibid. ii. 347—
360 ; SPENGEL, * Ueh. d. Reihen-
folze d. naturwissensch. Schriften
d. Avist.) Abhandi. d. Minehn.
Akad. v, 150 sq_; BRANDIS, (f7.-
rim.  PRil. ii. b, 1073, 1075;
ROSE, Arist. Libr. Ord. 197).
The doubts alluded to by Olym-
piod. ibid. i. 181, as to book i,
are unsupported ; the reasons
given by Ideler (i. xii. sq.) for
holding that two recensions of
the JMeteor, existed in antiguity
are not convineing., The points
which he supposed to have been
‘found in another edition of this,
are for the most part referable to
other works, and where that is
1ot so (BEN. Che. Nat, vil, 28, 1;
ef. Meteor. 1. 7, 344, b, 18) our
informant may bein error. Dutit
is possible that these points may
have come from an edition that
had been ezpanded by a later
hand or largely added to; cf.
BrANDIR, p. 1075, :

! The Physics have the fol-
lowing titles: T épyxdv § ¢ploews
a' (AN. 21), é 7ois ™. 76y Gpx@v
775 BAns ¢icews (THEMIST. De
An. il 71, 78), év Tois w. Tav

épxav (ibid. 93), M. mwfoews €L
45, 115; AN. 102, 1 B: Pr. 17

(]

8 B; the same again as duseul-

tatio physica, at No. 81: and
perhaps alsoas IL &exds at . 41).
In what relation the same work
stands to the titles: IL ¢hoews
(D. 90 as three books, Ax, 81, as
one) ; dvowcdr o (D. 91); or II
gvrker o' (AN, 82) is not clear.
AN. dpp. 170, Pr. 85: II. ypivov
micht also be only an extract
including Fliys. iv. 10-14, though
it is preferable to think of it as
a speeial treatise by some of the
Peripatetics.  Aristotle himself
refers with the words év Tols .
ororyelwr in the De dn. i 11,
423, b, 28, and the De Sensu, 4,
441, a, 12, to the Gen. et Core.
i, 2 sqq. Whether in D. 39,
AN, 85, the title TI. orosyelwy =/
only refers to this work (possibly
in connection with De Cewlo iii.
and iv., of. p. 50, n, 1; or with
Meteor. iv., cf. Fr, Ik 156), or
whether it means a special collec-
tion of several Aristotelian tracts
relating to the elements, or
whether there was a separate
treatise (which could not be con-
sidered genuine) must remain an
open question.—So, again, as to
the book II. 7ai wdoyew # meror-
Bévas (D, 25); Aristotle in Du An,
L. 5, 417, a, 1, and in Gen. Anim.
iv. 8, 768, b, 23 refers by the
tormula, év Tois 7. ToU wolety kal
wdoyew, to Gen. et Corr. i T S0
a reference doubted by Trende-
lenburg (De An, ibid.) and by
Heitz (V. 8. %0), but which it
seems impossible, on compari-
son of the passages, to reject
(ef, with Gen. An. p. 324, a, 30
0.5 with De An. 416, b, 35, and
823, a, 10 sq.; with De An, 417
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Another class of writings,

a, 1, Totro 8¢ was Sveatdr % aldi-

paToy, eipiraper, cle., and 325,

b, 25, wmas Bt évdéyeTa TolTo oUM-

Balvew, wakiv Aéywuey, ete). It

suggests itself, thersfore, either

to apply the title in Dioa.

to this section only or to the

whole of book 1. If, however, a
separate treatise is meant, then
it seems more likely that it was
analogous to the Gen. e Corr.

than that (as TREND. Gesch.

d. Kategor., 130, supposes) it

treated generally of the cate-

gories of Action and Passion.—

With Physics also was connected
the tract De guesiionibus hylicis,
Pr. 50, and perhaps also PT. 75,
De accidentibus universis, both
without doubt spurious. Somust
be also AN, App. 184, 1L kocuov
vevégews, which cannot have
been written by Aristotle, who
so deecisively combats the idea
of a beginning of the world.
The book II. kéopouv (which is not
even known to our three lists) was
written at the earliest 50-1 B.C.;
cf. ZELLER, Ph. d. G iil. a, 558.
The so-called guotation from a

work IT. piews, given by Minoides

Mymnas, in his edition of Genna-
dius against Pletho (#7. Hz. 157).
belongs perhaps to the Sapioes
spoken of p. 75, n. 2.—Many
of the books we hear of as re-
lated to the subject of the Meteor.
seem to have been spurious.
A work IL dwépwr (ACHILL.
TAT. i Ar. o 33, 158 A; Fr.
Hz. 350 ; RosE, Ar. Ps. 622) was
ascribed to Avistotle, probably
by a eonfusion between him ancl
Theophrastus (de ¢. v. Diog. v.
42; ALEX. Meieor. 101, b, 106, a,
ete.); and so with the Snpela
xedvay (D. 112, or ap. AN. 09,

less directly akin, are the

Squaciald] xewdrer, or in the
title ap. Ar, Opp. ii. 973, IL
onpeiwy), for the Fir. of which v.
Ar. Fr. 237 sq. 1621 ; Fr. Hz
157; Ar. Ps: 243 sq. The I, 7o-
Tapwv (Ps.-PLur. De Fiwr. ¢. 25
ad fin.; HEITZ, V. 8. 297; F'r.
Hz. 349) seems to have been a
late compilation. Of much ear-
lier date (according to Rose,
either by Theophrastus or of his
time) is AN. dpp. 159; Pr, 22,
M. 755 7of Nelhov dwaBdocws, de
g.v. ROSE, A». Ps. 239 =q.; dr, Fr.
p. 1520; Fn He 211. The
treatises De Huntoribus and De
Siceitate, ap. Pr. 73, 74, cannot
be genuine, as they are men-
tioned nowhere else. As to the
T ypwpdrey, well founded ohjec-
tions have been raised by Prantl
(Ar. ii. d: Farben, Minch., 1844,
p. 82; ef. 107, 115, 142, etc.).—
Alex, in Meteor. 98, b, and Olym-
piod. in Mefeor. 36, a (ap. IDELER,
Ap, Meteor. 1. 287 sq.) allege that
Aristotle wrote a book I, xvudw,
but neither seems to have known
it. So Michael of Ephesus, De
Vita et M. 175, b, remarks that
Aristotle’s I dordy kol yvAey
was lost, so that it was necessary
to rely on Theophrastus. Axi-
stotle himself alludes in Meteor.
ii. 3, 359, b, 20, to some more
extended inguiry into the guali-
ties of things relating to the
sense of taste; and since in the
late De Sensu, c. iv. ad fin., fur-
ther inqguiries on the same sub-
ject are projected as part of the
work on Plants, it is a guestion
whether we should refer the
allusion in Mefeor. ii. to a sepa-
rate book IL xwudw, and not
consider it rather as a lafer in-
terpolation reforring to De Sensi
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mathematical, mechanical,
tracts.!

c. 4, and De.dn. ii. 10.—Aristotle
contemplates at the end of Me-
tepr. ii. a work on DMetals, and
the commentators mention a
povdBiBros w.  peTdAAwy, See
StMPL. Phys. 1, a; De Cwlo,
Sehoel. in Ar. 468, b, 25 ; DaMase.
De Cwelo,ibid. 454, a, 22; PHILOP.
Phys, a, 1, m. (who, however, on
the Meteprologic,i. 185 id., speaks
as if he did not know such a
tract): OnyMPIOoD. in Meteor. 1.
133 id. Some, with more reason,
attribute the book to Theophras-
tus (POLLUX, Onaomast. vii, 99,
x 149; cf. DioG. v.44; THEOPHR,
De Lapid. init.; Arex. Meteor.
126, a, i. 161 Id.; and see
Rosg, Adwrist. Ps. 234 sq., 261
sq.; Ar. Fr. 242 sq. 5. 1523;
Fr. Hz. 161). Against the idea
that Mefeor. 1il. 7, 378, b, 5; iv.
8, 384, b, 34, refers to the M. uer,
(on which see HEI1TZ, p. 68), sce
Boxirz, Ind. Ar. 98, b, 53. We
know nothing of the De metalli
Jodinis (Hadschi Khalfa, ap.
WENRICH, De Awct. Gr. Vers
Arab. 160). The tract on the
Magnet (II. t5s Alfov, D. 125;
Ax. 117: Rosg, d4r. Ps. 242;
Fr. H, 215) was probably spuri-
ous. That Da lapidibus, which
was much nsed by the Arabs
(HapscH! Kn. loe. cit. 159; see
MEYER, Nicol, Damass. De plan-
tis, praef. p. xi.; Rosw, Ar. Libr.
Ord. 181 sq., dr. Ps. 255 sq.),
was certainly so. !

I Mabnpermor o (D, 63; AX.
53), IL Tis év Tors uaffucaw
ovgias (AN. App. 160), 1L, uovddos
(D. 111; Ax. 100), TI. peyétous
(D. 85; AN, 77, unless this was
a Rhetorical tract; see p. 72, 2

optical, and astronomical

ad fin.). The II dréuwy Tpapudy
(Ar. Opp. 1. 968 sq.), which in
our lists is enly named by Pr.
10, and never cited by Aristotle
himself, was also ascribed with
much likelihood to Theophrastus
by BIMPL. De Celo, Schol. in
Ar. 510, b, 10, and PHILOP. Gen. et
Corr. 8 b, whereas PHILOP. ad
Gen, et Corr. 37, a, and ad Plys.
m. 8, treats it simply as by Ari-
stotle. Tts gennineness is doubted
also by Rose (Ar, Libr, Ord.193).
The reference in Evroc, ad Ar-
chim. de Cive. Dimens. proem.
does mot mean that Aristotle
wrote a book on squaring the
circle; the allusion is merely to
Soph. L1. 11,174, b, 14 or Phys. i.
2,185, a, 16. Without further
explanation Simpl. (Categ. 1 O
names Aristotle’s yewuerpied e kal
mnxeie BifAla; but the extant
Myyxeviee (in D, 123; AN, 114,

called pmxevuchy [-@v], but more.
correctly ap. PT. 18, Myx. mpo-

BAuara) are certainly not from
the hand of Aristotle; cf. Rosg,
Ar. Libr, Ord. 192—D. 114,
'Owruchy & [-a@v, se. wpofAnudrav] ;
Aw. 103, ‘Omrikd BiBAla; cof
DAVID in Categ. Schol. 25, a, 36 ;
ANON. Proleg. in Metaph. ap.
RoOsE, Ar. Ps. 377, and Fy, Hz. 215
'O rind wpoBAdu., V. Mare. p.2 and
p. 8. It is clear from a reference
in & Latin translation of Hero's
keTomTpuca (eire. 230 B.C.) ap.
Bosu, Az, Ps, 378; Ar. Fr. 1534 ;
Fr. Iz 216, and from the Pseud.
Ar, Problems, xvi. 1 ad fin., that
such a bock had currency under
Aristotle’s name at an early date,
Its genuineness is not, however,
assured, though it'is very pro-
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Next to the Physics and the related treatises come
the numerous and important works dealing with life.
Some of these are descriptive,othersare inquiries. Tothe
former class belong the History of Animals' and the

bable that among Aristotle’s
genuine Problems there were
some in Optics. The De Specule,
attributed by Arabic and Chris-
tian Middle-Age writers fo Ari-
stotle, appears to be only Buclid’s
Karoxrpiee ( ROSE, A, Ps.376).—
D. 113; AN. 101, reporft an
*AcTpovoukdy ; and Aristotle him-
self refers to such a work in
Metear, i. 3, 389, b, T (4dn yap
dnTas §ia TEY GoTpohuylkdy Hewpr-
pdrey fuly), ibid. o 8 345, b, 1
(reBdmep Getwvrar év rois wepl
gorporoylay Bempipesty), and De
Ceelo, 1i. 10, 291, a, 29 (q’epl §é
THs Tdfews abray ete. ex Téw
wepl borporoyiay fewpelrlo® Aé-
verar yap fkevds) 3 SIMPL. on the
De Cels, Bchol. 497, a, §, ap-
pears to have the same in his
mind. The existence of the
book is accepted, of modern
scholars, by Bonitz (Tnd. Ar.
104, a, 17 sq.) and Prantl (ad
IL ovp. p. 303); while Heitz (8. 1.
p- 117) thinks it probable, though
in Fr. Hz 160 he refuses to de-
cide. Blass (RhAegin. Mus. X=X,
504) applies the references to
writings by other hands, Ideler
(Ar. Metaph. i. 415) assumes a
varying recension of the De Celo,
which has no probability. It
does not seem probable that
this Astronomical—or as Ari-
stotle would have called it (7.
HE1TZ, ibid.) Astrological—work
took the form of Problems, since
Aristotle repeatedly speaks of
fewpfipara. Not to it, but to
late interpolated tracts, are the

titles to be referred which are
mentioned by Hadschi Khalfa
(p.159-161): De sideruwm areants,
De sideribus corumague areamis.
Da stellizs labentibus, and Mille
verba de astrologia judiciaria.
As to the accuracy of the other
mathematical and related writ-
ings, we can decide nothing. The
attempt of Rose (dr. Libr. Ord.
192) to prove that nore of them
can be Aristotle’s does not
suceeed.

UL 7& {Pa fotopla (IL. (gar
igropias , AN. App. 1565; the
same is meant by D. 102 and
AN. 91, II. {¢wy, nine books, and
by Pr. 42). The Arabic writers
count ten, fifteen, or nineteen
books, and had no doubt ex-
panded the extant text by
various added tracts; cf. WEX-
rIOH, De Auct. Grae. Vers. 148,
Aristotle gquotes it by various
pames: {oropiar [-la] w. 7& (Ga
(Part. Anim. iii. 14, 674, b, 16;
iv. 5, 680, a, 1; iv. 8 ad fin.; iv.
10, 689, a, 18 ; iv. 18, 695, b, 14;
Gen. An. i. 4, 717, a, 33; 1. 20,
728, b, 13; Regpir. c. 16, init.);
feroplar . tay (dav (Part. Anim.
if. 1, init. c. 17, 660, b, 2: Gen.
Awim. i. 8, 716, b, 81 ; Respir. ¢.
12, 477, a, 6), (wikh forepla (Part.
Anim. iii. 8, fin.), loTopia Puouch
(Part. Anim. ii. 3, 650, a, 31;
Ingr. 4n. c. 1, ’ﬁn.)' and simply
ieroplae or foropia (De Respir. 186,
478, b, 1; Gen. Anim. i. 11, 719,
a, 10; il. 4, 740, a, 23 ; . T, 746,
a, 14: iii. 1,750, b, 81 ; c. 2, 753,
b, 173 ¢. 8 fin.; c. 10 fin. ; . 11 finr.
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In its contents, however, it is
rather a Comparative Anatomy
and Physiology than a descrip-
tion of animals. As to the plan
oEsit b o g TR MEYER, Ap
Lhigrk. 114 =q. Its genuineness
is beyond question, though as to
the tenth book, it must be taken
to be, not merely with Spengel
(De Ar, Libro X Hist. Anim.
Heidelb, 1842), %, retranslation of
a Latin translation of a section
written by Aristotle to follow
baok vii,, but wholly spurious ;
with Selneider (iv. 262, 1. Xiil),
Rose (dy. Libr. Ord. 171), and
Brandis (Gr.rom. Phil, ii. 6,
1257).  Apart from anything else
the un-Aristotelian assumption
of a female semen would prove
this of itsell. No doubt this
book is the same as that in
D. 107, Aw. 90, imép [wepl] Tof
i yerrav.  As to Alexander’s re-
ported assistance for the whole
work, cf. p. 29 sq. supra; and as
to the sources used hy Aristotle,
cf. Rose, A7, Libr. Ord. 206 sq.—
Besides this History of Animals,
there were known to the ancients
various similar works. Athenseus,
for example, uses one work dif-
ferent (as is clear from his own
words) from our Hist. An., under
the names év 74 . Zdar, &y Tois
. & (Rosm, Ar. Ps. 277, and
HErrz, 224, unnecessarily read
Zwindv), év 76 w, Zwicdy, v T
emypagoudvy Zuid, év 76 x. Lbwy
i [kal] "Ix@iwr, & v@ Zopindy
Kat ‘Iyflwv, év 74 7, Ix8iwr ; but
at the same time he curiously
cites our Iist. An. v., as wéurror
™. (dov uoplwy (see the notes of
Sehweighiiuser on the passages
in question; e.g. ii. 68, b ; iii, §§;
¢. vii, 281 sq., 286, b; and the
Index, and see Rosn, Ay, P
270 sq.: Ay, Py, Nr. 877 8q.;

Herrz, 224 sq.; £, Hz 172). So
CLEMENS, Pedag. i1, 150, € (k.
ATHEN. vii. 315, €) seems to
refer to the same lost work, and
Apollonius (Mirabil. c. 27) men-
tions it, distinguishing it ex-
pressly from the extant Hist. An.
(TL {gww). Parts of this lost work
are probably indicated by the
names: I Bnplwr (ERATOSTH.
Cutasterismi, . 41, and there-
from the Schelion in GERMAN-
WUs, Aratea Phenom. v. 427,
Arat. ed. BUmHLE, ii. 88); ‘“Tmip
TEy wuborvyouuévay Chwy (D, 106
AN.93); dmep tav curbérwr Cabeos
(D. 105; AN, 92): IL 7ar pu-
Aevivrwy (PTOL. 28, ‘jawri Loefuc-
éin’). Dioa, v. 44 attributes g
treatise of that name, doubtless
the same, to Theophrastus, from
which come the Fragm. 176-178,
Wimm. apud ATHEN. ii. 63
c. il 105°d; vil. 814, b. Toit
also refers the notice in Pruw.
. Conw, 8, 9, 3, which Rosg,
Ar. Fr. 38, refers to the
Dialogue ¢ Endemus,” and HErrz,
Lragne. Ay, 217, to the lorpud,
The citations from this and simi-

lar works, somefimes under the
name of Aristotle, sometimes of
Theophrastus, will be found in
Rose, Ar. Ps 276-372; A». For,

257-834, p. 15625 sq.; Fr. He

171 sq. PLIN. (H, Nat. viii. 16,
44) says Aristotle wrote about
fifty, and AwTIGONTS (Mirad. c.

60 [66]) says about seventy books

on Animals. Of all these it is

clear that none but the first nine

of our fist, An. were genuine,

The work which Athen. used

(which is not Aristotle’s style, 1o

judge by the Fi.) seems to have

been a compilation from them

and other sources, belonging, in

view of the passage quoted from:
Antigonus,tothethird centuryp.c,
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Anatomical Descriptions.!

The latter class begin with

the three hooks On fhe Soul,? on which several other
anthropological tracts follow.® The further investi-

1 The *Avaroual (seven books,
in D. 103, Ax. 93) are very often
cited by Aristotle (¢f. Boxrirz,
Ind. Ar. 104, a, 4, and Fr. Hz.
160), and it is not possible with
Rose (Ar. Eibr. (frd. 188) to ex-
plain these references away. We
know from A. An.i. 17,497, a, 81,
iv. 1, 525, a, §, vi. 11, 566, a, 15;
Gen. An. i 7, 748, a, 14; Part.
An.iv. 5, 680,a, 1; and DeRespir.
16, 478, a, 35, that the 'Avarouai
were furnished with drawings,
which were perhaps the principal
point of the work. The Schol on
Tngr. An. 178, b (after Simpl. De
Anima), can hardly have cited
the work from his own know-
ledge. Apuleius (De Mag. c. 36,
40) talks of a work of Aristotle,
IL (wov draTouis, s universally
known; but it is seldom men-
tioned elsewhere, and Apuleius
himsell possibly meant the II
(Wwyv pop'wy. The extract from
the work-—éxhoyh éraropir, ).
104, Ax. 94, APOLLON. Mirab. c.
39—was certainly not by Ari-
stotle. Heitz (Fr. 171) rightly
rejects Rose's opinion (Az. Ps
276) that the araroual were one
work with the (firx, Ax. 187
gives an dratouy arfpdmov among
the Prendepigr.  Aristotle did
no human anatomy (cf. H, An.
iii, 3, 518, a, 12, 1. 16 inet. and
see Lewes, Aristotle).

? The L. doyiis is often cited
by Aristotle in the lesser trea-
tises presently to be mentioned
(BoxniTz, Ind. Ar. 102, b, 60 =q.),
and in the Gern. da. ii. 3, v. 1, 7,
736, a, 37, 779, b, 23, 786, b, 25,
288, b, 1, Part. An. iil. 10, 673,

a. 30, De Interpr.i. 16, a, 8, De
Matw An. ¢, 6 init, and c¢. 11 ad
Jin., and must therefore be earlier
than these books. Ideler (4.
Meteor. ii. 560) is not correct in
saying that the reverse follows
from the end of Weteor.i.1. The
words in the Zngr. Am. c. 19 ad
Jin, whichname this book as only
projected and the I (Pue Iu.upfnf,v
as in existence, are (with Brandis
ii, 6, 1078) te be considered as a
glossonly, Of itsthree books the
first two seem in a more com-
plete state than the third, Tor-
strik, in the preface to hisedition
of 1862, hasshown that there are
preserved traces of a second re-
cension of book ii., and that
confusing repetitions have crept
into the present text of book iii..
through a combination of two
recensions made before the date
of Alexander of Aphrodisias; and
the same appears to be traoe of
book i. also. Singularly enough
D. and AX. do not mention the
work ; but Pr. 38 has it ; whereas
D. 73 and AN. 63 give Qéces
. Yuxijsa'. The Fudemus ought
alsn to be reckoned with Ari-
stotle’s psychology : see the
accounts of it at pp. 55, n. 4, 56,
n. 2, supra.

# To this class belong the fol-
lowing extant treatises, which all
relate to the kowd oduares ral
Yvxdis Spya (De An. iii, 10, 433,
207 1~ (1) M. aicbicrews kal aloby-
Tav, Its proper name probably
was T algffoews only (ef.
IDELER, dr. Meteor. 1. 650, ii.
558); and it is cited by Aristotle
in the I ( popiwy and theIL ¢

*
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yevéaews (BONITZ, Tad. Ar. 103,
a, 8 sq.), Le Memor, c. 1, init,
De Somuo 2, 456, a, 2 (De Motu
Awiw. ¢. 11 fin.), and announced
as coming in the Mefeor. 1. 3, 341,
4, 14 —TRENDELENBURG, De An.,
118 (106) sq. (contra ROSE, Ar.
Libr. Ord. 219, 236; BRANDIS,
Gr.-vom. Phil. ii. b, 2, 1101,
284 ; BoNirz, 9ad. Ar. 99, b, 54,
100, b, 30, 40) believes that the
I aigd. is mutilated, and that it
is a separated section of it which
is preserved as the éx 7ot mwepl
axovgrév, Ar. Opp. ii. 800 sq. Tt
is certain that some of the re-
ferences in later writings cannot
be satisfactorily verified in our
present text.  According to the
Gen. An. v. 2, 781, =, 20, and
Lapt. An.11. 10, 656, a, 27, it was
explained év 7ots wepl algbfhoews
that the canals of the oreans of
sense started from the heart;
but, on the contrary, in the only
applicable passage of the extant
treatise (c. 2, 438, b, 25) we are
told that the organs of smell and
sight are seated near the brain,
out of which they are formed,
but those of taste and tonch in
the heart. It is not until the De
Vita et M. c. 3, 460, a, 10 that he
adds that the heart is the
seat of perception for the other
senses also (only not davepis as
for these); and here L 22 =q.
refers to the passaze of the T
aled. just cited (for it is enlv
there, and not in the Part. An. i1
10, as eited Ind. A7 99, b, 5, that
the different positions are as-
signed to the organs of sense).
From these faetsit does not follow
that a section dealing with this
point is emitted in our text, but
mather that the words év rois .
atal, in Gen. An, v. 2 and Part.
An,idi. 10 are to be taken in a

wide sense, as ingluding all the
anthropological treatises which
are introduced by I aigf. 1 iniZ.,
as by a common preface.—The
same explanation will account
for the statement in Parf. A=,
ii. 7, 6563, a, 19 that Aristorle
wonld speak & 7e Tots 7. alcdirens
wel w. fwvov Swptopévois of the
canses and effects of sleep. The
subject is to be found only De
Somno, 2, 3, 458, a, 13 sq, and no
fitting place for its introduetion
can be found in our . aief.
Probably it'did not ocenr in the
original text either; and we are
to understand the reference as
indicating by II. aict. the general,
and by II. #wwov the particular
description of one and the same
treatise (in which view 7e should
perhaps be dropped),—So finally
in Ger. An. v. 7, 786, b, 23, 788,
a, 34 there are allusions to inves-
tigations as to the voice év Tois
. Yuxiis and 7. aivfioews, These
are to be referred chiefly to De
An. ii. §, and secondarily to ¢. 1,
487,8,85q..446, b, 25q.,and 12 sq.,

whereas the beginning of c. 4 of .
the Dedn, itself tellsus thatitwas

beyond the plan of that treatise
to give any detailed account of
voiee and tone, such as we find
in the extant fragment II.
dwovordv, The last-named work
is never cited by Aristotle, and
contains no express references to
any of his books. In factits own
broad and sketchy methods of
exposition show it to be the work
not of the founder, but of a later
scholar of the Peripatetie school,
probably however of one of its
earliest generations. (2) IL ped-
uqs kal Grapricews, Pr. 40, is
quoted in the De Motu An.c. 11,
ad. fir. and by the Commentators,
The book of Mnemonics noticed
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p. 72, n. 2 fin. supra, has nothing
to do with it. (3) T iwvov kal
eyprydpoews cited De Longit. V.,
Part, An., Gen. An., Motw An.,
and announced as in contempla-
tion (Ind. Ar. 108,a,16 sq) by e
An. iii. 9, 432, b, 11, De Sensu,
¢ 1, 436, a, 12 sq. It is fre-
quently connected with (2) (but
clearly for external reasonsonly)
as if they were one treafise, IT.
prfipns kal fmvov (GELL. vi. 6,
Avex, Top. 279, Schol 296, b, 1,
copied BUID. mwiuy, Alex. De
Senswu, 125, b, MICHAEBL, in drist
De Mem. 127, a, Ptol. 4), It is,
however, clear from Arist. Divin,
in Somn. c. 2, fin., that it was in
fact bracketed with (4) IL. "Eyuw-
viwy and (5) IL 7is &ad’ “Trroy
partikis. (4) is also in the De
Somne, 2, 456, a, 27, announced
as in preparation. (6) IL. uaxpo-
Bisryros kat BpaxuBiirnTos, cited,
not by name, Part. An iii. 10,
673, a, 30, and by name ATHEN.
viii. 353, a, Pt. 46, and perhaps
also AN, App. 141, (7) T (wijs
kel favdrov: to which (8) IL
Gramrofs, 13 in Aristotle’s view so
closely related that they form
one whole (De Vite et M. c. 1,
init. 467, b, 11, De Respir. . 21,
486, b, 21). There was a third

“{ract, TL vedryros xatyfpes, spoken

of by Aristotle (467, b, 6, 10), to
which our editors ascribe the
first two chapters of the IL (wis
kol Bardrov, but clearly without
reason, for it spems more probable
either that Aristotle never wrote
the tract or that it was lost at a
very early date (cf. Branpig,
1191, Bowirz, Ind. Apy. 103, a,
26 sq, HEITZ, p. 58).—Inasmuch
as the De Vita et Morits, e. 3, 468,
b, 31 (cf. De Respir. c. 7, 473, a,
27) mentions the Essay on the
Parts of Animals as already exist-

ing (ef. Rose, Ar. Liby. Ord.,
who wrongly refers to Hist, Adn.
iii, 3,513, a, 21), and as the Essay
on Life and Death is spoken of
in the De Longit. V. c. 6, 467,
b, 6 as the conclusion of the
inquiries concerning animals,
Brandis (1192 sq.) suggests that
only the first half of the so-called
¢ Parva Naturalia® (Nos. 1-5) was
composed immediately after the
De Anima; and that the rest of
these (which in Ptolemy’s cata-
logue stand at No. 46 sq. divided
from the books on Sense, Slesp,
and Memory by the books on
Zoology) were not written until
after the works on the Parts, the
Movement, and the Generation
of Animals, though projected
earlier. And it is true that in
the De Generat, Anim. iv. 10,
777, b, 8, we hear that inguiries
into the reason of the varying
duration of life are projected,
and these are not further dealt
with in that work. But on the
other hand the Parf. An. iii. 6,
669, a, 4 refers to De Hespir. c.
10, 18, and the same iv. 13, 636,
h, 1, and 697, a, 22, to De Hespiv.
c. 10, 13; and Gen. dn. v. 2, 781,
a, 20, as already observed, to De
Vite et Morte, 3, 469, a, 10, sq.
(ef. Tnd. Ar. 103, a, 23, 34, =q.,
where the other references are
more problematical). If Brandis
is right, these references must
have been added, as does some-
times happen, to works previously
completed. Asto the genuineness
of the writings already named, it
is guaranteed not only by inter-
nal evidence, but by the re-
ferences referred to.—Another
projected tract, IL. vdoov’ kal dyi-
elas (Mg Sensu c. 1, 436, a, 17,
Long. Vit, c. 1, 464, b, 32, Respir.
c. 21, 480, b, 22, Part. dn. ii. 7,



92 ARISTOTLE

gations On the Parts of Animals,! with the commected
essays on the Generation® and the Movement of

653, a, 8), was probably never
written (though Heitz, p. 58 and
£, Ar. 169, thinks otherwise). It
is unknown to ALEXANDER, e
Sensi, 94, and therefore it islikely
that the De Sanitate et Morbo
known by the Arabic writers
(Hadsehi Khalfa apud WaNR1CH,
160) was a forgery, Two books 11,
ifews (AN. 4pp. 173) and one 10,
pwriis (ibid, 164) could hardly
be genuine (ef. p. 86, n, 1).—A
bock II, Tpogis seems to be re-
ferred to as existing in the 7
Somno, c. 8, 456, b, 5 (the re-
ference in Meteor. iv. 3, 381, b,
13 being too uneertain), and it is
spoken of as a project in De An.
ii. 4 7in., Gen. An. v. 4, 784, b, 2,
Pazrt. An. ii. 3, 630, b, 10, and e.
7, 653, b, 14, and c. 14, 674 a, 20,
and iv, 4, 678, a, 19. The re-
ference™ in e Motw An. 10, 703,
a, 10 (cf. MICHAEL EPHES. ad loc.
p. 156, ) is not to a II. Tpogis,
but to the II. wweduaros: for the
words Tis pév odv 3 cwrnple Toi
cupplTov mrelparos elpnrar dv EA-
Aats clearly relate to the words
Tis %) Tot éudiTov TveduaTos Siauord ;
(T, mwev, init.). (So BONITZ, Tnd.
Ap, 100, 8, 52 ; but RosE, Ay, Libr,
Urd, 167 makes them refer to the
I (@ koo, itself, and HErTz,
', Ar. 168 to the IT. powds.) The
work is named in Pr. No, 20,
where it is wrongly given three
hooks. Tt dealt with food and other
matters in an aphoristic style:
and that it is later than Axristotle
is clear from the fact that it
recognised the distinction of
veins and arteries, which was
unknown to him (cf. Znd. Ar
109, b, 22, 5q.). In any case it is

Feripatetic ; of. further ap. Rosg,
Ar. Libr. Ord. 167, sq., and
Brandis, p. 1203, who both with
Bonitz reject the book.

! TL (@ww poptwy four books—
(in AN, dpp. 157, three books) :
cited in the De Glen. An., Ingr.
An., Motw An. (cf. Tnd. Ar. 103,
a, 55 3q), and the De Fita ei M.
and De Respir. (de g¢. v. p. 91,
supra)—but the De Somann, 3, 457,
b, 28 might be referred to De
Sensu, 2, 438, b, 28, though De
Somna, c. 2, 455, b, B4 may be
better paralleled by Part. An.
iii. 3, 665, a, 10 sq., than by De
Sensu, 2, 438, b, 25 sq. It is
spoken of as projected in Meteor.
11,339, a, 7, and Hist. An. ii.
17, 607, a, 25. The first book is
a kind of introduction to the
zoological works, including the
treatises on the Soul, and the
activities and conditions of life,
and it cannot well have been
originally meant for this place
(cf. SPENGEL, ‘On the order of
Aristotle’s books on Natural Phi-
losophy, Abk. d. Mineh. Akad.
iv. 159, and the others there
cited).

2 1L {dwr yerérews, five books
{in Aw, App. 158, three books,
Pr. No. 44, five books, ibid.
No. 77, the same work in two
books ; the errors are of no signi-
ficance). If is often referred to
by Aristotle, but only in the
future (e¢f. Tnd. Ar. 108, b, 8 sq.).
D10G. omits it ; but its genunine-
ness is beyond doubt. Book v.,
however, seems not to belong to
it, but to be an appendixz to the
works on the Parts and Genera-
tion of Animals, just as the
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Animals,! complete his zoological system. Later in
date, but earlier in their place in his teaching, were the
lost books On Plants.* Other treatises touching this

¢ Parva Naturalia’are to the De
Anima. For summaries of the
contents of the Pari. An. and
the Generat. Anim. see MEYER,
Arist, Thierk. 128 sq.,and LEWES,
Ar. ¢. 16 sy. The tract De Coitu
(Hadschi Khalfa, ¢p. Wenrich,
p. 159) was spurious: for if
pannot. be referred, as Wenrich
refers it, to the title II. pifews in
e Sensu, c. 3 (cf. p. 83, n. lﬁ,
supra). As to the book II. 7ou
uh yevviy, v. p. 88, supra.

I I (gwr mopelos, cited by
that name in Part. An. iv. 11,
690, b, 15 and 692, a, 17, as the
T1. wopelas xal wvfoews Tay (awy
in Part. An. iv. 13, 696, a, 12,
and as T 7év (duv mofoeses in
the De Owlo, ii. 2, 284, b, 13, ef.
Ingr. An. c. 4,5, ¢. 2, T04, b, 18;
yet it itself cites (¢. 5, T06, b, 2)
the Part, An. iv. 9, 684,a, 14, 34,
as an earlier work. According
to its concluding words in c. 19
(which, as already suggestveq._ at
p- 89, n 2, may be spurious) it is
later than the 1. (gwr uoplwy, to
which also irgintroductory words
seem to refer back; and yet it is
frequently cited in that work,
and at its close (Part. An. 697,
b, 29) there is no hint of an
essay on Mevement as still to
come. Probably it was, in fact,
composed while the larger work
was in progress.—The tract II,
(wv wkfoews can hardly be
authentic; among other reasons,
becanse it cites the TI. wreluatos
(cf. p. 89, n. 3 fin.). Rose (Aa;.
Libr. Ord. 163 sq.) and Brandis
(il b, 1, p. 1271, 482) declare it
spurious: Barthélemy St. Hilaire

(Psych. d'Arisgt. 237) accepts it
as genuine. Of the Indices, AN.
App. No. 156, and PT. No. 41,
have the TI. (Yov rkwirews, and
Prr. No. 45, IL. (¢wr wopelas.

L gwrar B (L. 108, AN, 96,
Pr. 48). Promised by Aristotle
in Meteor. 1. 1, 339, a, 7, De Sensu
c. 4, 42, b, 25, Long. Fitwm, 6,
467, b, 4, De Tita 2, 468, a, 31,
Part, An,ii. 10, B56, a, 8, Gen.
An. 1.1, 716, a, 1, v. 3, T83, b, 20,
and cited in AH. An, v. 1, 539, a,
20, Gen. An. 1. 23, 731, a, 23 (in
the last, it is wrong to change
the perfect tense into the future
in the words of citation). Though
both these references must
have been inserted after the
books were complete, it is possi-
ble that Aristotle may have
inserted them. ALEX.p. 183, on
De Sensu, le., remarks that a
book on Plants by Theophrastus
was extant, but none by Ari-
stotle. o MicHAEL EPHES, on
De Vita ef M. 175 b, SIMPLICIUS
PHILOP. &c. (apud RoSE, Ar. Ps.
261, HE1TZ, Fr. dz. 163) say the
contrary, but we need not sup-
pose they spoke from personal
knowledge of the TI. guréar.
Quintil. (xii. 11, 22) proves no-
thing for, and Cie. (Fin. v. 4, 10)
nothing against, their genuine-
ness, What ArneN, (xiv, 632 a,
653 d, &e.) cites from them (Azr.
Fr, 250-4) may as probably be
taken from a false as from =
genuine book. The two Aristo-
telian references mentioned make
it, however, overwhelmingly pro-
bable that Aristotle did write
two books on Plants, which were
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still extant in the time of
Hermippus, though they were
afterwards displaced by the more
elaborate work of Theophrastus
(so Hmirz, dr. Fr. 250, and
Verd. Sehrift. 61, though RosE,
g, Ps. 261, thinks the books by
Theophrastus were ascribed to
Aristotle). According to ANTI-
GONUS (Mirabil, ¢. 169, cf. 129,
ap. Ar. Fr, 253, Fr, Hz 223)
Callimachus ag wvell as Theo-
phrastus seems to have borrowed
from these two books. So did
the compiler of the ®vrikg, as to
which POLLUX, x. 170 (ap. 4. Fr.
952, Fr. Hz. 224) could not say
whether they belonged to Theo-
phrastus or to Aristotle, hut
which no doubt, like the (wixd
mentioned at p. 83, supra, were
compiled by a later diseiple for
lexicographical purposes. Inlike
manner, Athenmus and other
similar collectors also nsed these
books (cf. Rosm and Hzuirz,
ihid.) ; and they sometimes dis-
tinguish between the phrases
used by Aristotle and by Theo-
phrastns (d» Fr. 254, Fr.
Hz, 225), —The two' extant
books TI. ¢gurdy are emphatically
un-Aristotelian. In the older
Latin text they have passed
already through the hands of
two or three translators. Mever
(Pref. to Nicon. Das. De Plan-
tig, ii. ed. 1841) ascribes them in
their original form to Nicolaus of
Damascus, though possibly they
are only an extractfrom his book,
workecd over by a later hand.
Jessen’s suggestion (Riein, Mus.
1859, vol. xiv. 88) that Aristotle’s
genuine work is contained in the
work of Theophrastus is in no
way supported by the fact that
the latter closely agrees with

what Aristotle elsewhere says, or
promises to discuss in his 1.
gurew: for we know how con-
stantly the earlier Peripatetics
adopted the teaching and the
very words of Aristotle. On
the other hand, the only passage
cited verbally from Aristotle’s
books (ATHEX. xiv. 652 a, ap.
Ar. Fr. 250) is not in those of
Theophrastus, so far as we have
them ; and the latter contain no
direct reference to any of the
Aristotelian writings—a ecircum-
stance which would be incredible
in a work so extensive which
touched at so many points the
earlier Aristotelian treatises. The
very passage (Caws, PL vi. 4, 1)
in which Jessen finds one main
proof of his theery points to
several later modifications of an
Aristotelian doctrine which had
arisen in the RBchool after his
death. Theophrastus, in con-
trast with Aristotle’s view, speaks
of male and female plants (cf.
Caws. PI i.22 1, Hist. iii. 9, 2,
&c.). But a decisive argument is

to be found in the fact that not .

only dees the text of Theo-
phrastus speak of Alexander and
his Tndian expedition in a way
(Hist. iv. 4,1, 5, 9, Cous. viii. 4,
5) which would be hardly possi-
ble in Aristotle’s lifetime, but it
also refers to what happened in
the time of King Antigonus
(Hist. iv. 8, 1) and the Archons
Archippus, B.C. 821 or 318 (Hist.
iv. 14, 11) and Nicodorus, B.c.
314 (Caus. i. 19, 5). It would
likewise be clear on a full com-
parison that the diction and
manner of statement in the Theo-
phrastic books makes it impossi-
ble to attribute them to Ari-
stotle,
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field of work, such as the Anthropology,' the Physiogno-
mics,? the works on Medicine,® Agriculture,* and Hunt-

! 11, Aplpdmov ¢idoews, only
pamed in AN. App. 183, There
are a few items which seem to
have belonged to thistract, apwd
RO2E, Ar. Ps. 379, dr. I, 257-
964, p. 1525, Fr. Hz. 189 sq.

* dyoroyvwpovics (Bekker, 805),
[-«<b» o in D. 108, but -xz B’ in
AN. 97). An extended recen-
sion of this work is indicated by
the numerous references to
physiognomic theories not to be
found in our text, which occnr in
u treatise on Physiognomy writ-
ten probably by Apuleius (apud
ROSE, Aneed. Gr. 61 sq. 3 cf. Fr.
Hz.191,and RosE, d#. Ps. 696s8g.).

3 D. mentions two books of
Torpiked : the ANON, two books II.
larpuciis : ibid. APP, 167, seven
books II. larpueis: PrT. 70 five
books of TpeBAuara feTpué (from
which it appears that the iarpucs
in the list of Diog. were also
problems, book i, of our extant
Problems being made up of such
medical questions and answers):

Vita Mare. p. 2 R, TpeBiipeta
lerpuct : PT. 71 T, Binizys: ibid.
74 b, De Pulsu: ibid. 92, one
book iaerpuchs: Hadschi Khalfa
ap. WENRICH, p. 1569, De San-
guinis Profusione : COEL. AUREL.
Celer. Pass. ii. 13, one book De
Adjuteriis (perhaps a mistake
in the name). Galen in HIrPooR.
Deg Nat. Hom. 1. 1, vol. xv. 25 K,
knows of an “larpueh owvaywyh in
several books, bearing Aristotle's
name, which was nevertheless
recognised as being the work of
his pupil, Meno; and this is pos-
sibly identieal with the Svaywyh
in two books named by Diog. 89
(as WENRICH, p. 1538, suggests).

For the little that remains of it,
see Rose, dr. Ps. 384 sq., dr. Fr.
835-341, p. 1534; P, Hz 216,
but on £ 362 cf. p. 88, supra.
The gennineness of these wri-
tings, or at least of some of them,
cannot be maintained. That Ari-
stotle held that medical subjects
should be treated in a technical
way, and not from the point of
view of natural science, is evi-
dent from his own declaration
which he makes, p. 9,1 fin. (cf.
De Sensu, i. 1, 436, a, 17 ; Longit.
V. 464, b, 52 ; De Hespir. c. 21,
fin.; Payt. An. 11. T, 653, a, 8),
and such an indefinite statement
a3 that of Alian (V. H. ix. 22)
cannot prove the contrary, As
to the composition I vdoou pal
dytelas see p. 91 pin—Galen (as
Heitz ilid. justly remarks) can
have known no composition of
Aristotle on medieal science,
since he never mentions any
such, although he quotes the
philosopher more than six hun-
dred times.

4 AN. 189 mentions the Tewpyuecd
amongst the Pseudepigrapha.
Pr. 72, on the otherhand, gives 15
(or 10) books De Agriculture as
genuine, and the statement in
GEOPON, iil. 3, 4 (d» Fr. 255
sq. p. 1825) on the manuring
of almond-trees seems to have
been taken from this, and not
from the treatise on plants
Rose (Ar. Ps. 268 sq.; He B,
165 sq.) mentions other things
which may perhaps have come
from this source. That Aristotle
did not write about agriculture
or similar subjeets is clear
from Polit. 1. 11, 1258, a, 33, 39.
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ing,! are,without exception, spurious. = The Problems?
are no doubt based on Aristotelian materials ;3 but our
extant collection under that name can enly be described
as a set of gradually gathered and unequally developed
productions of the Peripatetic school, which must
have existed in many other forms parallel to our own.?

1 In the Index of Ptolemy,
No. 23, Hadschi Khalfa gives
(. Tév ¢wrendvrwv): De Ami-
malivm  Captura, nec non de
Locis, quibus deversantur atque
delitesound, 1.

¢ With regard to this treatise
see the exhaustive article by
Prantl < Ueb. d. Probl. d. Avist’'
among the .4bh, 1. Minch.
Akad, vi. 341377 ; RoBE, Arist.
Liby, Ovd. 199 5qq.; Ar. Ps. 215
sqq.; HEITZ, Verl. Schr. 103
8qq., Fr. Ar.194sqq.

* Aristotle refers in seven
places to the TpoBAfuera or
TpoBAguarike (PRANTL, ibid. 864
sq. 3 Ind. Av. 103, b, 17 sqq.),
but only one of these quotations
suits to a certain extent the
extant * Problems ;' and the same
is true (PR. i6id. 367 sqq.) of the
majority of the later references.

i PRANTL, i¥id. basabundantly
proved this, and he has also
shown (Ménech. Gel, Anz. 1858,
No. 25) that among the 262 fur-
ther problems which are given by
Buossemaker in vol. iv. of the
Didot edition of Aristotle, and
some of which were at one
time erronepusly ascribed to
Alexander of Aphrodisias (ef.
Usenur, Alew. Aphr. Prodl., Lib.
iii,, iv., Berl. 1859, p. ix. sqq.),
there is probably nothing written
by Aristotle. The same is true
of those which Rose (dr. Zs,
666 sqq.) takes from a Latin MS.

of the 10th century. The cha-
racter ascribed in the text to the
collection of ¢ Problems’ may
also explain the many varying
statements as to its title and the
number of books it ineclnded.
In the MSE. they are sometimes
called TipePAfuara, sometimes
Surikd  wpoBAfuara, and some-
times ‘with the addition &az’
elios owvaywyfs (‘arranged in
accordance with the matter’).
Gellins  generally says, Probie-
mate (xix. 4), Prob. physica (xx.
4, quoting Probl. xxx. 10): Ipo-
BAfueTa éyrxvriie;  Apnl. (De
Magia, ¢. 51) has Problemata;
Athenzus and Apollonius (vid.
Indices and Prantl, 390 sq.) al-
ways HpoBAfpera ¢uotkd; Macrob.
(Sat. vii. 12) Physice quastiones.
To eollections of problems are
also referable the titles : duouedy
An' kard croryeloy (D. 120, Ax.
110 ; asto the words «. orory., the
explanation of which in Rose,
Ar, Ps. 215, is not clear, they are
to be understood of the arrange-
ment of the different books in
the alphabetical order of their
headings); TpoBAduara (65 or 28
B, P1. 63); ‘Emrebeaucvayr mpo-
BAnudray B (D. 121, AN. 112);
"EykvrAler 8 (D. 122, AN. 113,
TpoBAfiuara 2ymier. 4 bks., P,
67) ; Physica Problemate, Adspee-
tiva  Probl. {(AmMMoON, LATIN,
p. 58); *Araxta B’ (D. 127,
[&]8erdkTwr 18 AR, 119). Pre-
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Turning to Ethics and Politics, we have on the
former subject three comprehensive works,! of which,

missa Questionibys (PT. 66, says
the Greek title is * brbimatn brua-
grawe,’ i.e. TpoBAnudrer wpo-
ypagh, or Tpeavaypedh) ; Suwubc-
Twr (pryuarer of (AN, 66 with
theadditional clause : és gyow Ed-
katpos 6 awovoThs abrov); David
(Schol, in Ar. 24, b, 8) also speaks
of 70 books M. svuuikTar (gryud-
Tor, and the Fite Mare. p. 2, Rof
Fvowe wpofAfuare in TO books :
‘Efnynusva (or ‘Efgracudra) xord
yévos 18" (D. 128, AN. 121). With
regard tothe poSAfiuara unxarucd,
omricd, larpuck, of. p. 86,0, 1, and
95, n. 3. The spurious composi-
tion IT, mpaBAnpdrwer, to which be-
sides D. 51 (and also AX. 48§,
although the wepl is here wanting)
Alex. Top. 34, Sehol. in Ar. 258, a,
16, also refers, seems to have con-
tained a theory as to setting and
answering problems, See HosE,
Ar. Ps. 126, Fragm. 109, p. 1496,
P Hz 115. On the other hand,
book xxx. of our Problems cannot
well be meant (as Heitz, 122, be-
lieves) by the éykinate, Eth. N. 1,
3, 1096, a, 3. Aristotle =eems
rather to indicate what he calls
in other places étwrepial Advyor,
and De Celo, 1. 9, 279, a, 30 Tk
eyicdrhie dihogopiuara. CE BEr-
NAYS, Dial. of Arist. 85, 93 sqq.
171; BoNriTz, Ind. Adr. 105, a, 27
sqq. DMore on this infra.

! "Hfwa Nuwoudyeww 10 B,
"HOuce E0dfuie T B, "Hiika peydia
2 B. Of onr catalogues D. 38
only names "Héikar ¢ al. §; (al-
though Dioe. elsewhere ( Fita,
21) cites the seventh book of the
Ethics in econnection with Efh.
Fud. vii. 12, 1245, b, 20); AX.
39 has 'Héway k (eg. the Eth.
Nie., the last book of which is ),

YOL. 1.

and then again in the Appendix
174 : T, 786y (-wiv) Nicopayeioy
imobias (which seems to be an
extract from the same work); Pr.
30 sq. the Great Ethics in two
books, the Eudemian Ethics in
eicht. Aristotle himself quotes
(Metaph, i. 1, 981, b, 25, and
in six passages of the Poiitics)
the #0ixa, meaning doubtless the
Nicomachean Ethics (cf. BEN-
DIXEX in Philologus x. 203,
200 sq.; Ied. Ar. 103, b. 46
sqq., and 101, b, 19 sgq.). Cic.
(Fin. v. 5, 12) believes that the
Libri de Moribus of Nicomachus
are ascribed to Aristotle, inas-
much as the son would write
very much like his father. Dio-
genes also (viil. 88) quotes Z¥h.
V. x. 2 with the words: d¢nel 88
Nicduayos 6 ‘ApizroTérovs. On the
other hand Atticus (apuwd EUS.
Pr. By, xv. 4, 8) gives all three
Ethies with their present names
as Aristotelian; likewise Simpl.
in Cat. 1, ¢, 43, e and Schol. Por-
phyr. Sehol, in dr. 9, b, 22, who
says the Endemian Ethies were
addressed to Eudemus, the Meydia
Nuwopdyte (M. Mor) to Nico-
machus the father, and the Mwupd
Nucopdye (Eth. N.) to Nicoma-
chus, the son of Aristotle. The
same story is told by Davip,
Sehol.in Ar. 25,8, 40, EUSTRAT.
(in Eth. N, 141, a; cf. Arist. Fil.
Fud. vii. 4 nif. . 10, 1242, b, 2)
speaks of the Kudemian Ethies
as the work of Eudemus, that is
to say, he repeats this statement
after one of the earlier writers
whorm he used (cf, p. 72, b), and
who was, it would seem, not alto-
gether unlearned : on the other
hand, on his own supposition, or

I
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however, only one—the Nicomachean FEthics—is of
divectly Aristotelian authorship.! A mass of smaller

following an equally worthless
authority (1, b, m), he represents
Eth. N, as dedicated to a certain
Nicomachus, and Efh. Eud. to a
certain Eudemus, A Scholion also
which is attributed to ASPASIUS
(id.Spengel® On the Ethical Wri-
tings under the name of. Aristotle,’
in the Abh. d. diinch, Akad. iii.
439551, p. 520, cf. * Schol, in Ar,
Eth. (lass. Jowrnal, vol. xxix,
117) must suppose Eydemus to
be the anthor of the Eudemian
Iithics, since on this supposition
alone can he attribute the trea-
tise on Pleasure to him, Efh. N,
vii. 12 sqq. The Commentaries
known to us (by Aspasius, Alex.
ander, Porphyry, Eustratius) are
concerned only with the Nico-
machean Ethics. TFor further
materials, cf. BPENGEL, ibid. 445
$0Q-
5 Schleiermacher (*On the
Ethical Works of Aristotle, for
1817, W. W. Z. Philes. iil. 306
sqa.) gave it as his opinion that,
of the three ethical works, the
so-called Great KEthics is the
oldest, and the Nicomachean
Ethies the latest, but the treatise
of Spengel already cited makes
the opposite view clear, viz. that
the genumine work of Aristotle
is the Nicomachean Ethics, that
the Eudemian Ethics is a supple-
mentary work by Eudemus, and
that the Great Ethies is an ex-
tract taken directly from the Eu-
demian. But the position of
the three books which are
commaon to the Nicomachean and
Eudemian Ethics (Me. v.—vii,
Fud., iv.vi) 1is still a moot
point, Spengel (480 =gq.) be-
lieves that they belong originally
to the Nicomachean Eth., but

that, after the corresponding sec-
tions of the Eudemian Eth. were
lost at an early period, they were
employed to fill up the blanks in
the Eudemian KEth.; he is in-
clined o look upon the treatise
on pleasure, Ne. vil. 12 sqq.,
which Aspasius also attributes to
Eudemus (see preceding note,
Jin.), as a fragment of the Eude-
mian Ethies (p. 518 sqq.), but
without wishing to exelude the
possibility of its being a sketch
intended by Aristotle for the
Nicomachean Eth., and later on
replaced by x.1sqq. In his Arisz,
Stud. 1. 20 (against which Walter
argues in Die Lehre v, d. prakt.
Vernunft, 88 sqq.) Nie. vi. 13 is
also attributed to Endemus, On
the other hand Fischer( De Ethicis
Ludem. et Nicom. Bonn, 1847),
and with him also Fritzsche
(Arist, Fgh. Bud. 1851, Prolegg.
xxxiv.) refer only Ve, v. 1-14 to
the Nicomachean, and Ne. v. 15,

vi., vii,, to the Endemian Ethics.
Grant (Ethics of Awistot. 1. 49

sqq.) refers the whole of these
three books to the Eudemian;
whilst Bendixen ( Philologus, x.199
504., 263 sgq.) on the contrary, for
reasons worthy of note, defends
the Aristotelian origin of the
whole, including vii. 12-15,
Brandis ( G'r.-rdm. Phil ii. b, 1555
sq.), Prantl (D. dianoiit. Tugendeon
d. Ar. Minch, 1852, p. 5 sqq.),
and in the main also Ueberwe

(Geseh. d. Phil.1. 177 sq. 5thed.),
and Rassow ( Forseh. iib. d. nikom.
Lithik, 26 sqq. cf. 15 sqq.) agree
with the conclusions of Spengel;
the last-named with this modi-
fication, which has much to
support it, that Mg wv.—vii,
though essentially Aristotelian,
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tracts is also named,! but probably few of them were
genuine. Of the sociological writings only one—the

has been submitted to the after-
work of another pen, and has
perhaps, in consequence of a
mutilation, been supplied from
the Eudemian Ethies.

! Buch are (besides the Dia-
logues mentioned on p, 56, n. 1,
99 sq., T Swouooivys, ‘Epwrikds,
II. wAobrov, II, eiyevelas and IL
#iBovijs), the following : the small
eomposition, still extant, TIL
periy kol kamiav (Arist. Opp,
1249-1251), which is the work of
i half-Academie, half-Feripatetic
Eelectio, hardly earlier than the
first century before Christ ; Ipo-
Tdoess . &periis (1. 34, AN. 842)
1L aperfis (AR, App.163); L Siaiwy
B (D. 78, AN. 64—P1. 11,4 B);
II. 700 BeAtiovos o’ (D, 53, AN,
60) 5 TI. &oveiov (-fww) o (D. 68,
AN, 38); . 7o aipetoi kal Tob
auuBefnkiros o' (1. 585 IL aiperod
kel cvuBalvorros, AN, 56). It is
not probable that Aristotle com-
posed a freatise II. &mbuulas:
In the beginning of the De Sensu,
he proposes future researches into

the faculty of desire, but we da .

not hear that they were carried
out ; what we find in Seneca (De
Ira, 1.3.9, 2,17, 1, 1ii. 3, ) may
more probably have been con-
tained in the writing 1. wufay
(or -ous) dpyiis (D. 37, AN, 30),
the supposed remmants of which
Rose (Ar. Ps. 109 sqq., Ar. Fr,
9497, No, 1492) and Heitz
(#r. 151 sq.) have put together.
Whether it was a dialogue (Rose)
or a treatise (Heitz) cannot with
certainty be determined; the
latter seems the more probable
opinion, Tts genuineness is, to
say the least, undemonstrable,

and the title does not sound
Aristotelian, D. 61, AN, 60 have
also Tldf#y o. Further (besides
the "Epwtichs mentioned on p. 593,
‘Epwruck (AN, App.181; Pr. 13, 3
B) and 4 B. of Oéres dpurinal
(D. 71, AN. 66 ; Pr. 56, 1 B.) are
mentioned, both of them doubt-
less equally spurions, Aw. 162
reckons I cwgpoaivys among the
Psendepigrapha. . ¢mies o
(D. 24, AN, 24, P1. 25) is sup-
posed not to be a copy from Eh.
. viil. ix., but a special treatize,
which can hardly be gennine.
Still less can Aristotle have
been the author of @does dehural
B (D. 72, AN. 87). OFf the
two writings TI. ouBidvews dvpds
kat quvaikss (AN.  App. 165)
and Nouovs (-04) drBpds kal vyoue-
Tis (ibid. 166, the former is men-
tioned by other writers several
times (e.g. by Clemens, Olympio-
dor., and David in the passages
given by Rosg, ds. Ps. 180 sq.,
Avr. Fr. 178 5q., p. 1507). Rose (De
Ar. Libr. Ord.60 5qq.) has pointed
outtwo Latin translations of these
_N&m:, (or the writing 1. cvpBide,,
if both are not merely different
titles of the same hook) which
profess to be the second book
of the Eeonomics: see Adr. Psoud,
644 sqq.; Fr. Hz. 153 sqq. PLU-
TARCH, ATHENJEUS, and others
quote from a writing IL uddys,
perhaps a dialogue; cf, RosE,
Ar. Ps. 116 sqq., dr, Fr. 98-1086,
. 1_4_93 sq.; F'r, Hz, 64 sq, It was
certainly not genuine; it may
have been identical with the
writing of the same name by
Theophrastus (HErz, ibid.), only
in that case Athenmus, whe,

s H2
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eight books of the Politics '—is preserved ; but though
it contains some of his most mature and admirable

work it is unhappily left,

like the Mefaphysics, un-

finished.? The @Economics cannot be considered
genuine.> Of all the rest we have lost everything

in addition to these two, guoles
a third by Chamaleon, must
have been indebted for his quota-
tions to various writers, to whom
it was known by different names
—anot very probable supposition.
What is gquoted from it is con-
cerned, partly with historical,
partly with physiological discus-
sions ; whether drunkenness was
regarded also from a moral peint
of view we donot know. Nordo we
know any more as to the contents
of the Ndpor cvooiTikel (in the
MER, of D, 189, Nduos svaTaTinds,
of AN. 130 Nouwy cveraTikay o,
for the circumstance -of the
Tlatonicrepublic being mentioned
in it (ProcL. in Remp. 350, Ar.
Fr. 177, p. 1607) gives us no
indication; hence we cannot
determine whether TRose (dr.
Ps. 179) is right in supposing
that there was a discussion in it
on the arrangement of, and good
behaviour at symposia, or Heitz
(4w, Fr.307), in believing that
it. contained a collection of
the customs relating 1o them.
. cveoiriwy § cvpmociwy (AN,
App. 161) is identical with it;
not 30, however, the three books
Zvemmicdy TpoSAnudTwy( AN, 136),
the title of which makes us think
not so much of guestions with
regard to meals, as of questicns
such as are proposed at a meal,
like Plutarch's Zvumociaxd mpo-
BMjuera. For the Tepayyeiuara
cf. p. 72, n. 2 fin.

! Aristotle puts this work in
the closest connection with the
Ethics, by treating the latter as
auxiliary to politics (Eth. V.
i 1, 1094 a, 26 sqq., 1095, a,
9, ¢, 2 init. c. 13,1102, a, 5, vil.
12 ipif.; Rhet. 1, 2, 1358, a, 26).
He expects from politics the
realisation of the principles laid
down by Ethics (ibid. x. 10), But
he does not mean both to be
merely two parts of one composi-
tion (ef. Pplit. vii 1, 1823, b,
39, ¢. 13,1332,a, 7, 21, ii. 1, 1261,
a, 80, Hi, 9, 1280, a; 18, ¢ 13,
1282, b, 19). Even apart from
the citation Bhet.i. 8 fin.,and the
mention of it in the catalogue (D.
75, Ax. 70), its genuineness can-
not be donbted, however seldom

it is named by ancient writers.

(see the remarks of SPENGEL,
‘ Ueb. d. Politik d. Arist., AR,
d. Miineln, Akad. v. 44 infra).
 For forther information, see
the section on the political philo-
sophy of Aristotle, ch. xiii., infra.
3 Of the second book (as to
the beginning of which see RosE,
Awist. Libe, Ord. 59 sq.) this has
long been admitted, but Gittling
(Arist. (Eeon. p. viil. =vil) con-
siders the first to be a section of
a genuine Aristotelian writing ;
it seems more probable that it is
the work of a later writer based
on Polit. i. (See end of ch, xd,,
infra.) D. 23, A¥. 17 name Oixovo-
parcos (or —ov) a’. CF. p. 89 supre on
another pretended second book.
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except a few fragments.!

! Thepolitical writings named,
besides those quoted, are the
following: (1) HeAwreiar, a col-
lection of facts withregard to 158
states (D. 145, Aw. 135, the text
of which BeErays, Rh. Mus.
vii. 289, with the approval of
Rosg, 47 Ps. 304, has evidently
improved), which, according to
the fragments and the statements
of Crc, Flin. v. 4, 11, and PLUT,
N P. Su. V. 10, 4 (who names
the work rrises wal wolireiar)
not only treated of the consti-
tution, but also of the usages,
castoms, situation of the towns,
the history of their foundation,
their local traditions, &c. Pr. 81
gives the number of cities as 171
(or 191, according to the view
of HERBELOT, Bibl. Qr. 971, a):
AmMoN. V. Ar. 48 gives 255:
Ammon. Lat. p. 56, Ps.-Porphyr.
Sehol. in Ay, 9, b, 26, and
David, ibid. 24, a, 34, say 250,
and Philop. ibid. 35, b, 19, about
250, but the increase does not
seem to be founded on any later
extension of the collection, but
merely on clerical mistakes (ecf.
RosE, Ar. Py 894). Simpl. ( Cateq.
2,y. Schol. 27, a, 43) seems by the
words év Tals yryolas alTod woki-
Telais to point to the existence of
spurions Polities; pry’ (158) in-
stead of yrmotas may be the true
reading (HEiTz, 4r. Fr. 219),
though IDELER, Adr. Meteor. i,
xii. 40 can hardly beright in sub-
stituting emorodals for moAsreias).
The numerous fragments of
the large collection are found
in MULLER, Fragm. Hist, ii. 102
sqq. (cf. BOURNOT, in Philolog.iv.
266 5qq.) ; HosE, dr. £y, 402 5qq.;
Ar. Fr. 313-560, p. 1535 sqq.;
Iy, Hz, 218 sgqq. The genuine-

Among them the loss of

ness of the work, which Rose
(Ar. Libr. Ord. 56 =q, dAr. Ps.
395 sg.) disputes, has no weighty
arguments against it (as Heirz,
p- 246 sqq. shows); and even if
the external evidence, of which
that of TIMEUS (apud POLYE.
xii. 5, 11) is the oldest produc-
ible, did not utterly exclude
Rose's supposition that the work
was published and circulated in
his name soon after Aristotle’s
death, nevertheless the internal
improbability of that theory
wonld bemuch strengthened by it.
The declarations of DAVID, ibid.,
and the Schol. to Porphyry’s fsa-
goge (vid. Rosm, dr. Ps. 399, Ar.
F'r, 1535) tavour the supposition
that the different states in the
Polities are taken in alphabetical
order; and this explains why the
Athenians (according to Fr, 378,
where, however, the reading is
uncertain) are treated in the 1st
book, and the Ithacapns in the
42nd (Fr. 466). The circam-
stance that the numerous frag-
ments all contain merely isolated
notes, without reference to a
upiform complete freatise, will
not (as Rosg, Adr. Ps, 395
holds) serve as a proof of the
spurionsness of the work; but,
in conjunction with the fact that
the Aristotelian writings nowhere
refer to the work in guestion
(for even Ffkh. V. x. 10,1181,b, 17,
refers to the Politics; cf. HeiTz,
231 sq.), it supports the view
(HE1TZ, 233 5q.) that the Poli-
ties was not a literary com-
pleted whole, but a collection by
Aristotle, for his own use, of
facts which be had gathered
partly by personal observation
and inguiries, and partly from

<
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Aristotle’s collection of forms of government in various
cities, is simply irreparable.!
Our Poetics® is only a fragment; but not even so

writings. If this be so, copies
would only be circulated after
his death, A chapter out of the
Mohirefa 'Afnrolwy may have given
rise to the title TI. 7av ZdAwvos
dbdvar (AN, App.140: ef. MiL-
LER, ibid., 109, 12).—A similar
collection was (2) the Nduwa
BapBapucs, which are quoted under
this title by APPoLvON. Wirahil,
11; VARRO, 1.1, vil. T0; AN, App.
186 (voutpwy BopB. curayeyh);
from this title also the designa-
tions Népm o' B' o' & (D, 140),
voufuwy 8 (AN, 131), seem to have
been wrongly transeribed. To
them the wipua ‘Pwualws (AX.
App. 185) and the véduipe Tvppnwar
(ATHEN. 1. 23, d) probably be-
longed. Among the few fragments
(apud MULLER, ilid. 178 sqq.,
RosE, dwr, Ps, 537 sqq., Ar. 7.
561-568, p. 1570, Fr. Hz. 297 5q.),
Nos. 562, 563 and 564 can only be
attributed to Aristotle under the
supposition that he did not give
their contents in his own name,
but as traditions somewhere
current. — (3) The Awawduara
7@y mikewy (AMMON. Differ.
Vocabh., Nijes) or Au. ‘EAAgribor
worewv (V. Mare. p. 2, R) seem
to have dealt with quarrels
between the Hellenic states and
their settlement; they are also
named more briefly Awadpara
(D. 120, Ax. 120, HARPOCRAT,
Apvpds)—(4) The Oégers woherixal
B' (Ax. 69; the same is the right
reading in D. 74) were in any case
spurious. The ANoN. 5 applies
the name I, moAurirhs to the Gryl-
los, but that must be a mistake
(see above, p. 69).— On the

Tonurireds cf. p.57; on I, Baciicins
and "Frép dwolkewr, p. 60, sub fin. ;
on IL gAropos # moMaticod, p. 72,
n. 2, towardsthe end ; on I1. apx s,
p. 81, n. 1, fin.; on a bungling
forgery of the Middle Ages, Se-
eretum seereforum (or, Aristotelis
ad Alexandrwm regem de moribus
rege  dignis), cf. GEIER, Apist.
wnd Afew. 234 sq; Rose, Arist.
Libr. Ord. 183 sq, Ar, Ps. 583 sq.

! Bince this was written the
Athenian IoMirela has been re-
covered.

* This writing,in our editions,
is entitled : 1, momrwess, Aristot,
himgelf mentions it in the Politics
(viil. 7, 1341, b, 38), as a future
work ; in the Rietorie (i. 11 fin.,
iti. 1, 1404, a, 38, c. 2, 1404, b, 7.
28, 1405, a, 5, c. 18, 1419, b, 5,
with which. ef. p. 74, n. 1), a5 al-
ready existing, with these words :

&y Tois mepl momyrinds, or (1404, b,
28) é&v 7. 7. mofirews, The Indices -

name: Tpayuarelas Téywms moum-
s B (D, 83), Téxrns wopr. B’
(AN. 73), De arte postica secun-
dume disciplinam Pythagore, P,
HFpr, (this addition is caused by
the combination of two different
titles: of. Rosm, Ar. Ps. 194).
Ps.-ALEx. Seph. El. Schol. in
Ar. 299, b, 44, has & ¢ 7. o, ;
likewise HERM. in Phedr. 111,
and AST, év 76 w. x.; SIMPL. Cat.
Sehol. 43, a, 13, 27; & 7 = = ;
DAVID, ibid. 25, b, 19, 70 = =, ;
on the other hand AmyoN. De
interpr. Schol, 99, a, 12, & Tois
m. mot.; BOETH, De inferpr. 290,
in Libris quos de arte poitica

“seripsit. The more ancient au-

thorities are acquainted with two
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much as this remains of Aristotle’s other contributions
to the theory and history of Art or of his dissertations
on the poets.! Nor is there much left of the other

books on Poetry (a third is men-
tioned only in the quotations
given on p. 58, n. 1, with regard
to the writing TL womrawv), the
more modern only with one;
except in so far as they copy
more ancient writers, as we must
suppose was the case with Am-
monius and Boéthius, From
this alone we might suppose that
the writing in question criginally
had a greater extension than it
now has, but this becomes certain
from the references to such
parts of it as are missing in our
recension, as for instance the
discussion on the Catharsis pro-
mised in Pplig. viii. 7, 1841, b, 88,
which would naturally have come
in the section on Tragedy, and,
as we learn from sure traces,
actually did oceur there (ef.
BERNAYS, *Grundz. d. Abh. 4.
Arist. iib. d. Wirkung d. Trag’
Abh, d. hist.-phii. Ges.in Brestaw,
160 sqq., 197 sq.; SUSEMIHL, p.
12; VAHLEX, p. 81 sq. of his
edition, and others); the exam-
ination of Comedy, promised
Poet. e. 6 init, and guoted
Rhet, 1. 11 fin., of which Bernays
(Rh. Mus. viii. 561 sqq.) has
pointed out valuable remnants in
Cramer’s Anecd. Paris.,vol.i, app.
(now in Susemihl, p. 208 sq., Vah-
len, 76 s¢.) ; and the discussion on.
Synonyms, which Simpl. men-
tions, Categ. Schol. 43, a, 13, 27,
In other places also eour text
shows many greater or smaller
gaps, as also interpolations (as c.
12 and many smaller ones), and
inversions (the most considerable
that of chap. 15, which ought to

come after chap. 18}, which suf-
ficiently prove that we only pes-
sess Aristotle's work in a muti-
lated and hopelessly corrupt con-
dition. We cannot here inguire
how its present condition may be
explained (SUSEMIHL, ibid., p. 3
s, gives an enumeration of the
different, and in part widely di-
verging attempts at explanation).
It may be true, as SUSEMIHL
concludes, that the carelessness
of the writing, the caprice of
the copyists, and the freaks of
accident accounts for most of the
mischief; but we cannot make
these factors responsible for the
interpolations, except in so far as
they may have rendered possible
the introduction of some mar-
ginal notes into the text.

! Of the Dialogue II. womraw
7 we have already spoken on p.
58. DBesides this AN. 115 pives
Kirhor = wmomprdae, likewise in
three books. This title may have
arisen, by duplication and cor-
ruption, from that of the Dia-
logue, or it may (according to
HEITZ, 178) designate a work
distinet from it : but the * kdixror’
may also have sprung from the
¢ éyrirAoy” (or -lwv) which is
found in No, 118 —Allied to if, it
would seem, are II, 7puywday o
(D). 156, Aw. 128) and Keuuol
(EROTIAN, Ezp. Voo, Hippocr, s.
v. ‘HpaiA. véoor), Miller (Hist.
Gr. il 82), though not rightly,
takes the Adacrailer (D. 137 ;
AN. 129 ; Bose, A+ Ps. 550 sq.,
Ar. Fr. 576-387, p. 1572 sq.;
Hrirz, 2565, Fr. Hz. 302 sq.),
—seemingly a chronological cata-
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books named to us, which dealt with subjects outside
the main lines of the Aristotelian system;! and among

log'ue based on the existing in-
S(,rlpLJ.OiLa of the tragedies per-
formed in Athens—as a part of
the book on tragedies,— Fur-
ther, a series of writings relating
to poets iz named, which took
the form of problems: ’Amopnud-
Twy womTicey o (AN, App. 143) ;
Adria romTikal (ibid. 146, where
aitime seems to indiecate the form
of treatment which is proper to
the émopfuare or mpoBAfipara, viz.
that the d:a 7i is sought, and the
1eply consists in 01vm$ ﬂlF BrdTe
or the aitia); 'Amopnudrwr ‘Ougy-
peaiy (" (D. 118; AN. 106 (':
Huirz, 258 sq., Fr. Hz 129;
Rose, dv, Ps. 148 sg., Ar. Fr.
137-175, p. 1801 sq.) or, as the
Vite Mare., p. 2. names it, ‘Op.
(nriuara; TpoBAinpdray ‘Ounpe-
kv ¢ (AN, App, 147; ProL,
91 ; AMaoN., V. Ar. 44; AMM.
Lam. 54, probably a duplication
of the éwopfuara); ‘Amepiucra
‘Howbav o (AN, J']])‘i?. 143);
‘Amop,  Apxthdxov, ElpimiSovs,
Xowplhov ' (ibid. 144). To these
‘the ‘Amopfuare fefa (AN, 107)
seem also to belong. The trea-
tize : Ei 8¢ more "Ounpos émoinoer
zas “Hilou Bovs ; (AN, App. 142),
is no doubt only one of the Hom-
eric problems,—Of these writings
the ones which are more likely
to have an Aristotelian origin
are the Queries on Homer; but
even these may have had later
additions made to them. Onthe
other hand the genuineness of
the Témhos (AN, 105; AN, App.
]69 Rosm, Ar. Ps. 563 5QQq., A,

'694_600, p. 1674 sq.; Fr.
Hz 309 sqq.; ef. BERGK, Lyr
Gr. 505 sqq.; MULLER, Fr-a,gm.

IMist. ii. 188 sqq.) cannot be
maintained. More ancient seems
to be the book IT, govewdis, which
both Drog. (116, 132) and Ax.
(104, 124) giveus in two places,
and which is identical with the
musical problems noticed by
LABBEUS, Bibl. nova, 116 (see
BRANDIS, ii. b, 94); but it is no
more genuine than the TIL
kahot (D. 69, AN. 63, II. wdr-
Aows).

! Tathesebelong certain minor,
mostly historical works, ‘Oavumio-
vikar o (D. 130, AN. 122); TIv-
By EAeyxor o (D. 134 and
probably also AN.125); Mubiopika
o (D. 131, AN, 123, with the
strange title, Tufiovicas BiBiley
év & Mépaiypor Sviknaer) ; TTufuchs
o' (D. 133), possibly only a dif-
ferent title for the same writing ;
Nikm Awvvoranal o (D. 135, AN,
126, Nway Awr, GoTwmay kol Ay-
valwr o). About these writings

cf. Rose, Az, Ps. 545 sqq., 4r.

Fr. 572574, p. 187; HErTz, 254
8., Fr. Az 300 sq.; MULLER,
Higt, Gr. i, 182 sq.—Further
M. efppudroy (CLEMENS, Strom.
i. 508, A, where, however, an Ari-
stotelinon  work with this title
which could not be gennine
seems to be designated: notes
which may have come from the
work are given by MULLER, ibid.
181 sq.).—I1. fevpaolwrdkovoudroy
quoted by ATHEN, (xii, 541; of.
Bowvw. ér. c. 96) and, with the title
év Bavpariows, perhaps also by Ax-
TIGON. Mirabil. c. 25 (cf. @avu.
érovoy. ¢. 30), a ‘collection of
strange phenomena,’ the genuine-
ness of which cannot beadmitted.
For further information on this
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these also there is no doubt that many spurious titles

have crept in.

B. —Geﬂcmi Questions touchmg the Aristotelian
Writings.

Ox a general survey of the works which are preserved
or known to us as Aristotelian, it is evident that they—
apart from the letters and poems—were of two different
kinds. 'The component parts of our Corpus Ari-
stotelicumm are without exception didactic treatises in
scientific form.! And almost all of these which can
be called genuine are, as will be seen, connected
together by express references in a way that is only to
be explained by the theory that they were addressed to
one circle of readers as the connected and mutually ex-
planatory parts of one whole. It is quite different in
the case of the writings which were afterwards styled
¢ hypomnematic —notes, that is to say, made by

work see WESTERMANN, Hapa-
Sokdypagoi, p. xxv. sqq., and espe-
cially Rose, dz. Libr. Ord. 54
sq., Ar. FPsewd, 279 sq., who
refers the main body of the
work, consisting of chaps. 1-114,
130-137, 115-129, 135-181, to
the middle of the third century.
An enlarged treatment of this, or
& more extensive specimen of the
same sort of work, is perhaps the
Hepdota, from the second book of
which Plat. ( Parall. Gr. et Rom.
¢. 29, p. 312) quotes something
which is not found in our Oavu.
ére,—Tlapoplar o' (D, 1385 cf. AN,
127), a collection of proverbs, the
existence of which seems to be
proved, infer alia, by ATHEN, ii.
60 d, althongh Heitz (Terd.

Schr. 163 sq.; Fragm. 219) is
doubtful whether there was an
Aristotelian work on this subject.
We cannot prove whether the
references in Eustath. in Od.
N 408 and BYNES. Ewe. Calrit.
c. 22 (dv. Fr. No. 454, No. 2)
belong to this or to other works.
In addition to these there
are two titles which are so
indefinite that they furnish ne
safe clue to the contents of the
writings to which they corre-
spond: HepaBoral(D.126); "Arax-
7a (to which wpePAfuere or fwo-
wripare may be supplied) 8" (D.
127 ; cf. p. 96, foot).

! The* wonderful stories’ are
perhaps the only exceptions, but
they are not Aristotelian.
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Aristotle merely for his own use, and therefore not
thrown by him into any such literary form and anity
as the works designed for publication.! None of the
extant works which are genuine is of this class? but
several of those which are lost seem to have belonged
toit.*  From these two classes of works, however, there
is to be distingnished a third. Cicero, Quintilian, and
- Dionysius of Halicarnassus praise Aristotle not only for
scientific greatness, but equally for the grace and rich-
ness of his exposition—the golden stream of his
speech.”*  This must have referred to works designed

! Simpl. (in Cafeg. Schol. in

Ar. 24, a, 42): drowrmparwcs ra
Tobs Umduinaw olkelar xal mAelova
Bdgovor avvéraker & ¢uAdrodos
these writings cannot, however,
be taken as mdrrp omwovdis diw,
and hence we may not draw from
them any proofs for the Ari-
stotelian doctrine: é uérror "ANEE-
avlipos T& GmournuaTikd aupTEDUp-
péve dnoly ebvar kal @ wobs Eva
cromby Gvagpépecfny, and for this
very teason the others are dis-
tingnished from them as evwray-
parict.  David (Sehol. 24, a, 38):
UmoprnueTikg uév Aéyortar &y ols
wdve T& kepdhata  dreypdpnoay
dlxa wpooytlwr kol émiddywr xal
Tis Wpemolans éxBloeaw Grayye-
Atas. CE Huirz, Verl, Sehr. 24
50,
? The Problems, which might
OCCUT as an instance, cannot have
been written down for his own use
alone, sinee Aristotle often quotes
them (sce above, p. 96), thereby
implying that they are known to
- hisreaders. Other instances, such
as the Melissus, etc., cannot be
supposed genuine. Even if it be
true that particular portions of

our Corpus were intended to serve
as the basis for lectures, or were
compiled from them, they would
not on fhat account be merely
*hypomnematical writings,’

* Bg., those mentioned on
p- 62, n. 4, 5, and perhaps also the
Lolities (p. 101): whether the
Tepl 7éyabod is also one (as al-
ready noted on p. 61, n. 2 fin.),
seems doubtful.

* Cro. Top. 1, 3: the works

of Aristotle are not only recom-
mended by their contents, sed
dicendi quogue inoredibili qua-
dam cum copia tum etiam suari-
tate. De Inwent. ii. 2, 6 (on the
Zwvaywyh Texvar): Aristotle bas
left the old orators suaritate et
byevitate dicendi far behind, De
Orat.i. 11,49 si ifem dristoteles,
st Lheophrastus, si Carneades , . .
cloquentes et in dicendo swaves
atque ornati fuere. De Fin i, 3,
14 (on Epicurus): guod ista Pla-
tonls  Awistotetis  Theophrasti
orationis ornaments neglewerit.
Acad. ii. 38, 119: veniet Sumen
arationis awrewmn fundens Awri-
stoteles. QUINTIL, Inst. xi, 83
quid Avistotelem P Quem dulbito
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by him for publication. It is not applicable to any of
those which are now extant; and of these, indeed, the
two Latin writers probably knew but a small part.!
We are driven to suppose, therefore, that it was to other
works, lost to us, that they ascribed this kind of excel-
lence. The critic who judges of literary form by purely
scientific criteria will find, it is true, much to praise in
our extant Aristotle. He will acknowledge the apt dis-
crimination of all his ideas, the inimitable precision
and compactness of his diction, and his masterly
handling of an established terminology. But of the
qualities which Cicero emphasises, or any graceful move-
ment of a rich and rolling eloquence, he will find even
in the most popular of the extant books but little trace ;
while in other parts the dry methods of treatment, the
rough hrevity of statement, the involved construction
of long sentences, often broken by anacolutha and
parentheses, stand in plain contradiction to Cicero’s
description. We can, however, gather for ourselves,
even from the scanty fragments of the lost books, that
some of these were written in a style far more rich and

seientia  rerum am scriptorum books., Of the others, however,

copia an eloguendi suavitate . . .
clariorem putem. Dioxys. De
Verb. Cop. 24: of the philoso-
phers, Democritus, Plato, and
Aristotle are the best as to style.
De Cens. Vet. Seript. 4: wapa-
Anwréor B¢ kal 'Apurorén els
rlunow 7ijs Te wepl rhy épunvelay
Bewdrnros kal Tis Gapnveias xal
Tof 7Béor kol woAvpalods,

! Except the Topics and Rhe-
toric, we have no reason for sup-
posing that any of them knew
by personal reading the extant

Cicero used several of the writ-
ings mentioned on p. 55 sqq., the
books on Philosophy, the Bude-
mus, the Protrepticus, perhaps
also the NoAeruchs, T. Becidetas
and IL whodrov; cf. Fip. ii. 13,
40 ; Acad. ii. 38, 119; V. D. ii.
15,42, 16, 44, 37, 95, 49, 195;
Divin. 1. 25, 53 ; Fragm, Hort.
apud Augustine ¢. Jul. iv. 78 ;
Fin.v, 4, 11; Ad Quint, Fr. iii.
53 Ad At 3, 40, 2, xiii. 28, 2;
Of. ii. 16, 56: and above, p. 60,
n..1.
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ornate, and approached far more closely to the literary
graces of the Platonic Dialogues, than any of the
scientific treatises now contained in our Corpus.!
This difference is to be explained, not merely by the
earlier date of the writings in question, but also by the
fact that they were not intended to serve the same
purpose as fhe others, nor designed for the same

audiences.?

Aristotle himself occasionally refers to certain state-
ments of his doctrine, published by him, or then in
common use, in terms which seem to imply that a
portion of his writings (including these writings in
which the references in question occur) were not in
the same sense given to the publie® And from his

! On this point see what is pre-
served in Nos. 12-14, 17 sq.,
32, 36, 40, 48, 49, 71, 72 of the
Fragments (Academy edition)
from the Fudemus, Protrepticus,
II. ptAocoplas, T1. Sicatorivys, and
above, p. 56, n. 2,

* We shall discuss this im-
mediately.

* Poet. 15, 1454, b, 17: elpnra:
8& wepl alTiy év Tols éndedoudvois
Adyots ivavas, De An. 1. 4 init.:
kal EAAn 3¢ Tis Bdfa mapabiBorar
wepl YuxAs, wifard piv woAAols . | .
Adyous dowep §° elBivas (for which
Bernays, Dial. d. Ar. 15 sqq,
erasing Adyous, reads: dowep
eifivas 88) Bebunvia kel rois &
Kowi yryvouévas Adyois® dpuoviar
ydp Twa abthr Aéyovsi, &e. In
the first of these places, Bernays
says (ibid. 13) that ‘pub-
lished’ here means the same as
‘already published’ (the same
explanation of the words is given
by ROSE, A». Ps. 79), yet one

may well doubt whether this gloss
is allowable. The predicate éx-
dedouéror would certainly not be
there without a purpose, but is
meant to distinguish the Adye:
éidebouévor from certain other

Adyor. Neither can we translate -

éxdelopévor in such a way as
to make ©the writings published
by me ' a mere periphrasis for‘my
writings ;* partly because such a
turn of phrase is not found in
Aristotle. When he refers, with-
out indicating a particular work,
to something that has gone
before, he is accustomed to say
merely, év &\Aos, év érépms or
wpérepor. Again the fact that he
does not say &’ épnot éxdedoucron
shows that the emphasis falls on
érBeBopéror, as such, and that the
Adyoe éxdedopévor are meant as an
antithesis to uh éxdedouévor. Only
we have no right to assume
that things ph ékdelopdvor mean
things published later. The anti-
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commentators we further learn that one of the points

thesisto ¢ published ’ is not ¢ later
published,” but ‘not published ;”
and from the perfect éxdeBopevor
to read ‘such as had already been
published at the time of the
writing of the Poetics, and so were
earlier than that work,’ is shown
to be impossible by the reflection
of UEBERWEG on this passage
(Awist. %b. d. Dichtk., p. 75) that
every author puts himself, in
regard to the reader, in the time
at which his work will be in the
reader’s hands., Hence, if the
Poetics were to be laid before the
whole reading world, e pub-
lished, just like the Adyo: to which
they referred, they would not be
designated in contradistinction to
the latter, by the predicate éfe-
Soudror, since each of them would
be, in relation to their reader,
equally a Adyos éxdedoperos. Lose
wished to refer the Adyor 2uBed.,
first to former passages in the
Poctics (Avr. Libr. Ord. 130),
and later (de. Peeud. 79) to the
Rhetorie, but he was subsequently
(A». Ps. T14) right in withdraw-
ing both, since the discussion for
which the Poetics refer to the
Adyor éxbed. is found neither in
the Rhetoric nor in the Poctics
(of. BERWAYS, ibid. 138): and,
even apart from this, the lat-
ter could never have been so
indicated. XNor can we on the
other hand (as RosE, Ar, Ps, 717,

maintains) refer the expression

to writings on Poetry by the Tla-
tonic school, for we clearly must
confine it to Aristotelian writings:
and inthe second passage, De An,
i. 4, the Adyer &v kowd yryvduevor
cannot be understood (as Tom-
STRIK, 4 rist. de An.123 supposes,
he being perhaps preceded by the

anthors of the variant Aeyoudvos
instead of ywywreu.) of conversa-
tions, such as would ocear in
eduneated eircles, or (as Bose, A,
Ps. 717, thinks) of expressions of
opinion coming from the Platonic
school ; for the el8dvas Sebwrvie ro-
fers to some criticism, known to .
the reader, of the supposition that
the soul iz the harmony of its
body, and cannot mean vague
conversations of third persons
(ck. also BERNAYS, ibid., 18 s5q.).
Neither can one refer them to
oral statements made by Ari-
stotle o his pupils (PHILOP. : se
following note), partly becaunse
Aristotle never elsewhere refers
to such statements, and in a
treatise which, though perhaps
primarily intended as a text-
book for his school, yet gives
no indication anywhere of being
meant only for his personal
pupils, he could not well appeal
to them: partly because the
Philesopher had really inserted
the criticism referred to in
one of his own writings (cf. fol-
lowing note). The latter fact
indicates that it is wrong (as
SIMPL. does; see following note)
to refer the Adyor &v kot yigr. to
the Platonic Phedo, for which
this expression would not be a
sufficient indication, nor would
it correspond (cf. BERNAYS, p.20)
with the maunner in which it is
in other places mentioned (cf.
Meteorol. ii. 2, 355, b, 32).
Finally, though Ueberweg (Gesch.
d. Phil. i. 178, 5th ed.) under-
stands by the Adyor & k. qeyw.
(extending the explanation of
Philoponus) discossions which
oceurred in actual conversations,
or in writings arranged in the
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to which he so refers was to be found in the Fudemus.!
We find other and more frequent references of his to
the ¢ Exoteric Discourses’ as the place where he had
dealt with such and such a subject.? Opinions, how-
ever, differ as to the meaning of that name and the

form of dialogues, it scems clear
that the latter conld not be so
named, and that there was here
no reason for mentioning the
dialogue form of such discussions.
From the point of view of gram-
mar, owing to the present tense of
yryvopevors (Lo which BoNTTZ, Tnd.
Arigt. 105, a, 46, rightly calls
attention), they cannot be ex-
plained as: ‘the speeches sub-
mitted (Z.e. which have been
submitted) to publication,’ for in
that case it would have been
yevopérars. It can only mean, as
Bernays translates it in his
Dial. d. Arist. 29, *the dis-
courses existing in a state of
publication, available for the use
of all,’ taking the év kowg here in
the same sense as in the expres-
sions: év kowg kararifecbu, év
Kkowd aduévar (in medio velin-
guers, Metaph. i. 6, 987, b, 14).
A similar meaning to that of the
Adyot €y kow@ yiyrduevor seems to
be attached to éykdrAwe or éyki-
KkAta  @rhogodfipera, of which
mention is made in A¢L. 1. 3, 10496,
4, 2 (xal mepl plv TodTwr GAws-
ficavds yap kol dr Tols eykukAiols
eipnrar wepl abrdy) and De Ceelo, 1.
9, 279, &, 30 (kal yép rkabdwep dv
Tols éykukiiors @iogopipamt wepl
7Ta Betn woAAdis wpodalveTar Tois
Adyois §ri T Belor duerdBAnToy
dvaykaioy elvas, &c.). 'EykirAtos
can, just as well as & wog
~ryvdpevos, mean in medio positus
—Bernays’ rendering, Dial. d.

Ap. 124, fwritings in the common
strain,’ is not so appropriate. The
phrase is so explained by Simpli-
cins(in Je Calo, Bchol. 487, a, 3:
where he says that Aristotle uses
éyictich, quA. to sigpify Té kard
iy Tafw €E &pxfis Tois woAAols
wporiféuera, -ie. the éfwrepind).
We also seefrom dr». Fr. 77, 1488,
b, 36 83q., and #r, 15, 1476, b, 21,
that the matter for which Ari-
stotle refers to the éywduiiz, was
actually treated in two of his
Dialogues, Cf. BEBRNAYS, ibid.
84 =r., 93 =q., 110 sqq.

! It is shown by the passages
quoted in Rose, Ar. Fn, 41, p.
1481 sq., and Heitz, Ar. Fr. 73,
p- 51, from Fhilopoous, Simpli-
cius, Themistius, and Olympio-
dorus (the common source for
whom may have been Alexander),
that-Arist, in the Zudemus, after
following the Pledo, devoted
a searching ezamination to the
theory that the soul is the har-
mony of its body, the prineipal
heads of which examination are
given by them. Hence the pas-
sages in question must refer to
this dialogue, although Philopo-
nus ( Dz 4n. E, 2) leaves us the
choice between it and the #ypa-
ot ovvovelar wpds Tovs éraipous,
and Simplicius (De An. 14,
a) connects 1t with the
Phedo. :

© All the passages are quotel
helow.
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relation of these ¢ Exoteric Discourses’ to our ex-
tant Corpus. The ancients who mentioned ' them
always referred to them as a separate class of Aristotle’s
works, distinguished from the technical scientific
treatises by a less strict method of treatment.! But
they differ among themselves as to details. Cicero 2

and Strabo?® speak of the

exoteric works in general

terms as popular statements.* The former, however,
is unmistakeably thinking only of the Dialogues,’
which we also find described as ¢exoteric’ in Plutarch.®

According to Gellius, the

! The only exceptions are two
late Byzantine and altogether
untrustworthy interpreters of the
Ethics, Eustratins (90, a) and
the Pseudo-Andronicus (Helio-
dorus, eire. 1367, cf. p. 69, n. 1),
the former of whom nnderstands
by étwrepol Adyor the common
opinion, the latter, aral instrue-
tion.

* Fin. v. 5, 12: about the
highest good, Aristotle and Theo-
phrastus have written due ge-
nera Bbrorwm, wnum populariter
seriptum, quod ffwrepikdr appel-
labant, alterwm limativs [acpiBe-
crépws, in a more severe style],
quod in commentariis reliquerunt,
but in essentials they both
agree.

IXIIL 1, 54, p. 60Y9: because
the Peripatetics, after Theo-
phrastus, had not his works and
those of Aristotle, mAdw dAlyur
kel pdhioTe Ta@r éfwrepikay, they
happened pndiv Exew gihacadeir
wpayueTin@s [going deeply into
the subject, scientific] éAAa Béceis
AqreuBi(erw,

1 Likewise SIMPL. Phys. 2, b:

treatises which dealt with

the Aristotelian writings are
divided into acroamatic and
exoteric, ola 7& loTopid kol To
Gwhoyura kal GAws T8 ul Eepas
arpiBeias  pporriforra. — PHILOP,
De An. E, 2 (ap. STARR, Arist,
il. 261): 7& étwrepmd cvyypdu-
pare, by eioy ko) of Sidhoyor . . .
Gwep Bi& ToiTe fwTepd rékAnTar
e ol wpbs Tobs ywmoiovs akpoaris
Yeypauucra, -

® Of. Ad Att. iv. 16, 2: quo-
nwiam in singulis libris [of the
discourse on the Btate] wter
proemils, wt Avistoteles in iis
que eEwrepucobs vocat. In contra-
distinction to the Dialogues, the
strictly scientific works are called
(see preceding note) commentarii,
continuous expositions, corre-
sponding to the abrorpiswwa or
drpoaree. of the Greek interpre-
ters (see p. 112, n.1,and 113, n. 2).

& Ade. Col. 14, 4, p. 1115:
Aristotle everywhere attacks the
Ideas: év Tols fifucols droprs uacir
(synonymous with Cicera’s com-
mentarii ; see preceding note), dv
Tols puotols, ik Tav wTepindy
BiaAdywr,
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Rhetoric, Topice, and Politics were named ‘exoterie,
and those which related to Metaphysics, Physies, and
Dialectics ¢ acroatie,’ ! the reason being that the former,
as Galen explained, were meant for everyone; the
latter only for the philosopher’s scholars.? Alexander,
in a letter which appears in Andronicus,? is supposed to
complain to his master of the publication of the ¢ acroatic’
writings ; but inasmuch as Aristotle is expressly stated
to have published them, the notion that he objected to
their publication cannot have been in the mind of the
writer of that fragment. At a later time we do find this
assumptionalso,! and we find connected with it the further
theory that Aristotle purposely adopted in his ¢ acroatic’
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works a form of exposition which must make them unin-
telligible to any but his scholars;! while at the same
time it is said that it was here only that he discloged his
views in their full logical connection.® On this theory
the ‘ exoteric’ writings were broadly distinguished from
the ¢acroatic,’ just by the fact that they were intended
for a wider public, and that they were therefore put in
a more popular form, did not cover the more difficult
classes of inquiry, and substituted for a severe and
scientific method of proof one more accommodated to
general comprehension.?

! This idea is expressed in rwas mpbs 8dfar. He instances the

' N, 4. xx. B: Aristofle’s
lectures and writings were di-
vided into two classes, the éfw-
Tepd and the axpoarind. ‘Efwre-
pixé dicebantur que ad rletoricas
meditationes facultatemgue argu-
tigrum civiliwmgue rerum  wo-
titiam  conducehant, GxpouTikd
autem vocabaniur in quibus phile-
sophia remotior subtiliorque agi-
tabatur quegue ad natuwre con-
templationes  disceptationesque
dialecticas pertinebant. In the
Lyceum the morning was de-
voted to the latter, the evening
to the former (cf. p. 27, n. B).
Libiros guogue sHos, eqrin onnitm
rerum Commentarios, seorsum di-
wisit, wt alti exoterici dicerentur,
partim acroatici.

2 De Subst., Faec. Nat. vol. iv.
73R8 K 1 *ApioroTeAovs §) O@coppdaTou
Th pte Tuls woAlais yeypupiTwy,
Tas B¢ dkpodoets Tols ETaipois.

3 Cf. GELL. ibid. ; PLuT.
Alex. T3 vide supre, p. 22, n. 1.
The wording : odx dpfds émoinaas
éxolis Tobs drpoaTinols TEY Adywy,

shows that the distinction be-
tween the Adyor axpoarikel and
éfwrepucol must have been known
to.the author of the letter.

¥ Thus Prur. Alex. ¢ 7:
foice & "AAcfavdpos ob pdvoy Thy
Hfuchy  wal woheTindy mapehaBely
Adryov, GANG kal Ta@y GmofifTey kol
Bapvrépar [Babvr.] Silavkaridy, bs
of HGvbpes iblws axpoapaTicds il
émowTikds [as in mysteries] wpoo-
ayopetoyres obic éfépepoy els wol-
Aobs, wetaryeir, CLEMENS, Strom.
v. 575, A: not only the Pytha-
goreans and the Platonists, but
all schools have secret doctrines
and secret writings: Aéyover 3¢
kal ol "ApirToTédovs TE piv dowres
piee elvar TEY cuyypouudTer alTay
[-ot] T& 8¢ kowd Te kal kwTepina
On the same theory, in the Raet.
ad Alex.c. 1, 1421, a, 26 sq., Ari-
stotle is requested by Alexander
to observe the strictest secrecy
with regard to this work, while
Aristotle, on his part, lays a reci-
Erocal duty of silence on Alexan-

er.

the answer of Aristotle to Alex- Zupics, the pnropwé and the éfw-

ander (see GELL. ¢bid.), when he
replies to the reproach of the
latterwith re%ard tothe drpoar ol
Adyor: Tofi aby airobs kal éxdedo-
perous kel ui Exdedoucrous * Evveral
Ydp eigt pdvots Tols Hudby dxovrasiy.
See also THEMI=T. (. xxvi, 319,
A sq., where it is said that Ari-
stotle did not find the same dis-
courses suitable for the masses
as for the philosophers, and there-
fore withdrew the highest secrets
of his teaching (the 7érea iepa,
the weeTwdy) from the former by
using obscure language. SIMPL.
Lhys. 2, b, referring to the letters
just mentioned, says: é 7oiy
akpoapaTikos drdheay éreThieune,
&e. For the same view see Catey.
Schol. 27, a, 38, Davip, Categ.
Schol, 22, a, 20; 27, a, 18sq. 1n
the same sense Luciax, V. dwuer.
¢. 26, calls Aristotle Suarkovs, EAhos
pev & Exrooler pawduevos dAdos 3&
¢ Evrocfer, exoteric and esoteric,

# Alexander remarks, Zop. 52,
that Aristotle speaks at one time
royikds in order to unfold the
truth as such, at another Siarei-

VOL. I.

Tepikd. ‘ral yop év éxelvois TAcioTY
kal wept Taw Nfwav xal wepl Taw
durieay Evdifws Aéyerar” But the
example of the 7bpics and the
Rletoric shows that this only
refers to the basis of the opinions
laid down in these writings, the
argument from the universally
acknowledged (the €»dofor), and
not to the teaching assuch. The
later writers, as a rule, express
themselves in the same sense;
thus SiMPL. Phys. 164, a: étw-
Tepicts Bé éoTi T Kkowd kal B
évlofwy wepmirdpera GAANG ud dwo-
Beweried undé dxpowparied, As to
AMMON. and DAVID, see follow-
ing note ; and cf. PHILOP, Phys.
p. 4. On the other hand Davip,
Sehol, in Ar. 24,' b, 33, changes
the statement of Alexander
{which he quotes in order to re-
fute it) into : bre év uiv Tols drpoa-
parueis T¢ GokobyTa abTg Adyel ial
T GAnbi, év B¢ Tois Bradoyikols Té
EAAois GokobrTa, Ta Yeudy,

# Besides the testimony al-
ready adduced, the statements
found in the Neoplatoniec com-

1
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The theory just mentioned can be traced as far back
as Andronicus, perhaps even farther;! but this does
nob pub its correctness beyond question. It is, however,
confirmed in the main, even if it requires correction in
ouae point or another, by the utterances of Aristotle
himself as to the ¢ Exoteric Discourses.” It is true that
in a general sense he may describe as ¢ exoteric’ any
topic which does not belong to the inquiry immediately

mentators go to establish this
point. Thus the so-called Ammon.
in Categ. 6,b sqq. (see also STAMR,
Aristotelia, ii. 255 sqq.), who,
after some other divisions of the
the Aristotelian writings, among
fsyntagmatic’ ones distingnishes
abrompécena kal Gxpoaparicd and
Srahoyind kal éfwrepuck. The for-
mer are written wpbs emoiovs
gxpoards, the latter mpds Thw 76y
TOAAGY e@éAsar; in the former
Aristotle expresses his own
opinion with a strictly scientific
argument, in the latter Ta o-
Koty adr@, GAN ob 80 dwodeik-
| Tik@y emixetpnudTay, kai ois ofel T€
eloww of moAhel érarorovfery. Simi-
larly, only at greater length,
Davip, Sehol. 24, a, 20 sqq., who
likewise divides the cuwwrayuarikd
into ebrompdrama Or dxpocuaTicé
and Sizhoyind & kol EwrTepird Aé-
yortar and considers the former
to have been written mpds 7ebs
émirnlelovs TH ' @ikogopia, the
latter wpbs Gvemerndelovs mpbs PiAo-
codiay, and hence the former 32
GvayxaoTiedy Adyev, the labter
Bio mifardv. O p. 111, 1. 4,
! In proof of this statement
we cannot attach so much im-
portance to the passage just

given from David as Heitz does

( Verl. Sclr. 25 su.). The fact

that David (24, b, 3) expressly
appeals t0 Ammonius (II &puy-
veizs) and to the commentary on
the Categories passing under Am-
monits’ name (which,although in
its present form it does not
come from Ammonius, yet seems
to have originated in one written
by him),indicates that Ammonins
was David’s proximate authority;
and though he (Ammonius) cer-
tainly made use of earlier writers
(and principally Alexander, whom
David at 24, b, 83 attacks, and
from whom his guotation of the

Aristotelian Fuwdemus is probably.
taken, like that in PHILOP. De

An. B, 2 sq.; Ar. Fr. p. 1481,
No. 41), still we do not know
how much has been added to
their testimony. On the other
hand we must trace the state-
ments in Cicero, Strabo, and
Gellius (vide supra, p. 111, n. 2-6,
112, n. 1), to Tyrannioc and An-
dronicus, and the letters men-
tioned on p. 112, n. 3 etc., prove
that the latter was aware of the
distinetion between exoteric and
acroatic writings, and of the sng-
gestion that the last mentioned
were only intended fo be un-
derstood by the pupils of the
philosopher.
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in hand,! or any discussion which doesnot go very deeply
into the subject.? It is also true that the title does not
always and necessarily denote a distinct class of
writings.® Nevertheless there are passages where we
have every reason to refer it to such a class;* and that

L Polit.i. 65,1254, a, 83 &AAY
TeiTa uér fows éeTepkwTépas
éorl owéPews, Bimilarly, ibid. ii.
6, 1264, b, 38; “in the Republic
Plato hasonlyimperfectly treated
of legislation, 7& & &AAa vois
EEwhey Adyors wemAnpwke Tor Adyor.
The term * €Ewber Adyor’ covers in
this case writings of the most
speculative character. In like
manner Eudemus Fr, 6 (S1MPL.
Pihys. 18, b), where instead of the
Exe: & :'m'opfﬂﬂ v Tows BEob Trpbs
7oy Adyor of Aristotle (Fhys. 1. 2,
185, b, 11) we read : Exer 8¢ adtd
TolTo dmoplay éfwTepinty,

? Plhys. iv. 10, init.: mparay
3¢ KaAds Exer Swmopfoal mepl aliTol
[roi xpdvov] kal b Tév wTepiciy
Adywr, The etwr. Adyor here
mean the discussion whieh fol-
lows immediately, and which is
called exoteric (in the same way
as Aristotle, in other places, puts
the logical in opposition to the
physical, vid. infra, p. 174, n. 2),
because it does not aim at a
strict and adeguate notion of
time (the 7f dorw § xpdros, 218, a,
31), but only takes into consider-
ation certain preliminary proper-
ties of it. The question is nobt
here of exoteric writings; but
Prantl is none the less wrong
(drist. Physik, 501, 32) in main-
taining that by the exoteric dis-
courses we are to understand, not
only in the present ipstance, but
everywhere, only those conversa-
tions on interesting subjects which

at that time were everywhere in
vogme even at social gatherings.
That this does not fit other pas-
sageswill be shown immediately ;
as for the passage in question,
such a rendering is forbidden by
the strictly cialectical and ge-
nuinely Aristotelian style of the
discussions from p. 217, b, 32 to
p. 218, a, 30.

4 Thus, besides the passage
given in the preceding note from
the Physics, the Eudemian K¢l
ii. 1, 1218, b, 83, introduces the
division of possessions into the
external and the spiritnal withthe
remark : kabdwep Bimpoduela ral
ép Tois ébwrepirois Adyors. Th the
parallel passage, £th. . 1. 8,
1098, b, 10, Aristotle says: he
wishes to speak about happiness
kal de Ty Aeyoucvov wepl abris,
by which, according to the con-
text, only the prevailing views
concerning  happiness ¢an be
meant. It is to these, therefore,
that the éfwr. Adyor of Eudemus
must also refer.

* This is ftrue especially of
Polit. vii. 1. 1523, a, 21 : vouloay-
Tas ofy ikards woAAS Aeyerfal ral
Tay €v Tois éfwrepikals  Adyois
wepl Tis aplorys (wijs xal viy xpr-
oréoy abrois. That by this he
does not mean mere oral expres-
sions of opinion in the conversa-
tions of daily life is clearly
shown by what immediately fol-
lows. For Aristotle continues : és
aAnbiés ~op mpds e wlov Swipeoty

12
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the writings referred to were of a more popular type
than our extant Aristotelian texts is made probable

ovlels GupiorBurioeer, ete. Tis
point may be stated thus: ¢ from
the arguments in the dtwrepirol
Adyor, it will be universally re-
cognised that the conditions of
happiness include not only exter-
naland bodily good things butalso
and pre-eminently spiritual good
things : although it istrue that in
common life weare wonttocontent
ourselves with far too smwall a pro-
portion of such spiritval good.
This line of reasoning necessarily
implies that the wrepiol Admyor
inquestion,withwhich {he current
opinion of society is said to bein
partial agreement, are not the
same as any form of expression
of that current apinion (cf, BER-
NAYE, Digl. d. Arist. 40). Then,
again, the words : mpds ye uiar 5i-
alpecv olBels dupioByrhoeicy point
to definite explanations, set down
in writing, not merely existing
in the intangible medinm of oral
conversation. It would be easier
to connect them with oral dis-
courses of Aristotle himself (as
OncrEN doesin Staatsl. d. Arist.
1. 44-59). We cannot, however,
base this view on the present
Aéyouer (together with the Suwp-
(bueba, Dol. iii. 6, 1278, b, 32),
since Aristotle mot only quotes
the writings of others very fre-
guently in this way, but not un-
Irequently even his own; of
Pol. vii. 13, 1832, a, §: daudr 5d
kel év Tols Afuols ; Phys, viii. 1,
251, a, 9: daudy 3H, ete. ( Phys.
iii. 1); De Celo, 1.7, 275, b, 21 ;
Adyos & év Tois mepl kwdhoews
(fo7iv) ; Metaph. v. 30 fin.; Adyos
e Todroy &y érepots ; ¥R vi. 3,
1189, b, 26; Howep wal &v Tois

GraAvTikols Aéyouer; ihid. 39:
doa EAda mpoubiope(dpeda v ~ois
Gredvricots.  And, on the other
hand, the viv ypnoréor adrois is
adverse to this explanation. That
is meant to designate what fol-
lows as something extracted from
the exoferic discourses; but Ari-
stotle wounld be far more likely to
use such a formula ifhe was quot-
ingsomething from & former work
than if he was merely repeating
in writing what he had already
orally delivered. This latter, from
the nature of the case, he must
have had occasion to do as often
a5 a modern university teacher
does it, The fact, then, that he
expressly mentions that he is
‘making an extract from the ekw-
Tepieol Adyor’ points, as in the
Di Ceelo, ii. 13, 295, a, 2,and
Meteor, iii. 2, 372, b, 10 (where
some of the writings which we
possess are quoted with the same

XxpnoTéoy) to an existing written :
work. Andan dwistotelion writ-

ing must be meant, since that
which follows out of the kaTep-
weol Adyor sounds perfectly Aristo-
telian, and forms a whole with
what Aristotle gives in his own
name (Husls 5é épotiper, 1. 38).
Lastly, although something si-
milar to that which is here guoted
from the étwr. Adyor is found in
some passages of the Efiwes (i
6 sqq. x. 6 sqq.), which Zeller,
in his second edition, brought
into connection with this quo-
tation, yet he now concedes
to Bernays (ibid. 71 8q.; ef.
ONCEEN, ihid. 43, 5; VAHLEN,
Arist. dufs. i1, 6) that Aristotle
wounld not by the designation
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both by the express distinction that is drawn between

¢twrepueol Adyar have mentioned
the Hthies, which in the Politics
he repeatedly quotes as 4ucd, and
puts in the closest connection
with them (#id. p. 127, n. 2, of
Zeller's 2nd ed.). Bernays' the-
ory (75 5qq.), that the first chapter
of theseventh book of the Politics
strikingly diverges from the nsnal
style of his scientific works, and
bears distinet traces of having
been extracted from a dialogue
can scarcely be supposed after
Vahlen's  forcible  objections
(Lrist. Aufs. ii)to beestablished;
Zeller, however, feels bound to
agree with Bernays that by the
‘ exoteric discourses’ iu this pas-
sage is meant a written work of
the philosopher’s which is lost to
us, and which Aristotle here seems
to follow pretty closely, for which
very reason he refers to it, and
not to the FEthies, though the
parallel passages in the latter
were closely connected with it
in meaning. — Less convincing
with regard to this, in spite of
what Bernays says to the con-
trary (ibid. 38, 51 sqq.), appears
to be Polit. iii. 86,1278, b, 30:
GAMG iy kel tfs Gpxds Tobs
Aeyousvavs Tpdrovs [the decmorela,
the olkovopurth, and the moririch
Gpx ] feBiov Biehely * kal ydp & Tois
éEwTepirols Adyars Giapi(bpeba mepl
abr@y moAAdiis. These words,
looked at in themselves, might
refer not only (as ONCKEN, ibid.,
suggests) to oral disquisitions,
but also (by taking the fuwp(fueba
as the collective *we’) to conver-
sations not connected with the
Bchool or even with scientific
philosophy. That Aristotle here
¢ refers to the éwr. Adyar, not for
the existence’ (more correctly

‘distinetion ’) ¢ of different kinds
of dominion, but for the ewact
timitation of their difference’
(as Beenays, p. 38 asserts), can-
not be inferred from the diopi(d-
peba, since this expression desig-
nates not only the exzact distine-
tion, the ‘carefully-weighed logi-
cal antithesis,” but any kind of
distinction whatever. ~ If we
compare with it the perfectly
analogous use of Adyouer, Sopi(-
dueba, &e., in the passages given
above (p. 115), we shall be pre-
pared to give the same meaning
to the wpildpeha here, and when
we have persnaded ourselves,
from other passages, that Aristotle
names certain writings Advyor ew-
Tepucol, the passage appears to
fit this interpretation. (And
there are certainly some ANy
the lost Aristotelian writings ia
which the distinction here
touched upon may have been
given; particalarly the moArruchs
and 1. Bagi\elus 1 v, supra, p. 58,
n. 1, and 60, n. 1).—The like is
true of Eeh, vi, 4 init.: Erepoy
8" éorl mainaes wal wpakis© wgTed-
ouey 8& mepl alriy ral Tois éfwrept-
Kkols Adyoss. The connection here
unquestionably allows us to sup-
pose that the words refer to
discussions in Aristotelian writs
ings of a character different from
that of the scientific works which
we possess, as for instanee the
Dialogue on the Poets or Gryilos ;
but that it forbids any other sup-
position Bernays (p. 39, 57 50.)
has not made out. If anyhody
wished to give to the passage,
instead of the narrow meaning
assumed by Bernays, the broader
one, ‘this has already been proved
in my other writings,’ neither the
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meaning of éfwrepucbs nor the
context would stand in his way,
since the rendering of the former
would be analogous to the ex-
amples quoted on p. 115, n. 1,
and as regards the latter the
question whether Aristotle here
refers to scientific or popular
writings, is indifferent. If, on
the other hand, we wished toun-
derstand the étwr. Adyor of the
Aeydueva— what issaid by others’
—we could parallel the expres-
sion by an appeal to Eudemus
(see preceding note). Bernays,
referring to this, finds it impos-
sible to believe that we are to
draw the explanation of such a
corner-stone of the Peripatetic
system as the connection of woi-
neis and wpakes, from the common
conversation . of well educated
persons: but if so, he ought to
find it no less absurd to draw
from the very same source an
explanation of the centre of
gravity of all Ethics, the notion
of EiBatuovia. And yet we find
in Eth.i. 8, init. incontestably :
crewTéoy 8% wepl abris . . . kal
ek v Aeyopuévwy wepl atrfjs.  This
may not mean that we are to seek
the scicntific definition of hap-
piness ¢ in the conversation of the
eduncated ; *but neither would this
be affirmed in Fih. vi. 4 init.
about that of woineis and wpdkis,
if we were to understand the
€éfwr. Adyor in this passage of the
Aeyduera. The appeal to wuni-
versal conviction would be to
" establish a genersl distinction of
molyoes from wpdkis; and this is
Aristotle’s way: 7@ op aiqber
mavra cvrgdel 7o Indpxorra ( Btk
i. 8).—Much more definitely may
we discern in Zth, i. 13,1102, a,
26 an intention of appealing to
some Aristotelinn writings in the

words : Adyerm 8& wepl abriis [se,
s Yuxis] xal év Tols éfwrepurcals
Adyois dprotyTws Eva kal xpnoTéor
ciTals, oloy Th pév BAoyor abris
elyer T 8¢ Adyor éExor. For
though it is by no means so
incredible as Bernays, p. 36,
believées, that the distinetion be-
tween the rational and the irra-
tional in the soul may have made
its way from the Flatonic school
into wider circles (Epicharmus,
at o mnch later period, comes
very near to it with his veds dpa,
&e.), and though it could scarcely
be said to be an actual impossi-
bility to interpret the words éer,
Méyor as referring to opinions
current outside the schiool, yet the
introdunetory words here too much
resemble those given above from
Polit. vil, 1, and the Adyerar
dpkoturws € kal piy xpnoTior
afrois here points too obviously
to written discussions, for us to
be able to refer this quotation
to mere Aeyduera. If it refers
to an Aristotelian work, this
must be cne of the lost writ-

ings—most probably the Hude-
mas 3 for the quotation does not

agree with II. Yuxis iii. 9, 432, a,
2% sqq., and this work weuld not
be eited Ly such areference, but,
as always in other places, by * év
Tols wepl Yuyis — Neither in
Meteph. =iii. 1, 1076, a, 28 (on
the Ideas as such he will only
speak arAds kat dooy piuov xdpw —
TebplAAnTal yap Td wohAa kal frd
Tav éfwrepdy Adyay) can we
understand by the ékwr. Adyor
oral discussions of others. It
must mean the work of Ari-
stotle himself, since this alone
could dispense him from a fuller
criticism of the doctrine of Tdeas :
and that we are to look for
such work neither in the philo-
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the exoteric and the scientific treatises,! and by the terms
that are nsed in describing the former.? TItisnotto be

sopher’s doetrinal discussions nor
in his strictly scientific writings
is suggested not only by the de-
signation éwr. Adyor, but also
by the wal (kal dmd 7. €t A,
by which the &wr, Adyor are dis-
tingnished from other not ezo-
teric Adyor, Still more clearly
does this appear from Eudemus,
when the latter, probably remem-
bering this , in Eth. 1. 8,
1217, b, 22 says likewise of the
Ideas: éréonemTas 5¢ woAAols wepl
abTol Tpdwais kel €y Tals éfwTepucaly
Adyats kal év rols rard grocodlav.
Cf. follewing note.

! This is indicated by the ex-
press statement in the passages
quoted in the preceding note,
especially from Polit. vii. 1, Lth,
i. 13, Metaph. xiii. 1, that certain
points have been sufficiently ex-
plained ¢ even in the exoteric dis-
courses : ' that is, inasmuch as we
should less expect such discus-
sions in them. Kudemus puts it
more definitely, by putting the
ékwrepikol Adyor (see preceding
note, fin.) in opposition to the
Adyor katd praogoplar. Since the
latter are scientifie inqguiries,
the former can only be popular
discourses ; and, since (as we have
seen) writings are meant by
them, they can only be popu-
lar writings., Now it might in-
deed appear that the eriticiem
of the doctrine of Ideas, to which
Fith, Eud. 1. 8, and  Megaph. xiii.
1, loe. cit. refer, would of all
things have been least suited for
popular writings; but we have
already seen on p. 76, n. 3, 56,
n, 2 med. that he opposed this
doctrine, with the greatest re-

solution, in the Dialogue on Phi-
losophy.

* Efwrepuchs in Aristotlemeans
(1) that which eaxists cutside,
the external; and (2) that
which goes out, refers to the
external. The word has the
former meaning when for in-
stance a foreign provinee is called
an etwrepich apxh (Polit. ii, 10,
1272, b, 19), or when hand and
foot are styled éfwrepixd uépn
(GFen. An. v. 6, 786, a, 26); to
these uses cf, the éwrepucd dyabs,
Pol. vil. 1, 1823, a, 25. In the
second meaning the expression
is used in the ecombination:
ekwrepikal mwpdkers (Pol. vil. 3,
1325, b, 22, 29). If now, in the
phrase éfwr. Adyot, we propose to
give it the firsgt meaning, we can-
not, by exoteric discourses, in
those passages where Aristotelian
writings of a particular class or
the inguiries contained in them
are meant, nnderstand such dis-
courses as lie outside the dis-
cussion in which they are referred
to as ‘other discourses’ (like the
wrepucwrépe oxélns and the #w-
fBev Adyor, p. 115, n. 1 and 3); nor
yet (as Bernays thinks in Digl. 4.
Ar. 92 sq,) such as do not enter
into the essence of a thing, but
are external to it (asp. 115, n. 2).
‘The latter meaning would not
suit, partly because this wounld
be a strange way of speaking of
¢ popular treatises,” partly because
it would not fit those cases in
which Aristotle again takes up in
later works, as being snitable and
adequate, what he had said in
ithe €twrepicol Adyor (as in the
passages of the Politics, Ethics,
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inferred either from the words #£w7epirol Adyor them-
selves, or from the surrounding facts, that Aristotle’s
Dialogues alone were meant, There may have been, and
in fact there appear to have been, other works also which
were adapted to the understanding of the general public.!

As to the later theories, the idea that the Master did
not intend his strictly scientific work for publication at all
is refuted by the contemporary-record of the complaints
that were made because he published them : 2 and the
idea that he designedly chose for them a style obscure
and unintelligible to the lay mind is disproved by the
visible  characteristics of the texts themselyes. The
truth is that, except in cases where we ought to con-
sider them as mere sets of notes for his own use, he takes
all manner of trouble to aid the reader, by the nse of a
strictly devised scientific terminology, by clear defini-
tions, by explanations and illustrations, by methodical
processes of thought, and by warnings against possible
obscurities, ambiguities or misconceptions. If it be true

nevertheless that there occur many particular points of

and Metaphysics given on p. 115, popular character was implied in
n. 4).. Such writings conld only the designation, but not directly
be called exoteric, in this uwse expressed in the adjective éfwre-
of the word, in the sense that pwds as such., When Eudemus
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difficulty, the reasons are to be found anywhere rather
than in the writer’s intention. Besides, it is obvious
that any such theory attributes to the philosopher a
very childish sort of mystification, wholly destitute of
any reasonable motive.

It does seem, however, to be frue that it was only a -
portion of his writings which Aristotle published, in the
sense of making express provision for their dissemination
to a wide circle of general readers. ~ Others which were
more closely connected with his oral teaching seem to
have been designed primarily for the nse of his scholars
as classbooks.! Tt wasin the case of the former only that
he took pains to cultivate that eloguence and artistie
completeness and that popular style of exposition for
which his‘ exoteric ’ works were famous. The sole aim
of the second set of texts was scientific investigation for
its own sale, and they were therefore distingnished by a
stricter logic and a less artistic dress. Tt seems that of
the former class by far the greater part, if not the whole,
consisted of those writings which Aristotle wrote hefore
the opening of the Peripatetic School at Athens, and
chiefly while he was still one of the Platonic circle: of
all of which nothing remains but a few fragments.? On

they were known and in use even
outside the Aristotelian school,
But it comes to very much the
same thing also if we start (as
Zeller prefers to do), with the
second meaning of &wrepueds, and
understand the éwr. Adyor to siz-
nify such works as were intended
for outsiders or for the general
publie, the same, in fact, as are
included in the terms Adyor énde-
Souévor or & wkowd yryvduevol,
That such writings were of amore

puts the Adyoe éwr. in opposi-
tion to those kara ¢ihomoplay
(see preceding note), we might
understand the latter to mean
‘such as were intended to serve
for scientific instraction ’; hut at
the same time there is nothing
against the translation ‘both in
those intended for the general
public and in the scientific trea-
tises.

! Of. p. 60,n. 1.

2 Cfp 22,101,112, n. 3.

! But without our having to
suppose that they were forbidden
to communicate them to others.

2 +In this sense’, says Prof,
Zeller, ¢T had already expressed
myself in the second edition,
p. 98, as to the probable state of
facts with regard to the distine-
tion between exoteric and eso-
teric writings. On the other
hand, I then believed that,in the
Aristotelian passages which men-

tion the étwrepical Adyoi, T could
everywhere translate that phrase
as meaning such discussions as
do not belong to the sphere of
the inquiry actually under in-
vestigation, (Thus also BCHWEG-
LER, Geseh. d. griech. Phil. 194.)
I have now rejected this opi-
nion, and think that the general
meaning of éfwrepinds, to de-
signate something external, or re-
lating to the external, is more



122 ARISTOTLE

such a theory there may have been a great difference in
form between the ‘exoteric’ and the ‘acroatic’ texts,

appropriate. Tt follows that even
in the combination éfwrepikol Ad-
you this expression will apply not
only to such discussions as lie
outside a specified subject (as
p- 115, n. 1), or are concerned only
with what is external to it (p.
115, n. 23, but also to such as
are current outside a particular
circle (p. 113, n. 3), or such as
are intended for outsiders (p. 115,
n. 4). According as we begin
from this or that passage in
Aristotle, and extend the mean-
ing of the expression in that
particular passage to all the other
eases, we et this or that render-
ing of the éfwr. Adyor. This is
the explanation of the fact that
even now there are the most
diverse opinions on the matter.
Of these, the farthest removed
from the explanation which has
prevailed since the time of An-
dronicus, which understands by
this expression a particnlar class
of Aristotelian writings, is the
supposition of MADVIG (Exc. vii.
on C1¢. De Fin.), PRANTL (Arist.
Plysik, p. 501, 32), SPENGEL
(* Arist. Studien,” 4bk. d. bayr.
Akad. x, 181 5q.), FORCHEAMMER
(Arist. und die exoter. Reden,
cf. particularly pp. 15, 64), and
SUREMIHL (Philol. Anz. v. 674
8q.), that only the conversations
of non-philosophical eircles are
designated by the éfer. Adyor
Rather nearer to it are RAVAIS-
SON (Mitaph. d'Arist. 1. 209 sq.)
and THUROT ( Btudes sur Aristote,
209 5q.), who understand by them
such dialectic discussions (in con-
tradistinction to the strietly scien-
tific), as proceed by arguments
wpbs SdZav, occurring ejther in

Aristotelian writings, or in the
oral disputations of the school.
These, in their view, may be
called exoteric, either because
they always have to deal with
something foreign to the matter
(cf. the &wand &ow Adyos, Anal. i.
10, 76, b, 24), or because they
always treat the subject exter-
nally. GrOTE (dristotle, 63 sqq.)
agrees with them, except that,
besides the Aristotelian Dia-
logues and some extracts from
the acroamatic works, he thinks
conversations outside the school
are referred to. In like manner
(though with the exclusion of
conversations outside the school)
UepERWEG (Gesch. d. Phil, 1.
143, 5th ed.), ONCKEN (Staatsl.
d. Awist. 1. 43 sq.) refersthe term
to oral discussions, allied to the
scientific lectures in which the
gtwr, Adyo: are mentioned, but
of a different class from them.
Om the other hand RITTER ( Gesch.

d. Phil, iii. 21 saq.) holds more -

closely to the statements of the
ancient writers about the two
classes of Aristotelian pupils and
writings, in assaming (p. 29)
that all the strictly scientific
works were only written by Ari-
stotle as a help to his lectures
and were only published, at a
later period, by himself or his
pupils, and perhaps at first only
for the latter; whereas the re-
maining writings (which are lost
to us), were designed for the use
of cultured persons and might, to-
gether with any corresponding lec
tures, be called exoteric. A like
position is held, in the main, by
BerNAYs (Digl. d. Arist), who
by the exoterje discourses under-
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and it may be very true that the matter of the former was
less advanced than the systematic doctrine of the Master,
as we have it from his riper years; but it is entirely
beside the mark to suggest that he sought in either the
one case or the other to conceal his opinions or to with-
draw them from the reader’s eye.

Tt is not only, however, the distinction noted between
these ¢ published* or ‘exoteric’ books and the others,
which points to the conclusion that the extant, closely
reasoned writings of Aristotle were written primarily for
his scholars, as classbooks only. In the texts them-
selves there are many indications which it is hard to
reconcile with the idea that they were really published,
in the full sense of the word, during Aristotle’s lifetime.

In the first place there is the remarkable circum-
stance! that a book which is cited in another nevertheless

stands such lectures chiefly.
Heirz ( Verl, Schr. d. Ar. 122
sqq.), thongh agreeing with him
in substance, prefers to give the
expression (with reference to
Phys. iv. 10 init.)) the broader
meaning, and to make it imply a
point of view farther removed
from true science. BoxITZ (Ind.
Arist. 104, b, 44 sqq. ; Zeitschrif-
ten fir ostr. Gymn, 1866, 776
sq.) takes a similar view. STAHR
(Awistoteliae, ii. 239 sqqg., cf.
especially 275 sq.), and BRANDIR
(Gr.-rim. Phil. ii. b, 101 sag.)
express themselves less decidedly
—the former believing that by
the exoteric writings are meant
partly those in which semething
was treated merely in passing,
partly and principally those
which did not essentially belong
to the systematic connection of

the philosophical writings, such
as the Dialogues, partly a special
manner of philosophising; the
latter broadly identifying the
exoteric writings with the popu-
lar ones, but abstaining from
further definition of them or
of the expression * exoteric
discourses.” THOMAS (De Arist.
ékwr, Adyors) stands quite isolated
with his strange whim of looking
for Aristotle’s exoteric discourses
in the greater Etkics. Space does
not permit me 4 more searching
examination of these various
suppositions; the principles on
which it would be based are
contained in what has been said
above. STAHR, ibid., gives all
the earlier references which bear
upon the question.’

! RITTER (iii. 29) and BrAN-
pis (il. b, 113) have already
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cites that other book itself: or that an earlier treatise
speaks of an inquiry as already completed, and yet a
later treatise says it is in contemplation only. These
cases are not rare. The Topics is frequently cited in the
Analytics,! and yet cites the latter four times.® All four
may belong to a later-written portion of the Topies, but
at any rate they cannot be later than the Analytics, in
which these same books are cited as well as the earlier
onex® When the Physies refers us back to discussions
which, as we know them, exist only in the Metaphysics,
it might be said that the reference is to a section which
existed as a separate treatise before the Metaphysics was
compiled ; * but it cannot be doubted that the zoological
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tract cited in the De Celo! was written later than that
work.?2 The Meteorology refers to the De Sensu:? and
yet in its own preamble it described itself as the close
of the series of investigations as to inorganic nature, afier
which the works on Animals and Plants were to be taken
up. The Natural History quotes the book on Plants,
which is spoken of in texts that are demonstrably later
as being still unwritten.* The same treatise on Plants
is referred to in an early section of the IIepi Cdwv
yevéosews as already existing, and in a later one as yeb
to come.” The lost book on Food is quoted in the

noted this and explained in a
similar way.-

VO pe 67, 0. 1. BoXITE
(Ind. Arist. 102 sq.) gives the
passages on which the following
explanation is based, so far as
they have not been expressly
cited here.

2 VII. 3, 153, a, 21 éx tviver
B¢ Bl koraokevd(ew [sc. ouAioyio-
uby Bpov] BwpieTar péy dv érépors
axptBéorepoy (cf. Anal. Post. ii.
13), viii. 11, 162, a, 11: pavepby
8 éx rav dvervricdy (Anal. Pr. il
9, viil, 13, 162, b, 32: b & &
apxfl . . . TEs aiTeiTal & EpwTir,
Kkat’ GAfOeiar wev &y Tols draluTikols
[Anal. Pr.ii. 18] efpnral, rard
Sokay 8¢ piv Askréor, ix. 2 (Soph.
El), 165, b, 8: mept uév oly tér
amobekTina@y [Sc. gvAdoywuav] év
Tols GvaluTikois elpyTou,

2 Apal. Pr. ii. 15, 64, a, 36
(Eare B8 30 EAAwr SpuTiudTwr guAs
AoyloacBear Bdrepor 4 s dv Tais
Tomikois éAéxln Aafetr) refers to
Pop. viii., and Anal. Pr.ii. 17, 65,
b, 16 (émep elpyrar kal év Tals

Tomikols) to the passage Top. ix
4, 167, b, 21, with which what
follows is also closely connected,

*In Phys 1. & 191, Db, 2
Aristotle remarks, after a discus-
sion on the possibility of coming
into existence : efs pév 8% Tpdmwas
ovTes, BAA0S B 071 evliexeTm TaiTa

Adyewr rarh Thy Sovepy ral Thy -

Svepyeiay * Tolro § &y EAAows Budpi-
orae 8¢ axpiBelas wairov. This
reference is most probably to a
passage in the Metaphysics (for
to refer it to owme of the lost
writings is forbidden by the fact
that Aristotle is not accustomed
in other places to quote these
latter, as he cites the dogmatic
writings, with the simple é&
Gaxoes ; cf. p. 108, n, 3). Inthe
Metaph., however, it nof only
agrees with ix. 6 sqq.; but also
with v, 7, 1017, a, 25 sgg. ie
the treatise Iepl 70U wooayws,
cf. p. 76, n. 8. The same is true
of Gen. ef Corr. ii. 10, 336, b,
29, as compared with Melapl.
v, 7.

1

De Somne 3 ¢ in the later
Generation of Animals, it is
There is a similar relation
these same tracts and one

! De Ceelo, 1i. 2, 284, b, 13:
if the world had a right and left
side, it would also be obliged to
have an above and below, a before
and behind ; Sudpidral uév ol wepl
TobTwy €y Tois mepl Tas Tav (GPuv
wwioes (Tngr. An. 2, 704, b, 18,
s0q. thid. ¢ 1 s8q.) 8@ T Tis
dimews oieia TS Selvwy elrar,

¢ This is proved not only from
Meteorol. i. 1 fin. but also because
the History of Animals and T
(gwv poptwy are guoted ; see Tnd.
Arist. 100, a, 55 5q.

3 JII. 2 fin.: Eorw B wepi
TolTwy huiy Teewpnuéroy €v Tols
wepl Tas alobhoes Bervopévois (e
Sensu, 3) 3id 76 uer Adywuer, Tois
8 @s dmdpyouot ypmowuete atTiv,
Still more clearly must we, in
Meteor. ii. 8, 859, b, 21, refer
the efpprac & BAAos to  De
Sensu, 4.

* H An. v. 1, 539, 8, 20:

works on the Parts and
promised as in the future.”
of cross reference between
of the lesser physiological

Gomep elpyrar év T fewple TH wepl
pvrar, On the other hand this
compogition, as has been shown
onp. 93, n. 1,is first promised
in works which on their part
quote in many places the History
of Animals, De Tita et M., Part.
An., and Gen. An.

5 1. 23, 731, a, 29: &adAa wepl
pév furdv éy érépuis éméonemTar,
On the other hand v. 3, 783, b,
23: &AA& wept pey TolTwr (the
falling of the leaves in winter)
€y dAAois Td alrior Aexteor (cf. 1.
1, 716, a, 1: wepl piv oy Purar,
atTe kel alTa ywpls émokemTeor,
and p. 93, n. 1).

5 C. 3, 456, b, 5: elpnrar 3¢
mepl TolTay év Tols wepl Tpods.

T Cf. p. 92, and on the chro-
nological relation of the writings
1L éwvou, T (buv poplwy, TI. (dur
~yevégews, see BoNITE, fud, Arist.
108, a, 16 sqq., 55 sqq.
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texts,! making it impossible to say which comes before
the other. The tract on the Parts of Animals is cited
once in that on the Motion of Animals, which it cites
three times itself.?

How are we to treat this peculiarity ? Are we so to
pervert the formula of reference in all these cases as to
read what ostensibly refers to an earlier writing as if it
were only an indication of something intended in a later
one ¥ This would be negatived by the number of cases in
which the phenomenon recurs—itself a notable fact—and
also by the circumstance that in several cases the assump-
tion of the later treatise as a thing already in existence is
too intimately interwoven with the tenor of the passage
to allow the change? The like reasons stand equally
against the theory that these abnormal references crept
into the text after Aristotle’s death.* But thereis a far

1 T (wfjs xal favdTov, together
with the connected IL avamwois,
cf. p. 91 =q.

: Ingr. An. 5, 706, a, 33:
many animals have the front and
hind parts near one another, ofoy
Td Te paddriz kal T& oTpouBddn
Téy boTpaxelépuer. elpyrar Gt wepl
TolTwy wpoTepoy v érépois (Part.
An. iv. 9, 684, b,10 sqg., 84, where
the same is said of the uaidrd
Te kal cTpouPadn Té@y doTparadép-
uoy). On the other hand, Port.
An. iv. 11, 690, b, 14: # & alria
THs amodlas abrav (of snakes)
elpmTau év Tois wepl Tiis wopelas Tav
(gar (c. B, TO8, a, 9 sqr.) Suwpir-
weyos, Ihid, 692, a, 16: mept 8¢
Tis Tév keuTiAwy kduews év Tols
w‘sp?. 'ﬂ.'opefas (G. 'f, 707, b, e Sqq.)
wpdrepoy émépwemTar ko[ wepl
wmdyrav. With reference to the
same passage, iv. 13, 696, a, 11:

7 & olTwov év Tois wepl mopelns kal
kwfioews Téy (dov elpyTar

3 Thus Zop. vil. 3, 153, a,
24, where two lines would have to
be thrown out in order to remave
the reference, and Meteorol. iii.
2 fin. (p. 125, n. 3), where
the d&s dwdpxouot, xpioducto
plainly shows that the reference
is not to a foture exposition.
Still more violent than the
changes of text here contested is
the resource (4o Libr. Ord, 118
sq.) of giving to elpyrar, when
necessary, the meaning of pnfg-
cerar, and of denying the
reference to the future in expres-
sions like els éwelvoy Tdy Kaipdy
Geraicelr o,

* Besides the passages given
in the vpreceding note, this
sugpestion seems especially ob-
jectionable in De Cwlo, ii. 2 (vid.

. s p———— | R,
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simpler explanation, if it be true that he did not at once
publish those books in which we find references to later
texts as already written, but used them for a time only
among his scholars and in connection with his oral
lectures. In such manuscripts addenda would be in-
troduced—and among them references to works written
later would come in from time to time. If the author
was never able to give to such a work any final revigion
for the purpose of publication, it might well happen
that in one place a reference would stand in its origin-
ally correct form, as toa future work, though in another
passage of the same or an earlier text a note might
have been incorporated which spoke of the same work
as already written. The same theory will explain the
fact that the Pulitics—which we have every reason to
consider as a book never finished by Aristotle, and
published inits unfinished form after his death'—is cited
in the Rhetoric, along with the Poefics,® which is itself
gpoken of by the Politics in the future tenge. * The fact
is that Aristotle had written a part of the Polities before

he wrote the Rhetoric and Poetics. Therefore he could
call the Poetics a future book in the Polities, and yet
quote a passage of the Politics in the Rhetorie. If he

supra, p. 125, n. 1) since the el
8¢ 3l xai T ovpard, &e. (line 18)
corresponds with the Biudpioror
wev ofiv (line 13).  The whole pas-
sage from Sudporar to efhoyor
brapxew év abrg (line 20), could
be dispensec with, and it wounld
all have to be taken as a post-
Aristotelian interpolation.

L Cf. émfra, ch, xiil.

* The FPolitics 1. 8, 13686, a,
21 (BupiBuwrar yap v Tols moAiri-

iois wepl Tobrwr), the Poetics fre-
quently, eid. supra p. 102, n. 1.

# VIIL 7, 1341, b, 39: on the
‘ catharsis ' vl wiv amA@s, wdAw &
€y Tols wepl momTikhs Epoduer
vagerTepoy, which, as Bernays
(Adh. d. hist. phil. Ges. in
Breslaw, p. 139) rightly supposes,
probably refers to a lost section
of our Postics, and not to one of
the Polities (HEITZ, Verl. Schr,
100 sq.).
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had published the Rhetorie, he could not in it bave:

referred as he did to the unpublished Politics.!

The closing words of the Topics * seem to indicate
that Aristotle’s treatises were meant primarily for his
scholars. Addressing his readers, he bespeaks their
indulgence or their thanks for the theory he has un-
folded to themp? referring specially to those who have
heard his lectures. This does not imply that our Topics
are only the lecture notes of the Master, or the note-
book of one of his hearers. Such a view is negatived
both by the wording of the passage* and by the fact
that in later writings he often refers to the Topies
himself® in words which cannot be explained away as
relating either to a lost book of his own or to another
author. Such an address would be out of place in a
work which was tendered to an unlimited cirele of
readers by formal publication, but it is entirely natural
if the Topics was then issued only to Aristotle’s scholars

! It is more difficult to ex-
plain the strange fact that Rhef.
iil. 1, 1404, b, 22 speaks of the
actor Theodorus as if he were
still living and acting, whilst
Polit. viii. 17, 1336, b, 27 treats
him as one belonging to the past.
But here the question arises,
whether we possess, in the third
book of Rhetorie, the work of
Aristotle himself, or the work of
a later writer, who, in this pas-
sage, which seems to be in the

genuine style of Arisiotle, may

have used ome of his -earlier
works, CL p. 72, n. 2.

: Soph. El. 33 fin.: Aristotle
had no predeecessor for his theory
of demonstration; e & gaivera:
fracapdvaws Sty . . . Exear §) uéfodos

iravéss mape Tas dAAas wpayuaTeins
Tas ek mapaddoews niinuévas, Aovrhy
by el warrar fpay 4 Tér Hkpoa-
pévwy Epyov Tols uiv TapaAehempué-
rois THs pelddov ovyyprduny Teis
edpnuévots moANy Exer ydpiv.

3 Bome DMSS. read, instead of
duiv and fude, Hpiy and Hude ; but
Aristotle could not possibly have
included himself among those
whom he thanks, and to whom
he apologises.

* Which distingnishes among
the readers the *#kposudéror’
from the rest; only by siriking
out the # before Tar frpoaudvwr
could we get a simple address
to listeners, but the MS88. all have
it.

5 Ind, Arist, 102, a, 10 sqq.
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as a memorial of the contents of his lectures or as an
auxiliary to them.! That this was true of some of his
books, must be inferred from other passages also. The
synopsis of varying meanings of words, which now forms
the fifth book of the Metaphysics, could mnever have
been published by Aristotle in its present form as a
glossary without beginning or end. It can only have
been placed in the hands of his scholars simply as an
aid to his teaching. Yet he often refers to it, and
that even in texts earlier than the Metaphysics.? The
same argument applies to the often-cited anatomical
texts,® which must have been limited to a narrow circle
because of the drawings which were an essential part of
them. If it be true, however, that writings which
Aristotle cites were published only to his scholars, it
follows that the same must be true of those in which
these citations occur; for no one could in a published
book refer to an unpublished one, or say that a subject
not gone into was fully explained in an inaccessible
tract. :

The same theory by which we explain the group of
peculiarities already noticed, will explain others also.
The trick of carelessness in style which is so often re-
marked, the repetitions which surprise us in an expo-
sition otherwise compact, the insertions which upset a
naturally well-ordered movement of thought are all
explained most easily if we suppose that the author
never put the finishing touches to the writings in ques-
tion, and that various matters were at the time of the

! As Stahr, ibid., has sup- # About which see p. 89,
posed. n, 1.
* Cf pp. 76, 1. 3, 124, n, 4.

VOL. I, K



130 ARISTOTLE

posthumous publication added to the original text either
from parallel copies or from the author’s notes.! This
theory becomes extremely probable when, as in the
books On the Soul? we find throughont considerable
sections clear ftraces of a double recension, without any
reason to say that either recension is not Aristotle’s.?
The same kind of argument would apply also to the
Polities and Metaphysics, bubt as to these we have
independent grounds for the belief that they remained
unfinished, and were only published after his death.t
If this be so, a further inference is forced on us; for we
must conclude that if a certain book was a posthumous
publication only, all which refer to it in such a way as
to show that they follow it in the series cannot have
been issued in Aristotle’s life. This line of argument,
even if we could apply it with high probability to
nothing more than the De Anima, would take us s long
way ; for that work is cited in many of the books on
natural philogophy.?

The scope and the modifications of this theory as to
the way in which the Aristotelian books were produced,
can only be settled by a detailed examination of the indi-

1 A supposition which a number *Cf p. 89, n. 2. It maybe

of scholarshave beenled to adopf,
with various particnlar modifica-
tions: thus RITTER, iii. 29 (edd.
supra, p. 121, n. 2 mid.); BRAN-
DI85, ii. b, 113 ; UEBERWEG, Gesch.
d. Phil, i. 174, eighth ed., SUsE-
MIHL, Arist. Poét. p. 1 sq., BER-
NAaYs, Arist, Politik, 212, 1tis also
probable that Aristotle, instead of
weriting, nsnally dictated: which
would account for many of their-
regularities of style, such as the
lengthy and involved anacolutha. -

otherwise with the repetitions
and disarrangements of the con-
nection in the Ethics, especially
bks. 5-7. Cf. p, 97, n. 1.

¥ As in Bk, vii, of the Physics,
on which Spengel has written in
Abk, d. Milnch. Alad. iii. 2, 805
8qq. CL.PRANTL, Ayist. Phys. 337,

: * CL p. 76, n. 3, and infra, Ch.

xiii., indt.

¢ Vid, supra, p. 98,n. 2; Ind.
A7. 102, b, 60 sqq.
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vidual texts. But the peculiarities above referred to,
the reference to a class of published or ¢ exoteric* works,
the habit of citing later books in earlier ones, the tricks
of repetition and disorder which indicate the absence of
the author’s final revision—all these extend through
almost the whole of the extant Corpus. From this and
from the fact that, though the Topics and the De Anima
were apparently written only for Aristotle’s pupils,
yet they are frequently cited by later treatises,! it seems
very probable that the whole of our Corpus, so far as it
is genuine, consists of books which were produced in
connection with the teaching in the Lyceum, were
intended at first for Aristotle’s pupils only, and were
made generally accessible by formal publication only
after the master's death. Of the great majority of them
1t may also be assumed, not only from their contents,
but also from their express internal correlation that
Aristotle is in them working up in writing what he had
already given his pupils by way of oral lectures,® though
it is also likely that when they came to be published
by third parties explanations were added and whole
passages interpolated from Aristotle’s papers or his
other lectures.” A few of the texts may have served him
asaids in his teaching, without being themselves matter
of lecturing.* One of the books of the Mefaphysics®

! Cf. p. 129 and 130.

* Cf. what has been remarked
on p. 128 sg. with zregard
to the closing words of the
dopics.

2 As, from what has been
said on pp. 76 and 130,
seems to have been the case

in ‘the Metaphysics and the De
Anima. !

! Like the.composition IIepl
Toi wogaxds (cf. p. 76, n. 3, at p.
77). One is inclined to think
the same of the ’Avaropal,

5 The twelfth, of. same note,
at p. 78.

k2
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seems to have been a plan for a lecture course, though
not intended, in its present shape, for communication
to his pupils, This, however, cannot well be true of
any great portion of the extant writings. That theory
is exeluded in the first place by the all-pervading
system of cross references, which both in number and
in manner go far beyond anything that Aristotle
could have wanted for himself.! Again it is negatived
by the fact that, in spite of all the defects already
referred to, these works are from a literary point of
view far more carefully worked up than they wonld
have been if they were merely sketches for the lecturer's
own use. Then again, the unusual recurrence of formulse
of introduction, transition and conclusion, shows that
the author is writing, not for himself, but for others.?
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Another unlikely theory! is that which suggests

‘that the whole or a great part of our Corpus consists of

transcripts in which Aristotle’s pupils had set down the
contents of his lectures. We have seen that they are
in all probability closely connected with the lecture
courses.” But whether they are a mere transeript of
these, or a free working-up of the same matter, whether
they were designed to repeat as correctly as might be
the words of the master, or to leave us a spiritual re-
production of his thoughts, whether in fine they were
written by his pupils or by himself, is a very different
question. The note-theory may rely on the suggestion
that it would explain the carelessness of the methods of

! Bk. xii. of the Metaphysics
has in the first half none at all,
and in the second, which is
worked out much more fully
(since the 8édewcras, ¢. 7, 1073,
a, b, relates to ¢. 6, 1071, b, 20), a
single reference (c.8, 1073, a,32:
Sébectar &' év 7Tols guaikels wepl
Tovrwy). It is otherwise in most
of the other works. 5till more
decisive, however, is the form of
the references. No one uses for
himself expressions like the
dauty mentioned in p. 115, n. 4, or
eircumstantial formulas, like &
Te tis loroplas Tis wepl Ta, (Fa
davepdy kel Ty dwaToudy kal
torepay Aexbficerar v Tois wepl
~yeverews ( Part. dn. iv. 10, 689,
a, 18), and the like (the Ind. A,
97, b, sqq. furnishes examples), or
like those guoted on p. 115.

? To this class belongs the
conclusion of the Zopics (see p.
128, n. 2); the »iv B¢ Adymuer

(Soph. Fl. c. 2, fin.; Metaph. vii.
12, init., xiil, 10, 1086, b, 16 and
supra), domep  Aéyouer, Gomep
ehéyouer (Lth. N, vi. 3, 1139, b,
26, Metaph.iv. 5,1010, a, 4, Bt
i 1, 1055, a, 28 and supra),
kabdrep émhibouer (Metaph. x. 2,
indt., xiil. 2, 1076, b, 89), rafdrep
Sreindpeta (Metaph, vil. 1, init),
& Buwplogpey, év  ols Biwpiodueta,
To Stwptopeva quiv (Metaph. 1. 4,
985, a, 11, vi. 4, fin., 1. 7, 1028, a,
1), 8fiAov fuiv (Rhet. 1. 2, 1356, b,
9, 1857, a, 29), vebedpnrar AHuiv
ikavas wepl abroy (Metaph. i. 3,
983, a, 33): cf. also those sen-
tences in which what has been
discussed before is summed up,
and what is going to be treated
is announced (e.g. Wetaph. xiil. 9,
1086, a, 18 sqn., Rhet. 1. 2, 15586,
b, 10 sqq.; Seph. El. c. 33, 183,
a, 383 sqq.; Mefeorel. init.),
ONCKEN (Staatsl. d. dr., 1. 58)
cites, from the Nicom. Fihics and

the Politics alone, thirty-two pas-
sages with suchformulas, No one
will believe that Aristotle wonld
have had to write down ail such
expressions in his lecture-boak,
like a man beginning to teach,
who is not sure of a single
word.

' OXCEEN, thid. 48 sqq. fol-
lowing SCALIGER. O. there re-
marks (62 sq.) that he thinks
he has only made this supposition
probable with regard to the
Eihies and Politics, but his
reasons would hold equally for
the majority of our Aristotelian
writings,

2 Oncken, in proof of this,
rightly appeals, besides other
passages (p. 89 sq.), to those
passages of the Fthics in which
an audience is spoken of : Ak, i
1, 1095, a, 2, 11 : &b vis woArTinds
ot &ore olkelos arpoaths & véos . . .
wepl pév GipoaTol . . . Teppoyutdo e
rogatiTa., Jhid. ¢. 2, 1095, b, 4:
Bib Bel rols Edeowy Axfas rwoAds Td¥

wEPL o TEY TOMTIKGY GkovTdperor,
(Fth. x. 10, 1079, b, 28, 275 vii.
5, 1147, b, 9, are not relevant
here; and Pol.vii. 1, 1323, b, 39 :
€Tépas ydp EoTw Epyor oxXOATS
TabTe, only means “this be-
longs to  another inguiry.)
Oncken further proves that, in
referring on any point to other
works, only such expressions are
used as are suited to a person
who is speaking, such as elpyros,
Aewréoy, HAAos Adyos, &c.; but
such langnage was certainly used
in referring to mritings (like the
Problems and the Zwrepucol Adyou,
see above, p. 96, and p. 115, n. 4),
and is often so used in cur ewn
days. He also refers to the title
woheriedy Gipdages (ap. DI0G. v.
24) ; guoueh axpiamis is likewise
universally used for the Physios
(wvid. supr. p. 81, n. 2); but since
we do not know with whom these
titles originate, not much can be
inferred from them.
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statement.! But on closer inqguiry, this argument-

comes to nothingz. For it is not here a question of any
such defects as commonly arise in the redaction of
well-ordered lectures badly reported, through omissions
and repetitions and the erroneous piecing together of
the broken argument. It is more a question of peculi-
arities of style not restrained by the writer, which are
too characteristic and too constant in their character to
allow us to make chance and the errors of third persons
answerable for them.? Such an origin might be thonght
possible if they appeared in some books and not in
others. But as they in fact extend, though in varying
degrees, throngh the whole, they can only be ascribed

to Aristotle himself. The

' And this is the chief
ground on which Onecken bases
his  opinion. The defects of
our texts are most easily ex-
plained ¢ from the natural defects
of a peripatetic monologue’
(he says, p. 62), <hastily copied
in and badly edited from the
note-books of the audience,’

? With these must be
reckoned the formation of the
sentences (searchingly inves-
tigated by BoNITz, drist. Stud.
. 3 sqq.) especially the ex-
planations, often of consider-
able length, which are parenthe-
tically introduced, and the ana-
colutha consequent on this; the
frequent use or absence of certain
particles (preofs of which are to
be found in EUCKEN, De Arist.
Tlicendi Ratione, and in Bonitz’s
notice of this work in the Zisehr.
J. d. bstr. Gymn. 1866, 304 sqq.),
and similar points. The same is
the true view as to the questions

very style and form of the

oceurring so often in all Avisto-
telian writings, which are put at
one time in simple form, at
another (as in De .n. 1. 1, 403,
b, 7 sqq., Gen. et Corr. ii. 11, 337,
b, 5, and in the passages ex-
plained by Boxirz, Arist. Stud.
ii. 16 sq., ibid. 6, 338, b, 30) in a
disjunctive form, but are not
answerec. That such unanswered
questions couldnot have ocenrred
in a composition (ONCKEN, ibid.
61), one cannot allow — how
many, for instance, are found,
only to mention one modern
writer, in Lessing | Neither can
one admit the supposition (ibid.
59), that they were answered, in
oral discourse, by the audience or
the teacher. They seem to be,
both in Aristotle and Lessing, a
very natural diversion of an
acute and lively Dialectic, which
would have been more likely to
be removed than retained by any
reporter.

-
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writings therefore afford a strong indication that not

On]j: their contents but their language is Aristotle’s own.
A like conclusion follows also (as we have seen') from
the series of cross references; for in a lecture a man
might allude to one or two past courses, but could
hardly refer to a whole series of lectures widely distant
in date, as to which he could not assume that the details
were in the memory of his present audience.? It seems
moreover that in many cases, ag in the Natural Philo-
sophy, the matter of the various treatises goes too closely
into detail for the purposes of oral teaching. Such
lectures would have taxed the attention and memory of
the most zealous hearer, and it is difficult to see how

they could have been franscribed so perfectly® Yet
these treatises stand on no different footing from the

rest.

We learn that Theophrastus and Eudemus in their
Analytics followed Aristotle, not only in the general
plan, but in details,* and we can bring' proof that these
followers adopted word for word several passages of the
extant Metaphysics.® Eudemus adopted the Ethies of

} See pp. 128, 131.

% Note, in relation to this
point, how one and the same
composition is freguently re-
ferred to in the most remote
places, and how, on the other
hand, the most widely differing
texts are cited inthesametreatise.
Thus the Physics, D¢ Cwlo, Gen.
et Corr., Meteor., De Anima, De
Sensu, Part. An., are quoted in
many passages of the Metaphysics
and in the Ethics; the books on
Generation and Corruptionin the
Meteorology, Metaphysics, De

Awima, De Sensu, Part. An.,
Gen, An.; the Metaplysics quote
the Analytics, Physics, De Celo,
Lithics, the éxhoyh) Tav dvarrioy
inthe fhetorie, the Topics, dnaly-
tics, FPolitics, Poetice, and the
@eoléxTein are quoted.

¢ The notion of formal dicta-
tion can bardly be suggested,
but if it were, it would imply
that our Arvistotelian writings
were the work of Aristotle him-
self and not his pupils’ notes.

t CF p. 67.

® Cf.p. 78, . 1.
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Aristotle, and still more the Physics,' often verbally,
into his own corresponding texts. We actually possess
letters in which Eudemus consults Theophrastus as to
the text of a particular passage and receives his answer.?
These facts clearly justify Brandis’ remark,? that the
fashion in which Aristotle’s followers clung to the
master’s writings presupposes that they were dealing
wibh his actual words. As to the Topies in particular,
it has been already proved that it is not a mere tran-
script by another hand, but that on the contrary it
bears to be and must have been the work of Aristotle
(see p. 128). '

If it be true that the philosophical works of Ari-
stotle had not yet passed at his death beyond the circle
of his personal hearers, this circumstance would make
it also intelligible that they might for a long time,
even after his death, have been withheld from general
publicity, or that they might even by an unlucky acei-
dent have been lost to the Peripatetic School. And,
according to a curious and well-known story, such an

“accident was said to have occurred, involving, as was
supposed, the loss for two centuries of the texts of
Aristotle.

! See the section dealing with  Phys. v. 2, 226, b, 14, and are
Eudemus, etc., infra, Ch. xix.,, found in SiMPL. Phys. 216 a,

and notes thereon. Sehol, 404, b, 10,
2 These have reference to 3 Go-vom, Phil. ii, b, 114.
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CHAPTER III
FISTORY AND ORDER OF THE WORKS OF ARISTOTLE

STtrABO and Plutarch say that the works of Aristotle
and Theophrastus passed, at the death of the latter,
to his heir, Neleus of Scepsis, and that they were
stowed away in a cellar by the heirs of Neleus, dis-
covered only in the early part of the last century B.C.
by Apellico of Teos in a decayed condition, brought by
him to Athens and thence by Sulla as spoils of war to
Rome, where they were afterwards used and republished
by Tyrannio and Andronicns.! From this story the
writers named argue that to the Peripatetics who
followed Theophrastus, not only the master’s chief works,
but also his trne philosophical system was unknown,
but they do not tell ms whether this allegation is
grounded on their own opinion, or on definite evidence,

! The date of thisedition must and Atticus (Cre. Ad Qu. Fr. 1i.5,
have fallen somewhere about Ad A7 iv. 4,8). His work at

the middle of the last century
B.C. Foras Tyrannio was in B.C.
71 taken prisoner in Amisus and
released by Murena (cf. ZELLER,
Ph. d. Gr., pt.iii. a, 550, 1), he
could hardly have settled in
Rome before Lucullus’ return to
Rome (66 B.0.). We know that
he was even at the time of his
capture a scholar of renown,
that he was instructing in B.C.
57 the sons of Cicern, and had
some intercourse with the latter

Rome could not, therefore, have
extended very far beyonc the
middle of the century, even
though he perhaps lived on into
the last third of it. (He died ac-
cording to Suid. s v. ympaws, in
the third year of an Olympiad
the number of which has un-
fortunately been miswritten.)
About Andronicus cf. ZELLER,
Ph. d. Gr., pt. iil. a, 549, 3, and
above, p. 49, n. 6.



138 ; ARISTOTLE

and if so, what the nature of the evidence might be.-
Later critics found in the tale a welcome explanation of
the incompleteness and irregularities of the existing
Corpus.® 1If in truth the case were exactly as Strabo
and Plutarch say, we should not only not wonder at the
existing defects, but we should rather have expected a
far wider and more hopeless corruption than appears in
fact to exist. For if it were true of the most important

! Qur anthorities for the 7Tols ply mddar Tofs pers Oed¢pao-

above narrative are, as we have
remarked, Strabo (xiii. 1, 54, p.
608) and Plutarch (Sufla, 26),
for Suid ZdAxes only coples Plu-
tarch. The latter, however, un-
doubtedly gets his information
from 8Strabo. The only thing
which the latter does not give is
the remark that Andronicus ob-
tained copies of the Aristotelian
works through Tyrannio, pub-
lished them, and wrote the Tobs
viv pepopévovs mivaras., Plut. may
have added this from what he
knew from other sources, or also
(as Stahr supposes in Awist.
ii, 23) from Strabo’s historical
work (made use of immediately
afterwards for an incident in
Sulla’s residence at Athens). We
have no right to snppose (HEITZ,
Verl, Sehr. 10) a source for his
information about Apellico’s dis-
covery of books, independent of
Strabo. Hence our only stable
witness for this item is Strabo.
Tint we do not know to whom the
latter was indebted for his in-
formation; the supposition that
it was Andronicus is very unsafe.
Strabo, after the statements as
to the purchase of the Aristote-
lian books by Apellico, and as to
his faulfy editing of them, says:
curéBn 8¢ Tols éx TRy mwepimdTwy,

Tor ok Exovew Aws Ta BiBiia
wAdy dAlywr, kal pdlicTa Tér dE-
wTep@y, unbty Exew fidocopely
TpayuaTik@s cANG Beoets Amuudi(e:
Tols & Horepov, &g ob T4 BiBAia
TeiTa wponAber, bucwor uev éxelvwr
dihogogery  wal  BproToTeAi(ew,
apaykdeofar  uérTo: TG WOAAL
eledra Aéyew B T mAFfos Tav
apaprigr.  But we can only sup-
pose this to have been taken from
Andronicus, if we limit the
‘vounger Peripatetics’ (7ois
o' fiorepov, &c.) to those pre-
decessors of Andronicns who
were able to use the editions
of Apellico and Tyrannio, and
it is very questionable whether
anyone could attribute to these
men, who are guite unknown to
us, an improvement of the Peri-
patetic doctrine, and a closer
insight into Aristotle, such as
might with reason be ascribed to
Andronicus. As little can we
assume Tyrannio - or Boéthus
{to whom Grote ascribes it, Azi-
stotle, 1. b4) as Strabo’s source of
information, since the former
would have taken a different view
of his own edition, and the latter
of the younger Peripatetics.

* Thus BuHLE, Ally. Eneykl.
Sect. 1. vol. v. 278 sq., and lately
HEITZ; see next page, n. 2,
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works that the only source of our extant text was to be
found in these MSS., which rotted for a century and
more in the eellar of Scepsis, till Apellico found them
worm-eaten, ruined by damp, and tossed into a dis-
ordered heap—if it be true that he, as Strabo says,
supplied unskilfully the missing portions, and that
Tyrannio and Andronicus also had no further manu-
seripts they could collate—who then could guarantee
that in any number of cases there would not have been
foreign matter, found among Neleus’ MSS., adopted
into Aristotle’s text, or connected parts of his own
works separated, and other portions blunderingly bound
together, or lacunz great and small filled up by the

editor’s fancy ?

Modern eriticism has, however, raised doubts about
Strabo’s story ! which even its defenders cannot alto-
gether silence.? That Theophrastus bequeathed his

library to Neleus is beyond

1 After the isolated and dis-
recarded voice of a learned
Frenchman, about the beginning
of the eighteenth century, had
raised doubts as to this narration
(see what Stahr gives in Adrist.
ii. 163 sq. from the Jouwrnal des
Searans of the year 1717, p. 655
8qq., as to the anonymous com-
position Les Ameniter de ln
Critigue), BrANDIS (F Ueb. die
Schicksale d. arist. Diicher)
Rhein. Mus. v. Niebuhr anod
Brandis, i. 236 sqq . 259 sag. ; of.
Go-rim. Phil. i1 b, 66 sqq.) was
the first to deal with it seriounsly.
Kopr (Rhein, Musz. iii. 98 sqq.)
supplemented his criticism, and
finally 8TAHR has discussed the
question with exhaunstive parti-

doubt.? That the MSS. of

cularity (Aristotelia, ii. 1-166, cf.
204 sq.). Later scholars have
mostly followed them.

t HEirz, Verl. Schr. d. Awr.
9 sqq., 20, 29 sqq.; GROTE, dri-
stotle, i. 50 sqq.; GRANT, Ethics
of Ar. 1. 5 sqq., Aristotle, 3 sqq.
Certain errors in Strabo’s and
Plutarch’s representation are in-
deed admitted by these scholars,
but in the main it is said to be
correct. It is impossible here to
examine in detail the reasons
given for this opinion, but the
grounds for its rejection are
fully dealt with in the text.

3 Theophrastus’ will, epud
Prog. v. 52; of. ATHER. 1. 3,
where it is added that Ptolemy
Philadelphus bought the whaole
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Aristotle and Theophrastus belonging to that library
passed to the heirs of Neleus and were by them hidden
in a canal or cellar to escape a royal book-collector
and were afterwards found by Apellico in a desperate
condition, there is no need to doubt.] All the Jocts
which Strabo relates as to the matter may therefore be
correct enongh. And it is also beyond question that
Andronicus’ edition of the Aristotelian text-books was
of epoch-making importance both for the study of the
system and for the preservation of the text. If, how-
ever, it be maintained that these writings were
nowhere to he found outside the Scepsis cellar and were
unknown therefore to the Peripatetic School after the
degth of Theophrastus, there are the strongest arguments
against any such theory.

. In the first place, it is almost incredible that an
event so singularly notable as the discovery of the lost
masterpieces of Aristotle should never have been even
alluded to by any of those who, since that time, have
concerned themselves with Aristotle, as critics or as
philosophers. Cicero says not a word, though he had
abundant occasion, for he lived at Rome at the Very
time when Tyrannio was working among the literary
booty of Sulla, and was, in fact, in active intercourse

ARISTOTLE'S WRITINGS 141

hand. Andronicus himself seems to have ascribed to
Apellico’s discovery so little importance that he based
neither the inquiry into the genuineness of a tract nor
the discussion of a various reading upon any reference
to the MSS. of Neleus.! Later editors did not in any
way feel themselves bound by his text,® though if
Strabo were right, it could be the only authentic one.
On the other hand, the theory that by the loss of
the works of Aristotle, the followers of Theophrastus
strayed from the original teachings of their school and
lost themselves in mere rhetorical developments, is an
obvious contradiction of the facts. It may be true that
the Perfpat-etics of the third century strayed away as
time went on from the study of natural philosophy and
metaphysics, but this change took place not on the
death of Theophrastus, but at the earliest on the death
of his snecessor Strato. So far was he from confining
himself to ethics and rhetoric, that he devoted himself,
on the contrary, with a one-sided preference to physics,
though he by no means neglected logic and meta-
physies. He frequently contradicted Aristotle; but
that could not be by ignorance of the Aristotelian system,
becanse he attacked it expressly.? It does not appear

with Tyrannio himself. Alexander, ¢ the Exegete,” says
nothing ; nor does any one of the Greek critics who used
the very works of Andronicus, either at, first or at second

collection of Neleus and had it
brought to Alexandria.

! For when Athemmus, or
the epifomiser of his introdune-
tion, ibid., asserts that the mwhole
library of Neleus was taken to

Alexandria, this may easily be
an inexact expression, just as
it is inexact, in the opposite
way, when, in v 214, he makes
Apellico possess not the works,
but the library of Avistotle.

! With regard to the first,
ef. the account given on p. 66,n. 1.
as to his doubts about the
M. ‘Epunveins: with respect to
the second point,  c¢f. DExiPP.
In Arist. Coteg. p. 25, Speng.
(Schol. in Ar. 42, a, 30) : mpa@Tor
uty ot & dmwaoct Tols GuTi-
ypdpois Tb “ 6 B Adyos Tis ololas”
mpbokerrar, &s wat Bonbds urmuo-
vebes ral Ardpdyicos—it is not
said that he has settled the dis-

pute by means of Sulla’s MSS.
(or, if he had not access to the
latter, at least by means of the
copies of Tyrannio, which, ac-
cording to Platarch, he used). It
seems, therefore, that these MSS.
were not the only copies nor
even the original ones of the
works in guestion, Cf. BraNDIg,
Rihein, Mus. i. 241.

* Cf. Smapn, Phys. 101, a.

® The proofs will be given,
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that the scientific activity of the School came at once
to an end, even after Strato’s death.! The theory that
the falling away of the later Peripatetics from Aristotle
was due to the loss of his writings from Athens is in
every way unnatural. It is mueh more reasonable to
correlate it to the parallel movement in the Academy,
which nevertheless was at no loss for texts of
Plato.

But who can believe that the most important works

of the great philosopher were not extant at the date of
his successor’s death in any other MSS. than those
which Neleus inherited ? or that not only in Aristotle’s

lifetime, but also in the nine Olympiads between his

death and that of Theophrastus, not one of his many
followers had ever been willing and able to possess
himself of the most important sources of the Peripatetic
teaching? Who can think that Eundemus, the most
loyal of the Aristotelian circle, or Strato, the shrewdest
of the Peripatetics, would have done without the Master’s
books—or that Demetrius of Phalerus did not include
them in his zeal for collecting learned works—or that
Ptolemy Philadelphus bought: other books of Aristotle
and Theophrastus for his Library of Alexandria, but
omitted to obtain copies of their essential texts ?

The story also supposes that the possessors of the
manuscripts objected to such uses of them: that Ari-
stotle kept his writings closely under lock and key, and
that Theophrastus, for no apparent reason, kept up this
in part, in the following pages. ! Bee, at end of vol. ii.,, the
They will also be found in section on the Pseudo-Aristofe-

the section on Strato, dnfra, lan texts (infra, Ch. xxi.),
Ch. xx., and notes thereon. :
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secrecy, and laid it as a duty on his heirs. All this is
too absurd to need serious refutation.

We are not left, however, wholly to conjecture.
The materials are very scanty for the history of a time
whose philosophic literature by an unhappy accident
we have almost wholly lost ; but we can still prove, as
to a great part of Aristotle’s books, that they were not
unknown to the learned men of the two centuries that
elapsed between Theophrastus’ death and the occupation
of Athens by Sulla, Whether Aristotle did or did not
himself publish his strictly scientific treatises, they were
in any case desfined to be the text-books of the School,
and to be used by its members. Even those numerous
passages in which they refer one to the other offer us a
palpable proof that, in the view of the writer, they were
not only to be read by his scholars, but closely studied
and compared, and, by consequence, that copies were to
be kept and multiplied. That this was done is clear,
not only from the notices which we find of particular
books, but from certain general considerations also.

If it is true that the Peripatetics lost the genuine
Aristotelianism when the library of Theophrastus
disappeared, it must be because the sources of that
teaching were nowhere else to be found. But we hear
not only of Theophrastus but of Eudemus also, that he
imitated Aristotle! net only in the titles but also in the
contents of his books; and how close was the imitation
both in wording and in the line of thonght, we can see
for ourselves in the Fihics and Physics of Eudemus.?

! For references see pp. 65 ? Cf. p.148, n. 4,and in the sec-
and 68. tion on Eundemus at Ch. xix., inf.
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To do this, Eudemus must have possesseﬂ Aristotle’s

texts ; especially if, as a reliable story tells us,! he used’

them at a time when he was not living at Athens:®
‘Again, it is beyond doubt that the - Alexandrian Library
included a large number of Aristotle’s works.? The
compilers of the Alexandrine Canon, who place Aristotle

among the model writers of philosophy, may have had -

chiefly in view the more careful style of his exoteric

writings ; * but in the foundation of that great collection .

it iz not possible that the scientific works of Aristotle
can have been left out of acconnt. If the Catalogue of
Diogenes® comes from the Alexandrine Tibrary, it ig
proof positive that they were there: but even if that
conjecture (in itself extremely probable) were erroneous,
the Catalogne still proves in any case that the compiler of
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it, who lived later than Theophrastus and earlier than
Andronicus, had before him a great part of our extant
Corpus Aristotelicum.! ~ Its probable author, Herm-
ippus, was acquainted with the works of Theophrastus
(which according to Strabo and Plutarch were buried in
Scepsis along with those of Aristotle), as is clear from
his catalogue of them, preserved, apparently, by Dio-
genes.” That he at all events knew nothing of the
disappearance of the Aristotelian writings, may probably
be inferred from the silence of Diogenes on that subject.?
Another strong evidence of the nse of the Aristotelian
books in the third century B.C. is to be found in the
Stoic teaching, which in jts most systematic exposition
by Chrysippus follows both in logic and in physies
more closely on the Aristotelian than could be possible

! Vide supra, p. 136, n. 3.

* Herrz ( Verl. Sehr. 18) in-
deed thinks that if the Aristo-
telian works had been univer-
sally known and published, it
would be incomprehensible that
Eudemus in his Physies (and
Eithies) shonld have imitated the
words of Aristotle so exactly.
It seems, however, that if
Eudemus had hesitated to do
thiz with regard to published
works, a plagiarism on unpub-
lished ones must have seemed
much more unlawful to him.
It is impossible, however, to re-
gard his conduct in this licht
at all, and be himself probably
never so regarded it. His Eihics
and FPhysics were never in-
tended to be anything but elabo-
rations of the Aristotelian works
universally known in the Peri-
patetic Bchool, adapted to the
needs of his own tuition,

3 Besides what has been
remarked on p. 142, we have the
fact that Ptolemy Philadelphus
busied himself zealously about
Aristotelian  books, paild high
prices for them, and thus gave
ocecasion to the forgery of such
texts (AMMOR. Schol. in Arist.
28, a, 43; DAvip, ikid., L 14;
SIMPL. Cafeg. 2, ). And such
accounts as those noticed at p.
64, n. 1 and 67, n, 1, about the
two books of the Categories and
the forty of the dnalyfics which
Adrastus found in old libraries,
must rtefer especially to the
Alexandrian Library. But it is
not to be supposed that the
latter obtained only substituted
works, and did not possess the
genunine ones, by reference to
which the forgeries were proved.

i See STAHR, ibid. 65 sq. on
this point.

& For which see p. 48 sqq.

if the Aristotelian text-books were unknown. There is,
indeed, some express evidence that Chrysippus had in

fact these texts in view.*

LGE piB0mal

* Cf.the scholion atthe end of
the Metaphysics of Theophrastus:
ToiTa 7o BiBAlor Avipdvicos uer
kal “Eppuimmos dyveotowr - 0iBé yip
pvelay olrol BAws memoinTar év 7
avaypagy Tav Ocodpdoroy Bifiwr,
From the same list evidently is
taken the scholion at the begin-
ning of the seventh book of the
Iistory of Planis (apud USENER,
Anal. Theophr, 23) : Ocodppdarov
wepl urdvicTapias Td o', “Epurros
8¢ wepi dpuyaricdy kel Towdov, "Av-
Bpdwikos 8E wepl gurdv ioroplas.
D10oG. (ii. 55) names a book by
Hermippus on Theophrastus, of
which it probably formed a part.
That the lists in Diog. v. 46 sqq.,
at least in part and indirectly,

YOL. I.

originated with Hermippus, is
the more probable since that
writer is mentioned immediately
before in v. 45.

¢ For, on the one hand, it is
not to be supposed that Herm-
ippus in his copious work on
Aristotle (mentioned on p. 51,1.2)
would not have mentioned this cir-
cumstance, if he had been aware
of it ; and, on the other hand, it
is veryimprobable that the anthor
to whom Diogenes is indebted for
Lis many quotations from Hermip-
pus wonld have passed over this
information. Diogenes, to whose
literary tastes it must haverecom-
mended itself, would have seized
upon it, if he found it.

* For even if we were not

L
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If the works of Aristotle were first unearthed by
Apellico and first fully known through Tyrannio and
Andronicus, how could it be said of Critolaus that he
imitated the old masters of his school—Aristotle, that
is, and Theophrastus?! or how of Herillus the Stoic
that he bazed himself upon them,? or of Panstius that
he was always quoting them ?3 TIow could we have
mention of the constant tendency of Posidonius towards
Aristotle 7¢ How could Cicero's teacher, Antiochus,
have explained the Aristotelian teaching as one with
the Academic, and attempbted their complete and
thorough-going amalgamation 7 ? or where could oppo-
nents such as Stilpo and Hermarchus have found the
material for their attacks on Aristotle 7 % So again,since
Andronicus gives us the alleged letter in which Alex-
ander complains to Aristotle about the punblication of
his doctrine,” it follows that long bhefore that date
writings of Aristotle, including some of those which
were afterwards reckoned ¢ exoteric,” must have in fact
been public property.

Scanty as are the sources open to us, we can our-
selves demonstrate the public use before Andronieus,
not only of many of the lost works, which, being

inclined to attach much import-
ance to the polemic against one
of the discourses mentioned on
p- 56, 1. 1, yet the expression in
PruT. Ste. Rep. 24, p. 1045, sup-
poses acguaintance with Ari-
stotle’s dialectical writings.

1 Ure, Flin. v. b, 14,

2 Thid. v. 25, T3.

2 Ihid. iv, 28, 79: cf. ZBLL,,
Ph. d. Gr. pt.iii. a, 503, 3, 2nd ed:

1 Thid. iii. a, 514, 2.

* Fuller particulars, dbid.
554 snq.

¢ Btilpo wrote, according to
Dio@. ii. 120, an ’ApirraTedys,
Hermarchus (ibid, x. 25) wpis
‘ApiocTorédny. From the expres-
sion of Colotes apud PLUT. Ade,
Col. 14, 1, p. 1115, we can, how-
ever, conclude nothing.

7 Seepp.22,n.1,and 112,n.3,

ARISTOTLE'S WRITINGS 147

exoteric or hypomnematic,! are not here in point, but
also of the majority of the scientific treatises themselves.

In the case of the Analytics we show this by the
Catalogue of Diogenes and by the notices as to the use
made of them by Theophrastus and Eudemus.2 Tor the
Categories and the Ilepi Zpunveias, we have the Cata-
logue.* As to the former, Andronicus found in his
MS. the spurious  Post-preedicamenta’ added to them,
and was acquainted with several recensions, having
varying titles and different readings* It follows, there-
fore, that the Cafegories must have been long before
his day in-the hands of transcribers® The Zopics are
in the Catalogue of Diogenes,’ and Theophrastus? and

! The letters, wide supra
p. 54, n. 2. ;%the four books, I,
Swcasoatrys (p. 56, 1. 1), taken into
consideration by Chrysippus,
Teles, Demetrins (T1. épunr.), pro-
bably also by Carneades; the
Pratrepticus, which is known even
to Crates, Zeno, and Teles (p. 60,
n. 1), the Eudemus (p. 56, n. 2),
which at any rate Cicero used ;
the discourses on Philosophy
(p. 55, n. 6) and on Wealth (p.
58, n. 1 end), which, before him,
Philodemus, and also Metrodo-
rus, pupil of Epicurus, made
use of ; the Zpwrucds, which, ac-
cording to ATHEN. xv. 674, b,
Aristoof Ceos knew ; the dialogue
I womrer (p. 58, n.1), which Era-
tosthenes and Apollodorus seem
to have used; the 'OAvumiarina,
which Eratosthenes (apud Diog.,
viii. 51), guotes ; the Didescalics,
which Didymus quotes in the
Scholiasts to Aristoph. 4. 15379
(cf. HeiTz, Verl. Schs. 56); the
Mapoigior, on account of which
Aristotle (according to ATHEN.

1. 60, d) was attacked by Cephi-
sodorus; in short (as has been
shown at p. 48 83q.), all the
compositions given in the Cata-
logue of Diogencs, not to men-
tion the spurious but much-used
composition IL edyevelas (p. 59,
n. 2). The writings on ancient
philosophers, among which is in-
cluded ourextant tract on Melis-
sus, &c., are found apud Dioa,
No, 92-101 (see p.62,n. 2, supra).

# See pi 87, n. 1.

% Bee pp. 64,n. 1, 68, n. 1.

! Seepp.64and66; p.141,n.1,

* The same would follow
from the statement (Smupw,
Categ., Sehol. 79, a, 1), that An-
dronicus followed pretty closely
the Categories of Archytas, since
the latter at any rate are imita-
tions of the Aristotelian; Sim-
Plieiu::, however, bases what
is here said merely on his false
supposition of their genuine-
ress,

¢ Cf. p. 68, n. 1, and 71, n. 2.

* Of Theophrastus this is

L%
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his follower Strabo! had used them. The Rheforic is
imitated and referred to in writings which in all likeli-
hood are themselves earlier than Andronicus;® and

the same is true of the Theodectine Rheforic.® The

Plysics were worked over by Theophrastus and :

Hudemus, and the latter followed the text so closely
that he is actually cited in support of the correctness of

a various reading.t One

clear from Alexander In Top.
p. 5, m. (cf, 68, 72, 31), In Me-
taph. 342, 30, 873, 2 (705, b, 30,
719, b, 27). See SiarL. Cafeg.
Sehol. in dr. 589, a, 15,

L ¢f. ALEx. Top., infra
(Schol. 281, b, 2), Among Strabo’s
writings is found apud DI0G. v.
59, a Témwy wpoolpia,

¢ The former in the Rhetorie
ad Alew. (vide supra, p. T4,
n. 3), which Diogenes (No. 79)
knows (of. p. 72, n. 2) as well
as cur Hhetoric (about which see
p. 72, n. 2, ad fin); the latter
apud DEMETRIUS, De Elocutione ;
quotations from our Rhetoric are
found here, c. 38, 41 (Rhet. iil
8. 1409, a, 1); c. 11, 34 (Rhet.
iil. 9, 1409, a, 85, b, 16); c. 81
(Rhet. iii. 11, init.); to it ibid.
¢ 34 refers, which is earlier than
the anthor Archedemus, who was
probably the Stoic of that name,
cirea 140 B.C.

* Which (as shown ab p. 72,
n. 2) is likewise given in Dic-
‘cenes, and is named by the Rie-
torie ad Alex.

1 We get these facts, apart
from other proof, from the ex-
ceedingly numerons references to
the Physics in Simplicius; for
jnstance, about Theophrastus,
of. SIMPL. Phys. 141, a and b,
and 187, a, 201, b, and the

of the scholars of Eude-

same author In Catey. Sehol. 92,
b, 205q., with THEMIST. Phys. 54,
b, 55, a, b (Sehel. 409, b, 8, 411,
a, 6, b, 28), and BRANDIS, Ikein.
Mus. i. 282 thereon ; about Eu-

demus, SIMPL, Phys. 18,1 (drist. -

Plys. i. 2, 183, b, 11); also 29,
a: 6 EUdquos T4 "ApioToTéNe TAPTE
rararcohoul@y; 120, b, where it
is remarked on Phys. iii. 8, 208,
b, 18 : rdAAww yap, ofuat, Tb ¢ Eu
Tl GoTews” ofites axodew, ds ¢
Etidnuos évofioe T& Tob kabyyepdros,
&e.; so 121, b: & 7ot ot [sc.
dvriypdpos] dvrl Teb  “rowh”

“mpdrn.”” ral olTw ypdper kal &
Efidnuos; 128, b: Efidnuos 8¢ ol-

Tois waparoAoviay, &o.; 178, b:
Fudemus writes, in Phys iv.
13, 222, b, 18, not Idpwr but
mapdy; 201, b: E#8. & rois
avrol duoikais Tapappdlwy T& ToU
‘Apirrorénovs; 216, a: Hude-
mus immediately connects with
what is found in Aristotle at the
end of the fifth book, the be-
ginning of the sixth; 223,
a: in Aristotle an éml 7dle Te-
peated in a different context
(Phys. vi. 3, 234, a, 1) gives an
ambiguity in expression, and sp
Eudemus puts ¢ émérewa™ nstead
of the second émi 7dde; 242, a
(beginning of the seventh book):
E#5, péxpt Tobe Bhns o xebby mpay-
pareias  kepaAalois  Gxohovbioas,
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mus ! eited from the Physics of Aristotle the three books
¢ on Movement. Tt can also be proved that the same work
was known to Strabo.? and Posidonius the Stoic showed
no less acquaintance with it.> The De Celo cannot
be shown with certainty to have been known to any
writer older than Andronicus except Theophrastus.*
It is, however, very unlikely that this work disap-
peared after his time when its continnation—the Iepi
wevéoews Kat ¢Bopis—appears in the Catalogue of
Diogenes, and when the Meteoralogy, which is closely
connected with both the one and the other,is known
to have been uged by many writers of that period.”
Posidonius, for example, appropriated from it the theory
of the elements,” and Strabo disputed its account of the
heaviness and lightness of bodies.®  The (spurious)
Mechamnics, and the Astronomy, are named in the list
in Diogenes.® The Natural History was adapted not
only by Theophrastus,'® but also by the Alexandrine
writer Aristophanes of Byzantium.!  That it was not

Tobro TapeAfiy bs mepirrby énl T&  Simplicius remarks that it is
& 7§ rehevralw BBy kepdAma based on Aristotle (Phys. ii. 2).
peranfe; 279, a: xal § ye EUD. + Vide supra, p. 83, n. 1.
wapuppd(ey axedby xal abrds Td 5 That is, if No. 39, TI.

'ApigToTéNous: Tibnot ral TavTe
t& Tufpera currduws; 294, Db
Aristotle shows that the first
motor must be immovable—to
which Budemus adds: 7b mpérws
oty kel Exdorny rhmow, For
further details see ch. xix. infra,
and p. 136, n 2.

I Damasus: vide supra,p. 52.

2 0f, SmarL. Phys. 163, a
(155, b), 154, b, 168, a, 187, a,
sqq., 189, b (ef. Phys. iv. 10),
214, a.

3 [n the fragment aepud
STMPL. Phys, 64, b: of which

croixelwy o A 5, refers to it;
about which see p. 50, n. 1.

8 Vide supra,p. 83, n. L.

T S1vpL. De COwlo, Schol. in
Ar. 517, a, 31.

8 SrMPL. ibid. 486, a, 5.

* The former No. 123, the
latter 113 : vide supra, p. 86, n. 1.

» DIoG. v. 40 names as his
Emropdy Apiororéhovs 1L Zgwy 5,

I Apcording to HIEROCL.
Hippiatr. Praf. p. 4, this gram-
marian had written an Emropd of
it, which ARTEMIDOR. Oneiro-
erit, il 14 calls dwourfuara eis
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unknown during the Alexandrine period is also shown which is also cited by Phﬂodemtﬁsaii Jt iz ob¥

s =
by the Catalogue of Diogenes (No. 102), and by the the author of that book® had theolitics before*him ; yj
existence of a popular compilation from it which was that Dicsearchus knew it also is indicated by the notices . o 4

of his Tripoliticus® The use of it in t® Magna Moralig

much in use.! The De Anima was used, after Theo- _ ;
is not so well proven,! and we cannot J.ell,-,,,@‘,f}gg%‘t"\‘_- o 4

phrastus,? by the anthor of the book on the ¢ Movement:

of Living Creatures,” who used also the spurious treatise
Ilept mwebpatos® Asx to the Problems* it is more
than improbable that the working up of that book for
the Peripatetic School began later than the time of
Andronicus. The‘ﬂrfeirq::hysics was used, as we have
seen,” not only by Theophrastus and Kudemus, but after
them by Strabo and other Peripatetics. It was pro-
bably published by Eudemus; though some sections of
it do seem to have been first introduced by Andronicus
into the then extant Aristotelian treatizse on the First
Philogophy. Of the Ethics, it is obvious that it could not
have existed only in Theophrastus’s MS. so as to be lost
with it, for if so it could not have been worked over

either by Eudemus or at a later date by the anthor of

Magna Moralie. The Politics, if we are to judge by
the list of Diogenes, was to be found in the Library of
Alexandria,® along with the first book of onr Eeonomics,

AperoréAqr  (see Schuneider in
his edition i. xix). Demetrius
also, De Llocut. 97, 157 (of. H.
Am, 1. 1, 497, b, 285 ix. 2. 382,
610, a, 27,619, a,16), or perhaps
the earlier writer used by him,
knows this epitome.

! Aboutwhichseep.87,n.1,4d
fin.  TFrom this compilation also
the many guotations from the
Aristotelian Historyof Animals in
Antigonus® Mirabeilia (c. 16, 22,
27-113, 115) are perhaps taken,

For the present purpose it is of
no importance whether they are
mediate or immediate witnesses
for the nse of Aristatle’s work,

? Upon which see THEMI-
STOCLES in De An. 89, b, 91, a;
Paivop, De 4z, C, 4. Cf. p. 89,
n. 1, supra.

“ Cf. p. 89, n: 2 ad fin.

1 As to which ef. p, 96.

5 fSeep. 79,1, 1,

8 Vide supra, p. 100, n. 1
p. 100, n. 3.

source Cicero owed the parts of it which he mﬂ}gjz
own political works:® but it is not doubtful that it

must have been accessible to learned persons after the

death of Theophrastus.
Iohiretas, for the use of
period we have abundant

Y- Pe TVit. ix. ( Voi. Heve. il.)
col. 7, 38, 47, col. 27, 15, where
it is ascribed to Theophrastus.

* Whom we have rather to
seek in Eudemus or one of his
Peripatetic contemporaries than
in Aristotle: see ch. xxi. infra.

® On which see infre, ch. xix.
ad fin.

* Although happiness is here,
i. 4, 1184, b, 33 sqq., defined as
dvépyein kal xphots Tis dpetiis, this
has certainly a greater resem-
blance to Pelit. vii. 13, 1332, a,
7 (apassage to which Nroxis, De
Apist. Palit. Libr. 87 sqg. calls
attention) than to Eth. V. 1i. 6,
x. 8, 7, Fud.ii. 1, since happiness
is here certainly called évépyeta
war’ &perhy (or T35 dperiis),but the
conjunction of the &épyea and
xpiows is wanting. Then the
xpiimes is also spoken of in Fud.
1219, a, 12 sqq. 23, Me. i 9.
1098, b, 31, and thus it is quite
possible that oniy these passages
were in the mind of the author
of the Greal Ethics.

5 ZELLER had already proved
in his 9nd ed., that in Cicero’s
political writings many things are

The same iz true of the

which in the Alexandrine
proofs.® That the Poetics

taken from the Aristotelian Fo-
lities, citing Cro. Leg. iii. 6.,
Rep. 1. 25 (cf. Polit. iil. 9, 1280,
6, 2% e, by 1275, e, 18 0 2,
1253, a, 2); Bep. i. 26 (Pol. iii.
1, 1274, b, 36, ¢. 6, 1278, b, 8, c.
7, 1279, a, 25 sqq.); Rep. 1. 2T
(Pol. iii. 9, 1280, a, 11, ¢. 10, 11,
1981, a, 28 sqq., b, 28, c. 16, 1287,
a, 8 sqq.); Hep. i. 29 (Pol. iv.
8, 11). Busemihl (Arisf. Pol.
xliv. 81) also agrees with this.
But since Cicero does not name
Aristotle in the Republie, and
Leg. iii. 6 only refers to him in
very indefinite expressions, he
seems not to have drawn imme-
diately on Aristotle, and tha
question arises : where did he get
this Aristotelian doctrine from ?
Susemihl, p. xlv, thinks, from
Tyrannio, but we might also pre-
sume Diemarchus, whom Cicero
was fond of using.

5 The oldest witness for this
is Timeeus, apud PoLYB. xii, 5-11,
and the latter amthor himself,
There is also, besides Diog.
(Hermippus) No.145,the Bcholiast
of Aristophanes, who (according
to a good Alexandrine authority)
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was also known to the Alexandrine grammarians is
placed beyond doubt by recent research.!

We may sum up the case by saying that of the
g.emline- portions of the extant Corpus, there are only
the works on the Parts, Genesis, and Movement of
Animals, and the minor anthropological tracts, as t:}
which we cannot show either express proof or high

probability for the assertion that they were in use after-

the disappearance of Theophrastus’s library from Athens.
Even as to these we have no reason to doubt it—only
we cannot positively prove it; and that, when we re-

member the fragmentary character of our knowledge of

the philosophic literature of the period in question, is
nothing  strange. The belief of Strabo and Plutarch
that the scientific writings of Aristotle were after the
death of Theophrastns all but wholly withdrawn from
access is therefore decisively negatived by the facts. A
few of these writings may possibly have suffered the
fate which they ascribe to the whole. One book or
another may have been lost to the School at Athens
when they lost the library of Theophrastus, and may
‘have been again published by Andronicus from the
damaged MSS. of Sulla’s collection. But that this
happened to any or all of the important books is for all
reasons antecedently improbable. There must have
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been copies of the important text-books made during
the long life of Theophrastus. He who cared so well
for his scholars in every, other way, by providing for
them gardens and houses and a museum and the means
of maintaining it, could never have deprived them of
his most precions and most indispensable possession—
his own and his master’s texts—if a sufficient substitute
for them were not at hand. Any theory, therefore, as
to an individual; book of our collection, that its text
rests solely on a MS. from Apellico’s library, ought
to rest entirely on the internal evidence of the book
itself ; for Strabo’s and Plutarch’s suggestion of a general
disappearance of the texts could give it no support.

It is not, however, to be denied that many of the
books show signs leading to the conclusion that in their
present form other hands than the aunthor’s have been
at work. We find corruptions of the text, lacunz in
the logical movement, displacement of whole sections,
additions that could be made only by later hands, other
additions which are Aristotelian but were originally
designed for some other context, repetitions which
we should not * expect in so condensed a style, and
which yet can hardly be late interpolations.! Strabo’s
story, however, does not serve for the explanation of
these phenomena, for the reason, among others, that
such peculiarities are to be found equally in those texts

quoted theTlodirelo very often; see  stophanes of Byzantium and

Arizt. Fr.ed.Rose, Nos. 352, 355
858, 870, 373, 407, 420 sq., 426 sq.,
470, 485, 498 =q., 525, 533, g

! Their presence in the Alex-
andrian library is clear from the
Catalogue of Diog. (No. 83), and
their having been used by Ari-

Didymus from the proofs which
Susemihl has eollected at p.
20 sq., of his edition (following
Trendelenburg, Grammat. Grec,
de Avte Trag. Judic. Rel) from
the Introductions and Scholia to
Sophocles and Euripides,

! Cf. with regard to fhis, not
to mention other points, what has
heen said before as to the Cafe-
gories (p. 64, n. 1), I épunrelas
(p- 66, n. 1), the Rhetoric (p. 72,
n. 2), the Metaphysies (p. 76, n.
3), the seventh bookof the Physics
{(p- 8L, n. 2 ad fin.), the fourth

book of the Meteorclogy (p. 83,
n.2), the tenth book of the History
of Animals (p. 87,n. 1), IL duxs
(p. 89, n. 2), bk.v. De Gen. An,
(p. 92,n. 2), the Elics (p. 99, n. 1),
and the Poetics (p. 102, n. 2); and
the remarks in ch. xiii. infre upon
the state of the Politics,
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which we can prove to have been current before Apel-
lico. We must explain them really as arising in part
from the circumstances under which these treatises
were written and issoed,’ in part from the way they
were used for teaching purposes,® in part from the
carelessness of transcribers and the many accidents to

which each transeript was exposed.

If we pass to the discussion of the time and sequence
in which the writings of Aristotle were produced, we
must remember that this is of far less importance than
in the case of the writings of Plato. It is clear that
Aristotle commenced his career as a writer during his
first residence at Athens,® and it is probable that he
continued his literary activity in Atarneus, Mitylene
and Macedonia. The extant writings, however, seem
all to belong to the second Athenian period, althongh
much preparation may probably have been made for
them before. The proof of this lies partly in certain
traces of the dates of their production, which control
not only those books in which they occur, bat also all
that are later:! and partly in the common references

! Cf. p. 108 sqq.

? How easily, by this means,
explanations and repetitions may
find their way into the text, and

ter or smaller sections may
come to be repeated, is perfectly
plain, and is proved on a large
scale by the parallel case of the
Bodemian Physics and Ethics.
3 Seep.8b6sgg. Heleft Athensin
E.C. 3454 and returned in 8354,
i Thus Meteor. 1. 7, 345, a, 1,
mentions a comet which was vis-
ible when Nicomachus (01,109, 4,
B.C.341) was Archon in Athens, its

course ancl position being accu-
rately described as from subse-
quent personal inquiry. The
Polities refer to the Holy War
as an event in the past (v. 4,
1304, a, 10, and to the expedition
of Phalasscus to Crete, which took
place at its conclosion about 01,
108, 3 (D10DORUS, xvi, 62), with
avewart (ii. 10, fin.), but the same
book refers to the assassination
of Philip (B.¢. 336) inv. 10, 1311,
b, 1, without the least indication
of its having been a very recent
event, The Rictoric in ii. 23,
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which even the earliest of them contain to Athens and
to the place itself where Aristotle taught.! If, then, the
view already indicated? as to the desfination of these
texts for his scholars, their connection with his teaching,
and the character of their cross references be right, it

1297, b, 81, 1399, b, 12, refers
without doubt to past events
of the years B.¢. 338-336 ; in iii.
17, 1418, b, 27 it mentions Iso-
crates’ Philippus (me. 345); of
the Rhetorie also Brandis shows
( Philologus, iv. 10 sqq.) that the
many Attie orators guoted in it
and in the Poefics who were
vounger than Demosthenes, could
by no means belong to a time
prior to Aristotle’s first departure
from Athens, and the same is
true of the numerous works of
Thendectes which are used both
here and in the Poetics. In
Metaph. 1. 9, 991, a, 1, xii. 8§,
1073, b, 17, 32, Eudoxus and the
still yonnger Callippus, and in
Fth. N.vil. 14, 1153, b, 5, x. 2
init., Speusippus and Eudoxus
are spoken of as if they were no
longer living, Rose (Arist. Libr.
Ord. 212 8qq.) has shown with
regard to the History of Animals,
from viii, 9, ii. 5, #nst., and other
passages, that it was only written
(or at least completed), some
time after the battle of Arbela,
in which the Macedonians saw
elephants for the first time, and
probably not before the Indian
expedition. The fact that even
much earlier events are intre-
duced with a piv—as in Meteor. iii.
1, 371, a, 30, the burning of the
temple of Ephesus (Ol 1086, 1,
B.C. 356), and in Polit. v.10, 1312,
b, 19, Dion’s expedition (01. 105,
4 sq.)--proves nothing, by rea-

son of the indefiniteness of that
particle. Just as little does
it follow from Anal. Pri. ii
24, that Thebes was not yev
destroyed at that time ; we might
rather gather the contrary, with
regard to this work, from Polit.
iii. 5, 1278, a, 25,

! Of. BRANDIS, G-vim. Plhil.
ii. b, 116. We may give here a
few further instances, besides
those already noted. Categ. 4, 2,
a, 1, ¢, 9 fin.: wov, oloy év Aurelw.
Anal. Pri. ii. 24: Athens and
Thebes, as examples of neigh-
bours. Likewise in Phys. iii. 3,
202, b, 13; ibid. iv. 11,219, b, 20:
Tb &y Auneley elvar.  Metaph. v, 5,
30, 1015, a, 25, 1025, a, 25: 7
TAstgar eis Afywar, 83 an example
of a commercial journey. JIhid.
v. 24, fin.: the Athenian festivals
Dionysia and Thargelia (Ari-
stotle also uses the Attic months
e.g. Hist. An. v. 11, &c.; but it
is not fair to attach any import-
ance to this). Rhef. ii. 7, 1885,
a, 28: 0 év Avkely Tov dopude Sovs,
Thid. iii. 2, 1404, b, 22, Polit. vii.
17, 1836, b, 27 : the actor Theo-
dorns. Very freguent mention
is also made of Athens and the
Athenians (Ind. dr. 12, b, 34
5qq.). Again the observation on
the corona borealis (Mefeor. il. 5,
862, b, 9) sunits the latitude of
Athens, as Ideler (1. 567), on this
passage, shows.

* P. 108 sqq.: especially p.
123 sq, and p. 128 sq.



156 ARISTOTLE

follows that all of them must have been composed during
his final sojourn in Athens. Fqually decisive, on this
head, is the observation that throughout the whole of so
comprehensive a collection, there is hardly to be found
a single notable alteration of teaching or terminology.
Allisripe and ready. Allis in exact correspondence. All
the important writings are woven closely together, not
only by express cross reference, but also by their whole
character. There are no scattered products of the
different periods of alife. We can only look upon them
as the ordered exccution of a work planned when the
author, having come to a full understanding with himself,
had gathered together the philosophic fruit of alifetime.
Even the earlier works which he proposed to connect
with his later writing, he revised on a comprehensive
plan. Therefore, for our use of these texts, it is no
great matter whether a particular book was written
sooner or later than any other. The problem, however,
must be dealt with nevertheless.

A certain difficulty is caused by the use of crossre-
ferences already noticed.! As such cases are, afterall, only
exceptions in the general run of the citations, the value
of these as an indication of sequence is not so slight as
has been supposed. There are, in fact, but few instances
in which our judgment as to the order of the writings is
placed in doubt by the occurrence of references both ways.

Of the extant books, so far as they are open to this
classification,? the logical treatises, excepting the tract on

1 Cf. p. 124 sqq. opposed on other grounds. Not
z This, however, is always only are none of these guoted

the case except with writings in the genuine works, and only
the gennineness of which can be a single oneina spurions compo-
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Propositions,! may be considered to come first. Itisin
itself natural and accords with Aristotle’s methodical
plan of exposition, that he should preface the material
development of his system by the formal inquiries which
were designed to establish the rules and conditions of
all scientific thinking. But it is also made evident by
his own citations that the Logic did precede the Natural
Philosophy, the Metaphysics, the Ethics and Rhetoric.*
Of the logical fracts themselves, the Calegories seems to
be the first. The Topics, including the book on Falla-
cies, came next, and then the two Analytics: the treatise

gition, but only very few of them
refer to other writings. On the
other hand, there is not one
among the works which we con-
sider as genuine, which does
not quote the others, or is not
gquoted by them, or, at least,
implied, whilst in most of them
examples of all three connections
oceur, To explain more fully:
1. O0f the decidedly spurious
works: (a) the following ave
neither guoted nor do they quote
others: TI. kdopov, I ypwudTwy,
M. drovorav, Pvroyreuorid, II
duray (see p. 93), T Bevuasiwy
Grovepdrwr, Muxavid, I1, érouwy
ypapudy, Avéuwy fices, TI. Eevo-
¢pdvovs &o., 'Hfwa peydia, 1L
dperay kot kok@y, Olrxovopud,
‘Poropuch wpbs ANéardpor. (D)
TI. mrevpatos quotes no other, but
is quoted in the spurious treatise
. (ywr wwfiosws. (c¢) On the
contrary, the latter itself is never
quoted. Butit names some other
writings; as does also the Fu-
dewmian Fthies, supposing that
its quotations refer to Aristotelian
works, 1I. Among the remaining

writings, the Categories is the
only work which guotes no other,
and neither iz it directly quoted
(but of. p.64). The IL. épunpeias. I
7. kel Uryver pevtucis and the
Rhwtoric quote others, but are
not quoted ; I (pwy yevégews Las
many quotations, butis only once
cited, as a book planned for the
future ; of the Metaphysics only
bk. v. is quoted or used (ef. pp. 76,
n.3, and 79, n.1) in genuine works,
bks. i., xii., and xiil. in spurious
ones: and the Mefaph. itself
quotes the dnalylics, the Physics,
De Ceplo, and the Filics.

! On which see p. 66, n. 1.

? Besides the arguments given
onp 67, n 1, p. €& n 1,
we have the decisive passage
in dnal. Pest. ii. 12, 85; b,
10: waAXov 8¢ goavepws év Tois
kafdhov mept Kivfigens Bel Aexfira
wept adr@y, The Physies, however,
is the earliest of the works on
Natural Science. A nezative line
of proof also is fonnd in the fact
that in the Cafegories, the Ana-
Iytics, and the Topics, none of
the other writings are guoted.
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on Propositions was added afterwards.! Later than the
Analylics but earlier than the Physics may be placed
the treatise which now forms the fifth book of the
Metaphysiecs.®* The Natural Philosophy came next. In
that section the Physics comes first. It is projected in
the Analytics and is referred to in the fifth book of
the Metaphysics ; but the latter is cited or presup-

posed not only in the metaphysical and ethical works

but also in the majority of the other tracts concerning
Natural Philosophy, while it on the other hand neither
cites nor presupposes any one of them.* That the De
Cwlo,* the treatise on Growth ond Decay, and the
Meteorology, follow the Physics in the order given,
is very expressly stated in the Meteorology itself?
‘Whether the Natural Hisiory or the De Anima came
next is not settled. It is very possible that the former
work, extensive as it is, was begun before the other
but completed after it.° With the De Anima we must
connect those lesser tracts which point back to it some-

* Seepp. 64,n.1,p.67,0.1,p. * Which we cannot, like

ARISTOTLES WRITINGS 159

times expressly! and always by the nature of their
contents. Some of these were no doubt composed after
or with the writings on the Purts, the Movement, and
the Genesis of Anitmals® 'That group of tracts is
undoubtedly later than the Nuafural History, the De
Anima, and the treatises which followed upon it3
On the other hand, it is probably earlier than the
Eihics and Politics, inasmuch as it can hardly be sup-
posed that Aristotle would have broken in upon his
studies in Natural Philosophy by underteking extended
works lying in a wholly different direction.* It would
be less difficult to suppose that the ethical writings as
a whole came before the physical.® This view is not
excluded by any express internal references, excepting
the reference to the Physics in the Ethics.® We must,
nevertheless, decide in favour of the earlier construc-
tion of the Natural Philosophy texts, for a thinker who
was so clearly convinced as Aristotle was that the
student of ethics must have a knowledge of the human
soul,” must be supposed to have put his inguiry into
the soul before his researches into the moral activities

68 #q., and the treatise of Brandis
quoted in the first-cited note,
which (p. 256 sqgq.), by a compa-
rison of the dnralyfics with the
Topivs, establishes the earlier
date of the latter.

? For, on the one hand, it
iz mentioned in the Plysics and
De Gen, et Corr. (vide supra, p.
76,n.1,p.124,n.4); and, on the
other, it seems in e. 30 fin.to re-
fer to Anal. Post.i. 6,75,a,18 sqq..
28 sqgq.; though the latter point
is not certain.

* Vide supra, p. 81 sqq., Ind.
Apist, 102, a, 53 sqq., 98, a, 27
§q4.

Blass (Rhein. Mus. xxx. 498,
508), consider a ¢ hypomnemati-
cal * writing, not merely because
of the references made to it, but
on other grounds also.

5 Meteor. i. 1, whereon of.
further p. 83, n. 1, 7nd. Arist.
98, a, 44 sqn., and lhe quotation
of the fract II. (wew mopelus in
the De Cwlo, 1. 2, given p.
125,

_ ® That the completion of the
History of Animals should not
be put too early is clear from
what has been said on p. 154,
n 4

and relations. There are, indeed, in the Ethics very
unmistakable traces of hiz theory 'of the soul and of -
the treatise thereon.® Immediately after the Hfhics

1 Thus 0. aiefhoews, IT, Hrev,
I évvrpiwy, IL dvamvoijs (fad. Av.
102, b, 60 sqq.).

* Vide supre, p. 89 sqq.

# See pp. 89, n. 2, 89, n. 3,87,
n.1: Ind. Arist. 99, b, 30 sqq.

1 The further question of
the relative order of the three
writings named has been already
discussed on p. 91 sq.

5 Thus Rosk, drist. Libr. Ord.
122 sqq.

& Btk x 3, 1174, b, 2. CL
Phys, vi—viii.

* Eth. i 13, 1102, a, 23.

§ Though Aristotle in Eth.
i. 13, 1102, a, 26 sqq. refers, not
to De An. iil. 9, 432, a, 22 sqq.
ii. 3, but to the éwrepinal Adyou,
yetil, 2 iniz. seems to presuppose
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comes the Politics! Judging by the internal refer-
ences, the Rheforic should be later than both, and
the Poetics should be later than the Politics but
before the Rhetorie. 'This, however, is probably true
only of a part of the Politics—or rather only of those
parts which Aristotle himself published, for his death
seems to have intervened hefore he had completed that
text as a whole.? So, again, in our so-called Mela-

physics, we have in all probability a work which

Aristotle left incomplete, and with which several other
fragments, some genuine, some spurious, have been

amalgamated since.’

the bulk of the theoretical writ-
ings. But that there are not
many more of such traces may
perhaps be explained by the fact
that Aristotle did not wish to
interfere with the practical aim
of an ethical work (E?h. 1. 1,
1095, a, 4,1i. 2, érit.) by any dis-
cussions which were not indis-
pensatle to its purpose; cf. i 13,
1102, a, 23.
1 Bee p. 100, n. 1.

: ¢ See p. 127 supra, and infra,

ch. xiii. And if this supposition
is correct,it would also go to make
it improbable that the Ethics, so
closely allied with the Politics,
should have been written before
the works on natural science.

¢ Cf. p. 76 sgq., and with
regard to citations of the Weta-
physics, see p. 156, n. 2. Rose's
supposition (drist. Libr. Ord.
135 sqq. 186 sq.) that the Meta-
physics preceded all the writings
on natural science, or at any rate
the zoologieal ones, makes the
actual condition of that work an

inexzplicable puzzle. But there.
is also the fact that the Physies,

as well asthe De Cwlo, are quoted
in numerous passages of the
Metaphysics (Ind. dr. 101, a, 7
sqq.) as already existing, while
the Metaphysics are referred to
in Physi. 9, 192, a, 35, as merely
in the future.
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CHAPTER IV

THE STANDPOINT, METHOD, AND DIVISIONS OF THE
PHILOSOPHY OF ARISTOTLE

As Plato connects directly with Socrates, so Aristotle
with Plato. Yet he made a comprehensive use of the
earlier philosophies as well. He was better versed
than any of the earlier teachers in the theories and
writings of his forerunners, and it iz with him a
favourite method to preface his own inquiries with a
retrospect of earlier opinions. He is wont to let them
desiguate the problems to be dealt with. He is eager
to refute their errors, to resolve their doubts, to bring
out the truth which underlay their views. But the
influence of the pre-Socratic systems unpon Aristotle is
far less apparent in the general structure of his system
than it is in the freatment of special points. In prin-
ciple, Plato had refuted them all. Aristotle is not

under the same necessity to distingnish his position

accurately from theirs.! He does nof, at least in any
of the extant writings, devote any space to such pro-
paideutic efforts as those by which Plato established
the claims of philosophy and the true meaning of know-

! Even in Metaph. i. 8 their Heraclitus, about whom Plato
{:rinciples are merely criticised busied himself so much, are
riefly from an Aristotelian point passed over altogether.
of view, and the Eleatics and

VOL. 1. ; I
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ledge, as against ‘the ordinary consciousness’ on the
one hand, and the Sophists on the other. Aristotle
presupposes throughout that general point of view which
characterised the Socratico-Platonic Philosophy of Tdeas.
His task is to work out, on these general lines, a more
perfect system of knowledge, by a more exact definition
of the leading principles, by a stricter accuracy ot
method, and by an extension and improvement of all
the scientific data? It is true that in his own writings
the rare expressions of agreement with his teacher are
almost lost sight of by comparison with his keen and
constant polemic against Platonic views.! Yet in
reality and in the whole his agreement with Plato is
far greater than his divergence,” and his whole system
cannot truly be understood until we treat it as a develop-
ment and evolution of that of Plato and as the com-
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Philosophy can be only Being as such,! i.e. Essence, or,
to speak more accurately, the universal Hssence of that
which is actual.? Philosophy treats solely of the
causes and basis of things,® and in fact of their
highest and most universal basis, or, in the last
resort, of that which presupposes nothing.! TFor the
like reasons he ascribes to the philosopher in a
certain sense a knowledge of everything, thinking,
of course, of the point of unity where all knowledge
converges.® As Plato had distinguished ‘knowledge,’
as the cognition of that which is Eternal and Necessary,

pletion of that very Philosophy of Ideas which Socrates
founded and Plato carried on.
In the first place, he agrees for the most part with

Plato in his general views as to the meaning and office -

of Philosophy itself. To him, as to Plato, the object of

1 We shall deal later on with
this polemie, especially as it was
directed against the doctrine of
Ideas in Metaph. i. 9, xiil, xiv.
&c. Only a few passages are
found inwhich Aristotle expressly

declares his agreement with Plato.

Besides the passages noted on
p. 12, and p. 14, n. 4, see Fil.
N 1.2, 1095, a, 32; i, 2, 1104, b,
11; De Am. iii. 4, 429, a, 27;
Polit. i1, 6,1265, a, 10.

© % Cf also the valuable re-
‘marks of STRUMPELL, esch. d.
theor, Phil. d. @r. 117 Azxi-

stotle, as we have shown on p.
14, n. 3, not unfrequently includes
himself in the first person along
with the rest of the Platonic
school. But his way of treating
such a relation is the opposite
to that of Plato. Whilst Plato
puts his own view, even where
it contradicts the original one
of Socrates, into the mounth of
his teacher, Aristotle not un-
frequently attacks his teacher
even where they agree in the
main point, and only differ in
opinion as to secondary matters.

Y Apel. Ppst. i1, 19, 100, a, 6:
ér & dumeplas , . . Téxwns dpxh
kal emiorfhiuns, Sar puiv wepl yeéreay,
Téxuns, by BEwepd Th by, dmioThuas.
Metaph, iv., 2, 1004, b, 15: =&
dvri by Eore Tk Wi, kol Tair’
éoTi mept @y Tod qﬁih\ua‘ﬁ"})nu eme-
orélaciar TaAnfés, Thid. 1005, a,
2, 0. 3, 1005, b, 10.

2 Metaph. iil. 2, 996, b, 14
8. * b eibévar ExacToy . . . TOT
oidweda mapyew, brar eidduer Ti
éoTw, &e.;vil. 1, 1028, a, 36 eibévou
761’ nibuele EcaoTor piMrra, Tay
Ti éomiy & Hyfpwmwos yrpuer ) T
wip, wiarroy ) To moiby 3 Th wordy
A 7o wad, &c. 3 . 6,1081, b, 20: 7b
érloraqfal EcaaToy TovTd dore Th 7L
W elvar éwigractar, and of. 1 6;
ihid. xiii. 9, 1086, b, &5: the
determination of the notion of
the thing is indispensable, &yev
per yap Tob kabidov ol Eorw
émaThuny AaBew; e 10, 1086,
b, 33: 7 émoThpn Tadv kaddiov;
iii. 6 jin.: wafdérov of émorfua
wavrwy; 1ii. 4, 999, b, 26: Tb
émioracfar wds éoTay, el ph Tt EvTar
ty ént wdvrwv; ibid. a, 28, b, 1;
x1.1,1069, b, 25.  Anal. Post.i.11

1it.,11.19,100, a,6,1. 24,85,1,13 ;
and Efh. V. vi. 6 init,, = 10,1180,
b,15. Mare énfra. in chapter v.

* Anal, Post. 1. 2 iwit.: énl-
orarlar  0¢ oidped ExasTor . . .
Gray THy o airioy olduclo yryva-
crew 8¢ G TH mpAyud o ...
Kai pi  Evbeéyecbar TobT EAAws
Exew., Ihid.c, 14,79, a, 23,11, 11
tndt,  Eth. Novi'7, 1141, a, 17,
Metaph. 1. 1,981, a, 28, 9582, a. 1,
c. 2, 982, a, 12, 982, b, 2 sqq.,
vi. 1, init. Cf. SCHWEGLER,
Arist. Metaph. iil. 9,

4 Phys. 1. 1, 184, a, 12 : vére
yap olducla  ywockew ExasTor,
Srapy Th ot praplooper T TpdTa
kai Tés dpxds Tas wpdras wal
wéxpe Ty orexelwy, Ibid. ii. 3
init., Metaph. 1. 2, 982, b, 9:
el yirp TavTny [that science which
is to deserve the name cogia] rar
wpdTwy  dpxay kel alniey  elva
Bewpyrihy ; ©. 3 dmit.: Tdre ap
eiBevar dapty ExacTov, Urav Thy
wpdTny aitiar oidpela yropller
1ii. 2, 998, b, 13, iv. 2, 1003, b, 16,
iv. 3, 1005, b, 5 sqq.

5 Metaph. i. 2, 982, a, 8,21, .
iv. 2, 1004, a, 35.

a2
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from Fancy or ¢ Opinion, whose sphere is the contin-
gent, so also Aristotle. To him, as to Plato, know-
ledge arises out of wonder, out of the bewilderment of
the common consciousness with itself! To him, its
object is exclusively that which is universal and neces-
sary; for the contingent cannob be knewn, but only
opined. Tt is an opinion, when we believe that a thing
might be otherwise ; it is knowledge, when we recog-
nise the impossibility of its being otherwise. So far
from ¢ Opinion > and ‘ Knowledge’ being all the same,
it is rather true, as Aristotle holds, that it is utterly
impossible to know and to opine about; the same subject
at the same time? So, again, ¢ Knowledge’ cannot
consist in Perception, for that tells us only of individual
things, not of the universal, only of facts, not of causes.?
Tn like manner Arvistotle distinguishes ‘Knowledge®
from mere ¢ Experience® by the test that the latter gives
us in any matter only a ¢ That,’ while the former gives
us a ¢ Why * also :* which is the very mark that Plato

used to distinguish ¢ Knowledge’ from ¢ True Opinion.”

! Wetaph. i. 2, 982, b, 12: 8 aloffirews forw drioraclar.  For
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Finally, Aristotle is at one with Plato also in this, that
both of them proclaim Philosophy to be the mistress of
all other sciences, and Science in general to be the
highest and beit that man can reach, and the most
essential element of his happiness.!

Nevertheless, it is also true that the Aristotelian
notion of Philosophy does not completely coincide with
the Platonic. To Plato, Philosophy, regarded as to its
content, is & term which includes all spiritual and
moral perfection, and it comprehends therefore the
practical as well as the theoretic side; and yet, when
regarded as fo its essence, he distinguishes it very

pitp Th Baupder ol ByBpwmol Kol viv
| kel Tb wp@Tor dptavTe pirocopely,
&e. Ihid. 983, a, 12. Cf. ZELLER,
Ph. d. Gr.,pt.ii. div. 1, p. 511, 4.
2 Anal. Post. 1. 83; cf. ibid. c.
6 fin. c. 8,init. . 30 sqq.  Me-
taph. vil. 15, vi. 2, 1026, S
Llele] Hth. §.vi. 3, 1139, b, 18,
c. 6 émit. To this line of thought
helongs the refutation of the prin-
ciple, that foreveryonethat is true
which seems frue to hini, whichis
dealtwith in Metaph.iv. 5, 6, much
asitistreated in Ploto’s Theetfetus.
* Anal. Post. i. 31: ovde 8¢

perception has always to do with
individuals (more on this subject
infra). Tb 8¢ kabdhev kal rl
waciy Gbtvaror alpfdrecfm, &c.
Even though we could see that
the angles of a triangle are equal
to two right angles, or that in an
eclipse of the moon the earth
stands between the sun and the
moon, yet this would be no know-
ledge, so long as the universal
reasons of these phenomena re-
mained unknown to us.
+ Metaph. i. 1, 981, a, 28.

sharply from every other
Aristotle, on the econtrary,
from the practical side of

! Bee Metaph. 1. 2, 982, b, 4:
dpxrwrdrn B Tav EmioTnudy, kal
waAAoy Gpyuc) Ths Dmnperadons, %
yvwpiCovaa Tives Evexév doTe mpa-
wréoy Exacroy® TobTo 8 0Tl TaYA-
0w év éxdorTes. Bub that science
is one which investizates the
highest reasons and causes, since
‘the good’ and *‘the highest
end’ are included among these.
Thid. 1. 24: Bjrev oby, &s° &
obeuioy abriy (nrolper xpelay
éTépay, aAN Gowep dvbpumis daucy
érellfepos & miTob Evexa kul pn

" BAdov dw, ofrte ral alty poey

érevlépn oboa  Tav émieTHUGY*
udvn yap avrh abris Evecéy doTw:
Sid nal Buealws Gy obx avfpwrivy
vou'orro alths 7§ KTAHCIS . . . EAN
ofire Td deior dbovepiy drdexeTar

elvai, . . . obTe THs TowiTys EAANY
xph wveullewr Tumwrépay- ) yap
BeloTdTy Kl TRU@TETH . . . GEdy-

fawdTepme per oIy TATHL THUTIS,

form of human activity.
marks it off more strictly
life ; while, on the other

duelvwr § obdemiz; xii. T, 1072,
b, 24: 5§ Oewpic Td HiwTor Kol
gpirrov, In Fth. V. x.7:*theoria’
is the most essential ingredient
of perfect happiness; ef. eg.
1117, b, 80: et & Oeioy & pois
wpbs Tor HWvlpwmey, kul 6 xatd
rabTov Blos Belos mpbs Thw dvfpsr oy
Bloy* ol xph B8 katd Tovs wepai-
votyras dvbpdmive gpovely bydpwmoy
fvra obdt Gwpra Tor frnTdy, GAN
ép' Hooy évBéxerar Glovurilew wal
wdvra mowiy wpds To (v Katd TO
kpdTigTOr T@Y éV @b , . . TH olkeioy
tndore TH (Uos kpdTioTor Kal
3Ty éoTw éndoTe kol TG Av-
Bpdmee 8y & ware Tdr yoly Bivs,
elrep Tobro pdhioTe Hrpwmos
obros Gpa kel ebdauovéoTaTes; .
§. 1178, b, 28: é¢p' daov &4 dio-
Telver # Bewpla, kel 7 ebiaworia,
Ct c. 9, 1179, a, 22, Eth. Eud.
vii. 15 fin. Seefurther in chapter
xil., infra,
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hand, he brings it into a closer relation with the
experimental sciences. His view is that Philosophy is
exclusively an affair of the theoretic faculty, He dis-
tinguishes from it very sharply the practical activities
(mpaées), which have theirend in that which they produce
(not, like Philosophy, in the activity itself), and which
belong not purely to thought but also to opinion and
the ¢unreasoning part of the soul.” He distinguishes
also the artistic creative effort (woimous) which is
likewise directed to something outside itself! With
Experience, on the other hand, he connects Philosophy
more closely. Plato had banished all dealings with
the sphere of change and becoming out of the realm
of ¢ Knowledge’ into that of ¢ Opinion.” Fven as to
the passage from the former to the latter, he had only
the negative doctrine that the contradictions of opinion
and fancy ought to lead us to go further and to pass
to the puve treatment of Ideas. Aristotle, as we shall
presently see, allows to Experience a more positive
relation to Thought. The latter, with him, proceeds
out of the former by an affirmative movement—that,
namely, in which the data given in Experience are
brought together into a unity.

Furthermore, we find that Plato was but little
interested in the descent from the treatment of the Idea
to the individual things of the world of appearance—
the phenomena. To him, the pure Ideas are the one

1 Besides the passage just De Calo, iil. 7. 306, a, 16, The
given, see Fth. N, vi. 2, c. 5, same is repeated by Eudemus
1140, a, 28, b, 25; =x. 8, 1178, b, FEth.i 5 fin., and by the anthor
20; vi. 1, 1025, b, 18 sqq.; =i. 7; of Mefaph. ii. 1, 993, b, 20.

De An. iii. 10, 433, a, 14; and
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essential object of philosophic knowledge. Aristotle
concedes that scientific knowledge has to do only with
the universal essence of things; yet he does mot stop
at that point, for he regards it as the peculiar task of
Philosophy to deduce the Individual from the Universal
(as in drddeifis, vide infre). Science has to begin with
the Universal, the Indeterminate ; but it must pass on
to the Determinate.! It has to explain the data, the
phenomena? It must not, therefore, think little of
anything, however insignificant, for even there inexhaust-
ible treasurez of possible knowledge must lie® It is
for a like reason that Aristotle makes for scientific

thought itself rules less strict than Plato’s. He takes

! Metaph.xiii, 10, 1087, a, 10 :
b BE thy émorhuny elvai wabédov
wiTar . . . Exer wtv palior’ amoplay
Tér Aexbévrer, o phy EAN' EoTi
uv &s dAnits 7b Aeyducvoy, fore 8
@s obr &Amfésc § yap émwrThum,
Gomep wal T érieredtu, SrTiy,
Gy b pev Burdpe 76 88 drepyela 9
uey oty Blvamts ds fAn [71ob]
kafdhoy oboa kel Gdpioros ToU
kaldrov xal doplerou dorly, 4 &
évépyein Gpwopdrn xal dpouvoy
7€ Tt oboa ToUbE Twos.

2 Metaph. i. 9, 992, a, 24 (at-
tacking the doectrine of Ideas):
dAws B& (nrovems Ths coplas mwepl
Tay ¢ovep@y TO wiTior, TobTo Me
sidkaper (obB&w yap Aéyouer wepl
Tis aities 80ev 7 dpxh ThS mera-
Bordis) &c. De Ceelo, iii. 7, 808,
a, 16: Tédas 8¢ Ths peév womTkTs
émoThuas w0 Epyow, Ths Bt guaikiis
b dawduevoy del wvp'ws kotd THy
alofyew. De dn. 1.1, 402,23, 16:
dowe B o pdvoy Td Ti éomi yvavar
xphowor elvo wpos 70 Beapliras Tds
aitias T@v cupBefnrétey  Tols
obalais . ., BAAY pol dvdmaAy TH

qupfBefnedra  cupBdAderar  péya
puépos wpos Td eidévar TO TL doTuw *
émetBiy yap Exwper dmobiBdvar raTd
Thy darTaciey mepl T@v FunBeBni -
Ty § wévrer § Tor TAeloray, TiTE
wal wepl Tis obalos Eloper Aéyew
kdAAWTR TaoNs yap gwodeibews
&pxn Td 7l éoTw, Bore kol foous
Tay Gpiopdr pl cupfelver Td cou-
BefnkdTa yrwpiCew . . . 3iror bTi
BioexTueds  elpmyvrar  ral  kevas
ararres. Cf c. 5, 409, b, 11 =q.

3 Payt. An. 1. 5, 645, a, 5:
Aomdy wepl Ths  (wils  Ploews
elmely, pndtr wopelumdvras  els
Slvapur pfTe dripudTepor phiTe Ti-
diTepoy * kal yap év Tols ui) Kexapio-
wévois abrdy mpls Thy alofnow
rard Thy ewplay Juws 7 Sngiovpyn-
caca  dlois  Epmydvovs  qbovis
wapéyer Tois Suvauévols Tas aitias
yropllew kal ¢loer ¢proaidos . . .
Bid Bel ph duoyxepalver wududs Ty
wepl TAY arperépuy (Pepr dm-
ey © €y mher ydp Tois dudikols
Zveoti 11 Bavpartor, ke.  De Celo,
ii. 12, 291, b, 25,
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the content of ‘ Knowledge,” and of scientific proof, to
include not only the Necessary, but also the Usual (1o
és éml 7o wory).! He deems it a sign of philosophic
crudity that a man should demand the same logical
strictness of all kinds of investigation,® when in fact
it depends on the nature of the subject matter what
amount of exactitude can be attained in each of the
sciences.” Where coercive proof fails him; he is content
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to put up with argnments possible and probable, and
to postpone a more definife decision until a further
analysis can be had.! It is not, however, the essential
problems of philosophy which Aristotle so treats, but
always special questions of ethics or natural philosophy,
for which Plato himself had relaxed the strictness of
his dialectical procedure, and put probability in the
place of scientific proof. The real difference between
them is only this, that Aristotle includes this kindred

1 Anal. Pest. 1. 30, iii. 12 fin.
Part. An. iii, 2, 663, b, 27. Me-
taph. vi. 2, 1027, a, 20, xi. 8,
1064, b, sqq.  £#h. N1 1, 10494,
b, 19.
t Jh. N1, 1004, b, 11-27,
c. 7, 1098, a, 26, ii. 2, 1104, a, 1,
vil, 1 fin. ix. 1, 1165, a, 12 (Polii.
vil. 7 jin. is not in point here).
It is chiefly as regards the ethical
discussions that Aristotle here de-
nies the claim they have foa tho-
rough accuracy, because the na-
ture of the subject does not allow
of any such result ; for in judging
of men and the issues of human
action, much rests on estimates
which are correct only “in the
main’ and fas a rule)

¥ According to dnal. Post. 1.
27, that science is more exact
(&xpiBeo7épa), which besides the o
settles the 8wdrey that which has
to deal with purely scientifie ques-
tions, not with their applieation
_ to some given case (7 uf Kad
dwokeynévou [drpiBectépn] Tijs wab’
Sworeypévou, oloy apilfuyTiky Gpuo-
vikis), and lastly that. which
deduces its resnlts from a smaller
number of assumptions (eg.
Arithmetic as compared with
Geometry), or in other words the
more abstract (4 &2 dAertdvey Tis
ek mpoafégews, as i3 also said in
Metaph, 1. 2, 962, a, 26, the same

example being adduced). The
latter is thus expressed (Metaph.
xiii. 8, 1078, a, 9): B 5) by mepl
mpotTépwy ¢ Adye (that which,
according to its notion or na-
ture, is earlier, or stands nearer
to the [rst principles; ef. p.
330 sqq.) kel awAovoTépwy Tom-
abre udddoy Exer thrpiBés. From
this it naturally follows, that the
first philesophy, according to
Aristotle, is capable of the
greatest accuracy (cf. Metaph. 1.
2,982 a, 25: dkpBéararar §¢ Tav
ErwTudy af pdAeTe Y TpdTwy
eigt), and that every other science
is capable of so much the less
according as it descends more
and more Lo the world of sensible
things (cf, ibid, 1078, a, 11 8q.);
for in the latter woAAd 4 Toll dopi-
crou ¢uois epvrdpye ( Metapl. iv.
5, 1010, a, 3; further infra, in
ch. vii. sec. 2). Therefore the na-
tural sciences are necessarily less
acecuratethan those which are con-
cerned with what is constant, like
the first Philosophy, pure Mathe-

-matics, and the doctrine of souls

(of which De An. 1. 1 init. extols
the &wpBew); and thoge which
have the transienf as their object
are less exact than Astronowmy( Me-
taph. 1078, a, 11 sqq.). KAMPE
( Loy kenmtnisstheorie d. Ar. 254)
says, that in the scale of dxpiBera

branch of knowledge +n Philogsophy; whereas Plato
insists on treating everything except the pure Science
of Ideas as merely matter of intellectual discourse, or
as a condescension of the philosopher to the pressure of
practical needs.? Why, asks Aristotle vightly, should

~ the man who thirsts after knowledge not seek to learn

at least a little, even where he cannot establish all ?3
Aristotle cannot be justly accused of having com-

promised the unity of all

the science of nature takes the

~ lowest place: but this would
_rather, as has been said in the

preceding note, be true of Ethies
and Politics.

L De Cxls, 1i.5, 287, b, 28
8qq. ¢. 12 dnit. Gen. An. iii. 10,
760, b, 27, where to a discussion
on the reproduction of bees he

" adds the remark : ob phy efAgrral

ye Ta ovpBalvorTa ikarids, ald’ dv
more Angdf, Tétre T alobyce
palioy TE@r Adywy TioTeUTEOY, Kal
Tols  Adyors, €ar  GuoAoyoiuere
Sewvbwa: Tots pawoudvars. . An.
ix. 37 fin. c. 42, 629, a, 22, 27,
Metaph. xii, 8, 1073, b, 10 sqq.
1074, a, 15. Meteor.i. 79, init.
wepl Tay  Apaydy TH alofioe
voul(oper icavds Gmodedeixfa kard

spiritual effort by dividing

Thy Adyow, é&v els T4 BuraTiv
avaydyouer. Cf. BUCKEN, Meth.
d. Arist. Forsch. 125 sq. Bee
further on this subject in the
next chapter.

* Rep. vi. 511, B, sq. vii. 519,
C, saa.; £ 173, E; Tim. 29, B,sq.
and alid. CL ZELLER, Ph. d. G,
Pt. i pp. 490,516, 536 5q.

8 De Ceelo, 11.12 init. ; meparéoy
Adyew 70 dawdueror, aibovs aiaw
elvar  yopifovras Tin  wpobuuler
wardoy 4 Bpdoovs (it does not ocenr
to him that he himself might be
accused rather of an nnphilosophi-
calmodesty), ef s 8ik7é prrogopias
Sulfiv kol uupds elmoplas Gyawd
Tepl &y Tas ueyivTas Exouer amoplus,
Cf. ibid, 292, a, 14, ¢. 5, 287, b, 31
Part. An. 1.5, 544, b, 31.
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off the theoretic from the practical activities:! That
distinction is undeniably justified to the full ; but the

note of unity is expressly preserved in Aristotle’s treat~

ment by the fact that while he presents ®:wpia as the
completion of the true human life, he also represents the
‘practical activity as an indispensable element therein,
as a moral upbringing is an indispensable condition
precedent of ethical knowledge? If it be true that
this shutting back of ¢ Theory * upon itself, this exclusion
from the notion of Philosophy of all practical need and
effort (as it becomes apparent, for example, in the
Aristotelian sketch of the Divine Life) did in fact pre-
pare the way for the later withdrawal of the Wise Man
from practical unsefulness, nevertheless we should not
overlook the fact that even here Aristotle only followed
in the direction indicated before by Plato; for Plato’s
¢ Philosopher” would also, if left to himself, live for
‘theory’ alone, and only take part in the life of the
Republic on compulsion. Least of all can one agree

with those who criticise Aristotle becanse he conceived

the office of Philosophy, not from the point of view of an
ideal humanly unattainable, but in a way that could
- be carried out in the actual world,® or with those who
attack him by praising Plato for distinguishing between
the ideal of knowledge and the scientific attainment of
men.t If such a view of the relation of the ideal to
actuality were in itself and in Aristotle’s view well
founded, it would only follow that he had sought, as

! RITTER, Fes. d. Ph.iil. 50sqq. = 10, 1179, b, 20 sqq. 1. 1, 1094,

® Besides the passages to be b, 27 sqq.

cited infra, on the inguiry into - * RITTER, ibid. and p. 56 sq.
the * hl_gheqt goorl, cf. Eth. X, + Ihid. i, 222 CETH
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every philosopher should, not abstract ideals, but the
actual essence of things. Even this, however, is less
than the truth. To Aristotle the Idea does in truth
reach out heyond the phenomena—it is not entirely
realised in any individual phenomenal thing, although
it is mnot an wnactuel ideal even so. Aristotle
recognised both sides with equal clearness. He sees
that the goal of knowledge is set very high—that it
cannot be reached by everyone—that even by the
best it can only be imperfectly attained.! Yet he is
never content to call it wholly nnattainable or to limit.
the demands he makes upon Philosophy (as such) by the
weakness of humanity. Indeed, the whole course of
this account must have already shown how complete

~ is hiz real agreement with Plato on just this very

oint.
5 In his philosophic method Aristotle likewise follows
oub in all essentials the lines which Socrates and Plato
opened out. His method is the dialectic method, which
indeed he himself carried to its highest perfection. With
it he combines the observational method of the student
of nature; and even though it be true that he does nob
suceeed in getting a true equilibrium between the two,
vet the mere fact that he combined them was one of
the highest services rendered to philosophy among the
Greeks. By that advance he made good the one-sided-
ness of the Philosophy of Ideas, so far as that was
possible without a complete restatement of its principles.
As Socrates and Plato always began by asking for the

Y Metaph. i. 2, 982, b, "8 xii. b, 2sqq., x 71,1197, b, 30, c. 8,
7, 1072, b, 24 Eth. N, vi. 1141 1178, b, 25 ; cf. ibig. vii. 1,
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‘idea’ of each thing they dealt with, and set this kind
of cognition as the basis of all other knowledge, so also
does Aristotle delight to begin with an inquiry into
the ‘idea’ of whatever his subject for the time being
may be.! As Socrates and Plato commonly set out on
such inquiries with the simplest questions—examples
taken from everyday life, commonly accepted beliefs,
arguments from uses of words and ways of speech—szo
too is Aristotle wont to find his starting-point for the
definition of such ideas in prevalent opinions, in the
views of earlier philosophers, and particularly in the
expressions and names which are in common use on the
subject and in the meaning of words.? Socrates sought
to correct the uncertainty of such beginnings by means
of a dialectical comparison of varions opinions and
experiences gathered from all sides. But in Aristotle
this process is far more complete and is directed with
more explicit conscionsness to the scientific ends in
view. As a rule, he commences every important inquiry
with an accurate investigation as to the various points
of view from which the matter in hand can be treated,
as to the difficulties and contradictions which arise
from the different views that might be taken, and as to
the reasons which make for or against each view; and
the task which he sets before the philosopher is simply
that of finding, by a more accurate definition of the

! Thus, for instance, in Phys. Polié. iii. 1 sqq. the notion of
il. 1, iii. 1, iv. 1 sgq. iv. 10 sq. the State, and so on.
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ideas involved, the solution of the difficulties discloged.!
Aristotle is thus working in truth wholly on the ground
and along the lines of the Socratico-Platonic method of
dialectic. He developed the Socratic Induction into a
conscious technical device, and he completed it by the
theory of the syllogism which he invented and by all
the related logical inquiries. In his own writings he
has left nus a most perfect example of a dialectical in-
vestigation carried through with keen and strict fidelity
from all sides of the subject. If we did not know it
before, we should recognise at once in Aristotle’s philo-
sophic method the work of a scholar of Plato.

With this dialectical process he combines at the
same time a mastery in all that concerns the observation
of facts, and a passion for the physical explanation of
them, which are not to be found in Socrates nor in Plato
either. To Aristotle the most perfect definition of an
idea is that which exhibits the causes of the thing,? for

the notions of Nature, Motion,
Space and Timeare investigated ;
in Pe An.i. 1sqq., ii. 1 sq. the
notion of the Soul; in Fth. N ii.
4 sq. the notion of Virtue; in

* It will be shown later what
significanceuniversal opinion and
the probable arguments deduced
from it, had with Aristotle as a
foundation for induction,

! On this also more definite
information will be given later.

2 Dp An il 2 tnit: o yép
povey T8 St Bel Tiv dpraTucdy
Adyor Byhovr . . . GAAG kel THY
aitlay evumdpyewr kot éupaivesta.
viv &' domep vvumepdound’ of Advyor
Ty Bpwy eigir® aloy Tl éoTi Te-
rpaywrirpds; 14 Trov érepopfie
dpoydioy elvar iodmhevpoy® & de
ToioliTos Bpos Adyos Toll suumepds-
uaros* 6 B¢ Adywy Tt dorTiv &
Terpaywriopds uérns efpegis, Tov
wpdyjaTos Aéye 76 alrior.  Anal.
Post. 1. 1. sq.: every inguiry
deals with four points, the fri.the
Sidre, the e &ori, the =i éoTin.
These may, however, be reduced
to the two questions : el égri pevoy
and 7i éore, T6 pégov T pEv yap

aiTior TO wegow, v fmwaot B¢ TovTo

- (pretrar. And after quoting some

examples: év dmao yip TobTois
davepdr éoriv Bt 76 aird éoTe 0 Ti
éori kal Bu Tt éoTw, &e. Thid. c.
3init. c. 8 init. ; ibid. 1. 31, 88, a,
5 7o B¢ kabdAov Timor ST Snhol 7O
airior, Metaph. vi. 1, 1025, b, 17:
Sia 70 s abTis elvas Swrelas To TE
ri érmi Bfidoy worety ral el EoTw,
Thid. vii. 17, 1041, a, 27 : davepor
Tolyuy §71 (NTel 7O alrioy © TOvTO B
éorl 70 Ti fv elvo, s elmely Aoyie
ks, D ém' éviwy uér éoTe Tivoes
Evexe, . . . ér evlwy 82 Tl éxlimoe
aparor. Cf. dnal. Pest. ii. 11
inif.: &wel & éwloTacbo oidueba ray
cliwuey Thr aitlay, aitia B¢ Tér-
Tapes . . . whoa avTar 8id ol uéoov
GeikvvrTar
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philosophy ought to explain the phenomena.! There-
fore, in his view (as we shall see presently), it ought to
take account not only of the idea and the final cause of
a thing, but of the efficient and the material causes
also. Holding as decisively as we shall see he does
that a thing is to be explained by its own causes, he

could not well be content with a method which should '

look only to the Universal which the ‘Idea’ gives, and
neglect the immediate definiteness of the things them-
selves.? This is the reason of that careful regard for

1 TVid. supr. p. 167,

? In this sense Aristoile not
unfreguently contrasts the logical
consideration of a subject (i
that which is only concerned with
what is universal in its con-
cept), either with the gnalytical,
which enters more deeply into
the peculiarity of the given case,
{and which he also calls ék Taw
rewévar), or with the physioal
research which draws its resulf
not from the concept of a phe-
nomenon  merely, but from its
concrete conditions. The former,
for instance, dnal. Post.i. 21 ﬁ:a,
© 28, 84, a, 7,cf. c. 24, 86,3, 22, ¢,
32, 88, a, 19, 30; Metaph. vii. 4,
1029, b, 12, 1030, a, 25, c¢. 1T,
1041, a, 28. The latter, Phys. iii,
5, 204, b, 4, 10 (cf. a, 34, Metaph.
xi, 10, 1066, b, 21), e. 3, 202, a,
21; Je Cxlo, 1. 7, 275, b, 12;
Metaph. =ii. 1, 1069, a, 27, xiv. 1,

1087, b, 20 (similarly ¢uowas and -

kaborov, De Ceelo, 1. 10 fin. c. 12,
283, b, 17). But here he takes
the logical to be so much the
more imperfect, the further re-
moved it is from the concrete
definiteness of the object. CL
Phys. viil, 8 264, a, 7: ofs utv ofy

by Tis &5 olkelos mioTeboee Avyors,
ofror kol TowevTol Twés  elgw -
Aoyie@s 8 emwwkomoio: kGr €k TEvde
Boferd T Tabrh TovTo cupBalvew.
Gen, An. 1.8, T47, b, 28: Adyw 8¢
Aoyuchy [&w&ﬁe(fw] Be robro dri
Gow kafoAov ,uaMov woppwTEpw TEY
oinelwr eoriv dpydr. And after a
proof suchasthishasbeen brought
forward, he adds (748, a,7): obros
pév oby & Adyes wafdAou Alay ral
Kevds, of ~ap J.L’?‘? K TEr oikelwy
apxav }\.é"ym. Kevof, &c (similarly
De An, 1. 1, 403, a, : GahenTiews
ral werds ; l"zt‘k iw.&d i. 8, 1217, b,
21 : Aoprws Kal Ker@s). Hence in
such cases he much prefers the
physical treatment to the logical
Ge.g. Gen. et Corr. i. 2,316, 2, 10:
iou & #v 75 kal €k TolTwr, doov
Sagépovoy ol QuTikds Kal Aoyikds
arorotvres, &¢., see LZELLER, Ph.
d. Gr.,pt. i, p. 8§69, 1), whereasin
metaphysical researches on Ideas
( Metaph.=iil. 5 fin.) he thinks the
Aoyucdrepor Adyar are the drpiBé-
orepot. See further, WAITE, Arist.
Org. il. 353 sq.; Boxrrz, Arist.
Metaph. 11, 187; Ind. drist. 432, b,
5 geq.; RASSOW, Arist. de not. def.
doctr. 19 =q.
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facts which has ‘drawn down on him often enough the
reproach of an unphilosophic empiricism.! He was
not only one of the highest speculative thinkers—he
was also one of the most accurate and untiring observers,
and one of the most erudite men of learning that the
world knows. As in his general theory he conceived
of experience as the condition precedent of thought,
and of percep’non as the matter out of which thoughts
come forth, so in practice he did not fail to provide for
his own system a broad substructure of experiential
knowledge, and to base his philosophic dicta upon an
all-round appreciation of the data of fact. Bspecially
in regard to any theory of nature he insists that we
should first know the phenomena and then look about

for their causes.? We could not, of course, expect to
find in him the sureness and aceuracy of method which
empirical science has in modern times attained. In
Aristotle’s day it was only in its infancy, and it suffered
from the complete lack of the proper aids to observa-

1 Thus SCHLEIEEMACHER,
Geseh. d. Phil. p. 120, says of
Aristotle: ¢ We cannot deny that
there is a Drreat want of specula-
tive geninsg, &c., and on p. 110
he contrasts the ‘older Academics
with him,asbeing  more specula-
tive': but he sets out with a prin-
ciple, according towhich Aristotle
must (,ertumlv come off badly :

* Never has one who first went
through a great mass of empln(_.al
work become a true philosopher.’

Thus also STRUMPELL, Theoret.
‘Phil. d. Gv. 166, who delivers
the jndgment—which, however,
can scarcely be reconciled with his
own observations on pp. 184 sqq.,

tion and of the support of a developed mathematics. We

and appears to be in every way un-
tenable—that Aristotle’s general
bent made him ‘ more snited for
the collective comprehension of
empirical and historical data,
than for the solving of metaphy-"
sical difficulties.

2 Thus Part. An.i. 1, 639, b,
7sqq., 640, a, 14.; Hist. An. i
7, 491, a, 9 sq.; Metesr, 1il. 2,
371, b, 21; Anal. Pr.i.30, 486, a,
17 sqq. Aristotle appeals here (as
in Part, An. 639, b, 7) especially
to the progress of astronomy
about which see énfre, ch. ix
(middle). Cf. EUCKEN, Methade
d. Arist. Forsch. 122 sq.
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also notice that in Aristetle the empirical effort is still
too often crossed by the speculative and dialectic
methods which he took over directly from FPlatonism.
Indeed, so far as natural science goes, it would be more
just to charge him with too little empiricism than too
much.! But it would be far truer to say simply that
he carried both methods as far as could be expected of
his day. The science of the Greeks began with specu-
lation. The empirical sciences only attained to any
sort of development at a late date, and largely by the
efforts of Aristotle himself. Therefore it was natural
that the dialectical method of Socrates and Plato, with
its logical dissectionsand connections of ideas, guided by
current opinions and the indications of language, should
take precedence of any strict empirical rules. Aristotlg
stood in a close relation to the dialectical movement, and
brought it in theory and practice, as we have just said,
to completion. It was mot to be expected that the
art of empirical investigation should find in him an
equally complete exponent, and therefore an accurate
dizerimination between the two methods was as yet far
off. That could only come after the fuller development
of the empirical sciences and the direct investigation
of the theory of knowledge, which the modern centuries
have brought to pass. All the greater is the credit
due to Aristotle that his wide and direct scientific
instinet led him even so soon to turn to the methods of

' This charge has been made a one-sidedness not uncommon
by Bacon, and, since the above with him, by LANGE, Gesch. d.
was first written, by Lewes (dri- Mater. 1. 61 sqq.
stotle. § 91, 97); and, through
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observation and to connect them as well as he then
could with the dialectical treatment of ideas.!

That Aristotle’s dialectic had to do with a far more
extensive range of empirical data than Plato had to deal
with is the reason why Aristotle’s methods of exposition
are distingunishable at a glance from Plato’s by that air
of formal logic which they wear. Aristotle does not limit
himself to that unfolding of pure ideas which Plato ex-
pected of the philosopher,? though his own attempts at it
were in truth but rare and partial. The ideal processes
are for ever interrupted, in Aristotle, by references to
experience, by examinations of ambiguous terms, by
criticism of other views. The more extensive is the
matter which he has to bring under the yoke of science,
the more eager is he to see that every step in his far-
reaching investigations should. be assured on the one
hand by a copious induction, and on the other by a
careful observance of the rules of logic. His manner
of presenting his work seems often dry and tedious as
compared with Plato’s; for the texts we now possess
yield us but rare examples of that richness and charm
for which his writings were praised no less than his
master’s. We miss wholly the dramatic life, the
artistic finish, the fine mythical presentment which
make us love the Dialogues® But the Corpus Aristo-
telioum exhibits the peculiar qualities of a philosophic
style in so high a degree that we ought not only

! For fuller information on (1872); of. especially pp. 29
the methodological principles of sqq. 192 sqq. 152 sqq.
Ajistotle and their applieation,see ® Bea Zeller’s Plato, passin.
the next chapter ; and EUCKENR, * Cf, p. 106 sq.
Die Methode d. Arist. Forschung

YOL. I. N

b T
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not to call him a ¢ bad writer,”! but ought rather to' set
him in this respect far above his great forerunner. He
is accused of ¢ formalism,” though where the disenssion
Qrows more cc.)ncrete} as in his physics or ethies, his
falls away; but it will not be regarded as a blemish by
those who remember how needful even in Plato’s view
this strict logical effort was—how much bewilderment
among ideas must have been cured by keen distinetions
in the meanings of words—how many fallacies will have
been avoided by the exact analysis of the syllogism.
Rather has Aristotle done the world immortal service
in that he established a fixed basis for all scientific
procedure, and won for thought thereby a security
whose value to us we only overlook because we have
grown too nsed to it to remember that it is great.

If, again, we endeavour to appreciate, so far as at
this point we can, the standpoint and general view of
the universe which we can call Aristotelian, we shall

find two things. On the one hand, no one can overlook .

the basis he inherited from Socrates and Plato. Yet,
on the other hand, there iz an element of originality
so notable and so sustained as to make us stigmatize
the notion that Aristotle was a kind of dependent

follower of Plato who did nothing but formally work

up and complete his master’s thought, as an error
utterly unjust.?

Aristotle adheres not only to the Socratic proposi-
tion that Science has to do with the idea of things, but

also to the further consequence which takes us into the’

heart of Plato’s system, that that which is truly actual

1 RITTER, iii, 28,
? BRANISS, Geseh. d. Phil. ; see KANT, 1. 179 5qq, 207 8.
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in a thing is only its essence as thought in the idea of
it, and that all else is “actual’ only in so. far as it
partakes of that ideal essentiality. Yet, whereas to
Plato this ‘Essential Being’ was a thing existing by
itself, which he relegated to a separate ideal world
beyond the world of experience, his follower recognises
the truth that the Tdea, as the essence of things, conld
not stand separate from the things themselves. There-
fore he seeks to present the Tdea, not as a Universal
existing for itself apart, but as a common essence of
things indwelling in the particular things themselves.
In lieu of the negative relation to which the sundering
of ideas and phenomena had led with Plato, he posits
rather the positive relation of each to the other and
their mutual dependence. Therefore he calls the sen-
sible element the Matter, and the ingensible essence the
Form. He puts it that it is one and the same Being,
here developed into actuality, there undeveloped and
lying as a mere basis. So it comes that, for him,
Matter must, by an inner necessity, strive upward to
Form, and Form equally must present itself in Matter,
In this transformation of Plato’s metaphysie, it is easy
to recogmse the realism of the natural philosopher
whose aim is the explanation of the actual. Just this
is his strongest and ever recurrent charge against the
Ideal Theory, that it leaves the world of phenomena,
the things of Becoming and Change, unexplained. For

_his own part, he finds the very root-definitions of his

metaphysic in his treatment of those processes wherein
is the secret of all genesis and all change, whether by
nature or by art.

¥ 2
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Yet Aristotle, too, iz barred from completing his
philosophy in these directions by just that dualism of
the philosophy of Ideas which he inherited from Plato.
Hard as he tries to bring Form and Matter together,
still to the last they always remain fwo principles, of
which he can neither deduce one from the other, nor
both from a third. Fully as they are worked out
through the range of finite things, still the highest
entity of all is nothing but the pure Spirit, left outside
the world, thinking in itself—as the highest in man is
that, Reason which enters into him from without, and
which never comes into any true unity with the indivi-
dual side of his being. In this way, Aristotle is at
once the perfection and the ending of the Idealism of
Socrates and Plato: its perfection, because it is the
most thorough effort to carry it throunghout the whole
realm of actuality and to explain the world of pheno-
menal things from the standpoint of the ¢ Idea’; but
also its erding, since in it there comes to light the im-

possibility of ever holding together the Idea and the -

Phenomenon in any real unity, after we have once
posited, in our definition of the ultimate basis of the
world, an original opposition between them.

If we follow out the development of these principles
in the Aristotelian system, and seek for that purpose to
take a gencral view of the divisions he adopted, we are
met at once with the unfortunate difficulty that, neither
in his own writings nor in any trustworthy account of

his method, is any satisfactory information on that point .

to be found.! If we should trust the later Peripatetics

1 Of. for what follows : RITTER, iil. 57 sqq.; BRANDIS, ii. b, 130
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and the Neo-Platonic commentators, Aristotle had
divided all philosophy into Theoretic and Practical,
assigning to the former the office of perfecting the
cognitive part of the soul, and to the latter that of
perfecting the appetitive. In Theoretic Philosophy,
they say, he again distinguished three parts: Physics,
Mathematics, and Theology, also called First Philosophy
or Metaphysics. Practical Philosophy likewise fell, it
is said, into three: Ethics, Hconomies, and Politics.!
There are not wanting indications in the Aristotelian
writings which serve to support this statement. Ari-
stotle often opposes to each other the theoretical and
the practical reason.? He distinguishes between in-
quiries which are dirécted to Cognition, and those
which are directed to Action.3 Accordingly we find,

sqq.; TEICHMULIER, drist. real part as an instrument of
Forsch. ii. 9 sqq.; WALTER, Philosophy), practical philosophy

Die Lehre v, d. prakt. Vern. 537
804,

qql Thus "AMMON. in Qu. woo.
LPorph. 7, a, sqq. (who adds the
fourfold division of Mathematics
into Geometry, Astronomy, Music,
and Arithmetic), and after him
DAVID, Schol. 25, a, 1; SimprL.
LPlys. init. Categ. 1. e ; PHILOP.
Selol. in Ar, 86, 8, 6, Plhys. init. ;
ANATOL. in  Fabrie. Ribi. iii.
462 ®w.; BUSTRAT. in Ffh. N
init. ; ANON, Schol. in Arist. 9, a,
31. The division into theoretical
and practical philosophy had al-
ready been given by ALEX. in
Anal. Pri.init. and Diog. v. 28,
Further, the Jatter, in part diverg-
ing from the others, divides
theoretical philosophy into Phy-
sics and Logic (which, however,
he does not consider so much a

into Tthics and Politics, and
Politics into the science of the
State and the science of the
household.  Anpx. Zop. 17,
gives as philosophical sciences,
Physics, Ethics, Logic and Meta-
physics: butas to Logic cf. below
p. 187, nr 2,

? De An. 1il. 9, 432, b, 26, e.
10, 483, a, 14; Eth. vi. 2, 1139, a,
6, cf. 1. 18 wers. fin.; Polit, vii.
14, 1333, a, 24. For further in-
formation see chap. xi.

* Eth.i. 1, 1095,a, 5 : éredhd
TeAos [7is molimifis | orly obyuderis
EANE mwpdfis. Likewise, ibid. x.
10, 1179, a, 35, il. 2, indt.: émet
ofy §) wapoboe wpaypareie ob Bewplas
Everd ermiy domep ai BAdas (ob yap
' eidduer Tl doTv 9 dperd) cremTi-
wetla, BAN' B dyabol yerduebe, dmel
0ddty by fr Iperos avris), Le,
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at an early date in his School, a division of Secience
intoy theoretic and practical.! He himself, however, is

accustomed to add a third—the ‘poistic science’>— °
because he distinguishes aoiposs or production from-

mpagis or action, both by its source and by its end,
saying that the former originates in the artistic faculty,
“the latter in the will,?> and that production has its
end outside itself in the work to be brought into
being, but action has its end in the activity of the
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actor.! The two coineide, however, as opposed to
the theoretic activity in this, that they have to do with
the determination of that which can be either one way
or another, whereas Knowledge has to do with the
determination of that which camnot be any otherwise
than as it is.? Arisfotle does also speak of three
theoretic Sciences, the first concerning things which
are movable and corporeal, the second referring to
things unmoved though corporeal, the third dealing with
that which is éncorporec! and wmmoved: these being

! Metaph. ii. («), 1, 993, b, speaks merely of an émorfun (not

19: dpfaws & Exer kal & reAclofm
Ty pihocodiar émioThuny Tis GA7-
felos. Bewpyrinds piy yép (wherein,
however, the whole of philosophy
is here included) téhos dAdleta,
wparTicis 8 Epyov, Eth. Fud. i.
1, 1214, a, 8: modrdr & dwrwy
BewpnudTwy . . . Td uty abTdy cur-
Telver wpYs TH Yr@var udvov, T4 Be
kel mept Tas kTfoes kal wepl Tas
mpdiets Toi Tpdypares. Bow wév odw
Exer prhovopiar udvoy Becpnrichy,

2 Metaph. vi. 1, 1025, b,

8 8q.: % guowd morhun . . .
8oy Ui olire mparkTiky) oTivr oliTe
TOmTIKY . . . . GoTe €l mAce Sidvora
# TpakTikd A womTuch A BewpnTind, 7
ool BewpyTuch Tis v eln; e 2,
1026, b, 4 (xi. 7): obfeud yop
émoTnpy éripedés mepl abrot [se.
700 cvuBeBnriTos] olite mpakTixi)
olire womTikij oiire fewpyrinhi. The
same division of émwriun in
Iop. vi. 6, 145.a, 16; viil. 1, 157,
a, 10. Fuorther cf. Eth. N. vi.
8-5, €. 2, 1139, a, 27, x. 8, 1718,
b, 20, and on the difference
between poietic and theoretic
science in De Celo, iii. 7, 308, a,
16 ; Metaph. xii. 9, 1075, a, 1, cf.
ix.2, 1046, b, 2, and Bonitz on this
passage. Though Aristotle here

of a phorodia) mparTich and wou-
Tueh, these passages would justify
our using the latter expression,
singe  @riogopls i3 synonymons
with émeorfun when the latter
signifies not merely knowledge in
general, but science in the special
sense of the term. And sinee in
Metaph. vi. 1 (vid. inf. 183, n. 3)
he gives three gudosodior Bewpyri-
xal, this undoubtedly supposes
that there is a non-theoretical, i.e.
a practical or poietic philosophy.

But one cannot believe that by .

the latter is meant, not that
science which treats of mpatis and
woinats (Ethics, Politics, and the
soience of Art), but the faculty of
thempalisand wolyoisitself, namely
ppdvnars and Téxen (WALTER,
Lebre v, d. pralkt. Vern. 510 sq.).
P Anoagle uever has this meaning,
and even émoTHuy cannot have it
inthiscontext. Soagain since cer-
tain branches are distinguished
as practical and poietic from
Physics, Mathematics and Meta-
physics, which are the theoretic
sciences, the former must like-
wise be really sciences. And
whaf other place would be left
for Ethics, &e.?

5 Metaph. vi. 1, 1025, b, 22:

Physics, Mathematics, and the First Philosophy,® which

TGV MEV pap TOUTIKEY v TE woL-
obiyTL 4§ dpxh @ veis f) Téxen §) Siveuls
Tis, T@Y 0% mpukTIKAY €V TH TPAT-
TorTt f) wpoalpesis. Hence Ffk. vi.
5, 1140, b, 22: in the province of
art it is better to err voluntarily ;
in that of morals involuntarily.

! Eth. vi. 4 dnib. : €repov ¥
eorl wolnmis wol wpaks ; €. §, 1140,
b, 3: &Aoo T 7évos wpalews ol
worhaews . . . . THS pey Yop Torrews
Erepov Th TéNos, ThHs B¢ mpdlews olk
by eln: Zami yip abrh 9 ewpatla
Téhos. Thid. i. 1 inif.

® Fth. vi. 8, 1139, b, 18:
émirThipn piv ofe Tl o dvreifer
pavepdy . . . . TdyTes yip Imodap-
Bevauer, b émorduelo ph evdexerba
EMAws Exeww; C. 4init.: Tovd' évle-
Yopévov EAAws Exew EoTi Ti kol
w7y kot mpaktoy, ke COf, ¢. 2,
1139, a, 2 sqq. Je Cwls, iil. 7, 306,
a: vid.supr. p 167, n. 2; Part. 4n.
i, 1,640, a, 3: % vap dpxh Tois uew
[the theorists] 70 w, Tols B¢ [the
technicists] Td éoduevar.

3 Metaph. vi. 1 (=i, T) where
among other things 1028, a, 18 :
5 pty yip guauch Tepl dydpioTa pey
GAA ok axirmTa, THs 8¢ pofnua-
Tikis &wia mept duclimTa piv ol

xwpioTa ¥ frws, GAN ds &v Ay, 7
5¢ wpdry [sc. gihovopia] kal wepi
xeploTet kel dxlvnre . . . GoTe Tpels
b eley purocod ol SewpnTical, uadn-
poTieh, duewkd, Peoroyue. Simi-
larly xii. 1, 1096, a, 30, ¢, b init. ;
De An. 1. 1, 403, b, 7 sqq. Abonut
the name of the first philosophy,
cf. alsop. 76, supra. As to Mathe-
maties as the science of numbers
and quantity, and the abstraction
peculiar to it, whereby it does not
consider a body according to its
physical properties, but only from
the point of view of magnitnde in
space, and, in determining num-
ber and guantity, disregards the
intrinsic condition of that in
which they occur, see Phys. ii. 2,
193, b, 31 sqq. ; Anal. Post. 1. 10,
76, b, 3, c. 18,79 a, 7; Anal
Pri. i. 41,49, b, 35; Metaph. xi.
4, ¢. 3, 1061, a, 28, vii. 10, 1036,
a, 9, xiii. 2, 1077, a, 9 to ¢. 3 fin.,
iil. 2, 997, b, 20, ibid. 996, a, 283
De An. iii. 7 fin. Detached state-
ments on Mathematies are found
in many places, e.g. Metaph. i. 2,
482, a, 26; De Ceelo, iil. 1, 299, a,
15, . 7. 308, a, 26;: Pe An. 1. 1,
402, b, 16. Cf. BRANDIS, p. 135
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he names also Theology, and treats as the pinnacle of
all knowledge.!

If, however, we aftempt to apply the suggested

division to the contents of the Aristotelian books,? we
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run at once into manifold troubles. OFf all that Ari-
stotle wrote, the only thing which would fall under
poletic science’ is the Poefics; for he himself rele-
gates the Rheforic to another section by indicating

sqq. The contradiction which
RITTER, iii. 73 sq., finds in Ari-
stotle, viz. that a sensible sub-
tratum is first denied and after-
wards attributed to Mathematics,
and that its object is now de-
signated as removed, now as not
removed, from what is sensible, is
partly solved by the distinetion
of the purely mathematical from
the applied sciences, and partly
and chiefly by the remark that
Aristotle nowhere says that the
object of Mathematics i¢ a xwp-
e7ow, but only that it is sensidered
as such, i.e. by abstracting from its
sensible nature ; in Mefaph. xii. 8,
1073, b, 3, moreover, Astronomy
according to the common reading
is not called fthe truest philo-
sophy,! but the olkewrdrn, the
most important of the mathe-
matical sciences for the discus-
sion in hand ; still Bonitz is right
in reading: 7#is olkeiordrys iro-
godia Tay wednmaricdy exioTypdy.

! Metaph, vi. 1, 1026, a, 21
(and almost the same in xi, 7,
1064, b, 1), after what is given in
the preceding note: iy Tywrd-
Ty [émoriuny] Bel wepl T Tipuds-
TaTor yéros elvau.  (For, as is said
in 1064, b, 5: BeAriwr Kal yelpuy
éxdoTn Aéyerar kati TH oikeTor dwi
oTHTor.) af pér oby Oewpyrucal TEy
GAAay emoTnudy alperdrepa, ality
8¢ Ty Bewpnmicaiv.  He discusses
at length in Metaph. i. 2, why the
first philosophy  especially de-
serves the name copfa: because,
as perceiving the most universal,
it gives the most comprehensive

knowledge ; becanse it investi-
gates what is most difficult to be
known ; because the science of
the last reasons is the most ac-
curate (dxpiBeordry) and gives the
most perfect instruetion as to
causes: because, more than any
other, it pursues knowledge for
its own sake ; and because, as the
science of principles, and hence
also of final ends, it must govern
all others. In Top. viii. 1, 157, a,
4, the following is given as an
example of a division: 8rt émi-
oripn émorhuns BeAriny 4 T4 drpi-
Beorépa elvar H 75 BeATidvww.
Aristotle in Metaph. xii. 9, 1074,
b, 29 sq. also supposes that the:
value of knowledze is propor-
tioned to that of its object. The
universal pre-eminence of the

theoretical over the practical .

and poietic sciences does not,
however, rest on this, nor on their
greater exactness, for some of
them (the zoological and psycho-
logical sciences) have mno su-
periority over Ethics in either
respect ; but primarily on the fact
that knowledge is here an end in
itself ; ef. Metaph. 1. 1, 981, b,
17 sqq. 982, a, 1.

® Thus Ravaisson (Zssai sur
la  Mitaphysique d Aristote, 1.
244 =qq.), who wishes to sub-
divide theoretical philosophy
into Theology, Mathematics and
Physies, practical philosophyinto
Ethics, Economics and Politics,
and poietic philosophy into
Poetics, Rhetoric and Dialecties,

that it is a side-branch of Dialectics and Politics,! and
Dialectics cannot be disconnected from Analytics or

Logic.?

If we were to conclude from this difficulty that the
division into fw0 groups—theoretic and practical—was
preferable to the division into #hree, we should thereby
be cutting ourselves loose from the statements of Ari-
stotle himself. It further appears that in the presenta-
ion of hig system he took no account of the existence
of Mathematics. The one mathematical work to which
he gives a reference, and which can with certainty be
taken to be genuine—the tract on Astronomy—Dbelongs,
according to the classification above indicated, to

1 Rhet.i. 2, 1366, a, 25 faore
ovpBalver why pyropuiy oloy wepa-
Pués T Tis StakekTikds elvat kol TS
wepl & fifln mpayuarelos, Hr dlraidy
éaTt Wpocayopelew moAtTIchy. ©. B,
1359, b, 8: Hmep vdp xal wpdrepor
eipnioTes Tuyxdvoper GAnfes éoTw,
bre 7 puropumn clyrerar uéy ik Te
THs AraAuTikns émoThuns kel THT
mepl T4 f8n woAiTikds, duo'a 8 ol
T4 pév Ty dieAextich T& 8 rais
gopiarikois Méyos. Eh. 1. 1, 1094,
b, 2: dpduey 8¢ kal Tis vmipordras
w@p Supdpewy Iy Tavrhy [Thy wo-
Artuchy] oficas, olov oTparynyuchy,
oikevouIKY, fyTopkiy: xpwudims 5t
TabTys Tals Aouwats TEY TPAKTIEY
édmernudy, &e. These expressions
seem to have a direct reference
to the passage cited from the
Lletoric. Aristotle sees in it an
application of Dialectics for the

purposesof Politics; and since the
character of a science depends
on its parpose, he includes it in
the practical section. Hence,
although in itself an artistic
science, and designated as such
by Aristotle (e.g. Rhef. 1. 13564, a,
11 sq. b, 21, 1
c. 2, 1356, b, 28 =sqq. ; rhetorical
theories are also called réxyar,
cf. swpra, p. T2, 2, 73, 1),
still he does not seem to give
Bhetoric an independent place in
the svstem, as Brandis does (ii.
b, 147), and still more decidedly
Diring (Kunstl, d. 4rist. 78).
28a an fop. 1 1 indd ©. 2,
it is plainly designated as an
auxiliary science to philosophy in
general, and especially to the
theoretical investigations.
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Physics. Of the others, they are either of doubtful
authenticity or, in any case, the absence of any refer-

ences leaves us to suspect that these were not considered -

an essential part of the connected exposition of his
system.! The Physics, again, is spoken of as the
‘second,’® not the third, philosophy —as if there were
no thought of Mathematics standing between it and
the ¢ First Philosophy:” and Aristotle himself refers
the Mathematical Awioms to the ¢First Philoso-
phy.”?

As regards Practical Philosophy, Aristotle does not
divide it into Ethics, Economics and Polities +—like the
later commentators® who were misled in that matter by
the spurious Economics, He distinguishes in the first
place ® the main Ethical Science—which he desires to
call ¢ Politics ' *—from the auxiliary sciences of Econo-
mics, Military Tactics, and Rhetforic®: and then in
¢ Polities * he distinguishes that section which treats of
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the moral action of the individual from that which
treats-of the State.!

It is also important to remember that in the above
division, whether we take it to be twofold or threefold,
there is no place for Logic. The later Peripatetics get
over this difficulty by the theory—which is a point of
controversy between them and the Stoiecs—that Logic
is not a part of Philosophy, but only an instrament
for it.2 Aristotle himself never hints at this distine-
tion,® although he does, of course, treat Logic as a
Methodology.! Nor will the suggestion help us much ;
for since Aristotle had worked out his Logic with such
scientific care, it must have had some definite place in
his system.> The only conclusion is that the scheme of
subdivision, which we dedunce from the above-quoted
remarks of Aristotle, seems to be in part too wide and
in part too narrow for the matter which his books
contain.

! About these writings cf,
p. 86, n. 1, supra.

? Metaph. vii. 11, 1037, a, 14 :
Tis Purwis kal Sevrépas dihoco-
hlas.

3 Metaph. iv. 3 inif. (xi. 1).

* Aristotle in Eté. vi. 9, 1142,
a, 9, besides ¢pdvnoes which re-
lates to individual action, cer-
tainly names oikovopfa and worereie
also: but in 1141, b, 31 he has
divided Politics {i.. the science of
the life in society with the ex-
clusion of Ethics) into olkovenle,
ropoBeaia, woAtTucd, so that, accord-
ing to this, Economics forms a
part of Politics. Still more de-
finitely Endemus in £th. Fud. i.
8, 1218, b. 13, eombines the
moALTIch Kal oikovouiky) wal dpdvnots

as the three parts of practical .

science ; this division must con-
sequently belong to the oldest
Peripatetics.

* With whom, besides Ravais-
son, RITTER, iii. 302, also agrees.

S Feh. 1. 1, 1094, a, 18 =qq.,
vi. 9, 1141, b, 23 sqq.

* Eth. i. 1, 4bid., and 1085,
a, 2, i, 2 ¢nét. and fin., 1i. 2, 1105,
a, 12, vii. 124nit., of. 1. 13, 1102, a,
28, Rhet. 1. 2,3, vid. supr. p. 185,
o L

8 FEh. 11,1094, b, 2; Rlet. 1,
2, 1356, a, 25. Alzo in the first
book of the Pulitics, Economics,
as far as Aristotle has treated the
subject, is taken to belong to the
science of the State,

A different subdivision of the system might be built

1 Eth.i. 1, 1094, b, 7. Boalso
in the lengthy diseussion, x, 10.

2 Diog. v. 28; Avux. in Pri.
Anal. init., Sekol. 141,a, 19, b, 25,
in 4op, 41, m, AMMON. apud
WaATTz, Awrist. Org. 1. 44 med. ;
SimMPL. Categ. 1, ¢ Schel. 39, b,
and PHILOP. in Cafeq. Schol. in
Ar. 36, a, 8, 12, 37, b, 46. The
same in dnal. Pri.ibid. 143, a, 3.
ANON. ibid. 140, a, 45 sqq.
Davip, in Categ. Sehol. 25, a, 1,
where there are also further
fragmentary subdivisions of Logic
and the logical writings.

3 That in Zop. i 18 fin., and
viii. 14, 163, b, 9, he speaks of
logical readiness as an organ of

philosophy, is of course beside
the point,

v Supra, p. 91 sq.

* Nomore trustworthy is Ra-
vaisson's statement (los. cif. 252,
264 sq.), that Analyties is no
special science, but the form of
all science. It is much rather
the Znonledge of this form, which
constitutes a particular branch
just as much as Metaphysies,
which is the knowledge of the
universal grounds of all Being.
MARBACH, Fesch. d. Phil. 1. 247,
even thinks that ‘ there can be no
doubt. that the * Mathematics”
which formsa part of philosophy
is what is now called Logie.’
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on the other remark, that all propositions and problems
are either ethical, physical. or logical! Under the

logical head, however, Aristotle here comprehends both °

formal Logic and the First Philosophy or Metaphysics,?
and this alone would prove that he could not here have
meant to indicate a scheme for the presentation of his
system, in which these two. departments are kept so
obviously distinct. '

If, then, we are forced to give up the attempt to
find in his own isolated remarks any key to the plan of
his work which corresponds with the construction
itself, nothing remains but to gather from the actual
work as we have it, the method of the work he designed.
Abstracting from those of his writings which are in-
tended only as preliminary essays, or devoted to histo-
rical materials or collections concerning natural history,
or taken up with philosophic eriticism, we distinguish
among Aristotle’s writings four main masses. These
are his investigations of Logic, of Metaphysics, of
Natural History, and of Ethics. A fifth would be the
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Philosophy of Art, except that Avistotle did not work
out any part of it except the Poetics. He seems to
have forgotten to deduce these various branches of
work from the idea and problem of philosophy as a
whole, or to reduce ‘them to any simpler plan of divi-
sion. Of these five, the section of Logic and Methodo-
logy ought to come first, not only in the time order c.)f
the important texts,! but also in the order of exposi-
tion—for Aristotle himself describes it as a propaideu-
tic for all other inguiries.?. After the investigation of
scientific method, the ¢ First Philosophy’ must come.
For, although the connected exposition of it belongs in
time to the close of Aristotle’s work,® nevertheless it
contains the key to the philosophical understanding of
the Physies and the Ethics, and it is from it we must
obtain all the definitions, without which we could take
not a step in either of these sciences—such as the
definitions of the Four Causes, of Form and Matter, of
the different senses of Being, of Substance and Acei-
dent, of the Mover and the Moved, &e. The very

V fup. i 14, 104, b, 19: ot &
ds TUTg wepiAafely TdY TpoTiTewy
el T@v wpoBAnudTey pépn Tola. af
pev qap fbical mpoTdaes eigly, af B¢
Aoyuead |, . . dpolws B kol Ta Wo-
PAfueTa . . . . Tphs pEv odv duAo-
coplar rar aAnfear wepl atTdy
wpaypaTertfov, SlahekTinds 8¢ wphs
dokar. It is of noimportance as
against this, that, in dealing with
the difference between know-
ledge and representation, Ari-
stotle remarks in dnal. Post. 1. 33
Jin.: T& BE Nowwd wds Sl Sraveluo
éri Te Siavolas kol vov kat émioThuns
kel Téxims kul Ppporfoews kol sodias

T pEv pusikis T& 8¢ Hfucis fewplas
paAdor éoTiv.

2 As an instance of logical
propositions Top. whbi sup. men-
tionsthe principle, which belongs
equally to Methodology or Ana-
lytics and to Metaphysics (ef.
Metaph. iv. 2, 1004, a, 9 sqq.,
1005, a, 2), that opposites fall
under the same science. Again,
in the instances given on p. 174,
n. 2, supra, hoyhs at one time
stands for logical, at another for
metaphysical inguiries; for the
latter alsoin Fth. Ewd. 1. 8, 1217,
b, 16.

! See supra, p- 156 seq.

* Metaph. iv. 3, 1005, b, 2:
doa § dyxepoior Tav Aeydvraev
Tiwes wepl Tiis EAnbelas, by (-rpﬁmzv
3ei dmodéyerfa, 80 drudeuriay TaV
dvahvrik@y ToiTo Spdow el ~yip
mepl TolTwy ke TPOCTITTAUSHOVS,
GAA& ph &xotorras Creir. 1t 1S
much the same for the ques-
tion in hand, whether the Tolrey
is referred to GreduTiRgy, ar more
correctly to the investigations in-
dicated in the words mepl 7is
dAgleias &ec., since from the
nature of the thing it comes to
the same, whether he says, ¢ One
must be acquainted with Ana-

Iyties; or ‘One must be ac-
quainted with what Analytics has
to discuss’ Inadmissible, on
the other hand, is Prantl’s ex-
planation (Gesch. d. Log. 1. 137),
which refers the 7olrer, not to
the words with which it is im-
mediately connected, but to the
diwdpara, about which Aristotle
has spoken above. As a conse-
quence of thistranslation, Prantl
thinks it monstrous that this
passage should be used as a
proof of the precedence of the
Analytics.

1 Vid, supr. p. 76 sqq., and
p. 160, n.
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name of the ¢ First Philosophy’ expresses the fact that
in the logical order it precedes all other material
investigations, as being concerned with the discussion
of the most universal of all presuppositions! The
Physics follow on after the ‘First Philosophy,” and the
Bihics follow the Physics, because the latter is pre-
supposed in the former.? The Rhetoric must be taken
as belonging to Fthies.> The philosophy of Art, on the
other hand, forms a section by itself, which is not
brought into any definite connection with the rest.
We can only treat it, therefore, as an appendix. To a
like position we must relegate also Aristotle’s occasional
utterances as to Religion—for a Philosophy of Religion,
in the true sense, was not within his view.

1 Still miore pmm]v than by Tucis), Hetaph. vi. 1, I(}ﬂﬁ a, 13,
the superlative mpd7n ¢pidocopiais 30, Gen. et Corr. i 318 a,
this shown by the comparative: ? Vid. supre, p. 159.
Pirogodia n’pn'repu{gbvo‘ims pafnua- ¢ See supra, p. 185, n. 1.
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CHAPTER V
LOGIC

Frowm of old, Aristotle has been renowned as the founder
of Logic, and he has deserved his fame. We must not,
however, overlook the fact that he treated Logic, not as
an independent science, but only from the point of view
of Methodology, as the ‘technique’ of his philosophic
investigations. In dealing with it, therefore, he does
not contemplate by any means a full and uniform
account of the powers of thought as a whole, but rather
a simple inquiry into the forms and laws of scientific
proof. Of the first half of his Logic—the Topics—he
admits this himself.! Of the other and more important
section—the Analytics—it follows partly from single
references which assign to it the place of a Propaidentic
of Science,? partly from the analogy of the Topics
aforesaid, but more especially from the whole treatment
of the subject. Of the two Analytics, the logical
masterpieces of Aristotle, the first is concerned with
Syllogisms, the second with the laws of Proof? Only
in connection with these investigations, and only in so

Y Fop. i1 init. : q per wpdﬂcms Oray bpoiws Exwuey dowep éml
Tis mpayparelas péfodor cipeiy, ag' ﬁq-ropum"s Kal 3a7pmﬁs ral Tdv Toi-
fis 5umo’dps€u ouAAoyileofar mepl olTwy Burduewy® TolTe & dorl Tb
TarThds Tob TpoTEdénTos wpoﬁkﬁ#m’us‘ ik Tdv évBexoudvwy moely & mpa-
&k évﬁdswv Kkal ebTol )\r:’quv imexorTes  apotueba,

unbty epotuer dmevavriov, Cf. ¢, 2. * Vid. supre, p. 189, n, 2
3: Ekopey 8t TeAdws Thy pcdolov, 3 The common theme of both
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far as may be nécessary thereto, did he stay to consider

the theory of Propositions.! It was not until a later

period,? (if at all) that he extended these hints into a
separate treatise in the Ilepi spunveias. In the same way,
it 18 from the consideration of the Syllogism that he is
led to the logical treatment of Notions. He toucheson
Definition in the Adwnalytics,®* merely as a matter con-
nected with Proof; and, in fact, the logical properties
of Notions as a whole are only taken up as incidental
to the Syllogism.* The theory of the Categories, on the
other hand, belongs more fo Metaphysics than to
Logie, because it is not deduced from the logical form
of the Notion as such, or from the process of thought
involved in its construction, but is derived rather from
the natural division of those real relations, to which
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investigations which we should class under ¢ Formal
Logie,” Aristotle” was chiefly concerned to determine
the conditions of scientific procedure, and especially of
scientific processes of proof.!

Socrates had revealed the method of forming Con-
ceptions ; Plato had added that of Division; Aristotle
was the discoverer of the theory of Proof. This is to
him so clearly the one important point, that he re-
solves into it the whole science of Methodology. It
follows, then, that when the later Peripatetics described
Logic? as an ‘instrument’ of philosophy,® and when
accordingly the logical writings of Aristotle were in
the end published together under the name of the
‘Organon,”* this was in no way contrary to the

the Categories, according to their content, are referred.®
The very name of ‘ Analytica’® indicates that in the

is thus designated in dmal. Pri.
init. : mp@Tov pév eimeiv wepl i wal
zlvos dorly @ oxélas, i wepl dmé-
Setkir Kkal émrrdums dmodewcTucis.
Likewise at end of dnaf. Post.ii.
19 init. ; wepl piv olv suAAoyiTpod
kel amodelfews, 7i Te Skdreplr Lot
kel wds ylveral, davepby, Gua &t xal
wepl émioThuns dmodetkTikRs © TAlTOY
~dp €T,

U dnal. Pri. 1. 1-3. Adnel.

Post.1. 2,72, b, T.

2 Vid, supr. p. 66, n, 1.

3 Anal. Pest. il 3 sqq. and ef.
zpecially c. 10.
i p‘:-‘ ']3ht§F little that has to hbe
mentioned with tegard to this
will be adduced later. The de-
finition of the dposin Anal. Pre. i,
1, 24, b, 16 alone shows (Jpor G&
woAd cis by SaAveras ) wpdrasis)

that Aristotle is going by an
analytical method, and just as
he proceeds from syllogisms to
propositions, so in like manner
he passes from propositions to
notions. Both arve merely con-
sidered as facfors in the syllo-
gism.

3 Bome other writings on Con-
cepts, which were mentioned on
p. 70, supra, seem to have had a
purely logical character; but
probably not one of them was
the work of Aristotle.

¢ Aristotle not only calls both
the principal logical writings
‘Avahvried (see p. 67, n. 1), but
(vid. supr. p. 189, n. 2, and p. 185,
n. 1) he uses the same designa-
tion for the science of whichthey
treat.

' "AveAdew means to veduce s éml 7b wpBrov alriow, § dv TH

given thing to the parts of which
it is composed, or to investipate
the conditions through which it
is bronght about. In this sense
Aristotle uses dvdAvers and
arardew regularly for the reduc-
tion of syllogisms to the three
figures, e.g. dnal. Pri. i. 82 init. :
ek, .. 7obs yeyerquévous [ovAdoyio-
pobs] dvaddouer eis T4 mpoeipnuéva
oxnuare, for which was written
immediately before: w&s & dvd-
Eouer ToUs TUANOHITUODS s T mpo-
eypmuéve oxhpara.  CE BoNiTz,
Ind. Arist. 48, b, 16. And since
every investigation consists in
tracing out the component parts
and conditions of that with
which it i3 coneerned, évarden
together with (nrelr stands for
‘investizate.’ Thus Eth. V. iii.
5, 1112, b, 15 (BovAederar . . . .
obdels wepl Tol  Téhoust) aANG
Béuevor TéNos T1, TES kal Hid Tivew
Eorar oxomoiat, . ., &ws by ENbwow

VOL. I.

siperer Eoyardy éarw - & ip Bou-
Aevdpevos Eowe (nreiv ol Graddew
Tor epnudvoy Tpémor domep Bid-
Yoeppa. palvera d § utv Girnos ob
ware elvat BodAeves, ofor af ualnua-
Tucal, 71 6t BotAevais Thow Ghrnes,
kal Tb Eoxarov & TH draddoer
wpéTor elvar év th yepérer. (Cf.
TRENDELENBURG, FHlem. Lag.
Awrist.p.475q.)-The drarvruch émi-
oripy (Rhet.i4,1859,b,10) desig-
nates accordinglytheart of scien-
tific Inguiry, or the introduction
to it, which is selentific method-
ology ; and similarly & draivrid
means ‘that which deals with
scientific inquiry, i.e. the theory
of it : asin Metaph. iv.3,1005, b, 2.

* On this designation, proved
to have existed since the time of
Cicero, cf. PRANTL, Heseh. d. Log,
1. 514, 27, 535.

¢ Vid. supr. p. 187, n. 2.

* This name is not used by
any of the Greck commentators

[¢]
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Master’s own view.! The further theory that Logic, as
being the ¢ Organon’ of philosophy, could not be also
a part of philosophy,? he would hardly have approved.
In order rightly fo comprehend this Science of
Method, it will first be neeessary for us to go more
closely into Aristotle’s views concerning the nature and
origin of Knowledge. For it is the conception of
Knowledge which determines the aim and the direction
of the procedure of Science; and the natural develop-
ment of Knowledge in the mind of man must point
the way for its systematic development in Science also.

All Knowledge relates to the fssence of Things—

to the Universal properties which remain identiecal
with themselves in all individnal things, and to the
(fauses of all that is actual® Conversely, however, it
ig true that the Universal is only to be known through
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the Individuals, the Essence only through Appearances,
the Causes only through their Effects. This follows in
part from Arisfotle’s metaphysical propositions about
the relation of the individual to the universal, which
will meet us hereafter; for if it is individual existence
alone which can be called originally actual—if the
Universals exist, not independently as * Ideas” but only
in attachment to individual things as ©properties '—it
follows that the experiential knowledge of Individuals
must necessarily precede the scientific knowledge of
Universals." Quite as directly, to Aristotle, will the same
conclusion follow from the nature of man’s powers of
knowledge. For while he unhesitatingly admits that
the soul must bear within itself the ground-principle
of its knowledge, he is equally positive that it is not
possible to attain any real knowledge except by means
of experience. All learning presupposes, of course,

+ill the sixth century, asappliedto and Ethics it has its own end in

the mrifings ; it only came to this
use later(ct. WATTZ, Arist. Org. il
293 sq.). On the ather hand, the
texts are, before that time, called
by them dpyawird, because they
refer to the fpyarey (or dpyavuchy
uépas) dtaogopios; cf. SIMPL. in
Categ. 1, e; PHILOP. in Caf.
Schol. 36, a, 7, 15; DavID, ibid.
25, a, 3.

1 PRANTL, Geseh. d. Log.i. 136,
is in this respect unreasonable,
when he dencunces ©the school-
masters of later antiguity,’ who,
¢“infected with the folly of the
Stoic philosophy,” wished at any
price to represent Logic as the
tool of knowledge. Thisis really
the position and meaning which
Aristotle gives it. Thetheorythat
in the same sense as Physics

itself and its own object, or

that it is meant to be a philoso-.

phically established presentment
of the activity of human thought
and nothing else (ibid. p. 138
8q.). is a supposition which can
neither be proved from any definite
statements of Aristotle, nor from
the construction of his logical
writings. The ‘real-metaphysical
side of the Aristotelian logie,’
however, need not on this account
be disregarded. Evenif it is re-
garded as the Science of Method,
it may have its foundations in
Metaphysics ; and even though it
precede the latter, yet it may be-
come necessary, in the end, to re-
duce it tometaphysical principles.

2 Vid. supr.p. 187, n. 2.

# Vid. supr. pp. 163 sq., 173sq.

some present knowledge, to which it joins on.2  Qut of
this axiom there arises the doubt, which had given
the earlier thinkers so much trouble,® about the possi-

bility of learning at all.

1 Aristotle himself points out
this eonnection of his doctrine of
perception with his metaphysics
in De An. iii. 8,432, a, 2 &rel b
olbé mplyua oUféy éoTi waph Th
peyity, bs Borel, 7o alobyre reyw-
pLopcvor, év Tois €iBevt Tols alofyTols
T& vonrd Zore(ef. . 4, 480, a, 6;
ép B Tois Exovaw TAny Burdue: Exa-
aTéy éoTe TEY vourdy) Td TE dr
adarperer Aeydpueva [abstract no-
tions] wal dra vdy aic@yTdy Ees
kol mabn. kel S TobTo ofite ud
algOapdueros under oifer &v uddor
obBE fuweln® Grov Te dewpd], dwdyrn

For either, as it seems, we

fpa Qdvracud Tr Bewpely * 7é yap
gavrdepare dowep alobfuard éor,
wAGy Bvey TA7s.

® dnal. Post. 1. iwmit: wéca
didacrailn kel mica pddnois Siavoy-
Tueh ke mpoumapxolons  ylvera
yréoews—which he immediately
proceeds to prove as to the dif-
ferent sciences, both as regards
syllogistic and inductive proof.
The like in Metaph. i, 9, 992, b,
30; Zth. vi. 8, 1139, b, 26.

! See ZELL., Ph. d. Gr. pt. i
996, and pt. ii. a, 696,

Q2
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must already be possessed of that knowledge from which
all the rest is to be deduced—which is not in fact true—
or else we have still to acquire it, in which case the said
axiom does not hold for that which is the highest know-
ledge of all.! Tt was this difficulty that Plato gought to
avoid by his doctrine of ¢ Anamnesis’—the latent recol-
lection of a prior knowledge.  But apart from all the
other objections which he finds to lie against the pre-
existence of the soul,? Aristotle is unable to reconcile
himself with this theory, because it seems to him un-
thinkable that we should have in us a knowledge without
Enowing it 33 not to speak of all the various absurdities
to which a closer analysis of the notion of the existence
of the Ideas in the soul would obviously lead.! His
solution lies rather in that conception by means of
which he has answered so many of the questions of
metaphysics and natural philosophy—in the notion of
‘ Development —in the distinction between the ground-
work of potentiality and the completed actuality. The

soul, he says, must certainly bear within itself in some

sense its knowledze. For if even our Sense Perception
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i to be regarded, not as a passive reception of things
given, but rather as an activity for which such recep-
tion is the occasion, then the same must a fortior: be
true of Thought,? which has no outward object at all.
Because our pure thonght is not different from the
things thought,? therefore there lies in its nature as such
the possibility of knowing with an immediate knowledge
those highest principles, which are presupposed by all
derivative and mediate knowledge as its condition and
starting-point.* So far, then, the soul may be de-

U Angl. Post, ii, 19,99, b, 20: Tolvur, §reofie’ Exay oidy Te, oiit’

Every knowledge by argument
supposes acquaintance with the
highest principles (the dpyoi
guecor, vid. inf.): Téy & ducowy THY
yyd@ow . .. Sawophoeer v Tis . . . .
K&l woTepoy ol voticar af skeis [the
ywiows of the apxel] yyivovrat d
évobrat AeMfbagw. €l pty B Exouer
abras, Bromoy® ovpBatver yhp fipr-
Berrépus ExorTas yraoes arodelfews
AavBdvery. e 85  AauBdvouer uj
ExouTes wpdTepoy, mds by yywplilopey
el pavBdroiner ek uh wpoiiupyolans
yvdoews © abtvaroy yop . .. Gavepby

dypoobioe wal pmBeplny Exovowy Ehw
Eyrylfveatan :

2 (f.the section as to the rela-
tion of soul and body, infra, ch. x
amit,

i Apal. Post. loe. ecit., and
Metaph. i. 9, 992, b, 38.

t Pap. 11.7, 113, a, 26 : if ideas

~wers in us they would bave also .

to move with us, &e. Still Ari-

stotle himself would scarcely’

have laid much stress on this
merely dialectical line of attack.

1 De An. i1, 5,417, b, 2 =qg.
Aristotle here says that neither
consciousness nor thought onght
to be called a wmdoyewr and an
GAdoiwois, unless we distingunish
two kinds of suffering and
change : The 7€ éml Tas oTEPYTIKGS
Sialéces peraBordy kal Thy dwl Tas
Ees kol Try pdow. Similarlyin iii.
5,429, b, 22 sqqg., 1l T, 431, a, 5.

2 Do An 1.417, b, 18: kot 7
kar évépyaar [aicOdveclar] B
duofws Aéyerau T@ Bewpeiv: Bwagpéper
8¢, i Tob pér TE TomTikR TS
évepyelas Ewlev, b dpuTiv etc.
alrior & Bre Tev ka? ExacTor § kot
duépyeaiay alobyoes, 1 & émoThiun
Tév kpfilov: Tavra § &y abrq wds
dore 7h Yuxd. Bid vofiow mey ér’
atrd Brar folAnrar, aigldveatar &
ol ér’ abrd - draykaloy yap fwdp-
xer td alobnTiy,

3 Pe An il at 430, a, 2 (fol-
lowing the passage to be cited
presently on p. 199, n. 2), hesays:
192, 3: kal avrds 8¢ [ vols] voyrds
éorwy &omep T4 voyTd. éwl iy yip
Ty Wwey DANS TO abTO 0TI TO VOOTY
wal T vootuevoy  f yop meT g A
OewpnTcd) kal 70 0T ws émicTyTON TO
abrd éory. Thid, 111. 7 init. 1 v &
aird éoTiy 75 wat’ e’ys’p’ysmy gmo‘q-r’}yn

@ wpdypart. Metaph, xii. 7, 1074,

b, 38: 5 ér' évlov § émorhun TO
Tphype ; Tl pey TV TOMTIKGY BVEY
UAms © oboia kol T T By elvar,
eml 82 tav Gewpyrucay & Adyos To
wpayue Kal 9 ¥ONTLS.

t Anal. Post. 1. 19, 100, b, & :
émel B¢ ... . obdey émoThuns drpr-
Béorepar #AAo yévos 1) vobs, ai &
apyol T@y dmodelfeny YrwpudTepar,
émioriipm & droca pera Adyov éoTi,
TEY Gpx @y SmioThun per ovk & €ln,
érel & ollép aAntiéoTepoy EvBéyerar
elvar EmoThuns B voby, rois by el
Ty GpY@Y ... ofy punley EAAo
map’  émorhumy yéves  Exoper
GAmits, vobs b el EmaThuns apxi.
Eth.vi, 6 : TRs épxfis Toi émaTyTod
0T by dmorquy €y ofite TéxIm
olire Pppdemos . . . . Aeimerol voiy
elvar oy dpx@v. .7, 1141, a, 17,
b, 2, 0.9, 1142, a, 25: § pér yip
vols Ty Bpey, Gy ofr €ori Adyos.
¢. 12, 1143, a, 35 (with which ef.
TREXDELENRBURG, Histor. Beitr.
ii. 376 sqq. ; WALTER, Die Lehre
v. d. praké. Vernuwnfi, ete., 38
sqq.): 6 wobs Tav éoxdrav én
duodrepar kel yip Taw mpdTwy dpwy
kol T@y doxdTwy vobs érTe kal ov
Adyes, kal & pir kard Tés drodelfes
Tav drivfrey Bpey kal TodTey, 6 8
v rals wpakTixals Tob éoydTov Kol
evdexoudroy ete. (DMore will be
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seribed as the ¢ place of the Tdeas,' ! and it miay be said

of the faculty of Thought that it 4s in itself all that is

said as to the latter, in ch. xi,
and xii. éafre.) This recogni-
tion of principles is an imme-
diate knowledge (#pecor), far the
root principles of all argument
cannot, in their turn, be proved:
¢ (cf. Anal. Post.i. 2,3,72,a,7, b,
18 =gg..c, 29, 84, a, 30; ii. 9
wnst.c. 10, 94, a, 9 ; and Metaph. iv.
4, 1006, a, 6, 1011, a, 13 ; more
fully later). But on this very
account it is always true. For
error only consistsin a false con-
junction of perceptions,and hence
arises only in the Proposition by
reason of the conjunction of the
Predieate with a Subject ( Catey.
4 fin.; De Interpr.i. 16, a, 12;
De An. iii. 8, 432, a, 11}; im-
mediate knowledge, on the other
hand, is concerned with pure
conceptions relating to no subject
distinet from themselves, which
we can only know or not know,
but as to which we cannot be
deceived ; De dn. iii. 6 dnif.:
G ptr ofy Ty EbapéTey vinos év
TolTots wepl & vik EoTe TO YeUdos
“ &y ols 8¢ wal 7b WebBos kal TH
cAnfes, alivlerls Tis 09 vonudrwy
ds & Jrrev ; and ibid. at the end :
€7 ' G pev pdats Tl katd Tivos,
&omep 1§ warddags, wal aAnbhs f
Yevdys wiea* & 8¢ voUs ob was, &N
6 Tob Ti éomi maTd TH T A elvar
Amts, wal ob T keTd Tives  GAN
dowep b Opfy Tol idlov ainbes, el
6 #Evfperos Th Aewkdy H ph, obk
adnbts éel, ofrws Exer Gow dwev
fians. Melaph. ix. 10: émel 82 . . .
T ... GBAnles % Peddos . . . énl TaY
mpayudTwy éorl 7§ cuyreiclar
Gippnabar . . . wor' éoTly ) obic EoTe
T dAqfes Aeyduevay §) Yetibos .. ..
mepl 8& B & dodvbera T{ T elvar §

uh elvar ol T dAnlEs kol T
Yeudos » . . . B Gomwep odde TO
aAnitts érl Todray Tb alTh, ofiTws
ot Th elvar, GAN EFoTi TO uer
aAnlEs Td Bt YeiBos, T méy fiyelr
ol dpdrar GAqiis ... 76 & dyvecy
af Ouyydven - dmwarnBivar yop mept
76 Tt ErTv obk EoTiy AN Y kaTé
avABefnrds . . . Goo 84 doTw Smep
elval 71 kat évepyele, mepl TalTa obk
Eorw dmarnffivar GAN H vocly 4 pa)

. T0 §€ aAndis TO voely abrd T
8t Yetios ofk Eoriv, ofd dmdry,
GAA" Gyvour. According to these
passages we should understand
by the wperdeaes épeooy, which ex-
press the ultimate principles (4%.
Post.i. 2,93,88,72.a, 7, 84, b, 39,
88, b, 36), only those propositions
in which the predicate is already
contained im the subject, not
those in which it attaches to a
subject different from itself: or
in other words, only analytical
a priori judgments. In like

manner the dpiruds 7&r épéowy -

(ibid. ii. 10, 94, a, 9 is a 6éois
Tob i érTiy avemédenTos,in which
nothing is affirmed as to the
existence or non-existence of a
conception, nor of its connection
with a stated subject. Lastly,
when the prineiple of contradic-
tion (in Metaph. iv. 3 sq. 1005,
b, 11, 1006, a, 3) is designated
as the BeBatordry épxHi wasmy wepl
fiv SiaeveBiyar &dlvaror, here also
only the fundamental principle
of all analytical judgments is
in question —the formal identity
of every conception with itself.

! De An: ifi. 4,429, a, 27 : kal
€d 89 of Aéyovres Thy Yuxdy el
Tomway elddv (see on this ZELLER'S
Plate), maiy 871 obire By AA
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thinkable.! This contained knowledge, however, can
only become actual knowledge in the active exercise of
cognition. It follows, therefore, that, prior to experi-
ence, it cannot be in the soul except in the way of a
possibility and a basis; and so, according to him, it is,
in virtue of the fact that the soul haz the faculty of
forming its notions out of itself by its own inherent

activity.?

f wonTikd, oiite évrehexely dAAG
Burduer Tt €187,

U De A, iii. 8 dnit.: viv 8¢
mepl Yuxfis 76 AexPévTa guyke-
dorawbgarres eimwusy wdiw Iri g
Yuxh Ta dvre wds Eome wdvra. 9
yip ciclyre Té Svre i vourd, EoTe
§ 5 meThun uév T& EmoTYTE TS,
% 8 alafnois 7a alordyra.  (Cf il
5 Jin. 1il. T init.)

2 Pe An. iil. 4, 429, 8, 15:
dmwalis dpa Db elvar [before the
Nous experiences the effect of
the woyror, it must be without
wdfos; of. Bowirsz, ad, Ar. 72, a,
36 sqq.], BenTucoy 3¢ 7oi  elfous
kul Svvdumer TowdToy [sc. olov Th
elBos] GAAL pi TolTe, Kal duoiws
Exeww, Bomep TO aiglnTucdy Tpbs T
aictyra, ofre Tdv woly wpis Ta
vomrd . . . & Gpe karoluevos THs

Yuxdis vols. , . obBéy darwv vepyela
T@y dvrwy wply voely . . . kel €0 B9

ete. (vid. supr. p. 198, n.1). Thid.
b, 30 : Burdper wds Eomi TE voyTa b
vos, GAN' évreAexely obdiy, wply
tr vofi. Bei & obras Gowep v
ypoppaTele & pnfer Emdpyer dvTe
Rexeia yeypuupévor. twep oupBaive:
&t 7ot vou. Here (b, 5) and in
i, 5, 417, a, 21 sqq. a still more
accurate distinction is made
between two mesnings of the
Burduer : we can calla man Svrduet
émirTHuey not only when he has as

vet learned nothing, but possesses
the capacity for learning some-
thing, but also when he knows
something, but has not at a
given moment this knowledge
actually present to his mind. It
was in the latter sense that
Plato conceived of innate know-
ledge,whereas Aristotle conceived
of it under the former analogy.
This is the meaning of his com-
parison of the soul with the book
that is not yet written on : and it
was a misapprehension when this
comparison was understood in
the sense of the later Sensa-
tion-theory of knowledge. (Cf.
HugrL, Gesch. d. Phil. il 342
s5q.; TRENDELENBURG, on this
passage, p. 485 sq.) Aristotle
only wants to illustrate by it the
difference between the Svrduer
and évepyele. THe does not here
o on to inform us in what way
potential knowledge becomes
actunal, DBut, according to what
has gone before (429, a, 15), it is
not the alofyrd but the voyra by
whose action the tablet of the
vobs, blank in itself, is written
upon, so that we have to deal
in fact with a theory far re-
moved from the Sensation-
philesophy.
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Throughout his whole' treatment of this qhesﬁbn,
there runs a certain obscurity, the grounds of which we
can of course indicate, but which we cannot altogether
remove without doing violence to the statements of the
Master himself. On the one hand, Aristotle contests
the possibility of any innate knowledge, and insists that
all our notions arise out of perception.! On the other
hand, he speaks of an immediate knowledge of those
truths on which all others depend,® and allows that all
the knowledge which in the course of our lives we gain
lay in our soul from the beginning in germ.? Of
course, this last view is not to be taken to imply that
the soul, prior to all experience, carried in itself the
said knowledge in so far as the content thereof is con-
cerned, or that the function of such experience was
merely to cause it to be brought out into consciousness ¢
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For this would take us back again to the theory of
innate ideas which Aristotle so decidedly rejects.!
It would be equally wrong, however, to make him a
pure Empiricist, and attribute to him the view that
the Universal, ¢ withont any limitation, comes to the
soul from the external world.'? If this were his view, he
could not possibly have derived the highest concepts
of all—the principia of all knowledge—from that
faculty of immediate cognition by which the Nous is,
according to him, distinguished from all other forms of
thinking activity.* For it is plain that concepts which
we can only come at by an ascent from individuals to
universals, cannot be the data of any immediate kind of
kuowledge, but must be data of that kind of knowledge
which is the most entirely mediate of all. Our cognitive
faculties, he asserts, do, in fact, take this way to arrive
at these principia; but he cannot have regarded the

' Cf. pp. 195 sq., 205 sq.

2 P IO, .4

* Cf pp. 196, n. 1, 197, n. 2,
198, n. 1, and 199, n. 1.

* There is no necessity to in-
terpret in that sense the passages
given above. On the contrary,
when he says in De An, il 8
(supra, p. 199. 1. 1) that ¢ the soul
is in a certain sense everything,’
he immediately explains this
phrase by adding (431, b, 28):
avdyen & 5 abrd 4 ra ey elvar
abTa pév yép 3% off - ob i & Alfos
v 7] Yuxfi, AAAL TO eldos - dore 5
Yuxh domep i xelp érrer+ kal yip
7 xelp dpyavdy éorw Spydver, kol
6 robs eldos elddy xal 4 alobyous
€lfos alobyrév, Since the hand
indeed forms and uses the tools,
but still can only form them fram
some given material, this compa-
rison does not carry us further

than the thougbt that the soul is
everything inasmuch as it is
capable of having the forms (or
images) of all things within
itself, That it produces them cut
of itself is not stated. Onthecon-
trary, as the power of perception
is called eidos ctfcrﬂ':}'ri'r,l because
it receives into itself the forms
of the aicOnra, so the vois may,
in the same sense, be called eldos
sifar, inasmuch as it is the faculty
to receive the insensible forms '
and rdmos eidav (p. 198, n. 1) may
be taken in the same sense. The
statement that * universals are in
the soul itself’ (in De An, ii. 5,
cited at p.197,n. 2), oceurs in a
passagewhich has no referenceto
the growth of knowledge in it-
self, but where Aristotle is endea-

‘vourini to.illustrate the progress

from the power of perception to

thoughts in which these principia come for us into
consciousness as the mere precipitate of a progressively
refined experience, or the act by which we present them
to ourselves as only the last of these successive gene-

actual perception by the relation
of emoTAun to the fewpeir (p. 417,
b, b Bewpotiv yap ylyverar 70 Exor
Ty émoriuny). Finally, in Anal.
Post. ii. 19 (cited at p.197, n. 4, s
pra) Aristotle says it is impos-
sible to believe that we should
come to the knowledge of the
highest principles,without posses-
sing previous knowledge ; but he
looks for that previous knowledze
not in any ideas innate in the
soul prior to all experience, hut
simply in the inductive process.
CE. wnfra, ch. v. ad fin.

' As  EKAMPE (Erkenntniss-
theorie d. Arist. p. 192) objects,
not without reason, though his
citation of MWetaph. i. 9, 093, a,
T sqq. is not in point,

Y Bo EAMPE, ibid. ; but it is
hard to reconcile with this ex-
position his attempt in the next
following pages to reduce that
true perception which is, for Ari-
stotle, the basis of all knowledge
tosomekind of Intnitive Thought,
essentially differing both from

 Enowledge and Opinion.

? Onthissee p. 197,n. 4, supra.
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ralisations upon a matter given in experience. Each

of these generalizations consists in an induction,! the

result of which can only be expressed as a judgment
and a conclusion, and which therefore is, like all
judgments,; either false or true. But, on the other
hand, the activity of the Nous in knowledge is by him
distinguished from all mediate cognition, and what we
attain by it is not judgments but ideas—not that which
may be either false or true, but that which is always
true—that which we may either have or not have, but
as to which, if we have it, we cannot be deceived.? So,
again, as all induction starts from perception, which
has relation to that which is compounded of Form and
Matter and is sensible, and as the quality of -con-

tingency, the possibility of being and not-being, iz

inseparable from all that is Matter,? therefore by induc-
tion alone we can never attain to anything which is
unconditionally necessary. For those ideas which rest
entirely on experience can have no higher certainty

than that on which they rest. But of the knowledge -

of the principie, Aristotle holds that it 1s of all know-
ledge the most certain, and he will allow nothing to
rank among the principic except what is necessarily
true.® It follows, then, that the immediate knowledge
referred to can only be an intuition—and that it can
only Dbe a spiritual intuition, as contrasted with all
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which it finds them cannot consist in any self-intuition
or act of introspection, making us conscions of the
principio as of a truth already within us.! It must be
something whereby certain thoughts and ideas arise
through an action of that which is thought upon the
spirit thinking it, in some way analogons to that in
which perception arises through an action of that which
is perceived upon the percipient. And Aristotle does,
in fact, base himself on this very analogy when he says
that the Nous is related to the thinkable as sense is o
the perceivable ;2 or that it knows the thinkable because
it ¢ touches’ it ;® or that as perception in itgelf must be
always true, so must thought be, in so far as it relates
to ideas as such.! -

In this way we get a theory which is for the
moment intelligible and consistent. But the further
questions remain wholly unanswered—What s this,
by the intuition of which we get the principia of all
mediate knowledge and the most universal of all ideas
and axioms? What kind of being belongs to it? In
what way does it act upon our spirit? Of what sort
are these principic which we so attain? Do all of

! This was Zeller's view in donbtless, the first of these
his second edition. passages, Theophrastus also says

* Do An. ili. 4, 429, 8, 15; in Pr. 12 (Maetaph.) 35: *If we
see p begin with observation we can,

sensible perception. But the spirit of man has not

these ideas innate in itself.

* Aboutwhich see ch. v, infira.

2 CE p. 197, 1., 4,

# Of, dnfre In the second part
of ch. vii.,, and the notes there
on these points.

Therefore, the intuition by
1 dnal. Pest. 1. 2, 71, b, 19,

©

5 Anal. Post. 1. 6 init,

2, a, 925 sqq.; i 19, 100, b,.

* Metaph. ix. 10, 1051, b, 24
(vid. supr. p.197,n,4): in percep-
tion of the édcivlera is T uiv
Oryely kal ¢dvar GAnlés .. . Td &
dryvoety ph frpydrew; xii. 7, 1072,
b, 20: abrdy 8% woel 6 wois [the
divine wofis] katé perdAgdw 7ob
voproi [by taking itself as a
voprov] © voyrds  odp  pylyverar
Seyydvoy kol vodv, Remembering,

up to a certain point, explain
things from their causes: Srav 8¢
' aird vd drpa peraBalvauer oik-
et Jurdpeda, either because these
have no causes, or because our
eye cannot see in afulllight, rdya
& éxeivo dAnBéarepor Gsalrd TG v
7 Bewpla Brydvre wal ofor djaudve.’

" De Am. iii. 6 fin.; cited
supr. p. 197, n. 4.
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them merely express the formal laws of thought- (as

does the law of contradiction), or_are there also meta--

physical ideas which are so given,such as the ideas of
Being, of Cause, of God? This might prove to be a
natural conclusion from the theory of Aristotle ; but it
would take us very near to the Platonic teaching as to
the intuition of the Ideas, except that, since for
Aristotle the ¢ Forms’® of things could not belong to
another world, the intuition of them would necessarily
be transferred also from the future to the present.

Y

The final explanation of Aristotle’s want of clear-

ness on this subject is, however, to be found in the fact
that he had only half emancipated himself, as we shall
see, from Plato’s tendency to hypostatise ideas. The
‘Forms' had for him, as the ‘Ideas’ had for Plato, a
metaphysical existence of their own, as conditioning all
individual things. And keenly as he followed the
growth of ideas out of experience, it is none the less

true that these ideas, especially at the point where they
are farthest removed from experience and immediate

perception, are metamorphosed in the end from a
logical product of human thought into an immediate
presentment of a supersensible world, and the object,
in that sense, of an intellectual intuition.

Plato conceived that the picture of the Ideas which
slumbers within us could only awake to any sensible
intuition by an actual recollection, and that the
spiritual eye could only acenstom itself to receive the
light of the Ideas by a long course of preparation.
So with Aristotle is it self-evident that at the
beginning of our spiritual development we are at the
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farthest possible distance from that knowledge which is
its goal; and that consequently our ascent to know-
ledge can only come by a gradual approximation to
that goal, through a progressive deepening of our
comprehension, advancing from particulars to universalg,
from phenomena to the essence, from effects to causes.
Knowledge, which we neither possess as a perfect gift
of nature nor derive as a consequence from something
higher than itself, must issne out of that which is
lower : that is, out of Perception.! The development in
time of our ideas is therefore exactly the inverse of
their logical order. That which is absolutely first is
relatively to us last; and whereas by virtue of its
nature the universal has greater certainty than the
particular, and the principle than the deductions which
depend upon it, yet individuals and things of sense have

more of certainty for us.

1 Anal. Post. 1. 19, 100, a,
10 : otire B évumdpyovow dpwpio-
wévar of Eas (vid. supr. 196, n. 1),
obir’ am’ GAAwy Elewy ylvowTar
yroeTucwTépry, GAN ard  algfy-
FEWS.

% Anal. Post.1. 2,71, b,88: 7po-
Tepa & ol kal propudTepo By ds *
ol ydp Tabrdr mpirepor TH dimer
wal wpds Guds wpiTepey obdE yrew-
piudTepoy  kal fuly yvapudrepoy -
Aéyw BE wpos fpis pir wpdrepa kol
waplpdTepd T dyydrepoy TR
alabfaews, Gmhis B¢ mpiTepa kul
yrepudTepe T woppdTepoy* T
B& moppuTaTe ey 76 Kabidou udAi-
orr, éyyurdre 8fF Td kol ExaoTe
Plys. 1. 1, 184, a, 16 wépure §&
é TaY yrappwTepey Huiv B 680
Kal cadecTépwy éml Td capirTepn
T Ploer kal yrepluETepn’ ot yap
TEiTE Huiy Te yrdpipa Kol GrAds

And in like manner we find

i, b fin. Cf Aletaph. i. 2, 988,
a, 23; v, 11, 1018, b, 29 sqq.;
vii. 4, 1029, b, 4 sgg.; ix. 8,
1050, a, 4; Top. vi. 4,141, b, 3,
225 De An, 1. 2 wmf, 0l 7,
nit. 3 Eth. 12,1095, b, 2. (Still
more foreibly, referring rather,
however, to Prarto, Rep. vii.
tnif. than to Aristotle, is it ex-
pressed in Metaph. ii. 1, 993, b,
9.) The apparent contradiction
in Phys. 1. 11 Eore & Fuly wpa-
To BfjAa kol cadd Te cuyrexuLéra
parhoy * Gorrepor § éx TodTeww ylv-
erar yrdppa Td oToYeln kai al
&pxol Supobor TadTa. G e vy
nofdhov éml Ta ke Ekoora Bel
wpoievan TO ydp GAov ratd ThHy
alonow yrepiudrepoy, 0 8¢ Kab-
dhov Bhov 7l éoTw - modAa yép
TepihauBdve: &s pepn T kabdAow, is

only a verbal ambiguity. For(as
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that the kind of proof which proceeds from the particular '

15 to us more clear than a deduction from the general.!

The way in which actnal knowledge is evolved from
the rudimentary possibilities of knowledge is this. The
first stage is always, as we have remarked, sensible
perception, Without this we can have no actual thought.2
The man who is deprived of one of the organs of sense
must of necessity also lack all the corresponding know-
ledge, for the general axioms of every kind of science
can only be discovered by induction, and induction
rests npon perception.? Now particular things are the
proper objects of perception;* but inasmuch as a
universal, althongh it may be as yet undistinguished,
is contained in every particnlar, therefore perception
is also conversant mediately with universals® Or, to
speak more accurately, what the senses perceive is, not
the individual substance of the particular as such, but

rather certain of its properties. These again are re-

lated to the particular substance after the manner of a

universal, for they are not a ‘this’ (768e) but a ‘such’

TRENDELENBURG on Arist. De
An. p. 838, and RITTER, iii. 105,
ete, remark) it is not the Zogz‘ r;a‘a,
but the sensible universal which is
here dealt with—the as yet in-
definite presentationof an object,
as when, for instance, we repre-
sent to ourselves & body as suc_h,
before we clearly distinguish its
constituent parts. In them-
selves, however, the simple ele-
ments are always prior to thai
which is made up of them; De
Cwlo, ii. 8, 286, b, 16; Metaph.
xiii. 2, 1076, b, 18, c. 8, 1078,a, 9,

* dnal. Pr. il 23 fin: ¢ios

pty oly mpdrepos xal ypwpipdrepos
b B Tol pévov guAAoyiouds, Huly
& évapyeorepos & 8id Tis Eraywayis.

* De An. iil. §, 432, a, 4 (vid.
supr. p. 195, 0, 1), De Sensu, c. 6,
445, b, 16: 0l8é voel 6 vobs Té rrhs
1 wer’ aivlioews dvra, ‘

3 An. Post. 1. 18,

# dn. Post i 18,81, b, 6: ray
wa Exaarov 5 dofnos, The same
idea recurs frequently, eg. An.
Paost. i. 2 (wid. supr. p. 205, n, 2),
¢. 81 (wide p. 207, n. 1), Phys. 1. 5

fin., De An. iil, 5, 417, b, 22, 27, .

Metaph. 1. 1, 981, a, 15.
5 DeAwn. iii.§,as atp. 195, n, 1.
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- (Towovde) ; and although in perception they never come

under our intuition in the form of a universal, but
always as belonging to this or that thing, and in a
definite individual instance, yet still they are virtually
universals, and out of our perception of them the
thought of the universal can be developed.! Now the
way in which it is developed is this. In sensible per-
ception itself the several sensible properties, and there-
fore also the relative universals, which inhere in the indi-
vidual substance, are discriminated.? Out of such percep-
tion is next developed by the help of memory a general

1 An. Post. 1. 31,4nit. : obB& 80 s said in the text will establish

algbioews éomiy exioTaclar e yop
kel Eorw 4 alvlnots 7ol Totonde
ki ul) ToU3€ Tivos[only the Tdbe,
however, is an Iindividual sub-
stance: ovdér onualver 7@y Kowrj
raTyyopovudroy Téie Tr GANE Totdy-
de; Metaph. vii. 13,1039, a, 1: of
which more énfira], &AL’ alefdy-
eofal ye armynaior Tdbe Tt kol woi
el piie, 7d & kabdiov kal éml waow
aftvaroy cioBdvecfor ol i Tibe
obde ply. o wap Gr fr rebirou

émel oy al pér dmodeiles
kabérov, Tatra § bk Lorw alcbiy-
eolat, davepdr B7i 0t émigractar
8¢ oiocBfoews Eorw, Roinii 19,
100, a, 17: aicfdveral uer 7o
kel ExaoTov, # & olfclnors Tob
ra@diov éoriv, olor arfpdmou, GAN
ob KedAia dvépdmov: i. e, Percep-
tion, has, it is true, a definite
individnal Kallias for its imme-
diate object; but what it gives
us is the image of a man with
these definite properties, and the
circumstance of this man’s being
Kallias has no influence npon the
content of our perception. Cf.
further De An. i3, 12, 424 a, 21
5q9.; and Phys.1.5, 188, a, 5. What

the agreement of these passages
with the peneral doectrine of
Aristotle, about which HEIDER
(Vergl. d. Avistofel. wund He-
gelsehen Dialeltil, 1. 160, sqq.)
makes too much diffieulty, Nor
does Metaph. xiii. 10, 1087, a, 15
8qq. contradict it, as KaAmPE
believes (Erkenntnissth. d. Adr.
85). It is there said that know-
ledge as Siwaws iz 7ob kafdiou
il Goplorov, § 8 dvépyea &proudvn
kol dpirpevoy Ti0e Tt odce, ToUdé
Twos.  All that this stafes isthat
the capability of knowing extends
to everything that is knowable,
but that every actual perception
is the. perception of a definite
object; and whether this object
is an individual or a universal
conception does not enter into the
question. Kafdiow here zignifies
‘the indefinite, as to whieh cof.
xil. 4, 1070, a, 32; Gon. 4n. 1i. 8,
748, a, 7; Lth. ii. 7, 1107, a, 29.

* De Am. iii. 2, 426, b, 8 sqq.
Hence the afobnois in An. Post.
il. 19; 99, b, 35, of. De An. iii, 3,
428, a, 4, o. 9 {nit., is called a
Biwauis cludvros kpiricd.
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representation, for that which has steadily recurred in
several perceptions is fixed and retained by the mind.
Thus arise in the first place experience, and next, when
several'experiences have condensed into general princi-
ples, art and science ! also, until at last we reach the most
universal prineiples of all; and of these in like manner
a scientific comprehension is only to be gained by a
further methodical repetition of the same process—in
other words, by induction. The result may he put
thus. Plato sought to get at the Idea by turning
the mental eve away from the phenomenal world, on
which, in his view, the most that was to be seen
was a reflection of the idea and not the idea it-
self. Aristotle’s theory of the ascent to knowledge rests
it, on the contrary, rather upon a striving after the
universal element én appearances as such. In other
words, while both demand abstraction from the imme-
diate datd and reflection on the nnderlying universal,
still the relation between the two elements is quite
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is the first thing, and only on the presupposition
of such abstraction will he recognise the possibility of
coming toany knowledge of universal essenceatall. To
Aristotle the direction of the mind upon the common
essence of the empirical data is the main point, and it
is only as an inevitable consequence of this that abstrac-
tion from the particulars of gense comes in. For a
like reason, Aristotle also defends the truth of the
knowledge derived by sensation against the objectors ;
for he shows that, notwithstanding the contradictions
and deceptions of the senses, a true perception is still
possible, and that the actuality of what we perceive is
beyond doubt, although its value is relative : in a word,
that the doubts attaching to sensible perception ! are due
solely to want of caution in the use we make of it.?
He even maintains that perception of itself never leads
us astrey, and that it is in our imaginations and our
Judgments that we are first exposed to error.?

different. To Plato the abstraction from the given

1 Anal, Pest. 1. 19, 100, 8, 2:
S pev oty alo@ioews yivera urium,
Somep Aeyousy, éx 5& prfuns woA-
AGKIS TOU alTOl JIoRerns eumeipia.
af ap woMdal wrijpe TE dplud
umeiple pla doriv. éx § éumeplas )
2k movrhs fpeut oarTos Tol kafdhoy
&y i Yuxd, Tobl Evbs Taps T TOAAL,
b & fv Gmaow Sv dvf éksivots T
cirh, TExENS Gpxh Kal émurTipms,
Zup pby mepl yéverw, Teéxys, v
5& mepl wh v, émoThuns. Metaph.
i. 1, 980, b, 28 : piywera 8 ek Tis
pwhuns éureipla TOTS fcyﬂpév:acs"af
vép worAal urfuat ToU abTol Tpdy-
paros s Spmrewplas dlvaun damo-
TeNoligwy . . . . amoBeivel 8 ériaTHun

kel Téxwn B ths éumeplas Tois
wlpdmots . .. . yiveraw B¢ Téxum,
Brar éx moANGY THs umweiplas dvvon-
wdTwy wio kaldhov yévrar mepl TEY
duolwy Tmddalis. 76 pév yap Exew
Sy Sri KaAAie kduvoyTi Trdl
Thr wdooy Todl curfreyre kal
Swkpate: kol kebékooTor ofrw
TOAAOLS, éumeplas daTiv' T B 7t
wagt Tois Towirle war’ elBos Ev
apopiodeirt, kdprovor Tardl T
véaoy, ocuviveyker, . . . méxrns. In
the same passages is also found
more to the like purpese. In
Phys, vil. 3, 247, b, we have, éx
vép 7is Karh wépos fuwerplas Ty
xadidoy AapBdrouey EmiaThuny.

L Cf. Melaph. iv. 5, 6, 1010, b,
sqq., where, among other things
(1010, b, 30 =qgqg.), it is stated
that althonmgh we might say in a
certain sense that without a per-
ceiving being there would be no
aigiyré as such, still it is impos-
sible to say that without the
alglnoes the dworeiusya & most Thy
aimdyoy could not exist—ad yap
8% 9 alodyos abrd Savris domu,
GAN Eore Ti ral Erepoy mapd THy
alobnow, b Gwdyky mpdTepor elva
Tis alocdfoews’ TH yap Koty Tod
xipovuérou mpoTepor éore. Likewise
Cat. . 7, T, b, 361 7b yép alotyrdv
wpdTepoy Tis airbfoews Sowel elvat
TO pev yép alobyTov drapeler ouvy-
avatpet Thr alobyow, 1) ¢ clobyos 0
aigbyriv ol ovevapel . , . (dou

VOL. T.

yep aveupebivros alobyois uly dra-
peiras, alcbyrdy 8¢ Egrar, olow
o@ua, Begubr, yhurd, mupdy kal
iAo doa éorly aiglnrd.

* To this refer Metaph. iv. 5,
1010, b, 3 sqq., 14 sqq-; xi, 6,
1062, b, 13 sqq.

¥ De dn, ii1, B8 427, b, 115 3
pir yap olobyos 7@y [Blwy Gel
dAndys ral warw Srdpyer Tofs
(gous, Buavoeiafar 8 évdéyerar ral
Yevdés kai olbert Smdpyer § ph ol
Adyos,  Tbid, 428, a, 11: of udv
[the aiclioes] aAnbels alel, af Be
pavraciar  yivorrar af wAclous
Yevdels. Similarly ii. 8, 418, a, 11
syq. ; and in Metapl. iv. 5,1010, b,
2: ovl ) atobnes Yevdhs Tob iblay
éoTiy, @A 7 garTacie o) TodTbw
7§ aichoee,

: 3
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‘He shows in fact that simple-minded confidence in
the truth of sensible perceptions which is natural to
every uncritical consciousness. This is in his case
the more easy to understand because he has as little
notion as the other Greeks of making any close inquiry
into the part which a subjective activity plays in the
construction of our experience, and refers it simply
to an operation of the objects upon us whereby they
impress theirimages upon the gonl ;! while, on the other

. hand, the philosopher who attributed so high a value to
observation, and the naturalist who required so wide a
basis of empirical facts, could hardly be expected to take
sufficient account of the attacks which some of his pre-

_decessors had made upon the trustworthiness of the
senges? OF course he does not seek o deny the delu-

1 See theaccount of Aristotle’s
theory of sensation, infra, ch. =
ad. fini.

¢ It hasbeen shown at p. 209,
1.1, how Aristotle, in Caf. T, treats
as given objectively even those
sensible properties which Demo-
critus had already shown to be
merely subjective (ZELL. PL. d.
@i 772,1. 783; 2). Rimilarly
in Phys. viii. 3, in combating the
opinion (of Parmenides), mdvra
hpeuety, he follows up the striking
remark (264, a, 30) that such
a view could not explain &dte
and gayrasle as movements of
the soul (it would have bheen more
exact to say ¢ of the changing se-
ries of mental images”) with the
sweeping observation that to in-
vestigate such a view is (prey
Moy Gv Béariov Exouer i Adyov
Seiofar, and kexds kplvey Th moTOY
sl T ) mioTdy el dpxchy ral ul dp-
xhr. The same objectionholds,in
his opinion against the theories

that everything is always being
moved, or that one thing is always
moved and another never. wpbs
Srarra op raiTa ikavl) wle wloTis
dpauer wip Ena dre pév wwolueva
dre & fpepotvTa, Lhid. 253, a, 23,

in opposing the doctrine mder’ ™

Apeuciv, ho says, TobTov (nrely Adyay
Gpevras Thv alobnaw, dppuoTia 7is
éori Bavolas, and such speculations
spern to him abnormal and non-
natural. ALl such questions as
how we know whether we are
awake or asleep, whetner we are
in our cound senses, &e., Aristotle
considers altogether misleading :
mdvray hp Abyor abolew obTo
ehvat . . . Adyoy yop (nrodow @v
obie Fori Adyost amodelfews ~yap
“&pyn obic dmodekls ot (Metaph,
iv. 6,1011,a, 8 sqg. cof. below, p.
247, 1. 2). He thinks it a self-evi-
dentproposition that we can only
decide upon the sensible proper-
tiesof things—as upon the gzood
andthe evil, the beautiful and the
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~sions of sense, but he believes that our sensafions, as

such, are not to blame. He holds that each sense
represents to us always, or almost a.lways,.with truth
the special colour, sound, ete., which it perceives, but
that illusion first arises in the referring of these pro-
perties to definite objects, and in the discriminating
of that which is immediately given in perception from
that which is only got by abstraction therefrom.!

To these views, then, as to the nature or origin of
knowledge, the arrangement of Aristotle’s theory of
scientific knowledge—his Analytics—corresponds. T
the function of Science to explain the phenomena by
their principles, which must be sought for in the Uni-
versal Causes and Laws. The deduction, therefore, of the

ugly—in a normal state of the 5, 1010, b, 14. We can only

senses and the mind.

! In this sense Aristotle him-
self illustrates his prineiple in
De An.iil. 8,428, b, 18: § clobneis

Tay uiv Bler &AntMs dor # e

dAlyioTor Exovsa TO YebBos. Bed-
Tepoy B8 Tov cvuBeBurévar TavTer
kat dvraifa #8y Svdxerar Sialed-
BeaBars Bri pér vap Aeurby, ab
Yetdetm, & de TobTo 70 Abukdy,
# aArdo 71 [whether the white
thing is, 24., a eloth or a wall].
Yevderar, (So also at the end of
c. 6.) 7plror B¢ rav wowdv kal
éwopevwr Tois ouufeByrémiy, ois

dmapyer 7o 18w Aéyw 8 olor’

telymois kol wéyebos, & suuBéBnne
Tols aicfnrals wepl & pdAworra %37
ot amarnfivar Ketdé THy alo-
6now. (About these rowd see
also De Sensu, e. i. 437, a, 8.)
De Sensu, iv. 442, b, 8 1 wepl uiv
TovTwy [the rowd just mentioned |
drar@vrar, wepl 8¢ Ty Blwy odk
Gmaravrar, olov Sfis mepl ypduaros
ki dwody wepl Ydpwy,  Metaph, iv.

trust the deliverance of each
sense with regard to its own
particular objects, those of sight
with resard to colour, &c.: Gy
[aic8hcear] éxdory év 7@ adrg
a(pn'y(p ;rrep't T abro obiémoré duoiy
Gua ofitw wal avy obres Exew,
'&’\,‘\- ovd' &v érépw ypive wepl Th
;m.ﬂns Gudtopiryaey, dAAL wepl TH
& cuufléBnre Tb wafos. The same
wine may taste to us at one
time sweet, at another not: &ax’
ol 76 ye yAukd oidy éoTev Hrav 7

ovderdmoTe weTéBaher, GAN’ Gel &A:;-,
Beder mepl avrol wel Eomiw & dv-
dyrns Th Eedperoy YAvkd TowdTov.
Perception shows us primarily
(as has been already said on
pp. 206-T) only certain sets of
gualities, The subjects to which
these gnalities belong are not
immediately and exclusively de-
termined by perception ; nor are
those other properties which are
only inferred from what we per-
ceive.

E 2
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particular from the universal and of effects from causes,
or in one word Demonstration, forms the task of Science :
for in such deduetion, according to Aristotle, consists all
Proof. The premises, however, from which these deduc-
tive proofs must start cannot be themselves deduced by
the same method. Nor are they immediately given
in any innate kind of knowledge. It is only by werking
upwards from phenomena that we can reach the principles
that underlie them : only from particulars that we can
rise to universals. To do this scientifically is the business
of Induction. Demonstration and Induction are accord-
ingly the two component parts of the scientific process,
and the essential subjects of Methodology. Both,
however, presuppose the general elements of Thought,
and cannot be explained without a knowledge of them.
Aristotle, therefore, prefaces his theory of Proof with
an examination of the Syllogism; and in connection
with this he finds himself compelled to go more closely
into the nature of the Judgment and the Proposition, as
being the component parts of the Syllogism. It was
not till a later period of his work (as we have already ex-
plained) that he went on to treat them separately, and
even then this part of his Logic remained distinctly
undeveloped. The same remark applies still more
strongly to his doctrine of Concepts.! Nevertheless, it is
with these last that we must begin, in order to proceed
thereafter to the theory of judgments, and lastly to the
Syllogism—inasmuch as certain definite views as to
concepts are always presupposed by Aristotle in his
discussion of Syllogistic Logie.
! Cf. pp. 192 sqq.

TG 213

It was the search for ‘general concepts which gave
to philosophy under Socrates that new direction which
not only Plato but also Aristotle followed in all
essentials. As a natural result of this, we find that
Aristotle, generally speaking, takes for granted the
Sacratico-Platonic theory of the nature of concepts and
the problem of abstract thought.! But as we shall find
him in his metaphysics contradicting Plato’s doctrine
of the independent reality of the Universal which we
think in the Concept, so also in the matter of the
logical handling of concepts he feels it necessary in
connection with this criticism to obtain more accurate
and definite conclusions on many points.? Plato had
required that in conceptual definition atrention shonld
be restricted to the essential as opposed to the accidental
properties of things;? and yet at the same time he had
exalted all general notions to an absolute independence
as Ideas, without any further distinction between con-
ceptions of property and substance.* This distinction
Aristotle introduces, for to him, as we ghall see. the indi-
vidual thing alone is Substance. But he does not merely
separate the accidental from the essential.® He goes on

1 Cf. pp. 162 sq. and 172 sq.

z For the following, besides
PRANTL {Gesch. &. Log. i. 210
sqq.), and the other general
works, cf. KUEN, De Notionis
Definitione gual. Arist. constitu-
erit, Halle, 1844 ; RAssOw, Arist,
de Notionis Definitione Doctrina,
Berl, 1843.

3 See ZELL, Ph.d. Gr. pt i
p. 518 sq.

i Thid. 584 sqq.

5 As to the distinction of the
ovuBefnids from the ke’ aitd

cf. dnal. Post.1. 4, 78,28, 84 8qq. ;
Top.i. 5, 102, b, 4; Metaph. v.
7, ¢. 9 init., ¢. 18, 1002, a, 24
sqq., c. 30, 1025, a, 14, 28, ¢. €
init,; WAILTZ, in Categ. 5, b, 16;
Anal. Post. 71, b, 10. According
to these passages everything be-
longs to any object ¢ kol aivo’
which iz, mediately or imme-
diately, contained in the concept
of that object; and all is ‘kata
cupBeBrrebs’ which does not follow
from the concept. To be a biped
belongs to any man gaé abTh,
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to make & further subdivision of the latter head by dis-
tinguighing the Universal from the Genus, and both
from the Concept or conceptnal Egsence of things.“ A
Universal is everything that appertains to several
objects in common, not merely by accident, but by
virtue of their nature.® If this common element is a
qualification of the essence derived from some other
more general, then the Universal is a property-concept,
and indicates an essential property.® If it is of the
esgence of the things in question, then the Universal
becomes a Genus! If to the common distinguishing

for every man, as such, is a biped.
To be educated is to him rara
cuuBelBnrds. A cvuBeBukds is
(Top. ibid.) & épdéxerar dmdpyew
bTwoiy vl kal T avtd kal uh
brdpyew. Hence, what is saidof a
thing kaf eird istrue of all things
which fall under the same con-
cept; but what is said x ovp-
BeBnicds 13 only true in particular
cases; and therefore all univer-
gal determinations are waf abrd.
Metaphk. v. 9, 1017, b, 35: 7a yap
kalddov wal' alra Omdpyer, T de
cvuBeBnicdro ot kel adTa AN’ éml
Tav kel Ekugre GmAds Adyeral
Cf. note 2, below. For more about
the gvu8eBnris, see the second
part of ch. vii., infra.

v Thus Metaph. vii. 3 init.: oi-
oioin cOMMON Bsage NMeans Many
different, things: 74 i v elvar wal
70 kufddov kal T4 yéwos ... kel
TéTapTor TolTwy T dworetusroy,

2 dngl., Post. 1. 4, 73, b, 26 ;-

kaforov & Adyw O by ward wopTds
Te dwdpxy xal kel alrd ral §f abrd.
pavepdy Epo GTi Boa  kablorov EE
ardyrns Dmdpye. Tols wpdypariy
Puart. An. i 4, 644, a, 94: 74 5t
kaféhov mowd: Td yhp TAetoow
Grdpyorre kaBidov Adyouer (Like-

wise Metaph. vil. 13, 1038, b, 11.)
Cf. last note but one.

4 Such an essential quality
Aristotle calls a ket adrd irdpyoy,
a wafos kaf’ alrd, or a cuvubeBnids
raf’ eirh, understanding in the
last case by ocwwBeBnxds (the
term being used In a sense dif-
ferent from that discussed
above) broadly that & cupBaive
Twi, d.e. & quality ; of. Metaph. v.
30 fir. . ¥, 1017, a, 12, ifi. 1,
895, b, 18, 25.¢. 2, 097, a, 25
sqq. iv. 1, iv. 2, 1004, b, 5.
vi. 1, 1025, b, 12, vii. 4, 1029, b,
13; Anal. Post, 1. 22, 83, b, 11,
19, ¢. 4, T3, b, 5, c. 6, 75, a, 18, c.
9, Th, a, 42; Phys. 1. 3, 186, b, 18,
ii. 2, 193, b, 26, o. 3,195, b, 18,
iil. 4, 203, b, 38; De An. 1 1,
402, b, 16; Rhet. 1.2,1355,b, 30;
WATTZ, on Anral. Post. 71, b, 10;
TRENDELENBURG, De An. 1R9
8q.; BoXITZ, on Metaph. 1025, a,

i Top. i, 5, 102, a, 31 : yévos ¥
dorl b gard wAedroy kal Bapepdy-
Twy 7@ €lde &y vd Ti ot kaTnyo-
povjtevor, €y T@ Ti foTi 8% KaTy-
yopetafar & TowmiTe Aeyéofw, loa
apudrrer amododvar épwrnlévTa Ti
77 TO Tpokelueror (e.9. i a man:
Tl érre; (Bov). Metaph. v. 28,
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\ qualities ineluded in the notion of the Glenus are added

other marks which are again essential with reference to
a certain part of the whole class, and by which such
part is distinguished from the rest of the same Genus,
then we arrive at the Speoies, which, accordingly, is
made up of the Genus and the specific differences.’ If,

1024, a, 36 sqq., where, among
different meanings of yévos, the
following are given : b dmokeite
vov Tois Biepapals, T wpiToy &
vadpyov  Aéyerar &v mg i foTt

.. 0b Braopal Adyovrar af wordTi-
7es (that these two descriptions
apply to the same meaning of
~yéwes i shown by Bonitz on this
passage). Tbid. = 3, 1054, b, 30:
Adyeras 8% yévos & dpdw TadTh
Adyoyrar kath Thy oloiay T 3ud-
dopa; =. B, 1057, b, 87: 7d Yap
TowiToy évos keA@, § Hugw Ev
radTh Myerar, ph knré cupfBeBuibs
Exor Bungopdr,  Top. vil. 2, 153, a,
17 : karyyopeitar 8 év 7@ Tl éoTe
T8 pévy kel af Swgopal. Every
~évos is consaquently a kefdiou,
but not every xaféhov a yévos ; cf.
Metaph. iil. 8, 998, b, 17, 999, a,
9], xii. 1, 1069, a, 27, &c., with
1, 9,992, b, 12, vii. 13, 1088, b,
16, 25 sg.; and BoNITZ on
Metaph. 299 sqq. To the dis-
tinction between genus and pro-
perty is also partly referable the
statement in Categ. ¢. 2, 1, a, 20
sqq. c. 5, that everytbing either
(1) kal’ froiepévoy Twbs AéyeTar,
év Dmorceusre B8 obderi doTiv, 01 (2)
&y Dmonepévg név dvmi kol drokeiuét
yov §& obBerbs Aéyerm, or (3) xef’
fmoketuénon Te Afyera kol &y imoiet-
péve éoriv, or (4) offT’ év dmoreuéne
Srriv obre kol droxedvon Adyerat.
0f these divisions, the fourth
comprizes particular things: the
first refers to genera and (e. 5,

8, a, 21) specific differences:
the second to properties, activi-
ties and conditions—in fact, the
cupBenréra. Lo thefirst belongs
the term ¢ man,’ to the second the
term ‘ grammar, and tothe fourth
the term ° Socrates.” But the un-
certainty of the whole division
immediately appears in the de-
seription of the third class, for if
there are notions which are pre-
dicated both xal’ fwoxepévov and
év dmoneinére—i.c. Which are at
once genera and properfies (the
example Aristotle gives is the
concept of ¢science,” which is in
the soul as its dwokelperoy, and is
also predicated of each of the
particular sciences)—then the
zenera and properties cannot be
distinet and co-ordinate classes
of vniversals. How undefined
was the houndary between a
¢ genus® and a ‘property’ will be
seen also in-his treatment of Sub-
stance (on which see the first part
of ch. viL., infra).

\ Metaph: = 7, 1057, b, T: &K
~ép ToD yerous kal TaY Biagopdy T4
ety (for instance, the specific
coneepts  black ' and ‘white ' are
made up of the generie notion
ypzue and the distinguishing
gualities Braxprrucds and cvyrprri-
ids: white is the ypaue dukpirirdy,
black is the xpéua cuyrpiricdy).
Lop. vi. 3, 140, a, 28; 3¢l ~Gp TO
pty yéves amd TEy dAAwy xwpl(ew
[thegeneric concept distinguishes
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finally, an object is in this way, by the aggregate of its
distinetive marks, so defined that the definition as a
whole is applicable to no other chject, then we have its
Concept.! The object of the Concept is therefore the

what belongs to a genus from
every other], vy 8¢ Siadopdy dwd
Tiwos &y T4 alTd yéver. Ihid. vi.
6, 143, b, 8,19, (Further instances
of the manner of using Swdopd
are given by WAITZ, Arist. Org.
i. 279; Boxirz, Ind. dr. 192, a,
23.)—These distinguishing marks
of species, Avistotle calls Bagopd
eiforoids (Top. vi. 6, 143, b, 7;
Fith, x. 8, 1174, b. 5). From
other properties he distinguishes
them by their being able to be
predicated of a subject (kaf® fmo-
resitévon Néyorrar), but not being
in a subject (év Gmoxequdvy obw
elgl)—i.c. they do not subsistin a
subject which would exist before
themselves, or which micht be
eoneeived independently of them,
but in one which by them alone
tg this definite subject (Cat. 5, 3,
a, 21 sq.; ef. e. 2, 1, &, 24 5q.);
they are not accidental but
essential determinations (Me-
taph. vii. 4, 1029, b, 14, 1030, a,
14; Top. vi. 6, 144, a, 24 ; odBeuln
yap Sadopd TEY katé ouuBeBnichs
irapxdvrer éorl, nabdmwep ofbi T
yévos * ol yap Svdéxerar Thw Srado-
pév fardpyew Tl kalud) drdpyew) ;
they belong to the concept of the
subject of which they are
affirmed, and hence everything
that isimplied in them is alzsotrue
of the species and of the indivi-
duals to which they belong ( (.
c. 5,3, a, 21 sqq. b, 5). Itcan
hence be said of them, that they
(together with the genus) ‘form
the snbstance * (Metaph. vii. 12,
1038, b, 19: cf. following note)

and that they ¢ expresssomething
substantial’ (Top. vii. 2. vid. sups,
p-214,n. 4 ; and yet, looked at in
themselves, they are not sub-
stances but gualities, for they ex-
press not a 74, but a wedy = (Top.
iv. 2, 122, b, 16, c. 6,128, a, 26,71,
6, 144, 2, 18,21 ; Phys.v. 2, 226, a,
27; Metaph.v.14 init.). Theappa-
rent contradiction between Ari-
stotle’s different statements on
the subject (brought ont by Trux-
DELENBURG, Hist. Beitr.z. Phil.i.
56 500., and BOXITZ, on Wetaph. v.
14) may be solved in the manner
indicated; cf. WAITE, v supra.
Y Anal. Post. ii, 13, 96, 3, 24.
Many properties of things are
also accidental to other things
which fall under the same genus.
Té 5 rowdire Anrréer [in the de-
termination of concepis] pdxp:
zoﬁ:au, sws TooaiTe AqgoT mpaETow,
wy EkarTor pev dl wAsioy (mwdpfes
[is accidental also to other
things], #raovra 8¢ ud exl widow.
TavTNy yap Grdyiy obcloy elva Tob
wpdynaros—which will be further
illustrated below. 7Idid. 97, a,
18: we get the concept (Adyos
Tiis obgias) of a given object
by dividing the genus into its
species, and then the species to
which our object belongs intg its
snb-species, and thus proceeding
till wearrive at a group év uneére
ol Biagopd, i.e. that which is
indivisible into any farther sets
of opposed species, to one or
other of which the object in
question would belong (but about
the aectnal tenableness of this
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Substance, or more accurately the determinate Substance
or peculiar Essence of the things in question ;! and the

theory, of. ‘BoNiTz, Adrist, Me-
taph.il. 346,1). So also Metaph.
vii. 12, 1087, b, 29 o2ty q&p Erepdy
éoTw &y v@ bptoud, TRy T TE
wpéTor Aeyduevoy yévos wal al
Sagopat (or as it stands 1038, a,
8: & dpouds éorwv 6 dr TaEr Bio-
dop@y  Adyos), The genus is
divided into its species, the latter
into their sub-species, and this
is continued fws &r &Ady els T
&Bidgopa(ibid. 1. 15); and since in
thisseries every subsequent differ-
entie includes the preceding one
(e.p. the @lrovr includes the
dwdmour), therefore the interme-
diate terms which fall between
the genus and the lowest specific
difference do not need to be re-
peated in the definition (cf. also
Part. An.i. 2init.). So it fol-
lows (Met. ibid. 1038, a.28) : #m:
f TeAevraie Biagopt 7 olota To¥
mpdypuTos EoTal kel & dprpdst in
which, however, we have to
mnderstand by the Terevrain Suw-
¢opa, not only the last specific
differenceas such, but the specific
concept as determined by it
which embraces the higher spe-
cies and the genns.

! For the designation of that
which is thought of in the con-
cept, Aristotle -makes wuse of
various expressions. Besides olola
and elfos (of which we shall have
more to say in dealing with the
Metaphysies), we have to notice
in this connection his way of
marking out the idea which a
word expresses by placing a §wep
before it, as: drep by, or bmwep &y
(Phys. 3, 186, a, 32 sqq.), for
< Being, as suoch,’ or ‘One, as
such’ (cf. BowiTz, Ind. Arist.
538, b, 86 sgg.); and also his

special use of elvar with a dative
annexed (for instance, rd dvfpdme
elvay, §cc., 70 vt elvar T dbapiTw
éorly elvar, Metaph. x. 1, 1052, b,
16: ob dp érmt 7h oot elvar 70
wovoied elven, ibid. vil. 4, 1029, b,
14, ef. Ind. Ar. 221, a, 34); and
the phrase 7d 7i f» elvar—In the
second of these expressions the
dative must (according to TREN-
DELERBURG, fi/. Mus. 1528, 481 ;
SOHEWEGLER, Ar. Metaph. iv.
371) be taken possessively, so
that &vfpdme elver is equivalent
to elvar Toiro & éoriv dvfpdme
=¢to be that which belongs to
man’; and o vo érfpdre elva
designates the manner of being
that is peculiar to man =" Man's
Being ’: whereas avpowoy elvar
only signifies the condition of
one who is a man, or the actual
participation in human nature.
For the proof of this explanation
such passages as the following
will serve: ré elvar abrd Erepov,
Td (Fr Tols (@or 7 elvel doTw

“(RONITZ, Ind. Ar. 221, a, 42, 54

sQ., Arist. Stud. iv. 377). The
fact that the artiele is never put
before the dative (for Aristotle
does not say & Td twfpdwy
eivar) does not stand in the way ;
for the =¢ in this case after 7&
would be very awkward as a
matter of dietion; and moreover
this very omission of the article
makes it clearer that im the
Grfpdme elvar we are dealing with
that ‘being® which belongs te
man a8 such.—The =i fiv elvar is
also, as a rule, construed with the
dative of the object (74 7l f» elva
érdoTw, &e.; of. Ind. Ar 764, a,
60 sg.); for it is (as ALEX. says,
in Sehol. 256,b, 14 on Top. 24 m.)
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Concept itself iz nothing else bub the thought of this

3

equivalent to & i dori 78 elva
aird 3nAdw Adyes. Bui to this
aceount must be added the ex-
planation of the force of the
peculiarimperfect, which is meant
to desienate that in things which
does not belong to the moment,
but which threughout the whole
course of their existence has
represented their proper esse,
i.e. the essential as distinguished
from the contingent and transi-
tory. (Cf. Praro, Theet. 156,
A : the Heracliteans maintain és
b war kbmois G kat GANe ovddy,
and other examples apud
SOUWEGLER, uf supra, 373 8q.).
Hence 76 7f fz elvar dvbpdme
properly means, *that which in
aman was his proper e¢sse, the
true ¢ being ’ of man, that belong-
inz to him which is also called
the mpdrn olola ios EndoTe
(Metaph. vil. 13, 1038, b, 10;
vii. 7, vid. inf; vil. 5 fin.) But
thisissimply his Ideal Being, that
of which we think, when we
abstract from what is contingent
to the phenomenal man before
us, and from the material element
on which that contingency rests;
cf. Metaph. vii. 4, 1029, b, 18:
& § lHpo ph éréorTor Adye abTd,
AéyorTt abTd, oiTos & Adyos Tov 7l
v elvat dedare. So ch. 7, 1032, b,
14: Adyw § oboiay Grev TAns 7o 71
Fr elvar.  Thid, xii. 9, 1075, a, 1:
éml ey Thv womTiK®y Gvev UANS
 obgla kal vh =i dv elvar {sc. 7
mpiyud €ore],  And ch. 8, 1074, a,
351 b 8¢ 7l dw elvar olk Exer TAqy
0 mp@Toy® érTeAeyem pp. The i
#w elvau, therefore, goes with the
elbos. Metaph. vil. T, 1082, b, 1:
€lbos Be Adyew Td Ti Gy elvar éndorov
kol The wpdrqv ovelar. Thid.ch. 10,
1085, b, 32: eldos 8¢ Aéyw Td 7L

Ay elvar, Phys. ii. 2, 194, 3, 20
7ot €idovs kal Tov Ti v elvar.  In
Phis. 1i. 8,194, b, 26 : one of the
four canses is o eldos kal 70 wapd-
Feryuar Tobre & éoriv & Adyos 4
zov 7l v elvar wal To TodToU Yér—
this being what Aristotle, in Me-
toph.i.8,983,a.27, calls mi odolay
rab T 71 7 elvar, but immediately
atterwards rbw Adyov also. In fact,
all these expressions are con-
stantly interchanged by bim. Com-
pare, for example, the De 4a. ii.
1, 412, b, 10, where obrla 7 raTe
by Adyov is explained by 70 71 7
elvar; Metaph. vi. 1, 1025, b, 28:
75 7l fv elvar kal why Adyor; Vil &,
1080, b, 26: 70 7l fr elvar rai 6
dpirpds (similarly Part. An.i. 1,
642, 3, 25, of. Phys. il 2,utw\pm);
Bth. i, 6, 1107, a, B kaTd uév miv
oholoy wal Tor Adyor Thw TE fw
elvas Aéyorra.—The =i v elvar
gtands to the simple =f ér7e as
the particular and definite to the
universal and indefinite. Whilst
tof fw elvar’ only designates the
form or peculiar being of a
thing, the guestion, ‘i domw;’
may be answered by giving either
the maiter only or that which
includes both matter and form,
or even by giving merely a pro-
perty; and even when it is
answered by giving the ideal
form, the answer need not em-
brace the whole concept of the
thing, but may be confined to the
genus, or the specific difference
(the proof of this is given by
SCHWEGLER, drist. Metaph. iv.
375 sgg). The =i v e is,
consequently, a definite species
of the 7f érmt (hence De An. iii.
6, 430, b, 28 7ol Ti éoTt KaTA T
7i v elvw="‘Being on its essen-
tial side ) ; and thus, as very com-
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BEssence.! -And this is arrived at by the process of
making the Universal of the Genus determinate by
means of the aggregate of distinguishing marks.> But

monly happens in Aristotle, the
latter may be used in the
narrower meaning of the =i 4
elven, whereas the other phrase
never has the Inoser sense of the
7l érri, 50 as to designate merely
the matter of the thing or a
mere property, or a generic uni-
versal without the specific differ-
ences. —The like relation exists
between elrar with the dative and
elvay with the accusative: =b
Aevkd eivar designates the idea of
what is white : 78 Acvkby elvas, the
property of being white. Cf.
SCHWEGLER, oo caf. p. 370 Phys.
iii. 5, 204,a, 23, et alibi.—Aristotle
nndoubtedly introduced the for-
mula b 7t fr eva.  Even if
Stilpo really used it (see ZELLER,
Ph. d. Gr. pt. 1. 223, 3), he pro-
bably took it from Aristotle.
Again, Antisthenes could hardly
have nsed the mere 7f frto desig-
nate the concept: at least, this
does not follow from the re-
ferences in YELL. ibid. p. 252, n.
1.—The following writers treat
at length of the =i 9y elvar and
the allied phrases: TRENDELEN-
BURG (who was the first to
examine this subject thoroughly),
Rhgin. Mus. v. Niebuhr wnd
Brandis, il-(1828), 457 sqq.; De
Anima, 192 sqq., 471 sqq. ; Hist.
Beitr, i. 34 sqq.; SCHWEGLER,
wt supra, 368 sqq. (who citesother
authors); HERTLING, Mai.
Form. b. Arist. 47 54,

¥ Anel. Post. ii. 8, 90, b, 30,
91, 8, 1: dpiouds uiv vop Tob 7l
do7t kol obolas . . . 6 uwEv oby
dptopuds T doTi Bnhot.  Thid. i1 10
init. s dpuspds . . . Aéyerar elva
Adyes Tob vl éere. (Thesameibid.

94, 2, 11.)  Top. vil. 5,154, 3, 31:
dpiouds €ort Adyos 6 b vl elvas
cnpatvewr.  Metaph. v. 8, 1017, b,
21: 7b 7i v elvar of & Advyos
dpiouds, kel ToliTo ebola Adyeras
fedaTov.  So also vil. 4, 1030, a,
6, cf. a, 16, b, 4, and ch. 5, 1030,
b, 26; also Part. An. 1. 1, 642,
a, 25. Hence Aristotle also
designates the concept (in the
subiective meaning) by the ex-
pressiong: & Adyos 6 dpiCer THv
obolay (Part. An.iv. 5, 678, a, 34),
& Adyos 6 7L éore Aéywy (Metaph.
v. 13, 1020, a, 18) and similar
phrases.  (Adyos. or Adyos Tis
otiolas, in relation to the objec-
tive meaning of Adyes, stands
for the form or the Deing
of things: e.q. Gen, An.i. 1,715,
a,5,8; Dednil,403, b, 2; ii.
2, 414, a, 9, &e.; and cf. preced-
ing note.)—By the nature of the
case Gpos is synonymous with
Sprrpds, e.g.in Top, 1.5 init.: Eari
8 Gpos per Adyos 61y 7l Gy el
onuaiver. Soch, 4,101 b, 21, and
ch. 7,108, a, 25; Anal. Post. i. 3,
72, b, 23 ; 11, 10, 97, b, 26; Hetaph.
vii. 5, 1031, a, 8; ch, 13, 1039, a,
19 ; viii. 38,1043, b, 28; ch. 6, 1045,
a, 26; Poet. ch.6,1448, b, 23. But
the same word, in a further sense,
signifies either of the two terms
of a proposition (subject and
predicate), and is therefore the
standing expression for the three
terms of the syllogism; Awnal.
Pri.i.1, 24, b, 16: dpor 8t keA@
eis by BimAderar i mpdToais, ete., ch.
4, 25, b, 32, ¢h. 10, 80, b, 31, ch.
34, 48, 5, 2 ; Anal, Pest. 1. 10, 76,
b, 35 ef supra.

¢ 0f pp. 215, n. 1,216, n. 1.
Aristotle expresses the relaticn
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the essence of things, according to Aristotle; consists
only in their form.! Tt is therefore only with the
form that the Concept is concerned, and no concept of
sensible objects as such can be presented to the mind.?
For although a definite relation of Form to Matter does
belong to the peculiar Essence and therefore also to

between these two elements, by
designating the genus as the
matter and the specific difference
a5 the form of the concept; and
by this he explains how in the
concept the two are one. The
genus is that, in other words,
which, in itself indefinite, first
becomes definite in the specific
concept—the substratum (Smorel-
pevor), whose properties are the
matter, and whose form is made
up of the distinguishing marks,
But the substratum never actually
exists without properties, nor the
matter without form, and there-
fore neither does the penus exist
outside the species, but only in
them; looked at in itself, it only
contains the aniversal presup-
position, the possibility of that
which exists in reality in the
lowest species; etaph. viii, 6,
cf. ch. 2,1043,a,19 : v. 6,1016,a,
25: ch. 28, 1024, b, 8: vii. 19, 1038,
a, 25: x. 8, 1058, a, 23 : cf. ch. 3,
1054, b, 27 Phys. il 9 fin; Gen. et
Corr, 1, 7, 324, b, 6 (Paost. An.i. 8,
643, a, 24, does not come in here).

' Cf. p. 217, n. 1. More fully
treated in the account of Aristo-
tle's Metaphysics, infra, ch. vii.

2 8ee p. 219, n.1, and Me-
taph, vii. 11, 1036, b, 28 : 7ob yép
kafidov ral Tofl eldous & dpiopds. So
ch. 15init. : by fubstance is meant
sometimes the Adyos alone, some-
times the Adyes aiw 7 Ay cuper-
Anupévos (the odvoAor). Hoou péy

obr (e, obafar) ofrw [in the sense
of the givorar] Aéyorrar, Totray
pev Eore ¢flopd © kul yop yéveots
Tup 8¢ Adyov obk Egrir ofites SoTe
Ppllelperbas © ovde yip yéveois (o
vip ylyvera v olkla elvar GANG T
THde T oikia) . . . Bk Toiro BE ral
TEy oy TEY aictnTéy Tov el
Sxacra o Spurubs ofit’ dmiBels
érriw, bri Exovow GAqw fs 9 glois
Towdry dor’ dvbéyectar kal civar
rel ph o Bid dfopra whvTa T Kkaf
Ekoora abr@y, e ofr § T dmideckis
TEy araykaiwy wai 0 dpiopds émi-
oTnuovieds, kal  obk  évdéxeral
domep 0bd émoThuny O piv dmi-
orfuny dté B Hyvoinr elva:, GAAG
36ka 0 ToelTdy doTw ga-e‘(i. SUPTE
D. 163}, ofitas ol amidely ol
dpiopby, dAAL Bdfa éoTl Tob Epde-
Xopevov EAAws Eyew, Biiov fre ofik
by ely abTdr o¥re dmideikis, As snon
as we perceive it no longer, we
do not know whether it is now
the same as we think it to be. (Cf.
Top. v. 3, 181, b, 21; Anel. Pri.
ii. 21,67, a, 39.) And in ch. 10,
1035, b, 34: 7ot Adyou wépn 74 Tob
elbovs pdvoy éorle, 6 8% Adyos dorl
Toil kulodov T yhp wikAe elvar
Kal kirAos cal Yuxf elvas kat Yuxh
TalTé - Tob 8¢ cuwdhov W8y, oiov
wtiwhoy Toudl, TGy kaliknoTd Twas
4 alolyrob 4 vonroi (Adyw 5& yon-
Tovs peéy aloy Tobs pubmuaricobs,
aigfyrobs 8¢ ofor Tobs yaAxebs kal
Tovs  FuAlvovs—but  even the
former have a iiam, only it is a Ay
voyrd, 1036, a, 9 sqq.), Todrar 5t
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the Concept of any object,! yet it is not fhis object of
sense itgelf, but only éhis determinate mode of sensible
existence, only the universal form of the ohbject, which
can be defined.? It follows as a consequence of this
that the conception does not relate to individnal ohjects
of sense® ag such ; but this applies also to all Individ-
uals in general. Knowledge, in fach, aims always at a
Univergal,* and the words of which a definition is made
up are themselves general terms.” Hach coneept

ofe gy Spiopbs GANE perd vos-
gews 3 aicfhoews  yrwpiorTai,
drerfdyras [-ra] 8’ éx 7Ths évTehe-
xelas ob Bfhov miTepoy woTe eivly
3 olk elaly, AN del Aéyorrar kal
yrwplCovras 76 kafohov Aoyg - 7 &
Ay dypworos kal abThv,

1 As in the concept of the
house (Metaph. vil. 15, see pre-
ceding note), the soul, the axe
(DeAn. 1. 403, b, 2: 1i. 1,412, b,
11), of the oyby (Metaph. vii. 5,
&c.), in fact in all concepts of
material and natural things. Cf.
Phys. . 9 fin.: although the
material causes are subservient
to the ideal or final causes, still
in explaining natural phenomena
we must give both: Tows 8¢ ral
€ 7@ Aéye Sorl TO avayraior [1.e.
because the physical or material
canses belong to the concepts of
things|. dpioapéve yop b Epyor Tol
wplew, &1t Gwiperis Towdl - alry
8 obk oran, € uh Eter dBdvras
Totouadl s ebTor 8 ab, € ph oudn-
pots. 0Tt yap kal év Td Adyw Eva
wipto ds #an wob Adyou. Cf. Me-
taph. vii. 10,1035, a, 1, b, 14, and
ch. 11, 1037, a, 29,

21f on the one hand we
deny that matter belongs to the
concept of a thing, and on the
other are obliged to admit that

numberless things cannot be
defined without giving their
matter, this seems, at first sight,
a confradiction. In the passage
referred to (Metaph. vil, 10)
Aristotle seeks to escape this
contradiction by saying that in
such cases, not this individual
object, formed by the combina-
tion of a specific concept with
this definite matter, is defined,
but only its form ; it is not #his
circle, but the circle, or the
KiicAe elvar, not this sonl, but the
soul, the dvyd eivar. But the
difficulty is, indeed, by no means
removed in this way. If, for
instance, the soul is the ‘ Ente-
lechy ’ of an organic body {PDe
An. i, 1), the =i dp evar 7
Towghe oduars (Metaph. ibid. 1035,
b, 16), then a matter consti-
tuted in a stated way belongs
to the concept of the soul.

5 Metaph. vii. 15, 1039, b, 97,
as at p. 220, n. 2, supra.

Y Vid, supra, p. 163, n. 2,

5 Metaph, ibid. 1040, a, 8:
not only are sensible things in-
capable of definition, but also
ideas : 7@y yap xal’ Ekacroy 4 idea,
&s dacl, kol ywpoTh. &vayraior §
&k dvoudtwy elvar TO¥ Aiyor® dropa
& ol worfioe & Spilduesos, BnpuoTor .
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embraces several individuals, or at least can embrace’

several ;1 and even if we descend to the lowest species
we are still always met by universal determinations
only. Within these, the individual entities are dis-
tinguished no longer by anything relating to species,
but only by accidental marks of difference.? Between

yop EoTal 7o B¢ weluera kowd
macw, avdykn Gpa Umdpyew kol
Mg Tabre c olor € Tis ot dpi-
oaiTo, (Pov €pel loxwly §) Neukdr
Erepdy TL B kol EAAg ﬂwu{pfﬂ,

! Loe. cit. 1. 14, Aristotle pro-
poses the objection : unber keAdew
xwpis,uér wdyT o woANoLs, dua aé{ua"mp
TovTe Smdpyen (which is really
the case in the determination of
concepts, vid. supre, p. 216, 0. 1),
and he gives among otheranswers
this (cf. BoN1TZ, on this passage)
at L. 27 : ‘even though an object
be the only one in its species, like
the sun and the moon, still its
soncept conld only contain such
things 8oa ér' &Adov évBéyeras,
pioy ehy ETEpos yE¥nTmL TOWITGS,
Bfihoy i fhios EoTac” rowds Hpa &
Adyos, &e.' Similarly, in e
Celo, 1. 9, 278, a, 8: supposing
there were ouly oune circle, oifew
Frrov ARo EoTor TU KbAe elvar kol
T@be 76 wirhd, kai TH wev elBos, TH
5 elfoy év ry Ap kel Tor ral
Scactow, Ihid. b, 5 there is only
one world, but still the obparé
eivar and the 7dbe 7¢ ovpard elvai
are two different things.

2 Metaph. vil. 10 (vid. supr. p.
220, n. 2) : § Myos éarl Tob kafdhov,
Anal. Post. 11, 13, 97, b, 26: aiel
& dgri was Gpos rafdérow, The
determination of concepts may
be continued till all specific
differences are exhausted, and
the redevraia Sixgopa 1s reached ;

but below this there only remain
individuals which are ne longer
specifically  distinguished (see
Metaph. = 9, 1058, a, 34 sqq.
and supra, p. ZI{: n. 1), and are in
a sense duow (Anal. Pest, il 18,
97, a, 37, b, 7): these, however,
continue to form a multiplicity,
and, in fact, an indefinite multi-
plicity, and for this reason cannot
be the object of science and of
the concept ; Metaph. iii. 4, init. :
€iTe yap u EoTi TU Taph T4 Kab-
éragra, Ta BE KabérarTe dwsion, TEY
5 amelpwy was vBéyeror AaBeiv
émorfuny; of. . 2, 994, b, 20
sgq.: Jep. . 2, 109, b, 14;
Anal. Post. 1. 24, 86, a, 3 sqq.
and ibid. c. 19-21, the proof that
argument cannot be continued to
iofinity either upwards or down-
wards. In this Arvistotle exactly
follows Plato: see ZELL. Ph.d. G'r.
pt.i.p 624, 8,587, 1. — Aristotlede-
ki,(rr‘a‘re% singularsby the phrases :
76 wal Exaora (01‘ K. EgagTov), T
tplud s Metaph. i1, 4,999, b, 34;
Categ. ¢. 2, 1, b, 6, et supra ; see
Warrz on this passage), vé rrmi,
& Tis dvbpowos, ke (Latey. ihid.
1,4, b; Anal. Pest. i. 24, 85, a,
84; Metaph. vii. 13, 1038, b, 33),
Tdde 7 (Categ. ©. 5, 3, b, 10;
Metaph. iz, 7,1049,a, 27 e SUPTE;
see WAITZ on this passage of the
Categories), also Ta &rope (e.g.
(,a,tclgGZIb 5{,53&.,05,
Metaph. iii, 1, 995, b, 29. Itis true
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this accidental difference and the specific differences lie
those attributes which belong exclusively to the mem-
bers of a certain species, without, however, being directly
included in their Cloncept ; and Aristotle ealls these Pro-
perties (10wa).! But in a wider sense this name is also
used by him to include specific differences on the one
side and accidental qualities on the other.?

What falls under one Concept must be, so far as

thiz is the case, identical.®

that the lowest species, which
do mnot divide into sub-species
—the &didpope, vid, supra, p. 216,
n. 1—are given the same name’;
but in that case, whenever this
meaning does net appear from
the context itself, he wuses, not
merely T& drope, but Erope eldy
and similar expressions (cf.
Metaph, iii, 3, 999, a, 12, v. 10,
1018, b, 6, vil. & fin, = 8§ 9,
1058,a, 17, b, 10, xi, 1, 1059, b,
35) or ri €oxara, because in de-
scending from the most universal
they come last (Metaph, xi. 1,
1059, b, 26 ; Ktk N, vi. 12,1143,
a, 29, 33; De dn. ii. 10, 4383, a,
16; De Mem. o. 2,451, a, 26).

1 In Zop. i 4, 101, b, 17, he
distinguishes yéves, ww, and
aupBeBnyrds; and as soon as he
has divided the 8wy again into
dpos and Y6wr in the narrower
sense, he delines the latter, c. b,
102, a, 17: wr 3 éoriv b ph
Synot piv 7o T Gy elvou, pive
ﬁ:mpxe: wal duTimTyyopsitar Tod
mpdymeros [is related to it as
an interchangesble concept], oloy
10w &vbpdmov T ypappaTikiis lvor
BerTindy, &C.

2 Already (Zoo ¢it,) he distin-
cuishes the wort B mwpds Tt {Buoy
from the émies (Howr, and in the

‘What does not fall under

ith book, which deals with the
topical treatment of the
{c. 1) he distinguishes the ¥5uw»
rad® adrd from the wr wpbs
Erepor, the del 18w from the TOTE
twyr. He himself, however, re-
marks (129, a, 32) of the Yéwy
wpos €repor, and it is true in any
case of the wore {Biww, that it be-
longs to the cvuBeBnrdra. On the
other hand, he gives as examples
of the 15, waf’ aird and del essen-
tial marks such as (fov &BdraTor,
(Fov Gymrby, Th & Yuydis kel cdua-
Tos oupkelusror (128, b, 19, 35,
129, a, 2). Cf. preceding note,

& Aristotle does not say so in
these words, but it is shown by

“his discussions on the various

meanings of redzby., In Top.i. T
(e, viii. 1, 151, b, 29 152, b, 31)
three of these are distinguished :
véver radrbr is what belongs to one
genus, elde: Tadriy what belongs
to one species (cf. Metaph. x. 8,
1058, a; 18), and apbug rairdy, &y
drépare wAslw T 8% mpAdypa Ev.
This last kind of identity may
be expressed in various ways:
rupidTara pdy fkal wedrws Brav
ovdpaTe 9 Gpw TO Tabroy Awodofn,
kafdwep ipdrior Awwieo Kal oy
weloy Blwovy Gwlpdme, Belrepoy &
Gray 7 i8ly, kebdmep TO emoTHMYS
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one concept is different.! Complete Identity, however,
implies unity of matter also, for individuals between
which  there is no difference of a species are yet
different numerically, because in each of them the same
concept presents itself in a different matter.? Con-
ceptual distinction in the highest degree gives us
Contrary Opposition; whereas simple difference pro-
duces Contradictory Opposition. For Contraries (évav-
Tia) are such as, within the same Genus, lie as far
ag possible asunder? Contrary opposition, in fact, is

Sekmiby dwlpdme, . . . Tplroy &
dray b Toil aupBednudTos, ooy 7O
xalffueror § TO povcindy ZekpaTer
There is a somewhat different
division in Metaph. v. 9. Ari-
stotle there distingnishes, first,
the ToiTe xard cvpBeBuxds and
TadTh ke’ eira: then the rairie
efder and @pus, both of which
are affirmed partly of that which
has a Matter, partly of that which
has an Eszence (fullerat x. 3,1054,
a, 82: that i3 identical in number
whichboth in Matter and in Form
is one). As a general explana-
tion he gives us a formula which
is easily reducible to the one
cited above: 7§ TebTdTNs fvoTys
s dorw ) mAadvwy Tol elvar 3
Gray xpitar &s wAcloow (as in
alTd afrd Tabror). Since, however
{according to ch. 10, 1018, a, 35),
TUnity and Being can be used in
different senses, the meaning of
the TadTie, Evepor, e, must vary
accordingly.

! Metaph. v. 9, 1018, a, 9:
Erepa B& Adyerar ov # Ta elby
whelw # 4§ BAm B 6 Adyes Tiis
obolas- wal SAwS GvTiREuEVwWS TH
TabT§ Aéyeror T Erepor.  Om elfe:
and yéver érepov, of. ibid. . 8, v.

10, 1018, a, 38 sqq. and ch. 28,
1024, b, 9,

*? Bee preceding noteand p. 222,
n. 2. That the individual dif-
ferences of things must be based
on Matter will be further shown
later on, in the second part of
ch. vii. infra.

* Aristotle states this defini-
tion, Catey. c. 6, 6, a, 17; Eth. N,
if. §, 1108, b, 33, az one already
in use (Spidorrar) ; but in Metaph.
x. 4 init., he puts it forward in
his own name, and he there
establishes the proposition that
opposites must belong fo the
same genus, by observing ex-
pressly: 7o uér yap yéver Badé-
porTe ok Exer 0Ly eis GAARAG,
AN améyer wAdoy kol GoduSAnTe
(¢.g. & sound and a colour are not
opposed to one another, because
they cannot at all be compared,
they are &odpBAnTa). Yet, on
the other hand, we read in
Metaph. v. 10,1013, a, 25 : dvapria
Aéyérar i Te Wi durard duo TE
abTd wapeivel o Bladpepivrev kuTh
pévos, kal T& WAsloTow DiaddparTa
TGy év Té alTd yéver, kal To WALl
oror  Dwpépevta Tdy v TabTd
Sextikg (that the évarria are
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nothing but specific difference made absolute.! Con-

tradictory opposition, on the

accidental to one and the same
benTwetr is contirmed by Metaph.
x, 4,1055,a, 24: e Semn. No. 1,
453, b, 27), kat Ta TAelrToy Sope-
porTe Thr twh ThHy abriy Slrapy,
xal Gv 4 dadopt weyioTn 7 amAds 3
KaTa yeves 7 kot elbos, Ted HAAR
évayTia Aéyerar Ta piv TY Th
TowiTa Sxew, Ta 8¢ v FenTikd eivau
Téy TawtTer, &c. (and the like in
x. 4, 1655, a, 35), and Catey. e.
11 fim. also has: dvdyen 6€ TdvTa
76 &vovria 7 v T4 abTd yever
elvas [like black and white], 3
év 7ols dvartios yeéveow [like just
and unjust], # edré yérn elvar
(like good and evil]. SIMPL.
cites something similar (fn Categ.
Selol. 84, a, 6; A»r. Ir. 117)
from the treatize II. drTikerue-
rev, about which ef. p. 70,0 4.—
The more mature and correct
statement 1s that which is given
in Metaph. x. (e.g. good and evil
conld nobt be coniraries il they
did mot fall under the same
generic concept, that of moral
behaviour); and, in fact, Ari-
stotle himself (at 1055, a, 23
8qq.) resolves the earlier stafe-
ments by bringing them into line
with the idea of the évarriov as
there defined. It is only in
reference to thatdefinition of the
évayriov that we can understand
Aristotle’s important axiom (Me-
taph. it 2, 996, a, 20; iv. 2,
1004, 2, 9, 1003, a, 3 ; xi. 3, 1061,
a, 18; An, Pri. 1. 36, 48, b,5;
De An. 1ii, 3, 427, b, 5, et alibi;
see BoNITZ and SCHWHGLER on
Metaph, iil. 2, loc. cit.), Tév évar-
riwr pia émiocrhuy.  That is the
same science which deals with
the seme things; things which
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other hand, is the relation

belong to different genera, like
sound and ecolounr, belong also to
different sciences: cf. loc. cit.
1055, a, 31.—Further, from the
same definition of the eéverrior
(ibid. 1055, a, 19, of. De Cwlo, i.
9, 269, 4, 10, 14, and Phys. i. 6,
184, a, 13) Aristotle deduced the
principle that to each ihing
there can only be one contrary.
Between contraries there may lie
an indefinite number of inter-
mediate grades, which are com-
pounded of these contraries (as
colours out of light and dark).
Buch intermeciate grades are
not found, however, hetween every
pair of contraries, but only be-
tween those pairs of which one or
other predicate does not necessa-
rily belong to the subject con-
cerned, and in which there is a
gradual tranzitien fromone to the
other, (Metaph.x,T; Coleg.c. 1040
11, b, 88 sqq., 18, b, %5 sqq. cf.
SIM PL. Categ. Sehol.in 4r.84,a,15
$09..28 sqq.) What Aristotle hadin
his mind in this doctrine ¢f the
evartioy is the scale of changes
in the natural sciences ; for every
change is a transition from one
condition to the opposite ; Fhys.
¥. 3,226.Db, 2, 6, 1. 4187, a, 81,
c. b, 188, 8, 31 sqq.; Glen. et Corr.
i. 7, 323, b, 29.—To the above
definition of the e€%e {vavriov
corresponds that of the érarrior
kot Tomor in Meteor. il. 6, 363,
a, 80, and Plys. v. 3, 226, b, 32.—
The correct way of formulating
oppositions was dealt with in the
treatisell. crrweypevar (vid. supra
p- 70, n. 4, and SiMPL. lec. cit.
83, b, 39 sqq.; A». &%, 116).

! The Biapops Téhews of Me-

A
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between such concepts as staund to one another in the
relation of Yes to No,! of affirmation to negation, and
between which, therefore, no third or middle term can
lie,? and of which as applied to every given ohject one
or other must be true.® This kind of opposition; to
put it differently, arises when everything which is not
contained in a certain concept iz collected into one
negative expression,! i.e. where the aggregate of all
possible determinations is divided between two coneepts
by the test of identity with or difference from some

given determinant.

Between contrary and contra-

dictory opposition Aristotle places that of privation and

possession,” though he iz not

able quite to establish the

difference © between this and the other two kinds of

faph. . 4, 1085, a, 10 sqq., 22
sqq. Since thiz oppesition only
occurs between abstract concepts
and not between concrete things,
the tract II. érTiceqpéver main-
tained rthat only the concepts
(e.g. ppdvnats and dopesivy) were
to be called GwAas frartia, not the
beings to which these concepts
apply (such as the ¢pdruos and
the apper). SINPL. dvc. ¢if. 83, b,
24 sqq., ef. PLATO, Phedo, 103 B.
1 Aristotle’s standing formula
for this kind of opposition is
therefore, * &s kardpacis ral dmd-
diamis avrikelofar’ In a judgment
the like opposition is called
avripaas (vid. n. 6, &c., infra) ;
and in Phys. v. 3, 227, a, 8 and
Metaph. iv. 7 nit, v. 10 'E-'M-IE.,
the opposition of concepts is
included under the same word.

? Metaph. iv. 7, =i, 6, 1063. b,
19 ; Phys. loe. cit., and cf. what
will be said presently about con-
tradictory judgment. The kind of
opposition is the same there as

here : see Cufeg. ¢. 10, 12, b, 10.

¥ Categ. c. 10, 11, b, 16 sqg.,
18, a, 37 sqq.; and Metapk. x.
1057, 1, 35,

1 An Groua or prue GépoTov ;
vid. infra, p. 232, n. 2.

b “EZis and oTeépnots, e.q. ¢ see-
ing ' and ¢ blind." For what fol-
lows, of. TRENDULEN BURG, Hist.
Beitr. 1. 103 saq.

¢ In Metaph.v. 22 (and, refer-
ring to this, x. 4, 1055, b, 3) Ari-
stotle distingnishes three mean-
ings of the orépnais: (1) & ph Exg
7L Tar wepurdTaer Execfar, kv uy
adTh Ty wepurls Exew, oloy duTiy
buudrey eoepijofar Aéyerarn. (2)
wepunts Exew, 3 ity § b yévos, uy
Exp. (3) Br wedukds kal Bre TEQu-
key fyew uh €xfi.  Only in the
first meaning would ¢ privation’
be synonymens with ‘negation ’
(for « blind ' =* not-seeing * ), and

'we could affirm of the opposites

katd orépnow wei eEw that which
we are told by Caleg. e. 10, 13, b,
20 sqi. (that is to say, by the
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opposition,

authorof the Post-preedicamenta)
can nof be affirmed of them,
namely that ¢ everything is either
one or the other’ (either ¢seeing’
or “blind *); in such a case, there-
Lore, the relation between oTépn-
ais and E0s would be reduced to
that of awripesss. In the other
two senses of orépnas this is not
the ease, for in them the erdomars
itself, as is admitted in Metaph.
iv. 12, 1019, b, 3 sqq., expresses
something positive, and is a kind
of Eus; and thus, if we take
‘privation’ in this sense, the
opposition of the £ comes
under the definition of the évar-
rioy,—The distinction of the two
in the Posi-predicamenta ( Catey.
¢. 10, 12, b, 26 =qq.) is founded
on the following argument : of
those &rvarriz, which have no
middle term between them (as
*straight’ and < erooked "), one or
other must necessarily apply to
everything capable of the dis-
tinction (e.g. ‘ every number must
be either odd or even’); when,
on the other hand, there is a
middle term between two érarria,
such a conclusion never follows
(we cannot say, ‘Everything
which is capable of colour must

« be either white or black ") ; but

in the case of orépmois and s,
neither one nor the other of these
results will arise ; we cannot say
that ‘to everythine capable of the
distinetion one ¢r other of such
opposites must apply,” for there
may be some time at which
neither of the two will apply to
it—1d yip uhTe wegurds iy
Exery ofite TudAby ofire Bl Exor
Aéyerar; but neither can we
reckon this class of opposites
with those between which there

Notions of relation are adduced as the

i3 a middle term—§ray yep 4iSn
mepuihs 7 Sl Exew, ToTe ) TudAby
i v Exow fy¥oeca Tt is, how-
ever, to be observed that (1) so
long as the thing in question is
not wepukbs inbw Eyew, it is nat
Sexrirchy djews either, and there-
fore the instance adduced is not
to the point; and (2), on the
other hand, thereis much that is
intermediate between ¢posses-
sion’ and ‘privation,’ for there
are all the degrees of partial
possession : there are not only
‘secing’ things and ‘blind’
things, hut also things ¢half
blind’~A further distinction of
the évavria from the opposites
roTé aerépna kal i is said to lie
in the fact (Categ. . 10, 13, a,
18), that in the former the trans-
ition from one to the other is
mutnal (white can become black
and black white), but in the
latter only one-sided, from pos-
session to privation, and not con-
versely. But this is likewise in-
correct: not only can thines
which see become blind or the
rich poor, but blind things may
become seeing and the poor rich;
and even if this is not possible
in every actual case, the same is
just as true of the dvavrle them-
sclves ; meither can every sick
man get well, nor every black
thing become white. For the
logieal relation of concepts, such
4 distinetion would in any case
be of no importance.—Lastly, in
Metaph. . 4,1053, b, 3, 7, 14, it
is said that the orépmaus is a kind
of arripamis, namely the dvrigacs
v 74 Bekmikg, and the evarTidTys
a kind of erépmous (thus also in
xi. 6, 1063, b, 17); so that,
according to this, these three
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LS

subjects of a fourth sort of opposition.! OFf all these
kinds of opposition the general proposition holds good,
that ‘ opposites fall within one and the same science.’?

concepts would form a kind of
gradation from the hizher to the
lower. Buf this also can ouly be
said when the concept of srépyats
is not accurately detérmined ; as
s00n as this is done, the relation
of orépmars and &us falls either
under arridaris or under évarrid-
7ns. To the latter result Anal,
Lost. 1. 4, 78, b, 21 points: &ore
yip Tb dvavrioy % oripmes A avri-
damis &v T v yéver, oloy Horiwy
T4 ph weprrThy év @puols: for, to
be an évavrior, the erépnos must
¢xpress a positive concept, and
this not merely indirectly, like
the darrigars from which it is
here distinguished. The same is
true of passages like Metuph.
vii. 7, 1088, g, T sqq., where the
sick person—who is elsewhere
the ewarrior of the healthy per-
son—is given as his oTépnaus ;
ihid. xii. 4, 1070, b, 11: ds uév
€fos [airio Téy copdrov] v fepudy
ial #AAow Tpémov Th buxpby § orép-
nas, for cold forms a contrary
opposition to warm, and if it is
an elfos, it cannot be merely a
negafion ; and hence, though it
i3 given as a negation with ather
analogous coneepts (e, De Coslo,
i, 3, 286, a, 25), yet Aristotle
himself in other passages admits
that, in certain cases, it is a
natural property, and not merely
a defect (Part. An. ii. 2, 649, a,
18), and that it has the power of
acving (Gen. et Corp. 1i. 2, 329, b,
24}, which cannot possibly be
true of a mere arémaois. CE
TRENDELENRURG, lec. cit. 107
sqg., and STRUMPELL, Geseh. d.
theor. Phil. 27 sq.—The tract

IL dyruceipdrar also treated of
erépnos and &k SiapL. Sehol,
in Ar. 86, b, 41, 87, a, 2; Ar. Fr.
119. We ghall have to discuss
hereafter the metaphysical sigmi-
fication of oréppows and its rela-
tion to the fag.

! Cat. ©. 10,11, b, 17, 24 sqq.;
Top. ii. 2, 109, b, 17, e. 8§, 113,
b, 15,114, a, 18, v. 6, 135, b, 175
Metaph, =. 4, 1055, a, 38, c. 3,
1054, a, 23. Instances of such re-
lative conceptsare (see (at., Inc.
eit, and ¢ T; Metaph. v.15):
double and half—in fact, the ma-
nifold and its part, the fmepéyor
and dwepexduevor; the active and
the passive; the measurable and
the measure; the knowable and
knowledge, Though in Metaph, v.
10, two further forms of opposi-
tion are mamed, yet Box1rz, on
this passage, and WAITZ, Arist.
Ohry. 1. 308, have demonstrated
that these latter come under the
four already given. Conversely,
Pliys. v. 3, 227, a, T only mentions
two (deriases and évarridrys).

¥ Been.onp. 225, andasto the
extension of the above prineiple
to all arricelpera, of. Metaph.iv. 2,
1004, a, 9; Top. i, 14,105, b, 33,
i. 2, 109, b, 17, viii. 1, 155, b,
30, c. 15, 163, a, 2. The founda-
tion of this proposition lies mainly
in the fact that, of opposites,
one cannot be known without
the other. This has different
causes in different cases: in con-
tradietory opposition, it arises
from the negative concept Non-A
immediately presupposing  and
containing the positive one A;
in correlative concepts it arises
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But concepts taken by themselves cannot, so far,
produce Discourse of any kind ; they are neither true
nor false. Definite expression, and therewith truth
and falsehood likewise, are first found in the Propo-
sition.!  The coupling of the Noun or Name-word
with the Verb or Time-word, of the Subject with the
Predicate,® presents us with a unit of dizcourse (or
spoken thought, Adyos);? and if this discourse tales
the form of Assertion, if anything is affirmed or denied
in it, we geb, as distinguished from other modes of
thought expressed in words,* the Proposition * or Judg-
wment (dmépavous)®—for which Aristotle regards the
simple Categorical Judgment as the type. A judg-
ment is frue, when the thought whose inner process is

from their mutually presupposing
one another; in contrary oppo-
sition, and in erépnois and &is
(so far as that applies here) it
arises because the knowledge of
the opposed specific differénces
presupposes that of the common
genus,

' Vid. supra, p. 202, &e.; De
Ingerpr. ¢ 4, ¢. 5, 17, a, 1T;
Metaph. vi. 4; of. ZELLER, P,
d. Gr. pt. i, p. 527, 5; p. 528, 1.

® As to dvoua and phua (the
latter of which, however, includes
both copula and predicate), see
De Interpr. c. 1, 16; a, 18, e. B2,
3, ¢. 10,19, b, 11; Poet. c. 20,
1457, a, 10, 14 ; Bet, iii, 2, 1404,
b, 26. This is also Platonic ; see
ZELL. Ph. d. Gy. pt. 1, pp. 557,
T i, DA Th

* De Interpr. ¢. 4 ; and Rhet.,
Ut suprea.

* Buch as wish, request, &c.
In Anal. Pr. i 1, 24, a, 22
Top. i. 10, 104, a, 8 (cf. WATTZ,

Arist. Org. 1. 352). Interrogation
is put under the concept of
wpdracis, but it is distinguished
as wpdraois Sederrueh from wp.
amoBeucTiey, in that the latter is
Ajus Barépov  poplov. +fis  dwrie
¢doews, and the former, on the
other hand, épdrnoes dvripdoews.
Similar definitions of mpdraces
will be found in De Tnferpr. ii,
20, b, 28, and Anal. Post, i. 2,
72, a, 85 cf. Soph. FEL 6, 169, a,
8, 14,

* Tipdraos ; on the expression
of. Brase, Phil. d. drisi. 1. 128,

"2: Warrz, drist, Org. 1, 368;

Boxirz, fud. Ar. 651, a, 33sqq.

¢ De Interpr. o 4, 17, 8, 1;
Anal. Pr.i.1, 24, a, 16.

* De Interpr. ¢. 5, 17, 8, 20:
W pv ETAR éorie dwdpavais . . .
7 08 ék TovTwy quykeéry . . . FoT
G @ péy amAR dwddavois Gyl
oRuerTicl TEpl Toil imdpyew Ti 4
pi Swdpyew, &s of xpdvor Sufenrrar,
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_signified by the spoken words,' regards that as conjoined
or divided which is so conjoined or divided in actuality :
it is false in the opposite case.? The most fandamental
distinetion between judgments is therefore that of
affirmative and negative.* Every affirmation stands
opposed to a negation which forms with it an exclusive

(contradictory) opposition

(avTigaois), in such . wise

that one or the other of them must be true and no

third is possible.!

On the other hand, certain affirm-

ative propositions are related to certain negatives (as,
for inSﬁance, universal affirmatives to the corresponding

! On the definition of speech
as ﬁ'UlLiBO}\.GF T&Y v TH yuxfi wab-
nuerwr, see Do Tnterpr. e. 1, 16,
a, 8, ¢. 2 indt. ¢ 4, II,EL 1,
Soph. El o. 1, 165, a, 6; De
Sensu, ¢, 1,437, a, 14; Riet. iiL
1, 1404, a, 20. The events in the
soul which words express are,
apcording to these passages, the
same in all men; their designa-
fion in speech, on the other
hand, is (like written signs) a
matter of convention, and thus
differs in different persons.

2 Metaph. vi. 4, iz, 1 init.

% 0a Trzrnruyr c. b inil.: EoTe
Be ey mpiTes M-yos GTOPaVT LIS
kaTddaots elta rdpacts * ol § &Ao
wdpTes ourdéopuw els.  Further,
ibid. c. 5, 63 Anal, Pr. 1. 1, 24,
a, 16 ; dnal. Post. i, 25, 86, b, 33.
The mpéracis keragarieh Is also
called karyyopuch, the Gmegaruch
also erepyrind. Anal. Pr. i. 2,
¢ 4, 26, a, 18, 31, c. 6, 28, a, 20,
b, 6, 15, ¢. 13, 32, b, 1.

1 De Interpr. c. 8, ¢. 7, 17, b,
16; dnal. Post. 1. 2, 72, a, 11:
amipavos 8¢ dvTipdrens dmoTepor-
oy udproy. ayripares §¢ dwrlBenis
A5 olre Eort peraid kel wivhe.

pdproy §° drrigdoens h wiv vl kard
TIOS KoTEpaais, To 8t Tl amd Tvos
drdpagis. Cf p. 226, n. 1 and 2.
"e shall have more {0 say later on
about the law of contradiction
and the excluded middle. Ac-
cording to De Tnterpr. ¢. 9, an
exception to the rule stated above
is found in such disjunetive pro-
positions as refer to a future
result which is contingent or
depends on free will. As is here
remarked, we can assert nothing
at all about them beforehand,
neither that they will happen
nor that they will not happen
of them (6:% et Corp.ii. 11, 337,
b, 3) only b7¢ wéAAer, but not d7:
?cr'rm, is true; for the latter ex-
cludes the possibility of the event
being otherwise. Hence of them
only the disjunctive proposition is
true, that * they will either happen
or will not happen’ Of the two
categorical propositions, *they
will happen’ and ¢ they will not
happen,’ neither is true of them.
The latter assertion is remark-
able, for we should rather say,
that one of the two assertions
i¢ true, but we only find out
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universal negatives) in the way of contrary opposition,
which does nof exclude a third possible case.!
But in truth we must not expect a perfectly clear

exposition of these relations from Aristotle.

As he

was not yet able to distinguish the Copula expressly
from the Predicate,® he was naturally unable to dis-

cover the true status of the Negative.

He nowhere

states that negation concerns the Copula alone, that it

nehich by the result. But Ari-
stotle only regards as ‘true’
those assertions which assert
actuality ; and since this, in the
given case, Is it=elf undetermined,
ng definite proposition can, with
truth, be then affirmed. When
it is equally possible that some-
thing will bappen, and that it
will not happen, the assertion
that it will happen is neither
true nor false; -it only becomes
one or other, ac-covﬁrno as a cor-
responding or a corltr'mlctorv
state of fact arises. Cf. SIMPL.
Categ. 103, 8 Bas.: according to
the teaching of the Peripatetic
school only the disjunctive pro-
position is true, ‘A will either
be or not be’; but which part of
this disjunction will be true, and
which false, &Anwror elvar 7
pioet kel Eoraror, Hence all that
class of assertions, 4y pev odk
domiv § GAnli H ¢evdi Eoror Be
# rote # Toie.—It is from the
Megareans that Aristotle took the
subject-matter of the °Aporia’
which he discussesin the passage
cited : cf. ZBLLER, Ph. d. Gr.
ph. . p. 220, 1.

v De Interpr. ¢. 7, 17, b, 20:

cf. what has been said at pp.

2245, about the évarridrys. The
particular affirmative and parti-
cular negative propositions which,

according to later terminology,
are opposed as subcontraries, are,
in dnal. Pr. ii. 8, 59, b, 10,
reckoned among the évavriws drri-
relpevar,  Aristotle, however, re-
marks (e. 15 #ndf.) that this is
only ‘according to the words, not
as to the thing itself.’

* Vid.supr. p. 229,n.2. In De
Interpr. c. 10, 19, b, ld a case
is certainly before his mind, Gray
74 Eore TplToy wporkaTYOpHTAL, AS
in the proposition #&ore 8leaios
dv8pwmras,  This, however, does
not relate to the separation of
the copula from the predicate,
but only to the fact that,
in existential propositions: forw
&vfperos, obk oTw #., &e., the
subject can be expanded by
means of an added adjective,
which itself may be put either
affirmatively (dixaiwos &.), or neza-
tively (ob Blracos &): Eore Blw. &
means ‘there is a just man,
which is different from dr@pemos
dtceuds dori, ‘man is just’  Ari-
stotle nowhere says that every
proposition, or even that the
existential proposition logically
considered, consists of t?w-ee
parts; a,nd the treatise IT. épun-
velos even shows a preference for
selecting examples from those
existential propositions which fall
into two parts only.
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has to do only with the connection of the subject to
the predicate, and does not in fact deny the subject or
the predicate itself! The omission caused him to
treati proposifions with a negative subjeet or predicate
as a special class,? whereas there is in fact no ground
for doing so?

Aristotle proceeds to consider the Quantity of
Judgments, distingunishing between those which relate
to many objects at once and those which relate to one,
and then subdividing the former into universals and
particulars. He has therefore a general division into
judgments universal, particular, and individual!* DBut

1 In Anal. Pr. i, 46 init. . 3,
23, b, 13, he shows fthat there is
a distinetion between uh elvar Todl
and efvar wij Tobro, ui elvor Aevkiy
and elvar ph Aevxbr, inasmuch as
propositions of the last kind have
the form of aflirmative proposi-
tions; but he does not detect the
real reason of this either here or
in De Interpr. e. 12 (to which
BRAXNDIS, p. 165, refers).

2 De Interpr. c. 3, 16, a, 30,
b, 12, he says: olk-trfpwmos is
no dwvope, and ody-fyaiver no
pipa; but he wants to call the
former dvoua ddprorov, and the
latter pima ddpwrov: and in c.
10, along with the propositions
Eomww Uvlpwmos, olic £ &., &o., he
introduces also the correspond-
ing ones made np of negative
concepts: &crw  odr-Hrfpamos,
obr Eorw oix-d., EoTiv ob-Binaras
obr-awlp., bk formw ob-Blk. vik-
&vBp, &c. Theophrastus called
these propositions : éx perablégewns
(AMMON. De Inferpr. 128, b, 123,
a., and PHILOP. Sehol. in Ar.
121, &), or karé perdfeqiy (ALEX.
Analyt. 134, 2.).

3 For that in which consists®
the form of the judgment—the
definite conjunction of the sub-
ject with the predicate—remains
the same, whether the subject
and predicate be positive or nega-
tive concepts. And Aristotle
himself admits (Anal. Pr. i. 3,
25, b, 19, cf. c. 13, 32, a, 31),
that expressions such as: dpbé
xerar pmberl imapyew, foTw olK
dyadby, have a cxfjue karaparicy,

* Still, this is only the ease
in De Iuterpr. ¢. 7. Universal
judgments, which are also called
émri  Tar kafdhov dwogairorTar
raBdrov, and particulars, which
are also called év péper 0T kare
wépos (Anal. Pr.i. 1, 24, a, 17,
c. 2, 25, a, 4, 10, 20, &¢.), are
also designated as those which
Enl Tév kabddov pir uh kobdhov Be
awogoivovrar, i.¢. in both the sub-
ject is a wabfidhov, b éml wAewdraw
Tépuie kartnyopeicfar, but in the
one the predicate is affirmed of
the subject in its whole ex-
tension, in the other not so.
The .A4wnalytics, on the other
hand, does not mention individual
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he adds what he calls the ¢indefinite judgments,’
and thus iz led fo bring in, here as elsewhere, a
distinction which really has nothing to do with the
logical form of thonght-connection at all, but solely
with the grammatical form of the expression.!
Aristotle also devotes much attention to the Modality
of Judgments, on account of the importance of this
subject in connection with the Syllogism. He dis-
tinguishes between judgments which assert actuality,
necessity, and possibility,” but this division does not

coincide with that which iz now in use-—of Assertory,

Apodeictic, and Problematic—for Aristotle in his
classification does not regard subjective degrees of
certainty, but the objective nature of things. By
‘possible” he does not mean what may perkaps exist, but
only what may exist but does not exist necessarily, and

therefore may or maoy not

judgments (see following note]:
and although it is true that they
are without meaning for the
main object of that treatise,
which is the doctrine of the
syllogism, yet we should expect
that, if Aristotle at the time he
wrote it had already had his
attention called to this form
of judgment, he would have ex-
pressly stated why he passed it
over, We may infer, if the com-
position T, épunyvelas be really his,
that the peculiarnotes of indivi-
dual judgments must have struck
himaffer he had written dnalyiics.

! In the De Interpr. he adds
nothing as to indefinite judg-
ments. In dnal. Pr.i. ], 24, a,
16 (cf. e. 2,25,2,4, ¢. 4, 26, b, 3,
ete.) he says : mpdracis. . . 7 kabd-
Aou § ér uépet §y éFidpioros 3 but the

exist indifferently.” The

examples which are there piven—
Téy evarTiwr elvat THY abThy €mi-
ariuny, The Hioviy ui elver dryabdy,
—belong, logically considered, to
theclass of universal propositions ;
others which might be adduced,
such as éorw dvépemes Blratws,
are particular, Aristotle himself
makes no further use in the Ana-
lyties of the mpordasers abidpiorTor
Theophrastus designated under
this name the particular negative
(ALEX. dnolys. 21,b), or perhaps
as AuMox. De Imterpr. 73, a,
states, particular propositions in
general.

2 Anal. Pr. 1. 2 init.: TGoe
TpéTacis éoTiv i Tob Imdpxew i Tou
& fwdyins fwdpxew 4) Tov Epdéxe-
oar dmdpyxew.

3 dwal. Pro1 18, 82, a, 18
Ay B dvbéyerhor ol Th evdex dpe-
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corollaries which he deduced from his definitions were

partly confuted by eritics as old as Theophrastus and
Eudemus.! To what is called the ¢ Relation of Judg-

vow, b wh tvTos avaykalov, TelévTos
8 Uwdpxew, obber EoTar Swa- ToiT
dblwarov; 1. 28; Zorou dpa Th dv-
Sexduevor olk drayraiop ka lTo pi

avayraioy évbexduevoy,  Metaph,

ix. 8, 1047, a, 24 . &ore 8% Suvarby
ToliTo, ¢ éhv imdpky 7 evépyeia, ob
Aéyerar Exew Thy Bivapw, odfiy
EqTar aﬁum‘roy Likewise c. 4,
1047, b 9, o IODO,]:J 8: wioa
56::::,14:9 Gue 'ruis wrTibdoeds SoTuw
. b Bpe Buvardy €lvar édéxerm
ezl elvar kol ui €lver . TH aiTh ipa
Burardr kol eivor kol uh E.ivm, ix.
9 init.: dra yap ward b Sdvacbo
AeyeTar, TabTor dori Burarhy Tav-
avrie: i.e. what can be healthy
can also be ill, what can rest can
also move, he who can build can
also destroy.
! Aristotle says that in a
‘ possibility,’ the possibility of the
contrary is also contained (see
preceding note, and De Interpr.
c. 12,21, b, 12: Soxet 8¢ 7 aizd
Bivasfar wal elvar kol ph elvars way
yap 70 Svvaror TéuverBa B Bad{len
ral py Babilery ral wh céurecto
Suvardy, &ec.), determining the
concept by taking that meaning
of Bivaps according to which it
designates a power of doing or
suffering (Melaph. ix. 1, 1046, a,
9 suoh, T 12 dnity: and it
matters not that this possibility
of the contrary is nof always
equally great, and that the é&»-
- Bexdpevow or Svvardy (for these two
cxpressions are really synony-
mous) at one time designates
something which happens as a
rule, though not without excep-
tions, at another something

which may equally happen or
not happen (dnal. Pr. 1. 18, 32,
b, 4 5qq.). Hence he maintains
in dnal Pr. i 13, 32,1, 29 (cf.
De Cwle, 1. 12, 8.5 a, 4), that
from the G'vﬁs’xea'ﬁ‘m rf'mipxew the
&vbéyeatiar pi drdpyew also invari-
ably follows, and from the warti
éudéyeabar the dvdéyeafur pnderi
and wi warrl (e, the possibility
of the predicate in question
oceurring to mnone, or not to all,
for PrantL, Gesel. d. Log. 1. 267,
explaing the words wrongly); for
since the possible is nothirg
necessary, the contrary of all
that is (merely) possible may
happen.—And for the same reason
Aristotle refuses (ibid. c. 17, 36,
b, 85) to allow, in possible pro-
positions, the simple conversion
of the universal negative judg-
ment. For, gince the negative
judgment, ¢ it is possible that no
B is A, according to him, in-
cludes the affirmative, ‘it is
possible that every B is A, so the
simple conversion of the former
would include the simple conver-
sion of a universal affirmative
judgment; and universal affirma-
tive judgments cannot be con-
verted simply. Theophrastus and
Fudemus denied these assertions,
becanse they understood by
‘possible,” everything that can
happen,and lost hold of thestate-
ment that it must also at the
same ftime be able not to happen;
and thus they included some
things necessary in the possible
(ALEX. dnal. Pr. 51, b, m, 64, b
72, a, b, m, 73, a). Aristotle
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ments * Arigtotle pays as little attention as to the Hypo-
thetical and Digjunctive Syllogisms. Only in what he

himself admits (Anal. Pr. i

25, a, 37: De Interpr. c. 13, 22,
b, 29 ; of. Metaph. ix. 2 init. c. b,
1048, a, 4, ¢, 8, 1050, b, 30 5qq.)
with regard to the forces of
nature (Buvrduers) which only act
in one direetion, that the neces-
sary also may be called apossible
(Guvardy), and that, allowing this,
universal negative possible-pro-
positions can be converted simply,
and that we may conclude from
necessity to possibility—but he
also adds that this is not true as
to Ais omwn concept of the pos-
sible.—Two further points of
dispute, on which Alexander
wrote a work (ALEX. Anal. 40, b,
#3, a), arose between Aristotle
and his pupils upon the guestion
about the mood of conclusions in
syllogisms, the premisses of
which are in different moocds.
Aristotle says that where one
premiss is a possible- and the
other an actumal-proposition, a
perfect syllogism can only be had
in the case where the major pro-
position is a possible-proposition ;
if, however, it iz the minor, we
get, first of all, an imperfect
syllogism, .. one in’ which the
conclusion is only obtained by
a deduetio ad - absurdwm and not
immediately from the given pre-
misses, and secondly, in the case
of a negative syllogism (more
correctly : in all cases), the possi-
bility in the conclusion munst be
taken in the improper sense (i.e.
not as confined to that which
both can and cannot be) (dral.
Pr. i. 15). Theophrastus and
Eundemus, on the contrary, were
of opinion that even in this case

there was a perfect possible-
syllogism (ALBX. loc. cit. 66, b).
Both sides are right, according to
their concepis of the possible.
If we understand by ©possible ’
everything that can be,including
also the necessary, the syllogisms
are quite correct and simple:
¢ Every B is A, every C can be B
therefore every C can be A’

‘No B is A, every C can be ]3
therefore it is po«s1ble that no L
is A If, on the other hand, we
take ‘ possible ' to mean only that
of which the contrary is likewize
possible, we cannot make such
syllogisms, because in this sup-
position the minor, ¢ every C can
be B, includes the negative pro-
position, ‘every C can be not-B.
And algo, as Theophrastus and
Eudemus merely adhered to the
principle that the modality of
the conclusion is conformed to
the weaker premiss (ALEX. ilid.),
they asserted, on the same prin-
ciple, that when one premiss
is  assertorial and the other
apodeictic, the conclusion is
apodeictic (ALEX. ibid. 40, a, 42,
b, and from him PaILOP. Schol.
in Arist. 158, b, 18, 159, a, 6),
whilst, according fo Aristotle
(Aral. Pr.i. 9 sqq.) it iz apo-
deictic when the majoris so. In
this case alse, aceording to the
meaning which we attach to the
modality of propositions, both
assertions may be made. If the
propositions ‘B must be A ¢B
cannot be A, are supposed te
express that between B and A
there is (ot is not) not a contin-
gent, but a necessary connection,
it follows that beiween every-
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says of contradictory opposition ' do we find the kernel of
the late doctrine of digjunctive judgments. On the
other hand, he is copious in his treatment of the Con-
version of Propositions,? laying down the well-known

rules,® but he treats it solely in connection with his.

theory of the Syllogism.

This theory of the Syllogism was expounded by
Aristotle at full length, and it may truly be called his
most original discovery.* As be was the firgt to intro-
duce the name of the Syllogism into the scientific
vocabulary,® o he was also the first to remark that all
connections and all advances in our thought depend
upon the syllogistic combination of judgments. A
‘Syllogism’ is a chain of thoughts, in which, from certain
matters assumed, and by virtue of these alone, there issues
of necessity some further matter different from them.®
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The principle that this process in its simplest form in-
volves no more than two assumptions, or more accurately
two judgments, from which a third is derived, and that
therefore no syllogistic conclusion can have more than
two premisses, is nowhere expressly proved by Aristotle
in the beginning of his treatise, though he refers to it -
later.! Now the deduction of a third judgment from two
given judgments can only arise out of some bringing

into eonnection of the concepts, which in these given

judgments were as yeti unconnected.? This is impossi-
ble, except a mediation be effected between them by
another concept connected with both of them.® Every
svllogism must therefore necessarily contain three con-
cepts, no more and no less,* and of these the intermediate
is connected in the one premiss with the first and in
the other with the third, in such a way as to bring out

thing contaiped in B and A, by
the same neeessity, there is, or
iz not, a connection (if all living
beings, by reason of a neecessity
of nature, are mortal, the same
is also true of every kind of
living beings., eg. of men), as
Aristotle, doe. eif. 30, a, 21 sqq.
shows guite elearly., If, on the
other band, these propositions
are meant to state that we are
obliged to think A connected or
not connected with B, the pro-
position, © C must (or cannot) be
A’ can only be deduced from
the proposition ‘B must (or
cannol) be A’ when we are
oblizged to consider ¢ implied in
B. If, however, we only know
as a fact (assertoriplly) that
C is B, then we only know as a
fact, likewise, that C is or is not
that which we are obliged to

think connected or not connected
with B.

U Vid. supr. p. 230,

o Angl P 102, 8, elie 3,
32;-a, 29 =qg. o 1%, 36, by 15
sqq. 1. 1, 53, a, 3 sqq.

? Simple conversion of uni-
versal mnegative and particular
affirmative judgments, particular
conversion (later so-called evn-
wersio per accidens) of universal
affirmative, and no conversion at
all of particular negative judg-
ments —for the econversioc per
contrapositionem. was not as yel
known to him.

t As he himself says, Soph. E1
c. 34,183, b, 34, 184, b, 1.

5 Cf. PRANTL, C(fesch. d.
Lag. 1. 264,

$ dnal. Pr. 1 24, b, 18:
quAAoytoubs Bt 2oTe Adyos v &
TebérTwy TRy ETEepdy TI TAV Ksi-

the connection between the

péywy SE dvdyins cupBelver g
ravra epvar.  (Likewise Top. 1.1,
100, a, 25, cf. Soph. El. c. 1, 165,
a. 1) Aédyw 82 ‘g TabTe lva’ 70
Sib Tovra cuuBaiverr, Tb B¢ fOw
rapra gvuBalvery | Th unlerds clwler
Bpou mpoadeiv wpos T yeréobar Tb
ArmyKEior,

1 Anal. Pr.i. 25, 42, a, 32.
As regards terminology, the pre-
misses are generally called wpo-
rdoes (Metaph. v. 2, 1013, b, 20
Smwoléoes Tob qupTepdoparos); the
minor proposition in Fih, V. vi.
12, 1143, b, 8, vil. 5, 1147, b, 9=
# érépn (or merevrala) wpirams:
the conclusion invariably = ocvu-
awépaope.  In Anal, Pr. 1. 1, 53,
a, 17 sqg., however, FUMTEPac e
stands for the subjectof the con-
clusion.

first and third in the con-

2 A principle which Aristotle
does not state in this form, but -
which follows immediately from
his definition of Judgment, if we
apply it to the case before us.

3 Cf dnal. Pr.oi. 23, b, 30
8., but especially 41, a, 2.

* dnal. Pr. 1 c.25,init. Ihid.
42,b,1sqq.0n the number of con-
ceptsinwholeseriesof syllogisms,
Of the three concepts of a syllo-
gism (Opot, vid. supr, p. 219, n.1),
that which oceurs in both pre-
misses 1s called péros ; that which
comprehends the latter is called
thehigher or greater (ueifov or wpé-
Tov Hrper) ; that which is compre-
hended by it, the lower or lesser
(ExarTow dxpor or Eoyarov), Anal.
Pr.i.4,25,b, 35, 32, 26,a, 21,¢.38
init., and Anal. Pr. 1. 23, 68, b,
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clusion. But this result may come in three ways. As
all judgments consist in the connecting of a subject
with a predicate (for Aristotle leaves hypothetical and
disjunctive judgments out of his reckoning), and as

the connecting of two judgments into a conclusion, or,

in other words, the deduction of the conclusion from the
premisses, rests upon the relation of the intermediate
concept or middle term to the other two, it follows
that the mode of the connecting (“the form of the syllo-
gism’) will be determined by the way in which the
middle term is related to the others.! Now there are
only three ways possible: the middle term may either
be related as suhject to the higher and as predicate to

the lower concept, or as predicate to both, or as subject
to both.? Aristotle does not take any direct notice of
a fourth possible case, in which it is the subject of the
lower and predicate of the higher; but we need not
greatly blame him, for this fourth arrangement can

33 sq.; or the major concept is
called briefly #rpor, and the minor
Tplrov,

1 Amal. Pr.i. 23, 41, 2, 13, at
the end of the section on the
syllogistic figures, Aristotle, after
having treated of the necessity

and significance of the Middle

concept as a connecting-link
hetween Major and Minor, con-
tinues : el oy dwdyien pév Ti AaPeiy
wpbs M Kowby, TovTo § rBexeral
(% yep 70 A Toi T kal 70 T 100 B
rarnyopéoorras, # T4 T kar du-
doww, 3 Gude katd Tov IY), TavTa 3
éorl Ta elppuéve oxiuara, Gavepby
f7t whrTa FUANOYITROY avdyrn Yiv-
eoflar Bix Tolrey Twbs T ox-
perwy.  CE oe. 32, 47, a, 40 sqq.,
and the searching discussion in

UEBERWEG'S Logik, § 103, p. 276
84q.
¥ The position of the proposi-
tions has, as we know, no influ-
ence on the form of the syllogism.
The precedence of the major, cus-
tomary since then, seemed more
natural to Aristotle than to uvs.
In laying down a syllozism, he
hegins not, as we are accustomed
to do, with the subject, but with
the predicate of the major: A
bardpy et marti 79 B, B fadpyer mavrl
74 T': so that, even in his form of
expression, there is a constant
descent from the greater to the
middle concept, and from that
to the lesser. Cf. UEBERWER,
loe. cit, p. 276,
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never oceur in a single and rigorons chain of reason-
ing.! We obtain, then, three Figures (oyiuara)
which together sum up the categorical syllogism. The
so-called fourth figure of later logic? is ignored, and
neither the hypothetical nor the disjunctive syllogisms
are treated of as special forms in any way.®

If we ask what syllogisms are possible in these three
figures, it is to be observed that every syllogism must
contain a universal, and must also contain an affirmative
proposition ; * that the conclusion can only be universal
when both the premisses are so;? and that in every
syllogism at least one of the premisses must resemble

! The proof of this cannot be
well given here,

2 f ZeoLue, Ph. d. @Gr.
iiil. a, 738, 2nd ed.: and consult
especially PRANTL, Gesch. d. Log.
i. 670 sq.

3 Whether this is a failing
or, as PRANTL (Fesoh. 4. Leg. i
295) thinks, an advantage of
Aristotelian logie, if is not neces-
sary heretoinquire; but when that
learned writer, as well as BIESE
(Phil.d. Arist. 1. 155), endeavours
to find that Aristotelian account
of hypothetical syllogisms, which
others miss, in the remarks on
supposition-syllogisms (evAAcy-
wopol €f Droléoews) at Anal. Pr. i.
23, 40, b, 25, 41, a, 21 sqq. c. 29,
45, b, 22, ¢. 44, he confounds two
different things. Aristotle means
by a ¢hypothetical syllogism’
that which begins with an un-
proved supposition (cf. Warrz,
on Anal. 40, b, 25). We under-
stand by it that of which the
major is a hypothetical judg-
ment. And the two classes do
not by any means necessarily

coincide, for an unproved suppo-
sitlon may be expressed in g
categorical proposition, and con-
versely a hypothetical proposi-
tion may be fully demonstrable,
The same statement, ean, in fact,
without. changing its meaning,
be expressed both categorically
and hypothetically. Our modern
distinction of categorical and
hypothetical propositions recards
exclusively the form of the judg-
ment, not the scientific certainty
of the proposition.

* Anal. Pr.i. 24 init.: & ore
év &wavre [se, cuAdoyioug | Bel
kaTyyopidy Two Tov dpwr elvar kal
T kaBdAov Swdpyew. The former
is not further proved, as Aristotle
supposes it to be clear from his
preceding explanation of the
syllogistic figures. By way of
proving the second, he proceeds:
Grev yep T xaldAov 9 odr Eorau
ovAAeyLopds, ) of wpds To kelpevoy,
W 7o ek dpxiis alrfoerar which will
be explained in detail in what
follows infra.

* Loz, eit. 41. b, 23,
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the conclusion, both as to its quality and also as to its
modality.! Yet Aristotle has nowhere deduced these
rales on general principles from the nature of the
syllogistic method. They are merely generalisaticng
from his observation of the various forms of syllogism
themselves. This analysis, however, he carries out with
very greab care. He is not satisfied with proving the
well-known moods for the three figures,® but he also
investigates minutely the influence which the modality
of the premisses in pure and in mixed syllogisms must
exercise upon the conclusion and upon the whole
syllogistic process® He regards the syllogisms of the
first fignre alone as perfect,” because, according to his
view, they alone immediately reveal the necessity of the
syllogistic sequence. Both the others yield ¢ imperfect’
syllogisms, and require to be completed through the
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With equal fulness does Aristotle set forth rules
for the proper treatment of these forms in scientifie
use, and the errors to be avoided. He shows in the
first instance what kind of propositions are more
difficnlt to prove but more easy to confute, and wice
versa.! Next he provides rules for the discovery of the
fitting premisses, having regard to the qualiby and
quantity of the conclusion to be proved,? and in doing
so he takes occasion to censare ? in passing the Platonic
method of division! On this head he treats minutely
of the rules and methods which must be observed in
order to reduce the materials of proof so discovered to
the exact syllogistic form.* Furthermore he discusses
the capacity of syllogisms in relation to the compre-
hension of their contents ;¢ the syllogisms giving true
conclusions from false premisses;? the sirenlus in argu-

first. Their dewmonstrative value rests upon and is
proved by the fact that they can be reduced to the
first figure, either apagogically or by conversion.* These
syllogistic forms are of course employed in the reductio
ac impossibile, as well as in ®hypothetical = arguments

generally.

v Loe. gif, 127,

* For the first figure (to use
the Scholastic designations) the
monds: Barbara, Darii, Celarent,
Ferio (Anal. Pr. 1. 4); for the
second : Cesare, Camestres, Fes-
tino, Baroco (ibid. e. 5); for the
third : Darapti, Felapion, Disa-
mis, Datisi, Baeardo, Frosison
(c. 6).

5 Anal. Proi. ¢, 8-23; ef. the
discussioninn. 1 top. 234, supra.

' See the sections cited, espe-
ciallyc. 4 fin., ©. 8 fin, . B fin., c.

7,29, a, 30, b, 1 sgg., ¢. 23, cf. c.
1,24, b, 22 védcwov ptv oly aké
TUAROyIoubY  TOr pndevds EAAov
TpogBedueror mapd TE  eiAudva
Tpbs Th darives To areykaiov, dTeAq
3 Tor wposbedpevor 3 Evbs B
mhedyay, & Eori pev Grayrain S
Twy Omokcéver Bpey b phy
eiAnTror fik mpordoewy. 1t is not
necessary here to defend Ari-
stotle’s view.

> Thid. e, 23, 41,4, 21 sqq.;
of. supra, p. 2538, n. 1,

U Ibid. c. 26.

* fvd. ¢ 27-29, here alse
(c. 29) with express application
to apagogic and supposition-
syllogisms,

* To seek to define concepts
by mesns of continnous divisions,
he says (c. 31), is of no use;
we have then to suppose the
chief point that is to be proved.
When it is a question of the
concept of man as a (Fow Gpyriy,
then, he says, from the proposi-
tions *All living beings ard
either mortal or immortal : man
is a living being, it would only
follow that man is either mortal
or immortal: that he is a (gev
Bvnrbris a meve postulate. Hence
Aristotle says of division, that
it is ofor acferys [not valid]
cuAAoyiopds, ESimilarly in Angl,
Lost.1i.5. Alsoin Part. An.i.2sq.,

o WOL. I.

the Platonic method is blamed
becanse (vontrary to the rule
givenat p. 216,n.1) it multiplies
unnecessarily the intermediate
divisions, introduces the same
thing under different zenera,
gives megative qualities, divides
from all kinds of opposite points
of view, &c. Cf, MEYER, drist,
Lhierkunde, T1 sqq.

‘ See ZELL. Ph. d. Gr. pt. i,
523 sqq.

& Loe. eit. ¢. 32-46.

S dnal, Pr.ii. 1,

T Thid. e. 2 init, (of. Top, viii,
11sq., 162, a, 9, b, 13): & éaqbay
uiv ody obk Zori Yeddos FuAAoyio-
aobai, i Yevlar B frrw dAndis,
TAGY 00 BidTe AN Srie Toil Yep BuoTe
obk 0T i Yevdar FUAAOyITLds
(because false premisses pive the
ground itself, the Bidry, falsely ;
et supra,p.173,1.2). Underwhat

i
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endo ;! the ¢ conversion’ of the syllogism ; * the Reductio
ad absurdum; ® syllogisms - which result from the
conversion of premisses into their opposites,' together
with the various syllogistic fallacies and the means of
meeting them.® Lastly he inquires into those kinds of
proof which do not arise by demounsfration, in the strict
sense of the word® and establishes the method of argu-

ment pecaliar to each.”

conditions this is possible in the
different figures, is discussed in c.
24

T8 kékAw kel dAAfAwy
detwrvgfar, This consists in the
conelusion of a syllogism (which,
however, must of course be shown
to be true from other sources)
being used in conjunction with
the converse of one premiss to
prove the other. For the cases
where this is passible, see loc. ¢it,
¢. 5-7. Against ‘the vicious
circle’ in argument, see Adnal.
Post. 1. 3, T2, b, 25.

2 The destruction of one pre-
miss by the other in eonjonction
with the contradictory orcontrary
of the conclusion ; lee. eit. ¢, 8-10.

3 The Heductio ad abswrdum,
& Bule ot GBuvdTov cuAAoyouds, c.
11-14,of, Top. viii, 2,157, b, 54, c.
12, 162, b, 5,and Anal. Post. 1. 26,
where it is remarked that direct
proot is of greater scientific value.

4 Loc. cit. ©. XV,

5 The petitio prineipii (td év
apxf elreivbas), e. 10, ef. Lop. viii.
13; the uh wape ToiTo cupBabver
7o Yetdos, c. 17; the mparor
Yeddos, ¢, 18, of. Top. viil 10;
rules for disputation deduced
from this, ¢. 19, sq.; on decep-
tion by too hasty suppositions, c.
21; on proving certain supposi-
tions by the transposition of the
propositions in a syllogism, ¢. 22,

We cannot at this point

¢ Induction, ¢. 23; example,
o. %4 (el dnel. Post. 1. 1, 71, a,
92 Rihet, 1.2, 15856, b, 2, 1857, b,
25, ii. 20); amaywyh (reduction
of one problem to another more
easy to solve), c. 25; objection
(Evoracis), c. 26 the syllogism
from the probable (eikds) or cer-
tain marks (owpeia), which Ari-
stotle calls the ‘Tnthymeme,’
¢. 27. The most important of
these is ‘Induoetion,” which we
shall discuss later on. It consists
in the major proposition being
proved by the miner and the
conclusion. FEg., we may prove

apodietically ¢ All animals which .

have little gall are long-lived;
man, the horse &e. have little gall,
and are therefore long-lived ;' but
the inductive proof will o thus:
¢ Man, the horse &c., are long-
lived ; man &¢. have little gall;
therefore animals which have
little gall are long-lived.” This,
however, only applies when the
minor concept (‘animals whicl
have little gall ) has an equal ex-
tension with the middle concept
(‘ man &e¢.”), and when the minor
propoesition (‘man &c. have little
gall”) can be simply transposed,
so that in its place “the animals
which have little gall are man
&e.” can be put (foe. cit. c. 23).

7 See for a fuller discussion
of these points, PRANTL, p. 200-
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follow him into these researches, althongh we un-
doubtedly owe much to them in the application of the
syllogistic method, and though they prove most clearly
the care with which the great logician worked out
its many-sided detail.

The syllogistic system forms the foundation upon
which Aristotle built the theory of Scientific Proof,
which he set out in the second Amalytics. All proof
is syllogistic, but not every syllogism is proof. Tt is
only the Seientific Syllogism which deserves this name.!
Science consists in the cognition of causes, and the
cause of a phenomenon is that from which it of necessity
arises.” Proof, therefore, and apprehension by means of
proof are only possible when something is explained
from its original causes® Nothing can be the subject
of proof except that which is necessary. Proof is a
conclusion from necessary premisses.* That which is
ordinarily (though not without exception) true can be

321.—In the selection and se- airle éorl, kal i &vdéxesfar Toiir'

guence of the different sections no
strict order is observed, although
related subjects are put together.
On the division of the Prior dng-
tytics a3 a whole, see BRAXDIS, p.
204 =q., 219 sq. :

! Anail. Post. 1. 2,71, b, 18:
amédeiw 8¢ ANéyw ovAAoyiguby
émornuoriedr. And atter giving
the requisites for such an argu-
ment, he adds: cvAloywouds per
~ip Errar kal dvev TolTwy, GardBekis
&' odr foTarr ob yap wovjoer éme-
TTHETY. :

* Loc. cit. ¢. 2 init.: émiora-
bar 8¢ oiduet) Exasror &TADs . . .
drar Ty T aitior olauelg yrdsicew
8’ fe 7o mpaypd fotw, 0Tt dkelvou

#MAws Exew. Further references in
support of this, supra, p. 163, 0. 3.

3 Iid, 71, b, 19: € Tolvey
éori Th émioracfu oloy Eeuey,
avdyrn kel Thy dmodeucticliy emi-
oy €€ bAqBay 7’ elveu kal wpdTwy
kal Guerar [about this below] wal
yrepyiwTépmy kel mpoTépwy  ToD
ouuTepdoparos” ofiTw Yyap Erovrat
wal al dpyal oikelad ol Jekrupivon.
1hid, line 29: alridre . . . Bel elyou
[se. that from which a proof is
deduced] . . . e vdre érgrduele
dray Thy aitioy eidduey,

t Thid. e 4 dinil.: émel ¥
afivaroy HAAws Exew b loriv
GrieTipn GwAds, avaykdior by cin
TO SmGTyTEY Th kaTé THy dmodsii-

B
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included under matters of proof only in a limited sense.!
On the other hand, the contingent: cannot be proved—
cannob even be known scientifically.? And since neeces-
sary truth is that only which proceeds from the essence
and the idea of the subject, while everything else is
contingent, so it may be said that all proof relates to
and is founded exclusively upon the essential character-
istics of things, and that the concept of each thing
is at once its starting-point and goal® The purer and
more perfect the information, therefore, which any
form of Proof secures to us concerning the conceptual
nature and the causes of an object, the higher is
the kind of knowledge which it warrants; and so, other
things being equal, a universal proof ranks above a
particular, a positive proof above a negative, a ‘direct

above an apagogic, one which enables us to know the

cause above that which merely instructs us in the fact.t

Tuchy Cmiorhuny. Amodewtuch § mpdypesw . . . gavepdy B du
2oriy v Eyouer 7d Exew rddafy:  TowvTer Twdy G el 6 drodarTinos
&k dvaryraloy Gpn cudAoyiopds doTir  ouARojtonds - Gmay yap 5 obrws
% ewobedts.  Of. note 3 infra. rdpxec ) kard aupBefyios, i bt

! Metaph. xi. 8, 1065, a, 4: oupBefnrdra oli am‘yxa?a_, Thid.
imoTiun wév yop mhoe Toil &l at the end: dwel & & Gvdywys
Svres 4 Gs éml Th w;oAv, Tb B¢ Dwdpyst wepl ExagToy yévos bra wab’
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If we take demonstration as a whole, and consider the
building up of a sclentific system, it is an axiom that
the knowledge of the universal must precede that of
the particular.!! The same congiderations lead up from
another point of view to a principle which i deeply
rooted in Aristotle’s whole way of thinking : that nothing
can be demonstrated except from its own peculiar
principles, and that it is inadmissible to borrow proofs
from without. Demonstration, he thinks, should start
from the essential characteristics of the object in
question, and any properties which belong to another
genus can only accidentally attach to it, seeing that
they form no part of its concept.? All demonstration,
consequently, hinges on the concept of the thing. Its
problem consists in determining, not only the properties
which attach to any object by virtue of the conception
of it, but also the media by which they are attached to
it. Its funection iz to deduce the particular from the
universal, phenomens from their causes.

Is this process of ‘ mediation’ unending, or has it
anecessary limit #  Avistotle takes the latter alternative,
from three points of view.

cupBeBnrbs &y odderépw TobTaw
éoriv. Anwl Post. 1. 30: was yap
ouANoiopbs f) B¢ avayralwy 7 8
@y &s ewl TO WOAD mpordoewy -
wed ef piv al wpordrers avaykoinl,
Kol TO cupTépacue Gvayicalor, ei §
&s érl Th moAd, Kal TO gupmépacun
Totovror. - CE p 168, n. 1.

2 Awnal. Post. i. 6, 75, a, 18,
e 30; of. ©. 8, ¢ 33, &e.; vid.
supra, p. 164, n. 2.

3 Thid. c. 6 init.: el obw éorly
% drolentuch émorfiun & Gray-
ralwr apydy (B yap émigraTer ov
Burarhy GAAws exew) T4 Bé raf
abre Omdpyovra dvayrain  Tois

abrh imdpye ral i ExacTov, davephy
Bre wept oy kel atrté dwapydvTwy
af émipTyuovical dwodeifers wal &k
T@r TowiTwr elviy, T4 per yop
suuBepurdta obic dwayrdia, Sor
ol GrdyRT TH CURTepaTia cibevor
Buomt Imdpye:, ovd ei ael ey, uh
kel abrd BF, olov of 8 onuelwy
ovAdoyiouol, T Yyap kol aivd o
ke abTd émarfoeral, obdE BiiTe
b Be diTi émiorafu foTi TO S
Toil aitlov érlorasfar, 80 airh dpn
del wal T péﬂ‘oy 7@ 'rpf'::qu Kel T
wpéTor TE péoy Owdpyew. CILL
p- 213, n.-b supra.
4 Anal. Post 1. 14, c. 24-27.

' Plys. iii. 1, 200, b, 24 :
SoTépa yop 7 wept Tay Blwy dewpla
THs mepl Téy oy éoTiy.

* dAnal. Post. i. T init.: ok
dpe FaTiv 6F dAADu Yévous perdBarTa
Beitar, olor Th yewpeTpucor apilug-
Tifl. Tpia ydp €oTt TR €V Tals dwo-
Belfeawy, v piv T dmoBemvijperoy
TO oupmépadua” ToiTo 8 éorl T
r‘)m{pxav Yéver Tl wah’ a.ﬁ-a:d. v Bt
Té abibpara” dhiduatad’ doriv & v
[sc. af drofelfes s:’a’e’ag. TpiToy Th
Vévas T imokelperor, 0 T woln wal
Ta kel abrtd cvuBefyréTe SnAol #

e

Gmédefrs. €& Gv pév by 9 amd-

derfis, évbéyerar T abTd elvart
G e TO yevos ETepor, domep apifut-
Tucls kal yewuerplas, odx Fore Thy
apilunTuchy emdbettir épapudmar érl
Ti Tols peyéldect gunBednudre . . .
&ot’ 4 awA@s drdyren o abTd elvad
yevos B wF, el peAder 5 amddatis
weraBalver. dAAws 8 e dddvaror,
Sfioy* &k yap Tol adToD yérous
bydyrn T4 Ekpa kol Té péoe elvar,
sl yip pdh kel adrd, cuuBeByriTa
Errar, & Toiito . . . ol Eor:
Detkar . . . BAAY emaThUY TU €T épas,
aAd’ 9 Boa olitws Exer wpbs EAANAG
o’ elvar Ofrepow Bwd Bdrepor: o,
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We may rise from the particular to the general—
from the subject, beyond which there is mnothing of
which it can be predicated—to continually higher predi-
cates: and we may, on the other hand, descend from
the most universal point—from that predicate which is
the subject of no other predicate—down to the par-
ticular. But in any case we must arrive eventually
at a point where this progression ceases, otherwise we
could never reach an effectual demonstration or defini-
tion.! The argument excludes also the third hypothesis,
that there may exist an infinite number of intermediate
terms between a definite subject and a definite pre-
dicate.? If the list of middle terms is not infinite, it

follows that there are things of which there cannot be a

demonstration or derived knowledge? For wherever the
middle terms cease, immediate knowledge must neces-
sarily take the place of demonstration. To demonstrate
everything is not possible. If we attempt it we are
either brought round again to that progression ad
infinitum already mentioned, which annuls all possi-
bility of knowledge and Proof, or else to ‘arguing in
a circle, which is equally incapable of producing a
solid demonstration.! There remains, therefore, but one
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conclusion, that in the last vesort demonstration must
start from propositions which, by reason of their
immediate certainty, neither admit nor stand in need of

9 init.: poaveply Ore Exacrov dwo-
Seifon obk Eomiw @AN  éx Taw
éxdorov bpywy, &e. We return
to this later on,

! Tor he says at 83, b, 6, 84,

a, 31 7@ Gwepa odi o SiekeAbelr

vootwra, CEL note 4 infra.

? Thid.ch.19-22. The details
of this treatment, in parts nct
very clear, cannot well be re-
peated here.- We have already
seen at p. 228, n, 2, that Aristotle

supposes & limit to the number of
concepts above as well as below.

¥ Ch. 22, 84, a, 30; and so Me-
taph. iil. 2, 997, a, T: wepl warTwy
wap &Bivaroy dridefu elvar dvdykn
yap Ex mivey elvar kal mepl Tt ral
Twey THY gwodedw,

* After Aristotle (Anal. Post. 1.
2) has shown that the proof-power
of syllogisms is conditional on
the scientific knowledze of the
premisses, he continues, inch. 3:

proof!  These ¢ principles’

“Many conclode from this, that
no knowlecdge at all is possible;
others, that everything can be
proved.” But he confutes both
assertions, Of the former he
says: ol piy ~ap fmobéuever ph
elvar GAws émtoTacfa, obror eis
Gmepor afiolow Gvdyestar b5 ol
by EmtocTauevovs Ta UoTepa dia Ta
wpdTepn, Gy uf éoTi TpETa, aphas
AéyovTes, adlwaTor yip T4 Gmeipa
Bienbety. ef Te YoTavrar kol elgly
apxol, Tabres dyvdarous elvar dmwo-
Beifes e uh olions adrdv, dmep
davly elvar Ty drloTacbar pdvev. el
3e uh) Eori T mpdre eilcvar, olde Ta
gk TovTev elve érioTacln: GTAGs
obde ruptws, aAN' €& dmobérews, €
éwetva éomiy. He admits that
what is deduced would not be
known if the principles (apyal)
are not Iamer, and that if me-
diate knowledge, by way of proof,
is the only kuomledge, then there
can be no knowledge of apxal.
Yet he himself in the same trea-
tise denies thiz very thing at p.
72, b, 18 ; of. Metaph, iv. 4, 1006,
a, B: €omi yap amadevole TH ui
yiyvdorew, Tivoy e (jrey amd-
Sefor wel Tivey ob Seit UAws pev
vap amdvrwy adlvaror amidetur
elvar els amepov ~yip Gy Babl(ot,
GoTe und' olitws elvar amodetkr, 'As
to the second of the above pro-
positions, Arvistotle states it at
B 72, b, 18, In other words—
TavTwr  elvar  amddaifr  obber
kwAlew  évBéyesor dp wirhe
yiveofar Ty amdbedfr kal €
darnrer—and then at 11 25 sqq.
of the same page he goes on to

of all proof? must possess

refute it by reference to his
earlier exposition on the subject
of ‘reasoning in a cirele’ (de
quo v, supre, 242, n. 1),

Y dnal. Pt . 2,71, b, 20:
avdryen ol THy GmodeikTuchy émi-
orfunr € axnfdv T elver kal
TPGTWY KAl QUETWY 0L YHUPLLwT€-
pwy kal wporépwy kal aitier Tol
oUTpepRoNaTes. . . . fk TpdTay §
avarodelkTey, dTi olk émigTHosTaL
wh Exwr drifafw alray [because
otherwise if they were not évamo-
Seweror we could, likewise, only
know them by proof]; = ~ap
érigraclar &y amdBekls dore py
rard ouuBeBnids, T0 Exew amd-
Beikiy éorw. €. 3, T2, b, 18: fuels
8¢ qouey oliTe whooy émwoThuny
arodekTichy elvai, GAMNE The Taw
apécwy GvamdBeuctov. . . . kal ol
udvor émirThuny &AAG kal apxiy
émorhuns elval rivd dauer, i Tovs
Bpous yrwpiloper. CE. supra,p. 197,
n. 6, and 210, n. 2, 179, n, 4, and
210, n.2 fin. Onthe other hand,
the circumstance that a thing is
always so is no reason for reject-
ing proof by causes, for even the
eternal may have its causes on
which it iz conditional ; see Geu.
Amn, il. 6, 742, b, 17 =qq.

2 'Apyal, apyoal drodettews, dpyal
TUANOYLOTIRGL, &. HLECDL, TPOTATELS
#uesor, Anal. Post. T2, a, 7, 14,
¢, 10 inif. (héyw 8 dpxés év frdoTe
yéver Tadras, bs dr fomi ud év-
Séxerar Beffar) ; ii. 19, 99, b, 21, cf.
p. 197, n. 4 Gen. An. ii. 6, T42,
b, 29 sqq.; Metaph, v. 1, 1013,
a, 14, iii, 1, -2, 995. b, 28, 996,
b, 27, iv. 8, and also cf. fad,
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even a higher certainty than anything deduced from
them! Consequently, the soul must contain a faculty
of immediate knowledge higher and more sure than
any mediate cognition. And, in fact, Aristotle finds in
the Nous—the pure reason—just such a faculty ; and
he maintains that it never deceives itself, that in_every
case it either s its object or has it nof, but never has
it in & filse or illusive way.2

Yet it must be admitted that he has neither proved
the possibility nor the infallibility of any such know-
ledge. This immediate certainty, he says, is of two
kinds. There are three elements in every process of
demonstration : that which is proved, the principles
from which it is proved,® and the object of which it is
proved. The first of these is not matter of immediate
knowledge, for it is deduced from the other two,
These, again, are themselves distinguished in this way,
that the axioms are common to different fields of
knowledge, but the postulates relating to the special

Arisg. 111, b, 58 sqq. In Adnal.
Post. 1. 2, 72, a, 14, Aristotle
proposes to -call the unproved
premiss of a syllogism #émis, if
it refers to a particular fact,
atlwpe if it expresses a univer-
sal presupposition of all proof.
Again, if a @éois containg an
afirmation as to the existence or
non-existence of an' object; it is
a dwdbens ; if otherwise, a dpiruds.
@¢ois is used in a broader mean-
ing in Anal. Pr. i, 17, 65, b, 13,
86, a, 2, and Anal, Post. i. 3, 1%
a, 9; in a narrower one in Zhp. i.
11,104, b, 19, 35. (For further
references see Ind. A 227, b,
18 5q9.)—For affwua, which is

also used in a wider sense, see
Anal, Post. i, 7, 75, a, 41, c. 10,
76, b, 14, and Metaph, iii. 2, 997,
a, 5, 12.—Afrqua is distinguished
from iwddeois in Anal, Post. i
10, 76, b, 23 sqq.

' dnal. Post. 1. 2, 78, a, 25
sqq. ; ef. p. 947, n. 1.

* Vide supra, p. 197 804q.,
where Aristotle’s view of this ‘im-
mediate knowledge ’is explained.

* Anal. Post. i. 7 (as cited
supra, p. 245, 0, 3),and ibid. ch, 10,
76, b,10: maga yap amoBekTirg Sy
oy wepl mpla orly, Sra e clvar
tlferar (tadTd &' drre 7b vévos ob
Tér kol aird Talnudray drrl Pec-
pnTich), kel T4 Aeyéuera  wowd
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matter are pecnliar to the particular science.! It is
only upon postulates which are proper to a particular
department that he allows a binding demonstration to
be founded.? But these postulates are just as little
capable as the universal axioms of being deduced from
a higher law® They must be supplied to us by our
knowledge of that particular object to which they

relate.! They are therefore

matter of observation—of

experience.” How such an experience could come to

afidpera e Gy mpdrwe drodelkvvat,
wal TpiToy T4 wdéyn . . Tpia TalTd
éoTi, mepl 8 e Belwrvo al & Selicvvat
ial €& ov. Metaph, iili. 2, 997, a,
8: dwdykn vap Ex Twwv evar kal
wepk e el TiwEy Thy ewddeky, In
ch. 6 he gives yévos dmworelperoy,
wdfy, afidpare in another order.

Y Anal. Post i, 7, oif. Supr. P.
245,n. 3, and ibid. ¢. 10, 76, a, 37 :
frre 8 Gy ypdvrer &y Tais duro-
deweTikals emoTiuns Ta ey 1hwa
excaTys emoThuns T4 8% kowd . . .
iBie puév ooy ypapuiy elrar Towavdl
kel T ebfl, wowd §¢ olov TH Yoa
ard towy by adery Britoa T Aond,
c. 32 dnit.: Tas B abrds dpyds
amdvrwy elvas THr CUAAOYICHEY GO Y-
vator, and after this has been
proved at length he says at the
end : ai yap dpyxel Srral, &8 &y e
wal wepl 8 ol ptv oty é& Gy xowal,
ai 3¢ wepl & TS, olww dpifuds,
peyebas.  DMore about the &mo-
dewmctcal epxal or the wowal 8éfa &F
@vfrarres etpviovoiy will be found
in the passages citedatp. 247, n. 2.

* Vid. supr.p. 245, n. 3; Gen.
An.ii. 8, T48,a, 71 obros piv odw &
Advos kabidou Alay wal wevds. of
yap piy € Td@y oieloy dpxdy Adyor
xevol, aANd Soxolow elvas Thv mpary-
pdrwy odic byres,  Cf.p, 174, 1. 2,
sSupre.

% Anal, Post. i, 9, 76, a, 16

(following on the passage cited
supra, . 240, 0. 8)) : el 5 darepby
ToliTo, favepdy kal d7i ode EoTe
Tés Exdorou iBlas dpyhs drodeitor:
éoorrac yap [for there would be]
nelvar dmdvrwy dpyal kal drioThun
7 eretywy wvpla wdvrwr. Cf. ch, 10,
cited p. 248, n. 3 supra.

t Anal. Pr. 1. 80, 46, a, 17
e 8¢ wnll éxcdorny [dmoriuny]
ai wAsivrar [dpyal Téy GuAdo-
yopdy]. S Tas uiy Gpyas Tas
wepl Exaorov eumeplas dor wapa-
Boivar, Aéyw 8 dlov Ty dorpodo-
yuchy ptr &umepley tis doTpole-
yiis mwThuns. And@évrar ~dp
fwands Téy gawoudvar aiitws elpé-
Onoar of dorpodoyucal Amwodelkers,
Soin Hist, An, i, 7 init.: we have
first to deseribe the peculiar pro-
perties of animals, and then to
discuss their causes: ofre 7&p
kara vow drri morelofar Thy péd-
odoy, drapyabans Tis ieroplas Tis
wepl €kaoTov: wepl by Te yap kal
& By elvar def Thy amddetin, dx
TotTwy yiverar pavepdy,

» CL preceding note, and the
remark in K¢ vi. 9, 1142, a, 11
840, that young people can make
advances in the knowledge of
Mathematics, but not in Natural
History or the wisdom of life,
ot T pev [ Mathematics] 80 dopat-
péaeds éomiy [is an  abstract
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pass, he does not further inquire. Sense-perception he
treats as a simple datum, whose elements he does not
try to analyse. He even includes cases which are to
us merely judgments npon given materials, among what
he calls immediate certainties.) Tt is therefors jm-
possible to give a clear and sufficient account of the
faculties to which, according to him, we are indebted
for the immediate truths in question.®

_To enumerate the special presuppositions of all the
various sciences is also obvionsly impossible. Even a
general view of the universal axioms is not to be found

science], 7éy & af dpyal & durer
plas,

* It is said in Zen.0iL 5, 1112,
b, 33, that practical reflection
(Botievrs) is concerned with ré
kel Exaore, olev e dpros Tavro
B mémewrar s Bei- aicHjoews
yep Tabre. Ibid. vi. 9, 1142, a,
28 sqq., Aristotle explains that,
in contradiction to émoThu,
Ppdymoes s, like pofs, an im-
mediate knowledge: but whilst
the latter is concerned with the
fpor, &v otk  Ear: Adyos (the
¢ highest prineiples,” which in this
case are practical principles),
hpdinires is a lnowledge vod
éoydrov, ob ol EerTi emiaThun
aAA’ alebneis, oby 5 7av i8ley [the
sensible properties of things]
GAN olg eigfarducla, i T & 7ois
relnuearicals Erxaroy 7plywyoy (i.e.
the last thing obtained in analys-
Ing a figure is a triangle). Here,
therefore, the judgment “This is
a triangle’ is explained as a
matter of alréneis (and so also in
Anal. Post. 1, 1, 71, a, 20) and
the minor premisses of practical
syllogisms, such as ¢This deed is
just,” < This is useful.’ &e., are re-

ferred to an alo@yois in like man-
ner. (Seealso the discussion of
ppdvnes in ch. xii. infra.) So in
Bk dii 12, 1143, b, 5, referring
to the same class of propositions
he says: <obrwy ofy Exew Bet
aloyow, avry & 2ol vods. Now,
although (as is indicated in ¢. 9
Jin) dlobnoes is here to be taken
as in Polit, 1. 2, 1258, a, 17, in
the wider signification of ¢ con-
sciousness,’ still it always means
an ‘immediate knowledge,’ as
distinguished from an EmigThumn.
KAMPE (Hrkenntnissl. d. Az, 220
£¢.) finds in the above passages,
a proof that Book VI. of the
Nicomachean Ethics originally
belonged to the Budemian : but
Polit, 1. 2, shows how unfounded
is this conclusion.  As little does
it follow from ##h. vi. 8,1 1349, b,
d3—where the e uq ydp mws
wrTévy, &e., does not mean ‘e
have knowledge when we have
ary conviction,” but ¢ knowledze
consists in @ definite Eind of con-
viction based on known prin-
ciples.”

* For proof of this, see ch,
=it dnfra, '
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in Aristotle. He merely seeks to determine which of
all principles is the most incontestable, cbvious, and
unconditional,! so that it can involve no possible error.
This he finds in the Law of Contradiction.? No cne
can seriously doubt this principle, though many may
pretend to do so; but just because it is the highest
principle of all, it admits of no demonsfration—it
cannot, that is to say, be deduced from any higher law.
It is certainly possible to defend it against objections of
every kind, by showing either that they rest upon
misunderstandings, or that they themselves presuppose
the axiom in question and destroy themselves in attack-
ing it.* Ie has, however, carefully guarded against any

U Metaph. iv. 3, 1005, b, 11:
BeBarardTn 8 dpxh wacdr wepl hy
Suayevobqras G8lvaror - yrapuwTd-
TP TE Yhp dvaykaioy elvar Ty
TowbTny (wepl yap & uh yrwpllovow
amardyTor TarTes) kai arvmiferoy.
v qap dveykatov Exety Thy driotiv
Evridvra Tav Dvtwy, TobTo oby
imébeats.

? Line 19 (xi. 5 init.): 7d yap
alTd Gua Iwdpyew Te kal ph Cwdp-
xew abdvaroy T abt@ wal kard TH
adid * kal boa EAAa mporlwpiraiped’
by, Zrrw wpooBuwptopuéve mpbs Aovyi-
Kds Surxepelas. airn 8 meody doTi
BeBatordry Tdr apxav. The axiom
that * opposites cannot belong to
the same thing in the same re-
spect, is only a form of this. And
the further principle that ‘noone
can really ascribe such opposites
at once to anything’is so closely
connected that sometimes the
latter is proved from the former,
at other times the former from
the latter; of. Adnael Post, wi
supra, line 26: el 8¢ uh) erdéyerar
Eluu drdayew T3 cc‘ﬁr!? Tavayria

(wporBiwpiofe & juiv kal Tairy 74
wpordrer 7o ciwliTa), dvavric B
éorl Béfa BdEn 7 Tis drTupdrews,
davepvy bri abvvaroy duce HrolauB-
vew Thr alrhr elvel wal uh elvac T
edTd * Gua yop by Exor 7as dvavtias
Sokas & Tieevopéros mepl TolTOU.
Ihid. e. 6, 1011, b, 15: émwel &
abivaror T drribarw cAnleicoda:
due kari Tob adrod [for which at
line 20 he substitutes fue reTadd-
var kel amopdrar aAndas], gavepby
d71 o0t Thvavrie Bpa dwdpyew dv-
Séxerar 74 alrd . . . dAN f@f
dudw, § Bdrepoy piy i Bdrepoy &
amA@s,

3 In this sense Aristotle in
Metaph. iv. 4 sq. confutes the
statement (which, however, he
only aseribes to certain of the
older schools as being in his view
an inference from their tenets;
cf. ZELLER, Ph. d. G7r. part i.
600 sq., 910, 4), that ‘an object
can both be and not be the same
thing ut the same time,” by
proving that in every statement
the principle of non-contradic-
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sophistical misuse of it to deny the connection of
different properties in one subjeet, or the possibility of
becoming and of change, by that detailed exposition of it
in which he shows that it is not absolutely impossible
that contradictions should be predicated of the same
subject, but only that they should be so predicated
together and in the same relation.!

By similar arguments to these with which he esta-
blished the Law of Contradiction, he lays down that of
the Hxcluded Middle? as an incontestable Axiom.?

But he does not expressly deduce the one from the

“other.

Though Aristotle maintains so decidedly that every
kind of knowledge brought about by demonstration is
doubly conditioned by an immediate and undemon-
strable conviction of the mind, yet he is far from reﬁre-
senting this convietion as itself incapable of scientific
verification. The starting-point of all demonstration is
undemonstrable—it is incapable of being deduced from
any other principle as from its canse. Yet it can be
shown from the given facts to be the condition which
underlies them, and which their existence presup-

tion s presupposed. In ¢ 5 gowdpevor, the dictum would
init, €. 6 (ef. e 4, 1007, b, 22, make everything a wpds 7.

xi. 6 init.), he reduces to the ! See preceding note.

same I’ercrple the dictum (de 2 ODBE perath Grmipdoens évdi-
quo v. AELLER, Ph, d, Gr. part i.  yerar clvos odBép ; of, p. 230, supra.
982 1, 988, 2) that * that is true 8 Metaph. iv. 7; in applying
for each one which appears so to his argument, Aristotle has
him’; and fo this, amongst other adopted | here those reasons
arguments — coineiding broadly which are borrowed from the con-
with the Platonic ZVewtetus—he sideration of Change in Nature
especially cpposes the objection evidently wishing to prove his
(1011, a, 17 sqq. b, 4) that since theory not only as a logical, but
every gawduevor must be a Tod  also as a metaphysical iﬂrinc{iple.
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poses. So in the place of Demonstration, comes in
Tnduetion.! There are thus two lines of scientific
thinking which require to be distinguished: the one
which leads up to principles, the other which leads
down from principles >—the movement from the uni-
versal to the particular, from that which is in iiself the
more certain to that which is so for us ; and the reverse
movement from the individual, as that which is best
known te us, to the universal, which is in its own
nature the more sure. In the former direction goes
syllogism and scientific demonstration: in the labter
goes induction® And by one or other of these ways

all knowledge comes to be.

1 Of. with what follows the
references on p. 242, n. 6 supra.
The name ® érayey) ' refers either
to the adducing of particular
instances, from which a universal
proposition or concept is ab-
stracted (TRENDELENBURG, Elem.
Log. Arist. 84: HEYDER, Vergl
d. arist. und hegel. Dialektik,
p- 212 sq.), or to the introduction
to these instances of the person
to be instructed (Warrz, drist.
Org. ii. 300). In favour of the
latter explanation there are cer-
tain passages, in which * éxdyen’
has as its object the person
knowing; as Zop. vii. 1, 186,
a, 4 émdyovra pty Gwd T@v Kof-
écasToy ¢l Ta kafddov, but espe-
cially dnel. Post. 1. 1, 71,4, 19:
7 by yap wiw Tpiywver Exel Burly
pBals Yoas, wpeyder, fi BE ToBe . . .
Tplywydy  oTw, Gpa émaydpevos
Syvdporer . . . mply & imaxbiver 4
Aufely  culhoyiopby, Tpowor péy
Tve lrws paréor émloraciar, &Ko
c. 18, 81, b, 5: {maxbiya B¢ i

That which by virtue of its

Eyovras alolnaw &8lvaroy, *’Emd-

yew, however, also means ‘to

prove by induction,’ as in.émdyew
b wadtrov, Top. i. 18, 108, b, 10;
Soph. Ei. 15, 174, a, 34,

: Efh. . 12, 1085, a, 80
of ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. pt. 1. £01,
2; and see p. 205, n. 2 supie.

4 Besides Induction, HEYDER
( Vergl. d. arist. und kegel. Dial.
232 gq.) finds in Aristotle (Phys.
i. 1, 184, a, 21 sgg.) indications
of another process, by which we
should proceed from the universal
of sensible perception to the con-
cept, as the more parfieular and °
detinite—just as in induction we
go from the particular in percep-
tion to the universal of the con-
cept. But he himself rightly
observes that this is only an
induction reversed (though this
case is not usually made very
prominent by -Aristotle). When
a universal is brought obut as
that which is eommon o many
individual cases, it is thereby
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nature admits of no demonstration must be established
by induction.! We have already remarked thaf this
undemonstrable element of thought need not neces-
sarily be abstracted from experience, but that Aristotle
rather regards the universal axioms as apprehended by
the spontaneous activity of the reason.? But as he
sees that this activity of reason is only gradually
developed in the individual under the guidance of
experience, so he believes there are no other means of
scientifically verifying its content and deliverance bhut
by a comprehensive induction.? Many diffculties are
involved in this. For inductive reasoning is founded,

separated from the complex in
which it presents itself to per-
ception; and this is all that
Aristatle has in his mind in the
Passagecited; of, p.205sq. supra,

U Anal. Pri. 1. 23, 68, b, 13
@marTe yop moTedosey § Sik ouAdo-
YLopov 3 8 emaywyis. Ihid.at line
35 ; wid. Figpr. . 206, n. 1 ; Fth. i,
7, 1098, b, 3: 7aw dpxéy 8 af uiv
emorywyi Gewpolyrar, ai § alobiae,
&e.; vie 3, 1189, b, 26: ék mpo-
yirwoiopévey 3% wioe Sbaotkod i
s+ . G pEy qap B0 émaywyiis, § 8¢
TUANOYIGRE. 5 pév &Y émaywyh
Gpxih €o7i kel Tob kabdAov, & B
cUAAoyIouds ék T@y kaldlov. eigly
&pa apyal € &v 6 cvAhopicuds, Gy
avK foTe guAAeyiouds - émaryawyh
Gpa. (TRENDELENBURA, Hist.
Beitr. 1. 366 sq., and BRANDIS, ii,
b, 2, 1443, would like to cut out
the last two words, on the ground
that 4 unproved knowledge does
© not rest on indoction; but the
form of statement is not more
universal than in the other paris
of this passage, and the explana-

tion of the whole will be gathered

from what is said in the text.)
Similarly dnal, Post. i. 1 inif.
Angl. Post. i. 18: parbdvoper 3
emaywyi § émobeiter. Eori & 7
By &mieitis &e Ty xabdrov, § &
emayuyl ek Tav kaTd Jiépos® adlva-
Tov B¢ 14 kabddov fewprigar uh 5
éraywydis. Thid. ii. 19, 100, b, 3 :
ooy Bh i Huby TPETR
Emaywyf yvapi(ew drayraior. T o
i 12: Eori Bevd péy [elbos Adyaw
diadenTikiiv] émaywyd, h 5 ouA-
Aoyeopds o . . émaywyh Bt § dmd
T@y kebenacror dml T8 kalirow
Epodos , ., EeTe 8 4 pby drayaryy
wifavdrepos kol cogéoTepry  kal
kare Ty aloipew YU piudTEpoy
Kol Tols TOANoTs Kowby, & Bt gui-
Aoyiopds  BusTindrepoy xal wphs
Tols  EwTidoyicobs evapyéoTepoy.
Liid. . 8init.; Bhet. i, 2, 1356,
a, 85 ; and cof. supra, P- 205 sq.

¢ Bee p. 197 sqq., and 244 5q.
supre.

* Bee also the citation infra
(innote 1 on p. 256) from Top.
1.7
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as we have shown,! upon such a mutual relation of
concepts as will admit of the conversion of the universal
affirmative minor premiss. It assumes that the minor.
and the middle of the syllogism have the same exten-
sion. TIn other words, no cogent induction is possible,
unless a predicate can be shown to be common to all the
individuals of that genus of which it is to be predicated.?
Such an exhaustive acquaintance with every individual
case is impossible’ It would seem, therefore, that
every induction is imperfect, and that every assaumption
which bases itself upon induction must remain un-
certain. To meet this difficulty, it was requisite fo
introduce an abbreviation of the inductive method, and
to find something which would make up for the im-
possibility of complete observation of every individnal
instance. This Aristotle finds in Dialectic or Probable
Demonstration,* the theory of which he lays down in
the Topics. The value of dialectic consists, he says,
not only in the fact that it is an intellectual discipline,
nor that it teaches argumentation as a fine arb: it is
also of essential service in scientific research, inasmnch
as it teaches us to explore and estimate the different

U P 240 1. 6, knew all the cases which Aed

2 Cf. Anal, Pr. ii. 24 fin.:
[th wapideryua) Sindéper THs ema-
yayhs, bre g piv & ardvrey TEp
aTouwy T drpoy Llelkyver Smdpyer
TG e . .., T 8& . . . 0Bk &
amdyrwr Selwpvow. Thid. c. 23,
68, b, 27: Bet B¢ woeiy 7o T [the
lowest concept in the inductive
syllogism] b & émderew Taw
kabékaoTor guykelpevor: 9 op
émaryayh Si& wdrrav.

# Even if we supposed we

ocenrred of a particular kind,
still we could never know that
the future would not bring other
experiences differing from them.
The supposition itself is by the
nature of the case impossible, and
even more clearly unprovable.

* On this narrower meaning
of the ‘dialectical’ in Aristotle,
see WAITZ, dwisf, Org. 1. 433
sqq.; cf. following note.
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aspects under which an objech can be contemplated. Tt

is specially useful in establishing the scientific prin-
ciples ; for as these cannot be deduced by demonstration
from anything more certain than themselves, there is
nothing left for us but to get at them from the side of
probability.! Such an attempt must start from the
prevailing tenets of humanity. What all the world, or
ab least the experienced and mtelligent part of it,
believes, is always worthy of consideration, since it
carries with it a presumption that it rests upon a real
experience.?

' Top. 1. 1: 'H pév wpdfesis 630w Eyer. Aristotle (Top. viii. 11,

iis mpoyparelas, pédodov elpelv, 162, a, 15) calls the dialectical
ad’ @s Suwripefa cuddoyileasio syllogism émiyeipnua. TruroT,

weph mavThs Tol wporelévros wpo-
BAfuares & &Bdlwr, ral cirol
Adyor  fwéyorres unliy  epobuer
Urevavriop. . . . Biohenrikds 8k
quAAayiapds 6 €& dvbdtwy suAdoyi-
(Ouevos . . . Evbofa 3 74 Sokotyra
wagy § Tois wAiTTats 4 Tais codois,
Kol TotTols ) waaw § Tois wAsloTots
% Tos  pdAwTe  qepluos  kal
évbdtois. 1hid.1.2: foribhmpbs Tpla
[xphimigns % mpayparela], wpds
yupraciar, mpds Tas évTedes, mpbs
Tos KaTh Ghesopioy émioriucs .
. . mpbs B¢ 7as wuTd dudocodlay
émwriuas, 8¢ Buydueror  mpbs
aporepa Bawopioat pdoy dv énderols
katofdueba TaAn0és Te xal T Lendos.
Eridempbs T mphra TG Tepl
éxdoTne eTicThuny Gpyav.
dk wir yop Thv olrelwy THy karh
Thy wporelelvay SmoThuny dpxav
abvvaroy elmely T wepl aiTRY, Emedh
Tp@Tal Gi apyel ardrTwy elol, Hib 5
Tay wepl Exaora evBokwr dwdyin
mepi avTdy dieAfein, TovTo & YSop
A mdAtoTa oikeior THs Bialertichs
€oriv: éfetaoTel) Yup otoa Tpbs
Tis Gracdy TGy peBidwy dpxas

Etudes sur Arist. 201 84q., com-
pares the different statements of
Aristotle on the office and use of
Dialecties; but he has laid rather
too much stress upon the partial
inaccuracy of Aristotle’s lan-
guage. Cf. on the Zopics alsa p.
68, n. 1, supra.

* Divin.in S, ¢. 1 init.: wepl
8¢ Tiis warrwchis s &y Tols Smros
vwoudvys ., . obre rarappoviicar
pddiov obite wetabivar, Th uiv Fép
ThrTEs 3 ToAAobs vmoAaiSarey
Exew 1 onuedes & &rbmyia wap-
€xerar mioTw Gs € EuTEpias Ae-
youerow, &e. 3 Eth. 1. 8 inif. vi. 12,
1143, b, 11; Rhet. i. 1, 1355,a,15
(cf.thebeginning of ¢h, xiv. infra).
For the same reason, £h. vii. 14,
1153, ‘B, 27 appeals to Hesiod
CE. . gt T63) : dhun 8 off =i ye
TaUTGY GTdAAvrar, fy Tve Aol
moAAoL . , . and SYNES. Calv. Ene.
c. 22 (A». Fr, No. 2) quotes as
Aristotelian: Ire [sc. af wepoyulor]
woAmEs elol gidogoplas v Tois
weylorats drbpdmey ofopuls dmodo-
weérns éyraradelupora mepicalévra

o
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Such a foundation  may appear unstable; and the
sense of this forced on Aristotle the need (which had like-
wise driven Socrates to form his dialectic) of supplying
its deficiencies by combining the different points of
view which cross one another in popular opinion, and
by balancing them one with the other. From this he
got his habit of prefacing his dogmatic dissertations
with "Adropiac; of enumerating the different sides from
which the subject may be touched ; of testing conclusions
by mutual comparison and by established standards 5
and, finally, of raising difficulties by this testing
process and obtaining a ground for a seientific exposi-
tion from their solution.! These dialectical elucida-
tions prepare the way for positive scientific conclusions

by clearing up the questions which are in issue,
by grouping the inductive results under a certain
number of general aspects, and by making them explain
each other and so combining them into an aggre-
gate result. From them, our thought is led on into the

S ovrroplar kal Sefidryra. CE also
Polit. ii. 5, 1264, a, 1; Eik. Eud.
i.64nif.,and, as to the belief in the
aibip, De Ceelo, 270,b, 19, Metaph,
xil. 8,and Meteor.339, b,27. With
thisisconnected Aristotle’s prefer-
ence for proverbial sayings and
‘ gnomes,’ about which of. p. 104,
n.1(on the Mapotuiar),

Y Metaph., iii. 1 init.: & 3¢
7als ebmopiigal BovAouévois mpoiip-
you Tb Buawopfoo keAds' § vdp
fioTepay ebropla Alots Té@v mpbrepow
awopoupévey éorl, AMew 8 odi Erriv
éyvootyras Tov Sempdv, &o.  Efh,
N vil 1 fin.: &b 8 Sowep éml
Tav EAwy, TifévTas & dawduera

VOL. I.

xal mpdrov Siawophigarras oiirw Sei-
vivow pdAtoTa pev wdrTe, Td Evlota
wept Talra To wdbn, e 8¢ uh, Th
mAcioTa kol KupidTarar &aw yap
AtnTal Te 7a Buoyepi kal xeTaAel-
mTar & Eviola, Sederyucvor by ey
kavis. Cf. De Celo, 1. 10 init.
Anal. Post, ii. 3 init., and WATTZ
on this passage ; also Phye. iv, 10
wnit., Meteorol, 1,13 init., De Aa.i.
2 init., Longit. Vit. c. 1, 464, b, 21 5
&e. In by, vili. 11,162, a, 17, the
éndpypea is defined as ouARoyeauds
Biaherrikds dvTipdoews. These Ari-
stotelian ¢Apories’ served the
Scholastics as a model for their
disputatio pro et contra.

S
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.

explicit problems, the true solution of which brings us
to philosophic knowledge.!

It is trne that neither this theory nor the aectumal
practice of Aristotle can satisfy the stricter require-
ments of modern science.

Whether we consider his procedure in the working
out from the observed facts of the laws and definitions
of Science, or in the establishment of natural pheno-
mena themselves, we must admit that it shows serious
omissions and defects. Of Induction, for example, he
says that it consists in the collection, from all the
instances of a given class, of a proposition which
expresses as a universal law that which was true of all
these particular cases.? In truth, Induetion consists in
inferring such a proposition from all the cases lnown to
us; and in considering the principle on which the in-
ductive method rests, the main point is to inguire how
* we are justified in concluding from ail the cases known
to us, o law for all like cases. Aristotle can hardly be

blamed for not raising exactly this question, since none -

of his successors succeeded in stating it clearly until
Stuart Mill wrote his Logic; and even he could find no
answer but an inadequate and self-contradictory theory.
But it was an inevitable result of Aristotle’s position
that his theory of Induction does not help us over the
real difficlty, which is fo ascertain how the correctness
of an inductive proof can be assumed in spite of the
fact that the range of experiences on which it rests is
not complete. The fact is that Aristotle, as we have

v Metaph. iv. 2, 1004, b, 25: 2 Cf. supra, p. 242, n. 6, and

Iori BE T BlakerTU we(;iw*rmﬁ wepl  p. 255,
& & pihogodle yraeaTuc.
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already indicated, has tried to fill up the gap by the
invention of the ¢ proof from probability,’ and by the
dialectical treatment of the dmopiae. In the latter his
acuteness and his scientific width of view are conspicuous
throughout. Bub it cannot malke up for a satisfactory
and methodical comparison of observed facts, if only for
the reason that the theories discussed are not themselves
based on pure observation, but on the #wofor—on
views, that is, in which guesses, inferences and fancies
have, or at least may have, become mixed up with
actual experience. Even where Aristotle is dealing
with actual observation, he falls, in many respects, far
short of the standard which we are accustomed to set
to the scientific observer. As to the conditions of a
trustworthy observation, or the methods to be applied
for establishing the correctness of one’s own observations
or controlling the accuracy of information given by
others, we have only here and there a chance remark.
As he is too little conscious of the part which a subjec-
tive mental activity plays in all perception,! so it
was natural that higz method shonld not adequately
provide for the subjective control of the errors of obser-
vabion.

In his own work there is, on this side of i, much to
criticise. It is true that he has brought together,
especially in the zoological writings, an extraordinary
volume of statements of fact, the overwhelming majority
of which (so far as they can now be verified ?) have been

! Cf.p. 210 and iénfra, ch. x. by this or that name, partly
* For this is not always pos- because not all the animals men-

sible, partly because it is often tioned by Aristotle are sufficiently
uncertain which animal is meant known to us.

5 2
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found to be correct. Most of these, of course, are
patent enough to any obgerver ; but there arealso many
cases among them where careful investigation would be
required.! The methods of experiment he did not
altogether neglect.> His historical studies excite our

1 Thus we see from ZPart. All the more oddis it that Lewes
An. iii. 4, 665, a, 33 sqq. (cf. should complain of Aristotle’s

LEWES, Arist. § 394), that he had
made experiments on the develop-
ment of the embryo in the egg,
since he there remarks that we
often find in eggs, even on the
third day, the heart and the
liver as isolated points. So in
Gen. An. i, 6, he makes remarks
on the order of appearance of the
different parts of the body ; from
which, as even LEWES (§ 475) ad-
mits, we see that Aristotle studied
embryonic development. A state-
ment, long considered fabulous,
about theappearanceofa placenta
in a kind of shark (. 4n. vi.10,
565, b, 1) has been confirmed (by
Joh. MULLER, Abh. d. Berl. Ak
1840, Phys. math. KI. 187, ef.
LEWES, loc. eit. § 205) ; the same is
the case (cf. LEwEs, § 206-208)
with Aristotle’s statements about
the embryo of the ink-fish (Gen.
Amn. iii. 8, 758, a, 21) ; about fishes
which build a nest (H. An. viii.
30, 607, b, 19) ; about the eyes of
the mole (De An. iii. 1, 425, a,
10, H. 4n.1. 9, 491, b, 28 sqq.),
and abont a gland which a certain
kind of stag has under the tail
(H. An. ii. 15, 506, a, 23, cf. W.
Rapp in Mitler's Archiv. f. Anat.
1839, 863 sa.). With regard to his
description of the cephalopods,
Lewrs remarks (§ 340 sq.) that it
conld only spring from a great
familiarity with their forms, and
we see in it the unmistakeable
traces of personal knowledge.

failure to mention the freshness
of the sea breeze, the play of the
waves, &e¢. Thisis to blame Ari-
stotle for not having the bad taste
to drop from the realism of a
zoological description into the
style of a fewillston, or the im-
pertinence to explain to people
who had the sea daily before
their eyes the things they had
known all their lives.

: EUCKEN, Meth. d. Arist.
Forseh., p. 163 sqq., gives in-
stances from Mefeor, ii. 3, 359, a,
1%, 355, b, 34 (H. dn. viii. 2,
590, a, 22); . An. vi. 2, 560,
a, 30 (Gen. 4n.dil. 1, 752, 8, 4) ;
De An. i 2, 413, b, 16; De
ftespir, 11 471, a, 81; H. An.
vi. 37, 80, b, sgq. (if this was
really an experiment, and not
rather a chance observation).
Then again there are othersin-
troduced with a Aéyovow, Gen.
Am. iv. 1, 765, a, 21 (which is
later on disputed by himself),
and Hist. 4w, ii. 17, 508, b, 4
(thonghin Gen. An.iv. 6, 774, b,
31 the same is stated in his own
name). BSome of these experi-
ments are of such a questionable
Lkind, that we may well doubt
whether Aristotle himself con-
ducted them ; and, on the whole,
he appeals to experiments so
seldom that we cannot avoid see-
ing how little he, or Greek
science in general, recopgnised
their value,
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high admiration by their extent and their accuracy.!
To received. accounts he so far takes a critical attitude
that he is careful to correct many false views,? to direct
attention to the untrustworthiness of some of his
authorities,® and to atfack even umiversally accepted
myths.* Where he lacks adequate means of observa-
tion, he is willing to reserve his judgment ; 3 where there
might be a tendency to close an inquiry too precipi-
tately, he gives us warning that we should first weigh
all the objections suggested by the matter in hand
before we decide.® In a word, he shows himself not
only an untiring inguirer whose thirst? for the know-
ledge of all things great and small was never satisfied,

! Besides the numberlessitems
of information from the History
of the Greek States, of Philosophy,
of Poetry, and of Rhetarie, which
the extant works contain, we
may refer here to what is quoted
to us from the Politics and other
lost works; de quo wvide p. 101,
n.1; 7hn 1; 62 n b3 68, n 1;
103, n.1, and 104, n, 1.

? Thus in the cases named by
EuckexN (loc. ¢it. 124), Gen. An.
iii. 5, 765, b, 7 sqq., 756, a, 2;
ch. 6,756, b, 13 sqq., 757, a, 2 sqq. ;
iv. 1, 765, a, 16 sqq., 21 sgqg.;
H, An, viil. 24, 605, a, 2 sq.

® As in Hisf. dwn. viii. 28,6086,
zl,_S, ii. 1. 501, a, 25, where cer-
tain statements of Ciesias are
called in question as untrust-
worthy ; in Gen. dn. iil, 5, 756,
a, 33, where he says that fisher-
men fregquently overlook the oc-
currence in question: obfels yip
atTdy obfty Typel TowiToy Tob
yr@ver ydpiv. So in Hist. dmn.
ix. 41, 628, b, 8: abrowry & ofirw

évTeTuynkaper. Lut, on the other
hand, in ¢, 29, 37, 618, a, 18,
620, b, 23, he appeals to eye-
witness,

* As in doubting the genuine-
ness of the poems of Orpheus,
and the existence of their sup-
posecl anthor; as to which see
ZELLER, PL. d. Gr. vol. i. 50,

5 Ct. supra, p. 169, n. 1,

5 e Celo, 1. 12, 294, b, 8:
AN dotkami wéxp Twds (nTely,
AN ol -uéxpt Tep of Buvatdy THs
Gmopias © whaL yop T TovTo aly-
nBes, u wpbs TS mpdypma mworetobod
T (ATnow GAAG mphs TOv ThveyTia
Aéyopra® kel yap aiTOS €V aiTd
(nrel péype mep by ol pmére Exp
Gyridéyew abrés aiTg ' dib Bei TOW
wéAAovra kaAds (nThoew EvoTa-
Tikby elvar B T@v oinelwy evoTd-
cewy T yéver, TovTo B éorly
Tol Tdoas Telewpniévar TS Oid-
popds.

T Th ¢uhoooplas Buhfiv: wvide
supra, p. 169, n. 3.
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but also an observer of care and common sense. Never-
theless, we find that glaringly incorrect statements are
not rare in Aristotle, and occur sometimes in cases
where, even with the simple methods to which he was
limited, the correction of the error should have been

easy enough.! And still more commonly do we find
that he draws from insufficient and incomplete data
conclusions much too rash and sweeping, or that he
forces his facts to conform to some general theory which
has itself no adeqnate experiential basis. In his
inductions he is often far too rash, and by basing them
on various popular assumptions he leaves them without
any sure foundation. He shows himself but little

! 0f. BRUCKEN, loc. cif. 155
sqq. Such cases arve: that Axi-
stotle gives the male sex more
teeth than the female (Hist, An.

i, 3, 501, b, 1%; on the econ-
jectured cause of this error see
Lewes, drisf. § 332, A. 19);
that the human male has three
sutares in the skull, and the
female only one running around
it (ebid. 1, 8, 491, b, 2); that man
has only eight ribs on each side
(ibid, 1. 15, 493, b, 14)—a sup-
position, as it would seem, uni-
versally held at that time, and
explained by supposing that it
was founded, not on anatomical
observations of hwman corpses,
but on observations of living
bodies; of. p. 89,n.1; that thelines
in the hand indicate longer or
shorter span of life (idid. 493, b,
32 sq.); that the hinder part of
the skull is empty (H. 4n. i 8,
491, a, 34 ; Pari. An. ii. 10, 656,
b, 12: &en. An. v. 4, 784, b,
35). Further examples in LEWES,

§ 149 sqq., 154 sqq., 315, 332,
347, 550, 352, 386 sq., 398, 400,
411, 486. When, however, it is
said that Aristotle in the Parf.
A 1ii. 6, 669, a, 19, asserted that
only man has a pulsation of the
heart (so LewEs, § 399, ¢, where

he adds: *According to this pas-

sage one might think that Ari-
stotle mever held a bird in his
hand ;' and EUCKEN, 155, 2), this
is an inaccurate accusation. Ari-
stotle distinguishes, in De Respir.
20, 479, b, 17, the opvyuds or
heart-beat always going on,
from the w8noes Tis rapdias = the
strong throb of the heart in pas-
sion.  And even the latfer he
does not confine to men, for he
says in the tract referred to that
it sometimes becomes so strong
that animals die of it., All that
is said in the passage cited is:
év arbfpdme Te yap cupnBaiver wovor
&s elmeiv—ie the passion-throb
occurs almost exclusively in
Man.
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skilled in the art of analysing the phenomena. methodi-
cally into their real factors, of following out each fact
to its canses and the laws of its action, and of unravel-
ling the conditions of the causal nexus. He has not
mastered—even in the degree which with the scanty
technical skill of Greece was possible to him—the best
methods of establishing and analysing facts, of check-
ing observations and theories, or of applying experi-
ment to science. He does not, in a word, come up to
the standard to which in our day a student of nature is
expected to attain. There is nothing strange in this;
rather would it be strange if it were otherwise.

If Aristotle were without the faults we note in his
theory and practice, he would not only be far more in
advance of his own time than in fact he was—he would
have belonged to another and much later period of
human thought. Before science could attain to that cer-
titude, correlation and exactness of procedure by which
wo excel the ancients, it was necessary in all ranges of
scientific and historical inquiry that the facts should be
collected and all manner of experiments made, that the
laws of particular classes of phenomena should be
sought out and gradually universalised, that hypothci’jes
should be proposed for the elucidation of various series
of facts, and these again continually checked and
revised by the facts themselves. To this endno general
disquisitions on methodology, but only scientific work
iteelf could assist. Until the experimental sciences had
passed far beyond the position at which they stood in
Aristotle’s time, it was not possible that either the
methodology or the methods of experimental knowledge
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should really advance beyond the form in which he
stated them. In the then state of science it was
already a great thing that observed facts should be
collected in such vast masses and with such care, It
‘was not to be expected that they should also be with
the like care tested, or that his personal observations
should be exactly discriminated from information other-
wise received, and the value of the lafter critically
appraised. Many of the assertions which we find
absurd, were probably taken by Aristotle from others
in all good faith, and were not doubted by him, merely
because the knowledge of nature which he possessed
gave him'no reason to think them impossible.  When
we are surprised by the rashness with which the Greeks
often built hypotheses or theories upon facts whose
falsity is obvious to us at first sight, we do not stop to
think how ntterly they were ignorant of all our aids to
accurate observation, and how greatly this poverty of
tools must have hindered every sort of helpful experi-
ment. To fix time without a watch, to compare degrees
of heat without a thermometer, to observe the heavens
without a telescope and the weather without a baro-
meber—these and the like were the tasks which the
natural philosophers of Greece had to et themselves.
Where there is no basis for accuracy as to facts, the
difficulties that attend the classification of phenomena,
the discovery of natural laws, and the correction of
hypothesis by experience are so vastly increased, that we
cannot wonder if scientific Inquiry rises but slowly and
- insecurely above the levels of prescientific fancy. The
“service which Aristotle nevertheless did for the world in
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the collection of data, and the acuteness with which he
strove to explain the facts he knew, cannot but be
appreciated if we try to judge him by any standards
that conform to the knowledge and the opportunities
of his day.

To enter into the details of Aristotle’s Topies, or to

examine his refutation of the Sophistic fallacies, are

equally beyond our present scope. No wider view of
his scientific principles is to be got from them, but only
an application of them to a field beyond the limits of
Science properly so called.! But this is the proper
place to touch upon his researches into Definition,
which we find partly in the second Analytics, partly
in the Topics? As the -Concept forms the starting
point of all scientific research, so we may say con-
versely that a complete acquaintance with the (on-
cept—which is Definition—is the goal toward which it
strives.  Knowledge is indeed unothing but insight into
the grounds of things, and in the concept this insight
is summed up. The “what’ is the same as the ¢ why,’
‘We apprehend the concept of the thing as soon as we
apprehend its causes3 So far, Definition has the same
problem as Demonstration. In both we try to discover
the means by which the object has been bruught to be
what it is.t Nevertheless, they do not, with Aristotle,
entirely coincide. Tn the first place, it is clear that
! BRANDIS, pp. 238345 gives HEYDER, Vergl. d. avist. . hegel.
a sketch of both. Dialeltik, p. 247 sqq., and
* Besides the general works KAMPE, Erkenntuissth. d. Arist.
on Aristotelian Logic, see Kiny, 195 504.
Do motionis definitione, ete., and * Vid. suprg, p. 163, n. 2, and

Rassow, drist. de notionis defini- p. 173, n. 2.
tione (of. supra, p. 212, n. 2); * Vid. supra, p. 173, n. 2,
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everything which admits of demonsiration does not
equally admit of definition ; for negatives, particulars,
and propositions predicating properties, can all be de-
monstrated, whereas definition is always universal and
affirmative, and is not: concerned with mere properties
bub with the substantial essence only.! The converse
is no less true—not everything that can be defined
admits of demonstration, as may be seen at once
from the fact that demonstrations must start from
undemonstrable definitions.? Indeed, it seems to be
frue in general, that the contents of & definition are
undemonstrable by syllogisms : for demonstration pre-
suppuses a knowledge of the essence of the object, while
this is precisely what definition seeks. The one points

out that a property helongs as predicate to a certain

subject; the other does not concern itsclf with indi-
vidual properties, but with the essence itself. The one
inquires for a ‘that’? the other for a ‘what s oand
in order to specify what anything is, we must first know
that it is.> Here, however, we rust draw a distinetion.
The fact is that a definition cannot be derived through a
single syllogism. 'We cannot take that which is asserted
in the definition of an object and use it as the predicate
of a middle term in our major premiss, in order to attach
it again in the conclusion to the object which was to
be - defined: for if, in such a process, we are dealing
with not merely one or other of the properties, but
with the whole concept of the object, then it must

I Angl, Ppst. ii, 3. # 871 i) €ore Tibe watd Tobde §

® Ibid. 90, b, 18 sqq. (ef. obk Zorw, .
supra, p. 246 sqq.). Another * Anal. Post. ibid. 90, b, 2§
kindred reason is there given sqq.; ef.c. 7, 92, b, 12, :
also, 5 Thid. c. 7,92, b, 4.
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follow that both major and minor premisses would be
alike definitions —the one of the middle term and the
other of the minor. A proper definition, however, cannot
be applied to any other object except the one to be
defined.! Consequently, in every definition, the subject
and the predicate must be equal in comprehension and
extension, so that the universal affirmative proposition
which expresses the definition, must always be simply
convertible. Therefore it follows that, by such a process
as we have described, we should only be demonstrating the
same by the same,’ and should get, not a real definition,
but a verbal explanation.? i
Plato’s method of arriving at the idea by means of
division is no better ; for the division presupposes the
concept.! 'The same objection also applies to the
method® of assuming a definition and proving its
validity a posteriori by reference to individuals; for
how can we feel certain that the hypothesis which we
assumed, does really express the idea of the object, and
not merely a number of particular marks 76 If, lastly,
we endeavoured to bring definition within the province

! Vid. suora, p. 216 3qq. have to argue: ‘the concept of
* Amal. Post. ii. 4. As an that which is itself the cause of
illustration he uses the definition life consists in its being a self-

of the soul as ‘a self-moving
number.” If we wished to estab-
lish this by means of the syllog-
ism: feverything that is itself
the canse of life is a self-moving
number ; the soul is itself the
cause of life, &¢,” this would he
insufficient, for in this way we
could only prove that the soul is
a self-moving number, and not
that its whole essence, its concept,
is contained in this definition.
In order to show this, we should

moving number ; the concept of
the soul consists in its being
itself the cause of life,” &c.

3 Anal. Post.ii.c. T, 92, b, 5,
26 sqq.; ef. e. 10 dniz. i. 1, 71, a,
115 Top.i. 5 dnit. ; Metaph. vii.
4, 1030, a, 14,

* Vid. supra, p. 241, n. 8.

® Which one of the philoso-
phers of that time (we know not
who) had likewise made.

¢ Anal. Post. ii. ¢. 6, and also
WAITZ,
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of the epagogic process, we should be met with the

difficulty that induction never brings us to a ¢what,’
but always to a ‘that’! But although definition ean
neither be obtained by demonstration nor by induction,
so long as they are separately used, yet Aristotle thinks
it possible to reach it by & union of the two. When
experience in the first instance hag taught us that
certain characteristics appertain to an object, and we
begin to search for their causes, or for the conception
which links them to their subject, we are so establish-
ing by demonstration the essence of the thing ;2 and
if we continue this process until the object is defined
in all its aspects® we at last obtain the concept of it,
Although syllogistic demonstration, therefore, may be
insufficient to constitute a perfect definition, yet it belps
us to find it,* and in this sense definition may be said
to be under another form a demonstration of the
essence.” This process is admissible in every case but
that of things the being of which is not dependent on
any causes outside themselves; and the conception of
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these can only be postulated as immediately certain, or
elucidated by induction.!

From these researches into the nature and coundi-
tions of Definition we obtain gome important rules as
to the method by which in practice it is arrived at.
Since the essential nature of an object ? can only be
defined genetically by the indication of its causes, Defi-
nition must embrace those distinctive characteristics
by which the object is actually made to be what it is.
Tt must, by Aristotle’s rule, be got at by means of that
which is uprior and more known; nor must these
principles be such as are prior in our knowledge, but
such as are prior and more known in themselves. It
is allowable to prefer the former only in the case of
scholars who are incompetent to nnderstand the latter ;
but in such a case they get nothing which really eluci-
dates the essence of the object.’ This rule, indeed,
follows from the axiom that Definition consists of the
genus and the specific differences: for the genus is

! Anal, Post. ii. e. 9: fore 88 updvor 1b vl domi yravar xphowoy

! Loe.eit. ¢. 7,92, a, 37 : Indue-
tion shows that something in
generalis of such and such a kind,
by proving that itis so in all par-
tienlar instances; but this is
equivalent to proving merely a
briEoriv 3 obi Eorww, not the ri éoe,

? Thid. c. 8, 93, a, 14 sqq.

* It is necessary at this point
to fill out the too short hints of
Aristotle’s statement by reference
to the argument cited at p. 216,
n. 1 supra, from Anal, Post. ii,
13.

¢ Anal, Post. ii. 8 fin.: cvA-
Aoyrouds piv ob i doriy of ylverar

0B’ amddeitis, BiAov pévror Bid cui-
Aoyiopot wol 80 amodelfewst Gor'
oliT’ dvev amobelfews Eort ywavar v
Tt doTw ob éoTw dirioy &AAo, obir’
Eorw andetis atirop,

b Thid. c. 10, 94, a, 11: Zrrw
bpa bprouds els pév Adyos Top T
éoTiv BvambBeuctos, els 58 quAdoyia-
pos 7ot 7l éori, wrdoe Biapepwy
Tijs &moBelfews, Tpiros 8¢ tis Tov T4
€0ty drodelfews cvpuTéparpa : the
fuller explanation of which is
given above. That definitions of
the latter kind do mnot suffice,
Aristotle tells us in De Apn. i1, 2 i
vid. supra, p. 173, n. 2.

TGy pev Erepdy T alTiov, Tév ¥
oUk €Ty, &aTe dHAoy dTi kol T@EY
7l oTi T& piv Gueco wal dpyai
sigw, & kal elvat kal i omy dmo-
Béafar el d) BAAor Tpdmor dareph
wouoat. Cf. preceding note and
Anal, Post, ibid. 94, a,9: 6 8¢ 7év
auéowy dpouds Oéous éorl Tob _-ri
éoTw bvardBewctos.  Metaph. LE.
6, 1048, a. 35;: djAor B’ exl Taw
rabéracTe TH exaywyy Bnm\d;.feﬂa
Aéyew, kal ob Oel waprds Bpoy
Cnrely, GAAG  kal - TO arddoyoy
auvopdy ; and above, p. 253. To
Induction also belongs the pro-
cess which is described in De
An. i. 1, 402, b, 16: fowe & ov

elvar wpbs b Bewpficar Tas alrias
Tav cvuBebyritwr Tals obalus . . .
GAAd Kol dvaradw T4 cupBelnrdTe
ovuBdddeTas uéye uépos mpds Th
eifiévar b 7l éoriv : for a definition
is only correct when it explains
all the cupBefnrira (i.e. the xat’
abrd ovuBelnidra, the essential
properties ; vid. p.214, n. 3 supra)
of an 6bject. On immediate know-
ledge, cf. p. 246 sqq., 197 sqq.

Z course with the ex-
ception of the #ueoa just men-
tioned, 4.e. that which is con-
ditional on mo principle other
than itself.

? Top.vi.4;ef, p.205,n, 2supra.
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prior and more certain than its contents, and the
differentiee ave prior to the species which they mark

oft!  Inversely we obtain the same result: for if

Definition consists in specifying the agoregate deter-
mining characteristics by which the object is conditioned

in its essential nature, it must inelude the genus and

the differentise, for these are simply the scientific
expression of those causes which in their coincidence
produce the object.” But these, in their turn, are
definitely related to one another in an order of supe-
riority and inferiority. The genus is narrowed by the
first of the differentiating marks ; then the species so
produced is further narrowed by the second, and so on.
It is not, therefore, a matter of indifference in what
order the separate properties shall follow in any de-
finition? A definition, in fact, implies not a mere
enumeration of the essential marks,* buot also the
completeness® and the proper sequence of them.®
Bearing this in mind, it will be found that in the
descent from universals to particulars the practice of

' Loc.cit. 141, b, 28 ; of . supra,
p-215,n, 1, 216, 1. 1.

¥ This follows from the pas-
sages cited supra, p. 173, n. 2,
compared with pp. 215, n. 1,244,
n. 3. DBy reason of this con-
nection Zopies vi. 5 sg.. imme-
diately after the remarks on the
wpiTepe kal yrwpyudTepn, gives
rules for the correct determina-
tion of the definition by ~éras
and Spopal.

3 dnal. Post. ii. 13, 96, b, 30;
ef. 97, a, 23 sqq.

1 T& év 1o Tl omt warnyop-
ofweve, al Toil yérovs Bingopai. It
is obvious that only such things

can oceur in the definition; of.
P. 217 sqq., dwnel. Post. ii. 13, 96,
b, 1 sqq., i. 23, 84, a, 13., Top. vi.
6 ; and other passages WAITZ on
Categ. 2, a, 20.

® It has been already remarked
on p. 246, that the number of
intermediate grades must be a
limited one. Cf.also dnal. Post,
ii. 12, 93, b, 13 sqq.

8 Anpal. Post. 1t 13, 97, 2,23 ;
€is B¢ b raracrevd(ew dpov i Tay
diipégewr Ty Bel oroxd(eotar,
ToU Acfely Tq Kuryyopotueva &y
T¢ Tl oy, wol Tabra Tdbm i
wpaTor §) Belrepov, kol §ri Tabra
wdrTa.
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progressive division is our surest method, while a corre-
spondingly gradual building up of concepts is equally
proper to the upward proecess towards the universal.!
And thus Plato’s method, though Aristotle could not
accept it as a satisfactory process for deducing definitions,
was yeb recognised and farther worked out by him as a
means to their discovery.?

Supposing, then, that we have defined and surveyed
the whole field of the knowledge of concepts on this
method, we shall obtain a system of ideas such as Plato
looked for,® carrying us in an unbroken line from the
Summa Genera through all the intermediate members
down to the lowest species. And since scientific
deduction must consist in the specification of causes,
and since each specific difference in the upward scale
implies the introduction of a new cause, and every
added cause creates a corresponding differentia, it
results that our logical structure must exactly corre-
spond with the actual sequence and concatenation of
causes. Plato never undertook actually to set; forth that
derivation of everything knowable out of unity, which

he saw ahead as the end and goal of science. Aristotle

! Aristotleincludesboth, with-
out further separating them, in
the concept of Division. For
this he gives full rules in dnal
Posg.| 1. 13, 96, b, 15-97, b,
25; Top.vi. 5, 6: Part. Anin.
i 2, 3. Like Flato (4ELLER,
Ph. d. Gr. pt. 1. p. 524 sg.),
he also considers that the most
important thing is that the di-
vision should be eontinuous,
should omit no intermadiate
grade, and should totally exhanst

the object to be divided; and
lastly (to which Plato devoted
less attention), that it should
not proceed by means of deduced
or contingent differences, but by
the essential ones. Cf. preceding
note. . i

? Two further rules, contained
especially in the sixth book of
the Tapics—wherehe enumerates
at length the mistakes made in
defining—are omitted here,

* See ZELL. ibid. p. 525, 588.
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considers such a demonstration to be quite impracticable,
The highest genera, according to him, are no mare

capable of being derived from any one higher principle
than are the special postulates of each science.! They

are connected, not by any complete community of
nature, but only by a kind of analogy,? and the reason

! Anal. Post. i. 32, 88, a, 31
sqq., &c. ; vid. supra p. 246. sqq.
Aristotle says, in Metaph. xii, 4,
1070, b, 1 (wapa yép T odoiar kal
TdAAa Ta raTyyopulpeve otféy Eoi
xowdr), that the categories especi-
ally ean be deduced neither from
one another nor from a higher
common genus: v, 28, 1024, b,
9 (where the same is said of
Form and Matter); =x=i. 9, 1065,
b, 83 Phys. iii. 1, 200, b, 84 ; De
An. 1. 5, 410, a, 13 Bth. N, i 4,
10496, a, 19, 23 sqq. ; cf. TRENDE-
LENBURG, Hist. Beitr.i. 149 sq.
The concepts, which one would
be most inclined to consider the
highest genera, ‘Being’ and
‘One,’ are no yéy: Metaph. iii.
3, 998, b, 22; viil, 6, 1045, b, 5:
x. 2, 1053, b, 21; xi. 1, 1059, b,
27 8q. ; xii. 4, 1070, b, T; Eth. .
ibid. ; Anal. Post. i1, T, 92, b, 14 ;
Top, iv. 1, 121, a, 16, c. 6,127,
a, 26 sqg. Cf. TRENDELENBURG,
Ioe. cit. 67 ; BoNITZ and ScHWEG-
LER on Metaph. iii. 3 (more
on p. 276 #nfra). Therefore the
principle °that eventually every-
thing is contained in a single
highest concept as in a common
genus,"which STRUIMPELL, Gesch.
d. theor. Phil. d. Gr. p. 193,
gives a3 an assertion of Aristotle,
iz not really Aristotelian.

2 In Metaph. v. 6, 1016, h,
31, four kinds of Unity are dis-
tinguished (somewhat different
is the other fourfold enumera-

tien in Mefaph. x. 1, in which
the unity of analogy does not
occur): the unity of number, of
species, of genus, and of analogy.
Each of these unities includes in
it the subsequent unities (i.e.
that which in number is one is
also one in species, &c.); bub not
vige versw. Hence the unity of
Analogy can occur even in those
things which belong to no
common genus (cf. Part. An. 1.
5, 645, b, 26: Ta utv yap Exovas
T rowbr ket &vaAoylay, Té B¢
raTa yévos, Ta B¢ kar eldos). It
ocenurs in everything doa €xer &s
&AaAo wpds &AXo. 1t consists in
identity of relation (iedrys Adywr),
and hence supposes at least four
members (Eéh. V. v. 6, 11381, a,
31). TIts formula is: &s 7oiTo é»
ToUTe % wpds ToliTo, T8 év TdBe 4
wpos Tdbe (Metaph. ix. 6, 1048, b,
7: of. Poct. 21, 1457, b, 16). It
is found not only in quantitative
identity, such as arithmetical
and peometrical (Eth. N. v. T,
1131, b, 12, 1132, a, 1), but also
in qualitative identity, such as
similarity (Glen. et Corr. il 6,
333, a, 26 sqq.), or in identity of
operation (cf. Parf. An. i. 5, 645,

b, 9: 76 dvdAoyor Thv abriy oy

Svvapar; ibid. 1. 4, 644, b, 11;
ii. 6, 652, a, 3), and in fact in all
categories (Metaph. xiv. 6, 1093,
b, 18). Besides those in the
passages just mentioned, other
instances are given in De Part.
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why the sciences are not-all one, is just because each

class of actual existences has its own peculiar sort of
knowledge which applies to it.! If it be true that

among the sciences we find one which is a science of
first principles—the ¢ First Philosophy *—we must not

expech it to dévelop its subject-matter out of any single |
principle of being. On the contrary, we shall find it

necessary, before proceeding to any further researches,

that we should inquire into all the most general points

of view from which the world of actnal existence can

be considered, or, in other words, enumerate the highest

generic concepts themselves.

This it is with which the doctrine of the Categories
is concerned, and these form accordingly the true con-
necting link, in Aristotle’s philosophic system, between
Logic and Metaphysies.

Anim., Anal. Pri. i, 46, 51, b, 22, é&répa & émoriun fotly Erépas,
and Rhet. iii. 6 fin.  That which Sowr ol dpyai pd1’ éx Tdv abraw

cannot be deduced from any uA6 Erepmi i Tow Erépav, Metaph.
other thing (the highest prin- 1iii. 2, 997, a, 21: wepi ody 70 abdrd

ciples), must be explained by ana-
logy,as, for example, the concepts
of Matter, of Form, &c.; cf. de-

Adaph. ix. 6 (vid. sup. p. 269, n. 1);

xii. 4, 1070, b, 16 sgq., and Phys.
i, 7,191,a,7. Thisis the account
given by TRENDELENEURG in
his Hast, Beitr.i. 151 sqq. © Ana-
logy ' is of special importance to
Aristotle in his study of Natural
History: see thereon infra, and
cf. MEYER, Arist, Thierkunde,
834 sqq.
1 Anal, Post. 1. 28 init.: pia
& émioriun éorly § Evds yévous . . .

VoL. 1.

vévos Ta cupBefinnita kal’ abTo
75 abrs [émorhuns] dorl Pew-
prioar ek Tev autdy dokdw. JThid.
iv, 2, 1003, b, 19: Gmevres 8&
yévous kol alelnois ula évos wal
émra LY. Toid. 1004, a, 3:
TogabTa uépy dikocopias  erTiv
Graumep el obolo . ., ﬁmfpxs; 'y&p
ebBbs e ExorTa T fv kal TO Br°
Bid wal of émoTiar drorov8foovat
7ovrms.  The relation between
this and the concept of the First
Philosophy will be examined
infra.
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CHAPTER VI

INTRODUCTORY INQUIRIES TOUCHING ARISTOTLE'S
METAPHYSICS

1. The Categories?

ALL the objects of our thought fall, according to Ari-
stotle, under one or other of the following ten concepts :°
Substance, Quantity, Quality, Relation, Where, When,
Situation, Possession, Action, Passion.?

These highest concepts—the Categories 3 —neither
mean to him merely subjective forms of thought, which
would be utterly foreign to his Realism, nor are they
merely concerned with logical relations. What they ex-

! TRENDELENBURG, Gesch.
d. Kategoricenlehre (Hist, Beirr,
i. 1846), pp. 1-185, 209-217;
BoxiTz on  Aristotle’s Catego-
ries, dristotel. Stud. vi. H. (first
published in the Sitzungshe-
rieht der Wiener Akad., Hist-
philel. K. 1853, T3, x. 591 sqq.);
PRANTL, Geseh. d. Log. 1. 182
sqq., 90 =q.; SCHUPPE, Die
arist. Kategoricen. (Gymn. progr,
Gleimitz, 1866); of. BRENTARO'S
essay  Von  der  mannigfachen
Bedeutung des  Seiender nach
Ay, published in 1862,

2 (ateg. ¢. 2 dnit.: TEv Aeyo-
uérwy T& UEY KTk  CuuTAoKiw
Aéyerar, TR & avev ocuumAokfs.

C. 4 indt.: v@v kara pndeular
FURTAOKTY Aeyoudrey ExarTow fTat
olatay enpaiver §) wooby 7 oy #

wpds 7L A woi § were A keirfurd -

Exewr %) mwoiiy § wdoxew. Top. i
9 dmit.: perd Tolvwy Tabra Ol
Stopigasfar T yévy Tav RoTnyvopidy,
&y ois fmdpyovew ai pnbeivar riT-
Tapes [Bpos, vyévos, v, cupBeBn-
kis]. Eori 8 tabTa Thr apiluby
Béna, Ti €o%i, moshy, motww, wpds i,
o, woTe, efobar, Exew, moeiy,
TRTXE.

# Aristotle uses various ex-
pressions to 'designate them (cf.
TRENDELENBURG, loc. cif. at p.
6 sqq., and BONITZ, uf supra, at
P- 25 sqq., and in the Ind. drist.
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press is rather the different forms of the Actual! Not
all forms of the Actual, however, are categories or divi-
sions of categories ; but only those which represent the
different formal peints of view under which the Actnal
may be treated. Therefore he does not reckon among the

378, a, 5 sqq.). He calls them
Ta yévy (scilicet, Tot Gvros, cf.
De An. i 1, 402, a, 22), 74 mpaTe
Metaph. vii. 9, 1034, b, 7), also
Sraupéaeas (Top. iv. 1,120, b, 36,
121, a, 6), and wrdoas (Metaph.
xiv. 2, 1089, a, 26, with which
cf. Eth. Eud. i. 8, 1217, b, 29), 1
wowe wpara (Anal. Post. ii. 13,
96, b, 20, and Metaph. vii. 9,
1034, b, 9); but most frequently
karnyopion, kaTnyophuara, yérn or
TXNuaTe TAY KaTYYopi@y (TS keTn-
yoplas),—BONITZ (with whom
LuTHE, Beitr. zur Logik, ii. 1
sqq. agrees) rightly explains the
last expression by simply trans-
lating karnyopla =“assertion’; and
consequently yévn or oxfigera T.
kar. =* the chief genera or funda-
mental forms of assertion,”=*the
various senses in which an object
can be spoken of.” The same
meaning is conveyed also by the
shorter rarnyopior=‘the various
mades of assertion,’ or karyyoplac
ToU drros (Phys. iii, 1, 200, b, 28 ;
Metaph. iv. 28, 1024, b, 13, ix. 1,
1045, b, 28, xiv. 6, 1093,b, 19, &c.);
the latter phrase implying that
every snch assertion is concerned
with being.—The meaning of
‘predicate,’ which karnyopie often
has in other places, and which
BRENTANO (loc. cif. 105 sq.) and
SCHUTFPE give it here, does not
suit the Aristotelian eategories,
for the latter designate the
different senses of the 7a kard
pndeuiay  ouswAorly  Aeyducra,

whereas the predicate, as such,
can only occur in the proposition.
Hence it is needless to ask the
question (over which ScHUPPE,
loc. ¢it. 21 sq., gives himself un-
necessary trouble) in what sense
‘ Substance,’ which is notapredi-
cate-concept (vide infra, ch. vii.
init.), can belong to the scheme
of the categories. Any concept
becomes a predicate by beibg
asserted of something, and this
may occcur even with concepts
expressing substance (cf. Metaph.
vil. 3, 1028, a, 23, 7& ué 7ép
#ANa THs oloias Kagyepertat afiry
d¢ 7iis UAgs). For instance, in
the proposition, ‘this man is
Socrates,” Socrates is predicate,
From this fogical function, which
a substance-concept may take on
in @ propesifion, it by no means
follows that such an idea, when
regarded out of this special rela-
tion and with reference solely
to the content of the idea itself,
is to be regarded as signifying
anything dependent, or in the na-
ture of a property or cuuBeBnrds.
—STRUMPELL i mistaken in
saying (Geseh. & theor. Phil. b. d.
Griechen, p. 211)that the catego-
ries treat of the various ways of
predicating or the distinetions to
be drawn in the ways of combining
concepts, though in other respects
he correctly apprehends the
merely formal character of the
categories,

U Metaph. ¥. 7, 1017, d, 22

5
T &
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categories either those concepts which are so universal
as to be predicable of things of the most different kinds,
and to have a different meaning according to the rela-
tion in which they are used (such as the concepts of
Being and of Unity?'), or any of those more definite
expressions which concern the concrete condition of

xaf abri B¢ elvar Aéyerar Goamep
onualver T oxiueTa Tis KaTN-
yoplas® Soax@s yhp AéyeTar, Too-
quTax@s TH elvar onueaer (cf.
Eth. N.i. 14,1096, a, 23). Hence
the categories are called roTy-
yoplar Tol @vros (see preceding
note). That of which they re-
present the various meanings is
the bw (Metaph. vi. 2 init. ix. 1,
1045, b, 32; De An.i. 5, 410,41,
13 : Eredt woAAay@Es Aeyouévou Tob
vros, onpalver yap T pev Tdde TU,
&) ; of, Ind. Arist. 878, a, 13
sqq-—Logical relations of con-
cepts, on the other hand (such as
8pos, yévos, oy, cuuBefrls), are
not expressed in separate cate-
gories, but run indifferently
through them all. Tn answer to
the question 7f éori; for instance,
you may get aceording to cir-
cumstances an ovoie, a mosdr, &o.:
see Zop. 1. 9.—As little are the
categories concerned with the

opposition of ftrue and false,

which has reference, not to the
nature of things, but to cur rela-
tion to them ( Metaph.vi.4,1027, b,
29). Yet Aristotlesometimesdoes
make, after all, an ontological
application of the categories, as
when, for example, he deduces
the different kinds of change
from the circumstance that one
kind is concerned with things as
to their substance, another as to
their guality, a third as to quan-

tity, and a fourth as to place ; cf.
following note.

I These two concepts (which
kaTd TErTwy pdAeTe Adyerar T@v
tvrwy, according to Metaph. il
3, 998, b, 22 sqq.; x. 2,1053, b,
16 sgq.; viii. 16, 1045, b, 6, ef.
supra, p. 272, n. 1), are no yém,
but predicates which may be
applied to all that is possible.
That they cannot be genera,
Aristotle proves in Mefaph. iii. 3,
by observing that ‘a genus can
never be predicated of the mark
which stands to it as a specific
difference, but that Being and
Unity must be predicable of
every mark which can be added

to thebrand the oveia,’—Both the.

concepts are used in various
meanings. Metaph. v. T, gives
Jowr senses of ¢ Being,’ while ix,
10 (ef. xiv. 2, 1089, a, 26, where
the waré cuuBefuyrbs Aeyduevoy by
is omitted] gives three, one of
these being that xaré 7é oxfuare
T@y karnyopiwy, which suggests
that a different kind of Being cor-
responds to each category, and
therefore implies that ¢ Being’
cannot as such coincide with any
single category. The same is
true of ¢ Unity’: 70 & & mavri
yéver éori mis piois, wat ovfevos
TolTd o7 abrh § Piais, TH v (=
“there is nothing whose essence
consists in Unity as such’). It
likewise occurs in all categories,
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any object and its physical or ethical properties.!
Equally does he exclude from the number of categories
those general metaphysical conceptions which serve to
explain concrete peculiarities and processes, such as-
the conceptions of the Actual aund the Possible, of
Torm and Matter, and of the four kinds of Cause.? The

but adds to the concept of the
object, of which it is predicated,
no new mark ; and Aristotle con-
cludes from this, o rairh anualver
waws o tv kal To by (Metaph. 2. 2,
1054, a, 9 sqq.). the 70 & ral 7o
by Tabrdy kel pin ¢los T@ akoA-
ovletr aAAHAOLs . . . GAN olty b5
&l Adyw dnhobueva (Metapl. iv.
2, 1003, b, 22), and that both
have the same extension (Grre-
arpegpet, xi, 3, 1061, a, 15 sq., cf.
vii. 5, 1030, b, 10, e. 16, 1040,
b, 16). Upon ¢ Unity,’ cf. also
Metaph. x. 1 sqq. (where in par-
tienlar ‘unity of measure’ is
treated of), and the references at
p- 272, 1. 2 supra; and see also
HerTLING, De Adrist. notione
wnius, Berl, 1864, As to the by,
see particularly BRENTANO, Fon
der mannigfachen Bedeulung des
Seienden.

! For this reason such a con-
cept as Movement (or Change)
is not put among the categories ;
it is rather, according to Aristotle,
aphysical concept which, throngh
the different categories, receives
its further determination as sub-
stantial change, gualitative or
quantitative change, or move-
ment in space (Phys. v. 1 fin.,
c. 2 init., hid. 226, a, 23, iil. 1,
200, b, 32; Gen. et Corr. 1. 4, 319,
b, 31; De Celo, iv, 3, 310, a, 23 ;
Metaph. xii. 2, 1069, b, 9; more
about this infra). He allows
that, locked at in itself, it may

be put in the category of Action
and Passion (Zop. iv. 1, 120, b,
26; Phys. v. 2, 925, b, 13, iii. 1,
201, a, 23; De An. iii. 2, 426, a,
2: TREXDELENBURG, Hist. Beitr.
1. 135 sqq.), and in this sense itis
even used in Metaph. viil. 4, 1029,
b, 22, to illugtrate how the cate-
gories other than Substance have
a substratum, yet it does not
itself become a category. Still
less would it be a category if we
were to accept the belief of the
later Peripatetics (which is not
established by Metaph. v. 13,
1020, a, 26 ; SivpL, Categ. T8, 8,
§ 29 Bas.) that it belonged to
the category of the wosdy, or ag
others preferred (S1MPL. ibid. 35,
3, § 38) to the wpds 7+.—Ho also,
when Eudemus ( Bk, Eud. 1217,
b, 26) gives Motion (in place of
Action and Passion) among the
categories, it is not Aristotelian.
Other Peripatetics, notably Theo-
phrastus, said more correctly,
that it “runs through many cate-
gories’ (SIMPL. ibid. 35, §, § 38;
Piys, 94, a).—In the same way
‘the Good’ i3 to be found in
various eategories (Fth. N 1.4,
1096, a. 19, 23),

2 None of these concepts is
reckoned among the categories
or comprised under any one of -
them. On the contrary, when
Aristotle is  considering the
various meanings of ‘ Being,” he
mentions the distinction of &uw-
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purpose of ‘categories’ is not to deseribe things by their
actual qualities, nor yet to set forth the general con-
ceptions which are needful for this purpose. They are
confined to pointing out the different sides which may
be kept in view in any such description. In Aristotle’s
intention, they are meant to give us, not real con-
ceptions, but only the framework into which all real
conceptions are to be set, whether they are confined to
one division of the framework or extend to several.

dper and évredexela, with the dis-
tinction of truth and falsity, as
matters to be superadded to the
distinctions expressed by the
categories (Mefaph. v. 7, 1017, a.
7, 92, 31, 85, vi. 2 init., ix. 10
wit, ¢ 1, 1045, b, 32, xiv. 2,
1089, a, 26; Je An. i. 1, 402, a, 22,
cf. TRENDELENBURG, (fesch. der
Categoricenlelre, ut supra, p. 167
sqq.; DONITZ, wt suprg, p. 19
sq.); but themselves running
through the various categories
indifferently (Phys iil. 1, 200, b,
26 ; Metaph. ix. 10 init.: Tb B¢
wara Slvauty kal yépyey TodTar),
Aristotle does not tell us why
they cannot be reckoned among
the categories; but the reason
seems to be that indicated above,
viz. that these ideas do not merely
relate, like those of substance,
quality, &c., to the formal cha-
racter and the formal differences
of that which falls under them,
but designate definite real rela-
tions of actual being.

t Thus also BraxDIs, ii. b,
394 sqg. Onthe otherhand TREX-
DELENBURE, ibid. 162 sq. ex-
plains the absence of * Possibility
and Actuality’ from the cate-
gories by saying that the latfer
are ‘ separated predicates,’ whilst

the former is ‘no real predicate.’
It seems, however, that precisely
the opposite is the case. The
categories are mot themselves di-
rectly taken as predicates, but
only as designating the place of
certain predicates in the scale;
whereas the distinction of Possi-
hle and Actual is based on real
and definite facts, the contrast

between the different conditions

of development in individual
things, and the opposition in the
universe as a whole between the

corporeal and the spirifual. The

one kind of distinction is only an
abstract, metaphysical expression
of theother. Bub it is not possi-
ble entirely to agree with Boxirz
when he says on p. 18, 21, that
the categories © are only meant to
render possible a survey of what
is contained in the empirical
data,’ and hence that ‘such con-
cepts are excluded as estend
heyond the comprehension of
empirical data, to any kind of
explanation of them. For the
coneept of Motion is given by
experience just as much as that
of Action and Passion, and the
concept of Substance is as valu-
able for ‘explaining the data’ as
that of form and matter, or of
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Of the completeness of this framework, Aristotle is
convinced,! but he nowhere tells us how he came to set

actuality and possibility.—Nor
does it seem possible to say with
BERENTANO (loc. cit. p. 82 sq.),that
the eategories are ‘real concepts,
if by this we are to understand
such concepts as designate the
commaon object-matter of a series
of experiences, such as are the
concepts of weight, extension,
thought, &c. TFor those very
categories which are most fre-
quently and universally applied—
substance, quantity, quality, re-
lation, aection, and passion—
designate merely formalrelations,
and hence are adapted to cover
and apply to a content of the
most  diverse character; and
though this is not so absclutely
true of others—such as wob, wore,
or ketcdai—that peculiarity only
proves that Aristotle was notf able
strietly to carry out through

. them all the point of view with

which he started his category-
scheme as a whole. BRENTANO
himself, at p. 131 sg., admits
that * the distinetion of the cate-
gorieg is not a real distinetion.”

! PRANTL, (Fesch.d. Log. 1.204
sg4.,denies that Aristotleadopted
any absolutely fixed number of
calegories; but it is e¢lear, not
only from the enumerations given
at p. 274, n. 2 and p. 282, n. 3,
but also from many other expres-
sions, that he did, Thuswe have
in Soph. Fl. o. 22, init.: éwelwep
Exoper T yérn TEY KaTyOpIEY—
namely, the ten enumerated in
dop. 1. 9, to which at ¢. 4, 166, b,
14, after mentioning =l (TaiTh),
woidy, Wooby, TWowoly, Tdrxor, dia-
keluevor (really only a kind of
woivw, the Sidfecis: see Caieg. c.

8, 10, a, 35 sqq. Metaph, v. 20),
he refers back with the words:
kol TEAAe 8 &s BujpyTas mpdTepoy.
De An. i. 1, 402, a, 24: wérepor
To0E 7L kel obwia d mows §) moobe
wal T8 HANY TEv Bupelaoiy
karnyopiwy. Thid. . 5, 410, a, 14:
onualver yap 70 pev Téde T TH B
Tosdy 9 wowy A wal Tive BAAqy TéEY
Supeleioar waryyopav.  Anal
Pri. i. 37: 7> & imdpyew Tibe
T@de . . . TomauTax@s AnmTéow
doayds ol wargyoplar Bufpnrral
Metaph. =i, 1, 1069, a, 20 : mpaTor
@ obcle, elta T wody, elra TO
woody; vi. 2, 1026, a, 36: T&
cxhrare TAs warnyoplas, olor Td
ey Tl T4 B8F woww, TH DE wooby, TO
3¢ wob, T B wore, kal € T EAAo
aqualver Ty Tpdwoy TotToy; vil. 4,
1030, a, 18: kal yap 7o 7i doriv
€va pev Tpdwoy aquatver Ty ovolay
kol T Tdde Tu, GAAop D¢ EkavTov
TGy KkaTyyepovpivey, woody, mwotdy
kal foa BAAa TowbTa - 1 4, ]070,
a, 33: it is a question of, wdrepor
Erepa B al ebral dpyal oToryein
T&Y obi@y Kal T@y Tpds Ty, kal kad’
Enrdoryy 8¢ Tar raTyyopidy Suolws.
Likewise in MWetaph. vii. 9, 1034,
b, 9, xiv. 2, 1089, a, T; Phys. iii.
1, 209, b, 26, after mentioning
some of the categories, he refers
to the rest with a mere ‘ai
SANat kaTnyoplay’ as to something
wall known, and in dmal, Post.
i. 22,83, b,12, a, 21, the impossi-
bility of an infinitely extended
argument is proved by the asser-
tion that the number of eategories
is limited to those there named.
The completeness of Aristotle’s
list of categories is also sup-
pozed by the proof referred to
at the end of p. 276, n, 2, that
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oub these categories and no others;! and &lﬁong the
categories themselves there is go little indication of
any fixed principles for their evolution 2 that we are

there are only three kinds of
mofion (in the narrower sense),
qualitative, quantitative, and
local (Phys. v. 1 sq.), inasmuch
as that theorem is proved by the
process of exclusion. ¢ Motion,
Aristotle argunes, ¢ does not ocenr
in the categories of substance,
&o. : therefore only those three
categories remain.’

! Even in the lost writings no
such demonstration seems fo
have occurred; otherwise the
early commentators would have
appealed to it. Whereas, on the
contrary, SIMPL. Schal. in Ar.
79, a, 44, says: Giws ovdauol wepl
THs Tdicws TEy yevdv oudeuwioy
abriow 6 'ApieToTéAns dwepdraro.

* To TRENDELEXBURG (in his
dissertation De Arist. Categoriis
[Berl. 1833] and the Elementa
Logices Aristotelice, p. 54) be-
longs the credit of having first
endeavoured to find one. But
even his repeated explanation in
Hist. Beitr. 1. 23 sqq., 194 sq. has
not persuaded us that he has
really succeeded in doing so. It
seems rather that the objections
which RITTER, iii. 80, and still
more exhanstively BowiTz, loe.
cit. 35 sqq., have bronght against
his opinion, are well justified.
TRENDELENBURG (and after him
Biese, Phil. d. Arist. 1. 54 sq.)
believes that in setting out these
ten genera Aristotle was proxi-
mately influenced by gramma-
tical distinetions. He suggests
that obdoie corresponds to the
substantive, woobe and wor to
the adjective; with mpds 7¢ cor-
respond such forms of expres-

sion as those referred to in
Categ. e. T; wov and wore are re-
presented by the adverbs of place
and time; the last four cate-
gories are to be looked for in the
verb, for rowelr and mdaoyew trans-
late info a general concept the
force of the active and passive
voices, as reiofa renders one side
of the intransitive, and Zyew the
special force of the Greek per-
fect.—But, in the first place, as
Boxirz, p. 41 sqq., fully proves,
Aristotle himself nowhere gives
any indication of his having
arrived at his categories in this
way.  On the contrary, he does
not distingnish the parts of
speech on any such method as
that  which Trendelenburg’s
theory of the eategories wonld
presuppose, for he nowhere ex-
pressly distinguishes the adverbs,
he treats the adjective (as jjuz)
along with the verb, and in fact
the only * parts of speech’ which
he names (apart from the article
and conjunction) are the drope
and the piua. Tt is therefore
not probable that grammatical
forms to which, as *parts of
speech’ he paid no attention,
should nevertheless have gnided
him in distinguishing the classes
of concepts. And, again, the
two series do not in fact corre-
spond fo any such extent as we
should have expected if Trende-
lenburg’s  supposition  were
correct.  For fgmantity” and
“quality " may just as well be ex-
pressed by substantives (e.g. Aev-
roTys, Gepudrys, &e., Categ, c. 8,
9, a, 28) or verbs (Aehedrwrar,
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reducad to supposing that he obtained them empirically,
by putting together the main points of view from which
the data of experience can be practically treated. It is
troe that a certain logical progress is to be found

among them. We begin
Thing. Next in order to

&c,) as by adjectives; ‘action
and passion’ as well by substan-
tives (wpakws, wdfos, &c.) as by
verbs; ¢ time’not only by adverbs
but also by adjectives (x0:(bs,
Seurepaios, &e.) ; very many sub-
stantives designate no substance
(Categ. ©. 5, 4,8, 14, 21); a._nd
for ‘relation’ a corresponding
orammatical form cannot be
found. —BRENTANO, loe. eif. p.
148 sqq., also seeks to defend the
Aristotelian categories against
the charge of having no scientific
derivation and suggests another
scheme. He bhelieves that in
arranging them Aristotle first dis-
tinguished ‘substance’ from
¢gccidents, and, among the
latter, distingnished the absoluie
from the vrelative: and that he
went on to divide the former
into (1) inherences (material =
ooy, and formal = moudw); (2)
affections (woieiy and wdoxew, to
which, at one time, Aristotleadded
Exew) s (3) ewternal circumstances
w0t and wore, and, for a time,
weiofar). The guestion is not,
however, whether it is possidle to
bring’ the ten ecategories into
some logical scheme (for that
could be done with any series,
unless it were merely put to-
gether at haphazard), but whe-
ther Aristotle arrived at them by
means of a logical deduction.
And against any such supposition

with the Substantial—the
this, he deals with Quali-

there are two facts: first, that
Aristotle in speaking of the cate-
gories, never indicates such a
deduction, and next, that none
can be found into which they
naturally fit. Ewen in Bren-
tano’s ingenious scheme, this is
not the case. If the ten cate-
gories had come about in the
way he suggests, they would
have been enumerated by Ari-
stotle in a corresponding order.
Instead of that, the mpis i
which, according to Brentano,
should come last, stands in the
middle in every enumeration (see
p.274, n.1and p.282, n.8),andits
regular place (the only exception
being Phys. v. 1) is immediately
after the “inlerences” After
it, again, the ¢ afections’ do not
follow (as they should according
to Brentano’s order), but the
‘ewternal circumstances’ Nor is
the distinetion of inherences and
affections itsell Aristotelian.—So
far as a logical disposition of the
catezories ex post facto is con-
cerned, ZELLER gives on p. 288
infra, that which he prefers,
although he does not believe that
Aristotle arrived at his list of
categories by any method in
which he had in his mind before-
hand either that or any other
logical scheme into which they
were to fit.
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ties: first (in the wooor and mowdv), those qualities
which belong to a thing in itself, and then (in the Tpos
T2), those which belong to a thing in its relation to
other things. From these he passes to the external
conditions of sensible existence—Space and Time.
And he ends the list with the concepts which express
changes and the conditions thereby prodmced. This
cannot be called a deduction in the strict sense ; for that
ftccording. to Aristotelian prineiples, was not possiblé
in the case of the highest general conceptions at all.!
In fact, the order of the categories is not always
the same.? It even seems that ten is somewhat ar-
bitrarily fixed as their number. Aristotle himself so
far recognises this, that in his later writings he passes
over the cabtegories of Possession and Situation, in
places wherse he apparently intends to give a comp;lete
enumeration.® It is possible that it may have been the
example of the Pythagoreans, and the predilection

1 Vide supra, pp. 246 and 272.

# Examples will be found in
what follows, and also at p. 279,
n. 1, The most striking thing
with regard to this is that in
Cat. ¢. T, contrary to the other-
wise constant rule, and even to
the order given in c. 4, mpds ¢
precedes wady, No satisfactory
reason can be found for this, but
it wonld be rash to conclude any-
thing from it against the genuine-
ness of the work, since a later
writer would probably be /less
likely to permit a divergence
from the order given than would
Aristotle himself, for whom it
was not firmly established,

3 dnal. Post. 1. 22, 83, a, 21:

bored) ev 74 i doriw [mrﬂyﬂps?fm]

?]AS‘H mowy ) woode fwpds T H wor-
oiv {} wdaxoy § woi % wore, iraw t»
kat’ f"b’ karyyopnfy. Ihid, b, 15 :
T VeV TE¥ KATH Y0Py TeTépayTar®
3 74p wowr 4 wochr } wpds T d
woi0iy 3 wdoxor i mob 7 moré (the
ovgia t0 which the latter are op-
posed as cveBefnxdTa has been
already mentioned). Phys. v, 1
Jin. ; € obw ai katnyoplat Bxﬁpnyrm
ooy ial woidTyr kel TS wob wal
T4 woTE kal 7% mpis 71 kal TE Too G
Kal 74 woteiv §) wdoyew, dvdyin
Tpeis elvau rwvfioes (ef. p. 279, 1. 1
Jim. ). Metaph. v. 8, 1017, a, 24:
T@y Jium?opnu,u.éwv Té ptv i dore
onuatver, Ta 8¢ woidy, Ta B worhy,
T 88 wpds e, T4 B¢ oD T& BE woTd,
* See ZELL. Ph. d. Gr. pt. 1
325, Z
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for a decimal system inherited from them by the
Platonists,! which made it at first seem to Aristotle

" natural that he shcn;la find a round number of cate-

gories. Buf we cannot well suppose any further con-
nection between his doctrine and the Pythagorean ;*
nor is the conjecture? much more probable, that he
borrowed his categories from the school of Plato.* It is
true that almost all of them appear in Plato’s writ-
ings;? but we cannot attribute any great weight to this
coincidence, for the reason that in Plato they are merely
used as occasion arises, without any attempt to arrive
at a full enumeration of all the categories in one scheme.

Among the categories themselves, much the most

! ZRLLER, ibid, p. 857 sqq.

z As PETERSEN supposed in
Philos. Chrysipp. Fundamenia,
p- 12

* RosE, Avist. Libr, Ord. 238

sqq.

4 In the first place, there is
no trace whatever of the ten
ecategories among the Platonists ;
and it is not likely that informa-
tion about so notable a point
wounld neither have been trans-
mitted throngh their writings nor
throngh Chrysippus and other
scholars of the Alexandrian pe-
riod to the later Peripatetics,
and through them to us. And
again, the theory of the catego-
ries is so closely connected with
the other opinions of Aristotle
that it is not likely to have
sprung up on other ground.
Take, for example, merely the
fandamental statements as to
the odo'a and its relation to pro-
perties, on which the whole
division of the categories in
Aristotle is based. These are

certainly not Platonic; in fact it
is one chief point of dispute be-
tween Aristotle and his master
that the latter conceded to ideas
of quality the position of sub-
stances and made the oy an
obala. —We might rather suppose
(as UBBERWEG doesin his Logik,
§ 47, atp.100) that Aristotle was
led to his theory of Categories
in his recoil against the theory
of Tdeas, and, in particular, by
the reflection that the Ideas only
represented things under the
form of substantiality, whereas
things in the actual world ex-
hibit many different forms of ex-
jstence. But as this explanation
itself presupposes the distinetion
of substance from properties, &c.,
too much importance must not
be attached to the theory.

5 See TRENDELENBURG, Hist.
Beitr. i. 205 sqq.; DONITZ, ut
supra, p. 56. PRANTL, Gesch. d.
Log. i. T3 sqq., and ZELLER, Ph.
d. Gr. pt. 1. p. 589,
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important is that of Substance, which may here be fitly
treated ab once in detail. Substance, in the strict sense,
is individual Substance. That which can be set out in
parts is a Quantum.! If these parts are divided, then
the Quantum is a discrete Quantum, a multitude ; if
they are interdependent, then it is a constant Quantum,
a quaniily ;* if they are in a definite position (Oéas),
the quantity is extensive ; if they are only in an order
(rdfis) without position, then it is non-extensive.?
The undivided, or the unity by means of which quantity
is distinguished, is the measure of it. This is the dis-

tinguishing mark of quantity, that it is measurable and
has a measure.* As Quantilos belongs to a divisible

' Metaph. v. 13 imitl.: wocow
Aéyerartd Bratperdy eis Lyvrdpyovra,
@y éxdrepor 9 Ekaortor & 11 Kal
TdBe 7. wédukey elvar. The &wr.
dpxorTa, however, are, the consti-
tuent parts as distinguished from
the logical elements of the con-
cept. Thus, e.g., in Metaph. iii. 1,
995, b, 27, ¢, 3init. he inguires
whether the yéun or the épvardp-
xovraare the hizghest principles;
ibid, viii. 17 £, the TTOLXEOV
is defined as that els b Siarpeirar
[sc. 7i] dvumdpyoy [Acc.] &s Ham.
Similarly in viii. 2,1048, a, 19, cf.
Gen. An.1.21,729,b. 3: &s évuwdp-
xov kal udpioy by edBus Tob yivopévou
adparos wryvbuevor 5 HAp.  Thid.
¢. 18, 724, a, 24: Goa @5 & GAgs
yiyveobar T yryviueva Aéyoper, E
Twos EévvwdpxovTos . . . . dorTiy.
Cat.c.2,1,a, 24, ¢, 5, 3, a, 32,
&c. (Ind. Arist. 257, a, 39 sqq.)
The mocby is consequently that
which is made up of parts, like a
body, and not of logical elements,
like & concept. Buf since num-

ber and time are also wosd, we
must not suppose that these
¢ parts ' are merely material ones
and in Metaph. v. 18, the v¢de 1
must be understood not of indi-
vidual substanee, but in a wider
sense, as signifying anything
numerically distinct (dpifug ).

* Metaph. v. 13 (where also
woody kel aird and kard aupBefy-
kés is spoken of). (uf 6 inic.
TRENDELENBURG, 4bid. p. B2,
treats further of discrete and
continuous quantities, with spe-
cial reference to Cat. 6, Phys. v.
3, 227, a, 10 sqq. and 3
o qq etaph.

* Cat. c. 6 init., ibid. 5, a, 15
sqq. Aristotle does not here ex-
press the opposition of that
which hasand that which has not
extension in any general form,
buf merely by means of examples
(of the former—line, surface,
body ; of the latter—time, num-
ber, word).

4 Metaph. x. 1, 1052, b, 15

T —
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and substantial whole, so Qualitas expresses the differ-
ences whereby the conceptual whole is divided; for
under Qualitas,in the stricter sense of the word,! Ari-
stotle understands nothing else but the distinguishing
mark, or further determination wherein a given Uni-
versal particularises itself. As the two chief divisions
of qualities, he notes those which express an essential
distinction, and those which express a movement or
activity.? Elsewhere he names four determinations of
quality as the most important,® but these again fall

sqq.; Cat. ¢ 6, 4, b, 32. This
follows immediately from the
above definition of woodr: that
which can be divided into parts
can also be built up of parts and
be measured by them.—Further
marks of wogby (Cat. ¢. 6, 5, b,
11 sqq.) are that nothing is op-
posed to it, and that it is what it
is and neither more nor less, and
that the concept of eqguality and
inequality belongs peculiarly to
it.

! The generic concepts (Sevre-
pat ovcios) are sometimes also
called wow, or more correctly
woux obgia (Cat.c. 5, 3, b, 135 cf.
Metaph, vil. 1, 1039, a, 1); and
sometimes the ouuBsfnrira are
comprised under the same term
(Anal. Post. i. 22, 83, 3, 36).

2 In Oat. ¢. 8 the concept of
mowdrys is not explained except
by reference partly to forms of
speech and partly to examples.
In Metaph. v. 14, 1020, b, 13,
however, there is an enumeration
of its different meanings thus:
oxedor By ward o Tpdmovs Aéyorr’
by Th Toww, kat TolTwy Eva TOV
xupidraroy * mpdTN prév Yip mordTns
# Tis obolas Biuzpopd . . . Ta B&

wdfn Tav Kwoupcrey § kwoluera
wal al T@r kwioewy Swapopal, To
the first class belong, among
other things, the gualitative dis-
tinctions of mnumbers; to the
second, éperd and rakle, With re-
gard to the Siepaps see supra, p.
215, n. 1. Therefore Quality ex-
presses a determination of form,
for that is true of the Siadopa;
Metaph. viii. 2, 1043, a, 19 : Eouwe
2ip & pty Bk Ty diadop@y Adyes
7o elbovs kal THs dvepyelus elvar, &
¥ &k Tév édvvmapxdvrey THs PAns
RiaAhow.

i (Jat. ¢. 8. The four e€Bn
mowdraroes (besides which, we are
told, 10, a, 23, others might
oceur) are the following : (1) ekis
and Oiudferts, which are distin-
guished ingsmuch as és expresses
a lasting state, while Gwifeois is
used sometimes for every state
whatsoever, and sometimes for a
transitory one (cf. Metaph. v. 19,
20; BoNITZ and SCHWEGLER
on this passage ; TRENDELEXN-
BURG, Hist. Peitr. 1. 95 sqq.
Warrz, drist. Org. i. 308 sqq.)
Instances of €hs are émoTiiuat
and dperal; of mere &udfeots,
health and sickness. (2) "Oga
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under the same heads.!

He treats as the peculiar

mark of Qualitas, the opposition of the like and the

unlike.?

But; in dividing off this category from others

Aristotle finds himself in difficulties.* To the category
of Relativity * belongs that of which the peculiar essence
consists in a definite relation to something else ; ® and in
this sense Relativity is the category which ¢ expresses

Kot Blrapy guouchy ) &buvaulay
Aéyerms (a class which, however,
cannot be strictly distinguished
from the &es and Jwbéres; see
TRENDELENBURG, ifid. 98 sqq.
More about the §iwous later).
(3) The passivequalities, matnTicat
watdryres, also called wdfos in
the meaning of mowrys kel Hr
aMhowiicBar éviéyerar (Mataph. v.
21), and distingunished from the
=dfy (which fall under the cate-
gory of wdaxew), by theirduration.
Aristotle,however, understands by
them not only the qualities which
are produced by a wdfos (such as
white and black eclonr) but also
those which produce a wdfes or
an aAirolwots on our senses: of.
De An. ii. 5 init. (4) Figure
(oxiue kal popd).

1 For the first two and a part
of the third express ‘activities
and movements’ ; the rest, ‘essen-
tial properties.’

2 (at. c. 8, 11, a, 15; on the
other hand (ibid. 10, b, 12, 26},
the évavridrys and the paAiey rai
Frrow (= “difference of degree’) do
not belong to all quantities. The
notion of Similarity, ck Zup. 1.17 ;
Metaph. v. 9, 1018, a, 15, x. 8,
1054, a, 3, and #nfra, p. 287,n. 2.

# For, on the one hand, the re-
mark in Cat. ¢. 8, 10, a, 16, that

" the concepts of rarity and dense-
ness, roughness and smoothness,
designate no quality, but a situ-

ation af the bodily parts (i.e.a
kelrfar), wonld (as TRENDELEN-
BURG rightly pereeives, Hist.
Beitr. i. 101 =q.) equally apply
to many other things which Ari-
stotle includes under Quality ;
whilst, on the other hand, the
impossibility of a constant defi-
nition of the categories is seen
from the faet that a generic
concept (eg. émoriun) may
belong to the mpds 71, when a
corresponding specific concept
(ypepuaricl) belongs o the may
(Cat. c. 8,11, a, 20; Top.iv. 124,
b, 18 ; whereas in Metaph. v. 15,
1021, b, 3, larpwh is counted
under mpds 7, that it may follow
its generic concept, émuwrTiun).

4 That the category of Rela-
tivity, in Cat. c. 7, precedes
that of Quality (vide supra) is
contrary to the natural relation
of both, as is clear, not only in
all other enumerations and in the
express explanation in Mefaph.
xiv, 1, 1088, a, 22, but indirectly
also (in Cat. o. 7 itself) from the
fact that the Spowr and Toov
{qualitative and quantitative
equality) is in 6, b, 21 counted
as wpos 7e; of. Top. 1. 17; TREN-
DELENBURG, ibid. p. 117.

5 Thos Crf.je. 7,8, a, 31:
fo7i T6 wpds T ols TH elvar TalTdy
éore T wpds TL wws Exev: where
the earlier verbal explanations
are expressly declared (at the
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the least reality.’! Aristotle distingnishes three kinds
of Relativity,? which are again reduced to two.? In
this, however, he is not consistent throughout,! nor has
he been able to find any sure marks of this category,’
or to avoid confusing it in many ways with others.®

beginning of the chapter) to be
insufficient. Cf. Top. vi. 4, 142,
a, 26, c. 8,146, b, 3.

\ Metaph. wi supra: To e
wpos 7t warTwy [for which AvEx,
read mecdy] fmoTe @glos Tis 4
obola T@y kaTnyopidy éoTi, Kal
boTépa Toii wouoil kel worod, &e.: b,
2: 74 8t wpos Ti obre Suvdpe obrin
obite évepyeta. Efh. N. 1. 4; 1096,
a, 21: wapagudds yap TolT foike
kal cupuBeBnrérs Tab dyros.

2 Metaph. v. 15: the wpis =
appears in the following forms :
(1) kol Gpilfubdy wal apbuod wdby
(and in other related forms); to
this head belong the foor, dpowor,
Tabror in so far as these are con-
cerned with relations to a given
unity: Tabre mir yép Gy ple
obri, Buow & dy 5 wowdras ple, Yo
8¢ &v b werby €v (the latter also
in Gen. et Covr. ii. 6, 333, a, 29);
(2) kari dlvapw womTuchy wal
mabyruchy, like the 6Oepparrmciy
and the Oepuentir; (3) in the
sense which comprises such ex-
pressions as perpyThy, émaTRTOY,
Swavonror, The first two kinds
come also in Phys. iii. 1,200, b, 28.

3 Metaph. ihid. 1021, a, 26:
In the first two of the cases
adduced the mpds 7 is called ¢
dwep éorir EAAov Aéyerfar aird B
¢oriv (double is Huireos dirhdoov,
that which warms 8eppavrob
Bepuarticdr). In the third case
it is 7 #AXo mwpds abTd Adyeafar
(what can be measured or thought

has its proper essence indepen-

dently from the fact that it is
measured or thought, and only
becomes a relative in sofaras that
which measures and thinks enters
into relation with it). The like
also in MWetaph. x. 6, 10568, b, 84,
1057, a, 7.

4 Another division is found
in Zop. vi. 4, 125, a, 33 sqq.

3 The various peculiarities of
the Relative which are mentioned
in Cat. c. 7 are all found, as is
there remarked, only in a part of
that class : eg. the éavridrys
(6, b, 15, cf. Metaph. x. 6, 1056,
b, 85, ¢. 7, 1057, &, B7, and also
TREENDELENBURG, 123 sqq.), the
péAnoy wal frroy, the property of
correlatives to be simultaneous
(at. 7, b, 15), which is not found
in the relative of the second
class (the émoryriv, &o., seenate 3,
supre). Butitisa universal mark

.of every relative, to have a cor-

responding correlative (b mpis
ayTioTpépoyta Adyeotar, Cat. 6, b,
27 =qq.), which, in the main,
tallies with the statement made
at first (c. T ini.) and afterwards
repeated (8,a,338), that the mpds
T 18 Joo alre Gwep €oTiv ETépwy
elvar Aéyerar i) drwcaty EAAws Tpos
érepoy, the latter statement dif-
fering merely by being less exact.
Individual substances (ap@Ta
obefm) cannot be relative ; but
zeneric coneepts (Sedrepar obolar)
may be. C(ai. 8, a, 13 sqq.

% Thus in Ot o 7, 6, b 2,
the €ks, Bwdbeais, olofnoes, éme-
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The remaining categories are dealt with so briefly in
the treatise on the Categories—and, indeed, wherever
Aristotle mentions them-—that an extended account of
them cannot be given here.!

The essential meaning of the theory of the cate-
gories lies in the fact that it indicates to us how to
distingnish the different meanings of concepts and the
different corresponding relations of the actual. Thus,
in the first place, the original and unchangeable essence
or substance of each thing is distinguished from all that
is derivative.? Among things which are derivative, a
division is again made between the qualities. the activi-
ties, and the external circumstances. Of the qualities,
one class belong to things in themselves, and in this
case they express sometimes a quantitativeand sometimes
a qualitative determination—that is to say, they
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another class belong to things only in relation to other
things—that is to say, they are relative.! With regard
to activities, the most far-reaching opposition ig that of
Action and Passion ; on the other hand, the categories
of Possession and Situation, as has been already re-
marked,? have oaly a precarious rank, and ave afterwards
dropped by Aristotle himself sub silentio. Finally, as
regards external circumstances, these are taken on the
one hand in terms of Space, and on the other in terms
of Time, in the.categories of the Where and the When.
In strictness, however, both of these ought to have been
ranged under the Category of Relation ; and perhaps it
was this kinghip which led Avistotle to place them as a
rnle next in order after that category.® All the cate-
gories, however, lead back to Substance as their base.*

have relation either to the substratum or to the form ;2

oerapn, 0éms are referred to wpos
71, of which, however, the first
four belong also o Quality, the
last to Position; moely and
wdoyew, according to Melaph. v.
15, 1020, b, 28, 1021, a, 21, are
relative concepts; the parts of
a whole (mwnidriow, keparn, &c.)
are also said to be relative (Caf.
c. 7, 6, b, 86 sqq., of,, however,
8, a, 24 sgq.). Also Matter ( Plys.
ii. 2,194, b, 8); and if so, why not
Form as well ?

! In the abrupt ending of the
genuine Categories, . 9 (a8 0
which, see the latter part of n. 1
to p. 64, supra) it is merely said of
the category of moteir and mdr xew,
that it is susceptible of opposition
and of More and Less. as to
the other categories, there is
nothing but a reference to what

has gone before. Gen. ef Corr.i.
7, treats Action and Passion more
at length, but that passage deals
withthe physical meaning of these
terms, and we shall have to men-
tion it later on. “Efts is discussed
etymologically in Metaph. v. 15,
and in Cuf.c. 15 (in the Postpra-
dicamenta).

2 Cf. note 4 on next page.

* As TRENDELENBURG, p. 103,
rightly remarks, the Quale is re-
lated to the Form, the Quantum
to the Matter; vide supra, 284,
n. 1 and 4, p. 285, n. 2, of. p. 219,
n. 2. Thus similarity also, which,
according to Aristotle, consists
in qgualitative eguality (see p.
286, n. 3, 287, n. 2), is de-
fined, in another place, as
equality of Form (Metaph. x. 3,
1054, b, 8: Juoiz ¢ éav ph abra

awA@s Grte . . . . ket TO €[0S
Tabre %), in Melaph. iv. 5, 1010,
a, 28 sqq. memhr and woww arve
transposed with wordy and elbas,
and in Metaph. =i. €, 1063, a, 27,
wowr is taken as glots Gpouwér,
mogby (like Matter, wide infra)
as adpirros,

! All coneepts of relation re-
fer to something which is con-
ditioned ; substances are not wpds
Tei vide supra.

* Vide supra, p. 282.

*'That this is not without ex-
ception is clear from p. 282, n. 3.

Y Anal. Post.i. 22, 83, b, 11 :
wdpTe yip Talre [mwowy, &c.]
ovuBéBnre kol kaTe TEY obTiEy
karnyopsiTat (about ouuBefnrds
in this mearing see p. 275 sqq.).
Similarly 1. 19, ibid. a, 25, c. 4,
3. b, 5. Phye1 1, 1B5.a, 31:
obblEr yap TEV BEANwy XwpeToy oTi

VOL. L.

wape Thy obolay: wdvra yap raf
dworeyuévor Ths  ovolas  Aéyerar
(bur what is asserted kal’ droxel-
wévou iz a ovpBeBnids in the for-
ther zense: Anal. Post. 1. 4, 73,
b, &; Metaph. v. 30 fin, &c); e.
7, 190. a, 34: wal yap wocby kel
Towy kal mpbs Erepor kal woTE kel o
yiverar fmoxeiudvor Tous e T
by Thy etoloy unferds kar' EAAov
ANéyecbor tmoxeyévoy T 8 EAAa
warTa kate THs ovois; iii 4, 203,
b, 32. Metaph.vii. 1, 1028, a, 13,
ibid. 1. 32 wdvrwr 7 olote TpdTow
el Adye wal yrdoe kel xpéve (cf.
the whole chapter); c. 4, 1029, b,
23,c.13, 1038, b, 27, ix. 1 init. xi.
1, 1059, a, 29, xiv. 1, 1088, b, 4:
fiorepoy ~vép [Tiis oboias] wara ai
karnyoplar.  Gen. of Corr. 1. 3,
317, b, 8. Hence in all the enume-
rations ofioia goes first. Cf. also
nfra, ch, vii. dnif.

*® 5
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An inguiry, therefore, into Substance, or Being as such,
must be the starting-peint in the investigation of the
Actual.

2. The First Philosophy as the Seience of Being.

As Scienee in general has for its task the investiga-
tion of the grounds of things,' 8o the highest Science
muét be that which refers to the last and most universal
of the grou nds of things. For this gives us the mosb
compréhensive knowledge, everything else being com-
prehended under the most universal. It gives us the
knowledge which is most difficult to attain, as the most
universal principles are the furthest. removed from
sense experience. It gives us the surest knowledge,
since it has to do with the most simple concepts and
principles. Tt gives us the most instructive knowledge,
becanse it points out the highest grounds, and all
instruction is a setting forth of the grounds of things.
Tt gives us that knowledge which is most truly an end

to itself, in that it is concerned with the highest object

of knowledge. It gives us that which dominates all
other knowledge, for it establishes that end to which
all knowledge serves.> But any knowledge which is to
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set forth the ultimate grounds of things must clearly
include all actuality, for these ultimate grounds are
simply those which explain Being as sach.! Other
sciences, such as Physics and Mathematics, may Timit
themselves to a particular sphere, the conception of
which they take no further. The science of the ultimate
grounds of things must go through the whole world of
things, and must take them back, not to finite principles,
but to their eternal causes, and, in the last resort, to
that which is unmoved and incorporeal, from which
proceeds all movement and formation in ths corporeal -
world.* This science is the First Philosophy, which

' Metaph. iv. 1: forw eme  altd dmdpyorra va yéve: wepl & elguy

! Vide supre, p. 163 sqq. For
this we may especially cite
Metaph. 1. 1, where, with refer-
ence to prevailing views as to
wisdom, it is shown (981, b, 30)
that 6 udv Euwewos Tay droiavovy
exdvray aigbnoiw elval Sokel copo-
Tepos, b B TexviTys TEY Eumeipwy,
yewpoTéxpov Be apyiTeRT@y, afl 8F
BewpnTikel TEr TOTIKGY BEANDY.
Henece s 7 piv ode % oopla wept
Fwes wtias kel dpyds doTwr dwe-
aThey, dfAom

2 Metaph. 1. 2, where the above
isthus summed up (982, b, 7): é
GmdpTey oby Tay eipquérwy fmi THY
alThy emsThuny wiwrer b (nrod-
wevor dvopn [Fodia]: Bel yap ralbrqy
@Y TPLTRY GpXDY kal aiTi@v elvar
Oswpyructiy. COF. iil 2, 996, b, 8
sqq. Fth, N vi. 7. Metaph.vi. 1,
1028, =, 21: T - TyuwTdTRy
[Eaurrhuny] Bel wepl 7¢ TyuwTaTOY
~évos elvar, al utv odv Bewpyricel
TEv HAAwy EmiTTNUOY aipeTETEpdl,
abTn 3¢ Tew BexpyTikiy.

TTi N Tis T Bewpel 70 ov fi or kal Ti  amodemviovay GvayraiiTepoy

TobTy indpyorTa kil abrd. afiry 8’
éotly oiBepd TAY ér uéper Aeyo-
vy aimd - obSeuiayip TEvEA @y
émgkomer kalirou mepi Tob BuTus
1 oy, GAAG wepas ab ol Tt dmoTemi-
pevor mepl  Touroy Bewpoim: 7O
ouuBeBards . . . émel Be Tas dpyds
kal Tas arpordras alrios (mrotper,
8oy ds lreds Twes  avTas
avaykaior elvas kaf’ adrhy. . ., Bih
Kkal Huiv Tol yros § by tas wpdras
witlas Agrréor, Cf. note 2 and
supra, el iv. pasgim,

* See the previous note, and
see also Metaph, vi. 1:  af dpyal
kal T alrie (nreirar Té@vr drraw,
dhror Ge d1u 1 brra. Every science
has to do wih certain principles
and causes. &AAG Tagar abTol
[larpuch, patnuaricy, &c.| wepl &
Te kal peros T4 weprypabduerar wepl
TobToU WpaypareborTar, aAA’ obyi
wepl BpTas GwA@s olbe ff iv, 0Bt Tut
T oty ovdéva Aoyor wowoUrTar®
aAA’ ék Tolmov al ptv alcBfoe
Torjoaces avTo iAoy, ai & tmwdleoiy
AaBotoar vh 7l et obrw Té kal®

palar@repor. . . , dpolws 3¢ oib’
€ Eomw i) g éomi Th yévos wepl b
TpaypaTedoyTal 008y Adyovoe Si
T Ths abTis elvar diavoles T4 Te 7{
€ori BijAoy wotelv kal & dorw.  So
it is with Physics and Mathe-
matics, the former being econ-
cerned with that which is moved -
and in which the Form is not
separated from the Matter, the
latter being at the best concerned
with that which is abstracted
from Matter and Movement, but
which does not exist of itself as
immaterial and unmoved {cf. p.
183, n. 8) : el 8¢ 7l éaruw atbioy Kkal
axlynror Kal ywpwrrhy, Garepby G
BewpnTiijs ™o Ywdvar. o) uivror
PUITS YE L .. oDBE palBmuarichs,
aAle wporépas dupoiv, The object
of this science is the ywpiord kal
arivgre = dvdyrn 3¢ wdrra wiv T4
altia aidie elval, pdhiora 3¢ Taira -
TabTe Yip alri Tois davepols Tan
Oelwr. TIn them, if anywhere, 4
Beiov must be sought ; with them
stands or falls the possibility of

UL
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Aristotle also names Theology,! and ibs task is to inves-
tigate all actuality and the ultimate grounds thereof,
which, as being ultimate, are necessarily also the most
universal, and coneern, not any part of the actual, but
the whole.

Tt is true that the possibiliby of such a science is
open to much question. How can one and the same
seience treat of causes which are of different kinds, and
which do not act collectively together? And, on the
other hand, if we were to refer the causes of each genus
to a special science, how could any one of these sciences
claim to be that which is described above—sinee in this
case the qualities claimed for it would rather be divided
up among the special sciences?? © Again, it is a
question whether the First Philosophy is to draw into
its scope the principles of scientific procedure, or
whether these belong at all to any definite science,
inasmuoch as all sciences make use of them and it is
impossible to assign any definite object to which they
relate.? Or, again, is it to be a single science, or more
than one, which will deal with all classes of the actual ?
If there are more than one, the next question Iis,
whether they are all of the same kind or no, and which

T —

of them is the First Philosophy. If there be only one,
then it would seem that that one must include all

a First Philosophy : if there is
1othing else besides natural sub-
stances, Physics is the fizst sei-
ence : el & éorl Tis oliola &ximTos,
afiry wpoTépa kal dthogodia wp@ry
wal kaddéAoy ofirws Bri mwpdTn - Kai
wept o frros y by TaiTys Gr €
Gewpioas kel Ti doTe kal T8 Gmdpx-

ovra i v

 Metaph, loe. eit. et alib.; vid.
supra.

* Metaph. iil. 1, 995, F, 4, ¢.2
init.

3 Ihid. e. 1, 493, b, 6, c. 2, 996,
b, 26 ; cf. supra, ch. v. passim.,
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objects of knowledge, and thereby the multiplicity of
the special sciences would disappear.! Tinally we may
ask whether this single science is to relate only to sub-
stances or to their gualities also. The first alternative
seems inadmissible, because it would be then impossible
to say what kind of science had to do with the qualities
of Being. The latter seems untenable, because sub-
stances cannot be knowun by the same method of
demonstration as qualities.? ' ;
“Aristotle answers these questions by remarking
that not only that which falls under the same conception,
but a’so that which relates to the same object, belongs
to one and the same science.® This, he says, is the case
as regards Being. Only that which is itself Substance,
or is somehow related to substance, can be named Being.
All those conceptions which are in question denote
either that which is Substantial, or else qualities, activi-
ties and circumstances of Substance, and in the end they
all lead up to certain elementary pairs of opposites, and
opposites fall under the same science* TFor these
reasons he coneludes that it is one and the same science
which hag to deal with all Being assuch.® The difficulty

' Metaph. ibid. 995, b, 10, c. : Metaph. iv. 2, 1003, b, 12:

2,997, &, 15.

2L 1, 995, b, 18,.c. 2, 997, 4,
25. Among the svuBefinrdta Tats
eugiats oust be connted also the
concepts of Tadtde, ETepor, Suoior,
vartior, &c. enumerated in 995,
b, 20; cf. iv. 2, 1003, b, 34 sqq.
1004, a, 16 sqq. The furtler
Apories of tne third book, which
are conecerned not only with the
concept of the First Philosophy
but also with its contents, will
be mentioned later on.

ol ép pdvor T kal Er Aeyoudvay
emiorTAuns foTl Bexpiiom wds, aArd
Kal Tap wpis plar Aeyoudrar Graw.
hid. 1. 19, 1004, a, 24, ¢f. note 1;
and as to the difference between
kel & and wpbs &, sec Metaph.
vil. 4, 1040, a, 34 sqq.

*On this peint see p. 224,
SUpriL.

5 Metaph, iv. 2: 7d 8¢ or
Aeyerai pey woAAayws. eAAa mpls
Ev ral par Tvd pvow (for which
later : Gmay mpbs play apyiw) Kal
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that this science mustneeds resume in itself the content
of all other sciences, is removed in Aristotle’s mind by
the distinction he draws between the different senses of
Being. As Philosophy in general has to do with
Essential Being, so there will be as many sections of
Philosophy as there are kinds of Essential Being.! As
Being determinate is distinguished from Being in
general, so is the First Philosophy as the universal
science distinguished from the special sciences. It
deals with the particular also, not in its particularity,
but as a form of Being. Tt abstracts from the peculiari-
ties whereby a particular thing distinguishes itself from
others, in order to have regard to that only in it which
appertains to all Being.? The objection that Substance
itself must needs be treated in other ways thau that

oby duwviuws ..., Th pby yip Bre 25, b, 27 8qq.
odalos ivra Adyera, & 8 Bri wdn ' Metaph, iv. 2, 1004, a, 2,

obales, 76 8 d1168ds €is oboiav, 3
Pplopai 4 areplioers ) wordryres 3
TOMTIRS 7] yerynTind obaias, i Téy
wpbs Thy oliolar Aeyouévww, §Totrwy
TS aropdrets 9 odalas® Bib kal Th
pd) by elvar uiy oy papéy. The consid-
eration of One also belongs to
this science, forthe & and the by
are (ibid. 1003, b, 22) radrdr Kkai
we Qlots r& arodovlely, Eomep
apxh Kal aiTwy, AN oby ds &
Adyw dnhoduera |, . . Bnhor odw
61t kel 70 fvra wds GewpRoar 7
dyra. mavrexob B¢ wvplws Tob
apdrov §) moThun ket €E ob Ta
dAAe fprarar kol 00 Adyorrar, e
oly o’ eorly § oboia, v@r odeiGy
by 8ot Tas Gpyds el Tas aitias
Exew Thv puddoodor. . . . bid kol Tov
Jvros Sou oy Oewplicar puas éorw
EmTHUNS TG Yéver Td Te by Tar
€idav.  Further, 1004, a, 9 s

&,

* Metaph. iv. 2, 1004, 8, 9 sqq.
Since the concepts of the One
and the Many, of Identity and
Distinetion, &c., relate to one
and the same object, therefore
one and the same science must
deal with them; 1004, h, &:
émel ofy Tob évds 7 v kol rob drros
# oy TavTe kel adrd Cet wibn,
adl’ obx 4 dpibuol 4 ypapual § ip,
dfihor @s disivns Ths emgTiuns kal
Tt éoT yrepicar kol T cuuBeBirds
abrols.  As - the mathematical
and physical properties of things
form a special province, ofite xal
1@ dvr § by EoreTwé B, kai
TeiT' éoTi wepl dv Tob pukoadpou
emneyaorlar TaAnlés, Thid, 1004,
a, 8. This is further illustrated
in xi. 3, 1061, a, 28 sqq.

R —
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which proceeds by deducing its essential attributes wonld
not trouble Aristotle,! since the same thing would be true
of the fundamental conceptions of any science what-
ever. To the question whether the First Philosophy
would also deal with the general principles of scientific
procedure, Aristotle answers in the affirmative, inas-
much as these principles themselves relate to Being in
general rather than to any particular class of Being.
In fact, he proceeds immediately to a detailed investi-
gation of the law of Contradiction and the Excluded
Middle, which by reason of its relation to Methodology
has been already discussed at p. 251. By Aristotle,
however, these inquiries are in the present connection
treated ontologically, as giving knowledge of the actual,
for which reason he includes them in his First Philo-
sophy.2

8. The Fundamental Questions of Metaphysics and
their Treatment by earlier Philosophers.

The forerunners of Aristotle had left him a series of
problems in the way of metaphysical inquiry for which
he found it necessary to obtain a new solution. The
most important of these, to the answering of which the
fondamental ideas of his system are immediately
directed, were the following :

1. First of all, how are we to think of the actual ?
Is there nothing but corporeal existence, as the pre-
Socratic natural philosophy assumed? Or is there,
beside and above that, something uncorporeal, as

! It is nowhere expressly answered in the Metaphysica.
® Metaph. iv. 3.

VOL. L : *g4
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Anaxagoras, the Megarians and Plato said? Ave the
altimate grounds of things of the nature of matter
only, or is form to be distinguished from matter as a
peculiar and a higher prineiple ?

2. Connected with this is the question of the rela-
tion of the Individual to the Universal. What iz that
which is essential and in the last resort actual ? Is it
the individual things or the universal ideas, or is there
perhaps in truth only one universal Being? The first
was the common view which had lately come out, bluntly
enongh, in the Nominalism of Antisthenes; the second
was the theory of Plato; the third that of Parmenides
and of Bucleides after him.

3. Seeing that unity of being and manifold existence
are both given in experience, how can we hold these
two together in thonght? Can the One be at the same
time a manifold, including in itself a number of parts
and qualities? Can the Many come together in an
actual unity ? These questions also were variously
smswered. Parmenides and Zeno had denied that the
two ideas could be reconciled, and had therefore
declared the manifold to be a delusion, while the
Sophists used the assumption of the manifold for their
theory of argument, as Antisthenes for his theory of
knowledge.! 'The Physicists of the Atomic and
Empedoclean schools limited the relation hetween the
Many and the One to that of an external and mechanical
juxtaposition of parts. The Pythagoreans found in
number, and Plato, with keener philosophic insight, in
his Tdeas, a means of combining a multitude of different

! See ZELLER, Pl. d. G'r. pt. 1, pp. 985 ete.
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determinations of being in an inner unity, while the
corresponding relation in sensible things explained
itgelf, according to Plate, by impact.

4. Equally different were the views held as to the
passing of the one into another—that is, as to the theory
of Change and Becoming. How can being become
not-being, or not-being heing ? How can anything
come to be or cease to be? How is movement possible,
or change? Such were the questions that Parmenides
and Zeno had asked in doubt, and the Megarians and
bhe Sophists had repeated their questionings. The like
difficulties drove Empedocles and Anaxagoras, Leuc-
ippus and Democritus to explain the coming to be and
ceasing to be of all things by the combinations and
separations of unchangeable matter. Plato himself so
far agreed with them that he confined change to the
sphere of appearances, and excepted from it all that
was traly actual.

Avistotle has all these questions clearly in view.
To the first two problems related most * of the amopias
with which he opens his great work on Metaphysics,
after the introductory diseussions of the first book. Are
sensible things the only essential being, or is there
besides them some other ? Ts the ¢ other” of one kind, or
is it manifold like the Ideas and mathematical entities
of Plato 7?2 The limitation of ‘Being to sensible things
is contradicted by the series of arguments on which Plato
had already based his Ideal Theory: such as, that the

! With the exception of those 2 Metaph. iii, 2, 997, a, 34 5qq.
just mentioned, which are con- (xi. 1, 1089, a, 38, c. 2, 1060, b,
cerned with the office of the First 23), iil. 6, viii. 2.

Philosophy in general,
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particnlar things of sense, passing and indistinet as
they are, can be no object of knowledge ;' and that all
the world of sense, as passing, presupposes an eternal—
as moved, presupposes an unmoved—as formed, presup-
poses a forming canse.? These Platonic assumptions,
however, as we presently find, are beset by all manner
of difficulties. The problem returns in the form of the
question 2 whether the ultimate grounds of things are
to be sought for in their genera, or in their consbituent
parts—the latter being the basis of their material
conditions, the other the basis of their formal deter-
minations.* For either view plansible arguments may
be adduced. On the one hand there is the analogy of
corporeal things, whose constituent parts we name when
we have to explain their character. On the other
hand there are the conditions of knowledge, which we
attain to by a process of determination through concepts
in the assignment of gemera and species. And as
between these again there arises immediately the ques-
tion, whether the highest genera or the lowest species
ought to be treated as the true principia. The former
would be universal, including all individual existence as
an wlfimate principle should do. The latter would be
determinate conceptions, and out of such only could the
individual in its peculiarity of character be obtained.®
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On the like considerations rests the other difficulty, to
which Aristotle rightly gives special prominence '—the
question whether it is only individual things that are ac-
tnal, or whether the universal of the generabeactunalalso.?
The former theory seems untenable because the sphere
of individual existences is unlimited and of that which
is unlimited no knowledge is possible, and since all
knowledge in any case is of universals. The latter is
open to all the objections which lie against the theory
of a universal existing independently, or the Ideal
Theory of Plato.® An application of this question to a
particular case iz contained in the further inquiry,
whether the conceptions of the One and of Being denote
enything substantial or are only predicates for some
subject of a different nature. Those who accept
universals at all (e.g. Number) as in any way sub-
stantial, must affirm the first proposition; but the
opposite opinion is not only supported by the analogy
of the whole world of concrete things, but also by the
argument that you cannot freat the One as substance
without denying, as did Parmenides, the existence of

\ Metaph. iii. 4 init. o, 6 fin, MWetaph. il 4, 999, b, 1: € pev

\ Metaph. vii. 15, 1039, b, 27;
iv. 5, 1009, a, 36, 1010, a, 3, of. i.
6, 987, a, 34; xiii. 9, 1086, a, 87,
b, 8.

¢ Ihid. iii. 4, 999, b, 3 =qq.

3 Metaph. iil. 3 : wérepor 3el
T& yérn aToryela kal dpyas drokau-
Bdvew ) paihor & by dvumapxdyrwy
dorly Ekaoror mpdTer (xi. 1, 1059,

b, 21).

4 Vide supra, ch. v.

3 Metaph. iii. 8998, b, 14 sqq.
(xi. 1, 1059, b, 34). Among the
varied and often intricate forms
of Aristotle’s dialectic, it is only
possible to state here the leading
line of reasoning.

(ef. vii, 13 sq.), xiii. 6, xi. 2 init,,
ibid. 1060, b, 19. In the first
passage this Apory is called the
TeoEY YaAeTwTdTy Kol GreryraiTdTY
Bewpiiras; similarly in xiii. 10,
1086, a, 10; and we shall find
later on, that its importance and
diffienlty rest not merely on the
opposition of Aristotle to Plato,
but also on the intringic contra-
diction involyed in the founda-
tions of his own system.

2 That this Apory coincides
with that adduced on p. 208,
Aristotle himself asserts in

ofy unbéy éori wapir T kab’ ExacTe,
olfféy by -efy voyTdr GANGE wdrTG
algbnti, and hence he here again
adduces the reasons, which were
there mentioned.

¢ Metaph. iii. 4, c. 6, 1003, a,
3, ¢f. p. 161, 4. Only another
expression for the above is the
question (iii. 4, 999, b, 24, xi. 2

fim.), whether the dpyal are eife

&y or apifug 2w T yap dpifus Ev
# T rabéramTor Afyew Dimpepe
oty (999, b, 33 cf. c. 6, 1002, b,
30).
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the Many, as such.! To the same head belongs the
question whether Numbers and Figures are Substances
or no, and to this also opposite answers are possible.
For as the qualities of bodies are mere predicates from
which we distinguish the bodies themselves as their
substrata, and as these bodies presuppose, as their
elements, the surface, the line, the point, and unity, it
would seem that surface and unity must be as sub-
stantial as body is; while on the other hand these have
not any existence for themselves but only in corporeal
things, and they do not come to be and cease to be, as
Substances do.? Yet another difficulty which leads back
to the relation of the individual to the Universal is this.
The principia. must on the one hand, as it seems, be of
a potential character, since possibility precedes actuality :
on the other hand, they must be actual, since otherwise
Being would be merely accidental® Individual things,
indeed, do actually existi: whereas the universal concept,
except in so far as it has found for itself a place in
individual entities, exists only potentially. And finally,
if there be besides the corporeal, an uncorporeal, and
beside the changing, an eternal, the final question must
be whether both ot these have the same prineipiat or
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decide whether the principia of the changeable are
themselves changeable or unchangeable. If they be
changing, then we must go back to deeper primcipia,
with which the same dilemma will recur, If they be
unchangeable, then we have to explain how it can be
that out of the unchanging, in one case the changeable,
in another the unchangeable, arises.! The like dif-
fienlty, in truth, applies to all the different classes of
Being. How, for example, is it possible that things
which fall under wholly different categories, such as
those of Substance and Relation, can lead back to
principles that are one and the same 72 i

The cther questions stated above —those relating to
the unity of the manifold, and the possibility of change—
were clearly present to Aristotle’s mind, and he songht
in the first principles of his Metaphysics to find a solu-
tion for them. The combination of the manifold into
unity, concerns him chiefly as leading up to the inguiry
how the genus and the differentia can be one in con-
ception ;* though he recognises that the same (uestion
may be raised in all cases where things of a different
nature are combined.! Aristotle’s answer, in all such

v Metaph. iil. 4, 1000, a, 5 1044, a, 5, and settled in the

not. If we say Yes, it seems impossible to explain the

difference betwean them.

Y Metaph. iii 4, 1001, a, 3
s4q., and, referring to this, x. 2,
xi 1, 1059, b, 27, c. 2, 1060,
a, 36.

* Metaph. iii. 5 (cf. xi. 2, 1060,
b, 12 sqq., and on p. 1002, b, 32 :
viil. 5 imit. c. 3, 1043, b, 15). We
shall meet with further objec-
tions to this view in the eriticism

If we say No, then we must

of the Pythagorean and Platonic
doctrines.

8 Ihid. iii, 6, 1002, b, 32 cf.
Boxrtz and SCHWEGLER on this
passage.

* As Plato supposed, in full
aceordance with Aristotle’s view.
Cf. ZELLER, PL. d. Gr.pt. i. p. 628
sq. 803 sq.

sqq. (xi. 2, 1060, a, 27).

* Ibid. xii, 4.  Avistotle
answers (ifid. 1070, b, 17) that
the final prounds of things are
only analogically the same for
all,

? This question also ocenrs in
Anal, Post, il, 6, 92, a, 29. In
De Tnterpr. c. 5, 17, a, 13, it is
proposed, discussed more fully
in Metaph. vii. 12, again tonched
upon in viii. 8, 1043, b, 4 sqq.,

manner stated in the text by viii,
6.

* Thus with regard to nam-
bers (Metaph. viii. 3, 1044, a, 2,
c. 6 ¢mit.)), and to the relation
between soul and body (e. ¢,
1045, b, 11; De An, ii. 1,412, b,
6sqq.); but also in many other
cases : cf. Metaph. viii. 6, 1045,
b, 12: kalror & adrlds Adyos el
wdvTey, &e.
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cases, as will be seen, is in its essence one and the
same, It is based upon the relation of the possible
and the actual—of Matter and Form.! The problems
of Becoming and Change are of still greater importance
for the Aristotelian system. If a thing comes to be,
does it arize out of being or out of not-being ? If a
thing ceases to be, does it become something, or nothing ?
Does change mean the becoming of opposite out of
opposite, or of the same out of the same? The one
seems to be impossible—because nothing can come out
of nothing, nor can anything return to nothing, nor
take on it the qualities of its opposite (e.g. warmth the
qualities of cold). The other alternative is equally
impossible, because it is absurd that anything should at
a definite time come to be that which it already is.* A
similar case iz the analogons problem whether those
things which act upon each other are likes or opposites.?
In all these questions, difficulties are brought to light
which are soluble only by a careful inguiry into the
first principles of philosophy. ,

' Qf. Phys. i. 2 fin, where this gquestion coincides with-the
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The contributions which his forernnners had made
towards their solution, did not in any way satisfy Ari-
stotle! He takes exception to most of the pre-Socratic
philosophies primarily because of their materialism,
which made it impossible for them to reach out to the
first principles of the incorporeal ;2 and he further
objects that they practically took mno account of ideal
and final causes.?®

The earlier Tonic school is criticised by him because
of the difficulfies which beset every ome of their pre-
suppositions,* because of their tendeney to overlook the
moving canuse,” and because of the superficial way in
which they erected an arbitrarily chosen element into
the universal basis of things, whereas the sensible
qualities and changes of bodies are conditioned by the
opposition of different elements.®

The same criticism holds for Heraclitus, in so far as
he agrees with the Tonic school in assigning a material
element as fhe basis.” To his peculiar doctrine as to
the flux of all things and the meeting of opposites,
Aristotle has other objections. He thinks that the

Lyeophron and others are blamed
for running into difficulties by
the inference that one must at
the same fime be many: Hewep
obic 2vexdpevoy Tabriy € TE "f‘i
ToAAE eivar, wh TerTkshuewe Bé-
¥ori yip To Ev kal Buydper kal
éyTehexeia.
oy Phys. i 6, 189, a, 22, c.
7,190, b, 30, e. & nit. ibid. 191,
b, 10 sqq., Gen. ef Corr. i. 3 anit.
ibid. 317, b, 20 sqq. Metaph. il
1 fin. ;
2 See Gen. et Corr.1.7; Plys.
i 6, 1890, a, 22, e. T, 180, b, 24,
¢. 8 191, a, 84, To Azstotle

other, as to Change, since that
which acts corresponds with
that which suffers: dor’ avayxy
b mdaxoy els TH ooty peraBiAdewy
(@en.. et Corr. i. 7, 324, a, 9},
Hence it is true that, on the one
hand, things which are not op-
posed cannot act upon  one
another: oix éfivrnor yap ENAnha
THs diosws dra Wit éravrie pfT
ek Syayriny daTl Cibid, p. 323, by
28); but on the other hand,
neither can absolute opposites:
b BAAAA@Y yap wdoxew Thvartia

adtvaroy ( Phys. 1. 7, 190, b.. 33).

doctrine of the flux is on the one hand not accurately
thought out, while on the other hand it overlooks the

! For what follows of. STRiTM-
PELL, Gesch. d. theor. Phil, d.
G7. 157-184; BRANDIS, ii. b, 2,
p- B89 sqy.  Aristotle’s eriticism
ofearlierphilosophers is heredealt
with only in so far as it concerns
their fundamental doetrines.

2 Metaph. i. 8 init. cf. iv. 5,
1009, a, 36, 1010, a, 1.

¢ Metaph. 1. T, 988, a, 34 sqq.
B, 28, Gen. et Corr. i1 9, 335, b,
32 80q., Gen. dn. v. 1, 778, b, T.

* See De Celo, il 5, Metaph.
i. 8, 988, b, 29 sqq.

5 Metaph.i. 8,988, b, 26; Gen.
et Corr.il. 9, 335, b, 24,

8 Gen. et Corr. i 1, 329, a,
8; De Cwlo, iii. 5, 304, b, 11, cf.
ibid. 1. 3, 270, a, 14; Phys. 1. 7.
190, a, 138 sqq. iii. 5, 205, a, 4.

" Aristotle, indeed, generally
puts him along with Thales,
Anaximenes, &c.; see ZBLLER,
Ph. d. Gr. pt. 1. 585, 1.
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fact that every change presupposes s substratum ; that
under alterations of matter, the form maintains itself ;
that it is not all kinds of change which conld go on
od enfiwitum ; and that from the changeableness of
earthly things we ought not to draw any conclusion as
to the universe as a whole.! The theory of the unity
of opposites he dismisses by the argument that Hera-
clitus is in conflict with the Law of Contradiction.?

The objections to Empedocles cover various points

of detail regarding his natural philosophy which cannot -

be gone into here, but they reach also to the funda-
mentals of his system. His assumptions ag to the
immutability of the original matter are held to invelve
the impossibility of qualitative change, of the passageof
the elements into one another as seen in experience, and
of their combination inte unity in the derivative forms
of matter, and also of the doctrines, upheld by Empe-
docles himself, as to the guantitative identity of the
elements and their co-exisfence in ‘the Sphere’?
Aristotle also objects that the derivation of these ele-
ments is not shown, and that they are not carried back
to the original divisions of material being* which are
only incompletely presented in the definite kinds of
matter known to us as fire, water, &.> He remarks
that the opposition of heavy and light is not explained

! Metaph. iv. B, 1010, a, 15 gives a detailed refui.utiou of the
saq.; Phys. viil 3, 253, b, 9sqq.  atomistic reduction (by EMPE-
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at all,' and that in the theory of the pores and efluxes
an explanation of the mutual influence of bodies is
put forward which would logically lead ta absolute
Atomism.® The two  causes of motion ’ in the Empe-
doclean system he considers not to be properly dednced
from first principles nor to be sufficiently distingnished,
since Love not only unites but also divides, and Hate not
only divides but also unites ;3 and he remarks that since
1o laws of their working are laid down, an inordinate
scope is left, in the fashioning of the world, to Chance.4
He holds the assumption of alternating states of the
world to be arbitrary and untenable *and the theory of the
composition of the soul out of the elements to be beset
with difficulties of all kinds.® Finally, Aristotle believes
that the philosophy of Empedocles would lead in the end
to a sensationalism which would makeall truth uncertain.?

The criticisms on the Atomic theory are of a similar
kind.  Aristofle admits that the theory has a very
plausible basis. If we start from the Eleatic presupu-
positions, and if we desire nevertheless to save the ideas
of the manifold and of movement, then an Afomic
theory is the most convenient way of escape.  So if we
think it an impossibility to suppose bodies to be actually
divisible ad infinitum, the only alternative seems to lie

-1n the assumption of indivisible atoms as their ultimate

b De Celo, iv. 2,309, 8, 19, Port. An. i1, 640, a. 19 - Pi
* Gew ot Corr. 1 8; of Vi1, 95%,a.% | | L 2"

* Bee ZELLER, Ph d. Gr. i
600 =q., and 483, 1.

s Metaph. 1. 8, 989, a, 22-30;
Hen. et Corr. 1. 1, 329, b, 1, c.
7, 334, a, 18, 26, c. 6 init. ibid.
i1, 314, b, 10, 315, a, 3, c. 8, 325,
b, 16. In De Cwlo, iii, 7 init, he

DOCLES) of éAMolwats to Ekrpiois,
+ The opposites * warm and
cold, &e, on which Aristotle
bases his own theory of the ele-
ments.
8 fGlen.ef Core. 1. 8, 825, b, 19,
ii. 3, 330, b, 21.

;ﬁELLER, Ph. d. Gr. part i- 635, 3 Phys. viil. 1,251,. b, 28 sqq.:
% See ZELLER, Ph.d. Gr. pti. i, i"?SoE, 11;,"128.0’ e
tiB‘_,_ 2, and Metaph. iii. 8, 9886, ¢ De An. i. 5, 409, b, 23-410
a, 25. " b, 27; Metaph. ii. 4, 1000, b, 3.
' Gon. et Corr.il. 6,333, 5,2 * Mataph. 1v. 5. 1009, b. 19
sqq. (cf. ZELLER, %id. 703,1); of. ZWLLER, ibid, 797, 1.
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constibuents.! Aristotle, however, neither admits these
Eleatic presuppositions, nor does he concede that the
division of bodies can ever reach its limit,2 or that the
coming of definite things into being could be treated
as a combination of minima, or their passing omt of
existence as a resolution into atoms.* Rather does he
hold that indivisible bodies are impossible, since every
fixed quantity can be divided into fixed quantities, which
again must be divisible.* He says that atoms which are
neither qualitatively distinguished nor capable of acting
on each other could not explain the different qualities
and the interaction of bodies or the passage of the
elements into one another or the processes of becoming
and change.® The theory that the atoms are infinite in
number and kind is also rejected, because the pheno-
mena can be explained without this hypothesis, since all
differences of quality or of form are reducible to cer-
tain fundamental types, and since the situation and
moyvement, of the elements in nature are also limited

by number; and it is Aristotle’s view that a limited

numnber of original entities is always to be preferred to
an infinity of them, because the limited is better than
the limitless.5 The assumption of empty space, so far
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from being necessary! to explain phenomena such as
those of movement, wonld rather be inconsistent with
the characteristic movement of bodies and the dif-
ferences of weight, for in a vacuum nothing could have
any particular place towards which it would tend, and
everything would necessarily move with equal quick-
ness.? He finds that movement and itz different kinds
are, in the Atomic Philosophy, simply presapposed, and
not deduced from first principles.* He objects that the
school completely overlooks the teleology of nature,
and that instead of giving us any principles on which
phenomena rest, it refers usg to an unsolved necessity,
or to the assertion that in fact things have always been
as they -are.! There are further polemical passages,
which can only here be mentioned in passing : against
the theory of an infinite number of co-existent worlds ;°
against Democritus’ explanation of sense-perception ; °
against his doctrine concerning the soul,” and his
acceptance of sensory appearance as fruth.®

The natural philosophy of Anaxagoras is so closely
connected with the physics of the Atomists and Empe-

' Phys.iv. 7-9, ¢f. c. 6. More ' Bee ZELLER, Ph. d. Gr. pt.

I Gen. et Corr. 1. 8, 324, b, 35
sqq. e. 2, 816, a, 13 sqq.; cl
ZELLER, ibid. T64 sqq.

2 Gen. et Corr.i. 2, 317,23, 1
sqq. DBut Aristotle expresses
himself more exactly on this
point, though without explicit
reference 1o the Atomic theory,
in Plys. iil. 6 =q.

3 Fen, et Corr 1.8 37, a,
17 sqq.

* Phys.vi. 13 De Celo, iil. 4,
803, a, 20.

® Gen. et Corr.i. 8, 325, b, 34
sq. c. 9, 327, 4, 14; De Ceelo, 1ii.
4, 303, a, 24 ; whid. c. T, . 8, 306,
a, 22 sqq. We shall have more
to say on this subject later.

& De Ceelo, iil, 4, 308, a, 17 sgq.
29 sqq. b, 4: ¢k Phys. 1. 4 pin.
viii. 6, 259, 2, §.

on this later.

2 Phys.iv. 8, 214, b, 28 sqq.;
e Ceelo 1. 7,275, b, 29, 277, a,
33 sqq. il 13, 294, b. 30, iiL 2,
300, b, 8. With regard to the
theory of Weight held by Demao-
critus, see further De Cevlo, 1v. 2,
6; as to the influence of Ari-
stotle’s aitack upon the changes
which Epieurus made in the
atomic theory, see ZELLER, Ph.
4. Gr. pt. iii. a, 378.

8 Metaph. xii. 6, 1071, b, 531.

i. 788 sqq., and Gen. An. v. 8 vers.
fin., where Aristotle’s criticism of
the mechanical explanation of
nature by Democritus, is very
similar to Plato’s criticism in the
Pheedo  of that proposed by
Anpazagoras.

> De Cwle, 1. 87 see ZELLER,
ibid, 797, 2.

¢ Pe Seasu, ¢ 4, 442, 3, 29,

T De An. 1.3, 406, b, 15, of. ¢,
2, 403, b. 29, 405, a, 8.

5 YELLER, ibid. 822.

%2
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docles that it is open for the most part to the same

objections. The infinite number of his primary bodies is
not only needless, inasmuch as a small number would do

equally well, but it is also mistaken inasmuch as it would
make all knowledge of things impossible. Again, since
the primary differences of kinds of matter are limited in
number, o must be the primary bodies also. Since all
bodies have a natural magnitude, their constituent
paris (the so-called ogotopepsi) cannot be of indefinite
size; and since all bodies are limited, there cannot he
in each thing, as Anaxagoras was logically obliged to
hold, constituents belonging to the infinitely various
kinds of matter.! TFurther, if primary matter is to be
looked for in the simplest bodies, few of the duotopepi
could be considered as primary watter? Anaxagoras
recoguises the existence of change in things, but the doc-
trine of the unchangeability of their constituent parts is
inconsistent with that adwission. The continuity of
bodies is negated by the infinite number of their consti-
tuents,” in spite of Anaxagoras’s weak attack upon the
theory of empty space.! Aristotle finds that Anaxagoras
13 as little able to account for differences of weight as was
Fmpedocles® The original mingling of al] kinds of
matter, ags Anaxagoras states it, would be unthinkable ; %

1 Phys. i, 4, 187, b, T sqq; the latter part of ch. vill, infra.

Be Celey iii. 4. Fora further + Phys. iv. 6, 213, a, 22,

remark as tothe infinite in space, 3 De Calo, iv. 2, 309 a, 19.

see Plys. iii. b, 208, b, 1. ? Desides the physica;l objec-
t De Cerlo, . 4, 302, b, 14, tions which are raised against it

¥ Gen. ef Corr. 1. 13 Phys. in 1Ie:apfa i. 8, Gen. et Corr. i
iii. 4, 203, a, 19. Further objec- 10, 827. b, 19, Aristotle asserts
tions of a similar kind, but not both of this statement and of the
especially directed against Anax- corresponding one (that, at all
ageras, will be dealt with in times, everything is in eve'y-
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but if it were more correctly stated it would lead to the
substitution of “ matter’ (conceived of as one and with-
out qualities) for the infinite variety of primary hodies
which Anaxagoras assumed.! The theory, common to
bim and others, of a begiuning of movement among
matter, after infinitely continned rest, would contradict
the regularity of the order of nature.2 Aristotle freely
recognises the advance made when Anaxagoras formu-
lated the doctrine of universal mind, but he considers
it to be still unsatisfactory, inasmuch as, on the one
hand, it did not bear fruit in the explanation of nature,
and, on the other hand, as applied even to man, it mis-
conceived the distinction between the spirit :—md the
soul.?

With regard to the Eleatics (among whom he takes
little acconnt of Xenophanes and Melissus),* Aristotle’s
first point is that their philosophy contains no basis for
auy explanation of phenomena.” Their primary axioms
he takes to be vitiated by grave obscurities ; they talk
of ‘the unity of being’ without keeping dmtlm,t the
different meanings of unity ; and thus they attribute to
being such qualities as negate in turn its unconditional
unity (e.y. limit in Parmenides, and limitlessness in
Melissus). They do not understand that every proposi-
tion involves the duality of subject and predmate of

thing), that it destroys the Phys.i. 2, 185, a. 10, 0. 3 fuit.,
p'mmple of contradiction. See and De (wlo, ii. 13, 204, a2, 21 ;
ZELLER, Ph.d. Gr. pt. i. 911, on the other band Parmenides i is
! Metaph. i. 8, 939, a, 30. always treated with rf.s,pect
* Phys. viii. 1, 2::-#, a, 10 sgn. * Metaph. 1.5, 986, b, 10 sqq. ;
¥ See JLLLLR, hh:i’ 287, 4, ans i 2. 184, b, 25; L'e oelo,
893, 25 De 4An. i. 2, 404, b, 1, iii 298, b, 14 Gen. .ft Lorp. 1.
405, 4, 13. 8, %2') a, 173 cf. SEXT. Vath, x.
* detaph. 1. 5, 986, b, 261 48,
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thing and quality, so thab we cannot even say that
¢ Being is’ withount distinguishing between Being as
substance and the Being we attribute to it as guality—
which latter, if there were only one Being, would
necessarily be something other than Being, i.c. not-
being.! The Fleatics assert the unity of Being and
deny not-being, whereas in fact ¢ Being " is only a com-
mon predicate of all things, and ¢ Not-being’ is perfectly
thinkable as the negation of some definite kind of heing
(e.g. not large; &e.).2 They attack the divisibility of
Being, and yet at the same time describe it as extended
in space® They deny all ¢ Becoming,’ and therefore
the multiplicity of things, on the ground that every
process of becoming must start either from Being or
from Not-heing, and both hypotheses are untemable.
They overlook a third possibility, which not only
makes Becoming conceivable, but is the sole expres-
sion of any actual process of becoming—namely, that
anything becomes what it is, not out of absolute Not-
being, but out of that which is relatively not-being.*
Aristotle holds that Zeno's polemic against move-
ment rests upon similar misconceptions, inasmuch

as he treated space and time not as fixed but as

discrete quantities, and arguned on the assumption
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that they consisted of an infinite number of actnal
subdivisions, whereas in fact they merely include poten-
tially in themselves all possible subdivisions.! Still
less importance does he attach to the arguments used
by Melissus to prove that Being is limitless and motion-
less.? How can it be supposed that ‘All is One;
unless we are prepared to ignore all the differences of
things, and to represent even contradictory opposites
as one and the same??® Here also Aristotle finds
unproved assumptions as to the prineiples of things, and
an absolute failure to solve the weightiest questions of
philosophy.

Neither does he find a solution among the Pytha-
goreans, who attempted a philosophy of nature, although
their principles made movement and change, which are
the basis of all natural processes, inconceivable.* They
proposed to explain the corporeal by referring it to
number. Yet how can that which is extended in space
be derivable from numbers, or how can weight arise out
of that which is neither light nor heavy?? How, in
fine, can the qualities of things be so derived at all 76
What is the meaning of saying that in the formation of
the world, the One, as corporeal size, was ‘the centre
which drew unto itself portions of the limitless’?7

! This is the essential point
of the complicated dialectical
discussion in Phys. 1. 2, 105, a,
20-c. 3 vers. fin. On the second
half of these discussions (e. 3),
¢f. Prato, Farm. 142, B sq.,
Soph. 244, B sqgn.; and see
ZELLER, ihid, p. 562 sq.

= Phys. 1. 3, 187, a, 3; of.
ZELLER, ibid, 663 sq. :

3 Metaph. iii. 4, 1001, b, 7; cf.
ZHBLLER, ihid. 541.

Y Phys. 1. 8, cf. Metaph. ziv.
2,1009, a, 26 sqq. (The point will
be treated more in detail in ch.
viil. @nfre.)  On the other hand,

the Eleatic hypothesis is an--

swered in Gen. et Corr. 1, 8, 325,
a, 13 merely by a reference to
the opposed facts of experience,

1 Phys. vi. 9, ¢. 2, 233, o, 21;

- of. ZELLER, ibid. 545 sqq.

2 Phys. 1, 3 init.; cf. ZELLER,
ibid. 354, 2. :

3 Phys 1. 2, 185, b, 19 sqq.

1 Metaph. 1. 8, 989, b, 29 sqq.

5 Metaph, 1. 8, 990, a, 12 sqq.
iii, 4, 1001, b, 17, xiii. 8, 1083, b,
8 sqg. xiv. 3, 1090, a, 30; De
Ceelo, iii. 1 fin.

§ Metaph. xiv. 5, 1092, b, 15.
Tie passage refers to Platonies
and Pythagoreanstogether. Other
remarks, which refer immediately
to Plato and his school, but also
apply to the Pythagoreans, need
not be here cited.

© Metaph, xiii. 6, 1080, b, 16,
ziv, 3, 1091, a, 13; ¢f. ZBLLER,
ibid. 381 sq. 349, 4.,
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Again, where things different in character are explained -

by one and the same number, are we to distinguish
between different classes of numbers by reason of the
differences of the things they signify, or are we to deny
the variety of these things by veason of the likeness of
the numbers that denote them?! How, again, can
universal conceptions sach as the One and the Infinite
be of the nature of substance ?? Finally, if we pro-
ceed to inquire as to the way in which the Pythagoreans
applied their theory of numbers, we come upon singular
superficiality and caprice.? The theory of number itself
1s very incompletely worked out,* and there are numer-
 ous untenable positions in their theory of physics which
Aristotle marks with censure.?

Not only the earlier schools of Natural Philosophy, but
also the lafer systems called, in Aristotle’s view, for fun-
damental reconsideration. Only one of the later schools
can be specially dealt with here, because in this con-
nection there is no account to be taken of the Sophists.
What they taught was to Aristotle’s mind only a mock
wisdom, which dealt in the contingent, the unessential,

and the unreal.® His task in regard to them was, not

Y Metaph. i. 8, 990, a, 18 (cf.
ZELLER, ibid. 362, 1), vii. 11,
1036, b, 17 cf. xiv. 6, 1093, a, 1, 10.

* With regard to Being and
the One, this view is explained
(against Plato and the Pytha-
goreans) in Metaph. iii. 4, 1001,
a, 9, 27 ¢f =, 2; and it is there
especially remarked that the
assertion of the substantiality
of the One would destroy the
plurality of thines. As to the
amepor of. Phys, iii. 5, and also
c. 4,203, a, 1.

* Metapl. 1. 5, 986, a, 6, 987,
a, 19,

* See ZBLLER, ibid. 367, 2.

® Such as the © Antichthon’
(ZELLER, ibid. 383, 4), the har-
mony of the spheres (De Carlo, ii.
9), a theory about time (Phys.
iv. 10, 218, a, 33, of. ZBELLE",
ibid. 106, 3 sq.), and certain
views as to the soul ( e An. i, 2,
404, a, 16, c. 3 fin. ct. Anal, Post.
ii. 11, 94, b, 32).

¢ SBee ZELLER, i5id. 968.
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to establish any metaphysical propositions, but to
combat the scepticism which brought all manner of
truth into question, and to prove the untenable nature
of their sophisms.! The services rendered by Socrates
to philosophy are by no means minimised by Aristotle,
although at the same time he emphasises the limitation
of Socrates’ achievement to the sphere of ethics, and
observes that in this connection Socrates did not esta-
blish any metaphysical basis.® Of the lesser Socratic
schools Aristotle eriticised only the Megarians, for their
assertions about the relation of the possible and the
actual,® and the Cynics, in regard to their theory of
knowledge and ethies.!

The attention which Aristotle pays, however, to
Plato and the Platonic school is as thoroughgoing as
his treatment of the other Socraties is slight. His own
system grew directly out of that of Plato. He was com-
pelled, therefore,® to distinguish his views from those of
Plato exhaustively, and to set out the arguments which
led him to go beyond the Platonic school. Thus it is

! The former in Metaph. iv.
5, cf. ¢. 4, 1007, b, 20, x. 1, 1053,
a, 35, xi, 6 iait. ; the latter in the
treatise on the fallacies.

* CE the passages eited,
ZELLEE, ibid. at pp. 94, 2, and
1143 ‘lhat even the Kthics of
Socrates are one-sided, is shown
by Aristotle in Kth. ¥ie iii, 7,
1113, b, 14 sq. e. 11, 1116, b, &
sqq. LLIT, &, 9, vi. 13, 1114, b,
17 sqq. ?

* Metaph. ix. 3 (cf. ZELLER,
abid. 220,1). Aristotle here con-
futes the Megarian principle, that
the merely possible is actnal, by

proving that it wonld not ouly
destroy all motion and change,
but also all possession of skill or
power: one who does not now
hear wonld be deaf; one who is
not actually building wounld be
no architeet.

! The former are spoken of in
Metaph.v. 29, 1024, b, 32, viii. 3,
1043, b, 23 (¢f. ZELLER, ibid.
252 sq.), and in Eth. Nie. x. 1,
1172, a, 27 sqq. Aristotle attacks
the exaggerations of the moral
doctrine of the Cynies.

Y Supra, pp. 14, 56 sq., 162,
&e.



314 | ARISTOTLE

in no spirit of jealonsy or detraction that Aristotle

comes back again and again to discuss the Platonic
doctrines, and to set out their defects from all points of
view with untiring patierice ; for such a eriticism of his
master was unavoidable if he was to defend his own
philosophi¢ individuality, and his right to found a new
school, agaiust the fame of his predecessor and the
prestige of the flourishing Academy. His main eri-
ticism, leaving out of account incidental objections, is
directed against three leading points: first, against the
Ideal Theory, as such; secondly, against the later
¢ Pythagorising statement of the Theory;’ and, thirdly,
against the principles laid down concerning the ulti-
mate basis of things, Matter and the One.!

The Tdeal Theory of Plato rested upon his convie-
tion that it is only the universal essence of things that
can be an object of knowledge. This conviction was
sharved by Aristotle.? So likewise did Aristotle accept
without eriticism Plato’s doetrine as to the mutability of
all sensible things (which for Plato was the second
buttress of the Ideal Theory), and the necessity to
pass beyond these to something stable and essential.?
But when Plato draws from this the conclusion that it
is only the Universal, as such, which can be actual, and
that it must exist for itself as something substantial
beyond phenomena, Aristotle parts company with him.
This, therefore, is the central point about which revolves
the whole Aristotelian attack on Plato’s Metaphysics.
For Aristotle holds as to this assumption that it is

! Of. ZELLER, Platon. Studien, 2 Vide supra, pp. 168,300, &e.
p- 197 sqq. 3 Vide supra, p. 300 sqq.
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devoid of all scientific basis in itself; that it leads in its
results to diffienlties and contradictions absolutely in-
soluble, and that instead of explaining the world of
phenomena, it makes them impossible.

He holds that the hypothesis of the Ideas is not
established ; of the Platonic arguments for it, there is
1ot oné that is not open to decisive objections.! The
ends that Plato sought thereby to attain are and must
be attainable otherwise. The content of each of these
Ideas is, indeed, exactly the same as the corresponding
thing of which it is said to be ‘ the Idea;’ for in the
conception of the ideal man, of man as such, exactly the
same marks are inclnded as in the conception of man n
the ordinary sense, there being no difference between
the two beyoud the addition of the word ‘ideal” (7o
adr6)? TIn this view, the Ideas appear as nothing more
than a needless reduplication of the world of things,
and the introduction of the Ideas to explain things is
to Aristotle ag if & man who could not count in small
numbers should attempt to count in large ones.? But
even apart from the failure of proof, the Tdeal Theory
is in his view in itgelf untenable; for Substance cannot

' Cf. Metaph. i. 9, 990, b, 8
sqq. xiit. 4, 1079, a.

* Metaph, ii. 2, 997, b, 5:
mohAaxfl O éxderwr Buokoliaw,
odfepds Rrroy Bromoyr TH ddvar piv
elval Twas Qloes wape TaS ¥ T
olpard, TabTas 8¢ Tés abrds v
Tois aichyrais wAYE ETi T ey
Gibia Ta B& plaprd* alT-pdp dr-
Bpardy pasw elvar wal Trrov kel yi-
cioy, EAAo 8 obBév, wopamAiaior
wowobyres Tols Geovs udv  elvar
fdakovsw bGyfpemoalels G- obTe

yap Skelyot obfy #Axo Emoove, B
dvlpdmovs aiblovs, 0B ofrou Ta €1dn
GAN ) aigfyra &iie.  Similarly
Metaph. vii, 16, 1040, b, 32:
wrowbow oby [Tas iBéas| Tis abris
T €lber Tols plaprols, wiTodripaTos
kal abriirmor, wposTiléuTes Tols
aigfnTots T puc th adrd.  Thid.
xiii. 9, 1086, b, 10 cf. Efh. V. i
4, 1096, a, 34, Eud. i.-%, 1218, a,
10.

t Metaph. i 9 dmit. =il 4,
1078, b, 82,
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be separate ‘from that whereof it is the Substanee, nor
Genus from that to which (as forming part of the
essence) it belongs.! This proposition, in fact, sum-
marises the whole difference between the Platonic and
Aristotelian systems. Aristotle Lolds, however, that
even if this were waived, the Platonist would only pass
out of one difficnlty into another. It would appear, for
instance, that in reason there could only be Ideas ot
that which was substantial; and the Platonic school
accordingly ascribed Ideas only to natural things. Yet
when once it is admitted that the Universal Fssence is
divided among individual things, it must follow that
Ideas should be ascribed also to privative and relative
conceptions and to artificial products of all kinds ;2 and
even among the Ideas themselves, the most of them
must have Ideas over them to which they stand in the
relation of copies, so that it would be true of them that
the same thing would be at the same time type and
copy.® Thas also for every thing—inasmuch as it must
fall under a series of genera, superior and subordinate
n form —there must be several Tdeas:* or again, the
various general marks which together make up a con-
cept must be themselves so many Substances, and it
would follow that one Idea would be made out of many
Ideas, or one Substance out of many real Substances,
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and these sometimes of opposite kinds.! Or again, if
the Idea is to be Substance, it cannot at the same time
be a general concept ;* for it is not the unity of many
individual things, but an individual itself among other
individuals.?  Conversely, the things of which it is
predicated could not be true subjects* Of ]'dea_s c.>f
this kind any defivition would be as impossible as it is
of other individuals; and since the Idea, like the
individual, is numerically one, it follows that one or
other of the contradictory predicates by which we sab-
divide the genus must always be predicable of it, in
which case it clearly cannot be itself the genus also.®
Aristotle considers the assertion that the Ideas con-
tain the essence of things to be inconsistent with the
view that they are at the same time incorporeal. He
represents Plato as speaking sometimes of a m.atter of
the Ideas ’ (that being inconsistent with the notlon.that
they are not in space 7), and as holding at other times
that in the case of all natural objects matter and the
process of becoming belongs to the essence and concep-
tion of them, in which case the conception of them
cannot exist by itself separately.® Similarly, he argunes
that the ethical conceptions cannot be separated from

U Metaph. vil. 13, 1039, 2, 3, p. 213, supra, from Cafey. c. 2.

! Metaph. 1. 9, 991, b, 1:
Gitetey By ddvwaror, elvar xewpls The
odolay kal of 7 olola; xiii, 9, 1085,
a, 23, ef. vii. 6, 1031, a, 31, ¢. 14,
1039, b, 15.

 Metaph. i, 9, 990, b, 11 sqq.
22, 991, b, 6, xiii. 4, 1079, a, 19,
c. 8 1084, a, 27; Anal. Post, i.

24, 85, b, 18; cf. ZELLER, Pl. 4.
Gr. pt. 1. 587, 2.

* Metaph. 1. 9, 991, a, 29, xiii.
6, 1079, b, 34, In the first of
these passages we should read :
olov 70 yévos, bs yévos, ciSay (sc.
Tapdderyua Eorar),

t Metaph. 1. 9, 991, a, 26.

c. 14;cf. ¢, 8, 10383, b, 19, i. 9,
991, a, 29, xiii. 9, 1085 a, 23.
* Metaph. xiii, 9, 1056, a, 82,

. Vil 16, 1040, a, 26 sqq. cf. iii. 6,

1003, a, 5.
; 3,_1!’91?@:}4.. i 6, 992, b, 9, ii.
9, ut supra. 4

* Metaph. vii. 6,1031,b,15 ; of.
Toxrrz and SCHEWEGLER on this
passage, and the citation at

> Metaph. vii. 15, 1040, a, S~
27

¢ Tap. vi. 6, 143,5, 23, Length
in itself must be either amAaris
or wAdros Exor, and then the genus
must be at once a species also.

" Phys. iv. 1, 209, b, 33; of
ZELL, ibid. 556 sq., 628 sq.

8 Phys. ii. 2, 193 b, 55 sqaq.



318 ARISTOTLE "

their objects. There can be no ‘Idea of the Good’
standing by itself, for the conception of the Good appears
under all possible categories, and determines itself dif-
ferently aceording to the different cirenmstances ; and as
there are different sciences that deal with the Good, so
there are different kinds of vood, among which thers is,
in fact, an ascending scale—a fact which of itself ex-
cludes the possibility of & common Idea existing by itself.!
A further objection is that the theory of Ideas logically
carried out would be a process ad infinitum : for if an
Idea is always to be posited in every case where more
things than one meet in a common definition, the
common essence of the Idea -and its phenomenon must
always come in ag a third term different from either of
them.?

Even if the Ideal Theory were better founded and
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less untenable, Aristotle would still say that it could by
no means fulfil the task of a true Philosophy, which is
to exhibit the basis and principles of the world of
appearances. As tho Ideas are not in things, they
cannot make up the essence of things, and they cannot
contribute anything to the being of things.! Even the
relation of the one to the other cannot be stated clearly,
for Plato’s own references to some kind of copying and
participation are always unintelligible metaphors.® The

. principle of motive power, without which no process of

becoming and no explanation of nature is conceivable,
is wholly wanting.®> So also is the principle of final
cause.r Kven in regard to the theory of Knowledge,
the Ideas cannot render us that service which Plato -
expected from them, for if they are oufside of things,
then they are not truly the essence of things, and there-
fore the knowledge of the Tdea leads to no sure con-

VEik. V. 1.4 ( Fud.i. 8); cf. pre-
ceding notes. As to the principle
that what is mpdrepor and Uorepor
cannat be reduaced to a common
generic concept, see Palif. 1ii, 1,
1273, a, 34 sqg. (ZELL., i6id, 571
8¢.). On the same principle in
Fth. Nie.loc. vit. Aristotle remarks
in eriticising the ‘Idea of the
Good,” that the upholders of the
doctrine of Ideas themselves say
that there iz no Idea of that
which stands in the relation of
Before and After; but this is
actually the case with the Good,
for it is found in all the cate-
gories: e. ¢.. & substantial good
is the Divinity and Reason, a
qualitative good is Virtue, a
quantitive good is Measure, a
relative good is the Uselul, &e.
Thus these different Goods stand

in a relation of Before and After,
and can consequently be included
in no common generic concept,
and therefore in no idea, but
(1096, b, 25 5qq.) only in a rela-
tion of analogy. (Vide supra, p.
276 8qq.)

* Metaph, i. 9, 991, a, 2, vii.
13,1059, a, cf. vii. 6, 2, 1031, b, 28,
Aristotle expresses this objection
here by sayingthat the doctrine of
Ideas leads to the TpiTos dvfpwros.
CE. ZrLn., Plat. Stud, p. 257, and
Ph.d. Gr.pt. i p. 623, 5. He
finds the parallel of the rpiros
avfipwmos (which, however, is
equally true of the ideas them-
selves, of. Suph. I, c. 22, 178, b,
86) in the change of the uni-
versal into an individual of the
same name,

clusion as to the thing itself.” And how, on the other
hand, could we arrive, asks Aristotle, at any know-
ledge of the Ideal, since innate ldeas are not to be
assumed ?%  All these difficulties will be vastly in-
creased if 'we are to follow Plato and his school in
translating the Ideas into Numbers, and so interposing

1 Metaph. 1. 9, 991, a, 12 (xiii.
5 maf)
2 Metaph. 1. 9, 991, a, 20,992,
a, 98 (ziil. 5, 1079, b. 243, i 6,
987. by 13, viii. 6, 1040, b. 7, =il
10, ILJT.J b, 34.
ermiﬂ: 1.9,991,a, 8. 19 :qq.
b, 3 sqq. (xiii. 5 ‘d‘)z a, 24 =qq.
b,7,c7, 988, b, 3, vii. §, 1083,
b. 76, xii. €, 1671, b, 14 c. 10,
1075, b, 16,27 ; Gen. czt Lm"r ii. 8,

A3, b, 7 squ. of. E¥L. Fnd. i 8,

1217, b, 23.

t Metaph. 1. 7, 988, b, 6, o
992, a, 29 (where, ,nstead of ﬁlb
8¢ & should be read).

5 Metaph. 1. 9, 991, a, 12 (xiil.
5, 1079, b, 15), vii. 6, 1081, a, 80
sgq. cf. Anal. Post. 1. 22, B3, a,
22 & 'yap ek xmpe"w 'rEpE'r-f-
TuaTd TE yip EoTi, &C.

§ Vide supra, p. 202,
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bstween the Ideas and the things of sense the whole .

science of Mathematics. The difficulties which would
thus arise were set out by Aristotle with a painstaking
thoroughness most firesome tothe modern mind, though
in his day it may possibly have been needful in order
to cut off all ways of escape for the Pythagorising
school, led by such men as Xenocrates and Speusippus.
He asks how we are to think to ourselves the causality
of numbers,' or how they can contribute to the existence
of things? He shows how capricious and contra-
dictory is the application of these numbers to matural
objects.* He points out the difference in character
between conceptual determinations, which are quali-
tative, and numerical determinations, which are quanti-
tative, remarking that two numbers make up one
number, but two Ideas do not make one Idea, and that
among the numbers which make ap numbers no quali-
tative differences can be posited, whereas there must
be units qualitatively different if there were Ideal
Numbers.* With minute and careful thoroughness,®
he controverts the various suggestions as to the relations
of mathematics to the Ideal Numbers which were
thrown out by Plato and his school and the devices they
resorted to in order to maintain a conceivable difference

L Metaph. 1.9, 991, b, 9, with
the answer: if things are likewise
numbers, one does not see of what
nse the ideal numbers are tothem;
if, on the other hand, things are
oaly arranged according to num-
ber, the same would be true of
the ideas of them, which would
not be numbers, but Adym év

apiBunls Tivdv (Grokepivoy),
* Metaph. xiv. 6 inif., ibid.
1093, b, 21 cf. ¢. 2, 1090, a, T sqq.
# Loe. cit. from 1092, b, 29; of.
the commentaries on this passage.
* Cf. ZBLL. Ph. 4. Gir.pt. i. p.
568 sq. 854, 86T sq. 884,
> Loe. eit. 1, 9, 991, b, 21 sqq.
992, a, 2. ] i
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between the Numbers and the units which compose
them.! But in this, as in other branches of the argu-
ment, his main point is always that there iz a funda-
mental contradiction between the notion of a unib of
number and the fact of differences of kind, [+ is not,
of course, necessary here to recapitulate those of his
objections to Ideal Numbers which apply also to the
Ideal Theory in general? DBut it is to be noticed that,
in Aristotle’s view, if once we assumed the existence of
Ideas and Ideal Numbers, the ordinary mathematical
numbers would lose their status, for they could only
Lave the same component parts and therefore the same
nature as the Ideal Numbers themselves.® The position
of magnitudes would be equally dubious; for qud
ideal they must go by ideal numbers, and qué mathe-
matical they must go by mathematical number;? and
from the way in which the theory of magnitudes is
deduced, he considers that the further dilemma arviges
that either it must be possible for a surface to exist
without line, and a solid without surface, or else all
three must be one and the same.®

Finally, as concerns the ultimate principles of things,
in which Plato and the Platonists had sought to find
the ultimate basis and constituents of their Numbers
and Ideas® Aristotle asserts that it is impossible to
know the constituent parts of all being, since that
= Metapl. xiii, 6-5. t Metaph. 1, 9, 992, b, 18 ; ziv,

2 Asin Metaph. xiii. 9, 1085, a, 3, 1€90, b, 20.
23, and in xiv. 2, 1090, a, 7 sqg. ? Ibid. i, 9, 992,a, 10 ; xiii. 9,
€. 3, 1090, 8, 25-b, 5, theyareused 1085, 1, 7, 31.
acainst Spensippus. ¢ Cf. ZELLER, Pk. d. G pi. i,

3 Metaph.i 9,991, b, 27; xiv, 628 sq., 806,
3, 1080, b, 32 sqq.

YOL. 1. x
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knowledge cannot be derived from any prior knowledge.!
He doubts whether all being can have the same con-
stituent parts,? or whether out of the combination of the
same elements, at one time a number and at another
time a magnitude could arise.? e remarks that such
constituent parts can only be ascribed to substances, and
only to those substances which have some admixture of
materiality.t He further demonstrates that such con-
stitnent parts could neither be thought as individual
nor as universal : not as individual, because they would
not then be cognisable and could not be the con-
stituents of more things or Ideas than one; not as
universal, because in that case they would not he of the
nature of substance.® TIn another connection, he takes

exception to the variance of the Platonic suggestions as

to the ‘material element,’® and rejects altogether the
assumption of Speusippus that there are more than one
original but different principio.” A closer inquiry into
the two Platonic ultimate principles, ‘the One,” and
‘the Great and Little, leads Aristotle to declare that
they are both misconceived. He asks how the One can
be a thing existing by itself, when no universal is a
substance.  The notion of unity expresses only a

| Metaph. 3. 9, 993, b, 24;
against which, indeed, his own
distinetion of demonstrative and
inductive knowledge might be
used.

* This is sugzested, without
mention of Plato,in Metaph. xii. 4,
1070, a, 83 sqq. ; of. what was ad-
duced on pp. 300-301, supra.

3 Metaph.iii. 4, 1001, b, 17 sqq.

& P18, 992 b 18 xiv. 2
init.

> Wetapl. xiil. 10, 1086, b, 19,
1087, a. 4.

¢ Metaph. xiv. 1, 1087, b, 4,
12, 26, ¢. 2,1089,b,11; cf. ZELLER,
Ph.d. Gr.pt. i p 628,3, .

7 Of it the remark in Metaph.
xiv. 8, 1080, b, 13 sqq. is true, that
Nature is not éreiwoodiwbys domep
woxBnpa Tpayedie, and in xii, 10 fin.
the otk dyadoy modvkowparin, Fur-
ther cf. ZELLER, ibid. p. 831 sq.
andthe passages there adduced.
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quality—or, more exactly, a determination of measure.
This, however, presupposes something measured, and
even that is not necessarily anything substantial, but
may also be a magnitude, or a quality, or a relation, or
any of the most different kinds of things, and, accord-
ing as it is one or the other of these, * the One’ will be
variously determined, as predicated of one or other of the
similar kinds of subjects.! 'Whoever seeks to deny this
will be driven to explain ‘the One’ as the only Sub-
stance, as did the Eleatics—a position which, apart
from other objections, would make Number itself im-
possible.® Again, if with Plato we are to say that the
One is the same as the Good, then there will arise other
intolerable difficulties,® not worse, however, than those
which would be raised if, with Speusippus, we attempt to
distinguish the One from the Good as a special principle
by itself.* As for ¢ the Great and Little,” this concep-
tion indicates nothing but bare qualities, or rather,
bare relations—and these, indeed, of such a kind as
could least of all be taken for anything in the nature of
substance, since they manifestly require a substratum.
How can substances, he asks again, consist of that
which is not substantial, and how can constituent parts
be at the same time predicates?® Or if we are to take
this second principle to be more closely related to the
first, as not-being is to being, such a theory wonld be

‘altogether perverse. Plato believed that he could only
escape the monism of Parmenides by assuming a prin-

! Metaplh. x.2;xiv. 1, 1087, b, 36 sqq., b, 13, 20 800

33, and xi. 2, 1060, a, 36; cf. t Metaph. 1091, b, 16, 22, ¢. 5
supra, p. 312, n.2,and p. 272, n. 2, {nif.
= Metaph. iii. 4, 1001, a, 29. * Metaph, i, 9, 992, b, 1: xiv.

* Motaph. xiv. &, 1091, a, 29, 1, 1088, a, 15 sqq.
¥ 2
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ciple of not-being. This assumption is not necessary
for the purpose, since Being itself is not of one kind
only ;! and it would also fail of the purpose, since the
manifold character of Being cannot Le explained by the
simple opposition of Being and net-Being.?  According
to Aristotle, Plato has not sufficiently defined Being and
not-Being, and in his deduction of *the manifold’ from
them he has been thinking of substance only, and not
either of qualities, magnitudes, &e.,? or of movement ;
for if the ¢ Great and Little’ produced movement, then
must the Ideas whose matter it is be likewise moved.*

The main defect of the Platonie view lies in the posi-
tion that opposition as such is the first and original prin-
ciple of all things. If all does arise out of an opposition,
still it is not out of mere opposition as such, which is
negation, but out of relative opposition ont of the sub-
stratum to which negation attaches. Everything which
comes to be, presupposes a matter out of which it
comes, and this matter iz not simply a kind of Not-
Being, but a kind of Being—which /s nof as yet that
which it s about to become. The nature of matter in
this regard was misunderstood by Plato. He had i
view merely the opposition of matfer as against the
formative prineiple, and so he thinks of it as the Bad
and the Not-Being, and overlooks the other side of the
question—namely, that it is the positive substratum of
all formative action and of all becoming.® By this

! Metaph, xiv. 2, 1088, b, 35 3 Metaph. xiv.' 1 init. e, 4,

s0q. of. p. 228, supra. 1091, b, 80 sqq. ; xii. 10, 1075, 4,
2 Ihid. 1089, a, 12, 32 sqq.; Phys. 1, 9, cf. ZELLER,
3 Ihid. 1. 15, 81 sqq. Pl d. Gr. pt.i. p. 614

) Thid. 1.9, 992, b, 7.
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oversight he involves himself in this contradiction, that
matter tends to its own annihilation, that the evil
tends to the good and must of necessity assume it into
itself.! ITPurther contradictions arise in the considera-
tions that the Great and Little (as was above remarked
of the * Unlimited * of the Pythagoreans) must be a thing
existing for itself, a substance; whereas at the same
time as a determination of number and magnitude it
cannot possibly be so, and that the same principle would
of necessity have to be given in actuality as unlimited,
which is a position in fact unthinkable.® If, finally, we
ask the Platonists in what way the numbers can be
decuced from their ultimate principles, distinet state-
ments are enfirely wanting. We ask if they arise by a
mixture, or by a composition, or by a generation, and
there is no answer.* We are not told how oat of the
One and the Many could be produced those units of
which numbers are composed,® or whether number be
itself limited or unlimited.” There is no deduction of
the first uneven number or of any of the rest except
the first ten.® We are not shown from whence those
unities arise out of which is made up the indefinite
duality which, by its combination with the One, is to
generate the remaining units:” and we are not shown
how the duality of the Great and Little can, with the
aid of the One, bring forth any numbers which could

' Plygei. 9,192, 2, 19.; Metaph. ¢ Metaph. =it 9, 1083, b, 12
xiv. 4, 1092, a, 1. sqo. an argument immediately
* Plhys. iii. 5, 204, a, 834, cf. directed against Speusippus.

c. 4, 203, 2, 1 sqq. 5 Thid. 1085, b, 23, c. 8, 1083,
? Metaph. xiv. 3, 1092, a, 21 b, 36 sqq.; xii. 8, 1073, a, 18
sqq.; xiii. 9, 1085, b, 4 sgg.; cf. ¢. ¢ ZELLER, ibid. p. 591, 3.

T, 1082, a, 80, T Metaph.i.9, 991, b, 51,
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not arvise by the doubling of the One.! There arve a
multitude of similar objections to be found in Aristotle,
but these will be more than sufficient,

These criticisms of the Platonic theory are not all
of equal value. Not a few of them, at least in the form
in which Aristotle directly states them, rest undeniably
upon a misnnderstanding of Plato.? Nevertheless, it
cannot be gainsaid that Arvistotle has noted the wealk
points of Plato’s theory with a keen insight, and has
conclusively exposed its defeets. Not ouly has he com-
pletely exhibited the obscurities and dilemmas of the
theory of Ideal Numbers, but he has also refuted once
for all the Ideal Theory and the assertions of Plato as
to the original basis of things. Among the arguments
which he uses in his attack, there are two which stand
out as decisive, and to which all the others mediately
or immediately return : first, that all universal concepts
(such as those of the One, of Being, of the Great and
Little, of the Unlimited, and in fact all the concepts
involved in the Ideas) are in no sense substantial, and
that they denote only certain qualities and relations,
and at the most only the genera and species of things,
and not the things themselves ; second, that the Ideas are
devoid of motive power, and not only caunot explain,
but would actually make impossible the changes of
phenomena, the coming to be and ceasing to be of
things, change and movement, with all the natural
properties of things that rest thereon.? Inthe direction

v Metaph. xiv, 3, 1091, a, 9. on ihe importance which he him-

* Cf. ZELLER, Plafon. Stud. self attached to this objection ;

257 sqq. cf.,, for example, Metaph. i. 9,
# Aristotle frequently insists 991, a, 8: mdprer 8 pducre
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of Aristotle’s polemical energy to these points, we may
recognise in him the spirit of the Natural Philosopher
reaching out towards clear definitions of the actual
world and towards an explanation of facts. His powers
of abstraction are mot inferior to Plato’s, and he is
superior to him in dialectic skill. But he is determined
to give currency to such conceptions only as verify
themselves by experience, in that they either combine
into unity a series of phenomena, or take them back to
their common cause. To the logical Idealism of Plato
there is wedded in Aristotle the Realism of the student
of Nature.

So far the attempt has been to state the objections
Aristotle urged against his predecessors. It is time to
turn to his own answers to those questions the solution
of which he failed to find in them.

Siomopfoeer §y Tis, Ti woTe cupBdi-
AeTar T €idy  Tols aifilois Taw
airfyT@y # Tols gryvousves kal
leipoucrots * olive phap KwhoEwS
ofite perafodis oldepas éomwr alTin
abrois; and at 1. 20: b fe Aéyew
wapadeliypare airti elver rol per-
éxew obTEv TEANG Kevohoyely €Tt

kel peradopds Adyew womTicds @ Ti
~dp Tt TO Epya(mevoy wpis TS
iBéas dmoBSiémor ; and so ibid. 992,
a, 241 daws B¢ (yrodons vis Pido-
codlas wepi T@Y Qavepiy Td alriov
rouro  ply elokawer (olBiy 7ap
Aéyouer wepl Tis aitias 88ev 9 apxh
Tis peraBoAis), &o.
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CHAPTER VII.
CONTINUATION.
Tive M 1in Inguiry of Metaphysics.

Taz=rE are thres main questions which now fall to be
discussed. In-so far as the First Philosophy has to do
with Actuality in general, with Being as such, it follows
that the question of the original essence of the actmal,
which is the inquiry into the conception of Substance,
must precede all other investigations. To this question
Plato in his Ideal Theory had answered that that which
in a true and original sense is actual was to be sought
for only in the common essence of things or in their
classes, which are expressed Ly general conceptions.
Aristotle, as has been seen, was nos content with the
answer : bub for that very reason he attributed the more
importance to the relation between the individual and
the universal. Tt was in the inaccurate statement of
this relation that he found the fundamental error of
Plato’s view, and be felt that it was from-the true con-
ception of the same relation that any revision of
Platonism must start. The first question for Philo-
sophy, therefore, must be an inquiry into the conception
of ‘substance,” which is an inquiry into the relation of
the individual to the universal. Buat inasmuch as
Aristotle defines that relation in such a way as to throw
! See p. 290 sqq. supra.
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essential actuality to the side of the individnal, it
follows that the Form, or the sidos, which Plato had
made identical with  the universal, becomes detached
from the universal in Aristotle and takes on an altered
meaning. To him Form is essence determinate and
(]E\-'eT.Oped into full actuality : undetermined universality,
which is the possibility of Being, not yet determined
this way or that, is considered as Matter in opposition
to Form. The relation of Form and Matter accord-
ingly farnishes the second main object of Metaphysics.
Form, in fine, is essentially related to Matter, and
Matter to Form ; and this relation consists in the fact
that Matter becomes definite through Form. This process
is Movement. All movement, however, presupposes a
first cause of movement, and in this way movement and
the first motor constitute the third pair of concepts
with which Metaphysics is concerned. In the following
pages Aristotle’s theory will be set forth under these
three heads.
(1) T'he Individual and the Universol.

Plato had taken as the essential element in things
‘the universal as it is thought i% fonception,’ and had
ascribed Being, in its fullest smél " iginal sense, to that
ouly. It was by a limitation of thls Being, by a com-

bination of Being with Not-Being, that individual
entifies could arige. These, therefore, had, outside and

‘above them, as something other than themselves, the

universal essences, which were the Ideas. Aristotle
denies this, for he finds the fundamental error of the Ideal
Theory in this separation of the conceptual essence from
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the thing itselfl! A universal is that which belongs to
many things in common,? or, more accurately, that
which belongs to them by reason of their nature, and
therefore, necessarily and always? Tt follows that all
universal concepts denote only certain of the properties
of things; or, in other words, are predicates and not
subjects. Hven when a number of these properties are
combined to make the conception of a genus, we get
thereby something which belongs to all the things
pertaining to the genus in question, but by no means
a nniversal subsisting beside them as distinet. For
Plato’s &v mapa Ta mwolla is substituted Aristotle’s
&v kata wolkwr.! If, then, the universal is not any-
thing subsisting by itself) it cannot be Substance. It
is true that the name of Snbstance? is used in various

! Seep. 316, n. 1, supra. Metaph, waviaxet cafdhov ¢outy  elvac
xiii. 9, 1086, b, 2: roiro & [the Metaph. v. 9, 1017, b, 35: & vap

doctrine of Ideas] . .. éxivyre waBdAov xof alrs Srdpye. Seealso

péy SwipdTns Bie Tous dpeapobs, o
iy Exwpioé ye Tav kol EraoTov *
xal TovTo oplas Eudnaey ol ywploas

. Bvev pev yip Tov kafdov ofi
€T emigThpgyr Aafeiv, 70 §¢ ywp-
e oiriny Tédy cupBawdvrwy Buo-
xepaw mept Tas idcas Ty . CL e
4, 1078, b, 80 5q.

* Metaph. vil, 13,1038, b, 11 ;
To Bt wafdrov kowdy: TolTa yap
Adyerar wabihov b mheloaw dndpyew
méduner; 1l 4, 909, b, 34: ofirw
Yap Aspouer TO nabékagTor Th
apbpd v, kaldAov 8 10 ént Todrwr,
De Tnterpr. 1, 17, a, 59 : Pari.
An. i 4, 644, a —*., and supra.

L AMI Pogt. 4,73, b, 26:
rafidhov 88 Néyw b &;: Katd TarTis
Te Swapxy kol kaf’ abirh xal § abrd,
darepdy Gpn tre doa kaddhou &E
Gvdyrns Dwdoxer Tols Tpdyuacty
c. 81, 87, b, 32: 7 yap del xal

BoxNirz, Ind. Arist. 356, b, 4 sqa.
K AMPE, Erkenntnissth. d. Arist.
160 sq.

1 Anal. Post. 1. 11 init.: €Bq
pev oy elvar 4 & T mapk TR
woAMé 0Bk dvdykn, e amidedis
EaTor elvan uépTol tv kaTl woAAdy
aanbes etmety avdyen.  De An. il
8 (see p. 195, n. 1, supra).

3 Arvistotle’s ole’a is of conrse
here and elsewhere traunslated
by fsubstance. Tt is strange
to find this translation attacked
(by STRUMPELL, Gesch. d.theor.
Plil. b d. Gr. 213 sq.; cf.
ZELLER, Ph. d. fr. pt.i. 535,
1) on the ground that Aristotle
nowhere understands by olwaia
¢ the unknown, constant, and real
substratnm of variableattributes.”
1t cannot, however, be expected
that weshould cease to use for

Ty Sew e ——

senses,! but it applies originally only to that which can
neither be stated as a deﬁmtlon of the essence of any-

thing else, nor can depend upon anything else as a
derivative.? In other words, Substance is that which is
only subject and never predicate.® Or again, Substance
is Being in its original sense, the source from which
all other bemg is drawn.t These conditions Aristotle
finds folfilled only in individuals. ¢ universal, as he
proved against Plato, does not sulyfiu for itself. Every
universal, even the genus, has its existence only in the
individuals of which it is predicated. It is alwaysin
something other than itself. Tt denotes not ‘this
thing,” but only a stated condition of things. The
individual alone is that which belongs to itself only,
which is not borne up by some other, which is what it
is by reason of itself, and not upen the basis of some

an Aristotelian term the word
which the custom of 1,500 years
has consecrated to it, simply
becanse Herbart connects the
same word with another sense.
1 01‘ the different meanings
of uuﬂ' a, see p. 374 s5q., infra.
* (ab. c. §: obgia Bé érTv %
wuploTard T ﬂmlwpwf;.s‘kmmtrr'm
Aswuevn k] Im]-re mﬂ frokeiueroy

CTwbs AfyeTo pAT €V ﬁwrrxeu.e.emy

Twri éoriy, ofov & tis dvBpwmos i O
7is fwwos.  Of. further TRENDEL-
ENBURG, Higt. Beitr. i. 53 sqq.

¥ Aristotle himself elsewhere

".sodefinesit. Metaph. v. 8, 1017,
* b, 13: drevra d¢ Tabre AéyeTar

otla briol mxﬂ' foreleroy AEyETaL,
GAAR kaTd TodTey To BAAG; Vil B
1028, b, 36: v & mrnn’sfp.svér
éort kel ob TS BANa Afyeral,
dicelva 8¢ adTh umréTi kaT EAAou.

8ud mp@vor wepl TovToy BlopiaTeoy

;.Lo.J\rfrm yap Dorel elvat OJ:TIG Th
iroKe! };E;D:f ﬂrpwmv o s B ,u.el.'
OUU ’l'b".IT(gJ EiijTal ‘T! W0| EO'TU" ?]
obrle, Gri Th pi) xad dmwoxciivou
aMAG kal of T dAAa.  CF. dnal.
Prii. 27, 43, a, 26 ; Longit. V.3,
463, b, 6.

£ Metaph, vii. 1 init.: 7o Bv
AéyeTat wo?k\ax.us‘ [in the different
caleg orlﬁ ] . . Guvepby Ot TObTEY
rpw‘au v o T doTy, Bwep onpaiver
Thy obglay . . . Tad BAAG J\s}erm
u;r'ra. & ot olrws lrros 7o uew
woodTyTas elva, 16 be wo n'rm-ccs,
&e. . . . Gove Th mpeTws by Kal 0l
71 by [what is nothing elze than
itself and applies to nothing
else; of. Adnal. Post. i. &, and
the 1amarks Wh:lch follow] AN’
by amAds 7] uuma b E.:’r;, BT
10380, a, 22: 7b 7t doTw wAds TH
obolg dmapyxer. See further on
. 289,
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other being.! Ouly in a derivative sense can the
genera be called substances : in so far, that is to say,
as they set forth the common essence of a certain
number of substances;® and they claim a kind of

VCut e 5, 2, 8,34 74 8 dAkn
rdyra froi kel droxeyidvay Adyerar
T@Y TpIT@Y 00TIEY § v Imoksiuiva:s
airais ortly .., pd odody olv
THY WpuTwy olouEy adtwarir Tov
GAAwy T elvar,  Anal, Post. 1. 4,
73, b, 5, where Aristotle palls 23
airy that & ph wad dwoxeywivov
Aéyerar iAAsy Tivbs, ofov vb Badi(or
Ereply T by Bal (o ol kal Aeurchy,
9 8 edola, wal Gra TiBs T, oly
Erepiy Tt dvre éorly Bwep doriv-
T& per By ph ka¥ dmoksiudvov
[sc. Aeydueve] kad aird Adyw, Ti
o¢ wad dwokerudvon avuBelyiira,
AMetaph. vil. 1, 1028, a, 27 : that
which supports all qualities is
sald to be f obrie wal +b wad®
EKATTOX . . . TGV gy Yip HAAwE
rargyouiTay  oidey  xwpiorhy,
ajtn 8¢ udvm; o. 3, 1029, a, 27:
T X@pioTov Kal TO T6BE 71 Frdpyew
Bowel pdhota 78 odoia ; o 4, 100,
a, 19: 7 oboloy kal 78 165e 70 ;
o, 10, 1035, b, 258: xafdhov 8 aiw
frrav evaln; c. 12, 1037, a, 27:
# odole v Ti kol ToBe i aqpalver
@s dauev; c. 13, 1038, b, 10:
mpuTy obola (Bios éxiore B oly
brdpyel EAAe, 70 8L kaliNov wowdy.
Jbid. 1. 34: & Te By rodraw
Hewpoiar darepdy G olliv Tav
kalidov ixapxdvreow oia's dorl, kal
ire adiv  opuavs. TEv e
KaTnyopovsEver  Tile Ti, dAAG
Towvde: ¢ 16,1040, b, 23 : kowdr
pnBey oo o * 0iBerl yap bwdpye 4
odgle AN 5 adTfi e kal 7§ ExouTi
abTiy of darly obala. [hid. fin. :
7@y kafidov Aeyoudrwy 008ty adaie
siL 5 init, : éwel § ol 76 wiv ywp-
10T, 76 B8 01 yeptoTa, odrias dreiva,

kol 8ié Tolro mdvTwy oitie TaiTa;
iii. 6, 1003, a, 8; ol vap Tav
kowdy  Tofe  TI onuelver, AAAL
Toidvbe, % 8" odwia TiSeTu Supie.
K. . 22, 178, b, 37 (cf. ihid. 179,
a, &)1 70 yap Gvfpwros wal Gray T4
Kowidy ob TdBe Ti, EANG TOdvBe T
A mpds TUd wdiv 3] Téy TowlTey T
opuaiver.  (Thizs holds even of
the sensible qualities of things;
see p. 208, supra.) Gen. An. iv.
3, 787, b, 33: 70 woféwasror-
T00T0 Yop H odcim, Al other
categories indicate mers acei-
dents (cupBelanrira) of snb-
stance; of. p. 289 supra. Aristotle
finds it therefore quite natural
(detaph. vii. 16, 1040, b, 26 sq.)
that the ideas should be made
into a xwperrdy if they are taken
for substances. The error of the
doctrine of ideas consisted only
in regarding the universal as
such a substantial idea. (HERT-
LING, Mat, uwnd Form, 44, 1, has
misnnderstood this statement.)

* Lat. o, 6, 2, a, 15: Sebrepu
8¢ obolor Adyovrer & ofs elferw al
mpditws obalu Aeyduerar Srdpyovor,
TAUTH TE Kol TG T@y €@y TotTwy
vérn . . . olov B ve dvlpwmos kal
76 (dov. And so further on.
Otherwise the expression Sevrépa
atain does not occur in Aristotle,
As, however, he elsewhere uses
mp&Ty ovwia for ‘ substance in the
primary sense,” and Tplry obola
for ‘third class of substances,’
no objection can be taken, as we
have already remarked (in n, 1
top. 64).
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substantial character with the more right the nearer
they approach to individual substences, so that the
species deserves to be called substantial in a higher
degree than the genus.!  According to the strict con-
ception of substance, however, that term cannot he
applied to them at all, because they are predicated
of individuals,® and because it is true of them, as of
every universal, that they are not a ‘ This,” buta * Such’
— ot substantive, but adjective—and that they express,
not substance, but a condition of substance.®

The further marks of substance which Aristotle

gives us, likewise refer, in

so far as they are really

characteristic of that conception, to individnal snb-
stances only.* The so-called secondary substance of

b Cat.e. 5,2, b, Tsq. Aristotle,
indeed, scems to say the opposite
i Metaph, viii. 1, 1042, a, 13;
&L @Mhews [ovpfoiver] 70 évos
pirAoy Toy eibdy [oveloy eivad]
wal 70 kabidov T@y kablékmora ; hut
he does not intend vo express his
own view in these words; cf.
vii. 13 ; BoN1TZ and SCHWEGLER
in loeco.

2 fat. . 5; 28,19 Bgu b,
15-21.

! Been.lonlastpage. Cui.c.
5,8, 0,10 : waoa 8¢ otola Sowel Tide
Tt opusirar. Of mpartar obolu
this holds unconditionally : énxl
Gt Tov devtipuy olmidy PalveTar
uty bpoles T aydpart THs mpoa-
.myoplas Tods Ti onualvewr . ., 0D
iy aAnlies ye, dANG pEANoy woidy

Y1 onpelver el y@p ev foTe TO
iwoksiuevoy domep ) mpiTy ovoe,
GAAL kaTd woAAGy & Gwlpwmos
AéyeTon kal T6 (Por. /

4 The first characteristic of
substance was Td ui kel Onoxei-
pévou Aéyeofar, That thisis true

only of individual substance has
been shown. A second (Caf. 5,
3,4, 6sq., aud p. 331, 1. 2, supra)
i8 70 u¥ v vmoxeciuéry elver.  But
this characteristic belongs also
to the class, and not to it alone,
but likewise (Cat. ¢. 5, 3, a,
21 &e) to the specilic. differ-
ence, since this is likewise
contained in the conception of
the thing 1o which it applies;
while (according to Aristotle,
ibid.) only that is & dmoreipéve
which does not helong to the
conception of that of which it
is prediecated, but which is a
quality in a substance quite in-
dependent of it: eg. in the
sentence ‘the body is white)
Aevkor 1S ép Omoreuere ; on the
other hand, in the sentence
‘man is two-legged,” diwovr is
not év dmwokequérw. A further
peculiarity of substance is (Cat.
c. a, 8, b, 24) 70 undty avrais
évartov elvar,  And yet Aristotle
himself remarks that the same
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Arigtotle cannot be treated as exactly identieal with
guality, but neither can it properly be considered sub-
stance. It denotes substance on the side of its qualities
only. For it is the combination of the essential pro-
perties of a definite class of substances.! Tn contrast
with it, it is the individual substances alone which
are of that self-sufficient and independently subsisting
nature to which the name of substance, in its original
sense, belongs.

This view, however, is not without its difficulties.
If all knowledge is concerned with the actual ® then it
is only the actnal, in the highest and truly original
sense of the word, which can furnish the original and
ultimate object of knowledge. If knowledge is the
recognition of reality,” it must relate, in the first place,
to real Being, which is the substance of things.! Tf

o
this substance is individual snbstance, it follows that,

is the case with determinations
of quantity and many other con-
ceptions. And the same reply
may be made if (ilid. 1. 33) it
be said that smbstance is sus-
ceptible of no difference of
deoree, no greater or less. For
while, perhaps, we might say
that one is more or less of a
‘man’ than another, yet we
could in no sense say that he is
more or less ‘two-legged.” If,
finally (ibid. 4, a, 10, b, 3, 17),
we take as the most distinctive
quality of substance: to reirdy
kzl Ev apilbud by Tdr dravriar
elvat Berricdy, TO kaTe THhy éxvThs
peraforir SenTuchy TEv dravriwy
eivar, this holds only of indi-
vidual substance, since to classes
the conceptions of numerical
anity and change arve inapplica-

ble. The statement, moreover,
contains a guestionable identifi-
cation of substance with matter,
to which we shall have agzain to
refer. ) : 3

Y Cat. ¢.5, 3, b, 18 : (after the
passage guoted inn. 3 on p. 333) :
ol drAds Be woudy 71 enpaiver, Gowep
Th Aevidr. 0388 yap GANe onualver
T Asukdy GAN ) woudy, TH B eifos
kol b yevos wepl obglay T wotiw
Ggopi(st® mewly ydp Twa ovgiay
onpatver.  Cf. SIvmpL. Kat. 26, B
Bas., who explains wowd s odoia
by moubrns obriadns,

2 See p. 182,

# Thid.and p, 219, n. 1.

Y Metaph. viil, 4, 1030, b, 4:
éietvo B¢ pavepdr G110 mpdres kol
ewAws dprouds cal 78 v fv dlvor Tov
nﬁaiu?w frrmiv.  Hee also B 219,
n. 1,
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in the last resort, all knowledge is of the individual,
and that individual things furnish, not only the starting-
point, but the whole essential content and object of
knowledge. This conclusion, however, Aristotle de-
cisively rejects. He is convinced that Science relates,
not to the individual, but to the nniversal, and even
when it descends furthest to particulars, it addresses
itself all the while, not to the individual things, as such,
but to general conceptions only.! This contradiction
in his system canuot be met by the cbservation® that it
is only in the realm of natural being that the individual
is first, whereas in the realm of spirits the universal is
first.  Aristotle himself knows nothing of any such
distinetion. He says, without any kind of limitation,
that knowledge is directed to the universal only, and,
equally without qualification, that it is individual es-
sence only which is substantial ; and he chooses the
examples with which he illustrates both propositions
from the natural and the spiritual world alike® Even
God is individual Substance. The fact that Substance
and Form run together proves nothing : for, as will be
seen, there recurs in the working out of the conception
of Form the same difliculty which now engages us
with regard to Substance.

Aristotle himself recognised the full weight of

the difficulty,® and he seems to indicate another way

! Pp. 162 sgr. and 220 sqq. @ Of. with regard to the first,

" supra. Cf.in Anal. Pest. i, 24, 85, Metaph. xiii. 10, 1086, b, 33 sq.,

a, 20 sq, the argument thatthe 11, 981,a,7; Anal Post. i 31;
eeneral method proof is better in regard to the second, sz-‘r". Coh,
than the partieular; and #hid. 3, b, 14 sq.; Mefaph. vil. 10,
. 14,79, a, 28: 70 8k 7i éorerdy 1085, b, 27, ¢. 16, 1040, b, 21, xii.
wafdAoy éoTiv, &, 1071, 0, 2. X% i

2 Biese, Phil. d. Arist. 1. 56 sq. 1 Metaysh. iii. 4 init.: eom &
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of escape in the remark ! that Knowledge, considered
in posse, is indeterminate and is directed to the uni-
versal, but that in actual practice, on the contrary, it is
always directed to something determinate. This, how-
ever, does not take us very far. The knowledge of the
particular arises only by the application of universal pro-
positions The certitude of that knowledge depends on
their certitude. Sneh knowledge, therefore, as Aristotle
expressly recognises,” has not for its object the indivi-
dual as such, but, on the contrary, the individual is
known by it only in the form of universality.® Ou the
other hand, if the individual be that which is original
actuality, then it ought to be precisely, qud individual,
the proper object of knowledge, and the knowledge of
the universal onght to depend upon it for its truth and
certainty. In fact, it would be the individual—and not,
as Aristotle taught,! the universal—which shounld be in
its own nature the better known and the more certain,’

exopévn Te TolTawr dwopia kel Taody 2 Bee especially p. 220, &c.,
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If, conceding this, we were to say that the genus had
in itself more of the essential than the species, but that,
on the contrary, for us the species had more than the
genus,! we should thereby place ourselves in opposition
to the definite statements of Aristotle, who continually
insists that all Substance, in the strict sense of the
word, ¢¢ individual Substance - not that it appears to
us as such. There is only one case which wounld make
it possible to escape the difficulty : that is, if there were
a principle which, being individual, could be at the
same time truly universal, for this could be at the same
time, ag substantial, a basis of actuality, and, as uni-
versal, a basis of truth. Such a principle seems to he
found in the keystone of Aristotle’s entire system—
namely, in his theory of Pure Thought, or of God. To
him the Divine, as thinking Essence, is Subject ; as the
End, Mover and Form of the world, it is also a true
universal. The conception of it has existence in one
individual Essence. not merely contingently,® but by
reason of its own nature ; whereas, in all finite things,

XeAemwrdrn kal dvoryicawTdn Oew-
phaar, mepl fis & Adyos épéaTie
viv: elre yap ph Eore Ti waph Th
kaléknoTa, 70 b kadérzoTa drepa,
Taw Grelpay Tds vBéxeTar Aefew
emoThuny ; o 6 fin.: € piv oby
kalérov af dpyal, TelTa cupBave
[viz. ot Eoovrar olviar ovfier yap
Tay Kowdv Tode T onuaivel, GARG
Toidude, 5 & ovrla Tide T, as he
says before,] el 8¢ uf) rafdrov, aAA’
&s T4 rcabérzoTa. oK EoorTaL EWi-
orgrel © wabirou yép of EmoTiuat
wdvrey, CL Metaph. xi. 2, 1060, b,
19, xiil. 10, also vii. 18, 1039,
a, 14,
v Metaph. xiil 105 see p. 167,
n. 1 supra.

supre,

5 T wabdiow Adye,as Aristotle
expresses it, Metaph. vil 10 (see
pp. 220 =qq., supra).

* See p. 205, n. 2, supra.

5 Ragsow’s solution (Arisiof.
de Notionis Definitione Doctrina,
p. 57) is equally unsatisfactory.
He appeals to Metaph. vii. 10,
10385, b, 28 (where, moreover,
after the words s kafdiov, which
stand in opposition to the follow-
ing kad Erasror, we have simply
to supply an eirew) and c. 4,
1029, b, 19, ard tries to solve the
confradiction by remarking that
in definition and in science gener-
ally the individual is regarded

the nniversal presents itself, or at least might present
itzelf, in & number of individuals.® From this stand-
point it would be possible to seek a solution of the
difficnlties suggested, by saying that in God, as the

not as individual, but from the
universal side of its being, That

© 18 just the reason why it would

“require to be otherwise if the in-
dividual were the substantial.

1 BRAXNDIR, ii. b, 568, whose
answer to this guestion is not al-
together clear.

2 As perhaps that of the sun
or of the moon; see p. 222, n. 2,

VOL, 1.

SUPPra.

¥ Metaph. xii. 10,1074, a, 33 ;
doo épifud moAld [everything of
which several examples are con-
tained in the same class] g
Eyer- sis pup Adyos kal & abrbs
ToAAGY, olov arlpdwov, Zwipdins
0¢ els* 7d B¢ 7l Fr elvar ot Fxe
UARY T mpaTar, dvTedéyxei "/ti,o.

il
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ultimate principle, absolute certitude for thought coin-
cides with absolute actuality of being, but that, in all
derivative forms of being, the greater actuality falls fo
the share of the individual and the greafer cognisability
to the share of the universal. That this solution, how-
ever, would be in accordance with all Aristotle’s pre-
misges is not yeb proven. Aristotle himself does not
draw the distinction. He says without any qualification
that all knowledge consists in the cognition of the
universal, and that substantiality pertains to individuals
alone. Even if we were to limit the first of these
propositions to the world of sense,! its incompatibility
with the second would not disappear. Aristotle’s view
is not that knowledge is directed to the universal
because we are incapable of perfectly knowing the
individual as such. It is, on the contrary, that in spite
of the fact that the individual things of sense are better
known to us, the universal must furnish the sole object
of knowledge in the strict sense, becanse ifi is in ifself
more original and more cognisable because it alone
possesses that immutability which anything that is to
be the object of knowledge must afford.® The further
conclugion is inevitable, that, in comparison with the
individual things of sense, it must possess a higher

degree of actuality also.

And we shall also find?

the individual can only arise through the combination

1 AsG.v. HERTLING does, Wai.
. Form b, Arist. 43, £, Temark-
ing that the form of universal-
ity is not in all spheres.the indis-
pensable condition of knowledge,
but only where we are dealing
with the knowledgze of the ma-

terial world. THere it is the only
resource we have in face of the
partial unknowableness of all ma-
terial things.
¢ Hee pp. 205 and 220, supra.
3 Infra, p. S68.

PP
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of Form with Matter. But one eannot understand how
reality can belong in a higher degree and a more
primary senge to that which 18 a combination of Form
and Matter, of Actnal and Possible, than to that which
is pure Form as it is known in univerzal concepts, i.e.
to the Actual which is limited by no element of mere
Possibility.,! It only remains, then, to recognise in
this point. not merely a lacuna, but a deep contradiction
in the philosophy of Aristotle* He has set aside the
Platonic attempt to hypostatise the universal concepts,
but he leaves standing its two main pillars, the assump-
tions, namely, that it is only the universal that can he
the object of knowledge and that the truth of know-
ledge keeps pace with the actuality of its object.* How
was it possible to hold these two positions together in
thought without involving contradictions ?

We need not expect, threfore, to avoid contradie-
tions in working out the further developments of his
theory, by which Aristotle sought & solution of the
questions which the Ideal theory and the doctrines
connected therewith had left ananswered.

! Even HERTLING failstomake
this intellizible, when he goes on
to say in the passage just quoted
that that only is object of know-
ledge which is of permanent
worth in things, This in the
sphere of sense is never the whole
thing, but is entangled with all

that is accidental and that has

its spurce in matter. He thus
suggests the question how the
thing in which the permanent
worth is mixzed with the acci-
dental can be anything more sub-
stantial than the form which

presents it pure,

* Since KiTTer, 111, 150, called
attention to this difficulty it has
been further discussed by HEV-
DER; cf. Arist. und hegel. Dial.
180, 188 sq., and ZELLER's first
edition, p. 405 sg., which was
followed by Boxsirz, A#dst.
Metaph. ii. 569. SOHWEGLEER,
Arist. Metaph. iii. 133. Cf. also
STRUMPELL, Gesel. d, Plil, 251

# Cf. ZELLER, Ph.d. Gr.pt. i,
541 sq. i
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(2) Form and Matter: the Actual and the Possible.

We must now go back to Plato. In the Ideas he
had distinguished the non-sensible essence of things
from their sensible appearance. Aristotle refused to
think of the former as a nniversal subsisting for itself
outside of things. Yet he does not wish to abandon
the distinction, and the grounds on which he bases it
arve the same as those of Plato—nawely, that the non-
sensible Form can alone be an object of knowledge, and

that it alone is permanent amid the change of appear--

ances. He says, as Plato said, that as perception is
different from knowledge, it is equally clear that the
object of knowledge must be something other than
sensible things. All that is sensible is passing and
changeful ; it is a ‘contingent’ which may be one way or
may be another. What knowledge requires, on the
contrary, is an object as unchangeable and necessary as
itsell, which can as liftle change into its opposite as
knowledge can into ignorance. Of sensible things we
can have neither a eoncept nor a preof; it is the Form
alone with which knowledge has to do.! Form, indeed,
is also the indispeusable condition of all Becoming :
since everything that becomes, comes to be something
from being something else. Becoming, then, consists
in thiz, that some matter takes on a definite Form.
This Form must therefore be posited before each case

! Metaph, vii. 11, 15 (sce p. émoriun odBevbs, €l wh mis elva
220, supra), with which ef. ibid, Aéye vhp alofqow emorhuny. &t
i 4,999, b, 1: e pér odv undéy & otb’ aldov oibey 098 dwlvnrov:

Srri wapd T waf Ewasra, obBiv Wy iv. &, 1010, a, 25: rard 70 €ldos
€ly voyrdy GARS whvTe oiglyte Kai GropTa pryrdokopsy.
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of Becoming as the aim and end thereof; and even
supposing that in any particular case the Form could
itself originate in the process of Becoming, yet in any
case such a supposition conld not be carried ad
tnfinibum, for if it could, we should never arrive at a
true instance of actual Becoming. The fact of Becom-
ing, in other words, is inexplicable unless it be true
that before anything came to be! there was a Form 2

which itself had not come ta be.
For the same reason there must also be Matter as

the correlative of Form.

The relation of these two

should not be defined, as Plato defined it, merely as one

! Edfos, popept, Adyos(see p. 219,
n. 1, supra’), obaia (infra, p. 275),
7o Ti #v elvar (see p. 217, n. 1,
SUPTE ).

? Mefann, 1% 4,999, b, 5

CGAAL why e ye &Sy enféy o,

003 yevecty elvar Buvardy - dwdyin
'y&.p elval 71 TH -,fryyd#szmv ral Ef
00 -;.r'—y:rsfrm kel TotTawy Th € EaxoToy
a‘}"EI;nTGV EiNEP IUT“TC(I TE J‘\_ﬂ' QK
wh beros 'yeth?m adtivaror

ére 8 elwep 3 UAn dori Bz =
ayérrnTos elvar, mwoAl &7t pailoy
ethoyor €lver ThHy odvloy § woTe
énelry ylyveras. [olola as that
which #Ay becomes] el ydp pive
Totira  EgTar ufiTe frelvn, ovfeiy
Corar TO wapdwar, € 8¢ TobTo
aBivatoy, bydykn Ti evar wapd T
alvodoy The popdiy kel 7o eldos;
vil, 8 fnil.: éwel 8e md Twds Te

¢ yiyverm TO yiyvdpevay . .. xal €

Tivos [eg. out of brass]. .. xal®
plyverm [e.g. a ball] . . . domep
obBeTd bmokelperor worel 7w xakkdr,
oirws obdt Thy coaipay el ph kard
cquuBefnkds . . . Adyw & b1 Tow
xaAkdy oTpoyylidor wowely éoriv ob
T4 oTpoyyiAey ) Thy  apdipay
motely, aAN’ Erepdy 1, olov 76 €ldos

TobT0 év dAAe. The form, again,
could only come from another
form, and so on ad énfinitum,
since all coming 1o be is the em-
bodiment of form in matter,
¢Gavepdy Gpa UTt oble T elbos . ..
ol yiyverar . . . odbe 7d 7l v chva
s e w BT TO wiv ds elbos 3 odola
J\e‘;zdpewv ob yiyverou, 3 &e a'wuﬁus
9 KeTH 'rauﬂw I-\s-;.ralusw,- _rr}ve'rm,
kat briéy wmrl g yerepcvy Ay
EvearTe, kal Eore Th pév Téde TH Be
7ée; c. 9, 1034, b, T: o udvov
G wepl 7ijs ovalas § Adyos Bnhol Th
w‘; ylyreabar b elfos, dAAY -npl
TdvTwy rS,.m ws TiY rpdvrwv kowls 6
Adyos, ofor morud wowd, ke, It is
not the ball, nor is it ithe brass,
that comes to be, bat the brass
ball, not wed» but woiby EoAow ;
xil. 3 inst. : o 'yf'yxzsrm oiiTe 4 By
ofiTe T eibes, Afyw B¢ T4 Eryara,
TaY Yap luem,&:u\hn 7l kal md Tons
kal gls TL D¢’ ob uiy, 708 wpdrov
KwoiyTos - b BE, 4 TAn - els b 8%, 7b
elfos. eis E:rerpoy oDy eloiwy, el uh
pdyov & Xaa\acbs ylyverar oTpoyyvies,
&AM Kal 7O aTpoyyiAer 4 & xaids:
am-yrm Siorivar. T1d. 1070, a,15,
viil. 8, 1048, b, 16, c. 5, 1044, b, 22,
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of opposition, in the sense that all true Being would
fall exclusively to the share of Form, and that there
would remain for Matter only the sphere of Not-Being.
Here again arises the old question of the possibility of
Becoming.! Tt might seem that out of Being nothing
conld come to be, since it is alveady : and out of Not-
Being mnothing also, for ex wikilo nihil fit. Aristotle
finds it possible to avoid this difficulty only by saying
that all which comes to be starts in the process of
Becoming ont of that which iz only in a relative sense
and in a relative sense s nof, That from which anything
comes to be cannot be absolutely Not-Being, but at the
same time it cannot be that which it is only on its
way to become. There remains, therefore, as the only
possible alternative, that it is that which it is to be in
possibility, but not as yet in actuality. If, for example,
an uneducated man becomes an educated man, he does
so out of the condition of a man not educated, but as
truly out of the condition of a man capable of ednca-
tion. In fact, it is not the uneducated, as such, that
becomes educated, but it is the uneducated man—the
subject, that is, which has a predisposition towards
edueation, but in actuality is not yet educated.

All Becoming is a passing over of possibility into
actnality. Becoming, in general, therefore, presupposes
a substratum \1-110:;& essence it is to be pure possibility,
which has not in any relation become actuality.? All

P CE pp. 302, 309 sq4q.

* This relation is fully deve-
loped in Phys. 1, 6-10, from which
the following are extracts: e 7:
Qauty pap yiverBar é8 EAAov EAAo
kul $E érdpov erepoy f TR GwAG

AéyovTes i ovyneluere [the former,
if 1 say * the man becomes enl-
tured,” or ‘the unecultured be-
eomes cultured '; the latter, if T
say ‘the unculturpd man hemmes
a cultured man’]. 7&r e yrou-
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becomes that which it comes to he out of its opposite.
What becomes warm must before have been cold. He
who becomes a man of knowledge must before have been
without knowledge.! Opposites ag such, however, can-

vwy ds To arAd Aéyousr yivesbar,
7o per Dmopdvoy Aéyoper pivestou,
T 8 oby Umopévor. & pEr yép
avfpwmos dmoudrer uovTikls Yiwoue-
vos dvfpwmros kal fore, Th 88 uh
poug uedy kel Th Epovaoy obTe amAas
olite gurriléueror Troudvel. diwpio-
pévwr 8¢ Tobrwy €k GwdyTev Tav
pryropérwy TouTo €Tt AaBely ddv
Tis EmBA&ln, Gomep ?\e’jfo,u.sy, fiTe
Bel 71 el vrroxe?a'ﬂm 7o 7wouemr
ral Tovro el ral up:ﬂp‘.p doTw Eu,
GAN eiBer ye odx € ., . . ad 7ép
TabTor T avfpdre kal To dusdow
el wal TO wev Owopéver, 70 &
oby fmopdver: Td peéy ph dvrielpe-
vor Umouever (6 yap Grfpwmes dwo-
péver) Td povouedy 8¢ kel To duovoor
oly tmopéver, Ihid, 190, a, 31:
in the case of all else that be-
comes the eloieis the substratum
of the change; o7 & kel wi odoia
kol oo BAhe GrAds dvre €& dmo-
wetuévoy Twvbs plveral, dmickomolyTe
yévorr’ & gpavepév. This he goes on
to prove by the examples of plants,
animals, products of art and
chemiecal changes(éAAolweres)and
then proceeds: dore 8fidor ek Taw
elpnuévey, §vi 70 ywdpevor mor
ast gurferdy éoTi, kel EoTi pér Ti
yrbpevoy, EoTe 8¢ 718 robro yiveral,
ket 200T0 dirTérT ¥ qap TH Uwoksi-

Cpevoy B Th Guruwceiperoy, Aéyw BE
. Gericeirfar pEr T Guoudov, TToksi-

ol B& Tov Bvfpemor, kel Thr uér
arxnuooteny Kal The auopplar %
Ty Gratior 6 dvTicelpevor, Tdv 88
yoAkdy 4} Tor-Aifoy ) Ty xpuriy
73 Urokelpevor. ¢ovepdr olv , .,
Ut yiyveTar may E Te Tob Dmokeqé-

vou kel Tis poppis . . . EoTe Be T
brworelweroy dpilud uer €v, efdea e
dud, viz, (1) matter as such and
(2) the negation of form (o7é-
prois) as property (ovuBeBnxds)
of matter. It is just this dis-
tinetion, ¢. 8 zoes om, which
salves the diffigulty previous
philosophers felt in dealing with
the possibility of becoming which
they ended by totally denying:
ofite yap o by yiveabar (elvar qip
7iom) ¥k Te wy ivros oblev by yer-
éoblar . . . v‘y.m?s 8¢ wal atrof Gapey
yiyreoBar uiy obdtr amAies dx iy
iim'as, Buews ,u.wrot yiyveaBar €k
B owus, olov Koo r:vpﬁsﬁnxos 2
€x Yap THs orephoews, 6 éort kad
efitd uh by, otk SvvmdpyovTos plyve-
rai 7t [4.e, a thing becomes what
it is not from its negative which
in and for itself does not exist:
man, for example, becomes what
he is not—cultu_rerl from being
uncultured] . . . eis uir 8y Tpdmwos
obTos, GAAos § 7 vBéxerar TabTd
Aéyew kata Thy Slropy kol ThY
Svepyeway.  Gei, et Corr, 1.3, 817,
b, 15 : Tpémor uér Twa €k ui) drros
GwA@s wyiverar, Tpimoy 5t EANow €E
dpros del. 70 yop Oveduer by dyre-
Aeyeia 8¢ uth by dvdywn rpuihrripx&w
Aeybuevor dugoripws, CF, Metapl.
xii. 2 (an exposition in complete
agreement with that of the
Playsics); thid. ¢, 4, 1070, b, 11,
18, e. &, 1071, b, 8, iv. 5, 1009, a,
U and p. 541, n, 2, supra.
! See infra, and Phys. ii. 5,
205, a, 6.
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not change into their opposites, nor even act npon their
opposites. Cold does not become warmth: ignorance
does not become knowledge ; but the former cease when
the latter begin. Becoming is not the passing over of
one property into the opposite property, but the passage
out of oze condition into the opposite condition, by the
_interchange of one property with another. Thus it
follows that all Becoming presupposes some Being on
the basis of which such an interchange takes place, and
which underlies as their suljj ject the changing properties
and conditions, and maintains itself in them. This
substratum certainly is in a sense the opposite of that
which it is to become, but it iz so not in itself, but
derivatively. It has not as yet those properties which
it is to receive, and in place of them it has their
opposites; and in so far it stands in a negative relation
to that which is to come out of it. This negative rela-
tion, however, concerns not its own essence, but only
the determinations of quality which attach to it.! As
! Cf. besides the above nn. &ddweror. We obtain three prin-
and p. 323 sq., Phys. 1. 6, 189, a, ciples (apxcu) (ihid. 191, a, 12)
20: for the explanation of phe- if besides Sworelperoy and Adyos
nomena it is not enough to we take especial aceount of
assume two principles standing orépmocs, otherwise only two.
to one another in the relation of A thing’s opposite is its prineiple
opposites, amopfoeis yap &» Tis m@s  in so far as its matteris infected

A munvdrys T pavityra wowy  With erépnows or the contrary of
7L wégurey f) atry THe wekedrnTe. the form it is going to receive ;

Auo'ws BE wal EAAm dwoizotv évap- acmethmg other thau its opposite.

Twryns, &c ;¢ T, 190, b, 29: &b is its principle in so far as the
Eori pby &5 Bbo Aextéoy elvei Tas matterin itself is as capable of
wpxds, fomi & Bs 7pers. wal €07t uév  the one determination as of the
&s Taverr'e, otor el Tis Adyor 70 other;e. 9, 192 a, 16: Plato errs
povaichy kol TO Guovooy | To Beppdy  inidentifyingthe material simply
ral T Yuypdr §) 78 fppospévoy kai  with the non-existent. dyros yep
Td bvdpuoaroy Eare B &y o Im' Tiwes Belov kai dyefod wal éperon,
GMMVAwy yhp wdoxew Thravtin T pév évavrior abrté ¢auts elvar,
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it is a presupposition of all Becoming, this substratum
cannot ever itself have had a commencement ; and since
everything which perishes resolves itself finally into the
same substratum, it is imperishable also.! This begin-
ningless basis of Becoming? is Matter;® and so we

have Matter alongside of Form as a second term.*

The notion and the relation of these two principles
is more accurately determined in the doctrine that
Form is the Actual and Matter the Possible.® Both

700 b wlpuner eblerbar ral dpéye-
abor adrot kare Thy favrob ¢bow.
Tois 8% ovuBalver Tl évartiov dpé-
yeobar Tiis favrod dllapis. kalror
ofite abrh fourob oldw Te dbicobar
7 €idos Bla To uhy evar évlels,
ofire 73 évayriov. ¢boprind ip
GAMAwy TE fvarTio. BAAL TobT
Eoriw 5 UAn, domep dv el 8Av
Gppevos Kol oioyxphy kehot (sec
p. 325, . 1, supra). Plys iv. 9;
217, a, 22 éariv Oy ula v&r évay-
Tlww, feppot wal buxpot kali Tow
EAAwy Tar Qusukdy Evavridoeny,
kai €x Buvaper Orros Cvepyelo Gy
viverar, xal ol ywporh wey [sc.
Ty erartiwoeny] Ay, 74 § elvat
ETepor,

! Bea p. 3-‘11 . 2, supra. Pfe_;.s
1.9, 192, a; 85: a@?&p’m‘ ol a.']rev-
Aoy Gydypnn aoThy elvol. eiTe yip
&y f'}ye:ro. vmwdiceiofal To Bk Tp@T OV,
74 é of é}uw&pxawus i viw JEITE
dlelperar, eis TovTo aditeTar frya-
Tav,

* To dwoxefuevor, 7o Bext oy, p.

542, n, 2, besides followirg notes

and Gen. et Corr.1. 10, 828, b, 10 :
Bdrepiv préy Semm&yéo{répovﬁ elﬁos.
De An. il 2, 414, a, 9: popdd kel
elbds 7o kal Adyos kai ooy érépyeia
Tov Gextikod. Thid. 1. 18: &ore
Adyos Tis &y €ln [ buxn]| kai eldos,
GAN oly BAn kel 70 dworelucvor,

Ly, ibid. 1. 31 : Aéyw yap
u)\mz 0 '.-rp.u:-ov frokelieror endoTe,
€t 00 vylveral 7o dvurdpyovros ph
kare ovuBeBnieds, Glen. et Corr. 1.
4 fin.. Cori G¢ UAm pdAioTo uiy
reai ievples T8 broxeiueroy yerégews
kai @plopas Sewrucdr, Tpdwoy 84 Tiva
ral T Tals EAAas ;;e-ruﬁa"\u?s
Metaph. 1.3, 983, a, 29 ; c'rsp v B&
[m‘r ay q)a‘r.tsv elvac] Thy Any kal
7o Umorcehueror. CL foregoing nn.

t Cf. the foregoing and the
next n.  As orépnais constitutes
of itself no independent principle,
Lot merely belongs to matter as
such, 4.e. to matter as still form-
less, if is assigned a place heside
form and matter only in a very
few passages and with a certain
reservation ; see Plgs. i. T (p.
344, n. 1) Metaph. xii. 2. 1062,
b, 32, . 4, 1070, b, 10, 18, ¢. 5,
1071, a, 6, 16,

Sidle Aw. G 1 41203, 6
Néqoper yevos & TiTdv dvTav Thy
ovaiey, TatTys B¢ 7 piw &s DAy,
U ko altd pey ol fore TiBe 7
'é-repw 8 popdhr kal e"ﬁos, tcal’ Hu
fen Ae'ys-rar. TohE Ti kol 'rpi*rov T8
éie TovTwy. EgTi § 3 uir By
Biwvapis, 75 & elfos dvrerdyea. So
c. 2,414, 8,14 2q.; Gen. et Corr.
ii. 9, Sib, a, 33 c‘os uey odr Uiy
Tols yermTols foTiv cirioy TH Buva-
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conceptions have been obtained entirely out of the con-
sideration of the distinction between the two poles

Tou elvar kol pd elrar.  Metaph.
vii. 7, 1032, a, 20: dwayra 8¢ T4
miypdpera 4 loer 4 Téxry Exe
UAqe.  Buwarby yop kel elvas kal ui
elvat Exagror abror, TovTo & [that
which can be or not be] éorir év
craorTe BAN: ¢, 15 (v, supra) ; vill,
1, 1042, a, 27: fAqe B Aéyw ) uh
T8¢ Tt olca évepyeia Buvduer éoTi
Ta8e Ty ¢, 2, 1042, b, 9: émei &
7 per &s Omoksyudrn wal ds TAR
oirie duodoyeito, afiry & évtiv 9
Svwauz,  Ihid, 1043, a, 12: 7
dvépyeia EANp EAMMs BAxs wal 6
Adyos; 1 20; 7ol eidovs kai 77s
dvepryelas; L 27 @ ) péw ép bs UAn
[oboia éoriv] § & &s pmopdly Ome
évepyeia; ¢, 3 init.: Thr évépyeaay
wal THy popphy . . . Tis évepyelns
kal ToU €fovs; . 6, 1045, a, 23 ¢
el 8 éorly . . . 70 pir dAn TH G
popddl, kai TO uwew Gupduer TO G¢
évepyeln 3 ix. 8, 1050, a, 15 : 5 iAn
eori Suwdpe, o7 Ao by eis TO
elbos: dray BE o évepyela 7, TdTe
&y 1o €de dorlv; b, 2, 27: 9
obola kol TO eldos {wépyed o
. - . 5 obate [rav pBoprar] HAg rat
Birauis obow, ovk ewépyen; Xil. 5,
1071, a, 8: évepyele péy ip 70
eldos . , . burauer 08 B UAn; L 15:
wduTar B mp@Tar dpxal T évepyeln
wp@Toy, TO €bet, kal &ANo D Burduer
Such passages could easily be
multiplied to prove that =i
durduer by corresponds precisely
to fiAq, 70 évepyele Gr to eldos.
Even the statement (Bosirz,
Ayist, Metaph. ii. 388) that Tan
refers rather to wpdrw, JSvrdue
by rather to éoxdrn ¥An (see
p. 348, n. 1, infra), does not seem
correct. 1f to the guestion wdre
Surduss éoriv Exarror ; Aristotle
(Metapi. ix. T) replies by means

of the doxdrn UAn, he must make
the same Teply to the guestion
as to the {iAg éndrrov, the matter
of these determinate things. If
the earth cannot be said to be
duraper arfpwmos, neither can it
be called according to Metapih.
viii, 4, 1044, a, 35, b, 1 sq., ‘the
matter of man’; and what the
same passage calls Svvdper oixla,
1049, b, 8 sq. designates tan.
On the other hand, wpdry DAy is
simply dvrdue dr.  So far, there-
fore, as there remains any dis-
tinction between the tweo pairs
of conceptions, it ¢ neerns not
so much their actual content as
the point of view from which
we regard it. In the antithesis
of form and matter we distin-
guish between different elements,
in that of vepyelz and Bevdue
between different states or con-
ditions ‘of things. The former
refers to the relation of substance
to attribute; the latter, to the
relation of the earlier to the
later eondition, of the incom-
plete to the complete. But
since the very essence of matter
consists in possibility of form in
actuality, we ecan conceive no
case in which more than a
grammatical change is necessary
in order that we may substitute
the latter for the former expres-
sions. And wice versa we may
in most cases substitanie matter
and form for the possible and
the actual. The only diffienlty
that can possibly arize isin the
case where we are speaking, not
of two things related to one
another as the possible to the
actual, but of one and the same
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between which all Change and Becoming moves.! TIf
we abstract in any given ecase from all that a given
object is about for the first time to become, we shall
have a definite Matter which is in want of a definite
Form, and is consequently as yet only capable of receiv-
ing it. If we abstract entirely from anything which is
a product of Becoming—that is to say; if we think to
ourselves a kind of objeet which has not as yet become
an‘\;thing; then we shall have pure Matter without any

determination by Iorm.

This will be that which is

nothing, but can become everything—the Subject,
namely, or substratum to which no one of all the
thinkable predicates belongs, but which precisely
on that account is eqgually receptive of them all.
In other words, it is that which is all in Possibility
and nothing in Actuality : it is purely potential Being,?

thing as it passes from possibility
to actuality, of. Plys. ii. 3, 195,
b, 3, viii. 4, 265, a, 33; De An,
i, 5, 417, a, 21 sq.; Gen. An. il
1, 735, a, 9; but even here it
can always be shown that a
thing ix Suvdper only in so far as
it has the An in itself. Although,
therefore, Burdper and évepyeia
have, lozically considered, a wider
range than fAn and efbos (since,
while the latter express only a
relation of two subjects to one

. ancother, the former espress also

a relation of one subject to it-
self) metaphysically there is no
distinction between them,

! That Aristotle’s conception
of matter and with it the dis-
tinction between matter and form
thus originated in the attempt
1o esplain ¢ becoming,” which

seemed to presuppose if, is clear
also from the statement that
nothing to which ‘becoming”’ is
inapplicable can be said to have a
matter ; Metaph, viil, 5, 1044,
by, 27: 0d8¢ wavrds BAy eoriy EAN
Bowy yéveals ot nal peTaBold sis
EAARAe. oo 8 dver Tov peTuSdA-
Aew Eorwy @ ou, odk €07 TobTwy
fAq. Cf. vil, 7 (previous n.)

? T§ Suvaues ov, A somewhat
different meaning attaches to
Streuss when it indicates power
or faculty in -the scnse of the
apxy  peraBAnTucy, whether we
speak of a faculty for doing or
for suffering, a ratiopal or an
irrational power (cf. Metaph. ix.
1-6, v. 12); Aristotle, however,
again mixes up both significa-
tions (cf. Bowirz on Mefapl.
379 sq., and p. 234, n. 1, supred.
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withont any kind of actnal existence.! If conversely
we take an object and abstract from it everything
that is merely rudimentary and only on its way
to completion, if we think of the end of its growth
as fully attained, we obtain the pure and com-
plete realisation of its comception, to which nothing
formless, no matter that is still unformed, any lovger
attaches. The Form, or intelligible essence of a thing,
corresponds with its perfect realisation, and Form in
general with Actuality.? Just as a statue is contained
only potentially in the unwrought material, and comes
into actual existence only through the Form which
the artist communicates to the material, Aristotle under-

From this cecond meaning of
Blvajs we have Aristotle’s appli-
cation of it to the material in
which a determinate power
resides, as in Part. dn. i 1,
646, a, 14 sq., where moist and
dry, warm and cold substances,
Gen An. i 18, 795, b, 14, where
certain liquids, Wefeor. ii. 8, 359,
b, 12, where salts and alkalis,
Die Sensw, 5, 444, a, 1, where
Jragrant -scents are called Suwd-
JLELS,

! This pure matter, which, Ldw-
ever (sceingra),is never present as
such, Aristotle calls wpdry TAs.

Its opposite in this sense is fag

fuxdry (1Bws, olkela éxdeTou), or
the matter which unites itzelf,
immediately, without reguiring
further preparation, with a deter-
minafe form, Hpdry fAy is the
material as it precedes all ele-
mantary dilferences; the doydry
g, eg, of the statue is the
stene or brass; the doydry g of

man s & keraudme.  Metaph, v.
4, 1015, a, 7, . 24 init, viii. 6,
1045, b, 17. ¢, 4, 1044, a, 15, 34,
b, 1, ix. 7, 1049, a, 24, Some
verbal confusion is caused by
the fact that the expression
mparn #An is applied equally to
matter which is absolutely, and
To matter which is only rela-
tively, first (to the Jaws mpdry
and to the mpds aird mpdry Ag) ;
see Metapl. v. 4, viil. 4, 1044,
a, 18, 28} Plys. ii. 1, 193, a, 28,
and cf. Melaph. v. 4, 1014, b, 26,
Cf. Boxrrz, JTnd. Arist., 786,
b, 10.

? Evépyeia or évredéyea (in
the concrete b évepyela ¥y, b
évrehexeln Br), expressions which
properly differ as activity or
actualisation differs from com-
pleteness or actuality, but which
are commoenly used by Aristotle
without distinction, Cf, infra,
p- 379 sq.

—r
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stands by Potentiality in general Being as mere sus-
ceptibility—indeterminate, undeveloped self~existence,
capable, indeed, of becoming a definite reality, but not
yet made into one. By Actuality, on the other hand,
he means the same being considered as a developed
totality or Being which has wrought out all that it
contains into full existence. When aceordingly he
identifies Form with actual, Matter with potential,
being, he means to say that the former is the totality
of the qualities which the latter does not possess bub
is capable of acquiring.! Matter as such, the so-called
7poT) UAy,? is without form or definite character, being
Just that which precedes all Becoming and all formation ;
the centre of indifference to all opposites and defi-

nite qualities; the substratum which as yet possesses

none of the qualities that

1 Metaph. ix. 6, 1048, a, 80 -
Tore §' %) evdpyein Th dmdpyew th
wpayme pi oirws Sowep Aéyoper
Buvdper, Adyousr 8¢ Suvrduer oloy
¢v 79 EAp 'Epuiy kal ér 7 8\p
Thy fuioeiar, 6Tt apuipebey by, wal
émrTapove kal Ty ph Bewpolyre,
ar duards § zwpligar. To & dvep-
el Aoy & érl vdr kalékxrTa
TF emaywyd & BovAdueta Alyew.
sl 07 80 wapThs Spov (nrely, dANG
Kl Th Grdhoyoy ouropdy, e &5 Th
aiwaSapody wpbs TH oixabouuchy, Kal
T Eypyyepds wids Th rabenBov, wal
Th dp@y wpus T ploy per Gl i

Exor, kel 7 dmokexnpevoy én ThHs

JUAns wpbs Thy JAqe, xd TO dwep-
yagpivay TS TH GvépyacToy. Tav-
75 8¢ Tis Biagopds OdTepor udploy
EaTw 7 évépyeia apupicuévn, Barépw
de b Buvardr; ¢, 8, 1050, a, 21 ;
Phys. 1. T, 191, a, T: # &' dmorer-
pérn o dmioTnTy ket dvaioyizy.

make the Forw of things.3

&5 yap wpbs Gvbpidvra yalkds 7
wpis kAbvny E6Aaw 3} mpbs TEv EAAwy
T Tdr ExorTwy wopdhy § HAn kol
T0 Huopdor Eyer wply AafSelr The
Koppiy. oftws aliry wedbs odofar
Exet wal To Tdde 71 wal b Gy, Thid,
iii. 1, 201, a, 29,
- ° See p. 348, n. 1, supra
? Metaph vii 3, 1029, a, 20 ;

CXyw B DA B wak aiThr uhTe Tt

MiTE moaby wiTe BN unity Aéyerar
ols dpirTar Th dv; o 11, 1037, n,
2T metd uiv yap Tis dA9s odk
fo7iw [Adyos], ddptoror vdp; ix. 7
L04Y, &, 241 &l 8¢ 7( &rre wphron,
b pyceTe ko BANou Adyermi diesi-
vwor [otf such and such a-nsture],
TolTo wpdTy #an ; vill. 1, see p. 315,
n. B, supra, iv, 4, 1007, b, 2§
TY yap Suvduel by Kab ) yrehs-
xele 70 adpiordy Eome.  Phys.i. T;
see above, n.1, and iv. 2, 209, b,
9: passing Trom this it becowmes
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Considered in this aspect, it is also unlimited or.infinite,
not in the spatial sense (for Aristotle, as we shall see,
does not admit the existence of infinity in space), buf
in the wider sense according to which the infinite is that
which, as fixed and circumscribed by no determinate
Form, has reached no conclusion or completion.! And
since what is wholly indeterminate cannot be known,
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and Matter, therefore, require nothing further to medi-
ate between them in order to produce a whole, but are
immediately united: TForm is the definiteness of
Matter in itseli’ indefinite ; Matter receives into 1tself
directly the lacking definiteness of I'orm. When the
Potential passes into the Actual, these elements do not

Matter, as such, is unknowable. It is only by analogy
that we can gain any conwptlou of it, by supposing &
substratum for things of sense in generai which is re-
lated to them in much the same way as a special material
is to the things that are made out of it.? To Form, on
the other hand, we attribute all the qualities of things,
all deliniteness, limitation, and intelligibility. Form

mepLexSuevoy twh Tou elbous [the

fmru] Kol Wpimueray o . . Ecr‘n de
TOlOUTON :;| iAn kol Th ddpoTov.
D Celo, i, 8, 305, b, 17 : deides

kat &gap@y Gei TH :';wmceip.ewy
elvon pdheoTa yap br obtw Sdrairo
ﬁuﬁm.(eo'ﬂm, kafldmep év 76 Tiua'yp
TE'}’P{IT‘TGJ‘ "b TRVEEXLS
! By @mepor Avistotle under-
stands, first of all, the unlimited
in space, and in this sense he ex-
runmeqthe conception in Phys. iii.
4 sg. Bat finding that in ac-
tuality there is no such infinile
space, he finally identifies the nn-
limited with the ddporor or #Ag.
CF ibid. ¢. 6,207, a, 1 : the notion
a‘:uuunonl}' entertuined of inlin-
ity is whally false, ol yap ob Im;é‘éw
EEw, GAN 00 ael T efco éori, TolT
Greipdy doriv , . . Gwepor uey oby
éorly o0 kara worby AauBdroveiy
ael Tt AaBely Errmir EEw. 00 BE pnbir
Etw, ovr’ ol TéNewoy kol Bhov (Le
Ciedn, ii. 4, 286, b, 19, repeated)

. TéAewr & odder ) €xov TEAOS

T3 8E TéNos mépas . . . oh yap Alvoy
Ay muvdTTER éoTi TE GmarTt Koi
HAC:.' 70 ﬁwﬂpov .. . EoTi '}'E'tp 0

daewpoy Tis Tob peyéovs Tehs oTy)-
Tos UAn kel TO Buvduer daow,
dureheye'a 8 off | . . kal of wepid el
GAAG TepLE yET L, [ BRetpor. Bio kel
Gywworoy i dmetpoy * elbos yap vvk
Exer © Uiy . . . @romow B¢ kal
adiwatov; T8 dyvwovor kal 7o
ddpioToy wepiéxew wol Opiew; ©. 7,
207, b, 35: gavepdv Gri bs HAn T4
dmepdy 2o alTiov, el Gre Th
péy elvat abTé gTépnots, 1o 88 Kal’
airh dmocelueror T o’wexas ek
aigbnTiv, . See previous note.
2 Phy: . 63 see previous
note ; ibid. ‘"”, Metaph, ix. 6 ; see
p. 54.) n.1, wym Metaph. vii. 10,
1036, a, 8: 5 § UAy Eypworos kal
ebriy. CF. also p.220, n. 2, supra;
for parallels from Plato, of. ZELe
LER, Ph. 4. Gr. pt. 1. p. 621, 2.

stand opposed to one another as two separate things,
but one and the same thing looked at as Matter is
the Potentiality of that of which the Actmality is ifs
Form.*

But just ag we may not regard Form and Matter in
their mutual relation as two heterogeneons substances,
go neither may we regard either of them in any case as
a single substance, so as to imply that one Matter and
one Form counstitute the fundamental elements which in
various combinations produce the aggregate of things.
Aristotle recognises, indeed, in the Divine Spirit a
being which is pure Form without Matter. Yet he
does not treat this as the intelligible idea of all Forms,
the universal, spﬁ'it-ual substance of all things, but as
an individnal being, beside which all other individual
beings exigt as go many snbstances. In like manner
Aristotle recognises a fundamental matter, which, while
in the elements and generally in all particular kinds of
matter it assumes different forms and qualities, yet is in
itzelf one and the same in all bodies. Yet this primitive

Y Metaph. viil, 6, 1045, b, 17:  elppros kol 7 Ecrxm'n UAN [(,f D

to the question how the elements
of a conception or of a number
can be one, Aristotle answers
that they are related to one
another as matter and form (see
p. 220, n. 2, supra): eori 8 Gomep

348, n. 1] reat bl ;.Laqu')] FabTh kat €v

T ity Suvdue To B¢ dvepyela.  [So
Box1Tz reads, but BEKKER has:
TabTd wal Supdper 7O dv.] Evoydp T
Exaoror kal T Svwduer wal TH
dvepyela Ev mais éoTiv.
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matter is never present except in the definite form of
one of the elements.! Nor can’ it be otherwise, since
pure, indeterminate Matter is mere Potentiality without
any Actuality whatsoever. This original corporeal Matter,
moreover, does not exhaust the conception, and Aristotle
goes on to speak also of an incorporeal Matter which he
finds, for example, in conceptions and in mathematical
figures. To this belongs whatever, without being itself
corporeal, stands to something else in the same relation
as corporeal Matter stands to Form.2 Hence we see
that not only does each of these conceptions denote a
single existence or definite class of things, hut they are
used, though undonbtedly obtained in the %t instance
by abstraction from corporeal things,® whe escever a
relation subsists analogous to that which they briginal]y
Thus in analysing conceptions into their

express.!

! Plygs. ifi. 5, 204, b, 82: obk voqrh. Ibid. c. 10, 1036, a, 9

YorL rowdrer shua aichyrdy Tapd
76 gToiyein KaAolueve, otherwise
the four elements must needs
resolye themselves into this,
which is not the case. Fen. et
Corr. 11. 1, 329,58, 8. Tlid.l. 24:
Tueis 8¢ pausr utr elval Twa UAny
Ty copdrey TEr aioclnTey, dAAL
TalTyy ot ywpioThy, GAX' ael uer’
evavTidoews, € s ylverar Th
KaAoluera gToryeta. Ihid. i, 5,
390, b, 12 sq.

* Metaplh. viii. 6, 1045, a, 33 :
EoTe BE Ths TAqs § pEr vonrh u &
atglyTh, wal del 7ot Adyov h pivian
T 8 évépyerd éormur; vil. 11, 1036,
b, 35 : Eorar yap IAy vier kal ui
algtnréy: kal warrds yap JAy Tis
éorir B pa) dore v Gy elver wal eifos
avTd kel' abtd dAAE Tdde Te . . .
Eore yap ) UAn 9 wév aiclyry 5 5e

tan & # pév alo@yrdh éorw 5 B
voRTH . . . womTh BE 5 év Tals
algdnrois fwdpyxovoa ph § aichyrd,
olov T& pabjparucd.

¥ This is evident from the
examples which Aristotle uses in
tlustration; cf. pp. 341, n. 2, 342,
1. 2,and 345 0.5, sup. Of matter ha
remarks also in &en, et Corr. 1.4,
320, a, 2, that we areto understand
by it pdatera kal kvpiws 76 Sworel-
pevor yevégews wal pbopas Serrikiy.

' Metaph. =i, 4: 1% & alrie
‘wal ol dpyal EXAe dAAwr Eorw &,
éor1 8 bs by kaldhou Aéyn Tis kal
kT’ dvedoyioy, TabTé wdvTey | .
olov Tows 7av alobiray cwupdrer
s utv elbos T Bepudv wal Earor
Tpowor b Yuxpby 4 crépais, FAy
B¢ Tb Buydpes Talra mpaToy iaf’

cabrd . wdvrop 88 ofre wiv eiveiy
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two elements, Aristotle attributes to the genus the
same significance as Matter, while he identifies the
specific difference with the Form.! Similarly in the
scheme of the universe, in physiology, in zo“cﬂogy, in
psychology, the upper and the lower spheres and cle-
ments,* the soul and the body,? the male and the female 1
the Active and the Passive Reason, stand to one anothe’r
in the same relation as the Form and the Matter. The
same is true, it need hardly be remarked, of Potentia] ity
and Actuality. These also express & definite relation
which may subsist between all possible kinds of objects,
and which can best be explained by analogy.5  Aristotle
applies them in precisely the same way as Matter and
Form. He nses them, for instance, to elucidate the con-
nection between the genus and the specific differences,

and in general to show the possibility of several proper-
ties belonging to one and the same thing.” By them he

explains the relation between the passive and the active

avk ETTiy, TG Gudhoyor B¢, damep
€8 s elmon dre Spyal eim Tpels, T
eifos kal 7 TTEpnats Kkal § A, AN
EkagToy Toirwy Erepoy wepl EoaTow
Yeraes eorly o, 5, 1071, a, 3 ¥
b’ EAXoy Tpimor 7 apddoyor apyel
L:tf avral, olov dvépyein kal Suraues,
aAAl kal TaiTe BAAL T BANois Ko
@AAws. L. 24: §AAe B¢ EAAww
altia kal oroixeln, dowep Enéxbn,
T@ 43 év Tavrg yéver, XpwudTwy,

Ydtawy, obridy, TOTGTTOS, TAHY T4

ardAoyor: kal Tav én Tavrg péver
ETepa, obn elfer, GAN STi Tav Kal
€xorTor YANo § Te o TAn kol T4
kwiigar kol TS eldos wu) 7 éus, 7o
faBddov 8¢ Adye Tair,

' See p. 218, n. 2, supra.

* De Ceelo, iv. 3, 4, 310, b, 14,

VOL. 1.

312, a, 12, Gen. ot Corr. 1 3,818
b, 32, ii. 8, 385, 4, 18, ;

S 0e dn i1, 412, b, B Sq ¢,
2,414 a, 13 ag. and often,

Y Gen. Ano i, 2 init, b 1,732,
a, 3, ii. 4,738, b, 20, and often,
Metapk. i. 6, 988, u, 5, v. 93
1024, a, 34. :

b De An. iii. 5.

¢ Metaph. ix. 6. scep. 349, n.
L, supra. Tidd. 1048,h 6 AdyeTay
& evepyeig od wdyra ditofws, GAN 7 74
&rff;\,o}roy, &s Tobro &y Todre 3 wpos
TOUTO, T8 & €y T8e §) wpds Tdder vy
Mev yap &s klvgais mpbs Bivapusy, vi
0 &s obola wpds Twa fany,  CF. i,
5,1071, a, 8, cited p, 352, n, 4,

? De An, iii, 5.

A A
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understanding.! It follows that one and the same thing
may be viewed in one aspect as Matter, in_snother as
Form: as Potentiality in the first, as Acbuar.  4n the
second. The elements, for instance, which contain the
material of all other bodies, are Forms of the primitive
Matter; the brass which supplies the material for a statue
has itg own peculiar Form as a specific metal. While the
soul in general is viewed as the Form of the body, yet even
in its own highest and most immaterial part a distinction
is made between two elements which are related to one
another as Form and Matter.? Indeed, we shall find that
evervthing except the © eternal immaterial substances’
contains some element of Matter,? while on the other
hand, as we already know ! Matter never actually pre-
sents itself to us except as endowed with Form.
We may therefore distinguish several stages® in the
development of Matter into 'orm. The first purely form-
less Matter lies at the foundation of all things : but it is

alsotrue that everything has its own peculiarand ultimate 3

Matter. Between these two lie all the material formations
throngh which the original Matter has to pass before it
becotr?es the particular Matter with which the Form of
the thing immediately unites itself.® The same holds

true of the duwaurs” We

L Metaph. ¥iii. €, 1045, a, 23,
b, 16, Fhys.i.2 fia.; see p. 214,
n. 2, p. 351, n. 1, p. 301, n. 3 and
4, suprd. =

2 Of. Fenoat O 11,1, 329,
A, a2; Phys i 1, 201, &, 29
Le An. p. 375 sq:, 440.

: Cf p. 352, n. 2.

1 8ee p. 352, n 1, supra, and
compare p. 348, n. 1.

s Cf. the passages quoted

ascribe potential knowledge

. 348, 0. 1,09, Metaplhiii 41014,
a, 20: ylyiovrar 8¢ whelovs TAm
Tob avTol, Gray faripov 5 érépa 7,
olov dAéyua ér Aimapob kai yAuicios,
€l 70 Avwapiy @k Tob yAvkéos, i B&
X0oAfs 7@ avardesfar eis Ty wpdTny
TAgr Ty xoAdy,
8 Beap. 351, m. 1.

Phys. viii. 4, 255, a, 33;

De An. il 5, 417, a, 21 «q,
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nob only to the man of learning when he is conceived as
not. actually engaged in scientific activity, but also to
the learner, and even to man in general. But the
sense in each case varies, and we have to distinguish
between the degrees of proximity to évépyara.! Nothing
attains the realisation of that which it had at first the
mere capacity to be, except by degrees; and in the uni-
verse at large there are an infinite number of intermediate
stages between mere Potentiality or the first Matter,
and complete Actuality, which is pure Form or God.
Now in the phenomenal world, Form presents itself
under the aspect of a threefold principle of causality,
while Matter contains the ground of all im pressibility
and ofall incompleteness, of natural necessity and chance,
Aristotle is in the habit of enumerating four kinds
of Cause *—the material, the conceptual or formal, the
efficient and the final® These, however, on closer

' Gon. An. il 1, 735,a, 9:
€3yuTépm Be kol moppeTépw aith
airob épBéxera elvau Gupdper, &amep
6 raflevdor yewpérpys Tov Eypyyop-
dros moppwTépw kal oliras Tov Hewp-
ovpTUS.

* Apxal.  On the meauing of
this expression see Metaph. v. 1,
with the comments of Scrwee-
LERand BoxiTz,and alsoxi. 1 fiu.,
Gren. ef Corr. 1.7, 324, a, 27, Pliys.
i. 5,188, a, 27, viii. 1 fin., Gen. An.
V. 7,788, a,14; also Poet. ¢.7,1450,

B, 2T WaALTs, drist. Org 1457 sq.,
the Ind. Arisi. nnder apxd, and

72T, 1, 2, supra. "Apyd indicates
the first in every series, and in
this sense it is used for all kinds
of causes, but more especially of
first causes, i.e. such as are de-
ducible from no hisher. Cf,

Mebaph. v. 1, 1013, a, 17: wasée
wEv 0by kowoy Tév dpx@y T TpBTOY
elvas G0er B Zorw 3 ylyrerar %
YIYETRETRLY  TobTwr B af piv
srumdpyousel elow af 8¢ ords.
Anal. Post. 1.2, 72,4, 6 ; Fop, iv.
1, 121, b, 3,

? Phys, 11, 3, 191, b, 23: &ra
wéw oDy TpdToy whrioy Adverar Th 2k
0b yiveral o évumapyarros, oloy
XaAkos Toi avdpidyros, Lo, dAAoy
Bé b eifos kal Th mapddaryne - Todro
8" éativ b Adyos & 7ob i Gy elvar
kol 78 Tobrou pévy [i.e.the classes
above it] ... & 08e 9 dpah Ths
peTaBoAdls 4 mudTy § THe Apephoews
< oo €TL S TO TéA0s * TodTe B dorl
76 ob &era (= Metaph. v. 2);
193, a, 15 : ons class of causes is
&s 70 € 06 alrw, and of these =&
fev ws Th Swonelpevor, T& Bt &s Th

Aa 2
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inspection, are found to be resolvable into the two first
mentioned. The concept of a thing is not different
from its end, since to realise an end is to actualise a
concept. Butb it is likewise possible to identify the
concept with the efficient cause, whether it sets the

thing in motion from within
motion comes from without.

as its soul, or whether the
Tiven in the latter case it

is the conception of the thing which produces maotion,
alike in works of nature and of art. Only man can
beget man. Only the conception of health can determine
the physician to labour in producing health.! In like

7w elyar; next we have causes
S0ev % dpyh s peraBorfis 4
ordrews ket kidoews; lastly b
rénos kal Thyaldy. Metaph. 1. 3
dnit.: T& 8 aiTic AéyeTal TETRAX®S,
Gy play piv airloy pauty elvar Thy
abalay ket vh i fw elvar ... . évepar
3¢ thy UAmy kel TG Umokeipeuov,
Tpirnw B¢ Gev 7§ dpxh THS rhoews,
Terdpryy B¢ avrwcenévny alriaw
rabry, T ob Evexa wal rayadiv.
Thid. viii. 4, 1044, a, 32, Anal.
Post. il. L1 dndt., De Somino, 2, 455,
b, 14, Gen. An. 3. linit ,v. 1, 778,
b, 7, and elsewhere; cf. fnd.
Apist. 22, b, 29. On the different
terms used for the four causes,
ibid. and WarTz, Arist. Org. il
107 ; on what follows, RITTER, ifi.
166 sqq. The farther modifica-
tions of the doctrine of the four
causes in Phys, i, 3, 195, a, 26
sq. (of. Metaph. v. 2,1013, b, 28),
are unimportant, ag is also the
distinetion of the of &exe into
person and thing, on which ci. s
An il 4, 415, b, 21 7b &' off Evera
BurThy, TO péy o b . Sce also
Phys. it 2,194, a, 33, and Metaph.
xii. 7, 1072, b, 2 (where we must
read ore yap 7wl 7o ob &vera kal

Twds—the end is in the one
case to heal the sick, and in the
other to establish healts).
v Phyes W T, 198, a, 21
Ypyeras B¢ 7 Tpla els T E
TeAMdKis© TO pév oo Ti €oTi kal
74 ob Evern Ev éore [el. 188, b, 37,
wb 5 oPey A rlvims mwpaTor T
eiBelL rabTh TolTois * Bvfpumes ap
#ullpwmoy yeyrg., CL 1. T, 190, b,
17 sq. De An ii. 4, 415, b, 7:
Zore BE 4 Yoxh ol (Grros odpoTos
aitia Kol &y, TabTe 88 moAAaxEs
Néyerar, duoiws & 7 duxh KT
Tobs Otwptrpévous Tpdmovs Tpeis
airhe © wat yap S0ey  kimais aiTh,
ol 0b eveks, kal s 4 obrle TEY
dulixer copdrov § Yulh cirie,
which he goes on to prove more
fully, Metaph. xii. 3, 1071, a,
19 wdrrer o wpeTa Gpxel TO
vepyely mpiToy, T0 €Ber, kal EAho
% dwvdue. Elsewhere now one
and now another of these three
causes is identified with the
third. So J!Ie‘!;a&pk. viii. 4, 1044,
b, 1: fows 3¢ Tabra (Le. eldos and
TéAos) Buow Td adrd.  Gen. An. 1,
1 init.: twdxewrer yip cirio
Tiérrupes, vd T ob Evene &s TENDS,
xat 6 Adyos s abeles® Tabra iy
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manner we shall in the highest cause, which is God
find the pure Form, the ultimate end of the world anti
the source of its movement united in one. Nor does
Aristotle in his physics distinguish more than two kinds

oby &5 & Tt gxeddr muAeBeiy Set
TpiToy 8¢ kal TéTapror § Ay red
6fev 7 apxd Tiis kwhoews. Thid.
ii. 1, 782, a 3, where the female
is called the Ay, the male the
afrla kwoboa mpdta, § & Adyos
iwgpyer kal 7d efdos, and c. 6,
342. a, 28 ; where,as in i. 1, the
formal and the final cause are
identified, and only three prin-
ciples are enumerated: the Tées
or ob Evekm, the apxd cwmTuch Kal
yevwmruch and the xphowor &
xphiTal 76 Tedos.  Part. An.i. 1,
641, a, 23: 745 ¢loews Biyas
f:é'ya‘ue'ms wal ofiems ThHs pev &s
UAns Tiis & @s obglas [which =
€idos] - kol Eomiy afry kol ds §
wwotiaa kal Gs 7O TéAos.  Phys. ii.
8, 199, &, 30: kal érwel 5 li?f:lo’ls‘
BurTiy @) pr @s BAn § &' ds popgd,
'rf',\us & aiity . .. afry &wely 5
aitia i 00 Evexe. Ihid. c. 9, 200,
a, 14: 70 & ob vena v T4 Adyw.
L. 34: 7 méhos b ol Evexn kai 7
L'Y.]L‘ixi‘fj c‘nrb_'mﬁ opiouol ki Tob Adyou,
The artist’'s method is natare’s
also: émel ) oikla Toufybe, TdBs
del yiyreabau odTws ral el
dvfpwmos Todl, radi. Part. An,
i 1, 839, b, 14: gafvera B¢
mpery [aitia] %v Adyouer Evend
Twos* Adyos yép olros, De An.

o1 1, 403, b, 6: 76 eldos, Evera
 Twydl.  Gen. et Corp. il 9, 335,

b, 5 @5 usr BAq Toi7’ doTiv alTiow
'rro?_s YernTOlS, &5 8 TO 00 Evewer
i ﬁfﬂqur‘] kel TS eldos: Toiro §
éoriv b Adyos 6 Ths éxdorov obolas,
and previously: elalv oy [af
o:pxal Tis  yevégews] wal Thw
apibudr Trar kal v§ yéred ai airtal

Ec?'wsp &y Tols aidlows Te xal mpdrois -
7 per ydp éoTiv G5 UAm, 4 8 s
_uopf#ﬂ’?"ﬁe? 8¢ kal Thy Tpirqy €T
wpoaumapyew, Metaph. zii. 3, see
D34l n. 1, fin. Metaph. vii. T init.:
wdvra Ta4 jryrdpera bwd T Twos
yiyrera ral & Twvos xalwi, Of the
o9’ 0d it is said farther on: kal
.u¢3’ ob, 7 kare T elfos Aegopérn
QUGS ) bpoedis [0, w¢ yryvoucvy |-
ality § dv EAAw. Erfpwmos yap -
Bpemor yeyvg, and further, 1032, b,
31 : :féa'-re cupBaiver Tpdwoy Tua &
vytelas Thy bylewwy vyilveaBar, ral
T“hv ujrc.-’ay ét oixins, THs Gvev DAys
T Exovoar YAnyc §) ap laTpih
fcr'n kel 4 olroBouikd) To elbos Tis
Uyieias ol Ths olrlzs: Aéyw §
obolar ZGvev JAns 70 vf v elva
ng\. Glen. An. ii. 4, 740, b, 28 :
7 8e Téxun popdh TEY yivoutvwy év
EAAg. Part, An. 1.1, 610, a, 31
7 8= Téxwyn Adyos Toi fpyav § dreu
riis #Ans dorlv; s0 in Gea. et
Corr. ii. 9, 335, b, 33, 35, popon
corresponds o 7éywn; the art,
however, is elscwhere treated as
the true eflicient cause, the
artist only as a secondary’cause ;
eg. Gen.et Core 1.7.824, a, 31
Metaph. xii. 4 fin.: émel 3¢ b
eivaiiy € uer Tols  dudikols
avbpémais [read drbpdme, approved
by BCHWEGLER and Bowirz)
Grlipwmos, év Be Tols amd duwwalas
o Eldos 4 b évavrlov, Tpdmov Tiwd
pie aiTia By ely, @3l 3¢ TéTTopu-
byiei ydp was 4 letpueh, kal olkius
elfos 0 oikoBogwd, xal Gvlparos
fiyﬂpmmy yewvd: o, 3 fin.: § yap
za-rg::c-}; Téxyn 6 Adyos Tijs dyelas
éoriv. Speaking of health again,
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of Canse, necessary and final,! in the operation of Matter
and that of Form or concept.? This is the only dis-
tinetion, therefore, which we must regard as funda-
mental ; that between formal, efficient and final causes
is merely a secondary subdivision. Ior though the
three are not always combined in the individual?® yet
in themselves and in their essence they are one, and it
is only in the phenomena of sense that they are found

separate.* The created universe has several causes;

the eternal has only one—the essential concept itself.?
Again, as the Form is at once the efficient and

the final force, so Matter as formless and indeterminate®

it iz =aid in Gen. ef Corr i 7,
824, b, 15, that as the ob frexa
it iz net womTikir.

! For a fuller discussion on
this,seepp. 349, &c. swpra. Atthis
point, it willbe enoughtoreferthe
reader to Part. dAn. 1. 1. Cf.
p. 642, a, 1: eloly dpe Edo airia
obrat, 74 0° ob Evewa kol 7
aviykns. The opposition is indi-
eated in 1. 17 in the words : &px)
~op 7 HUeis uiANor THs UAns, with
which ef, further the passages
quoted in the foregoing note from
Phys il 8, and Part. An. 1. 1.

* For although in Gen. . v,
1, 778, a, 34, the moving cause is
classed along with the necessary
and eilicient, yet as RITIER,
appealing to Phys. il. %, 200,
a, 30, rightly remarks, the
moving canse is not here con-
sidered by itself, but only as
united with matter. Cf. also
ibid, 1, 14: & sdp 7R TAp 7o
Grayratoy, Th B 60 fvern &y T Adye.

% Ho that, as is remarked
Phys, il 3, 195, a, 8, of two
things each may be the pause of

the other, but in a different
sensa ; physical exereise, f.g., may
be the eficient canse of health,
health the final canse of exercise.
Thiz is the meaning of modidris
in Phys. il. T (p. 366, n. 1).

+ CL Metaph, ix. 8, 1040, b,
17 : 7@ 8¢ xpove mpiTepoy [se. évdp-
e Supduews| Gdet Th 7@ elfer T
abrd évepyoly mpdrepor [i.e. every
potentiality presupposes a similar
actuality], apfug & oi--for, as
this is explained, the seed indeed
precedes the plant which springs
from it, but this seed itself comes
from another plant, so that it is
still the plant that produces the
plant, fHid, vii. 9, 1034, b, 16:
By THs olafas . . . 811 &vdykn
miobmwdpy e Erépay obolay évre-
Aexela obcor % motel, oloy (Fov, €
lyreras (Eor.

5 Hen. An. 1, 6, 742, b, 35
Gpxh 8 v uiv Tols axwdrows TO Tt
éoTwv, €y BF Tols wopdvors fiy
wAclovs, Tpimor § GAAov wal od
wacar Tov abrdyc v ple Ty
apeBpiy, 8ey § wlimois éoTiv.

¢ See p. 318 sq. swpra.

=

METAPHYSICS 359

is ab once the passive subject of all impressions and the
cause of all blind operations unregulated hy any pnrpose.
Matter alone can receive impressions, for all wdfos is a
process of determination, and nothing is susceptible of
such a process but that which is not yet determined :
nothing, that is, but the indeterminate and therefore
determinable—in other words, nothing but Matter, -
which can exhibit every activity and every quality,
for the simple reason that, taken in itself, it has no
quality or operative force.! But though Matter is
wholly devoid of any such active and positive force,
Aristotle nevertheless attributes to it every obstruction
to the plastic energy exercised by Form, To what
other source, indeed, could this be traced? And so,
since Form always works with a purpose, it is in Matter
that we must seek the ground of all phenomena that
are independent of this final purpose and antagonistic to
it, the principle of blind natural necessity and chance.
The first of these obstructive forces is to be explained by
Nature’s need of certain materials and the consequent de-
pendence of her creatures upon the same. Though this
material element is in no sense efficient cause, yet it is
an indispensable condition of the realisation of Nature’s
ends. Though it is nob necessary in itself, it is so con-
ditionally : forifa certain particular being has to be pro-

U Gen. et Corr. 1. T, 324, b, 41 1 wdayew dord kal 75 kweielar, T

U Boa piy ol phy év BAy Eyer The
o mopghy, TatTa iy dwaliy Tdy wou-

Tikdy, bra 8§ dv Ay, madyricd. The
uer yap TAnr Adyopsr Guolws &s
elvew thy adrhy elvar TEy drTie-
wévey drorepavole, domep pévus br.
itid. 1 18 : 58 8An 5 6An mafnre-
Koy ;1i. 9, 835,b, 291 vis pévyip fans

8¢ weweiv kal Totely Eripas Burduews,
Of Matter as moved and Form as
mover we shall have more to say
immediately. How exclusively
passivity was limited by Aristotle
to Matter, appears especially in
his anthropology.
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duced certain particular materials must be ready to
hand.! For the same reason, the extent to which Nature

! Plato had already sharply
distingnished the afria from the
ovvelra, the efficient canses (8¢
@v ylyveral T1) from the indis-
pensable conditions (dver év ob
yigverad); of. Dir. 1. 642 sqq.
Avistotle also adopts this dis-
tinetion. His whole view of
nature turns on the opposition
between design and natural ne-
cessity, between what is required
by the conception or form of a
thing and what proceeds from
the nature of its material: the
former is the &0 9, the latter the
ot avx dvev ; the formeris indepen-
dent and unconditioned, the
latter is for a purpese and con-
ditionally necessary. To these
two there is added a third kind
of necessity, viz. compnulsion,
which, however, does not further
coneern us here {upon this as
distinguished from the necessity
of the conception, cf, Phys. viii. 4,
254, b, 13; Anm. Post.ii. 11,94, b,
37; Metaph. v. 5, 1015, a, 26
8q4., vi. 2,1026, b, 27, xi. 8, 1044,
b, 83). Of. Metaph. xii. 7, 1072, b,
11: 7d yap avayeaior Tocavrayas,
Th by Bl dri wapd Thy Spuhy, T
B& of alm Gvev T €f, T B¢ wh dvde-
xdpevoy BAAws GAN GmAds.  Purt,
Amoi 1, 639, b, 21: b 8 & dvdy-
kNS ol waow Omdpyer Tors watd
Plow duolws . . . . Gwdpye B¢ o
uéy bmAds Tois Giblos, T0 B &
omoféoews wal Tols & yevire: magy.
Ihid. 642, a,1 : elaly #pa Bio diria
oiTar, T4 8 of Evexa xml To i
dvdykns © maAAL wap ylverar G
Gudyiy. Tows 3 dv Tis dmophoe
Talay Aéyovew bvdyrgy of Aéyerres

€ bvdupiens® Téy pév yap Sbo Tpdrwy

obdérepoy olly Te bwdpyew, Taw

Swpauévny évTols Katd gihocod ay
[the necessity imposed by the
conception and that of compul-
sion]. &ere & & ye Tofs Exovet
yéveow @ tpirn. Aéyouey yip Thv
TpodiY arapkaidy T ket olBérepoy
TovTwr Tav Tpdwer, GAN b oby
oity Te dvey Tabrys elvat. Toiro §'
foriy Guwep & moBéoews, Gl
An. i 4, 717, a, 15: wér § ¢plos
B 8w TO dvoyraior wotel 3 Bk 7o
Bérriory 1. 6, 743, b, 16: wdvra
8¢ raiTa, kafdwep efmouer (743, a,
86), Aexréor vyiverfar T mév 2
avdyins, T & ol €E dvdykns GAN
éverd Tivos; iv. 8, 776, b, 32: &/
auporépas Tas airias, Evend Te Tov
BeAriorov kai & dvdyins. Phys.
il 2dnid.: vb & &E Ardyins miTepoy
€t umolégews brdpyer ) wal dwAds ;
usnally we look for the necessity
in the nature of the material
parts; AL’ Buws ovk Grev pby
ToUTwy yéyover, of wévran B 14 TavTa
mAdy s B BAgw . ., dusiws & ral
€ 7Tols EAAols micw, éy Bools TH
Evend Tov éoTly, obk Hvew pin Thv
araykaiay exdvrey Thy Qrow, o
perTor e Bt TeiTa BAN B &s Agp
- .. ¢F drobégens BY) 74 dvaykaiov,
QAN oby s TéNas: v ydp T PAy
7o dvayralor, T 8 ob Evero fv T
Adye. L. 30: davepdy 3% droTh
tyayhaior €y Tots guoucols TH Gt
UAn Aeyiuervor wal af wwhreas of
Tabrys.  De An.ii. 4, 416, a, 9
Soket 8¢ Ticw % Tob wupds dlous
ariis aitie Ths Tpodis kal Ths
abifigews elvar, . . b8t curaitiow
per wds éoTw, ol ulhr amAds e
alTior, GANG udAAey fi Yuxd. Gen.
et Corr. i1, 9, 835, b, 24 sq. ¢ it is
not the matter which is the pro-
ducing cause, for it is merely pas-
sive and moved; the kepiwrépe

Tl
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can realise her end—the mode and the perfection in
which the Form manifests itself—are conditioned by the
character of these materials : that is, by their capacity for
receiving and exhibiting the Form. Justin proportion as
this capacity is wanting, will the formations be imperfect
and degenerate from their true patterns and the proper
purposes of nature, or perhaps we shall have productions
which serve no end at all, but are developed incident-
ally as the result of some natural coherence and neces-
sity, in the conrse of the realisation of Nature’s purposes.!

aitia is =i fr elvar and the poppd.
The physicalisthe mere toolof the
causative conception ; heat does
not any more of itself effect pro-
duetion thanthe sawsaws of itself,
Part. An. iii. 2, 683, b, 22: =as
8¢ Tis arayraias ¢icews Syolons
Tols dwrdpyovair &5 dvdykns G ke
Ty Adyor @iois Evexd Tou kara-
kéxpnras, Adyuper. Similarly Ari-
stotle distinguishes ( Anal. Post.
il. 11, 94, b, 27) &vexd Tivos and €t
avdyieys and enumerates ( Metaph.
v. &) the commoner applications
of avaykelor: to that of Hvev obic
dvBixeren (Giv, &eo.; s ouvvarriow,
to that which is Simwor and to that
which is éraykaior in the proper
sense 70 GwAeir (=awAds dvay-
waior) viz. the uh évBeyduevoy EAhws
€xew. Quite in conformity with
this is the statement of Eudemus
apud SIMPL. Phys. 63, a, that
inatter and aim are the two
canses of motion. Within the

“sphere of conditional necessity
«there is again ( Gen. An. ii. 6, 742,

a, 19 sq.; where, however, 1, 22,
we must read, not ob fvexa but
with Cod. PS. and Wimmer
TotTov &.) & twolold distinetion
made between that which as
eficient cause conditions the

production of anything and
that which is necessary to it as
the instroment of its activity
the former mnst precede in origin
the thing which it aims at pro-
ducing ; the latter must follow it,
CE. on the whole subject WaTTZ,
Awist. Org. ii. 409 sq.

' Part. An. iv. 2, 677, a, 15 :
KaTayphiTar @iy olv eviove 1) gplats
els 70 @péNipor Tois TepTTdumCY,
ol wiw B ToiTo Bel (yrely wdyTa
Svera Tives, GAAd Twar bvrer
TowTwr Erepa &k avdyins cupBalver
0w TalTe woAAd, 5o according to
Gen. Am. v. 1,778, a, 30, only
that has an end to serve which
eppears universally in all nature’s
productions or in certain classes
of them ; individual varicties on
the other hand have none: the
eye has an end to serve ; the fact
that it is blue has none: bid.
¢. 8 fin., mention is made of
phenomens 8oa yiverfar ovuBalver
pi) Everd Tou GAN' €E Budyrns wat Bl
T aitiey The kegTichr.  Aceord-
ing to DMetaph. viil. 4, 1044,
b, 12, the eclipses of the moon
appear to serve no end; fe &
Zebs oby Bmwws Tov cirov adfhan,
GAN £ avdnrems b Ydp dvaxfer
Yuxlijrar 86 wol 75 duybir Giwp
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We shall hereafter have occasion to observe how deeply
this view is rooted in Aristotle’s whole theory of Nature,
and how many phenomena he accounts for by the resis-
tance of Matter to Form. Again the same property
of Matter is also the source of all contingency iun
Nature.! By ‘the contingent,’? Aristotle, who was the
first carvefully to examine this conception? under-

stands in general all that can equally well belong or

not belong to a thing : that which is neither contained
in ifs essence mor supported by the necessity of its
being,* and which accordingly is neither necessary nor
normal® That we must assume the existence of

yevdpevor raredfeiv: 16 8 adld-
veobar Todrov yevoudrou by GiTov
cvuBalver, duoiws 5e kal ef Tw
amiAdvTar & giTos v TH dAgp, ob
TolTou Evexa Uet Grws amdAnTal,
eAdaToiTo ovpBEBnrey ( Phys.ii.
8, 198, b, 18) ; individual organs
of animals are without purpose
the bile is a weplrrwua kal oy
&vend rwos (Part, An. ibid. 1. 13),
the stag has no use for itsantlers
(ibid. iii. 2, 663, a, 6, 664, a, 7).
The same is true of all super-
fluous materials which are un-
employed; such materials are
dxpnoToy OF €Ven Tar wapk ¢l
vt (Gen. An. i. 18, 725, a, 1, 43 ;
we must therefore decide evenin
reference to one and the same
material whether it serves a pur-
pose or not: lymph (ixap), eg.,
which consists partly of half-as-
similated and partly ot corrapted
blood, is in the former aspect
aluaros ydpw, in the latter &k
avayens (Part, An. ii. 4 fin).
Necessity of this latter kind, as
is indicated in the passage quoted
above from Phys. ii. 8, coincides
with contingency,

! Whether also of all freedom
of cholee in man, from which
alone contingent effects really
spring (o it alone at least these

.are referred in De Inderpr. c. 9,

18, b, 31, 19, a, 7)), Aristotle does
not tellus. In Phys.i.5,196,b,17,
sq., he cxzpressly excludes free
purpose, as such, from the domain
of Thxn.

¥ ZuufeByrds in the narrower
SeLSe, TO awd TUXNS.

3 Ashesays himself, Phys.ii. 4,

¥ dn, Post. 1. 4,33, a; BE b,
10 : Aristotle calls kaf® aiTd, Gea
Uwdpyet 7e fp 7@ 7l domr . ., kal
dgois v dvvmapydrrar abrols abva
ey 7@ Adyw évumdpyavat T T Eore
Bpdotvre . . . Goa Bt underipuws
iwdpyel, ovuBeBnrdra; further, T
pip 87 abTd dwdpyor éxdoTe kab
atrh, T8 8¢ uh 8¢ abrd svuBefnkds.
Top. 1. 5, 102, b, 4: cvuBeByrds
8¢ éariv . . . B &Béyerar tmdpyety
drwoby &l kal To altd wol wl
dwcpyew; of . p. 234, 0.1, on drfeyd-
pevor and  duveavdr, p. 213, n. 4,
p. 214, n. 3, on cuufefnkds,

5 Metaph. v. 30, init. : ovpBe-
Buos Méyerar b dwdpyer udy T
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such a principle, and not aseribe everything to the
operation of necessity, Aristotle provesin the first place
by the witness of universal experience.! aud in particular
by the fact of the Freedom of the Will.2 But he finds
the true rationale of all contingency in the fact that all
finite existence contains the potentiality of being and
not-being, and that Matter as the indeterminate renders
opposite determinations possible® It follows from this
property of Matter that many things happen indepen-
dently of the final action of efficient canses. The latter
have always a definite object in view, but they frequently
fail of its perfect accomplishment?® owing to the inde-
terminate nature of the Matter which they use, while
at other times, owing to the same disturbing cause, they
incidentally produce results which they did not origin-

ally design® A contingent or accidental event is

wal eAnbfes eimely ou uerTor obiT’ &2
avdyrns ofir® dmt 76 mord, The
same definition is given wvi. 2,
1026 b, 31 sqq. (=i B). Phys. ii.
5 dnit.: De Cwlo, .12, 283, a, 32:
Th ;.!.EV ‘}«'C‘l.p airipaTor €oTe Kol TO
amé Tixns wapie TO del wal TO bs
éml 7O oAb % v i) ywdpevov. Pliys.
ii. 8, 138, b, 34: might not the
appearance of design in nature
be explained by supposing that
of her chanee productions only
those survive which are fitted
to live! No: reite wév yip rel

. warTe Te dlrer § asl ofitw yiverar
) ds émt Th woAd, Tév & amh Toyns

kal ToU avropdTov oddér, BSo De
Ceelo, il. 8, 2849, b, 26,

I Phys. ibid. 196, b, 13.

2 De Interpr. c. 9, 18, b, 31,
et

& Be Inferpr. ¢.°9, 100, 9
there must be contingency, ir:

HSAws Eoriv v Tals pi) et dvepyovat
74 durariy elval, kol i dpolws.
Metapl. vi. 2, 1027, a, 15: dore
i UAn SoTat aivia, 71 érBexoudey
waph TO &5 éxl TH woAb BAAws, ToU
gupBeBnriTos; vil. 7 (see p. 345,
1. 5, supra), v.30,1025, a, 24, ovde
8% airwy &pupivor odfey  qob
cuuBelyidTos, dAXG T Twydy,
Tovto 8 Gdpioror, CF, 0.5 infia.

* Bee pp. 360 sqg. swpra,
Gen., Aw. 1v. 10, 778, 8, 4:
BolAeTar uiw oiw 7 ¢Pvais TOIS
Totrey [TEv Eorper| dpifpats dpdd-
ey TGS pevégers kal Tas TekevTis,
ot éwpifBai € Bd ve The TRy DAgs
fapirTiey kai 8id 7O yirealfor moAAas
dpyas, al Tas yeyéasis Tas KaTd
BT kel Tas @lophs umadilovem
ToAAdRS aiTioe TRy waph dloy
copmmrévtwy elaly.  See further
. 341 =qq.

* Bee n, 3, supra. Lhys. il
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cauzed by the diversion of free or compulsory purposeful
action to results alien from its purpose through the in-
fluence of external circumstances.! Now, since these
disturbing cirenmstances are always found in the nature
of the material means by which ends are realised, and
in the system of nature to which these means belong,
Contingency, in Aristotle’s sense of the word, may
be defined as the disturbance by intermediate causes
of an activity directed to a purpose.? But activity in
obedience to a purpose is that by swhich the essence
or conception of an object is realised.® That which
does not proceed from it is unessential; and there-

5,196, b, 17: Tdr 82 ywonédver t&  called tixh, otherwise abriuarar,

per Evexa Tov ylyveran Ta d ol L L.
fpry & Everda Tou oo Te Awmd
Swavo'es by mpaxleln wol Boa dwd
¢loews. T& By TowbrTa Srar xavd
cuuBefurhs yémTar, amd  Tiyns
goptyr elrat . . . T per ody kafd’
adry altioy bpapévoy, Th Bé rard
guuBeBurbs ddptrror: Ewewpa yap
&y 7d évl ovuBa™, It is chance,
for instance, if one comes to a
place for ancther purpose and is
rewarded in a way he' had not
thought of ; or if he (Metaph. v.
30) digs a hole and finds a trea-
sure ; or if he desires to sail to
one place and is eamried to
another; or, generally, if from
action directed to a definite end
something else results, by reazon
of the intervention of external
circnmstances, than that which
was intended (8rar  ph 70D
guuBdyros Evexa yérnTos, ov Ew
7o afriow, Phys. i, 6, 197, b, 19).
If the action is one of voluntary
choice (wpociperdy) such a chance
(according to the passage just
quoted from Phys. ii.) must be

g0 that the latter is the wider
coneeption. Both, however, stand
equally opposed to purposed ac-
tion; dor éxedi adpiora T obirws
alrie, kal 1) Tiyn adperor ( Plys. il
5, 197, a, 20).

! Akin to this, but unimpor-
tant for onr present investization,
is the coincidence in time of two
cireumstances befween which no
causal relation of any kind ex-
ists, ¢.9. a walk and an eclipse of
the moon. Such a coincidence
(which is the purest and simplest
case of contingeney) Aristotle
calls eotpmreps, Divin, p. S. L
462, b, 26 sqq.

? Bee p. 356 sqo. supra.

S Mptaph. vi. 2, 1026, b, 13+
&omep yap drdpar ,udyuv TO a‘u,uﬁe-
Prwds €ore. 5 MAhdroy mpiroy Tivd
0V Kar®s THy copioTikyy wepl TH uh
Oy Eraler. elol yap of Tdv qopraTdy
Aoyot wepl 76 cvuBeBnrbs bs eimely
pdAera Tdvrew, L. 21: dafvera
vép 7h ouuBeBnrds dyyis Te Tal wh
dyTos,
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fore Aristotle says that the contingent borders on the
non-existent.! After what has been already said dbout
the nature of Knowledge, it scarcely needs; therefore, to
be explieitly stated that sucha prmmple as Contingency
can be no object of Seience.

While it is obvious from what has just been said
about the nature of Matter, that it is something far more
primordicl than might have been expected from the first
definition given of its concept, this becomes still clearer
from other considerations. From ¢ Matter’ Aristotle is
not contented with deducing merely what one is apt to
consider as accidental and unessential, but also certain
properties. of things which essentially belong tfo the
conception of them and contribute to determining their

generic character. The distinction, forexample, between
male and female is said to be merely one of material ; 2
and vet procreation, which depends upon it.® occupies a
most important place in the scheme of the philosopher.®.

L dnal. Post.i. 6, 75,4, 18,
30, 83 init.  Metaph. thid. 1028,
b, 2, 1027, a, 19 (xi. 8),

* Metaph.vil. 35,1080, b, 21, sex
iz reckoned one of the essential
attributes, the ka8’ adre dwdpyorTo;
but x. 9 dnif. it is asked &S 7l
yurd) arlpbs olk elfer om.rpspn o
o §r;.rw BaAv ket gpper eTepoy T@
€Ber, kaitor kad abrTd Tol (4ou
ab’?n 7 Badopd kel oby &s AevidTns

© kol peAavia, AN § (Pov, wal Td

HhAu kal Th Epper dwdpyer : and the
answer is that a distinction in
kind rests on évarridtyres &v 76
Adyw alone, not on those v 7§
fiAp. Tb B¢ Hppev wal BAu Tob (GHov
olkela uiv wady, aAA' ob katd THy
obaioy, GAN €y T UAp kal T odpaTe,

Bib TH abrd oxipua BhAv @ Hpper
yiyverar wafidy Tt wdbos. CE Gen.
An, iv. 3, 767, b, 8 =qq., il 3,
737, 8, 27, and p. 553, n. 4, supra,

$ De An. 1. 4, 415, a, 26, and
other passages. That this is in-
compatible with the statement
in Metaph. x. 9, was rightly
remarked by ExdEn, Uebh. 4.
Bedeut, d. tAn Arist., Rhein
Mus. N.I. vii. 410.

! It is even stated, Gen. An.
1 25016 w, VT b8 ithat:-the
sexual distinction, depending as
it does on difference of function,
is kate Tor Adyor and is one of
Kot TH Tuxby pdploy oudE kord
THe Tuxeboar Slvauy.
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Similarly we shall have occasion to observe that the
lower animals, which Aristotle always represents as
even in their physical nature different in kind from
human beings, are yet at the same time to be regarded
as imperfect formations which have been prevented
(owing, we must suppose, to the properties of Matter)
from developing into the form of man. Furthermore, it
is to Matter that we must refer the mutability and cor-
raptibility of earthly things;!and t}JB same must be

1 This follows from the
general consideration that all
Change and Becoming presup-
posesamaterial (see p. 342, 1.2 5q,
supra) which, as Supduer By con-
tains the possibility alike of
being and not-being (Ger. ef
Corr. ii. 9; Metaph. vii. 7, and
other passages. Cf. p, 345, n.5),
as Aristotle himself distinetly
savs. Cf. Motaph. vii. 15 (see
p- 220, n. 2, supra). ix. 8, 1050,
b, T: &ore & odbév Surdue aidiov.
[Or as this is expressed Phys. iil.
i, 203, b, 30: ewdéxcafar yap #
clvar obBéy Bagéper ev Tois @idiors. |
Adyas B¢ GBe. waca Biveps Gua
rhs arrivdoeds éorw [the possi-
bility of being involies the
possibility of not heing, &c.]

. 7h Hpa duvarby elvar évléxeTa
wal elpa ol ph elvar (0f. p. 254, m. 1),
... h B Gfexdmevor ph elva
plaprds (similarly, xiv. 2, init.).
The motinn, therefore, of every
perishable thing is combined
with eTort, for only thas is the
possibility of the up[fosita Ela‘e
(the duwaus Tis drTiddrews, li..23,
30 sqq.) overcome: f y&p olola
IAn kel Supauts oloe, olk évépyeia,
alria Tobrov; viil 4, 1044, b, 27 :
oh5e wavrds DAy doTir GAXN' bowy
~yévsols  faTe wal perafohn eis

targAe, dga 8 dvev Tov pera-
Bdanew Eorw d pi, bk ore TodTay
fiag; vil. 10, 1035, a, 25: doa
uér oby guveldquuéve T elbos xal
# fAn deriy . . . TabTa piv
Pleiperar els Tabra . . . dom BE
ph ovvelAnmrae 73 UAn, GAN &veu
SAms . . . TaiTa 8 ob @Beclperar d)
Haws % ofitor o¥rw e (similarly it
is said of immaterial forms;
xii. 8, 1070, a, 15: of &ort
qéveais kai ofopk TolTwr] GAN
EAhoy Tpdwos eivt kal olk eigiv
olicle Te # twev DAns kol iylen ral
rar 7o kard Teéxyqy: nol the form
as such, as we must understand
1. 22, but only its union with
this or that material has a be-
ginning and end); xii. 1, 1064,
b, 3: 9 § aladyrh odoia perafinr;
2. 1059, b, 24 : mdrra 8 dAqy Exe
Goa psraBdAder.  Langit. v. 3, 465,
b, T: & i oriv dvavrioy kal bmo:
wh éoTwy abtvavov i ein ddapiyal
But we may not infer from this

the indestruetibility of any mate- -

rvial thing: adivaror yip 7d Tamw
Exopri uiy Dripyew Tws TO ErarTion.
mdvry iy yop evelvar T Bepudy §
0 ebfld evBéyerar, mav & elva

&Bdwarov T Bepuby § €000 §) Aeukdp:

Eorar yap T wady xsxwpwju,ejyt:
[* for in this case these gualities
wonld be independent exist-
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sald of all badness and imperfection,! althongh the per-

enees 7. €l olw, Gray fue 9 TH
mouTkoy Kol T0 walnTicow, del TO
uty woiel Th 8¢ wdoyer, adivraTtow
why perafScArew. Lo Cwlo, i, 12,
283, g, 29 : nothing that is with-
oub beginning can have an end,
and nothing that i1s without end
ean have had a beginning, since
this could only be if it were its
nature at one time to be, at
another not to be. rar Be
TooUTeww )  aiTh  Stwaus  THs
dvTipdoews wkal 7 UAn eiTic Tol
eivar kal pf.

v Metaph. ix. 9, 1061, a, 15;
Aristotle seems, indeed, to assert
the very opposite of this: dvdyrn
Be kal enl TEY kardy TH TEAOS Kal
Thy épépyawy elvar  xelpoy Ths
Surduews © 7o yap durdueror TadTd
Eugpw Tavavria. 83Aey Hpa Bri obk
ErTe Th Kakby wopd TH WpdyuaTe
Gorepor yap TH dloer TH kakdy TS
durduews. But this only means
that since every Svrams contains
the possibility of opposite deter-
minations(see p. 254, n. 1, swpra)
to what is merely Surduer by we
cannot attribute one of two
mutually exelusive gualities,
such as good and bad, as the
Platonists had done in explain-
ing matter as evil (ef. Dir. i
642, 6, 721, 737). Neverlheless,
the ultimate cause of evil can
only reside in the Zurduet bv, in
other words, in matter, and this
is indicated by Aristotle him-
self when, in the passage just
quoted, he proceeds : oik &poa 0ld
éy Tols €E dpyds mal Tois Gibiots
oilléy oy obiTe kaxby oifre Gudp-
Toue ofire Biegbuopévoy * kal yap 7
Siaptopt Tor kaxwy érriv. There
is no imperfection in the eternal,
singe it exists continmnally évep-
~yeig, and therefore excludes the

possibility of opposites, since its
conception has for ever been
realised in it and will always
continue to be realised. Hvil
and imperfection, en the other
hand, consist in nothing else
than a discrepancy between the
concept of a thing and its
actual state. While, therefore,
on the one hand, the Swwepe o
cannotb be itself evil, yet is it,
on the other hand, the ulti-
mate cause ancd condition of it.
Accordingly Aristotle himself
speaks (Phys. 1. 9, 192, a, 15) of
the warerody of the fan. He
admits that it is not evil in it-
self and in its ezsence, but only
in a secondary sense, and in
so far as, being without form, it
Licks also the guality of goodness
(ef. p. 324, n. 5, and p. 844, 0. 1).
BDut it is precisely upon this want
and this indeterminaleness that
the possibility of its turning cut
bad as well as good depends.
Efernal reality excludesevil, since
it has either no matter at all, or
one which, as perfectly definite
and formed, is incapable of oppo-
site de'erminations —while muta-
bility and change, on the other
hand, are sure indications of evil
and imperfection. (On this
subject of also £¥h, . vii. 15,
1154, b, 23 : geraSory; 6¢ wdrTaw
yAvktTaroy, Katk Ty woyTHY, Sik
woynpley Twd. Gomwep yap Grlpwmos
evuerafolos & wornpos, kal 7 Guas
9 Beopévn uperoBoddsc  od  yap
arAf 033 émamds.) And so we
shall find that Aristotle traces
all imperfect forms of natural
existence to the resistance which
the matter offers to the form : and

by a parity of reasoning he would

have been forced to refer the
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fect and imperishable heavenly bodies are no less formed
of a definite material.! In Matter alone we mush seek
for the cause of change and motion, which result from
an innate striving of Matter after Form.? Matter,
finally, is the source of individual existence, in all those
things at least which are formed of the union of Matter
and Form. Aristotle certainly did not treat of the
principle of Individualisation with the universality and
definiteness that we conld have wished : and thereby he
begueathed to his followersin the Middle Ages a rich op-
portunity for scientific controversy. We shall find here-
after that, in addition to corporeal beings, he recognises
in the Deity, the spheral spirits and the rational part of

METAPHYSICS 369

Form is never present in it except under certain limiting
conditions and with certain definite properties, which are
not contained in the Form as such—that is, in the pure
Councept of the thing. The Form or Concept is always a
Universal,' denoting not a thing but a kind,? and capable
of being thonght, but not of existing, by itself apart from
things.® Between the Individualsinto which the infimee
species resolve themselves no difference of kind or Form
any longer exists,! and consequently they must be distin-
guished from one another by their Matter.® Aristotle is
unable to apply this principle unwaveringly® through-

! See p. 219, n. 4, and p. 221, oweaAgupére TH UAp ob wowicw,

man, incorporeal beings free from any taint of Matter,
which we must nevertheless regard as being alzo indivi-
dual existences® Yet when the Form becomes actual in
any material, it is the latter alone which explains why the

source of moral evil ta the body,
which in his general scheme is
alone passive and changeable,
Liad he not, as we shall see here-
after, left this gquestion wholly
vazue.

! Aristotle himself has not
overlooked this objection. He
meets it (Metaph. viid. 4, 1044, b,
6) with the remark: éml 8¢ rav
proicdy per aidiwr 88 oboidy GAA0S
Adyos. lows yap &va odk Exe TAqge,
Apob TowtTye (as the ¢uoikal xal
yerpnral odolat) G4 udpov ware
Tomey wnThy.  Similarly xii. 2,
1064, b, 24, The ether, for in-
stance, of which the heavens and
the heavenly buodies copsist, is
said to have no évartiweis and
therefore to be subject to no
change in its substance. It has

none of the gualities on which
rest the mutual opposition of
the elements and their transfor-
mation into one another (cf.
. 358 sqq.).  The question is,
how it can be s, if it is really
matter and if all matter is a
duwduet oy and all Stveues contains
the possibility of opposite states.

* On this, more iafre.

* The solution which the
Schoolmen in their doctrine of
angels devised, to the effect that
each of these pure spirits, as
specifically diferent from every
other and itsell the only member
of the species, iz therefora at
once specifically and numerically
single, is nowhere suggested by
Aristotle.

supra ;and upon eldos as the ob-
ject of the conception see notes on
pp. 216 and £41, &c., and ei. p.
173, n. 2.

* Metaph. viii, 8, 1033, b, 21:
the form is not something apart
from definite material things,
GAAE T Toudrde onualves, Tile Kol
wpiaudvor otk ExTir, aAAd woeel Kl
yervg €k Tovbe Towdvie. But this
is itself the distinctive mark of
universalit y; see pp. 333, &c.supra.

¥ Plys. i1, 1,193, b4 1 1 wopdi
kal 74 elfios, o yeporiy Gy dAN §
kate Tow Adyow. Metaph. viil. 1,
1042, a, 96 =qq.; v.infra, n. 6.

* Seenates at pp. 216, 221, &ec.
SUTTAT. 5
> Metaph. vil. 8 fin. (cf. . 10,
1085, b, 27 sqq.): the form unites
with the matter, 74 8 Hrar #57 76

TowbvBe eldos €y Talghe Tuis optl
_kal Gr7ois KaAilas kol Swwpdrys -

kal Erepoy pey Bia Thy GAnp, érdpa
Yap, TabTh O 7@ eller Eropor yap
Th eibus; X 9, 1058, a, 37 : éreds
foTs Th ptv Adyes Th B Ay, dcau
ey €r 7@ Adye cirly dvavridryres
eldet mocotigs Siapopay, bow & év 74

YOL. I,

8 drlpdou Aevrdrns ot Torel oide
uedavie . . . ds Ay yép & dvfpwmos,
oV woiel B¢ Budopav. [a specific
difference] % #An- odx drbipdmoy
}&}o €10n eloly of &vipwmor Bia TaiTo,
KkaiTot Erepar af gdpres wal T8 dord
€& G UBe kal 686+ AANG Tb aivoroy
Erepor uéy, eiber 8 ody Erepov, Gri
€v 7@ Adye odie EoTiy vavriwmis,

¢ There are certainly passages
in Aristotle in which that which
constitutes the difference be-
tween individuals of the same
species seems to be included in
the conception of their elfos:
thus it cannot be overlocked that
theconception, e.g., of man, which
according to the passape just
quoted is an infima speeies, does
not exclude certain individual
differences which have a refer-
enece, not to the matter alone, but
alsoto the form of the individual
members of it (eg, their bodily
form). No clear distinction, hio-
ever, isanywhere drawn hetween
this individual form, and the
universal form or class concep-
tion which expresses the common

BB
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out; but it is clear that his system leaves no room for

essence of several individual
things; on the contrary, the
former always resolves ifself
finally into the latter. Metapl.
xii. 5, 1071, a, 27, it is said : xal
Ty v TaiTe elde érepa [sc. Ta
croixeid éor], ofr eifie, GAN
Hr Tiv calékarTor AN, 3 TE i
Ay kal T Kwioay kel 1O elBos
kal % éuh, T webBéAov FE Adyp
ravrd. While, however, accord-
ing to this passage everyone has
an eloos of hisown different from
that of everyone else, still the one
does not, differ from the other in
kind. They will differ from one
another, therefore, onlyin so faras
they belong to different snbjects:
or in other words, in their actual
embodiment, not in their cha-
racter—apiing, not. ider. Metapl.
vii. 3 (ef. p-372,0.3),1029, a, 1, it
is said : the name olsia seems to
belong in the first place to the
dmoneluevoy wp@Tor TowiTow B
Tpimoy mér Twa % UAn AéyeTar,
#Aroy 8t rpiwov 9 popgh, Tplrow Ot
b &k Tobrwr. Since, then, by
drokelmeror or ubstance the indi-
vidual thine as the subject of all
its predicates is elsewhere nunder-
stood (ef. pp. 382sqq., 300, &e.), we
shonld naturally refer poppi here
to the form of the individual
thing qua individual, But from
the further explanation, ¢. §,it
appears that this popdh év =@
aiclnrd (1033, b, 5), this ds eldos
% odala Aeyduevor, is only the un-
realised form which first makes
this definite thing into a thing
which is defined in this or that
way (rode into a Towrde, 1. 23) in
the actual thing. ie. in the
wmatter, but which on the other
hand itself stands related to
individual things as man is to

Callias or Socrates. The only
ground of individuality lies in
the matter: & martl 74 yevouére
tAn #regrt, wal &ore [and there-
fore iS} TH p‘sv TiBe TH B& TdPe
(L. 18). Exzactly the same is true
of Metaph. viii. 1, 1042, a, 26
(¥o71 8" obata vd dmorelusvor, EXAws
wev ) BAm .. . BAXes § 6 Adyos wal
7 popdd, b Téde Tt by Td Adye
xwpioTér doTi. Tplrovy BE T ék
TotTwr, 0f yéreais udvov kal dpfopd
dort kol ywpiorly &mAds). and of
the similar statement, Wetaph. v.
8(see p.372,n.2, infra). Theform
is a 7ide in so far as it expresses
a definite kind of being (man,
beast, &c.): but it becomes the
form of a definite individual
thing in being united with a
definite material. Considered
apart from this union it is a
nniversal, and ir is not true to
conclude, as HERTLING does
(Form. w, Mat. 56), from the fact
that Phys. iv. 8, 210, b, 29 sq.,
seems to reckon the elfos as well
as the Uay a constituent element
of the thing, that it is ‘ the con-
stitutive principle of individual
heing” This is true rather of
the material in which the form
is first individualised. Even De
An. 1.1, 412, a, 6 leads to no
other conclusion. [Itis theresaid:
Aéyousy B3 yévos & 71 TV drTaw
Thy abgler, Tabrns 8¢ T ptr ds
tAqw, b kaf abrd pev odx EoTi Tode
71, Evepor Bé wopdiy ral eldos, wal’
Wv by Méyerar Td8e Ti, kal TolTor
7 2k Tovrwr. The thing is called
this definite thing, #.e. a thing of
this kind, becauseits material has
received this form ; so the Tdde 7:
means bere alseo, not the indivi-
Iual, but the specific peeutiarity.
—-8till lesg in such passages as

e
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individual Forms of sensible things.! Every Individual

Metaph. xii. 5, 1071, a, 20 (apxh
yep o kel ExarTov Tav wad Exao-
Tov & -Bpwmos yap arfpdwou rafd-
Aov* GAN’ Eoriv odBels, AANA TigAehs
‘AxiAAéws, &c.)itis(as HERTLING
says at p. &7), stated ‘in plain
words that the form, like all first
principles, must be individual.’?
Peleus, however, is not the mere
form of an individual but a real
individual ; and he has become
50 by the union of the form man
with this particular human body.
Moreover, {Biov eifos { Metaph. xii.
5, 1071, a, 14) refers, not to the
individual form of this or that
man, but to the form man in
general. 5o also the remark (e
An.i. 8, 407, b, 23) thai any soul
may not enterany body, since all
have their fSwy elfos wal popdhe,
must be taken fo refer to bodies
and souls of different kinds, and
to mean that the sonl of a
man may not wander into the
bedy of a beast. And when Gen.
Az iv. 1, 768, a, 66 sqq. explains
the origin of the female sex on
the ground that the male prin-
ciple cannot transform the
material into its Bww elbos, it is
not dealing with the individual
type, but with the fermof the male
sex. It does nov alter the case
here that difference of sex accord-
ing to Metaph.x.9{(seep.365,n. 2,
supra) resides not in the eicia
( =¢€ldos) of the (For but only in
the A and the veue: for even

« although it be true that to Aris-
_totle this difference congerns. noy
the essence of man or animal as

such, buf only the form of the
hody, yet it is not on that account
a mere question of individuality.

' HERTLING (Fbra . Mat, 48
sq.) believes that the form in
Aristotle must necessarily be an

individual thing, sinee it gives to
the individual its peculiar na-
ture, and is thus distinguished
from the essence (tb 7l fv elvar),
which is always, at least in sen-
sible things, # universal. He ad-
mits, however, that these two
conceptions, which in certain
passages Aristotle undonbtedly
Tecognises as distinet, are asarale
used interchangeably by him. It
Seems more correct to say, on the
eontrary, that it was Aristotle’s
conseious intentiontoidentify the
two, and to treat the form as well
as the essence as a universal.
If we find individual expressions
in him which do not wholly Lar-
monise with this view, this is an
inconsistency which the actual
facts of the case forced upon
him. Itisrotthe expression of
the view with which he started
and which was only afterwards
obscured. That the essence of
each thing lies in its form is to
Aristotle an incontrovertible po-
sition, and is stated by him with
the greatest definiteness. The
opposite he never stated in ex-
press words; it can only be
deduced from casual expressions
to which we cannot certainly
prove that Aristotle himself con-
sciously aftached this signifi-
cance. Asa matter of fact the
boundary line between the essen-
tial marks which constitute the
class conception, and the unes-
sential which constitnte mere
individual difference, is very im-
palpable. In every attempt fo
deline it and to explain certain
differences among thines as elass
differences, others as individnal
varieties within the same class,
we shall come npon cases in
which a certain indefiniteness is

EE2
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therefore implies a material element,! and everything
that has a body is an Individual.®? Aristotle uses the
two terms ‘object of sense’ and ‘individual ® indiffer-
ently.® TIf Matter is the cause of all this, it is impos-
sible to suppose that it is distinguished from Form only
by privation and non-existence: rather must it contri-

bute something of its own to Form.
Matter, viewed in thiz licht, must be rated at even

inevitable. That Aristotle ex-
perienced this difficalty is unde-
niable: but it does not therefore
follow that he did not make the
attempt, and that he intended
from those €8y which coincide
with class conceptions to distin-
guish azecond kind of effn which
represent, not what is common
to the class, but what is pecunliar
to the individoal. The troth is
that there is no place in his
schame for such individual forms.
For since according to the well-
Enown view that the form has
neither origin nor end (see p. 842
—and this must held alsoc of
the form which as 7d8e7: isinan
individual existence—see preced-
ing note) theindividual forms of
sensible things, if there aresuch,
must be in astnal fact separable
from the things whose form they
are; but thisin Aristotle’s view
is wholly inadmissible.

1 Metaph. vil. 11, 1037, a, 1:
kal wayTos yap UAn Tis doTw Y udf
éore i fw elvar kal elbos alrd waf’
afrth aAde Tode 7. J[bid. xii. 8,
cited p. 339, n. supra. Thisonly
refers, however, a3 has there
been already remarked, to the
individaal members of an infima
gpceies.

2 See e, Metaph, 1. 6, 988, a,
1: Plato makes matter the source

of multiplicity, xofror oupBaive
Y avriws | .. of pir 48p ék Tis
UAns moAAG wowobow . . . palverm
8 &ie peds Fans pw'a rpdreln : which,
however, Plato did not deny,
since it is just because the same
material gives only one specimern,
that material things constitute a
plurality even when there is no
distinction of kind between them
—as Aristotle also holds.

® QL Metaph. iii, 4 (cited p.
342, n. supra) where he says : if
there were nothing but individual
things, there would be nothing
but senszible existence; =ii. 3,
1070, a, 9: oboim B Tpsis, ) utw
Ay Tide 71 oboa 7@ dalvesfar . . .
7 B& plows (here = eldos) Tdde 7e.
eis h, wal Es Tis+ Ero Tplen § ek
Tobrwy, ) kad’ Ekagra, De Celo,
i. 9,227, b, 80 sq. (cf. p. 219, 1) :
Form as such is something differ-
ent from form in the material;
and if, for instance, there existed
only one single cirele, e circle
would still continue to be some-
thing different from #his circle.
The one would be the eldes, the
ather elfos v 75 Ay kal 78@r kad’
EkaaTov, €mel by foTw & oipavds
aigtnris Tév kel Evagrop tiv eln. 0
Yyop alobnriy Gwav v T iAp
fmrijpyer. ‘Individual reality ' and
eidos év 77 UAy here sienify the
same thing,

—
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a higher value, when we recollect that Arvistotle allowed
substantiality in its full sense to the Individual alone.!
If the Individual alone is Substance, and if Form,.
as we have just seen, is always universal, and if
therefore the true ground of individual existence is
Matter—then we cannot escape the consequence that
Matter supplies the ground also of substantial being,
and that it is not pure Form, but the composite result
of Form and Matter which alone is Substance. Tndeed,
since we have defined Substance as ¢ the substratum’
(dmokeiperor) * and have also recognised in Matter the
substratum of all Being,® this would seem to give Matter
the right to claim that it: alone should be regarded as the
primitive Substance of all things. Yet it is impossible
for Aristotle to admit this. Full and original reality
belongs to Form alone ; Matter, on the contrary, 1s nc
more than the bare Potentiality of that whereof the Ac-
tuality is Form. Not only, therefore, is it impossible that
Matter can be substantial, but from its union with Form
there can be produced nothing higher than pure Form,
Moreover, there are innumerable passages in which
Aristotle expressly identifies Form with Substance.’
He declares that in all primitive and absolute existences,
the intelligible essence is not different from the thing

to which it belongs,® so that it constitutes the Substance
! Bee pp. 331 sqq. 7i fip elvad), c. 10, 1035, b, 32, c.
¢ See pp. 300, 333, and notes. 11, 1037, a, 29, &. 17, 1041, b, 8;
$ See pp. 344 sq. vill, 1, 1042, a, 17, ¢. 3, 1043,
t Bg., Metaph. 1. 3, 983, a, b, 10 sqq.; ix. 8, 1050, a, by Gen,
27; i 4, 999, b, 12 sqq.; vil. 4, ef Corr. il. 9. 335, b, 6; Meteor.
1080, b, 5, c. 7, 1032,'b, 1, 14 iv. 2, 379, b, 26, . 12,300, a, 5;
(eldos B¢ Aéyw 70 7t fv ebar Part. An. i 1, 841, a, 25; Gen.
SkdrTov Kat Thy mpdrar odoiar  An. i 1,714, a, 5. Cf p. 214, n,
v o Aéya 8 ololar brev JAns To ® Metaph, vii. 6 in answer to
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of the thing. Further, he will not suffer anything else
to be considered absolutely real except absolutely im-
material Form, or pure spirit. It is not a suflicient so-
lution to recall the different senses in which the term
Substance (ode(a) is used,! since it is not here a question
merely of the use of langnage but of the cluim to actuality
in the full and strict sense of the word. The question is
whether we are to assign it to individual things as such,
or only to their intelligible essence, 1.e. to a Form which
is unaffected by change in the individual thing and
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the combination of both.! But his answer is far
from safisfactory. He admits that Matter cannot
properly be termed Substance,” yet, on the other hand,
he does not venture to deprive it altogether of this title,

'since it 18 the substratum of all Being, the permanent

amid change® Nor is it sufficient to maintain that
Matter iz substantial in a different sense from Form,
the latter being actually, the former only poten-
tially so;* for how can we conceive of a Substance

remains for ever self-identical. Here we detect a diffi-
culty, or rather a contradiction, which threatens to
shake the very foundations of the system.

Aristotle did not succeed in evading it altogether.
In his Metaphysics he asks the question where we ought
to look for the substance of things—in the Form, or in
the Matter, or in the composite Whole produced by

the question (1031, a, 15) wérepor
Tabriy éoTiv 3 ETepor Th i G
elvar §) €xeorow; it is said that
they are different only in the
cas2 in which a conception be-
longs to a thing kard ovuBeBuyichs
(as mere predicate), whereas on
the ether hand when the concep-
tion expresses the essence of the
thing itself they are one and
the same. Zg. the conception of
whiteness is different from the
Aevids #rfpuwmwos; on the other
hiand the év elvar is not different
from the &p, the &yalg elva from
the ayabbe, nor again (c. 10, 1056,
a, 1, cf. viii. 3, 1048, b, 2) the
wiwAep elver from the kixAos,
the duyf eivar from the duyd.
Otherwise (not to mention other
reasons) conceptions would nob

exist, things wonld not be known
(rmér utv odx Fora émieripm, T4
8 ok Ecrox bere 1031, b, 3).
This holds of all doa uh ker’ EAAo
Aeyerar, GAAG ke alTé xal mpoTa.
1081, b, 13, of. 1032, a, 5: Tar
wpibTer kel kel abta Aeyoudvar Th
éxdory elvar ral €xaoTor T abro
kat & éoTi; e 11, 1037, a, 33 sqq.

' Cf. the followina notes and
Metaphi w. 8, W% b, 23:
cupBdiret 83 kata dle Tpomovs THY
obicloy AédyepBar, 76 8 mokeiucvoy
Eoxaror, b wnxért wkar' EAAou
Aéyerar, wal B By To8e T By nal
xwperrdy 1 - [where, however, as
SCHWEGLER and Bonitz rightly
remark upon this passage, we
can only understand the Adyw
xwpieToy to be meant ; on which
cf, viii, 1 ; see p. 369, n, 6, supra]

TowbToy 88 érdoTou 4 popdl kal
76 id0s.

! VII.°8 dnil. (cf. at p. 8370):
we may use ‘substance’ in vari-
ous ways: as eqguivalent to the
7L fp eivas, the xaddrov, the yevos,
the dmoreiperoy, By the last,
again, we may understand either
the fian or the wpopgdy or the com-
posite product of both, Of
these, however, the waféiov, and
with it the yevos {on the relation
of which to the wxfdlov, see p.
213 sq.), are quietly set aside,
c. 13 (cf. p. 333, swpre) and
sinee the wopgh coincides with
the 7i 7ir elves there only remain
the three above-mentioned sig-
nifications of obgin. Cf. c. 13
apdt, wili. 1, 1048, a, 26 sqq.;
ilid. ¢.2; Pe An. il 1 (see p.
369, 0.6, supra) ; Ind. Arist. 545,
a, 23 sq.

2 Metaph, vii. 3, 1029, a, 27,
after adducing several reasons
in support of the view that the

" gubsiance = the matter, he goes

on: advweror B¢ Kal yap TO
xwpiaThy kal Td Tidle Tr dmdpyew
Boxel paAwrrta TH odoie, B Tb
elfos kel To €¢ dupoty obaln Bdferer
by elvar paddor Tis TAys. CL
further, p. 345 sqaq.

3 Metaph. viil, 1, 1042, a, 32:

b7 8 oty olole kat 7 UAn d7Aow.
¥ TWdomis Yap TS GVTIKEIREvALS
weraBodais éorl T T Owocelueror
rais peraBorats. Cf. p. 344, Ihid.ix.
7, 1049, a, 34 : the substratum of
the 7de ¢ is OAn kal odoia dhing;
vii. 10, 1035, a, 1 : i ofw éati 70
utv UAy 7 8 €ldos 7o Bk ToUTwr,
teal ovate § Te DAn xai T elbos kal
70 €x Tobrar.  Phys. 109, 192,
a, 3 (¢h pp. 842 sqq. and notes):
TS pEr yap UAnE kai oTepnaiy
Erepiy daper elvar, kal ToiTer TH
ey abic by elvar kora cuwPelnris,
Thr UAny, the 8¢ arépnow ol
abThr, kal Thy ptyr éyyus wal ovofay
Tws, Thr UAny, Tihr B¢ oTépnow
ovdapds, D¢ A il 1 (see p. 669,
n. 6, supra).

v Metaph. ¥iii. 1, 1042, a, 26
Eori & obola 70 Gmorelnevor, EAAwS

ey 9 AT, . ., BMAws &' 0 Adyes
wal 4 popdiy, . .. TpiTor BE TH ik

rolrwy ; ¢ 2 inif.: dmwel 8 5 pey
s Gmorewérn kot &y BAm obola
duoAoyeitar, alTn §' éariy i Surduer,
Aowwby Thy bs évépyeay obolar Tow
atgtnrar emer Tis eoTw. Ihid.
Jin.: davepdy 8% n TV eipnuéveoy
Tis 7 atefnTh olole doTl kal wis -
B pdy yép ds BAn, 8 s poped,
dri dvépyewn: 4 8t wplry B ik
Totrwr; Tiv. 1, 1088. b, 1 (against
the Platonic doctrine of an absc-
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which is merely potential : that is, an absolute existence
which does not yet actually exist? If we graut that Form
is the proper Substance of things, actual existence in
the highest sense, and that as such it is opposed not
only to Matter but also to the eomposite product of
Matter and Form,' yet Aristotle has done nothing at all to
show how this is possible, considering that Form in itself
is always a Universal, that the Individual is always
burdened with Matter, and that Substance is originally
individual Substance. In like manner he fails to toll
us how mere Form can be the essence and substance of
things which cannot be conceived apart from & definite
material ‘composition;? or again how Matter devoid of
quality and determination can produce the individual
determinateness of particular existences which are not
related to each other as so many impressions of a die
bus are differentiated from one another qualitatively by
definite properties. [Finally, it is not easy to see why
birth and extinction should pertain to things that are the
Joint produet of Form and Matter, and vet not to Form

lutely great and small) ; avdyrn
Te €kdoTov DAnr elver Th Buzduer
TowiTov, dore wal otoias: Th B
wpds T obire Buvduer oficla ofire
evepyeig.

! Metaph. viii, 3 init.: éviore
Aapfdver wéTepoy anpaiver wh Lvapa
The aivleror olrlar i) Thy euépyeiay
kal Ty popdiir, olov § oix'a waTEpOY
TNUEOY T Kool §TI grémarun e
mAlvBuy kal Albwr &8l kequévar, )
Tis dvepyelas el Tob efdovs Oru
akémaspe ; vii, 3, 1029, a, 5: e
0 ellos Tis GAqs wpdrepor Kal
pardoy by, kal Tob éE &ugoiv
spbrepoy Eorar; Ting 291 7b elfos
<al Th & audoiv ovgla Fdteier by

elvar wGAdov Tis PAns. T pew
Tolvey € dudoly odwuiar, Adyw Be
T £k Te THs IAns kal THs Hopdis,
Gperéor s fomépa yip ral BiAm.

* Aristotle frequently dis-
tinguishes between conceptions
of pure form and of form in-
herent in a definite material ;
the standing ezample of the
latter i3 the owdy as distin-
guished from the xofror ; so also
axe, saw, house, statue, and
even soul. CE Phys. . 1, 194,
a,12,i.9 fin. De An. i. 1, 403,
b, 2, ii. 1, 412, b, 11. Mctaph.
vil. 8, . 10, 1085, a, 1 sqq. b,
74, c. 11, 1037, a, 29.
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or Matter separately.! For even if we can suppose that
Matter as such had no beginning, it is hard to imagine
that the Forms of created things were uncreated, if they
neither exist independently as Ideas nor are originally
inherent in Matter. All these difficulties exhibit the same
conclusion that we discerned in dealing with the notion of
Substance. The fact is that Aristotle combines in his Me-
taphysics two different points of view, which he fails to
harmonise. On the one side he adheres to the Socratico-
Platonic principle that the true essence of things is to
be found in their Concept, and this is always Universal.
On the other side he acknowledges that this Universal
has no existence apart from the Individual, which he
therefore declares to ‘be the Substance. He cannot
explain how these two positions may coexist in one
philosophy, and hence the above-mentioried contra-
dictions arise. At one time the Form, at another the
Individual which is the product of the union of Form
and Matter, appears to be the Actual. Matter causes
results incompatible with mere Potentiality. Tt is repre-
sented at the same time as irdefinite Universality and as

the ground of individual determinateness. So the un-

U Metaph. vii. 15 cited at a2
219, n. 4, supra, and the passage
frome. 10cited at p, 866,1.1; ibid.
il 1, 1042, a, 28 : rplirov 82 7d &

~Tovrwy [form and matter], of
yéveois uovov kol pbopd éori: ¢ 3,

1043, b, 10 : obde %) ¢ dvfpwmis
éort To (wor kal Blwovw, GANE T
Bl elvar & mapa Tabrd évruw, el
Tavt’ fA7 . .. 5 olola b éfap-
otures Ty DAy Adyoustv. € oty
ToUT alTior ToU eivar xoi obolas
[so Boxtrz], Toita alrip & The

odglay Aéyoier, rdyen 8 Tabryy
B @tdoy elvou h plapriy bvey Tob
lelpeacfar wal yeyordpas Hrev Tob
yiyreafm . . . 7 eifss oubels
motel  oUBE yery@, @AAG woreirar
Tode ylyverar 8¢ 7o éx Tolreow:
. 5 init.: émel & € dvev
yeverews rul ¢fopds Eort xal evk
Eoriv, olov af oriyual, clmep eloly,
kol bAws T eldn wal af popdol, ob
pap TH Acvidy yiyverer, GARE TH
oy Aevkdr.  Cf. pp. 341 sqq.,
and notes there,
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certainty goeson, until we cease to wonder that Aristotle’s
doctrine of Matter and Form, Particular and Universal,
received the most various interpretations and supported
the most contradictory assertions not only among the
Greek Peripatetics but also and to a far greater extent
among the logicians of the Middle Ages.

Yet the doctrine is of vital importance to the System.
Aristotle finds the best solution of the difficulties which
perplexed earlier philosophers in his distinction between
Form and Matter, Potential and Actual. By means of this
distinetion he explains how Unity can also be 3»-Iﬁ}tiplicit-y :
how the Genus and Differences form one Concept; howthe
many Individuals constitute one Species ; how Soul and
Body make one Being.! It is this alone which enables
him to solve the problem of Becoming, over which Plato
as well as all others had stumbled. Indeed, the dis-
tinction of which we are speaking serves especially, as
has been seen, for the elucidation of this problem.
Form and Matter being related to each other as Actual
and Potential, they are in a position of essential correla-
tion ; the notion of the Potential implies the possibility
of its becoming Actual ; the notion of the Actual implies
that it is the Actuality of the Potential. Everything
that is to become actual must be potential; and con-
versely everything that is potential must at some time
or other become actual, since what is never to be actual
cannct be called potential.? Nor does Aristotle miean

! Cf. pp. 219, n. 2, 351, n. 1, assertionthata thing is potential
and 3689, n.5. Do An. il 1, 412, only so long as it is actual; but
b, 6, c. 2, 414, 2, 19 sqq. he forbids us also to say (ihid.
3 * Aristotle, indeed (Mefaph. c. 4 init) §ri svvariv mév 705l
iz. 3) controverts the Megarian odx fr7ac 3%, since this could only
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by Potentiality any mere logical or formal but also real
Potentiality. Matter is in itself or In its capacify
that whereof the Actuality i3 Form ; and consequently
Matter of itgelf implies Form, requires Form, owns a
natural inclination or longing (as Aristotle expresses it)
for it, is provoked by it to move and develop itself.!
On the other hand Form is that which gives complete-
ness to Matter by realising its potential capacities; it
is the Energy or Entelechy of Matter? DBut the

be said of that which by its very
nature could not be: but this
conld not be potential, and he
therefore denies (as was pointed
outat p. 866.11. 1)thatin things of
eternal duration there can be any
potentiality without actuality.

! Cf. the passage, Pays. 1, 9,
quoted p. 34, n. I. Matter is
said by nature épiecfur kal
dpéyestor 7o Beiow Kol ayabou
wul dperot, and this is the prin-
ciple upon which we must explain
the movement of the womld by
God and of the body by the soul.
Cf. such expressions as Metaph.
xil. T, 1072, by 3: kwel &s épd-
wevor: ibid. a, 26: b dpenthy
Kab TO venTOY Hivel ol Kwouusrow,
The longing referred to is no
conscious desire, but a mere
natural impulse. and isfrequently
referred to by Aristotle as the
cause of the natural movements
of bodies. Thus (Phye. ii. 1,

. 192, b, 18) we are told: a work
" _of ari odSepfor dppdry Exer pera-

BoAfs Eupwror, whereas the pro-
duct of nature has. Cf. Mefaph.
v. 23, 1023, a, 8, where wkara Ty
abrol ¢vow and rara THy adrod
dpuhv are parallel phrases; Anal.
Post. 1. 11, 94, b, 37, where
inner necessity, avdykn ratd THY

@i wal dpunr, is distinguished
from compulsion, drdyen mapa
The éputir, and the falling of a
stone quoted as an example of
the former (similarly Mefapl. v.
5, 1015, a 26, b, 1, e. 23, 1023, a,
17 s5q., =i . W03 e 12 el
HERTLING, Mat: w. Fopm, 91).
Nevertheless we cannot  but
recognise in the use of these
expressions  the psychological
analogy from which the termino-
logy is borrowed, reminding us
as it does of the earlier hylo-
zoism.

2 Aristotle as a rule makes no
distinetion between these two
terms (sce TREXDELENBURG, Do
An. 296 sq. ; SCHWEGLER, Arist.
Metaph. iv. 221 sq., 178 sq.;
Boxirz, fad. Adwrist. 253, b, 35
sqq., also p. 348, n. supre), and if
he seems to do goin individual
passages, yeb is the distinction of
each from the other so loosely
defined that in different passages
the same is assizned to both.
Thus motion is usually called the
entelecheia of matter, the soul
the entelecheia of the body
(cf, Phys. iii. 1, 200, b, 26, 201,
2,10, 17, 28, 30, b, 4 ; viii. 1, 251,
a, 9; De An. 11, 1. 412, a, 10, 21,
27, b, 5, 9, 28, 413, a, 5 sqq., ¢. 4
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Entelechy of Mafiter or the actualisation of Potentiality
is Motion! The corrclation therefore of Form and
Matter leads us to consider Motion and itz Causes.

(3) Motion and the first Cause of Motion.

Aristotle has himself explained what he meant by
the definition we have quoted. Motion is the Entelechy
of that which exists potentially—in other words, it is

415, b, 4sqq.): yet Metapl. ix.
6, 8 (1018, b, 6 sgq. ef L 1;
1050, &, 30 sqq.) motion iz defined
as energetic, and yet again (ibid.
c. B, 1048, b, 18 sqg.) it is said
to differ from energy as the in-
complete from the complete, so
that only such activity as contains
its own end in itself, e, sight,
thonght, life, happiness, 1s called
energeia, while on the other hand
that whichis subordinate toanend
outside itself and ceases with its
attainment, eg. bnilding, walk-
ing, &c., is called motion. (On
these two kinds of activities, z.
also . 8, 1050, a, 23 sqq.) Me-
tapk. ix. 3, 1047, a, 30 again
seems 1o appropriate évrehéyea
to the state of completion, évép-
e to the activity directed to its
attainment, or to motion (Sowel yap
éyépyan piMiora § whmois elver),
and so c. 8, 1050, a, 22. Also De
An. ii, 5, 417, b, 4, 7, 10, 418, a,
4, eérreAéxew stands for the com-
pleted state. (That Metaph. xi.
9, 1065, b, 16, 33, repeatedly uses

evépyeta where Phys. iii. 1 has.

evreléxye, 15 of no importance, on
acconnt of the spurionsness of
the former passage.) Elsewhere
motion is called érépyern arerds,
ev, vob &repois, and as such is dis-
tinguished from the awAds évép-

yew 1ol Teredesuévon(ef.n. lat p
833 infra), ButéreAdyenisused
also in this sense, eg. Je dm. ii.
5, 417, a, 28, and the same ex-
pression oceurs Metaph. xii. 8,
1074, a, 35, c. b, 1011, &, 36, as
applied o the pure; immaterial
form, viz. God.  Phys. iii. & init,
the action of the moving cause is
called évepyera, the change
effected in that which is moved
€vTeAfyea, a use which seems
quite proper, as the latter and
net the former is brought to
completion by motion ; yet in the
passage that follows dvreréyenis
used of both, and in Metaph.ix. 8,
1030, a, 80 sgq. it is said, with
reference to the two kinds of
activities distinguished above : in
the case of those whose end is
outside of themselves, the ener-
geia isin that which is moved ; in
the case of the others, in that
which acts. It is therefore im-
possible to point to any fixity in
the language nsed o express the
distinction between these two
terms.

! Phys. fi. 1, 201, a, 10, b, 4:
7 ToU Buvduer Byras érTendyem §
TotobToy, klvnols o . . . 4 Tou
Suvarod, § Burardy, érTeAéxea
pavepby. fre kbmols éorw; ¢, 2,
202, b, T: 9 kivgris dvreréyea Tob

METAPHYSICS 381

the process by which that which existed previonsly only
in capacity is brought to reality, the determination of
Matter by Form, the transition from Potentiality to
Actuality.! The movement of building, for example,
congists in fashioning the materials of which a house
can be made, into an actual house. Buf motion iz the
entelechy of potential existence only gua potential and
not in any other relation. The movement of the brass,
for instance, out of which a statue is cast, does not con-
cern it in so far as it is brass—for qua brass it remains
unaltered and has always had a certain sort of actuality—
but only ir so far as it contains the potentiality of being

made into a statue.? This distinection, however, can, it

kTl 3 kmToe ; ¥ili. 1,251, a, 9 ¢
Gapdy B THY kirqow elvar dvTedd-
xewy 7ol KwuTON B KwmTiv. So
Metaph. xi. 9, 1065, b, 16, 33 ; see
preceding note.

! That only this transition and
not the condition attained by
means of it, only the process of
actualisation, notthe actuality, is
meant by the expression entele-
cheia or energeia is obvious not
less from the nature of the case
itself than from the repeated
description of motion as an un-
completed energy or entelechy
(see pp. 283, n. 1, 379, n, 2). The
same distinction elzewhere oceurs.
Pleasure, ¢.¢., is said not to be a
movement, because a movement

«1is at each moment incomplete,
_ whereas pleasure iscomplete. The

former is the pursuit, the latter
the attainment, of the end, a
result of the completed activity.
Eth. N.x. 3, 4,vil. 18, 1153, a,12.

* In this way the rreviously
quoted definition is explained,

Pliys. iii. 1, 201, a, 9, sqq. (and
therefore Mefaph. xi. 9, 1065, b,
sqq.). DBRENTANO'S explanation
( Von der mannigf. Dedeutung des
Seienden nach Arigt. p. 58), ac-
cording to which motion 1s the
actuality which transforms a
potential being into ¢ this poten-
tial being,’ or *which constitutes
or forms a potential as potential,’
is without support either in Ari-
stotle’s use of terms or in actual
fact. For, in the first place, the
entelechy of the Burduer v is not
that by which the Svw. G» first
comes into being; and, in the
second place, when, eg., the
bronze which is potentially a
statue is formed into the statue,
its wlvmows does not consist in its
becoming Burduer &vdpids, e,
bronre, Aristotls, however, has
stated the meaning of his defini-
tion unambiguously in  the
passage immediately following,
and se has the author of
Metaph, =1, 9,
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is clear, be only applied to the case of special or
particular movement; for such movement is always
carried on in material that has already an actmality of
some sort of its own. If, on the other hand, we take the
general notion of movement, it may be defined as the
process by which Potentiality is actualised, the deve-
lopment of Matter by Form, since the material et
material is mere Potentiality which has not vet in any
respect arrived at Actuality. This definition includes
all Alteration of every kind, all coming into being and
destruction. It does not, however, apply to absolute
origination and annihilation, for this would necessitate
the birth or destruction of matter, which is never as-
sumed by Aristotle.! Tt follows from what we have said,
that when he refuses to regard becoming and decaying as
forms of motion, maintaining that though every motion
is change, all change is not motion >—this distinetion
must be accepted as a relative one which does not hold
of the general idea of motion ; and so Aristotle himself
on other occasions ® employs motion and change as syn-
onymous terms. The doctrine, however, of the different
kinds of motion belongs to Physics.

We have seen that motion is intermediate between
potential and actual being ; it is Potentiality struggoling
into Actuality, and Actuality not yet freed from Poten.
tiality—in other words, imperfect Actuality. Tt is
distinguished from mere Pot-entia,lity by being an
Entelechy, and from an Energy in its strictest sense hy
the fact that in Energy the activity which is directed

! See pp. 341 sqq. supra. * By Phys. #ii. 1, 201, 2, 9

L Phys v, 1, 225, a, 20, 34, eqq.c. 2 it iv, 10 Jir wiii 7,
and passim ; see infra. 261, a, 9, and passin.

METAPHFSICS 383

to an object has also attained its object—thought, for
instance, is both a process of search and also a mental
possession of the object of thought-—whereas motion
ceases in the attainment of the object, and is therefore
only an unaccomplished effort.! Hence each particular
motion is & transition from one state of being into an
opposite—from that which a thing ceases to be into
that which it has to become. Where there is no opposite,
there is also no change.” Consequently all motion implies
two principles—that which moves, and that which is
moved, an actual and a potential being.

Mere Potentiality is unable to produce motion, for
it lacks Energy : and so likewise is pure Actuality, since
it contains nothing imperfect and undeveloped. Motion
can only be conceived as the operation of the Actual or

P Phys il 2, 201, b, 271 toti  Gw &rera § xhimois, odk o Teite
8% Bokely adprorov elvar iy wlymow  mpakis ) ob Tedelayer o yap Téras,
aftioy @71 ofre eis Bvawr Ty GAN éxelvy drumdpyer Th Tédas al
Gvtey olTe eis évépyeray Tori Gelvan ) wpAkis . . . ob Yép Gua Badi(e
aiThy GrAas olite yip o6 Buvardy  wkal Pefddicer, oid oikoBouel iul
mogby elvar saweitor 8 dvdyens  cwoBdunker, Ko, édpaxe B¢ kal do?
olTe Td evepye‘aworby, §j T¢ Kynos  Epo T alrd kel veel kal pewdyies -
évépyeta pév Tis elvae Boxel, dreMys  Thy uiv oby Tomalryy  évépyerav
8¢ alriov 3 d7i dveles T Jvvarby, Aéyw, éwelvqr B¢ kirpow, COF o
ob EoTiv 4 évépyera. It is there- 8§ 1030, a, 23 sqq. and p. 879, n. 2,

fore neither a orépmoss, nor a swpra: De An. i, 5, 417, a, 15+
(3 Pl o k) 2 » k3 2 z n” oy
Btivapes, NOY 40 Evépyeta EnAf (50 kal vép ErTwr ) klvnais évépyed Tis

Metaph. 31,9, 1066, a, 17.) VIIL
A, 957, b, 61 xwetrar 10 KTy
TotTo 8 €oTi Duvduer kuwolueroy
otk érredexeia - o € Bupdus eis
dureréyey Badifer. For: & 4
‘klincis SvTehéxeln kunToD GreAtfs

~rh B& kwoty fin évepyela dotv.

Metavh. ix. B, 1048, b, 17 : éwel
8¢ 7év wpdlewr Gy doTl wpas
ovdepla TeAos GAAR TEr wepl 7O
rihus, olov 7ov lexvaivew %
ioyrvanta, abra 3¢ Grav ivyrairg
obTws CoTiy &y xurno el uh) brdpyovTa

Greddys péyror; 11l 7, 431, a, 6:
i yop kbmois Tob dredois évdpyein
qv, 7 8" awhés dvépyein répe 7 Tob
TETEAETUEN OV

® Flys.v. 1, 224, b. 26 sqq.
225, a, 10 ; Metaph. viil. 1, 1042,
a. 32, xil. 2, 1069, a, 13: e&is
Saymidaes by eler Tas kabinaoTor
ai perafolai” avdykn 8 uera-
BaArew rhy #hny Buvapéime Gugow
érmel 8¢ SurTdy 70 by, perafdiie
way € Tov Buvdper frros eis Td

évepyeig bv. Cf p. 342 3qq.
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Form upon the Potential or Matter:! even in that
which moves itself we always find the motive force
separate from what it moves, just as in living creatures
the soulis different from the body, and in the soul itself,
as we shall sce below, the active part is different from
the passive.” While Becoming, therefore, is impossible
without matter or potential being, some Actuality is not
less indispensable as an antecedent and motive cause.
Even in cases where an individnal has developed itself
from mere Potentiality to Actuality, and eonsequently
the former principle precedes the latter in it, yet another
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seed is contributed by another individual—the egg is
not antecedent to the hen.! Conversely, where an actual
meets with a potential being, and no obstruction from
without intervenes, then the corresponding motion is
necessarily produced.® The object in which this process
takes place is the thing moved or Matter ; that by which
it is effected is the motive power or Form, Motion,
therefore, is the common function of both, though it takes

! Metaph. ix. 8, 1049, b, 24 : wéxelvgs . . . drdyin, Brov &
del €k Tov Gupduer DyTos yipreror T Bivarra [under the conditions

individual must have come hefore it in actual existence.
The organic individual is produced from seed, but the

' Phys. iii.2 (p. 383, n. 1), vifi,
. 257, b, 8; Metaph.ix. Sesp. 1050,
8 sqq. xii.3; Phys. vii. 1 : rav
70 kwoluevoy wd Twos dvdyrn

o o

rerglar: even' in the case of

- that which apparently is self-
moved, the material which is
moved. cannot be at the same
tinie the moving cause, since if
a part of it is at rest the whole
of it must also be at rest: but
neither can rest and movement
in the self-moved be dependent
on anything else. The true ex-
planation iz to be found in the
-ahove account, and Phys. iii. 2;
Gen et Corr.ii. 9: neither form
in itself nor matfer in itself ex-
plains . becoming ; =fs uév ~dp
UAns 70 mdoxew Eorl kal 70
rwvelgfar, Td 8 wowery rwal wevery
éTépas durduews. See further,
p. 541 sqq.

2 Bee preceding note and Phys.
iii, 4, 255, a, 12 : it is Impossible
that a ovwexes kal cvpguss should
be self-moved; % yap fr xal
o’uvcx‘ss uy adij, 'rmfr:r'p amuflés [L‘-f.

Metaph. ix. 1, 10486, a, 281 aan’
7 wexdpiorar, TatTy T wiv widuke
wowely 70 6 wdoyew. Nothine
that is single, therefore, is scif-
moved, AN avdyrn Sipphofar 7
Kol év éndoTy mpds TO kwolpevoy
ooy éxl w@y afiiyav Gpaper, Srav
K T TEy ublywy atiTd GAAG
cupBalver ral rtatta Smd Twes del
kweicbar . yévoro 8 & gavephy
Buipotiot ras airlas ;0. 5 257, b,2
abvraToy O TH adrd adtd kwopy
wdrTy Kwely abty abtd © Gépoiro
yep by EXov mol Pépor thy airiy
¢opér, &y by ial Grower T4 eldcy,
&c., &1 hdpiorar 8ti gureiTar o
kwnTdr, &c. (see p. 383 n, 1).
Therefore, we certainly hear no-
thing in Aristotla of any * Identity
of Mover and Moved' (Bresu.
Llil. d. Arist. 1,402, 7. 481)
nor does the existence of some-
thing which at the same time
moves and is moved ( Phys. iii, 2,
202, a, 3 and above) in any way
prove if, if the above explana-
tions are true.

evepyelg by fmd évepyeta Svtes, olor
dvflpwmos €¢ avbpémov, wourkbs dmd
povaicol, del kvolyTos Tiwos TpdTou,

1050, b, 3 : davepby d71 wpérepoy e

ovaly évépyera Bupduens * kal Gomep
‘elmousr, ol xpiroy el wpodauBdver
évépyeta Erépn wpd Erépus fas Tis
ToU Gel wwobvTos mpdrws. xii. 3,
(cited 'in note to p. 356, supra) ;
i, 5, 1071, b, 22 sqq. c. 6, 1072,
a, Y : mpdTepoy évepyein Burduens ...
el Bt ueAAer yéveats kol gplopd eivar,
FANo Bel elvar del Svepyoby EAAaws
rad BAAws.  Gen. An. il 1,734, b,
21: foa ploe yiverar % Téxry O’
évepyele trros ylverar ék Tob Surduer
TowdTov.  Phys. iii. 2 jin.: eldos
8¢ del oloeral 71 O wwolv, .. . H
érTae apyd kal alrior s Kwhoees,
Gtay kwij, olor & évredeyely Evfpw-
wos wolel €k ToUv Buvduel Gyros
arlpdmov @vfpwrer. Thid. e. 7
viil. 9, 265, a, 22; Metaph. vii. 7,
¢ 9. fig, 1x.9 fin, L F, 1072, D,
80 5qq.; De dn. ii. 4 init. 1. T
init.; of. also p. 355-6, supra.

* . F Phys. viilo4, 255, a, 34 sqqg.
Only an apparent exception to
this is introduced by Metaph. ix.
5, where it is said (1047, b, 35)
we must distingnish  between
irrational and rational forces:

YOL. 1.

whichlimit their activity and pas-
Sivity | T womrochy ol b wabnrichy
mAnTiatwet, Thiuey Towiy Th 8t Tdo-
Xt freivas ¥ otk bedyn * alras uiy
vép [the irrational] wéao: pla évds
T T, Enelvae B¢ Tav &vartiwy,
doTe tue Tofoe TavarTie (50 Lthat
if necessity forced this power of
ehoice to be exerised on hoth
alternatives, opposite effects must
be produced at one and the same
time). For even in the case of
thedatter, s soon as the choice
has been made, the result neces-
sarily follows: émorépor yap b
opEynTar Kupiws, Todre Talsel,
Say sdivaral mdpyy kal TAnodlH
7¢ mabpried (1048, a; 11); but
the will must decide on the one
side or the other, if the eondition
of action is to be present : for to

-produce opposite effects at the

same time is impossible, ob yan
offtws Eyer alTév The Blveww obd
Eo7e ToU Epa wously 5 Bivaus (1. 22).
Finally, it follows also that the
effect is necessarily produced
when theactive and passive prin-
ciples are in the condition é&s
Slyarrar wowiv kxl wdoyew; and
the general reasons of this have
already been stated at p. 378-9.

CGc
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opposite directions in each :! the motive power excites
the latent activity in the thing moved, while the thing

moved realises it for itself.?

Aristotle conceives of the

operation of the motive principle upon the thing moved
as conditioned by continuous contact between them.?

1 Phys. iil. 3, where this is
discussed at length, V.1.224 b,
4, ibid. 1. 25: % klvgois obx év
7% €idet GAA' v 7@ mirovudry kal
ke kot dvépyear. vii. 3: the
ahAoiwors 1akes place only in the
material thing, e Au. iii, 2,
4126, a, 21 € 9 foTwr ) kivnos Kal
% mainets wal T wabos év T wowv-
puéve ... W yap Tob ToumTIKeD Kol
K TikoD évépyeta év TH wdayovrTt
éyylverar. Bib obic avdyn T ety
kwetgfal ., . 4 Tolnris kal § wdbnais
év TH maoxorTi GAA' obk év T
woiovrTt,  See further p. 338-9.

2 Cf. p-378-9.

3 Phys. iil. 2 fin. : % klyots év-
TeAéxeta Tl KWNTOU § KWNT OV TUL-
Bdiver B¢ Tolivo Qiter Tod kumTIRGY,
ol Bua gal wdoyen  vii. 1, 242,
b, 24, vil. 2, init.: Tb 8¢ wpwrow
Koty o, . Gua TH Kivouuévg éoTic
Aéyew BE T4 Gua, o7y elbéy foTwr
abTdx peTakl' TOUTO Yap Kotvdy el
rwapTds kwovuévoyr ol  KwoUvyTis
éorw—which is then shown to be
true of all kinds of motion. Jhid.
viil. 2, 255; a, 34, c.' 1, 251, b, 1
sqq.; Gun. et Corp.1, 6, 322, b, 21,
c. 9, 327, a, 1; Gen, An.il. 1, T34,
a, B: Kkwely T yap ui antiucroy
addvaror ; Metaph.ix. 5. Cf n. 1
supra, and p, 387, n. 3. That this
contaet of the moving force with
trat which is moved, is conceived
of by Aristotle as not merely a
momentary oune giving the first
impulse only, but as lasting dur-
ing the whole continuance of the
motion, is obvious especially
{rom his account of the motion

of throwing. Here the motion
of the thrown seems to continue
after contact with the thrower
has ceased., But this Aristotle
cannot admit to be the case. He
therefore assumes (Phys. viil.
10, 266, b, 27 sqq., 267, b, 11,
cf, iv. 8, 215, a, 14; De Tnsomn.
2, 4569, a, 29 sqq.) that along
withthe thing thrown thethrower
inoves also the medium through
which it moves (eg. the air or
water) and that the motion of
the thing which is moved is com-
municated to it from this, when
it has passed from the thrower.
But since this- motion continues
after that of the thrower has
ceased, while (according to his
presupposition) the motion of the
medinm must cease simultane-

ously with that of the thrower,

he adopts the curious solution
that the medium can still pro-
duge motion even when it has
itselfceased to be moved: oby Gua
walerar kiwoly kol kwotuevor aAAG
rwolpevoy pey Guo Gter § kwiv
walonrat kway, cwoiy §& vy éoriv
(267, a, 5). Thelaw of inertia, ac-
cording to which motion persists
until it is met by an opposing
force, was not, therefore, known
to him. How the natural motion
of the elements, which cairies
each of these to its proper place,
cau spring from contact with a
moving foree, it wonld be hard
to say. By what iszaid of these,
however (Phys. viil. 4, 254, b, 33
saq., De Celo, iv. 3 fin.), it is
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Indeed, this appears to him so necessary that he asserts
even of what is absolutely incorporeal that it acts only
throngh contact : even thought apprehends its object b}
touching it!'—the latter, however, is related to the
thinking subject as Form to Matter®—and in like
manner Grod, as the first cause of motion, is said, as we
shall shortly see, to be in contact with the world.® But
in what sense such expressions can be used of immaterial
things, Aristotle has not forther explained.

It follows from this that Motion is ‘as eternal ag
Form and Matter, whose essential correlation it repre-
sents,' and that it has neither beginning nor end.’
Kor if it had a beginning, the movens and the motum
must either have existed before this beginning or not.
If they did not exist, they must have come into being,
and so a movement would have taken place before the
first motion. 'If they did exist, we cannot suppose that
they were at rest, since it was of their very nature
to move. But if it be granted that they did move,
some active force must have operated to endow them

not proved even that they are which touches is not touched by

moved by anything else at all.

! CL p. 203, n. 3.

= Metaph. xii, 9, 1074, b, 19,
29; De An. iil. 4, 429, b, 22,
29 sqq.

P Gen. et Corr. 16,822, b, 21:
nothing can atfect another with-
out being in contact with it, and
i the case of things which at
the same time move and are
moved, this contact must be
mutunal (328, a, 20 sqq.); fore &
s évlorTé dauer T k woiv drresfo
wovev Tob kivovéyoy, T § &rrdue-
voy uy émresfar drropévov [that

anything which touches it again|
<. . BoTe € T kwel GrlmTon oy,
éretvo wér b GmTtorro Tob KETOH,
éiceivoy BE oldéy * paute Yip éviore
'rciu- Av‘:m:?vm tmrectu Huay, GAN’
ook aitol  ékeivov. That this,
however, is no more than a play
upon words is obvions.

' See p. 841, n. 2, 345, n. 1.

* With what follows, cf. S1n-
BECK, Die Lelwe d. Ar.w. d. Ewig-
keit d. Welt (Untersuch 2. Phil.
d. Gricchen Halle, 1873, Pr
157 188). :

cgd
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with the property of motion, and thus we should in th:%s
cage also arrive at a movement before motion. It is
equally impossible to conceive of motion as destructible.
The cessation of a movement is always conditioned hy
another movement which puts an end fo the first. As
in the former argument we were forced to admif a
process of change antecedent to the first, so hel:& we
cannot escape one subsequent to the last.! Motion is
therefore without beginning or end; the world was
never created and it will never perish.? i
Yet, although Motion from this point of view is in-
finite, there is another aspect in which it has its limita-
tion. Since every motion presupposes a motive principle,
it follows that the idea of motion in general involves
the assumption of a first motive force which .is not
moved by anything else. Without this assumption we
should be involved in an infinite series of moving canses,
which could never preduce actmal motion, because

they would never bring us to a first cause—and without

I The above account contains
the essence of the discussion in
Pligs. viii, 1. That motion must
be eternal is also asserted in :Vc;:
taph. xii. 6, 1071, b, 6: GAN
abtvarer klymow & yevéoBar A
$lapfvar: Gel yop B, Further, if
Time is without beginning and
end (on this see infra, p. "H)B,
&c.) motion must be so also, gince
Time, as we shall find, cannot be
conceived of apart from _motl,onr.
Cf. Phys. viii. 1, 251, b, 12: el &f
dariv 8 xpoves wvrfoews apfubs 4
clmois Tis, eimep Gel xpdros dotly,
apdyicn wal klvnow Gidoy elvat, z'}.nd.
after proving the infinity of time
in both directions he goes on at.\].
26 : dAAG phy elye xpivor, darepiv

7t dwdykn elvas kal ko, ei’mf{; é
xpiwos wdbos Ti rwhoews. " With
reference apparently to this pas-
sage, Metaph, xil. 6 proceeds: ovde
xpivor: ot yap oidv 7e Th wpdrepoy
ral Horepov elvar ui deros xpovou.
kel 9 wivnols Hpe ofre auvexds
dowep kel 6 xpovos® ¥ yap TO adTd
% rwnoeds T wafes. The same
inference follows from the state-
ment (Plys. vi. 6,256, b, 32 sqq.
Metaph. ix. 8, 1050, b, 3) that
every change and process pre-
supposes a previous one.

# In this form, viz. the ques-
tion as to the eternity of the
world, the present subject will
recur in Ch. IX. infra,
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that, none of the suceeeding causes could operate.
This conclusion cannot be avoided by presuming that
the object moved produces its own motion, since it is
necessary for the motive foree already to be what the
object moved is to become: 1 and hence the same thing
cannot at the same time and in the same relation be
both moved and moving. We are foreed, therefore, to
admit a primum wmobile. That principle, again, might
be either something moved and therefore something
self-moving, or something unmoved. The first of these
cases, however, resolves itself into the gecond, for
even in a self-impelling snbstance the motive force
must of necessity be different from what it moves.
Consequently there must be an Unmoved Substance,
which is the cause of all motion.2 Or—as this is else-
where' more briefly demonstrated—since all motion
must start from a motive principle, a motion which has
no beginning presupposes a motive principle which is
as eternal as the motion itself, and which, as the pre-
supposition of all motion, must be itself anmoved.3 Thus,
then, we obtain three elements: that which merely is
moved and never causes motion, = Matter ;- that which

both causes motion and is itself moved, = Nature ; that
which causes motion without itself bein g moved, = God.t
Our previous pages will have shown that this position

' Cf. p. 384, SUPTE,

" Plys. viii, 5, of. vii. 1 and
1. (a), 2, where it is agreed that
neither eflicient nor formal nor
even final causes permit of a
PEGTEsINS @d fnfinitum.

* Metaph. xii. 6, 1071, b, 4 -
avdyen elval mwa alboy avelay
axlrpror. af Te vip ovalm TP@TaL
@ GyTwy, kol el Tacar ¢plapral,

wévra Phaprd, AN EBlvaToy kiyy-
Tw i yevéabar i ¢fapivac- del Yép
. . 7,1072,a, 21: ErriTi Gl
kwolueroy wklynow Hravoroy | .
Eare Tolrvy T wal b kevel,

* Phys. vill. 5, 236, b, 20;
Metaph, xii. 7, 1072, a, 24 (as
emended by BoN1Tz) ; De Aw. iii.
10, 453, b, 18,
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is not an isolated one in Aristotle’s philosophy. Aec-
tuality in the highest sense is synonymous with Pure
Form devoid of Matter—the Absolute Subject which as
perfect Form is at once the motive force and the end of
the Universe.! The gradations of existence, ascending
from the first formless Matter. reach their congnmma-
tion in God. And this thesis actually formed the
starting-point for a demonstration of the existence of
God in Aristotle’s treatise on Philosophy.? In the same
work he deduced the belief in the gods from two prin-
ciples—from reflection upon self-revealing traces of the
divine nature in the presentiments of the soul and from
the contemplation of the heavens? A well-known frag-
ment shows what stress he laid upon the witness of
beanty and order in the universe to the existence of
God.* Nor are these arguments without their justifi-

' CE pp. 355, &c., and the wois frvois yvoudvovs rabrys dvéou-
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cation in his system, although there are, no doubt,
certain points of them which must be interpreted in
the light of & less rigid logic, or perhaps referred to an
earlier form of his teaching more akin to Platonism.
Presentiments which exhibit themselves in prophetic
dreams and inspired states of feeling are only an obscure
manifestation of the force which under the form of the
Active Understanding unites the human and the divine
intelligence.! The beauty of the world, the harmonious
connection of its parts, the purpose observable in their
arrangement, the splendour of the stars, and the
inviolable order of their motions, point not only to
astral spirits (in whom we shall have hereafter to recog-
nise the guiding forces of the heavenly spheres), but
also to a Being placed far above them, from whom alone
the simple movement of the universe and the harmony
between the whole and all the parts proceed.? Conse-

passages quoted, pp. 895 sqq., on
Grod as highestform, pure energy
and supreme end. Metaph. xii.
T, 1072, a, 35: E€omw #piorov del
[in every sphere of being] 4
-avaAoyoy TH Tp@TUY.
2 Simrrn, De Cwlo, 130, Seliol.
im Ar. 487, a, 6 (dr. Fr. 15):
Aéyer 8t wepi TolTov fr Tois wept
®:Aocopias (as to which see Ch. II.
supra) * kabidov yap év ois dori Tt
BérTiov, év Totrois éori T kel Epi-
arov, émel oly & Tois olow orly
aAAD EAAou BEATIoN, ErTir Hpa Tt Kal
@pioror, dwep ey by T Oeion”
3 Fp. 13, b, SEXT. Math. ix.
20 : "Apwororédns 8¢ dnd Buoiy dpydr
tvva:ay Bedy Eeye yeyovévar &v Tols
avfpdwois, éwd Te Tdv wepl Ty
duxiy cupPardvTer kal amo Tév
ueTedpwy. GAX’ amd udv Tdr meph
iy Yuxiw svuBawdvrwy Sk Tobs év

qiagpos kel Tis uavreles. Ty
vap. dnoly, év 7@ dwvoiv wal’ Eavriy

yevgTar n duxy, TéTe THr 8wy

amoAaBotica QU TpomavreveTal
7€ kol Tpoayopeter T8 wéAAovra,
TolalTy B¢ éoTi kal &y TH KaTd Thr
fdvaroy ywpllecfu T8y copdrer,
50 Homer represents Patroclos
and Hector as prophesying at
death. €k 7ovTwr ofv, dualy, dre-
vimaay of dvBpwwor eival 71 feby b
kab' equror [-0] downos 7 Yoxd wal
whrTer émirTnuoyikdraToy, GAAG
Bh kal Gwd Tdv peredpwy Beacd-
pevor yop pel fuépar uiv HAww
TEPImONOUPTE, ¥UKRTED BE ThY elTan-
Tov TV BAAwr aorTépwy kivnow,
Svopioay elval Twe Beby Ty ~Hs
TolewTys  kirfoews kol edralios
alTeor.

+ Tn thebrilliant Fr. 14 (prob.
also from the IL @urosoglas in

Cic. N, D. ii. 37, 95, which re-
minds us at the beginning, of
Plato’s picture of the dwellers in
the ecave (Rep. vii. dnit): ‘sl
essent, qui sub terra semper
habitavissent . . . accepissent
antem fama et aunditione, esse
guoddam numen et vim Deorum :
deinde aliquo tempore, patefactis
terrse fancibus, ex illis abditis
sedibus evadere in hao loca, gue
nos incolimus, atque exire potuis-
sent: cum repente terram et

* maria ceelumque vidissent, nu-
‘bivm magnitudinem ventorum-

que vim cognovissent adspexis-
sentque solem  ejusque  tum
magnitndinem pulchritudinem-
que tum etlam efficientiam
cognovissent, quod is  diem
efficeret toto ecclo luce diffusa :

cum autem terras nox opacasset,
tum ceelum  totum cernerent
astris  distinetum et ornatum
lun®que luminum varietatem
tum crescentis ftum senescentis
eorumque omnium ortus et
oceasus atque inomni miernitate
ratos immutabilesque eursns:
haec cum viderert profecto et
esse Deos et baec tanta opera
Deorum esse arbitrarentur.” ~Ae-
cording to Crc. V. D. ii. 49, 195,
Aristotle seems to have pointed
to the instinct of animals as a
teleological argnment for the
being of God.

! For the fnller discussion of
this see infra.

* Besides the passage from De
Ceely, 1. 9 quoted infra, inn. Gat p.
395, cf, Metaph. zii. 7, 1072, a,

=3
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quently the argumeuts which Arisiotle puts forward,
in the passages indicated, to prove the existence of
God, though based, like those of Socrates and Plato,!
npon teleologieal principles—as well as the identification
which he elsewhere establishes between the force of
nature working to fixed ends and God 2—are not a mere
adaptation of his views to unscientific notions, but are
in harmony with the spirit of his whole system. The

35 sqq., where God is described as
the Gpigrow or ob Eveka, and as thus
the efficient canse of motion in
the world ; but especially c. 10,
where the question is discussed:
ToTépws Exer N Tob GAov dicis Th
ayaov kal Td Hpioror, miTepoy
kexwpigpevor T kal alrh kel abrh,
i v vdfw, 1) dudorepws, domwep
crparevua. In the case of an
army the good resides as well in
the zeneral asin the order of the
whole : in the former, however, in
a still more primary sense than in
the latter. The universe is com-
pared to an army @ wdrre & cur-
TéraxTal wws, AN ol duolws, wal
mAwTe fal TTve kol duTd* Kol obx
obrws Exe, dore uh elvar Barépy
mpbs Bdrepor unfev, GAX ErTi Ti.
wpbs gy yop fy Grovra ovrrérakrta,
except that each creature is more
fully subject to this crder just in
proportion to the mobility of its
nature, even as in a household
the freeborn are subjected to
a stricter discipline than the
slaves. soiatry yap éxdarov Gpxh
atr@y 5 pvos éoriv. Aéyw F oioy
efs e b Siawpilijvor dvdyien Eracwy
EAdetr, ral dAAnr ofTws doTiy
Kowavel Gmavrta €is T SAow. All
other systems: are founded of
necessity upon the opposite prin-
ciple : Aristotle’s is the only ex-
ception, ob vdp éomir évavtiov 5

pdr obbéy (1075, b, 21, 24). Tf,
like Speusippus, we accept a
whele serfes of primary principles
we destroy the unity of all being
(see the passage, Div. I p. 854,
1); & 8¢ Urra ob BobAerar woAr-
Teverfar kmeds. ¢ obk &vabby wo-
Auvkowpavin ©  els wolpavos Zore)
Cf. xiv. 5. 1090, b, 19, where he is
again attacking Speusippus: otk
Eoune B 5 olais érecodidliys odira
€k Tay pawoudvey, Homrep woxfnpd
Tpoyedic.  We have the same

point of view in F. 16, preserved.

to us only by an unknown
seholiast, where Aristotls SAYS
given several épyal, they 1must be
either ordered or disordered. But
the latter is impossible, since
from disorder no natural order,
no xicuos, conld have arisen: e
b Terayudral, §) €k éovraw érdyhn-
oay i ird Efwler Tvbs aitlas ; but
even in the former case Exovel 71
kowby TV curdTTay aiTds Kakeivo 6

gpyh. The comparison of the
order of the world with that of

an army is farther developed in
SEXT. Math. ix. 26 sq., which
perhaps follows Aristotle Tepl
guhorodins, .

! See Div. i p, 143 sq. 786
(ZrrLEr’s Plafo, Eng, Tr. p. 281
sqqg. 485).

£ De Cwlo, 1.4 fin.: & Pebs ral
7 dlais obSéy pdrnr woloter.
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unity of the world and its adaptation to fixed ends can
only be explained by the nnity of the Supreme Cause.
It is mot withoub good reason, also, that Aristotle
in his most important treatises connected the proof
of the reality of the Supreme Being with his theory of
motion : for this is the point at which the Changeable
is seen most directly to lean upon an Unchangeable, as
itself the condition of all change.

The further characteristics of the Supreme Being
may be determined from what has gone before. Motion
being eternal, it must be continnous (cuveyss), and so
it must be one and the same throughout, But such a
single motion is the product of a single mobile and a
single mofwm. Hence the primum mobile is single and
is as eternal as motion itself.! In the next place what
has been said about the continuity and uniformity of
motion implies that this motive principle is absolutely
unmoved ; since that which is moved, being itself
subject to change, cannot impart an unbroken and
uniform wmovement,® and consequently it is of the
essence of the primum mobile to exclude the possibility
of change® Tt is unchangeable and absolutely neces-
sary ; and this unconditional necessity is the law by

} Phys, vili. 6; 2593, a, 13; % I};'L f‘?’. 15 (preserved to us by

Metaph. =ii. 8, 1078, a, 23 sqq., SIMPL. Do Ceelo, 130, 45, K,
where in connection with the Solel. in A 487, a, 6), from

 mpdT aidios ral pla klvnais, that of the treatize 0. dihogopias, the

the fixed stars, it is shown how immutability of God is proved

“single motion presupposes a on the ground that the KpaTigTOY

single moving cause. Cf. p. can neither suffer change from
391, n. 2. On the constancy and anything else nor feel in itself
unity of motion we shall have the need of any such change.

more to say in the next chapter,
® Phys. viii, 6, 259, b, 22, c.
10, 267, a, 24 sqq.

(It must be granted to BER-
NAYS, Dial. d. Arist. 113, and
Herrz, Ar. Fragm. p. 87, that
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which the universe is held together.! Tt is further
involved in this that it is incorporeal. Only that is
indestructible which cannot possibly cease to be: on
the other hand all that is merely potential is by nature
destructible ; * only that can operate as primann wnbile
in which there is no element of unrealised possibility.?
But the Potential is necessarily material. A Being that
contains in itself nothing that is merely potential must

this amplification also belongs to
the Aristotelian fragment. The
passage in PLATO'S Republie, ii.
3280, D sqqg., as Simpl. remarked,
served as the original of it.)
‘The same reason is assigned
also in the De Cielo, 1. 9 (see p.
395, n. 6) for the immutability of
God, and in Metaph, xit. 9, 1074,
b, 26, for the doctrine that God
must always think the same
thing; eof p. 397, n. 2.

! Metaph, xil. 7, 1072, b, 7:
éel & éori T1 oty adTh drivnror
v, évepyely by, TolTo ol Evdiyerar
ENAws Exew anBands , ., 6k drdvkns
Gpo €oriv Uyt wal g avdyiy KeAds
[#.e. in so far as it is necessary it
is good, since, as is immediately
explained, its necessity is neither
external nor merely relative, but
absolute—ph évlexdueror EAAws.
GAA' amAds aveyrator] . . . €k
TowlTys  Gpa  apxfis dpruTer &
ovpaves rcal f Pplas,

* After showing that the
{vépyen precedes the Sdweps in
all the three respeets of Adye,
xpovee and odgly Aristotle goes on,
Metaph. ix. 8, 1050, b, 6 (follow-
ing immediately on the passace
quoted at p, 385, n. 1): &AAG phy
fearl KUPLLT Eptos [actuality has a
higher reality than the Sdvaus].
T& e yip &l wplrepa Th ovolg

Ty ¢lapriv, Erre 8 ovfty Suvduer

éibwov. This he then goes on fo
prove. That which is merely
potential can both be and not he,
708" évdexdpevoy il elvan plopriv, i)
amAds, i vobro avrd [relatively Lo
that], & Adyerar évdéyeodar uh elva
[ the former, if I say, ¢ itis possible
for A not to be;® the latter, if I
say, ‘it is possible for A not to be
in this place, or not to be so areat,
or not to have this quality’] ...
amhas 88 7o kat’ obeiav [but that
is absolutely perishable whose
subslance can cease to be]. oifer
dpa T@v Adpfdprar arAds Surdue
€oTly Oy GmAas ... ovd Téy é
Grdyiens dvrwr,

* Metaph. xii. 6, 1071, b, 12 ;
if there were a wkwnricdy which
did not realise itself in action
there would be no eternal unin-
terrupted motion; évdéyera vap
o Blyegeiy Exor wh dvepyeiv. But
this would be egually true,
évepyioer 7 8 obala avris Slraurs-
ob yép Exrar whmois &ldios - vl
xeTou yep 7 Surduer by wh elvar.  8el
apa elvar apydw Totadray fs § odria
évépyeia. The leading thought of
this proof (évdéxeabart) elvar oddiy
Siadeper év Tois alfiois) Aristotle
states also Phys. iil. 4, 208, b,
30, and he shows in Metaph. ix.
4 that it is inadmissible to say,
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be immaterial and therefore incorporeal.! Ouly the
incorporeal can be unchangeable ; ? on the other hand,
everything which has a material side is subject to
motion and change,® and can alter its state* Moreover
all bodies have magnitude, and ‘magnitude is always
limited. But the limited cannot possibly produce an in-
finite activity like eternal motion, for its power is just
as surely limited as that of the infinite iz illimitable.?
It follows that the primum mobile must be absolutely

incorporeal, indivisible and unconditioned by space,
motionless, passionless, changeless: in a word, it must
be absolute Reality and pure Energy.S

471 Bvvardy pér Tobi, olk forar B,
from which it immediately fol-
lows that we can never say of any-
thing which by its very nature
can cease to be, that 1t will never
cease to be: and consequently
it cannot be of the nature of
that which never ceases to be
(the atéor).

I Cf, p. 347 sq. and Metaph.
xii. 6, 1071, b, 20: & rolver
TavTas 86l Tas ovelas elvar dvevw
UAns. aiblovs yap Bel, € wép e kal
#Ade T aldor. vepyely Gpa.

# After what has been said
above, this does not require any
further proof. All change is a
transition from pessibility to
actuality, which is only precluded
where there is no matter, and
therefore no Surduer dv.  CF. (be-
sides p. 859 sqq.) the proof in
Plys.vi. 4, that everything which
changes must be divisible, We
shall thus find also that the soul
is in essence unmoved.

3 Phys. viii. 6, 259, b, 18. Cf.
preceding n. and p. 366, n. 1.

* Bee p. 394, 0. 3, and Metaph.
vil. 7, 1032, a, 20, ¢. 10, 1033, a, 25.

* Plys. viil. 10, 266, a, 10
sqq. 267, b, 17, ; Metaph. xii. 7 fin.

¢ Metaph. xii. 7 (see p 394, n.
1, supra), c. B, 1074, a, 35; cf.
preceding and following n. e
Celp, 1.9, 279, 2, 16: &w §& rov
olpavol GéBeikrar Bri ofitrt EoTiv
olire évBéycrar vyevioBar cauo.
davephy @oo Tt efite Témos olite
xeptv olite ypbros eoriy Efwler
Bidmep olit’ &y Témy Tanel wéPukcy,
obre xpdvos adre woiel ympdaicew,
ovd’ éoriv olBerds olbeuin peraBond
Twy dwep Ty efwTdre TeTayuévey
popar, aAl’ draAAolwTe kol dwadi
e apternr Exovra (why kal thy
avrapkesTdTyy GaTehel Thy Eravra
atgve, After some remarks npon
the expression aldv, Aristotle
proceeds: 74 7ol wartds olpavoi
TeAos kol T Thy wdvra Yphroy Kkal
Thy Gweploy mwepisyor Tilos aidy
éoTiv, @b Tov del elvar eiAngws T
smwropioy, abldvaros kal Beins. §8ev
kel Tois &AXNots éidprwrar,
Tois piv akpiBésTepor Tois B dpau-
pis, mh elval e kat (v, Ttis
thus seen that the highest Deity
(b Gelor miw T wpdror wal duwpd-
raroy} must be unchangeable,
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By a converse process, it follows that, since all
multiplicity partakes of matter, the primum mobile and
that which it moves are single.! The cause of all
motion, or God, is therefore Pure Being, absolute Form
(o 7{ Gv elvar 76 wpdTov), incorporeal Substance—or,
in other words, is Thought. Nothing but pure self-
centred thought is free from materiality, for even the
soul has an essential relation to the body, and in all
corporeal substances form is involved with matter.
Again, perfect activity exists in thought alone, Neither
comstructive (romTisy) nor practical (wparrucs) activity
13 perfect, since the end of both is external to them-
selves, and therefore they require material to work
with?  But the Supreme Being has no end bevond
itself, because it is the ultimate end of everything.® Ttis

obTe yap EAho mpeirTdy ormivr § Tt
[nom.] wwfoee . . . , o#r’ Exe
pavdoy olBey, ol éufels Tav adron
koAdy obbevds dorw. (Cf. p, 303,
n. 8.) Astowhether this account,
indeed, was to be taken as refer-
ring to the primal mover or the
primally moved (the outmost
sphere) the old commentators
held divided views: according
to SIMPL. in loc., Alexander
as well as his Peripatetic pre-
decessors, gave the preference to
the second, the younger (Neo-
platonic) expositors to the first
explanation. Alexanders view
seemstobesupported by the words
kal @waveror &Y klegow eweira
s0Adyws, unless we alter weveirar
with some of the MSS. nsed by
Simpl. into gwel; it is ensy,
however to supply 6 ofpards as
the sabject, even although God
is spoken of in what precedes,

and that we must do so is obvions
from the fact that the subject of
this explanation is expressly said
to be that which is &w rov ofpares,
imep T dbwrdre gopir—the incor-
poreal, immovable, all-embracing,
the felor mpdror wal dxpdrarow,
the cause of all being and life.

! Metaph. xii. 8, 1074, a, 31:
bre 8% eis olpavbs, davepdy - < yap
wAclovs obpavel dowep HEvfpurmol,
doras €lder wia ¥ wept Exarroy apxi,
0pibui 8¢ ye woAAal: GAN Bra
apifug moAAL, TAny Exert elv oo
Adryos real 6 adrds woAAGY | . . TH B
Ti Gy elvar otie Exer BAny H TRETOY *
évreddyeta pdp.

2 Cf. p. 400, n. 1.

2 De Celo, 1. 12, 292, b, 4:
T ¥ @s Epiora Exovr: olfy Ber
mpdiews * EoTe yip abTh 10 0f Evera,
7 8¢ mpalis del éoriv & Sualy, Hrav
feal 00 Evéra 7 kot T Todrov Evera,
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true that in analysing Thought we separate Poten fality
from Actuality—the faculty of thinking from actnal
Thonght (fewpia). But this distinction does not apply
to the Deity, for his substance contains no undeveloped
potentiality ; and even in the case of man, it is only his
finite nature which renders him incapable of uninter-
rupted thought. The nature of the Deity consists of
unceasing sleepless contemplation and absolutely per-
fect activity,! an activity that cannot slter, since to a
perfect being alteration would involve a loss of per-
fection.? God, therefore, is the absolute activity of
thought, and, as such, He constitutes absolute reality
and vitality and is the source of all life 3

What, then, are the contents or subject-matter of this
Thought? All thinking derives its value from the object
of thought; but the Divine Thought cannot be depen-
dent for its validity on anything beyond itself, nor can it
relate to anything except the best. But the best is

! Bih. M.z 8, 1078, b, 20:
7@ 89 (@wre Tob TpdTTEw Spaipou-
Jigvou, Ei Be waAAor Tol woiely, Ti
Aslweras WAy Bewpin ; GoTe § Tob
Beolt épépyein, warapidTyT. Bagés
povra, fewpmminh &r e, wkal Taw
avbpariver &) 4 Tabry cuyyeves-
T EbdamovikmTdry, Metaph.
Xil. 7, cf p. 398, 1. 53 . 9, 1074,
b, 28: we cannot think of the

« divine thought either as resting

or as in a state of mere poten-

© tiality, for e ph vincls [actnal

thought] éorw, &ARE  Slvaums,
elihoyoy énlmovor elvar ™5 curexis
abrg Tis voficews,  Thid. 1075, b,
7 (following BoN1TZ's text) : pure
reason is indivisible ; asis there-
fore the discursive thonght of

wan (6 arbpwmvos vois & oy our-
Oerwy) at isolated moments when
it contemplates perfection, not in
broken fragments but in its en.
tivety: ofirws & éyer avTy abriis
7 vinos Ty drarte aldve,

® Metaph. xii. 9, 1074, b, 95
SiAor Tolvvy 87i TH Betbraroy wal
TIATATOY YOt Kal o weTaBdANe -
€ls  xeipoy vap meTaford) sl

‘Kivmals Tis 48n 70 Towdror,

* Metaph. xii. 7, 1072, b, 28 :
Pauty 8¢ [89] Tdv Bedw elva (oy
aifioy Epioror, dore (ol kel aliy
guvexis ial aibios indpyer v Oeg -
Tafito yip & Oeds.  De Crelo, i, 3,
286, a, 9 : feol § évdpyein dbavanic -
ToiTo &’ éorl (wlh &ifios.
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nothing but itzelf.! Consequently God contemplates
Himself, and his thought is the thought of thought.? In
the thought of God, therefore, as must necessarily be the
case with Pure Spirit, thonght and its objeet are identi-
cal® This unalterable repose of thought upon itself—the
indivisible unity of the thinking subject and the ohject of
thought *—constitutes the absolute blessedness of God.”

T 8till less, of course, can
God be affected by any emotion
from without. Hence the state-
ment (Eth. V. viii, 9, 1158, b, 35,
1159, a, 4, or more definitely £ud.
Vil 8, 12,1238, b, 27, 1244, b, T,
1245, b, 14, and from this treatise
M. Mor. i, 11, 1208, b, 27), that
God does not love but is only
loved, and that between Him
and man there is too wide a
separation to permit of mutnal
dnAdo.

2 Metaph. xii. 9, 1074, b, 17:
ciTe mop unbey voel, Ti G en TO
ceurby, GAN Exer Gomep Gy el 6
rofetBuy: efre voer, TodTou & EANo
whpior, . . . ovk B 7 épioTn ovoia
i Bk ydp Tob woety T Timey
abrd fwdpyer. Ere 88 . . . 7iveer;
3 yap adTds ebTdy 1) Erepdy Ti. . . .
whrepor oty Badéper T 7 obbtr TO
vocly 70 Kahdy 3 TH Tuxdr; B kal
Growor Td Braveeiclar wepl éviwr;
Sihey oy ... (as at p. 397,
n. 2); forther, at 1. 29, if
voUs were the mere power of
thinkiug, BiiAow, T EANo T tw €0y
Th —q.qu'spav ﬁ & vois, 70 veoUueroy
Kal 8 vb vaeiy kel j vingis u‘mpgea
rat T xexpm’rov voobpTs® GoT €l
devTOY TOUTO, . . . ODK &P € T
GpicToy 4} vomeis© abTov Gpa wost,
cimep éorl 7O KpdrioToy, kel EoTiy
5 pénois voficews vonois. ©. T (see
n.4). De An. iii. 6, 430, b, 24 :
& 8¢ Tun un dorw feaptior vow

aitiwy [1], abrb Eavrd ~wdowe
wal évepyeiy ol kel ywpioTiy.

4 See preceding note and Ve-
taph. xii. 9 1 dalverar 8’ del #AAov
7 émerhun, . . . B éx dviwr 3
émoThun TO wpaypa ; éml ptr Taw
TomTIKGY drev BAns 1 oboia xel T
T qw elvar, éml 5¢ Tév BewpnTikaw
6 Adyes TU mpayue Kal 7 vonais.
ol érépov odr dyTos ToU voouuéyou
kel Tob wel, dra uy UAqr Exer To
avrh ErTar, kal A winoeis  ToU
vooupevoy pie. De An. iii. 4 fin.
(cf.c. 5 and ¢. 7 dwér): éml uéw
yap Tay Gvew ﬂ.\ns T alTo doTe TH
rooﬁv Kal TO vaovlu.evow

' Metaph. xii. 9: 1075, b,
ahwlpeTor war TH ph Exov ff)u—,vv
&c., see p. 397, n. 1, supra.

s This view is set forth in
the passage immediately follow-
ing that quoted p. 394, n. 1: Jia-
ywyh & éoriv [sC. T8 mpdTe
wwoipTe] oo 7 aplory wiephy ypdvoy
iy, obTw ap Gel Exetwd e *
Guty utv vyep ablvaTev. émel kal
ndovhy @ évépyen [s0 Boxirz,
rightly following Alexander,
instead of 7 #8. évépy.] Tovrov: kal
dug TotiTa [1.. because not God’s
activity alone, but activity in
general, is pleasant, for in this
passagze, as often in this book,
lucidity is sacrificed to an exces-
sive brevity of style] éyphyepots
aiofnois vonots fbiwror Aribes 8¢
ral pyiuar 81t TavTe, B B rdyais @
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These propositions of Aristotle concerning the
Divine Spirit contain the first attempt to find a

scientifie basis for Theism.

Here first the idea of God

as self-conscious intelligence was logically deduced

from the prineiples of a philosophical system instead or

being borrowed from religious noticns. And on the
very threshold we are confronted with the difficulty the
solution of which is the final problem of all systems of
theistic speculation : how are we to define the idea of
God so that while maintaining his essential difference
from all finite reality, we may yet preserve his per-

sonality, and vice versw?

Aristotle represents God as

self-conscious Spirit; on the other hand, he deprives
Him of body and senses, and, not content with this,
declares not only action and creation, but the direction
of the will itself towards an object, to be incompatible

kat® abrhy Tol wad adrd dpioTov
wel 9 pdAigTa ToU ueAwTe [pure
thought has for its object that
which is absolutely best, and all
the more fitly the purer it is].
abrdy BE voet & vois waTa perdAnliy
Toi vouTob © vouThs yap ylyveras
Bryydver kal vody, GoTe TabTby
vous kal vewgTdy. TO Top BerTikby
TolU wonTol Kkal Tis olotas vous,
dvepyet B¢ Exwr. ot keivo
[évepyeiw and Exew | paiior TobTov
[i.e. more than the mere recep-
tivity] © 8oket é wois @eior &xerr,
rat % Bewpia b HbrToy wal EpieTov

{and therefore actual knowledge,

and not the mere capacity of
knowing, is the best and most
blessed state. On this meaning
of Bewpla vid. BOXITZ, Tnd. Ar.
328, a, 50 5gq.) From 1L 18
(9 & wénows 7 wa® abrhy) this

passage is quite general, referring
neither to the divine nor to the
human reason exclusively : 1. 24,
however, continues : e ody ofitrws
€) €xel, @5 fuels woTd, § Bebs del,
BavuacTéy e B¢ uwaAAor Eri
favueoidTepor. exer B¢ &b, wal
(wh 8¢ ye Omdpyer. 9 pip wvob
evépyaia (i), éncivas 8 5 Epépyeia -
evépyein B8 1 kal aiThy dkeivou (wy
aplorn wal atbos. paudy 83, ., ., a8
at p. 397, n. 3, supra. Further of.
Fih, x. 8, cited at p. 397, n, 1; ihid.
vil. 15,1154, b, 25: € Tov % otioes
GwA efn, e 7 abry ﬂ'pagr.s 7;5:111-:-]
Eorai Bid 6 Debs del ploy ol cw}mv
xaipet ndoviy 3 and Folit. vii. 1,
1323, b, 23: 'rq?t fegi . .. By ebBaluay
pev éori ieai wardpos, 8¢ elfty 5t
Tor efaTepmay ayeddv dANE 87
avTor atths kol ¢ mwouds Tis elvar
Thy gl
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with divine perfection,! and confines his thought within

1 That neither molyois nor
wpades (on the difference between
them cf. p. 182 sq.) can be attri-
buted to God is delinitely stated
by Aristotle in many passages;
eq. Bth. x. 8,1178, b, Tsq. The
position that perfect bliss consists
in thought alone, he there proves
by showing that everyone con-
siders the gods blessed and that
the: question then is: wpdies
8¢ wolas amwovelpar xpsdy alTols !
wiTepa Ths Bikoims ) .. . GAAG Tos
avdpelovs . . . 7 Tés exevdépiovs ;
... al 3t gcddpoves T by elev ; Al
these being inconceivable (Biek-
wice 8¢ wdrre daivorr’ dr T& wepl
Ths wpabets pucpt kel ardf Oeav),
he concludes: 7§ 87 (awre, &e.
(asat p.397,n. 1). De Cwio 11,12,
292,a, 22 : Zowe yap TH pév EpoTa
Exovr bmdpyew T €0 dvev wpdlews,
T¢ 8 éyyiTara [the heavenly
bodies of the outer sphere] 5
51\1’71‘}5 Kol LTS, Thid, b, 4, cited
p. 896, 0.3, supra; Gen. et Core. i.
6, 323, a, 12: since every woisly
involves a corresponding wdoyers,
we cannot ascribe a woi 1o
every morens, but only to such as
must itself be moved in order
that it may in turn move; kweiv,
therefore, is a more comprehen-
sive conception than oy,
These cletails are much too ex-
plicit to permit the asserfion
(BRENTANO, Psychol. d. Arist,
247 sq.) that Aristotle desires to
deny to Deity only such actions

(mpdrrerv; universal  action’
must be ascribed to God on any
view) as result from a felt need,
and that therefore, while deny-
ing that mpdrrew contributes any-
thing to the blessedness of God,
he does not deny that it belongs
to Him generally. Arisiotle does

not recognise any such limita-
tion, which, moreover, would he
wholly inconsistent with his
other views (for since, according
to the passage gquoted p. 394, n. 1,
all God's properties must be
absolutely necessary, none can
belong to Him which He does
not require for his perfection and
blessedness, and which therefore
He could not dispense with with-
out prejudice to these). On the
contrary, he says without any
reservation (£R. x. 8 seep. 397,
n.1, supra), that neither rotei nor
wpdrTew can  be attributed to
God ; that perfection in action
(practical virtue) can only finda
place in human intercourse and
among beings who are subject to
human passions (Eil. x 8§, 1178,
a,9,b, 5, vil, 1, 1145, a, 25); that
every action is a means to an end
different from itself, and there-
fore that it cannot be attributed
to God, for whom there is ro end
not yet attained (e Cewlo, as
guoted above). Nor is it any
objection to this view that Ari-
stotle elsewhere (Etk. vii. 15, see
P- 398, n. 5 fin. ; Polit, vii. 8, 1325,
b, 28) speaksof God’s mpakes, since
the word here used in the wider
sense in which it occurs in E¢h. vi.
2, 5,1138, b, 3, 1140, b, 6 (where
it is said that mpafes differs from
wolyoes in having its end in itself,
edmpakia being the Téhos) and in-
cludes every form of activity,
even. the pure activity of
thought. XNo other meaning will
suit the words, £th. vii. 15, ael 5
atry wpakts; and in a similar
sense Fol,, as above, 1. 16 sqq.,
distinguishes mpdfets wphs érépous,
Tas Tav awoPawirtwr xdpv yryvo-
wévaséx Tod TodrTav—in a word,
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the limits of an isolated self-contemplation. But this-

mwpdiers éfwrepinot, actions which
elsewhere are called simply
mpafts in the narrower sense of
the word—from Tés aevroTelers,
kal ris abTér Evere fewplas kol
Siavenres, and attributes only
the latter to God, in opposing theé
view that the practical life is
superior to the theoretic; oxoAd
~ép By 6 Oebs Exor raA@s kel was O
kérpos, ois ovk elgly Efwrepkal
wpdfers wapd Tas olkslas Tay GUT@Y.
Still less is it a pertinent objee-
tion that in using popular lan-
guage Aristotle ascribes woery
to God, as in De Celo, 1. & fin,
(6 Bebs wul 4 @iois oldéy pdray
wotobow), Gen. et Corr. il 10,
3368, b, 31 (cuverAfpwoe TO SAov
& Bebs, éyTedexd movhgas Thy
~éverw). ©ebs here means the
divine force which governs
nature, whose relation to the first
cause of motion is left, as we
shall see, wholly undefined ; nor
can we draw any conclusion from
this use as to Aristotle’s view of
God as the absolute supra-
mundane reason, any more than
from the frequent use of Beal as
in Eth. . 8, quoted above, and
ibid. viii. 14, 1182, a, 4, % 9,
1179, a, 24, we may argue that
Aristotle was a polytheist. oy
also in these passages seems to
be used guite generally and not
to be limited any more than
wotgrweoy, Metaph. xil. 6, 1071, b,
12 (tp which BRENTANO appeals,

. “but which is nowhere directly
_applied to God by Aristotle) to

the narrower sense discussed
p. 182; it Tbears merely the
seneral signification of ereation
or production, as in the phrase
vais momrikds, and merely indi-
cates caunsality in general with-

VOL. L.

out further specification of its
nature.—But if action does not
belong to God, neither can will,
for as will (wpoaiperis) is dpydh
wpdtews and originates in furn in
a desire on the one hand and the
conception of an end on the
other, it always presupposes an
HBuch Eks (Bt vi, 2,1139, a, 31) :
and these ideas it is lmpossible
to reconcile with Aristotle’s con-
ceplion of God. Furthermore,
BovAnais, De Awn. iii. 10, 483, a,
23, 1s defined as rational desire ;
but desire cannot in any sensge be
ascribed by Arvistotle to God;
nor can we admit the assertion of
BREXTANO, p. 246, that because
he ascribes to Him %8awd, he must
also have ascribed to Him some-
thing corresponding to desire in
us. It is enly of sensnous Admy
and #f8ery that Aristotle says
(Ve Aw. ii. 2, 413, b, 23) that it
involves émfupule; he expressly
adds that he is not here speaking
of Nous: and ébid. iii. 7, 431, a,
10 he declares dpekricby and
¢evkTikdy to be identical with
aigfyrucby, and remarks iii. 9, 10,
432, b, 27, 433, a, 14, cf. Fth. vi.
2, 1139, a,. 35, that the wots
Bewpprunds (therefore also the
divine) does not deal with the
geverdr and GwkTdy by which
desire is always conditioned. It
is evident that those passages in
which Aristotle uses the common
conceptions of God as generally
admitted premisses from which’
conclusions may be drawn—e.q.
Top.iv. 5. 126, a, 34; Eth. =. 9,
1179, a, 24, or. indeed, such
quotations as Afh. vi. 2, 1139, b,
9, Rhet. ii, 23, 1348, a, 15—prove
nothing, " Such statements as
that God * in making Himself the

DD
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solution ! is wholly unsatisfactory, On the one hand,
personal existence implies activity of will no less than
of thought. On the other hand, thought gue personal
is always in transition from possibility to actuality—in
other words, in a state of development—and is deter-
mined as much by the variety of its objecty as by
changes of intellectual states. Aristotle by destroying
these conditions and confining the function of the

METAPHYSICS 403

less weighty. Aristotle describes God, as we have
seen, not only as the primuwm mobile, but also more
generally as the highest principle! and the ground of
the collective cosmos.?  While we are not justified in
attributing to him a belief in a Providence which
extends its care to individuals,? we may yet see that he
acknowledges the world to be the work of Reason,* that

Divine Reason to a monotonous self-contemplation,
not quickened into life by any change or development,
merges the notion of personality in a mere abstraction.

The difficulties which perplex ns when we come to
consider the operation of God upon the world are not

object of desire for his own sake
desires the universe and the
whole order of nature’ (BrENT.
247), receive no support whatso-
ever from Aristotle, Such a con-
ception, on thecontrary, is wholly
irreconcilable with his idea of
God, for all desire is an effort
after something not vet attained,
and in a ¢éais Toil dplarov TeTuyy-
rvia (Metaph. zii. 8, 1074, a, 19)
any such effort is inconeeivabie,
! On this point also Aristotle
has expressed himself with a
definiteness that Jeaves no room
for doubt. Neither the view of
BRUNT. ( Pyyeh. d. Arist. 248 sq.),
that in knowing Himself, God
knows the whole creation as well,
nor SCHNEIDER's modification of
it (De Canse finali Avist. 79 sq.;
cf, also KYM, Metaplye. Unters,
252, ¥56), to the effect that God
knows the intelligible world as
the totality of the forms that are
contained in his thought, finds
any justification in Aristotle’s
wnitings. The passage Metaph.

Xil. ID(seep.Rﬂl,n.ﬂ,.m;;m)nﬁ‘ers
no support to either, Aristotle
is bere inquiring in what way the
world contains the good. " The
only answer which he gives, how-
ever, to this guestion is contained
in the words kal j&p & T Teiket
T0 €8 ral & orparyyds, Kal LEAAOY
oliTos* ov ydp ofitos Big Thy Tdfw
GAN’ Ereivn Bud rovrow corw. Ifwe
apply this to the idea of God and
the world it certainly follows
that the perfection of the uni.
verse resides in the first place in
God as the first cause of motion,
and secondly in the universal
order that owes its origin to it
Onthe otherhand, the com parison
of the world to an ATINY gives no
clue to the method in which the
order of the universe preceeds
from God (for this was not the
question under discussion). Aswe
evidently cannot conclude from it
that God sketches plans, issnes
commands to his subordinates,
&e. (though this way of repre.
senting God's gavernment of the

universe is eommon enongh),
neither does it follow that God
produces the order of the world
by a process of thonght which
has for its abject the world itself
or its individual parts. That point
can only be decided by a refer-
ence to declarations elsewhere
made by Aristotle. Still further
at variance with the spirit of the
above comparison is the state-
ment of KyM, p. 246 sq., that the
good or God does not merely exist
outside the world as an individual
being, but is immanent in it as
order and design. ¢God’ and
“the good ’ are not, however, 1o
Aristotle convertible terms (of.
e.g. Bth.i. 4, 1096, a, 23, Boxrry,
Ind. Ar. 3, b, 35 sqq.), and the
general is quite different from
the order of the army. Cf, further
1- 413 sq.

! Metaph. xi. 2, 1060, a 27,
cannot, indeed, be quated in sap-
port of this statement; for the
words eiwep EoTe Tis obale vl dpxd
TowtTy Thy pvew ofar viv (nrovuey,
kel ey wlowdrrwy kal 9 avry Tav
aidiwy Te kal plaprawy, not on ly, as
may be seen from the context
and from the parallel passage iii,
4, 1000, a, 5 sqq., leave it in
doubt whether there be such an
épxn or not, but they do nak
speak of God as an individaal
being. The words in iii. 4, arve :

wiTepor af at Tal 7@y plupray ko)
Téy apldprev dpxal cigww. On the
other hand we read in Wetaph. xi.
7, 1064, a, 34 sqq. : if there be
an ovgin ywpory ral axtymros,
€vratl’ by ely Tou kal Td Petoy, Kap
afity Gv ey wpdry kal KUptwTATY
apx.

¥ Metaph. xii. 7,10; seep. 394,
b, 1, and p. 391, n. 2, supra, De
Celo, 1. 9: see p. 893, n. 6,

* Ou this subject of, p. $22,n.
1:see Ch. XVI.énfra. How little
the passages referred to are to he
taken literally is obvious from
the fact that the gads (Peol) are
always spoken of in them in the
plural. Butif we have thus first
10 translate them into langnage
possible to the philosopher in
order to discover his true mean-
ing, it is a question whether we
have not to make as great a de-
duction from their literal content
as in the parallel cases which will
be discussed infra, at the encd
of the section in Ch. IX. on the
Universe.

! Anaxagoras is  praised
(Metaph. 1. 3, 984, b, 15, oz
Phys. vill. 5, 258, b, 25 for
having made ro?s airios Toi Kiouoy
wal s rdkews wdans, and it is re.
marked Phys, ii. 6, 198. a, 9, that
abrduaror and riyn always pre
sSuppose a vois and a gieus.
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he recognises,! in the adaptations of nature, traces of the
operation of God, and that he finds in human Reason an
indwelling element of Divinity.? But if we attempt to
bring these convictions into harmony with his theology
as above discussed, we are met by many questions to
which it is not easy fo find an answer.

In the first place, it is obvious that if God exercises
neither creative nor practical activity in relation to any-
thing else, He cannot be the primwmn wmobile. “Here,
however, we are met by the notion to which we have
already alluded: that Form, without moving itself,
exercises a power of attraction over Matter, causing it
to move in its direction. *God moves the world in this
way : the object of desire and the ohject of thought
cause motion without moving themselves. But these
two motive forces are ultimately the same (the absolute
object of thought is the absolutely desirable or pure
good); for the object of desire is apparent beauty,
while the original object of will is real beauty; but
desire is conditioned by our notion (of the value of the
object) and not wice versa. Thought, therefore, is the
starting-point or principle. Thought, however, is set
#i motion by the object of thought; but only one
of the two series is absolutely intelligib!e,3 and in

CL p. 421, and p. 460 sq. 1y poinf out, and as is obvions
Fth.ix. 7,9, 1177, a, 13, b, from 1. 35, the series of being and

1
a
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this Being stands first, defined as simple and ac-
tual’! ¢ The final canse operates like a loved object, and
that which is moved by it communicates motion to the
rest.’ 2 (od, therefore, is the primum mobile only in so
far as He is the absclute end of the world,? the
Governor, as it were, whoge will all obey, but who
never sets his own hand to the work.* And He fulfils
this function by being absolute Form. As Form in
general moves Matter by inviting it to pass from
potentiality into actuality, the operation of God upon
the world must be of the same sort.” Without doubt

30, 1179, &, 26; Gen. Am. i, 3, good. The expression refers to

786, b, 27, 737, 2,10 De An. i
4 408, b, 20: Port, An. ii. 10,
656, a, 7, iv. 10, 686, a, 28, 873,

$ Noyth 3¢ 7§ érépa ovoroxa
xad airhy. Bythis érépa curTaryia
we are to understand, as the
more recent commentators right.

tre Pythagorean and Platonic o

doctrine of the universally preva-
lent antithesis of being and not-
being, perfection and imperfec-
tion, &e., which Aristotle had
discussed at length in the ‘Exioyh
rév ‘Evarr{wr (sce p. 61, B, 1,

sipre) and often alludes fo else-
where ; cof. Metaph. iv. 2, 1004,
a, 1, 1% 2, 1046, b, 2, xiv. 6, 1093,
b, 12, i. 5, 986, a, 23; Phys
i3 2B b RE L T s
Gen. et Corr.i. B, 319, a, 14.

V Metaph. zil. 7, 1072, 8, 26;
see BoniTz and SCHWEGLER.

: Ihid, 1072, b, 3 kwet 8¢ ds
epdpevor, mwotuevar (better Cod.
¥ T : xwovuerw) 3¢ TaANa KiveL

3 As also do the movers of
the celestial epheres (to be dis-
eussed #nfra. Ch. IX. in the see-
tion on the Spheres) ; these cause
motion,according to Metapi. x11.8,
1074, a, 23, &s TéNos odoar Gopas.

L CL. Metaph. xil. 10 init. and

S,

5 The subject, however, is
here only treated generally:
the guestion is not whether God
moves the world but how He
foves it, and it is therefore ir-
relevant when BRENTAXNO, ilid.
235 sqq.. contests the assertion
that God “is not the first opera-
tive pringiple, but only the final

‘cause, of being *; that according

to Aristotle ‘ no operation at all
belongs® to Him. This assertion

would certainly be strange, for
if God is the first mover He must
be the first operator, since the
mmjﬂkbv attioy ancd the ﬂ'aaq'rmluv
are the same (De dn. iii. 5 iniZ.;
GFen. And. 21,720, b, 13; Metaph.
xii. 6, 1071, b, 12; Gen. et Corr.
i.7,824,b,13: &ore 88 d woupTirchy
alrior i BBer 1] oyl TS KwhTews)
and only a certain kind of woinois
is denied of God (see p. 400,
n. 1). But it is guite another
thing to say that according to
Aristotle God operates upon the
world not directly but indirectly,
not by Himself exercising ac-
tivity upon it, but as perfect
being by eliciting its activity hy
his mere existence; Heis efficient
cause only in virtue of his
being final cause. Nor is it
sufficient to discredit this state-
ment toadduce passages in which
God is deseribed in general as the
moving or efficient principle of
theworld. Noonedoubts thatthis
is s, To prove our view wrong,
itwonld be necessary to produce
passages in which direct action
upon the world is attributed to
Him ; it would be further neces-
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this doctrine harmonises admirably with the whole
system. It gives us, in fact, the proper coping-stone of
the Metaphysics, by clearly exhibiting the ultimate
unity of formal, efficient, and final causes, and their
relation to the material cause. We find in it, moreover,
the ultimate principle of union between the Metaphysics
aud the Physies—the point at which the investigations
into the nature of the Unmoved and the Moved meet
and find a common issne. It enables Aristotle to
trace to absolutely immaterial and unmoved Being the
ultimate source of all movement and change, and to
make God the central, controlling principle of the
universe without invelving Him in its machinery on
the one hand oF disturbing the uniformity of natural
law by personal interference with it on the other. It
further furnishes him with the means of reconciling the
cterniby of the world with its dependence upon a divine
supernatural Being. If the existence or the order or
the motion of the universe be referred to definite acts
of Deity, we are forced to assume that the world had a
beginning, since every single act and that whick is
produced by it has a beginning in time.! On the other
hand, a system which is gravitating towards a fixed
and definite point, and which owes its motion to the
attraction which is thus exercised upon it (and Ari-
stotle’s Cosmos is such a system), can be conceived of
indifferently as with or withont beginning. But the

sary to showhow any such state-
ment can bereconciled with those
passages which explicitly deny
any such action of Him: and
finally to harmonise it with the

Aristotelian conception of the

nature of God as an absclutely

unchangeable Being who is the

only object of His own thought.
L Clop. 412,n. 1.
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more important the above doetrine is for Aristotle, the
more obviously does it reveal the weak side of his
theory. The notion of the mofum naturally desiring the
nobile, the Corporeal seeking the Divine, is so obscure !

as to be almost unintelligible to us.? Further, if, as

* As THEOPHRASTUS easily
discerned, #r, 12 (Metaph.), 8:
el By ¥peots, BAAws Te wol Tob
apicTon, pera duxds, . ., Ewduy’
ar € Ta kwolpeve. Similarly
PROCLUS, in DTim. 82, A (cl,
SCHRADER, Adwist. de Volunt.
Lhootr, Brandenb, 1847, p. 15, A,
42) asks: et yap épd & wdouos,
&s ¢mat kel "AptoToTéAss, Tob vob
kal kweltas mwphs by, ey Exer
Tadrny The Epeqiy ;

* We are not., of course, there-
fore justified in denying that
Aristotle held this notion in the
face of his own plain and re-
peated statements and the inter-
pretations of them in this sense
by the most faithful of his disci-
ples; all the less asit is hard
indeed (as the discussion in
THEOPHRARTUS, . 12, 5, clearly
proves) to say in what other way
motion can, on Aristotle’s prin-
ciples, be conceived of asproceed-
ing from the absolutely unmoved.
BRENTANO (as above, 239 sq.)
thinks, indeed, that there is no-
thing so totally in contradiction to
the Aristotelian doctrine as the
view that * matter is the efficient

. principle because it moves of

itself to meet God, who is its
end” As little, he says, can ‘the
end produce anything of itself
without an efficient principle.’
But nobody has asserfed either
the one or the other. When
it is said that God causes
motion by causing the desire

for his own perfection, it is
not meant that the matter in
which this desire is produced
causes the motion ; as little can
it mean that the end produnces
it by itself alone, apart from any
etlicient principle. Thefactis that
the efficient cause isnothere re-
garded as different from the
final. Thongh we should perhaps
in such a case conceive of two
independent causes at work,
the attractive force and the
thing that permits itself to he
attracted, Aristotle represents
the relationship otherwise. He
ascribes to the mover a Sdvapes
momTuel, 1o the motion merely a
Bivapis wabyriky (Metaph. v. 15,
1021, a, 15, ix. 1, 1046, a, 16
sqi.). It is impossible, therefore,
for him to attribute to that which
owesits motion to something else,
any independent efficiency of its
own. On the contrary, the
efficient and the final cause, ns
has been shown at p. 356 sq., he
conceives of as in essence one,
Their apparent severance under
cerfain circumstances is only a
phenomenon of the sensible
world, where form realises itself
in matter, and therefore (ef. pp.
368 si.) in a plurality of indi-
viduals. Intheintellizible world,
however, eflicient and final canse
are always one and the same,
and accordingly it is impossible
to speale of an end producing
anything apart from a prineiple



403 4.131' STOTLE

‘Aristotle supposes, the motum must be in contact! with
the mobile, 1t follows that the Universe must be in
contact with the primum wmobile, ag, indeed, Aristotle
explicitly states? It is true that he endeavours to
exclude the notion of contiguity in space from this
idea; for he often employs the expression ¢contact’
when the context clearly proves that he does not allude
to juxtaposition in space, but only fo an immediate
‘connection between two things? Moreover, he asserts*
that the mofwm is In contact with the primum mobile,
‘but not vice versa. But even though we overlook the
contradiction that is here involved, we find the notion

of efficiency— Similar to the not think of ascribing any such

action of God Himself is that of
thespheral spirits, which produce
motion in their respective spheres
as being themselves the end of
the motion ; ¢f. p. 405,n. 3.—Ttis
still more strange that BRENTANO
goes beyond the view which he
cumbam in saying., P. )40 that
according to ’ifpmpfe xii. 7, 1072,
a, 26: ‘God moves as l\“omu,

‘for sinece matter, as he himself
‘adds, cannot know Gad, it would
fallow from this that God does
Lot move matter at all. The
assertion, however, rests upon
a misunderstanding. Aristotle
says (ef, p. 404) : 7d dpewtdy noi T
PONTOY kel 0D Kivolievor . 2
voils B¢ dwb Tob woyTol kuwetrar
..... wwet B ds dpdpevor.  As
vonroy God moves only Nous (o
which, however, motioncan be as-
eribed only in an improper sense ;
of. Ch, XI. at the comnmencement
andatthe end.infra); the world, on
theother hand, Hemoves as épdue-
yor by means of the dpefis which
He causes. We, indeed, should

nuality to matter, and we should
hesitate scarcely less to attribute
to plapts and animals a ¢ longing
after the divine’as Aristotle does
in De An. ii. 4, 415, a, 26 sqq. (see
Ch, X. pt. 2, infra). Even the
doetrine of a plant and animal
sonl would searcely justify such a
view in onr eyes, as from such o
soul the thonght of God is neces-
sarily excluded. But just as
Aristotle here attributes to non-
rational existence an unconscious
yearning after v6 felor, so the
conception of a world animate
throughout, so natural to the
Greek and yet resting ultimately
on an untenable anthropological
analogy, enables him to view the
astral spheres, which he holds
to be of a far higher nature than
any earthly existence (see Ch. IX.
on'the Uniy ersc),mthcsamel:ght

L Cf, supra, p. 386,

% Gen, et Corr.i. 6, 323,a, 20,

$ Cf. supra, p. 205, n. 3.

* Gen. et Corr. ibid.; see p.
387, . B, supra, |
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of existence in space forced upon us still more remark-
ably by the further assertion that God in setting the

world in motion starts from its circumference. For since

generally the primordial motion is taken to be motion
in space,! and of the original motions in space none is
absolutely continuous and uniform except cireular
motion,? the operation of the first mover upon the
world must cousist in the produaction of cireular motion.?
According to Aristotle, this might be effected either
from the centre or the circmmference of the world, for
both of these places are dpyal, and command the whole
movement. He prefers the latter, however, becanse it
is clear that the circumference moves faster than the
centre, and that which is nearest to the cause of
motion ought to move at the quickest rate.! In defending
this position he might hope to evade the objection that
he places God in a particular locality by his peeuliar
theory of space, which excluded from the notion every-
thing that lay beyond the limits of the world® It is
obvious, however, that we eannot accept this defence.
Again as the Deity, relatively to Himself, is confined to
the unvarying exercise of uniform self-contemplation,
s0, in his relation to the world, He has no other func-
tion but that of monotonously causing circular motion.
To explain the rich variety of finite existence with the

V Plys. vill, 7,95 see p. 421 Cedo, 1. 9, 279, 1, 16 sqq. (see .p.
395, n. 6, supra). Tence the

5q.

2 Thid. c. 8sq.; De Cwlo,i. 2;
Metaph. xii, 6, 1071, b, 10,

3 Phys. viil. 6 fin., ¢. 8 fin.;
Metaph. xii. 6 fin.; c. 8, 1073, a,
23 sqq. ; b e
A Phys. witi 10,267, b, 63 De

assertion (SEXT. Maelh. x. 23;
Hyporyp. iii. 218) that God is
to Aristotle 7o mépas Tov odparod.

3 CE De Cele, 1. 9 (cited as
above, at p. 395, n. 6) and p. 432,
T .
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infinite diversities and subdivisions of its motion, by
means of this simple and uniform activity, would be im-
possible.  Aristotle himself admits as much with refer-
ence to the heavenly bodies; and accordingly he adds
to the first mover a number of subordinate but equally
cternal substances, whose business it is to cause the
special motions of the planets! The same provision
must, however, be made to account for special motion
of all kinds and for every separate property of things.
As the First Cause of motion cannot have produced
them, seeing that it exercises one general function in
the world and nothing more, we are driven to assume
some special cause for them.? Only it will not do to
point merely to something which is equally general in
its operation: for example, to the inclination of the
orbit of the sun and planets, from which Aristotle
deduces the phenomena of growth and destruction.?
The special character of everything must be ascribed
to its own particular nature and Form.* Here a new
question rises: what position do these particular Forms,
which operate as creative forces in finite things and
constitute their peculiar essence, occupy with respect to
the highest form, the primordial motive force, or God ?
Or what are we to say of those beings which, belonging
as they do to the supernatural world, are unaffected by

Y Metapl. xii. 8, 1073, a, 26.
For fuller explanation see Ch.
1X. infra.

* Metaph, xii. 6, 1072, a, 9:
to secure the uniformity of the
motion of the world (wepiddn
1. 10 is prob, corrapt), 8¢i 7« del
perewy GoalTws Lrepyody. e B

HEAAsL yEveris wal PpBopd elvar, EANs

fiel elvar évepyoliy dAAws Kal dAAws.

® Gen, et Corr. ii. 10, 336, a,
23 ; see the section of Ch. IX.
infra, which deals with the
earthly world.

T CL, besides p. 850 sq., the
Passagesquoted infra, p. 432,10, 5.
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the changes of birth and destruction—the heavenly
spheres with the spirits that move and animate them,
and the immortal part of the human soul?!  What
explanation does Aristotle offer us of the existence and
peculiar nature of these beings? We cannot suppose
them to be God’s creatures ;2 for not only does such a

notion obtain no support from his system and writings,?

! That these three elasses of
being are uncreated and inde-
structible not only follows from
the eternity of the world and its
motion, but is also expressly
stated by Aristotle; of. p. 474 sq.
and Ch. IX. infra.

2 As BRENTANOholds them to
be, Psych. d. Awist. 198, 234 sqq.
BurLingEr goes even further,
Des Arist. Erhabenheit iber allen
Dualismus ete. (1878), p. 2 sq.
According to his view, Aristotle
supposed not only the whole
world, but even the material of
which it is made, to originate in a
divine act of ereation. Thus‘the
material out of which God
creates the world’ would; accord-
ing to Aristotle, be nothing else
‘than the power and might etern-
ally actual in Ged, whereby the
world is actualised,” &e. (p. 15).
Tt will be sufficiently evident from
the account already given in the
text that speculations are here
attributed to Aristotle which
are as foreign to the range of his
thought as they are in conflict
“with his definite deeclarations.

$ That God is called mpory
dpxh (see p. 408, supra), proves
nothing ; for this may mean, not
only that He has produced every-
thine, but also that He is the
condition of the eternal order
and activity of the world : dpx,

indeed (Metaph. v. 1, 1013, a, 16,
20 sq.), 15 used in as many senses
as afrwy, and includes especially
the conception of final cause.
Sinee it is God who, as the most
perfect being in the universe,
zives unity of aim to the whole,
and who causes the all-governing
motion of the first sphere, He is
also the mpwry ral KuptwTdrn dpxh,
on Him the whole order of the
universe may be said to depend
(p. 394, n. 1, and 395, n. 6), and
to Him we are justified in apply-
ing “ els xolpavos Egrw 7 (p. 391, n.
2). The commander, however, is
not therefore the creator of his
subordinates. And as little does
it follow from Metaph. ix. 8, 1050,
b,3 (seep.385,0. 1, supra) that the
creative activity of God precedes
all being in time; for the del
wively wpaérws does not (as Ps.
ALEX. in loc. certainly thought)
refer to God as the first cause of
motion in the universe, On the
contrary (as is obvious from the
explanation upon p. 1044, b,
17 sqq. which the &ewep elmouer
recalls), the reference is here to
the fact that every individnal
thing presupposes as the condi-
tion of its production another
similar already existing thing,
and this likewise ancther, €ws 700
del mrolvros TpdTws: t.a until we
come to the first member of the
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but it would involve us in the contradiction of sup-
posing the uncreated to be at the same time created,
that which has been declared to be eternal to have had
a beginning in time.! The same question arises with

series in question which has
given the first impulzse to the
whole series, the primum movens
in each case (not the wp@Tow
#twoly); and this is the reason why
the aei mw. mp, is repeated from
p. 1049, b, 25, where (as Pliys.
viii. 10, 267, a. 1, 3) this is un-
doubtedly its meaning. Ari-
stotle was precluded from hold-
ing any theory of creation by his
view of the eternity of the
world. Suach a theory, moreover,
isincompatible, not enly with the
assertion that to God belongs
neither mpdrreny nor wowely (see
p- 400, n. 1}, but also with the
principle ex nikilo nihil it
( Phys. i. 4, 187, a, 34, ¢. 7,190, a,
14; Gen. An. i, 1, 738, b, 24 .
Metaph. iii. 4, 999, b, 6, vil. 7,
1032, a, 13, 20, b, 30, c. 8 init.,
ix. 8, 1049, b, 28, xi. 6, 1062, b,
24), from which we bave not the
smallest right to make an excep-
tion in favour of the Deity, as
BrExTANO, 249, does.

! BRENTANO, p. 240, indeed,
believes that the eternity in time
of immaterial substances as little
dispenses with the necessity of
an efficient principle for them as
the eternity of motion dizpenses
with the necessity of a mover;
in other words, he endeavounrs to
reconcile the eternity of the
world with the theory of its
creation by means of the con-
ception of an efernal creative
activity in Ged. But upon the
principles of the Aristotelian as

of every subseguent theism this
is impossible. One who con-
ceives of God as the substanes
of the world, and of finite things
as mere manifestations of the
divine force immanent in them,
may, and even must. in conse-
quence, declare that the oneis as
eternal as the other. One, on
the other hand, who treats God
as a personal being outside the
world, distinguishing other be-
ings from Him as so many inde-
pendent substances, would in-
volve himself in a palpable con-
tradiction were he to hold that
the latter are eternally createcl
by the former. Creation as an
act proceeding from a personal
will must necessarily be in time,
and an individual being in order

to produce other beings must
necessarily exist before them.

For only cawsa immanentes have
contemporaneous effects ; cause
transeuntes always precede their
eflects : the father precedes the
som, the artist the work of art,
the creator the creature. Sucha
contradiction we should be justi-
fied in attributing to Aristotle,
only if we could show that he
held alike to the eternity of fhe
world and to a creative activity
of God. The oppesite, however,
iz the case. Aristotle holds, in-
deed, quite definitely the doctrine
of the eternity of the warld, but
of .a creative activity in God we
not only find no word in his
writings, but’ he ezpressly de-
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respect to the Forms of sensible thingg, and to the order
of nature which results from their union with Matter:
they also are unereated.! - It is equally impossible upon
Aristotle’s showing to explain the adaptafions of nature
as the result of any personal inferference on the part of
God.2 If, finally, the ancient Greek view of the
universe as interpenetrated by divine forces is in open
c]isa,gre-.emen’cj with Aristotle’s dualistic theism,? this
does nob, where the question is one of his scientific
views, justify us in setting aside or explaining away his
own definite and well-considered statements, on the
ground that he has neglected to bring them into har-
mony with views that were pressed upon him from
another side.

Brandis adopts anether method of solving the above
difficulties. =~ He believes that Aristotle regarded the
Forms as the eternal thoughts of God, whose self-
development produces alteration in individual things,
and the harmony of whose transmutations is gnaranteed
by the fundamental unity which anderlies them.® But,

clares that no mewedy belongs to
Him at all. Cf. also infra, Ch.
X1. near the end.

I As is shown in reference to
the forms p. 341, n. 2; in reference
to the universe as a whole, p. 387.

z Such interference is  ex-
pressly denied of God (see p.

"_18%, n. 1), nor on the theory that

. the  world is eternal can we

understand when it could have
raken place ; of:. p. 412,

s OF. infra, p- 420 sq.

4 Gr-rom. Plhil. i b, bia,
where he says that in order to
fully understand Aristotle’s meta-

physics, we must supply certain
important conceptions, and goes
on: °Indeed, that all existences
must be traced back to, referred
ultimately to, living thonghts of
God, and that these muost be
treated as the simple substrata
upon which concrete existences
and their mutations ultimately
rest, hardly requires to be ex-
pressly stated, and is indiecated
by the question (Meiaphk. xiil. 9,
seep. 298, 0. 2, supre): 1f nothing
is attained by the thought of the
divine spirit, wherein consists its
worth 7 We may, moreover, as-
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in the first place, this statement ean applyl only to the
Forms as such, and leaves the existence of the eternal
substances (the spheral spirits, &c.) wholly unex-
plained. In the second place, it is untenable even
with réspect to the Forms. Tt finds no support in
Aristotle’s own utterances,! and in more than one point
it contradicts what he indisputably tanght. The object
of Divine Thought, according to Aristotle’s definite
statement, cannot be other than God Himself: not only
are finite existences, as these particular things, ex-
cluded, but even the specific concepts or forms, which
constitute their internal essence, must remain remote
from Him, since they are always something different
from Himself, and stand far below that which alone
can be matter of his thonght—rviz. divine and perfect

sumethat Aristotle—anticipating to the eternal thought of God:®

Leibnitz's doctrine of monads—
more or less consciously intended
tp refer the changes in the quali-
ties or essence of individual ex-
istencas to the self-development
of the divine thought on which
they rest, and the ohstrnetions
and disturbances in this self-
developmenttoits connection with
matter or potentiality: and the
harmonious variations in the de-
velopments of different individual
existences, by an anticipation of
the conception of a harmonic
prestabilits, to the unity and
perfection of the ultimate reality,
the unconditioned spirit of God,
which ig their common substra-
tum. Cf. further hisp. 578, where
the central point of the Aristote-
lian theoloey is sought for in the
doctrine ¢ that all determination
in the world is referable to dy-
namic activities, and these again

and p, 577 n.: ¢ That dynamic ac-
tivities which have gone out from
(God, and therefore also finite
being which is animated by these,
should seek to return to Him, is
quite comprehensible” So also
tbid. iii. a, 113 sq.

! Even AMetaph. xii. 9 contains
nothing to support BRANDIS's
view (cf. also EvyM, Metaph,
Unters. 258).  Aristotle there
asks how we are to conceive of
the thought of the divine spirit:
if nothing is thought of by him
(not: if *nothing is attained by

his thought *) hispowerof thought

must be as worthless as that ex-
ercized in sleep; if something
other than Himself is thought of,
then is the worth of his thonght
to be measured by the worthiness
of its object? But this does not
mean that the Divine thoughts
constitute the essence of things,
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being.! Conversely, the Forms of things cannot be
thoughts of the Deity, since, according to Aristotle, the
Form is the substance of the thing, and Substance can
neither he predicated of nor belong to anything.?
Thoughts cannot be substances, since they exist in the
soul as their substratum.?  Again, we find no analogy
in Aristotle for the notion of a self-development of the
divine thonghts : indeed, it is directly contradicted by
the proposition * that there is no change in the thonght
of God, no transition from one thing to another. Finally,
while Brandiz maintains that all things strive towards
Deity, because the active forces which emanate from
Him struggle to return to Him again, Aristotle him-
self rather aseribes this striving, like all motion, to
Matter, which desires to complement and complete it-
self by means of the forces® Nor is it the least im-
portant objection to this view that it clashes with the

whole character of Aristotle’s system. For supposing
the thoughts of Deity to be the supporters of concrete
existences and of their mutations, the relation of finite
reality to God wonld be one of immanence : the Deity
would by virtue of his thoughts be inherent in things,
and the latter would have in God the permanent ground
of their shifting properties. Instead of Aristotle’s
dualistic theism, we should arrive at a system of

dynamic pantheism.® But not only is it impossible to

! See p: 398 n.1, and p. £97.
n. 2, supra.

% Hee p. 830 5q., and p. 378 =q.
sy,

8 Emiorfun is the very ex-
ample which Aristotle mentions
of that which is at once predicate
and inherent attribute of a sub-

stratumm; see p. 214,n. 4 fin. supra

+ P, 897, n. 2, swpra.

° CL p. 404 sq., p. 344, n. 1,
and p. 379, n. 1, and on the
doctrine that motion resides in
the motum and therefore in the
material, 386, n. 1.

¢ This is made still more
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discover such a system in the works of the Philosopher,.
but even his school were unacquainted with anything

of the sort, until the influence of Stoic opinions intro-
duced that fusion of things diverse and fundamentally
distinet which meets us in the spurious book upon the
World and still more in Neoplatonism. Aristotle leaves
it quite uncerfain how we are to define the relation of
the particular and individual Forms to the Deity.
From his utterances upon the subject we can only say
that he placed them side by side, without explaining
satisfactorily the existence and the special motions of
finite things by the operation of the Deity, or even
attempting such an explanation. They are given
factors, just as Matter is a given factor which he does
not attempt to deduce from Form or Deity. It is trne
that the unity of his system, the edx dyafor wolv-.
xotpavin, is thus rendered more than doubtful.!

This brings us to the conclusion of the Metaphysics.

God being defined as the First Cause of Motion, phi-

losophy passes from the Unmoved to the Moved—or, in
other words, to Nature.
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CHAPTER VIII
PHYSICS

A.—The Idea of Nature and the most General Conditions
of Natwral Existence
Frrst Philosophy, according to the view of Aristotle,
has to deal, as we have seen, with unmoved and in-
corporeal reality : though, in treating of this its
proper subject, we were in fact obliged to include some
notice of the opposite principle. Natural Philosophy
is occupied with the aggregate of corporeal existence
which is subject to Motion.' All natural substances
are bodies, or united to bodies ; and under the name
of natural existence we include bodies and masses—
everything, in fact, which possesses them or is related
tothem. Hence the whole domain of corporeal existence

obvious by KvM; of, ibid. p. 242
24650., 266, 258 sq.,and p. 402,n.1,
fin. supra. According to KEym,
Gad is saild to be, not only the
creative conception, but also the
material canse of the world, the
indwelling purpese and the pro-
ductive force that is imumavent
in it. This, however, is a mere
assertion, and is not proved to be
Aristotle’s own opinion by any
detailed investigation into his
declarations on the subject.

' Of. THEOPHR. Fr. 12 (Me-

taph.), T: T B¢ uerd Toir fio7
Adyov Belrar wAeiovos wept THs
dpéoews, mola kol Tivew, émerdy
wAsiw T& kvkAikd [the heavenly
spheres] wal ai gopel Tpdroy Tva
frrevavrion kui TO wdfpuror [we
should bave expected dyafde or
dproTov] kol ob ydpw Gdarés. elTe
yop & TH kwoby, dTamor TH pi
mdvra Thr ety [SC. dephy Kvel-
ofu] " elre wad’ ExacTor Erepov, af
7 apxel whelovs, dore [1] T
rludwroy abTér els dpefw byTwr
The éploTy odfauds davepiy,

belongs to Natural Science.” But it regards form only
in its connection with matter,® and the soul in its con-

1 Cf. p. 188, n. 3.
* De Celp, 1. 1 init.: 3 wepi
Gioews émaTiug oyebhy § mheloTy

14 4
~palverar wepl Te odurra kal weyéy

kel Té TolTer elvar wiéby kel Tas

T ririoes, €Te 8¢ wepl Tas dpxas,

doar s Toedrys oboles  eloiy:
TEY ‘}'&p PUTEL CUVETTETWY T MED
éomt ocopara kal peyédn [as the
human body], 7& & &xe cape kal
peyelos [as man], Té 8 dpyat Tav
éxdvrwr elnfy [as the soul]; iii,

VOL. I,

1, 208, b, 27: émel &¢ Tav ¢ioa
Aeyoucver Ti pér éoTwv odoial Ta
8 Epya ral by Tobraw [by odola,
however, he here means hoth
simple and composite bodies] . . .
poveply Ui Thy TheloTny cvuBalve:
Tiis mepi @loews igToplas mept
owpdrey elvaic mhga  yap  af
purikal ovgiat 4 cduara B perd
Tepdrey ylyvorrar kol peyebar.

¥ Metaph. vi. 1, 1025, b, 26 sq.
(xi. T) and elsewhere ; sce infra.

EE
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nection with the body.! It must, however, be remem-
bered that material existence pertains to Nature and to
Natural Philosophy only in so far as it is subject to
motion and repose. Mathematical bodies are not
natural bodies; indeed, Mathematics may be distin-
guished from Physics by the fact that the former deals
with immovable, the latter with movable, substances?
Furthermore, movable existence can only be regarded
as ‘natural’ when it contains within itself the principle
of motion ; and this is the point of difference between
natural things and the productions of art® The dis-
tinction, on the other hand, which is drawn between
rational and irrational forces, on the ground that the
former may act in either of two opposite directions, the
latter only in one, and that the former, therefore, are free,
the latter necessary—is only a subdivision within the
realm of Nature.! Yet since in all substance Form and
Matter are distinguishable, we are met by this question :
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or in the Matter ? TIn support of the second alternative
it might be asserted that everything requires some
material in order to be what it is.! Yet Aristotle is
forced to maintain the first alternative. The essence of
things invariably resides in the Form ; it is only by its
Form and purpose that a natural object becomes what it
is.> The true causes are the final causes; the material
causes are only the indispensable conditions of natural
existence.” If, therefore, we wish to determine the ge-
neral definition of Nature, we must not consider what
in it ismaterial, so much as the moving and informing
force.*  Nature is the cause of motion and rest in every-
thing which possesses these conditions of being originally
and not merely in some derivative fashion. A natural
thing is one that has such a motive force within itself.’
But Aristotle does not help us greatly in defining

Does the essential reality of nature consist in the Form :

! Metaph. vi. 1, 1026, a, 5!
Tept  Yuxiis eving Hempﬁg’a: v
guoikod, don wi Brev Tis ans
éariv. DPe Am. i. 1, 408, b, 7.
Part. An.i. 1, 641, a, 21, 32.

* Plys. i, 2, 193, b, 31: the
mathematician as well as the
physicict is occupied with the
form of bodies, eAN obx 71 guot-
Kol @éuaTos mWepas exugToy ' 0lBE
Ti gupfBefnrdra Bewpel 7§ TowiTos
[sc.  puotkois] olioe rm,u‘SéBlﬁjxe::
B kal ywpiler © xwprTe yop i
yohiTer Kofoeds €0TL. . 'Ib uiy
yép wepirToY EgTar kal TH EpTiov,
etc. Gwev kwroews, capt 9% Kal
Soroby wal Hrfpwmros ovére. Cf.
what follows and 188, n. 3, supra,

v Phys. ii. 1, 192, b, 18+ &
wiy yop dlcel Dyra TArTe PaiveTal
Exorra dv Eauruls Gpyhv mwfoews
kol oTdTEws, Th pév KaTd Tiwoy, Td
3¢ wkar’ ablnow kel ¢flow, Té Bé
kar  GAAolwor ©  kApy 8¢ kal
ipdriov, etc. . . . obBeulay dpuiw
Exer peraBorqs Eudurow, as he
proceeds in the rest of the
chapter further to explain. Me-

taph, xii. 3, 1070, 8, T: § uey oby -

Téxrn Gpxh év 8AAw [similarly ix.

2, 1046, b, 4] 7 3¢ plos apxh €

elTid.

L Metaph. ix. 2 inif. c. 3, C.
8, 1050, a, 30 sqq. De Interpr,
c. 13, 22, b, 59.

Y Pl i 1, 193 a, 8:30.
Metaph. v. 4, 1014, b, 26,

= Phys. ii. 1,193 a, 23 sqq. c.
2, 194, a, 12.  Metaph. as above,
L 35 sqq. Part. An. i1, 640, b,
28, 641, a, 29, b, 23 sqq.

* For a fuller discussion of
this point see {ufra and p. 357-8.

Y Poart. An. i. 640, b, 48: 5
~lp KaTa Ty popdhy dirs KupuwTépa
Tis PAucis gpioews. 641, 8, 30: the
scientific investigator has to deal
with the soul still more than with
the body, bow waAier § SAn &
Ekeivny dias éoTiy 5 dvdmaiiy.

4 Dhwa 1. 1, 102 b 201 &3
ofiaqs Tis @loews dpxis Tvds kal
aitias Tob wwelobor kal Jpepctv v &
irapyet wpwres kel aiTd kal wy
karg cupBeByrds. 1. 32: gbais piv
oly éoriTd pnley: dlow B €xe
boa Torxtrny Exerdpyqr.  Metaph.

Vo d fin.: 0 mpdry didois ral uples
Aeyopérn dotly 4 olola % Taw
éxdrrwr dpxhy rwfoews év abrois j
auTd. vi. 1, 1025, b, 19 [xi. T,
1084, a, 15, 30]: wepl vdp 7iv
ToabTyr éorly olglay (% guowy]
€ 99 Gpxh Ths kwfoews kai
aTasews v abrh (or 1. Y6: mept
Toebror Gr § foTt Buwathy wuvei-
afar). It is indifferent whether
nature is described as the sub-
stratum of motion merely, or of
rest as well, since, accord-
ing to Aristotle, rest (Hpeuc,
ordoes) belongs as an attribute
only to those things to which
motion belongs, or at least can
belong, and is merely orépyocs
wrficews.  Phys, iii, 2, 202, a, 3
v 2,226, b, 12, c. 6 init., vi. Js
234, a, 32 e 8 239, a, 13, viii
1, 951, &, 26.

EE 2
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the character of this ¢force’ with accuracy. On the
one side he considers Nature as a Single Being,
attributing to her a life which permeates the world
throughout,’ and a definite design which determines
and unifies all its parts. He talks of the aims which
she attempts to realise in her creations, although the
properties of matter often thwart her purpose. In a
word, he uses expressions that can scarcely be explained
except by the analogy of the human soul and the
Platonic anime mundi,® although he distinctly argues
against this idea as conceived by Plato, Though he
remarks that the designs of Nature are not determined
by deliberation like those of an artist,® and though in
general we cannot attribute to him any real and inten-
tional personification of Nature, yet the analogy re-
mains,* On the other side, however, he undoubtedly
regards living beings as individual substances. He
ascribes an individual principle of life to them, and he
never indicates, or sets himself to discover, how this
principle is related to the single force of Nature. Nor
does he teach us how Nature is related to the divine
causality.” When insisting upon the exact significance
of divinity, he denies it to any but rational beings ;"
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and from this point of view he will not allow that Nature
as a whole is divine, but only demonie.! Yet there are
other passages in which he seems to follow the popular
theology of the Greeks, who recognised and revered
an immediate exhibition of divine force in natural phe-
nomena. Nature and God are so used synonymously,*
and a share in divinity is conceded to all natural
existences, however trivial.? TIndeed, this vacillation of
view is deeply rooted in Aristotle’s philosophy. So far
as God is the first cause of motion, all motions in the
universe must proceed from Him; natural forces can
only be an emanation of his force, and natural causes a
manifestation of hiz causality. On the other hand, if
we confine the functions of the primwm movens to
setting the outer sphere of heaven in motion, these
conclusions are imposgsible. If even in the heavenly
sphere we have to assume in addifion to the Supreme
Mover a series of subordinate and eternal beings, it is
still more necessary in order to explain the much
greater variety of movements in the realm of nature
to agsume a train of independent substances endowed
with motive power of their own. How the harmony of
these movements or their conjunction in an orderly
system is effected, it is hard to say. It cannot be by the

! See the end of this chapter.

? Proofs of this are inun-
merable ; it wifl snifice to refer
to the discussion of design in
nature which follows in the text.

3 As will be shown in its
proper place.

* By ‘analogy ' is meant, nob
identity, but similarity.

5 0f. with what follows BRAX-
DIs, it a, 113 sqq.

¢ As in Part. An. il 10, 656,

a7 4 yop povor ueréyer [0 Tdv
avlpamey yévos | Toli Beiov Tdv fuir
yrampluwy (fwy § wolioTa wdyTwy.
iv. 10, 686, a, 27: man stands
upright S T iy Plow adTob Kol
i obotar elvar fsiar Epyor Be Tol
BetordTou  Th  voelv mol  gpover.
Eth. N. x. 7,1177, a, 13 sqq. (cf.
p.165,1.1) : zabs is the divine in
man, and therefore the highest
activity i the theoretic.

' Divin. p. 8¢ 2, 463, b, 12:
sinee beasts also dream, dreams

_cannot be divine ; they may, how-

ever, be demoniacal ; § yop ¢ios

* Sawworia, aAN’ ob Oela,

: De Crelg, 1. 4 fin.: § febs wal
9 Glais ovder wdTyy wololow, Gen.
et Corr. iL. 10, 336, b, 27 sqq. (see
nest chapter, infre). Polit. vil. 4,
1326, a, 32: Belas ap B Tovro
Fupdpews Epyoy, Hiris wol Tobe ovv-

éxs: Th wav. Eth. N x. 10, 1179,
b, 21 : 7b pév obw s ¢locws [the
moral disposition] . . . 8w Twes
Oelas witios Tois ©s aAnbdis elTu-
xéow dmdpyer. The Oeiar airion
correspond here to the Platonic
felee pofpe, as to which see ZEBL-
LER's Plato and of p. 402 =qq.
supra.

3 Eth. N vii. 14, 1153, b, 32:
wdvTe yap dvee Exe i etar.
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natural operation of the primum movens upon the world,
Aristotle’s philosophy, moreover, excludes the conception
of God’s immediate interference in the course of the
universe; and it would be illegitimate to attribute
to Aristotle the popular belief in Providence, on the
strength of a passing allusion to it in his writings.!
Consequently it remains in obscurity whether we are to
regard Nature as a single force or as an assemblage of
forces, as something independent or as an emanation
from the divine activity ; or, on the other hand, whether
we ought to combine these two points of view. and, if
s0, how we ought to do it. But meantime we may
permit Aristotle further to unfold his view of Nature.
The most important idea with which we have to
deal in the Philosophy of Nature is that of Motion. In
our earlier researches we had to examine this idea in its
general bearing ; therefore what now remains is that we
should supplement our previous eonclusions with an

analysis of physical motion in its stricter and more
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guishes three kinds: quantitative motion, or increase
and decrease; qualitative motion, or alteration; and
motion in space, or locomotion—to which may be added
as a fourth kind, birth and destruction.! Now all thess
kinds of movement may be ultimately resolved into the
third kind—Motion in Space. For, if we examine
them more closely, we find that increase or growth, to -
begin with, consists in the addition of fresh material to
matter which has already received a certain form: the
increment is potentially but not actually identical with
that which it augments, and assumes its form ; in other

special sense.

Motion was defined generally on p. 380 sq. as the
actualisation of what exists potentially. By analysing
the different sorts of Motion we arrive at the special
definition of its physical character. Aristotle distin-

1 Fth. Nox. 9, 1179, a.22: 6
8t kaTd voly évepydy kai TolTOP
Bepametwy kal Simkelpevos Epiore Kok
Beopuréoraros ower elvar: el ydp
Tis émufleia Téy avlpomiver dwd
Gedr yiverar, donep Sowel, nal el by
efixoyoy yaipew Te abrobs 74 dploTw
kel 7@ ouypyevesTdry (TovTo § By
ey & vobs) wal Tods ayawdvTas
pEALgTE TOUTO Kol TiNEYTAS QrTEv-

TOLELY @S TE&Y GiAwy alTols émiuedov-
pévous kal Oopfds Te kol KkaAds
wpdTTorTas. 0Tt 8¢ wdyTa TalTa T
sopg pdhio® dmdpxer, ot E8nAov.
feopihégTaros Gpa. It is obvious
that Aristotle is here arguing
from popular conceptions; he
himself aseribes to God no ex-
ternal operation. Cf pp. 389sqq.
supve.

1 Phys. v. 1, 225, a, ¢. 2, 226,
a, 23 (Metaph. xi. 11, 12), ef
Metaph. viil, 1, 1042, a, 32, xii, 2
igit., Phys. viii. 7, 260, a, 26, 261,
a, B2 sqq., vil. 2 init. Gen. ot
Core.i. 4,819, b, 8L; De 4n, i
3. 406, a, 12,; Zong. v. 3, 465, b,
20; De Celo, iv. 3, 510, a, 25,
Cat. c. 14 init. Aristotle here
distingunishes  generally three
kinds -of change (ueraBoAd):
transition from being to being,
from being to not-being, and from
not-being to being. The first is
motion in the stricter sense, the
second destruction, the third
origination. Motion he then
divides into the kinds mentitned
in the text (klvnois wata ueyebos,
wate wdfes and karé Tdmwor, as he
calls them Phys. viii. 7, 260, b,
26),and, taking birth and destruc-
tion again together, thus envme-
rates four kinds of meTaBoAd :
5 kara To 7l (yéresis nal pfopd), 1j
waTé v mocdy (abinas kal ¢dlais),
5 karé 7o wody (dANolwots), § kari
b mot (Popd). That these are the
only categories under which mo-
tion can be thought, is shown
Phys. v. 2, where change of sub-

stance (birth and destruction) is
not admitted to be motion (simi-
larly e. 6, 229, a, 30; cf. SIMPL.
Phys. 201, b, who extends the
statement to the Peripatetic
school in general, remarking, how-
ever, that Theophrastus, among
others, did not keep strictly to
this use of language); elsewherc
Aristotle treats this also as a form
of motion, and uses ‘ molion’ as
synonymous with ¢ change.” See
p. 382, 0.3, supra. Fhys.vil. 2,243,
a, 21 (cf. De An. i. 3, 406, a, 4)

- distinguishes two Kkinds of loco-

motion : that which is self-
originated and that which is
caused by something else. The
latter again is of four kinds:
EALDis, dows, dymos, dmois, the
third and fourth of which, how-
ever, may be resolved into the
first two. Cf. viii. 10, 267, b, 9
sqq.; De An.iii. 10, 433, b, 25;
Ingr. An. ¢ 2, 704, b, 22 (Moi.
A, o 10,708, 8, 1) the
ratement in Hiet, 1. 5, 1361, b,
16, is less exact. *Qaus is either
dois in the stricter sense, or
wAnyh; Meteor.iv, 9,386, a, 83; De
An, 1i. 8, 419, b, 13, and cf. Prodl.



424 ARISTOTLE

words, such increase is an angmentation of mafiter,
the form remaining constant.  Similarly decrease is
the diminution of matter without change of form.!
Quantitative alteration, therefore, implies both qualita-
tive movement and locomotion.? But the second of
these two is prior to the first ; for every transformation
results from the coincidence of something which pro-
duces it with something in which it is produced, of an
active and a passive element ® This coincidence, then,
can only take place by local contact, for (althongh the
converse is not necessarily true) the patient must always
be tonched by the agent, and contact cannot be effected
without locomotion.*

Even the last species of change, birth and destruc-
tion, is eventually founded upon movement in space.
If one were to assume an absolute beginning or
end of existence, such a transmutation could not,
indeed, be called a movement, since in such a case
the substratum of the movement would itself begin
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being of some sort, and is resolved into being again.!
It is only a particular object, as such, that begins and
ends its existence. Its beginning is the end, and
its ‘end the beginning, of something else.? Conse-
quently, in so far as generation and destruction are

different from change, this difference only affects the

individual object. The individual changes when it sur-
vives as & whole, although its qnalities alter, bnt it is
generated or destroyed when it, as a whole, begins or
ceases to exist.! If on the contrary we regard the
universe and not the individual, then generation and
destruction coincide partly with composition and divi-
sion, partly with the transmutation of materials.! Now
both of these processes are occasioned by movement in
space.”  Hverything that comes into being has its
cause ; all ‘becoming’ implies a ¢ being’ by which it is

or end.. But birth and annihilation in this absolute

sense are really impossible.” Everything starts from

xxiv. 9, 936, b, 38. IDELER, drist.
Meteor. 1i. 509.

! Vide the full discussion in
Gen. et Corr. 1. 5.

* Phys. viil. 7, 260; 2,29, b. 13.

4 TMoety in the physical sense
is synonymouns to Aristotle with
dAAoioly, wdoyew Wwith dAAowD-
abar.  COf. Phys.iii. 3 fin.: éAAote-
ois kv yép §) 700 @AAowToD, §
aAAoIwTOY, dvTeddy e Ere B myw-
pludTepor B Tol durdues TouTiOD
ol wofyTueod 5 rowidTor.  Gen. et
Corr, 1. 6, 322, b, 9, 323, a, 17:
ol vap oldy Te war TH Kwoly mworeiy,
€lmep 7O wowir GvmiBfoouer T

wdoxorr: ToiTo & ols § rivnous
wabos © wabfos 3¢ kol Brov EAAoiod-
Tat pdvoy.  On a further meaning
of wociv see inmn. 1 to p. 400.

* Phys, viii. 7, 260, b, 1 sqq.,
where it is further remarked that
all qualitative changes are ulti-
mately resolvable into rarefaction
and condensation, which involve
change of place. Gen. et Cor.
i. 6, 322, b, 21 sqq. ¢. 9, 827, a,
1, ef. p. 386.

® Gen. ¢t Corr. 1. 3, among
other arguments, shows that
matter would in the end be all
used up, if destrnetion were to

mean actual annihilation (318, a,
13).
1 Pragr wille 7, 261, 'a 3
Biteté by @ yéveors elvar mpdTy
Tar kwhoewy Bid TobTo, b yeréarhu
Bet T mpiyua wpdTor. ThH 8 &g
Eplis wEr dTouvody Taw quroudvev
oiitws EFxe, AN Erepor avayraior
wpdTepty Tt kwvelalar Ty ywopcvoy
By abrh kal py ywduevor, kal Too-
Tov érepor wpdrepov.  Cf. p.381-7.

® Gen. et Corr, 1. 3, 318, a,
23: Bl rd Thy TovBe PPopdv EANov
elvou yévegir, kal Thy TobBe yévemy
ZArov elvar Plopiy Eraveror avay-

. kaloy elvar Thy peraBordy. Thid.
< 319, a, 20, ii. 10, 336, b, 24. Cf,

p. 387.

# Gen. et Corr.i. 2,317, a, 20:
Eo7L yap yéveous awAi] xal dbopd od
cuykploer kal Biakploer, GAN Braw
peraBdAdy ek Tovle eis Tdde GAov.
"AMolwes is produced by change

in the wddy, birth and destruetion
by change in the frowxeiueroy,
whether in respeet of its form
(Adyos) or its matter; c. 4, 319,
b, 10: éAdolwots uéy eorw, Grav
bmoperorros Tob imoneiudvov, alobfn-
Tob. dvros, peTafdiAy ey Tois airol
mabecir . . . . droy & BAov uera-
BdAAn uy imouévorros alofnrud
Tivos @5 Iwokewwévor Tob abTol | . .
véreaqis fiBn T4 TowbTow, Tou O¢
diopa.

1 Cf. Mefeor. iv. 1, 378, b, 31
sq¢., where he argues that ge-
neration is effected by definite
materials becoming transmuted
and determined in certain ways
by the agency of efficient forces ;
destruction, on the other hand,
by the conquest of the passive
matter over the determining
form. .

* Cf. Phys. viil. T, 260, b, §:
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produced. Since this. as we saw in the case of altera-
tion, cannct operate without movement in space, such

movement must precede all generation.! Again, if

movement in space precedes generation, it must of ne-
cessity precede growth, change, decrease, and destrue-
tion ; since these processes can only be carried on in that
which has previously been generated.? Therefore this
species of motion is the first in the order of causality, as
well as in the order of time and in the logical order also.®

Notwithstanding what has just been said, Aristotle
ig far from explaining natural phenomena by the merely
mechanieal principle of motion in space, as the Atomists
had done. Even purely physical ocenrrences cannot, in
his opinion, be satisfactorily accounted for by this
method, seeing that many of them are only to be
conceived as modes of qualitative alteration, or the
transmutation of materials.! Physies do not by any
means exhaust the conception of Nature. Final Canses
wavTwy T@y wabqudrey Gpxh wik-  dent of these conceptions, and

vw::res'lrml ;.(év&,:o'!s . . . mherwois 52 none of themare applicable to the
kel poveois ovykpiots kel Swikpires,  heavens (260, b, 19 sqq. Gen. cf
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rise above the material canses which subserve them;
and these are not provided for in the philosophy of a
Democritus.! TLastly, if it be true that * becoming’ is a
transition from potentiality to actuality, or a process of
development, and that the importance of Aristotle’s na-
tural philosophy consists, to a great extent, in having
first made this notion of development possible and
consciously given it the foremost place, it is clear that
Aristotle could not favour opinions which started with
an express denial of any ‘becoming’ or qualitative alter-
ation, and left us nothing but a movement in space of un-
alterable materials. Therefore qualitative alteration must
be added to locomotion, even in the domain of matter, asa
second =ource of natural occurrences: but over against
both, Aristotle sets the teleology of nature, which uses as
means to its end all that is corporeal and determined
by natural necessity. .

Next to Motion in Space, and not without direct
relation to it, come investigations by which Aristotle
further illustrates the idea of motion in his Physics:
and these include discussions upon the Infinite, Space,

wal’ G5 yéverts wal Pbops Adyera
Tdy obmi@y. cvykpwiueva Be kal
Biakpwdueve drdykn katd Tdwoy
peTaBdAlew.

U Phys. ibid. 261, a, 1 sqq.
Gen. et Corr. il 10 init.

2 Phys. ibid. b, 7. It is here
further pointed out in proof of the
priorvity of ‘ movement in space,’
that, while it is presupposed by
the others, it does not presup-
pose them. Without the move-
ment of the heavens, neither
generation nor destruction, nei-
ther growth nor material change,
could take place. Movement it-
gelf, on the other hand, is indepen-

LCorr. 11,10 init.). Soalso move-
ment in space is the only one of
these conceptionswhich hastodo
with the eternal,and is of infinite
doration (260, b, 29, 261, a, 27
sgg.).  Aristotle also argues that
because it is the last in time inre-
speet to individual existences, it
must be the first in nature (260,
b, 30,261, a, 13) ; and he holds that
it canses the least change in the
nature of the thing moved, and is
the motion which the self-moving
produces in preference to every
other (261, a, 20).

1 Ihid. 260, b, 15 sqq.

4 Beep. 304,n.3,and p. 306, 1. 5.

Time, the Unity and Continuity of Motion,” &ec.
The Infinite® had played an important part in pre-

! Bee p. 307, n. 4, and cf. p.
359, sq. supra.

? He describes those concep-
tions, indeed, generally, iil. 1,
200, b, 15 sqq. ¢. 4 @nil., as be-
longing to the discussion upon
motion, and deals with the first
three in bks. iii. and iv. before the
section upon the kinds of motion;
put the way in which he treats
them shows that he is thinking
chiefly of locomation.

* Thediscussion of thisconcep-
tion Aristotle introduees in Phy.
iii. 1, 200, b, 15, with the words:
Bore? 8 7 klvnows elval Toy cuvex @y,
7o B Bmepor eudalverar mpaTor év
7d cuvexel: c. 4 init. be remarks
that natural science deals with
masses, motion, and time, each
of which is either finite or infinite.
On what follows see ZELLER, Fi.
&, Ge. pt. i, 186,



428 ARISTOTLE

Arvigtotelian philosophy. Plato and the Pythagoreans
went go far as to make it an element of all things, and
therefore a substance. Aristotle begins by proving this
to be impossible: ¢ infinity > does mot belong to the
order of substances but of qualities.! Then he shows
that an ‘infinite magnitude’ is inconceivable. For sup-
pose it to be a body, body is that which is limited by
superficies ; or if it be a number, numbers are capable
of being counted, and that which can be counted is not
infinite.? Lastly, and more especially, an infinite body
could neither be composite nor simple. It could not
be composite, since, the elements being limited in
number, an infinite body could not be made up of
them unless one of them were infinite in magnitude, and
such an element would leave no room for the rest.?
And to think of it as simple is equally impossible.
In the first place, as far as this world is concerned, no
bodies exist except the four elementary ones, nor can

there be any out of which alone everything could come,

since all becoming moves between two opposites; and
if there be several primitive bodies, it is quite impossible
that one should be infinite.* = Again, every body has its
natural place, in which it abides, and to which it tends;
and this law determines the difference in weight be-
tween bodies ; every body without exception must exist
in a definite space, in a locality; but in the infinite
there is no definite locality, no distinction of up and
down, centre and circumference, before and after, right
and left.® Moreover, whereas it is manifest that hodies

! Phys. iil. 5, 204,a; seep. 312, 1i. 7 init.

n. 2, and p. 325, n. 2, supra. Y Plys. ibid. 204, b, 22,
* Phys. ibid. 204, b, 4. ® Ibid. 203, a, 8 to end of c“ap
3 Ihid. 204, b, 11, ¢f. De Ceelo, iv. 8, 215, a, 8. De (els, 1.
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either move in a circle like the celestial spheres or in
straight lines up and down like the elemental bodies,
infinity admits of neither of these movements. The
former is impossible, because circles are by their nature
circumseribed, and eircular movement is rotation round
a centre, whereas in the infinite there is no centre;! the
latter, because lineal motion has a starting point and
end.? Indeed, ‘infinity’ could not move at all, since it
would take infinite time to traverse the smallest con-
ceivable space? Finally, Aristotle uses an argument
conclusive with Greeks, who could not imagine formless
being : the infinite, as such, is incomplete and without
shape—e call that infinite the magnitude of which is
indeterminable, which is never finished and complete,
which cannot be limited in such a way as not to leave
some portion of it outside.* The infinite first becomes
a whole and complete when.it is enclosed by means of
form. But the world eannot be conceived except as
complete and a whole.” - It is therefore impossible that

init. . 7, 274, b, §, 29, 276, b, 6 1 Aristotle’s worc’l:: are: ab
sqq. In e 6, 273, a. 21 sqq., the yap ob ﬁnﬁéwnE‘Ew, aML,ai; ogei Tt
same conclusion is reached by e doTi, TolT dmewpdy  éoTw,

showing that infinite bodies must
be mhmteh heavy or light, but
an infinitely heavy or.an infi-
nitely light body is an impossi-
blllt}, since it must either ex-
hibit infinite speed or be abso-
lutely immovable.

! As is shown,at ulmecescarv
length, Pe Cerlo, 1. 5, 271, b,
sqq. 272, b, 17 sqgq. . T, 2;0, :
12,

* Pe Ceelo, 1. 6 init. Alsoc. T,
275, b, 15 sqq.

$ Thid.c. &, 272, a, 21 sqq.
Phys. vi. 7, 288, a, 3b.

where, however, the antithesis is
werely verbal, o umbir Ew
meaning ¢ that beyond which
nothing exists, o el 71 &fw, on
the other hand, *that of which a
part always remains heyond.!

* Phys.iii. 61 see at p. 850, sup.
frem. An, i, 715,y 14 : 4 8¢ gbous
getyer 7o Gmeipor: TO pey  yap
&—rerpw arelts, 4 08 duois Gel §1'.-rea.
Térss, The objection (Phys. iii.
4, 203, b, 92 sqq.) that infinite
space presupposes also an ini-
nite body, he afterwards sets
aside(iv. 5,212, 4,381, b, 8, 16 5qq ;
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the infinite, as such, should really exist as an inter-

minable magnitude.!

Yet we cannot entirely do without it. Time, and
motion, which is measured by time, are without be-
ginning or end. Magnitudes are capable of infinite
division, number of infinite increase? Hence we

cf. De Celo, 1.9, sec p. 395, n. 6
supra) by his peculiar definition
of spaceas the ‘ boundary between
the enclosing and the enclosed.
The boundary of the world itself
is, therefore, according to his
view, not in space; beyond it
there is no space either void or
ocenpied.

U BPlyys. 111, 5 pin. : G110 utv ode
dvepyeln obi EoTr gdua dmeipor,
pavepdy éx TavTwy. ©. 6,208, 8,16
Tb 8 péyedos i1 kar’ évépyeiar ol
Eoriv Bwepoy, elpyran; ibid. b, 24,

= Phys. iil, 6, init.: 611 8 e
k7 éoTir Emepoy  GmADs, ToAAd
adtrare cunBalves, dHAor. Toi Te
yap xpivey Eorar Tis dpyh ral
Teheud, kal T4 ueydtn od SapeTd
eis peyéfy, wal &pBuds ot ErTor
Grepos. Aristotle proves in par-
ticular: (1) the eternity of time,
and with it the eternity of motion
which is measured by time. Be-'
sides the passages quoted p. 858,
n. 1,see Phys.viil, 1, 251, b, 10 sqq.
and cf. Metaph, xii. 6, 1071, b, 7.
He argues that as every pre-
sent is the middle point between
the past and the future, and
every moment is a present, it is
wholly impossible to conceive of
any moment of time which has
not a before and after, and there-
fore of any which could be a
first or a last moment, a begin-
ning or an end of time. (2) He
proves the infinite divisibility of
magnitudes, by showinz that
nothing which is continuous,whe-

ther it be spatial size, or time, or
motion, can consist of what is
indivisible. Continuons magni-
tude can only be constituted
(according to Phys. v. 3, 227, a,
10) by such elements as have a
common boundary, and, more-
over, lie oufside one another:
indivisible magnitudes, on the
other hand, must either lie wholly
outside one another, in which case
they would have no puint of con-
tact, or must wholly coincide
(Phys. vi. Linit., cf. Gen. et Corr.
i. 2, 817, a, 2 sgq., De Cwlp, iii.
8, 306, b, 22). The assumption of
indivisible bodily surfaces o
lines is not only incompatible
with the fundamental principles
of mathematics (De Ceely, iii. 1,
248, b, 33 sgq. ¢. 5, 303, a, 20, .
7, 306, a, 26 : ef. the treatise II.
drduwy ypapudy), but it wounld
likewise make the most universal
of all physical phenomena, viz,
motion, impossible, for, magni-
tucle and time being alike indi-
visible,it is imposzible to traverse
one part before another. Inre-
speet, therefore, of each of the in-
divisible elements—and accord-
ingly also of the whole which is
constituted by them—motion
could only be predicated as athing
of the past, never as a thing of the
present (Phys. vi. 1, 231, b, 18
84q.; cf. c. 2, 233, a, 10 sgq. . 9,
239, b, 8, 31), and all difference of
veloeity must also in like manner
vanish (ibid. c. 2, 238, b, 15sqq.)
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must conclude that the infinite exists in one sense
and not in ancther: or in other words, that it has
& potential but not an actual existence. The divi-
sibility of magnitudes in space is indefinite; yet we
may not therefore argue that there is an infinitely small
particle. The multiplication of numbers has no limit;
yet there is mo infinitely great number! In a word,
the infinite can never be represented in actuality. It is
always potential, and in its two manifestations takes
opposite directions—extension being capable of infinite
division, but not of infinite augmentation : number, on
the other hand, of infinite augmentation, but not of
infinite division, since the unit is the smallest number.®
Real infinity is only possible in incorporeal substance —

Again, all change is excluded in
things indivisible, for change in-
volves division between an earlier
and a later condition (Phys. vi.
4 init.). In particular, when we
come to the indivisible elemen-
tary bodies and surfaces of De-
moeritus and Plato, we shall find
these beset by a whole series of
new ditliculties in addition to
the above. (3) Lastly, as there
is no highest number, number is
capable of infinite multiplication;
This, however, has pever been
disputed, and therefore reguires
no proof.

! Plys. iii. 6, 206, a, 12 sqq. :
wis wev Eore [T Emepoy], was &

" ofh, Adyerar &Y TO elvm TH pév

Surduer 70 8% érrerexele, kol TO
Gmerpor Eore uev wporféoel EoTe e
Kol apatpere, TO B¢ ueyelos G pev
kar évépyetay oiw EoTw Ametpov,
elpnTal, Siapéae & éoTiv  oU yip
XoAherby GueAely Tas  Grduous
Yypappds * Aelmerai oby duvdue elvar

70 &mepor. Only we must not
suppose that this potentiality can
vver become actual, &ore Tb
dmepor ol et Aapfdvery bs Tile
Te. . . GAN éel év yevéoer % pbopa,
&e.; ¢ 7, 207, b, 11 (on the in-
finity of number): &cre duvduer
pwév éntiv, évepyel & olf © GAN ael
UmepBdAiet TH AauBaviuevor warths
bpropevor wAfous. AN of xwpio-
705 & apifubs obros THs BryoToulus,
oblit péver 7 ameple GAAR yiverar,
&omep wal & xpivos kal 6 apifuds 7ol

wou. It is shown also, Gen. et
Corr.i. 2, 316, a, 14 sqq., with re-
spect to infinite divisibility, that
iv never can be actually realised
in fact and therefore exists only
potentially. It is just because it
is merely év Bwpaper that the
Infinite is reckoned among
material causes (see p. 350, n. 1,
supra).

2 Phys. iii. 7. Time, however,
even Aristotle holds to be infnite
in both directions.
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as an infinity of force. This also, however, is manifested
only in a series which is never exhausted, and in the
endless motion of the world.!

In proceeding to the notion of Space, we may
remark, in the first place, that Aristotle did not regard
it as the boundary-line or shape of individual bodies ;
for in this case bodies would not move in a space, but
with their space, and several bodies could not succes-
sively enter the same space. No more can it be iden-
tified with the matter of bodies, since this also is
inseparable from the body which is in space: noris it
that which circumseribes, but that which is circum-
scribed. In the third place, we may not regard it as
the distance between the boundaries of bodies, since
this distance changes with the bodies, whereas space
remains always the same, whatever may exist and move
within it.2 Space may more properly be defined as the
limit of the surrounding body in respect to that which

it surrounds.* The place of each particular body * is

therefore formed by the (internal) limits of that which
surrounds it, and space in general by the limits of the
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Aristotle obtains the notion of Time by a similar
process.! Time cannot exist without motion, since it is
only by the movement of thoughts that we perceive it.
Yet it is not motion, since motion itself is inseparable
from the object moved, and therefore is in one case
faster, in another slower; whereas time is universally
the same, and ity movement is-always equally fast. It
follows that time stands in a special relation tc motion,
but is different from it. Itis the measure or the number
of motion in respect to what is earlier and later.? The
unit of this number is the ‘now.” Time is occasioned
by the movement of the ‘ now.! Tt is this that makes
time at once a continuous and a discrete magnitude :
continuous, in so far as ‘ now’ is the same in the pre-
sent moment as it was in the past; discrete, in so far
as its being is different in each moment.?

These notions of Time and Space involve the in-
finity of the former and the finitude of the latter ; and
we already know Aristotle’s further reasons for this
distinetion between them.* Tn like manner his concep-

world.?

! See notes to p. 395, supra.

* Phys. iv, 1-4, of. esp. 211,
b, 5 59q., 209, b, 21 sqq.

3 Ta wépas Tob wepiéxortos
oduaTos, OT, more accurately, T
Tob  wepiéyorros mépas éklvmTor
wpatoy, Cf. De Cwelo, iv. 3, 310,
b, 7.

+ “Idips Tomwes, as it is called
Phys. iv. 2 initf,, as opposed to
Towas kowds. It is also called &
TPpETOS TOMOS €v & éoTiv ExamTov;
ihid. c. 4, 211, a, 28,

5 Phys. iv. b, 212, a, 31, b, 18.

Tt is strange that space should
here be called asinc. 4, 212, a,
20(cf. n. 3, supra) Tov obpavoli Tt To
EoxaTor Kal amTiuevov TOD wwnTol
oauares wépas fpenoty ; for we are
told (#. below and p. 377) that
the vault of heaven moves con-
tinually in a circle. Aristotle
means, however (c. 4, 212, a, 18
sqq. ¢. &, 212, a, 31 sqq., viii. 9,
265, b, 1 sgg.) that just as in the
case of a ball which spins round
its own axis withont otherwise
moving the circumference is as

stationary as the centre, the
circular motion affecting merely
its parts, since only those change
their position, so the highest
heavens move only in a certain
respect,and are 1 space only xard
cuuBeBnros, and in so far as their
parts move and are in space (De
Cwlo, v. 5, which passage BRAN-

_ * DIS, ii. h, 748, wrongly suspects).
. In a like sense it is said (212, a,

18) that the river is stationary,
and that only the individuoal
waves move.

v Phys. iv, 10, 11,

T CApifuds  wwfirews  ratd TO
wpbrepov kal TaTepoy, c. 11 fin.; De
Ceelo, 1.9, 279, a, 14,

VOL. I,

§ Phys. iv. . 11, of. p. 220, a,
5 ouwexis Te 8 O xpdvos T v
wal Bujpnrat kare 7o vy 219, b, 9 :
Gorep 3 kivnows Gel BAAY kal EAA7,
wal & xpdvos © & 8 Gua was xpdvos
4 abTds © Th yap vy TO abrd § mor'
Avs T 8 elvar avrg Erepov. Ihid.
¢ 13, init. : vb.8¢ viv éoTe ouréyeia
Xpovou* ... quvéxer yap Ty xpiroy
Thy mapedBivre ral éoduevor, ral
BAws wépas xpdvov éoriv: :
Biaipet Be Burdpeer: kal 3 péy TowiTo,
del Erepoy 70 vy, 3 6¢ cuwder, del Th
aird . . . EoTi 8% TabTd Kal kard
Tabrd 7 Siabpeots xal 9) Evwois, T4
elval ot TalTd,

i CE p. 428 sqq., and 387,
supra. Aristotle, however, here

F R
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tion of Space implies the impossibility of a vacuum. If
Space is the limit of the enclosing bedy in relation to
the enclosed, we cannot but conclude that there is no
space where there is no body: empty space would Le
an enclosure that encloses nothing. Aristotle tries on
thig point, with minute and patient arguments, to con-
fute the widely-received assumption of a vacuum, which,
owing mainly to the teaching of the Atomists, had
become part of the current Natural Philosophy.

The reasons with which they had supported it appear
to him inconclusive. Movement dees not need to be ex-~
plained by such an hypothesis, since we can imagine that
another body quits the space which the ohject in motion
enfers. Condensation may be referred to the exit of
air or other matter from the bodies in question ; rare-
faction to its entrance into them. The expansion which
water, for example, experiences when passing into air
(that i, into steam) may be explained by the alteration
of materials, which necessitates another degree of rarity :
or the phenomena of gravity by the tendency of the
elements to reach their natural place.! The vacuum
would rather put a step to the possibility of motion.
Since emptiness vields equally on all sides, one cannot
imagine anything capable of determining a body to
follow one direction rather than another. It would
afford no distinction of natural localities. No special
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would be equally impossible, on the hypothesis of
infinite vacnity, to assign any reason for rest in
Nature  Again, if bodies fall or rise with a rapidity
proportioned to the rarity of the medium through
which they are moving, everything would have to fall
or rise with infinite rapidity through the infinite rarity
of the void. On the other hand, if, cefers paribus,
greater masses fall or rise quicker than smaller ones
because they more easily overcome the withstanding
medium, then in the void, where there is no resistance to
overcome, the smallest would move as quickly as the
greatest.  Lastly, how are we to conceive that an
empty space exists beyond the space occupied by bodies,
since, if a body entered that space, there would then be
two spaces, an empty and a full, the one within the
other? And what is the use of such a void space,
since every body has its own extension ?! Besides, by
maintaining that there is empty space or any space at all
beyond the world, one would end in the contradiction
of asserting that a body could be where no body can.?
If empty Space is impossible, empty Time, filled with
no movement, is equally inconceivable, since Time is
nothing but the number of motion.? Aristotle, in fact,
maintains the eternity of motion as having neither be-

! Phys. iv. 81 cf, De Celo, Iv.  kevdv ob8E ypévos eorly e Tob
2. In estimating the force of obpaved: v Gmawr: Yap Tére Suve-

motion could take place in it. On the other hand, it

distinguishes, as Plato bad done
(Tim. 87, D, 88, B), between the
endless time in which mutable
existence moves, and eternity
(aitv) or the timeless being of

the immutable. Phys. iv. 12,
221, b, 8. De Celo, i 9, 279, b,
11-28; see p. 395, n. 6, supra.

b Phys. iv. 7, 214, a, 24 sqq.,
¢ 8 init. c, 9,

. these arguments we must, of
gourze, take account of the state
~ of scientific knowledge at the

time, and of the presnppositions
which were shared by Aristotle
and the Atomists alike. See
p. H2, infra. .

* De Cewlo, 1. 9,279, a, 11:
dua §¢ BijAcy Gmi ondt Tiémos 0lBk

Ty dmdptoas capa- kevdy & elval
par v & ul drumdpyet oaua,
Buvathy & ol yeviofar . . . ffw
3t 7ol oipavol 3édewcrar Gri ofr
Eariw ofir’ dvbéyerm yevéohar vdua.

¥ Phys. viil, 1, 251, b, I(i: )
mpdrepor xai forepoy wEs Eorac
xpivoy uh Suros; % & xpdvos ph
olrns rkivfioews; o 34 dotw b

¥y 2
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ginning norend.!  On this point he suggests the remarlc-
able question : whether there could be Time without a
soul? And he answers it bysaying that Timeinitsessence
is implicit in motion, but that in reality it cannot be
without the soul, because number does not exist without
a calculator, and reason is the only caleulator® But we
should make a mistake if we sought to discover in this
remark any inclination to the idealist theory of Time
which has obtained so vast an importance in modern
philosophy. Its apparent bias towards Idealism pro-
ceeds from Aristotle’s not concelving the ideas of Time
and Space in as pure and abstract a sense as is familiar

to us. Althongh he does not go so far as Plato, who
identified Space with extended substance, and Time
with the motion of the stars,® yet he never attempts to
make an accurate distinction between Space and Time

xpbvos mwhoews apifuds 3 rlvols
Tis, elmep el xpdvos EoTly, Gvdyiy
kal whmow &idwe elvar  Ihid. L
96 : Gudyrn . . . elvar del xpovow.
AAG phy efye xpdvov, pavepby BTt
dudmpien elvar ral kivyow, elmwep 8
xpdvos wdlos Tt kifaews. De Ceelo,
i. 9, 279, a, 14: outside the
world there is no time, for xpdéves
dpBuds  wirfioews © kivmois 8 Hrey
dugikol cduaros ok Zorw.  Cf p.
395, n. 6, supi.
1 Bee p. 387. supra.

z Phys iv. 14, 223, a. 16 sqqg.
esp. L. 25: e Be unbév drAo Tébucer
dpubpely B oy wal buxiis rois,
abbraToy €lver ypdror Wuxijs wi
otigns, BAN § TovTe § woTe Uy doTw
& ypéves [apart from the soul
time, as sueh, eannot exist, but
only that which constitutes the
aszence of time, the reality that
lies beneath it as the substratum

of its existence; v. TORSTRIK in
Rh. Muys. xil. 1857, p. 161 sqq.],
ofov el éviéyerm wlvgow elvar dvev
Yuyxfs. Aristotle is not guite
consistent in his answers to the
question, what faculty of the soul
it iz that perceives time, Accord-
ing to the above passage and D
Amn.iil. 10, 433, b, 5 sgo., we must
suppose that it is the reason, and
that the sense of time is limited
to rational beings. In the fe
Mem. i. 450, a, 9-23, on the other
hand, he assigns it to the wperor
algbntactr, andattributes memory,
which involves the perception of
time (ihid. 449, b, 28), to many
of the lower animals (ibid. and
c. 2, 453, a, 7 sqq. Hist. An. i,
1, 488, b, 25).

* 8ee ZELL. Ph. d. Gr. Abth,
i. pp. 613, 634, 2.
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as universal forms of sense, and the ,existeuée in which
they are manifested. We have seen' that he cannot
conceive of space without physical locality, higher and
lower, gravity and levity.? He limits existence in space,
in its strictest sense, to that which is surrounded by
another body different from itself, arguing from this
position that there is no space beyond the world, and
that the world as a whole is not in space, but only its
single parts.® In the same way the homogeneous parts
of a ccherent body, as parts of the whole, are only
potentially in space; they are not actually so until
separated from the whole. It is the same with Time.
Time, being the number of motion, presupposes an
object moved on the one hand, and on the other a
counting subject. He remarks expressly, however, that
when Time is called the number of motion, we must not
understand by the word number that by which one counts,
but what is counted.® Number, that is, must be taken
not in its subjective but its objective sense. Far from
considering Time as a mere form of our perception, he
regards it rather as something pertaining to motion,
and, indeed, to the body moved. Outside the world,
where bodies cease, Time also ceases o exish.’

In the further discussion of Motion which is found
in Aristotle’s Physics, our attention is chiefly drawn to
the points which bear more directly upon his doctrine of

. the PrURI MOvens and the structure of the universe. He

! P. 428, supra. real siguificance).

2 He says, therefore, Phys. iv. ¢ Nee p. 429, n. 5, supra.
1, 208, b, $: the movements of * Phys.iv. 5, 212, b, 4.
simple bodies (fire, earth, &c.) ° Phys. iv. 11, 219, b, 5.
show ob wdvor §rt o7 7t é Téwos, & De Calo, i. 9; see p. 435,
GAN B wal Exer Twd Svvopr (a M. 3, suprd, ‘and p. 355, n. 6,
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defines the meaning of coexistence in space, of contact,
of intermediate space, of succession, of continuity, &e.!
He distinguishes the different relations in which the
unity of motion can be spoken of,? finding the absolute
unity of motion in continuous or unbroken movement—
that is, in such as belongs to one and the same object
in the same relation at one and the same time® He
asks what constitutes uniformity of motion and its
opposite:* in what cases two movements, or movement
and repose, may be said to be opposed to each other:;
how far the natural or unnatural character of a move-
went has to be considered in either instance® After
proving further that all continuous magnitudes are
divisible ad énfinitum® that time and space in this
respect correspond, and that in reality it is only with

P Plys. v, 3: Gue pér olr  of Bekker’s smaller edition.

Aéyerar TabT elvar kot Tomor. Goa
v &yl Tdme éoTl mpdTe, xwpis B&
oo v érepy, bmTerbar 8¢ ov Td
akpa dum, peTall B¢ eis & wituie
wpdTor apucveirdar T peraBdAior

. €dekys O of perh THY dpxhy
wivow dvros . . . pndiv werakl dori
T@y € TaiTd yéver kal [join with
Todrd] ob Egelis  foTiv, :
éxduevor Be [immediately suc-
cessive] & G épekis br GmryToar

.. Adyw & elvm cuveyis
[continuons], drer Talry yérmrar
kal € Td ératépov  wépas ois
artorrar, In the ewvreyes, there-
fore, there must be unity as well
as contact. On aph ef. Gen. ef
Corr. 1. 6, 323, a, 3.

2 Phys. v. 4 init.: motion iz
either yévet or efer or dnAds wia.
For other senses in which motion
is said to be “one,’ see ibid. 228, b,
11 sqq. Cf, vii. 1, 4, pp. 125, 139,

; 3 Phys.v.4, 227, b, 21 : &wAds
3¢ pla ke vaes 9 17 oboia pla kel To
apifud, the latter is the case when

not only the thing moved arnd .

the kind of its motion (arAolwoss,
¢ope, &c., together with their
special varieties) but also the
time is the same, 228, a, 20: THr
TE arAds phay [kvnow] dvdyrn kal
ourexd elvar . . . wal &l curexds,
e,

* Ihid. b, 15 sqq.

? - Lhys. v. 5, ;?q

® Thid. vi. 1 sq.: seep. 430, n.
2, supra. The indivisible unit of
space and time (the point and the
woment)is therefore (as is shown
De Aw. iii. 6, 430, b. 17 sqq.)
never found existing actnally and
independently as a xwpiordy, but
only as contained potentially in
the divisible, and not ever known
eXcept as a negation.
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finite spaces traversed in a finite time that motion has
to do—whereas infinite spaces are only said to be
traversed in the same sense in which the time of motion
is infinite '—he establishes the indivisibility of the
present moment, and eoncludes that in this unit neither
motion nor rest are possible.? He discusses the divisi-
bility of motion and of the body moved,’ remarking that
every alteration attains completion in an indivisible
moment, but that the moment of its beginning is never
capable of being accurately determined.! He shows that
it is equally impossible to measure a merely finite space
in infinite time or an infinite space in finite time, and
consequently that an infinite magnitude cannot move.
any distance at all in a finite time.” These conclusions,
supply him with the means of refuting Zeno's argu-
ments against motion,® and enable him to prove that
the indivisible can neither move nor change in any way.”
Finally, he prepares the way for investigating the
movement of the universe and its cause, by asking®
whether there can be a single movement of infinite
duration. After establishing the eternity of motion and

! Phys. vi. 2, 233, a, 13 sqq.

* hid. ¢. 3, and again c. §,
where he adds: in the transition
from motion to rest, the motion
lasts as long as the transition
lasts : while, therefore, athing is

. eoming to rest, it is moving still.

3 Fhbid.c.4(cf.also p. 430, n. 2).

* Motion according to this passage

iz divisible in a double sense:
first in respect of the time occu-
pied, and secondly in respect of
the object moved.

+ Thid. . 5, 6. We see from
SiMPL, Plys. 230, a, m. 231, b,

m. and TREMIST. Plys. 55, a, m.,
that difficulties had already sug-
gested themselves to Theophras-
tus and Eudemus in connection
with this view.

5 Phys. vi. 7; cf. p. 429, n. 3,
supra. Aristotle shows, Plhys. viii.
9, 265, b, 16, that his predecessors
also treated motion in space as
the most primary. 4 ;

¢ Phys. vi. 9, cf. c. 2, 233, a,
21, viii. 8, 263, a, 4, and p. 311,
SUprda.

7 Phys. viii. 10.

* At the end of this chapter.
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the necessity of a primum movens, he gives this answer : !
if there 18 a continuous and single movement without
beginning or end, it must be movement in space, for
not only does this precede every other,? but every other
1s a transition between opposites ; 3 and where this is the
case the first motion ceases at a certain point, at which
a new movement may begin in another direction, but
one and the same cannot continue without a break.*
The same argument proves that only circular motion
answers all the necessary requirements, If all move-
ment in space must be either in a straight line, or
circular, or mixed,” a mixed movement could only be of
endless dnration and continuous if both the others
could. Movement in a straight line cannot have
this character, since every finite rectilinear movement,®
has terminal points at which it ceases, and though
between these terminal points it may be infinitely often
repeated, yet these repeated movements do not con-
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without changing its place as a whole.! It is the mea-
sure for all other movement. It alone is entively uniform,
whereas in rectilinear ? movement rapidity increases in
proportion to the distance from the starting-point.* How
this eternal rotation is brought about by the operation
of the primum movens * we have already shown.
Important though mpvement in space 1s, as the
most primitive kind of change on which all others are
dependent, Aristotle cannot agree with the mechanical
theory of pliysics in merging all forms of change in this
one,andin assuming only the combination and separation,
while rejecting the transmutation, of materials. Three
questions arise upon this point. Is there a qualitative
distinetion between sorts of matter? Is there a quali-
tative alteration of materials? Ts there such a com-
bination of materials ag to cause the change of their

U Phys. viil. 9,265, b, 1; cf. the sensible qualities of things;

stitute one continuous motion.  Circular motion is,

therefore, the only kind of movement which, continuing

one and the same in unbroken sequence, can be without
beginning and end.” It unites the repose of the uni-
verse with unceasing motion, since it enables it to move

Y Phys. vili, 1-6; see p. 387
5q. supra. . ;

# Plys, viil. T; see p. 423 =q.
Supra.

! Generation from not-being
to being ; destruction from being
to not-being ; increase from less
to greater: decrease from greater
to less ; alteration from one state
to another, ¢y. from water to
steam.

t Thid. 261, a, 31 sqq.

* Among mixed forms of mo-
tion we must in this division
reckon all curves exceptthecircle.

¢ Aninfinite one isimpossible,
not only in itself (see p. 430, n. 2,
supra) but also because the world
is not infinite.

? All this is explained at
length, Phys. viii. 8, 261, a, 27
263, b, 3, 264, a, 7 sqn. c. 9 init,

p- 308, 4. ¢. 4 inquires in what case two

2 Those, namely, which Aris-
totle treats as the natural motions
of elementary bodies: in other
words, the downward motion of
heavy,and the upward motion of
light bodies. With forcible move-
ments the opposite is the case.

8 Phys. viil. 9, 265, b, 8sqq.

* The seventh book of the
Pliysics is passed over in the
ahove aceount, because it was not
originally a part of the work (see
p.8L,n. 2, gupra). Its contents are
as follows. After it has heen
explained in o. 1 that every move-
ment must have its source in a
primum movens, and in c. 2 (see
p-386,n. 3,and p.423, n. 1, ad fin.)
that the latter must move along
with the motion, c. 3 poes on to
show that @AAocfwris concerns only

movements are commensurable,
and c. 5 finally proves that the
same force moves half the massin
the same time twice as far, in half
the time the same distance as the
whole ; likewise that the same
mass is moved, by the same force,
in the same time, the same dis-
tance, in balf the time half the
distance, while half the mass is
moved by half the force the same
distance ; on the other hand, it
does not follow that twice the
mass is moved by the same force
half as far as half the mass, or
the same mass by half the force
half as far as by the whole force;
for the force may not perhaps be
able to move it at all. The same
iz trme of the other kinds of
change.
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qualities? The Atomists answered ‘all three of these
questions, Anaxagoras and Empedocles at least the
second and the third, in the negative. Aristotle feels
himself obliged to answer all affirmatively, combating
the mechanical theory of his predecessors, and seeking
the solution of their difficulties in the peculiar tenets of
his own system. That he wholly succeeded in this
attempt the natural science of our day will certainly
refuse to admit, and will even be frequently inclined,
with Bacon,! to take the part of Democritus against
him. Yet this is just a case in which we have to gnard
against a too hasty criticism of a man who occupies one
of the first places among the scientific investigators as
well as the philosophers of antiquity. In order to form
an impartial judgment of Aristotle in his contest with
the mechanical theory of physics, and to appreciate his
own views, we must never forget that we have not here
to do with the atomistic philosophy of our days, but

with that of Demoeritus, which differed from it foto .

carlo.  Aristotle, like his opponents, possessed nothing
but the scantiest rudiments of the methods and pro-
cesses of observation which we have to so boundless
an extent at our command. He had to define the
elementary physical conceptions of an age whose obser-
vations did not extend beyond the reach of the naked
eye, and whose experiments were confined to a few
simple and for the most part very unreliable empirieal
processes. Of all? our mathematical, optical, and

' COf. Kuxo FIsCHER, Frany cnces (dpist. Thierbunde, 419
Buacon, 262 sqq. (Eng. tr.). sq.) to Aristofle’s method in test-

# Of. also BRANDIS, ii. b, 1213  ing heat.
£0., 1220 sq., and MEYER's refer-
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physical instruments, he possessed-ounly the rule and
compasses, together with the most imperfect substitutes
for some few others. Chemical analysis, correct mea-
surements and weights, and a thorough application of
mathematics to physics, were unknown. The attractive
force of matter, the law of gravitation, electrical phe-
nomena, the conditions of chemical combination, pres-
sure of air and its effects, the nature of light, heat.
combustion, &c.—in short. all the facts on which the
physical theories of modern science are based, were
wholly, or almost wholly, undiscovered. It would have
been more than a miracle, if under such circumstances
Aristotle had developed views in natural philosophy of
which we could have availed ourselves without altera-
tion at the present time. It is the business of a history
to show how he explained phenomena consistently with
the position of knowledge in his own day.!

None of the ancient systems presents so pure a form
of mechanical physies as the atomie, to which the theory
of the elements adopted by Plato from Philolaus is
closely allied. Both deny qualitative variety in matter,
and consider differences of shape and magnitude as the
only original and real distinction. Aristotle opposes
this view, not merely becanse it maintains the existence
of infinitely small bodies or superficies, but also because
it denies specific difference in matter. In both re-

- spects, according to his judgment, the weaknesses of

the Platonic theory are most striking.? It contradiets
mathematics, becanse it regards bodies as composed of
superficies, which brings us logically to the assumption

! CE. supra. p. 262 sq. : CF. ZRLLER, Plafon. Stud. . 270 sq.
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of indivisible lines ,! nay, further, to the resolution of
magnitudes into points.* Again it destroys the divisi-
bility of bodies® Moreover, the figures of the elements
assumed by Plato do not fill the space within the world,
and yet he allows no vacuum.* Lastly, it is impossible
to form any coherent bodies out of them.> Nor are the
difficulties which beset this theory from the point of
view of physics less important. TFor how can bodies
which have weight consist of sunrfaces which have
none 7  And how, according to this hypothesis, could
the specific gravity or levity of the single elements be
produced? Fire would have to become heavier and
ascend more slowly in proportion to its bulk; much
air would be heavier than a little water.” Again, while
experience shows that all the elements are mutually
transmutable, Plato only admits this with respect to
the three just mentioned;® even in their case diffi-
culties arise from the circumstance that superfluouns

! Plato, indeed., and Xenocra- are not balls or pyramids.
tes actually adopted this assump- ' Ihid. c. & init.; cf. ZELL,
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triangles are left over,' and that it is as easy to thinlf of
a superimposition of surfaces as of the composition
assumed by Plato.?  Furthermore, the theory of un-
changeable type forms of the elements contradicts the
fact that the shape of simple bodies—water and earth,
for instance—is determined by the surrounding space.®
In the last place, how are we to comprehend the
qualities and movements of the elements by these
hypotheses of Plato? Democritus supposed that fire
was formed of globes, on account of its mobility and
disruptive force; Plato thought it was made of pyramids,
but that the earth was made of eubes, on account of its
comparative immobility. Yet both of these elements
are hard to move in their own locality, and easy to move
in a strange one, since they strive to escape from the
latter and not from the former.* Aristotle is therefore
forced to regard Plato’s theory of the elements as in
every respect mistaken.®

The Atomic theory of Democritus and Leucippus is
treated by him with more respect ;° but he holds that

tion; ef. ZELL, Ph, 4, Gr. pt. 1.
pp. 807, 2 ad jin. 868.

# De Ceelo, iil. 1, 254, a, 6, 300,
a, 7, e 7,306, a2, 25. Cf Gen. et
Cory. il. 1, 329, a, 21 : since the
wpdTn vAy of the Timews is not
a superficies, elementary matter
cannot be resolved into super-
ficies.

* De Caplo, il 7, 305, b, 31,
306, a, 26 : primary atoms of the
elements cannot be divisible (nor
are they according to Plato and
Democritus) seeing that when
fire or water is divided, each part
is again fire or water—whereas
the parts of a ball or pyramid

Ph. d. Gr. pt. 1. 679, 3.

» Tlid. 308, b, 22 sqq.

¢ Do Caelo, 111, 1, 299, a, 25 sqq.
b, 31 sqq. (where, however, we
must read Ta cdpare Toy émirédwy,
the gen. émmrédwr being governed
by wAfifed) ; of. the corresponding
objection to the Pythagoreans, p.
311, n. 5, 6 supra.

" De Ceelo, iv. 2, 308, b, 3 sqq.
c. 5, 812, b, 20 sgg. It has al-
ready been shown how we are to
interpret these objections in the
mouth of Aristotle.

8 De Ceelo, 1il. 7, 306, 2, 1 sqq.
ZELL. Pk. d. G'v. pt. 1. 676, 1, 2.

U Ihid. 1. 20; cf. Plato, Tim. ball does not change that with

56 D &Q.

* Pe Celo, iil. 1, 299, b, 25,

3 1bid. c. 8, 306, b, 9.

+ Thid. 308, b, 29 2qq., where
it iz further objected that balls
and pyramids are easily moved
only in a circle, whereas fire has

_an upward movement, Again, if

it, is its corners that give to

« fire its heat-producing power, all

elementary bodies must likewise
produce heat as well as every-
thing that has mathematical
shape, for they all have corners.
Fire changes things which it
seizes into fire; a pyramid or a

which it comes into contact into
balls or pyramids. Fire sepa-
rates only dissimilars, whereas it
unites similars. Further, if heat
be united to a partienlar shape,
so also must cold.

* ProoLUs at alater date de-
fended it in a separate treatise
agginst his attacks; SIMPL.,
Sehol. in dr. 515, a, &

& Cf. the discussion in Hen. ef
Corr.i. 2,315, b, 30 sqg., the chief
sentences of which are cited in
ZELL. Ph.d. Gr.pt.1.771,4 ; also,
on the Platonic theory, ef. De
Ceelo, iii, 7, 306, a, 5 =qq.
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it also is far from having proved that everrthing may
be deduced from a primitive matter of absolutely homo-
geneous quality. In the first place, it is open to all the
objections which beset the hypothesis of indivisible
bodies.! Next, as in the case of Plato, it is clear that
the materials could not adjust their shape to the space
in which they find themselves, if we attribute a distinct
elementary figure to them.* In the next place, we
already * know the reasons why Aristotle is not inclined
to admit an infinite variety of difference of shape among
the atoms; and if the elementary atoms are to be dis-
tinguished only by their size, one element could not be
developed from another* If all the atoms are homo-
geneous, one does not see how they are separate, and

why they do not join when brought into contact with -

one another. If they are composed of heterogeneous
materials, we should have to seek the cause of phenomena
in this circumstance, and not in the difference of shaye,
and then they would influence one another while in con-

! See, besides p. 806, the state-
ments guoted p. 430, n. 2, all of
which are more or less directly
aimed at the atomists. Here
also, we must continually remind
ourselves of the state of science
at the time, and of the peculiar
character of the theory which
Aristotle attacked. When, for
instance, he shows that atoms
could not cohere in a solid body, he
is pot speaking of the atoms of
modern physies, which attract and
repel one another, are heid in
equilibrinm, &e., inmany different
ways, but of theatoms of Democri-
tus, which act upon one another
only mechaniecally by pressure or

collision. Tt is certainly hard to

see how a cohesive body conld he

constituted of soch atoms. The
means which Democritusadopted
for securing this end by attribut-
ing corners and hooks to atoms,
by which they may hang on to
one another (ZELL. PL. 4. G
i 796, 2, 798, 4), could not
bub appear to Aristotle, as they
appeared (according to Cic.
Aead. ii. 88, 121) to his follower
Straro, fantastic and absurd.

¢ See p. 445, n. 3, supra.

$ Sesp. 831 gq.

* De Ceelo, 1ii, 4, 303, a 24 sqq.
Cf. p. 308, n. 6. :
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tact, which is what the Atomists deny.” In the same
way a reciprocal influence would exist between them
if certain qualities—Ilike warmth, for instance—were
coupled with a certain shape; it is, however, equally
impessible to imagine the atoms without qualities and
to suppose them endowed with definite properties.”
Again, there is no reason why there should be only small

and invisible atoms and not also large ones® Tastly, if
the atoms are moved by ancther power, they experience

an influence, and their apathy is destroyed: if they

move themselves, the motive foree is either ingide them

and different from what is moved—in which case they

are not indivisible—or opposite properties are united

in one and the same ohject.!

Again, Aristotle believed that Democritus was quite
as unable as Plato to explain the physical gualities of
things. The one makes fire spherical, the other pyra-
midal in form, but both are equally wremg?® Ari-
stotle, however, derives his most conclusive argument
against the homogeneity of matter from the very phe-

nomenon by which modern science is accustomed to
support it—the phenomenon of gravity. Democritus,
like Aristotle, was ignorant that all bodies mutually
attract each other, that within the terrestrial atmo-
sphere they all gravitate to the centre of the earth, that
the inequality in the rate of their descent is caused by

YV Gen. et Corr. 1. 8, 326, a,

29 sqq., to which, however, it

wight be replied that they refuse
to unite beeause they are not
liquid but solid bodies.

2 Thid. B26, a, 1-24.

2 Ihid. at line 24,

* Ihid. 326, 1, 2.

® In the passage quoted p.
445, n. 4, supra, Aristotle attacks
both views alike and on the same
grounds. Cf, also fen. ef Corr.
i, 8,326, a, 5,
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the resistance of the air, and that the pressure of the
atmosphere occasions the ascent of fire, vapour, &e.
Democritus believed that all the atoms fall downwards
in the void, but that the greater fall quicker than the
less, deducing from this hypothesis the concussion of the
atoms and the pressure by which the lesser are driven
upwards. For the same reason, he held that the weight
of compozite bodies, supposing their circumference equal,
corresponds to their magnitude after subtraction of the
empty interstices.! Aristotle demonstrates? that this
hypothesis is false: there is no above or beneath in
infinite space, and consequently no natural tendency
downwards ; all bodies must fall with equal rapidity in
the void,? nor can the void within bodies make them
lighter than they really are. DBut being equally un-
acquainted with the actnal phenomena which have to be
explained, Aristotle repudiates the only true point in the
system of Democritus, in order to avoid the consequences
which he saw to be implied in the Atomic hypothesis,
but the trath of which Democritus was as far from recog-
nising as he was. On the strength of what he assumed
to be facts, he opposes a theory which, originally specula-
tive, could only be supported by a verification of the facts
it had assumed, such as was wholly beyond the reach of
ancient science. It is true, as he says, that ina vacuum
everything must sinlk with equal rapidity; but this

1 Cf. ZELn. Ph. d. Gr. 1. real advance upon the atomic
779 sq., 791 =q. ‘theory. but only as a means of

t Phys. iv. 8 211, b, 28 sqq. makinghisownarbitrary assump-
De Celo, iv, 2, 308, a 34-309, a, tion of deviations in the atoms
18; see p. 428, n. 5, supra. comprehensible, Seep. 307,n. 4,

3 BEPICURUS, indeed, had re- supra.
cognised this, not, however, as a
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appears to him so inconceivable that he considers it
sufficient ground for rejecting the hypothesis of empty
space.! He goeson tosay that if all bodies be composed
of the same matter, they must all be heavy, and there
would be nothing that was in itself light and by virtue
ofits own nature disposed to rise, but only some things
that remain behind in the downward movement or are
driven upwards by something else. Although it may
be that of two bodies of equal size, the denser might
be the heavier, uevertheless a great mass of air or
fire would necessarily be heavier than a small quantity
of earth or water. This, however, he thinks impos-
sible, and he says it is manifest when we consider
that certain bodies always tend upwards, rising quicker
in proportion to the increase of bulk—a phenomenon
which seems to Aristotle quite inexplicable on the hypo-
thesis of absolute homogeneity in matter. If gravity
be determined by bulk, then a greater mass of rarer ma-
terial would be heavier than a small one of denser, and
accordingly would move downwards. If. on the contrary,
it is said that the more vacuum a body contains the lighter

! O, Phys.iv. 8,216,a, 131 6pé-
pew yap T gellw forhy Exorra % Bd-
pous i KovdéTyTOS, by TAAAR duolws
ExpTois oy fpant, BiTTor pepdperaTh
ioov xwploy, kai karé Aoyoy by Exovat
70 peyeln wphs EAAnAa, GoTe ral
dia ol kerol. GAX’ adlvaTor. B

7lva yap aitior olo@hoerar 8arTor;

€y it pap Tois mAfpeoy €2 avdyrns

© BarTov yap Swuper TH loxdi T

wei(or o . . lroTexd dpa wdr ErTar
[in a vacuum], &AX &Sivaror.

2 De Ceelo, iv. 2, 310,a, 7 : 7@
[as PRaNTL rightly reads, instead
of 7b] 8¢ plav wotely Qbow Tav
T weydbe dumpepdvTar drayiaiov

VOL. I.

TavToy guuBalrew Tols ploy wowobaw
faqgy, kol phe’ &rAds elvod unbir
Kotdoy unTe pepipevoy Bvw, GAN f
borepl(oy i dndAtBiueror, kal moAAd
puwpa  [small atoms]  dAlywy
ueydAwr BapliTepa elvat. e Be
TouTe &oTal, ouvuBfaeTar  woALw
aépa kai mwoAd wip Udavos elvor
Bapirepa wal yis dhlyms. Toiro 8’
corly adiwaror. CI. previous n.
1hid. ©. 5, 312, b, 20 sqq. (where,
however, in 1. 32 we must read
éay 8t 8lo, T perafl mwas EoTar
wowvrTa, &c., as Prantl does in
his translation, though not in his
text).
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it is, it may be answered that a great mass of denser and ~
heavier substance includes more vacuum than a small
one of the rarer sort. Finally, if the weight of every
body corresponded to the proportion between its bulk and
the empty interstices, ever so great a lump of gold or
lead might sink no faster, and ever so great a bulk of fire
rise no faster, than the smallest quantity of the same
stuff. He concludes that we are driven to assume the
existence of certain bodies heavy or light in themselves,
which move respectively towards the centre or the cir-
cumference of the world ;' and thisis possible only when
we conceive of them as distinguished from each other
by the qualities of the matter composing them and not
merely by the figure or magnitude of the elementary
ingredients.? ,
Not only are the materials of the world different in
quality, but they are also subject to qualitative tm.n:s,-
formation. Unless we admit this, we must explain
the apparent transmutation of matter either (with
Empedocles, Anaxagoras and the Atomists) by a simple
extrusion of existing materials, or (with Plato) by a
change in the figures of the elements.®> We have already
seen * how far Aristotle is from agreeing with the latter
solution as maintained by Plata. On the other hand,
were we to imagine that one and the same corporeal
substance, like wax, assumed first one and then another
elementary form, and that this metamorphosis was in
! Aristotle here follows Plato’'s b, 27 sqq. ¢. 5, 812, b, 20 sqq.
view‘; see ZELL, Ph. d. Gr. i. Cf. the section concerning the
678 5q. Strato,on t.he_ocher]:}and, Elements, i:%ffa. T
returned to that of Democritus; 2. De Celp, iii, 7.

see infra, Ch, XX, P, 44t 5qq.
: De Cln, 308, a, 21 sqq. 309,

===
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fact the transmutation of materials, the indivisibility
of these elementary substances would follow,! and t'h_is
he finds to be at direct variance with the nature of
corporeity.®  As to the theory of Empedocles and the
Atowists, it is clear that, according to them. those sub-
stances into which others seem to be transformed existed
previously in a state of intermiznglement with the latter,
and are merely extruded from them. Aristotle thinks
that this conception is, in the first place, at variance
with the- testimony of our senses.? Experience shows
us a metamorphosis of materials in which the ele-
mentary properties of substances alter. One substance
passes into another, or a third is formed of several.
When water freezes or ice melts, the phenomenon is not,
he says, occasioned by a mere alteration in the position
and order of the parts, nor hasa mere separation or com-
bination of materials taken place, but, while the sub-
stance remains the same, certain of its qualities have
changed.* Again, when water is made from air, a body
comesinto existencs heavier than air, yet not, he thinks, as
a consequenceof the separation and compression of certain
portions of the air. Conversely, when air is produced

YV De Ceelo, 3ii. 7, 303, b, 28
504., 306, a, 30. The meaning is
that we may suppose the ele-
ments formed of atoms of a defi-
nita shape—earth of cubical, fire

.of gquadrilateral, atoms —without

adopting Plato’s view of the con-

“stitution of these bodies, and that
the conversion of one element

into another may be explained,
not as its resolation into its pri-
mal surfaces and the eombination
of these into a new form, but as
a transformation of the material

that underlies all the elements
alike (as was actually done by
Philolaus, c¢f. ZELL. Ph. d. 7.
L 376 sq.). By thus conceiving
of the atoms of the elements as
divisible, however, we should in-
volve ourselves in the difficulty
already mentioned, p. 444, n, 3,

# See p. 430, 0, 2, supra,

Y Gen. et Cory. 1. 1, 314, b,
10 sqq.  De Cels, iii. 7, 305, b, 1.
Metaph. 1. 8, D89, a, 22 sqq.

Y Gen. et Corr, 1. 9, 327, 4, 14
s

G2
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by evaporation from water, the former occupies so large
a space in comparison with the latter that it even bursts
the vessel. How is this fo be explained on the hypo-
thesis that it had previously existed in the water with-
out change or difference 2! If a body grows or dwindles,
1t is nob merely that new parts are added to it, but all
its parts increase or diminish in size—and this involves
a general change in the material.? When bones and
flesh are formed from food, they are not taken ready
made from what we eat, like bricks from a wall or water
from a cask, but the food passes into & new material ?
Moreover, it is clear that the elements themselves come
into existence and perish : fire is kindled and goes ont ;
water is precipitated from the air and passes into steam
again. How are we to conceive of such formation
and dissolution? There must be definite points at
which they begin and end, as in the case of all Becom-
ing, else we should be driven to suppose an infinite pro-
gression in two directions. Yet-these terminal points
cannot consist of indivisible hodies— whether absolntely
indivisible (or atoms) as we have already seen,’ or such

v De Cwlo, as above, 303, b, to explain steam as a kind of air

53qq. Aristotle's view of gravity which emanates from water: nor
precludes the admission that the could atomists generally regard

greater weight of water as com-
pared with steam is due merely
to its greater density. Theatom-
ists of that time could not pos-
sibly explain the expansion of
fiuids into steamn as the result of
increased repulsion in the atoms
at least the atoms of Democritus
are certainly incapable of internal
change. Empedocles and Anax-
agoras(with whom Aristotle, ibid,
1 16 sqq., first deals) were obliged

it as other than a complex of
atoms emanating from water in
which they had previously been
imprisoned. Asagainstsuch theo-
ries Aristotle’sobjectionsare valid.

? Gren. et Corr. 1.9, 327, a, 29,

P Thid.ii. 7, 334, a, 18, 26; cf.
De Ceelo, 1. 7, 305, b, 1. CE. p.
457 s0.

* In the passage from T Ciela,
iif. 1, cited at pp, 306, n. 6, and
446, n. 4, :

=
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as are divisible by nature but are never actually divided ;
for why should the smaller resist division, when larger
bodies of similar substance do not do s0? No more can
the elements be produced from incorporeal substance,! or
from a body different from themselves ; for if the latter
were not one of the elements, it could have no gravity or
natural locality, and hence would be a mathematical and
not a physical body, and would not exist in space. Hence
we are driven to suppose that the elements are developed
from one another.? But this process can only be conceived
asone of transformation. Tor if there were not a trans-
formation of the elements, but only a putting forth of
something which they already contained complete within
themselves, one substance could not be entirely dissolved
into another, but an insoluble remnant would bé left :
and so any complete transmutation of substances, such
as 1s given in experience, would be impossible.® Coarse
and fine materials could never be completely converted
into each other.! Lastly, how are we to imagine the
reciprocal influence of substances on one another, unless
they are capable of qualitative change? Empedocles
and Democritus made bodies enter each other by means
of ‘pores” But not only can this hypothesis be dis-

! As iz proved at superfluous
length, and with some obscurity,
in the D¢ Ceefo, iii. 7, 303, a, 16

'809q.

* De Ceelo, iil. G,

* This objection is first brought
against Anaxagoras in the Phys,
1.4,187, b, 22 sqq. : in De Celo, ii,
7, 805, b, 20sqq. it is used against
allwho explain material changeas
an extrusion—in the latter case
with justice, since if steam, for

example, consists of a different
material or aifferent atoms from
water, steam might be extruded
from water, but water could not
be wholly resolved into stean.

t De Cwlo, il 4, 303, a 21,
where the words dmoAeifier 4ip
Gel, &c., must mean ‘since the
larger atoms would fail to obtain
Telease,” 50 that in water, for ex-
ample, a residunm would be left
which could not be turned into air,
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pensed with, since bodies only require to be divisible,
and need not be actually divided in order to experience
reciprocal influences ; but it really serves no purpose, for,
if two bodies cannot affect each other by contact, those
parts of them which interpenetrate by means of pores
will not do so either.! Therefore while the mechanical
theory of nature confined itself to a movement of the
clementary ingredients in space, Aristotle maintained
their qualitative alteration, Where the former had

explained apparent metamorphosis as a mere process of

extension, Aristotle assumed the operation of real
changes under certain conditions. His predecessors re-
stricted the reciprocal operation of bodies to pressure and
impulse: he extended it to the internal natnre of bodies,
whereby they transform their primitive qualities.

It is precisely this process which he understands
- by “action and passion’ in their stricter sense.? The
conditions of such transformation, as of all movement,
are contained in the correlation of potentiality and
actuality. When two things meet, of which one is
actually what the other is potentially, then, so far as
this is the case, the latter is patient, the former agent :
and a change is prodnced in the one, which proceeds from

! Hen. et (mw 1. 8,326, b, 6
28,¢.9,827.a, 7 xqq
® Gen, et Corr. 1. 6, 323, a,
12: if the wmovens 15, likewise
partly motum, partly immobile,
this must be true also of the
agent : xal yap 70 kwoiy morely Ti
bact kel To wowdy wwelv. ob why
aANE qux-pu 7E wal Ber Smp gew
ov yap oldy Te TAY TH Kivoiy 'rroz(-uv,
Eurfp T moely :iv-rx&ﬁcru,ueﬂ TS
wwxoyn Tovra &' ols 4 rippows
wados, mdos BE kal Grov dAAoviod-

Tar udvow, ofoy 74 Aeuichy wal TH ﬂEp—
HOV© GAAG Th jively eml wAdow TUb
mousty EoTiv,

¢ Thid. ¢. Qinit. : riva 8 'Tpum'ﬂv
imdpxer Tols 0dor yervdr wal moiciy
kel wioyey, Aeym,usy AaBdrres
upxﬁy Thy woANdies elpnuévny, el
yap éaTe T ,uw Evm'us: 76 § dvre-
?\(-xe @ TowbToY, wépuner ol ™h ey
'rr_a 8 od wuo‘xsw, GAAL wdvry kel
Goar ca‘rl TowvToy, rTov 8 kal
;.mMov 7 TowbToy pAAAGY ol kal
‘r_i'r“'.l‘ﬂv
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the other.!! ‘Action and passion, like all movement,
presuppose on the one hand the distinction of a movens
and a motum, on the other their direct or indirect
contact. Where one or other of these conditions fails,
no passion and no alteration is possible; where both
are present, it is inevitable? Again, this consequence
depends upon the agent being partly similar and partly
opposed to the patient; since of things which belong
to wholly different genera, as a figure and a colour, for
example, neither can produce any change in the other;
and the same is true of such things as are completely
similar, since change is always a passage from one
condition into an opposite, and that which does not
stand in any opposition to another thing cannot produce
in it an opposite condition. Hence the agent and the
patient must be generically similar, but specifically
different; and so the old moot point as to whether likes
or unlikes influence each other is decided by the law
that neither the one nor the other do so absolutely, but
both in certain relations.* The agent and patient are
opposed within the limits of the same genus;* aund
the change consists in the removal of this opposition,
in the agent’s making the patient like itself®> Hence

! 1t has been already shown,

p. 386, n. 1, that all motion has

its geat in the motum, not in the
TROTERSE,

: 7hid. 327, n, 1,c. 8, 326, b,
1. Longit. Vit. 3, 465, b, 15, Of.

. 878 5g. supra.

: = Gf?a. etpébrr. 7,323, b, 15—
324, a, 14, with which cf. the
guotations on p. 340 sqq.

* Like all dvapria. See p. 224,

n. 3, suprea.

5 Gen. et Corr ibid. 324, a2, 9
S kol eliAoyor @om Td Te mip
fepualver kal TO Yuxpor Yoxer,
kal Dhews 70 TamTikdy Guotote éavrd
TO WATXO¥ " TO TE YAp moroly kal TO
mdoxoy Evavria éorl, kal f yéveats
els Tovvavrior. &or Grdykn TO
wdgxor eis TH mwoioly peraBdAiew
ofrw ~ip Eorm els Tobvarriov 4
yéveais,
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the patient is in the position of the ¢ matter, to which g
determinate ‘form ’ is communicated by the agent.! Tn
so far as it has not yet received this form or has another
form, it is opposed to the agent ; inasmuch as it must
be capable of receiving it, it is similar in kind. If the
agent is also a patient, so that the two mutually act npon
each other, both must be of the same material. and
in this respect belong to the same genug,? But this
condition- does not universally apply to agents : for as
the primim movens is nnmoved, so the first active power
is without passivity, and therefore without matter ;
whereas, on the contrary, the lowest force that acts

immediately upon another is material, and its operation

is conditioned by a wdfos on its own part.?  The
reason why all parts of the patient are affected by this
active influence and by the alteration it occasions., is to
be found in the nature of corporeity. Body, as poten-
tial, is subject in its whole extent to the transition
to actuality, 7e. to change, and being divisible at all
points, nowhere offers an absolute resistance to the
active force.!

The question about the mixture of materials must
be judged from the same points of view. A mixture’
is a combination of two or more materials,® in which

. 1A relation obviously iden- n. 2, sagrrd. i
tical with that which he expresses ¥ For the above, see Gen. ot
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neither the one is merged in the other,! nor both exist
together unchanged, but a third is formed which is
itself oporopepéds.? In other words, it consists neither
in the absorption of one sort of matter into another, nor
in a merely mechanical junction or interminglement of
both® but in a chemical combination. When two
materials are mixed, neither of them remains the same,
preserving its original qualities. They are not merely
blended in invisibly minute particles,® but both have
wholly passed into a new material, wherein they
remain only potentially, inasmuch as they can be again

in the passage quoted p. 454, n. 3,
under the form of potentiality
and actuality.

® Ihid. 324, b, 61 7hw uiv yan
gy Aéyouer duolos s elmety Thy
abriy elvar T4y drTikeuéiny droTe-
povoily, Eomep yévos by, The yévos
stands 10 the eldos generally in
the relation of matter; sce p- 219,

Corr. ibid, from 324, a, 15 to the
end of the chapter; and cf. . 10,
328, a, 17,

t Geon. et Corr. 1. 9 init. (see
p. 484, 0.3, supra).  Thid. 397,
a, i =q1q.

® According to Gen. et Corr.
i. 10.

¢ Aristotle shows, ibid. 327, b,

extracted from it.> Such a relation, however, only

13 sqq. 828, a, 19 sqq., that only
the union of substances(xwpiora),
not that of qualitics or of the
form with the matter or of the
immaterial efficient canse with
its passive object, can be called a
mixture (uitis). To us this seems
superfluous; but according to
Metaph. 1. 9, 991, a, 14 (cf.
ZBELL. Ph. 4. Gr. 1, BO0, n. 4,
and @bid. 1. 881 rqq.) he had
some occasion to make this re-
servation. That the substances,
moreover, which are mized can
only be of a material natore is
self-evident : for the incorporeal
is Gwabés, i

' As happens in the case
of burning (Gen. ef Corr. 1. 9,
327, b, 10), where it is not a
mixture that takes place, but the

“production of fire and the de-
. struction of wood, or, in other

words, the change of wood into
fire. The same is true of nutri-
tion, and generally of all cases in
which one material is transformed
into another (ibid. 1. 13, 328, a,
23 sqq.). This is not a case of
wifis but &AAelwats.

t Ihid. 828, a, 10: ¢ouér
3 elmep Fef pepixfol T, TO pix-
Bty bpowuepts elvar [or as it is
previonsly expressed : etet Tor
abrdy Adyor Té BAe To pépoy] kol
Gowep 750 USares TH pépos Udwp,
olrw wal Toi kpalépros. On the
duatopepts see the end of Ch. IX.
wnfiw, and of. ZELL. Ph. d. Gr.
1879, 0.2

3 Spleots, as distinguished
(ibid. 328, a, 5 sqq. cf. Metaph.
xiv. B, 1092, a, 24, 26) from uifis
or kpaots. In Metaph. vil. 2,
1042, b, 16 alvfes is further dis-
tinguished as the class notion
under which rpd@eis comes.

* As Anaxagoras, the Atomists
and, later, Epicurus supposed.

> Ibid. 327, b, 22: éwei ¥ éori
T pév Buvduer T& § évepyela Taw
Uvrwy, évléyerar Ti wixfévra elval
s kol uh elvo, dvepyelz mew
érépov Dvros Tol yeyowbTos Ef
abrdy, Ouvdust & Ert éwarépov
Gmep fooy wply wuxbivar Kai oin
amoAwAéTea . . . . céleTar yéo 9
Slymus abrdv, just becanse they
can be again separated; and
L 31 sqq. In later usage com-
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occurs when the materials brought together are mutu-
ally capaple of acting and being acted on ;! and when,
moreover, the forces of both stand in a certain equi-
librium, so that one of them does not get merged in
the other and its qualities absorbed liks a drop of wine
in a hundred gallons of water; and lastly when they
are easily divisible, so as to act upon each other at as
many points as possible, like fluids.? Where these con-
ditions meet, materials affect each other in such a
manner that both, while combining, change at the
same moment, This combination, attended by the
simultaneous transmutation of the materials coml;ine(],
is mixture.”

Aristotle is not content with substituting the theory

of qualitative differences and transformations in matter
for that of the mechanical physicists. He goes further,
and shows that he is far from being satisfied with that
physical view of things which is confined to material
causes and their laws. Material canses are only inter-
mediate—merely the means and indispensable condi-
tions of phenomena. Above them stand final causes ;

-
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above material necessity, the desion of the universe;
above the physical explanationsof nature, the teleological.

Our researches up to this point have already led to
the concluzion that. everything in nature has its End.
If Nature is the inner cause of motion, every motion
has its goal by which its measure and direction are
determined.! © If the essence of things consists in their
form, the form is not to be distinguished from their
End.? TIf everything which moves must of necessity he
moved by something else, it follows that the ultimate
cause of movement resides in that which moves the
universe as its Final Cause.? and movement in general
can only be conceived as the action of form upon
matter, in which the former is the ¢ object of desire,’ and
so the goal towards which the latter strives.! Ari-
stotle cannot conceive of regulated and orderly events
except under the analogy of human action directed
towards an end. Hence while combating the theory
of an anima mundi in the form in which it had been
held by Plato, he adopts himself a similar view.® He

! Bee p. 341, n. 2, supre. consists of circular motion, or of
* See p. 356 sqq., p. 4118, and any motion at all. Tt would he

plete mixture of this kind (7o
mdury pepixbar, De Sensu, o, 3,
440, b, 11), as distingnished from
a mere compound of smallest
parts was called 5 8¢ SAov kpious.

! This is the case when their
material is of the same kind but
their qualities are of an opposite
character; ibid. 328, a, 10 sqq.
3l; cf, p. 454, supra.

2 Tlad. 328, a, 18 towards the
end of the e, where the above iz
thns expressed: mixture takes
place éweimep éarly &ia rowmbra oln

walTiKd Te i1 MAAfAwr kal elopr-
ora kul ebfiunipera [according to
what Aristotle says, ibid. 328,
b, these two coincide with one
another]. rafira yép o' pddpba
Ewéj«mp uetiyuéra ofit’ e raiTa
amAds elvar, ofiTe alvlerw elvor Thy
Kikw alrdy, olite wpds Thy dicOnow
[the previously mentioned ap-
Darent mixture]- dAA’ Eori pikror
per b b eddpioror by mabyTucdy 5
ral TomTiRdy wal TowdTe wrTdy,

* Ibid. 328, b, 22+ 5 8¢ pikis
TV MkTEY A Xowwlévrar Sraais. -

p- 462, n. 2. inconsistent with its perfect

* Hee p. 404, and p. 896, n. 8.
t See p. 383, and p. 8374, n. 1,
*Dp Am, 108, 406, b, 25
sqq.s De Cewlo, 11, 1, 284, a, 27
sqq.; Mefapl. xii. 6, 1071, b, 37.

= Aristotle rejects this theory in
. the first place because he cannot

regard the soul as in any sense a
motum and therefore not even as
€avrd Kivovw (see the beginning of
Ch. X.infra). He further objects
that Platoconceives of the soul of
the world as something extended
in space. Butit would be impos-
sible to suppose that its thought

happiness that it should be inter-
mized with the body of the
world and, burdened with the
latter, should have unintermit-
tently to produce, like an Ixion
with his wheel, a motion which
had no affinity with its nature
and which therefore involved
egertion. Nor, indeed, is it shown
how it produces it. Lastly, the
soul cannot be épxh as asserted
in the Phedrus, if, according to
the Pimeus, it comes into exist-
ence only with the world.
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refers not only the movement of the outermost sphere,
which eommunicates itself to all others, but also that of
the stars, like Plato, to the action of spirits, which are
related to the spheres moved by them as the human
soul is to the body.! He even treats the forces of-
nature in general, to a certain extent, from the same
point of view : in the eternity of motion he recognises
the immortal life of nature,? and he even sscribes a sort
of animation to the elements.? Every vital activity is
also, as we shall see, an activity onided by a purpose,
for everything in living beings is related to the soul as
the incorporeal unity of the corporeal existence. Hence
it follows that by regarding nature as a living whole,

! Of. p. 373 sq. and see the see-
tion in the next chapter concern-
ing the Spheres. Aristotle is so
far justified from his own point
of view in treating hoth the world
as a whole, and its individual
parts as animated with life, as he
does also De Owlo, ii. 12 followed
by Eudemus (7. 76 b, Stver.
Fhys. 283 m.; of. SIEBECK, D).
Lehred Ar.v. d, Leben d. Univer-
swin, in Fiehte's Ztsehr 1. Phil. 1x.
31). God is a part of the universe
in the same sense in which reason
is a part of the man; and of the
sume natuare is the relation of the
spheral spirits to their spheres,
Each of these spirits, however,
animates only the sphere which
it moves and the primum nievens
only the mpéros aeipords. While
the movement of the latter, in-
deed, extends to all the other

spheres, vet in their case it is
something communicated from
without like the motion of the
driver on a carriage ; their own
proper motion, onthe other hand,

is due, not to the primaum WMOTENS,
but to particular motors. Al-
thougl the whole world is thus
animated, yet Aristotle refuses to’
call it with Plato (Fov, because
its life springs from no single
principle of motion,

® Plys. vifl, 1 init.: Térepoy
B yéyoud wore kivneis obn evca
wpiTepoy, kal plelperar mdArr ofrws
boTe wvelobar undey, % odr eyévera
ofite plelperar, GAN' Gel i ral del
forw, Kkal Todr' &0dvaTor ral Srau-
arov Smdpye Tols odow, ofo (i Tis
oboa Tols Olce cuverTio: magty,
In these words Aristotle seems to
have in mind the passage from
Heraelitus, quoted Zunn, Ph. 4.
Gr. 1. 586, 2.

! Gen. An. iii. 11, 762, a, 18:
Yiverar 8 & vf ral & ypg i (da
nal T4 dura Bip vo dv ¥ wev T8wp
brdpyew, év 8 iidar: wretiua, v 5
TovTe Tarrl Bepudrnra Yuyichy,
daTe Tphmoy Tivd wdva Yoy eivar
AL, |

* At the commencement of
Chap. X. infra.
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and deducing its movement from the incorporeal .forms
which govern all material change and shape, Angtotle
is driven, as was Plato on similar grounds,' to adopt of
necessity a teleological theory of nature.® God and
nature, he says, do nothing without a purpose ; nature
always strives, as far as circumstances permit, t-o'reallse
perfection ; nothing is superfluous, profitless, or incom-
plete in her; of her productions we may say with trut]ll,
and far more truly than of those of art, that there is
nothing accidental in them, but that everythin_g has its
own purpose;? it is, indeed, this very prominence of
design in nature which constitutes the beauty of he-rl
creations and the charm with which even the least of

them repay investigation.

! See ZELL. Ph. d. G'r. 1. 642

sqqlg With what follows, ef. R1T-
TER'S exhaustive treatment of
the whole subject, iif. 213 sqq.
265 sqq. !

3 De Celo, 1. 4 fin.: 6 Bebs kal
7 ¢vois odder udrny worotau, }l
&, 289, b, 26, 290, a, 31: odx
ErTwr €v Tois gUoel TH ds Eruyer
... 00BEy ds ETuye moiel § Pros.
c. 11, 291, b, 13: 9 3¢ piaws odfer
6‘.?\57(};5‘ ovfie udTyr woet, ©. 5, 288,
a, 21 5 Pphois del woiel Tov drde-
xalu['vwr/ Th BE'.\TLG"rrW; Polit. 1.
8, 1256, b, 20: € ofr % upa’;::ns
unfey  pfiTe  drekis mowet pAfTE
CadTye. Part. Aw. i 1, 639, b,

= 19: pdrAov & éoTi T ob Evena xol

TO kaAdy € Tois TS Glaews Cpyuls
# év 7ols ThHs Téxens. iv. 10, 687,
a, 16 (ef. ii. 14) : 5 ¢bos &k 7oy
évdexouérwy motel T PéATiTTON,
c. 12, 694, a, 15: olddr 5 oteis
ol WEprp'yav. De An. iii. 9',‘
432, b, 21: 9 ¢dois pfTe wouet

The essence of Nature, as

wdTny undey pAT’ dmoleimer TL TEY
avayralwy wAKY v Tols Anpduac:
kal Tois dredéow,  Gen, et Corr.,
ii. 10, 338, b, 27: év &woow aet
7ol BeATiovus opéverBai gpaueyr Thy
gvow. Be Vilta et M c 4. %69.
a, 28 iy giow dpduey év maTw
ek Ty SvvaTdv wolotcay TH KaAAi-
orov. Fen. An. il 6, 744, b, ﬂﬁl
obBér motel weplepyor ovde pdrar
@idois. Likewise c. 4, 739, b, "I‘,-l
Ingr. An. c. 2, 704, b, 15_: 9:¢va;:s
oty ol pdTnr GAN el dx TEv
évbexoucray 14 oloia wept E.rm.o'ror.:
yévos (ov 7h GpoTor - Gulwep €l
BéxTwr &1, oliTws kal €yt Ixm'_&
piow,. Evenin the most insigni-
ficant products of nature we may
pereeive the effort after perfec-
tion ; ef. foll. n. and Eth. N, x.
9, 1178, a, 4 : fows 8¢ wal év Tols
paiios €oTi T Purikdy :i'yu.ﬁb{
kperrTor %) wad airtd, B éplerar Tob
oixelov dyafod. vil. 14, 1153, b, 38
mhvTe yap puoer Exe 7L Delop,
S Pagt. Ad 1. 5, 645, a, 15;
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he shows, is Form, but the form of everything is deter-
mined by the function for which it is designed.! All
Becoming has its goal, and the terminal point of all
motion is also its end or object.> Tlis pursuit of fixed
designs in nature is demonstrated to our experience by~

the order and coherence of

the universe and the regi-

larity with which certain effects are produced by certain

means. It is impossible

to ascribe to chance what

happens always or even usually.?  He lays especial
stress upon the motiong of the heavenly bodies, the
birth of living creatures from seed, the instinct of

animals, the evidences of

design in the structure of

animals and plants, and also upon human action, inas-

Beb Bet wdy Buoxepalvew waibids Thy
mepl Ty GripmTépay (dev Ll
TREYW. €y TACL Yhp Tols QuoikoTs
éveati o Bavpasrdr.  As Heracli-
tus bade the strancers welcome
to the bakery where they found
Lim, saying that God was there
also, offre kal wpds Thy Chrnow
mepl éndoron Ty (o mpomidvar
Ol uhy Buswmrobusroy ds v Sragw
dvTos Twbs Quatkod kal kehob. T4
vep 1 TuxdrTws GAN Everd Tivos
€% Tois THS Picens Epyots éol rcal
pEMiara © ob § Evexn ouvégrnrer
i yéyove TéNous Thr Tob Kkehad
Xepay elXnder. (Cf. . 1, cited
in previous n.)

! CE also Mreeor. iv. 12, 390,
a, 10: amavra & dorly dpopdéva
TE Fpyet Té uiv nép Burdusrn
ToLElr 9 abrdr Epyor aAnbds éotly
ExaoTa, oloy 4 dpberds [sC. aAndas
ipbadpds éorw] el Gp@, Td BE uh
Svrdpevoy duwvipws, oior & Tebreds
f & Aifuos.

® Plys. il 2, 184, a, 28 : 4 &&
Ploes TeAus ol of Eveka. Ev yap

qurexels Tis nuwfoews ofioys or
7L TEADS ThHs kwhoews, Tobro toxo-
TO¥ Kol TO 08 Evea. ¢, 8,199, a, 8 :
ev Baows TéAns dorl T, Todrov Srere
TPATTET L TH TolTepoy  kal 1Y
épelys, &c. Thid. 1. 30, see p. 356,
supra. Lart. An. i1, 641, b, 23 -
TayTaxold 8¢ Aéyousy 745¢ Toibe
Evena, Bwov by palvyrar TéAos i
mps & G wlvmos Tepaivel unbevds
éumodiCorTos, Hore elvas Gavephy
dre Eome Tt TowiTov, D B kal
kehalper plrw.  Phys, i, 1, 193,
b, 12: 4 gbais % Aeyouden ds
Févecss [see j{b‘s‘({'j)}ft. V. & dmit ]

68ds doTw eis glow . . . 5 dpu
wopdh @uois.  De An, i 4, 415,"
b, 16: Gomep yap § vois évend rou
motel, Thy abThy Tpiwoy Kal i dics,

¥ Phys. ii. 8, 198, b, 34, 199,

b, 15, 23; Part. An. iii. 2, 663, b,

25: Gen. An. i 19, 727, b, 29, of.
P. 362, 0. 5; De Ceelp, ii. 8, 289, b,

26: ofn Eoriv & Tols ploe v s
Fruxer, olbt T0 mavraxed kal magiy
dmdpxer T amh Toxs.

r—

O
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much, that is to say, as all art is an imitation or com-
pletion of nature, and the design of the one therefore

implieg that of the other.!

If we cannot deny the

evidences of design throughout the world of mortal
things, he argues that we must admit the same in a
far greater measure with regard to the universe at
large, where the order is more strict, and the regularity
more unbroken. Whence, indeed, could the laws which
govern the former have sprung except from the latter 7*
Consequently the discovery of final canses forms the
first and most important problem of natural science.
It must direct its attention, not to the individual, but
to the whole which the individual subserves—not to the

matter but to the form.?

! Phys. 11, 8, 198, b, 32-199,
b, 26, ef viil. 1, 252, a, 11: &AA&
uiy ovdey ye Grantoy TEY Ploer el
kath dlow: N yap Glos airla
waoe Tafews. Powd, An. i1, 641,
b, 12-30; De Calo, ii. 8, 289, b,
25; Gen. An. iii. 10, 760, a, 31 ;
Metaphk. =ii. 10, xiv. 3; see p.
391, n. 2, supra.

2 Part. An. i, 1, 841, b, 12
N olris Everd Tov wotel wdrra,
Paiverar yap, domep év Tuls Texva-
agTals dorly f Téxwn, oirws v
aviTols Tols wpdymaow UAAY TS
apxy wai aitie TowdTn, hy Exouer
rafdmep [as well as] 7o fepudv wai
Yuxpov & Tob mwartds, dib wAAdor
eixos Tov ebpaviy yeyeviicfar fmd
TowalTHs  aiTins, € yéyows, ial
‘elvar O TotadTyy altiar uAAAov §
T4 (@a T4 OvnTd’ TO Youv TeToy-
pévoy kal T Gpronévor moAD pAAN oy
dalverar év Tols ovpavivs 7 wepl
fuas, Td & EAher dAAws kol as
Eruxe wepl Ta Qymre udAAow, of Bé
Tdv pev (day Ekactor dloer garly
elvor rwal yevégbo, Toy ¥ olpaviy

But if it is suggested that, in

Gmd Thyns kal ToU adToudTov Towi-
Tor ourTiver, év ¢ ama Tixns Kal
araklas 008 rioty galverar OF.
also ZuLn. Ph. d. Gr. 1. 650,
579, 1.

* Phys, 1.9, 200, a, 32 (after
the passage quoted p. 360, n. 1):
kol Gupew wev T4 puoikg AenTéar af
witiar, paAdoy B¢ § Tivos Evexa:
alTioy yip Tobro THs UAzns [inas-
much as Nature chooses her
materials with a view to the
thing thet is to be produced]
QAN obx abry Tob TéAwus. Gen.
et Cory. ii. 9, 385, b; 29 : it is not
sufficient to pive the material
causes of a thing, Matter is
merely the motum, the movens
in the province both of nature
and art is something quite
different ; the rvpiwrépa aitia is
the form. Materialistic physics,
instead of giving us the real
causes, ean tell us only of imple-
ments of production: as if one
in answer to the question ¢ Whao
saws the wood 1" were to reply,
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order to pursue definite ends, Nature must be capable
of conscious deliberation, Aristotle considers this un-
reasonable Even Art, he remarks, does not reflect,
but works in the artist unconsciously.! Moreover, it is
just this which, as we already know, forms to Aristotle’s
mind the distinetion between Art and Nature, that the
productions of the former have their motive principle
outside themselves, and those of the latter within.? We
thus arrive for the first time at the important concep-
tion of immanent design, a point so essential to
Aristotle’s system that we might define Nature, accord-
ing to his view, as the realm of internal activity toward

a fixed end.

*The saw." Cf. p. 560, n. 1, and
the passages guoted p. 303, n. 3,
and p. 307, n. 4, and ZELL. Ph.
d. Gr. pt 1. T8%, 1, 3, -898,
2, on the neglect of final causes
in ancient physics. Part, An. i
1, 639, b, 14: daiverar 3¢ wpwry
[se. airla) v Aéyouer évexd Tiwos:
Adyas ~ap obToes, gpxh § & Adyos
5;.(0."@5‘ dv Te TOIS KkaTd TE}(VT]:!
kai v Tois dloe cuvesTyrde.
Thid. c. 5, 645, a, 30: in the
investigation of the animal or-
ganism the guestion is, not of the
individual parts or the matter,
but of the HAn wopedh, of the
rivfeass and the GAn olola.

1 Plys. i, 8,199, b, 26 ; &ro-
mor B¢ TH ph clecbur Evend Tou
yiveaOar, éav uy Bwee To Koty
BovAeurdueyoy [ = diy ui BovAein-
et 70 kwody, for the point is
missed by Diring, who, in his
Kunatl. d. Awist. 68, puts a false
emphasis on 1wet], kairor kai 9
Téxrn of BovhedeTor kal yup el évijy
v T EoAw § ravmgyih, duoiws Gy
Ploe emoiet” &oT’ €l v TH TEXHD

EregTi 7o frexd Tov, xal & gbael
Aristotle has here in view the
art that has become a fixed hahit
and second nature in the artist.
Such art he conceives of, how-
ever, not as belonging to the
artist, but as inherent in ¢ Ayt°
itself, seeing that the creative
principle resides, not in theartist,
but in the artistic coneeption
which operates in him, and which
Aristotle therefore identifies with
the méxvy itsell ; cf. the passages
quoted from Metaph. vii. 7, Gen.
An. . 4, Part. An 1.1, inn, 1,
. 356, and Gen. of Corr. 1.7, 324,
a, 91: foa yap ph Exe Tiv alriy
bAny, worel Gmady dere, olov #
iorpuch © autd yap mowire fylaay
oy wdoyer o Tob dyialopévon,

¥ Bee p. 418, n. 3, swpra. In
this sense Nature, as the internal
operative principle in living
things, is also expressly opposed
to the human understanding,
which operates upon them from
without (Gipafley vois); cf. Gon.
An. ii. 6, 744, b, 21.

N

=
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But this action in obedience to purpose cannot obtain
a complete mastery in nature: for, along with the free
operation of form, we have the necessary element of matter
which cannot be entirely overcome by form. We have al-
ready shown (p. 859 s8qq.) that Aristotle finds in matter the
groundwork of chance and blind natural necessity. Both,
in fact, ultimately coincide, since chance is precisely that
which does not happen as the fulfiment of some design,
bat is produced by the way, in consequence of the
operation of intervening causes which are indispensable
to the attainment of a further end. This characteristic
of natural existence renders it impossible to assign a pur-
pose for everything in the world. Nature, indeed, works
towards definite ends, but, in the realisation of her
plans, she produces many things parenthetically, by the
way, from mere necessity ;! yet she still endeavours as
far as possible to make use of such chance products, em-
ploying her superfluities for purposes of her own, and,
like a good housewife, taking care that nothing be lost.®
1t follows that natural science, in like manner, cannot
always proceed with the same rigour, but must take
into account the disturbances introduced into the
designs of nature by necessity and chance, admitting
exceptions to rules, and feeling satisfied when her
generalisations hold in the majority of instances.?

1 8ee p. 861, n. 1, supra. and nutrition of animal crgar-

e

® Gen, An. ii. 6, 744, b, 16:
tawep oirordpos dyaldos, kal 7 dpiois
obbty amofdAlew elwler éf by Zari
wmojoal i xpnordy, He points
especially to nses to which super-
fluous materials (repirrduara, on
which see Gen. An. 1. 18, 724, b,
23 5gq.) are put in the formation

YOL. I.

isms; Fen. An. ii. 4, 738, a, 37
sqq., lii. 2, 663,b, 31.  Cf. also p.
361, n. 1, and Part. dn. iv. 5, 679,
a, 20, where he says of the juice
of the cuttle-fish : 5 3¢ piois Gpa
T TowlTe TepirTduaT: KaTaypiTar
wpos BofBeiar kal cwrnplay abrdy,

* Part. An. iil. 2, 663, b, 27,

HH
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It is from this resistance offered by matter to form
that Aristotle derives all irregular natural phenomena
(répata), such as abortions and the like. He regards
them as the stoppage of nature in the midst of an
unfulfilled design, as a mutilation' and failure of the
result which she originally intended.” Such pheno-
mena arise from form not being completely master over
matter.? Moreover, we may note that he even cou-
siders it a kind of abortion or failure of the ends of
nature when children do not resemble their parents,
and especially their father, when a good man begets
a bad son and zice verse,” when the nature of the body
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does not correspond to that of the soul.! Indeed, he
looks on all the female sex as imperfect and mutilated
in comparison with the male, because the informing
force of the man was insufficient to overcome the matter
taken from the woman in the act of procreation.?
Again the brutes are dwarfish as compared with human
beings, because the upper members of their body are
not properly proportioned to the lower ; * they are the
imperfect attempts of nature to make men—sa form of
development analogous to that of children.! Moreover,
among the animals we may discern a further malforma-
tion in the case of single tribes—the mole, for instance >
—or, to speak more accurately, we may distinguish

of. Metaph. ii. 3 fin. and p. 168, Ferw &ua ward réxyny & ols TO

n, 1,2 supra. Ritter's statement
(see his p. 212) that the docirine
of Nature rests according to Ari-
stotle rather onopinion than on
science, seems tao be dne to a
mistranslation of dwal Post. i
33, €0, a, 5, where # ¢ugis 3
rowedTn (i, 70 évBexduevar ral
#AAws Exew, as is clear from the
context) is taken as =1 @las
rowatTy—and Nature is so also
- (L.e. &BéBains).

1 Gen. An.iv. 3, 759, b,10 sqq.
Aristofleis here speaking of abor-
tions which want essential parts
of the human body as well a3
those which have more than the
proper number, and applies the
above explanation to both : Téres
ip T@y piv wrfioewy (form-giving
motion) Avouevwy, Tis 3 FAus ob
kparoviérns, péver 7 raféAov
pdieeTa - tovTo 8 Sorl (For . . .
7o Tépas dvamqple tls éeTiv. CF
also 787, b, 13: 70 8¢ Tépas ovK
Gyayka oy TpdS THY Evewd Tov wal
Thy Tov Téhovs wiTiay, GAAG KaTd
FuiLBeRnKDS dratykaioy.

2 Phys. ii. 8,199, b, 1: i 8}

opbus Eveid Tov, év 8E Tols auop-
TOVOMEVOLS EVERG WEY TIFOS EWIYE(-
peiTar GANT dmoTuyyxdreTal, Ouo ws
tw Exou wal v Tols Puotkeis kal Ti
Tépura bdpapriuara  Erelvov  Tob
Evend Tou,

3 (fen. An. iv. 4, 770, b, 9:
EaTi yap TH Tépas Thw wapd Guow

71, wape ¢Uoiy & ob waTar aAA& .

Thy bs éml 70 moAd - wepl yap THY
el kot Tw €E avdyrns ovber yiverm
waps $low (8 proposition which
was afterwards applied by theo-
logians to the miracles, and in
this application has hecome
famous, although it is not gener-
ally known that it comes from
Aristotle). Kven a 7épas, there-
fore, is in a certain sense rara
dvowr, dTav ul kpeThan THy KaTa
v dAny 4 kare To €ibos ¢los.
Cf. previous n.

1 Gen. An. il 3, T67T, b, 5: 6
wi douds Tols yoveligwy 48n Tpomor
Twd Tépas darly.

s Plit. 1. 6, 1265, b, 1:
dkwobo yop, Gomwep €& arbpdmov
gvpumor xal éc Bnplwy ylresrfouu
nplov, olitw kal &E ayaldy ayabiy -

between more perfect and less perfect animals: such as
have blood are more perfect than such as have none : 8
the tame than the wild; " those which possess but 01:9
ee_ntre of organic life than those which are provided
with several.® In like manner, vegetables, as compared

£ 8 gvos Bovderar uiv rolre
TOLELY ToAAdKLS, ob wévTor Stvaras,

v Polit. 1. 5, 1254, b, 27 : Bob-
Aerar ey odv i piais ral T4 cdpaTa
Siapporta motely Tk THv ehevBépuy
kol tév SodAwy, . . . cupBaives B
woAAdkis TobverTidy,

? Cf. infra, the section in Ch,
X. on Sex in Animals,

* Pgrt. An. iv. 10, 886, b, 2,
20 : wdvre ydp doTi i (Ga vardiy
TéAAa wapd Tov Bvlpwmor. OF. c.
12, 695, a, 8. Children also, for
the same reason, are varddn ;
Part. An. iv. 10,686, b, 10 Ingr.
An. 11, 710, b, 12; De Mem. e,
2 fin. and passin.

4 Hist. 4An. viil. 1, 388, a, 31:
the soul of children hardly dif ers
from that of a beast.

* Hist. An, iv. 8, 533, a, 2.

8 Gen. An. ii. 1, 732, a. 16.
_F Polit. 1. 5, 1254, b, 10+ =2
wév fuepa [(Fa] rav dyplov Bertiw
Ty gtaw,  Aristotle admits,
however, himself, Paré. An. i. 3,
ﬁ4$, b, 3, that the division of
animals into tame and wild is a
false one, as all tame animals are
found also in a wild condition,
The greaterperfection of tame ani-
mals is therefore something that
18 acquired; so far as it is gploe,

it consists in a mere capacity.

8 Part. An. iv. 5, 682, a, 8,
where also it is added : nature,
indeed, desires tp give to such
creatures only one central organ
but, being unable to do this, she
is forced to give them several.
In the Problems (x. 45) the
WIller goes so far as to say that

HH 2
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with animals, are incomplete.! They display design but
in a less developed form :? and they too, as we shall

see, have an animate existence, although only in the

lowest stage of its development and in its most rudi-
mentary oufline. Aristotle even goes further and
recognises a degree of life, though the least possible, in
what appears to be inorganic.® Thus Nature as a
whole is the gradual conquest of Form over Matter—a
continnal progression towards more perfect development
of life. That which is absolutely first, or Form, in its
temporal origin is last, since all Becoming is a move-
ment out of Matter into Form, and the beginning (that
which comes first in the order of thought) is also
in every case the end.' Tt follows that complex exist-
ences must be posterior to simple ones—the organic to
the inorganic.” Aristotle, however, does not carry this
thought beyond the sphere of earthly existence. He
applies it chiefly to organic nature, in which he first
had the insight to discover a continuous progress from
inanimate to animate, from imperfect to perfect forms
of existence.

nature produces wild plants and Ch, X infra, at the end of pt. i.

animals in greater quantity than * Part. 4n. ii. 1, 646, a, 25:
tame ones, because it is easier & Jovepa 7§ yeréoer wpdrepa THy

to make what is imperfect than
what is perfect, and because
nature, like art, is only able to
create the better after long prac-
tice. This, however, is an ex-
aggeration of the Aristotelian
doctrine of nature’s weakness.

L CE Gen. Aw. iil, 7, 757, b,
19, 24,

? Plys. 11, 8, 199, b, 9: kal év
Taly QUTOIS EveaTi TO Evexd Tov,
Frrov 8t Suiplpwrat,

3 Bee p. 460, n. 3, supra ; and

oo ol wal mp@Toy TH TH yevéret
TeAsuTaloy . . . TH uiv ody ypirw
wpaTépa.v Ty GAqy fvaykaioy elvat
Kol Thy yéveawr, TE Adyw St Thv
éxdoTou wopdiy. Metaph. ix. 8,
1050, a, Tt dwav ér' dpxhr Badile
T yryvdpevoy kal Téxos - doxh vap
T4 0D Evekcm, ToD TEAous & Evena 7
yéveas. Seealscp. 205,n. 2, supra.

3 Part, An. 646, b, 4. Mefsor.
iv. 12, 889, b, 29: &e 8¢, uarrov
SqAow [7i Exagrov] érl Tér HoTépwy
kel BAws §va olov Gpyava k2l Evend
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CHAPTER IX
CONTINUATION _
B.—The Universe and the Blements

TurNING now from these more general inguiries into
nature to the consideration of the actual constitution of
the world, Aristotle comes upon a question which had
occupied a leading place in previous metaphysical dis-
cussions—the gnestion, namely, of creation. His pre-
decessors had without excepfion assigned to the world
in which we live a definite beginning in time—some,
such az Anaxagoras, Plato, and the Pythagoreans.’
holding that this world is the only one; others that the
world we see is only one among an infinite geries of
other worlds both past and present.? Aristotle was the
first to declare that our world is eternal and un-
begotten.® 'This conviction seems to have early forced
itself upon him.* Although in his system it is not

Tov. We haveaclearer ideaof the 4. G'r. pt. 1. 378 sqq. 410 sq.

true nature of man than of flesh,
bones, &c., and a better idea of the
nature of the latter than of the
elements. Tb vyap oi Evena frioTa

« épravfo SiAor Bmov wAcioTov THS
_ UAms: domep vyap € Ta foxoaTa

Andleln, § uiv YAy odfey EANa map’
abthyr, f§ & olola otfey &Aoo 7 6
Adyos, ma B¢ perald dvdAoyor T4
&yyUs elval ExaoToy, émel kai TodTwy
drioly éariv Evend Tou.

1 On the latter of. ZELL, P.

? The atomic school held the
existence of both; Anaximander, -
Anaximenes, Diogenes, and Em-

. pedocles placed the series in the

past. On Heraclitus cf. ZELL.
Ph. d. G, pt. 1. 586, 2 ad fin.
629, 1 ad fin..and on Xenophanes,
thid. 498, 3 fin.

* As he says himself in the
De Ceelo, 1. 10, 279, b, 12.

t O1¢, dead. ii. 38, 119 (dr.
Fr, 18), quotes probably from
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placed in direct comnection with the doctrine of the
eternity of motion,' yet it follows, equally with it, from
the consideration that the operation of creative foree in
the world must be as eternal and unchangeable as that
force itself, and that therefore the universe which is
produced by it, however the individual parts may
change,* cannot as a whole have had a beginning in
time. Aristotle, indeed, nowhere expressly states this
result in the works that have come down to us, although
he approaches very near to it.* He contents himself, in

Ehe treatise II. phocopias (see p.  ecilher in one or hoth of them,
36 8q. supra), at any rate from  and we should have to suppose

oneof the dialogues, as Aristotle’s
view: ‘Neque enim ortum esse
ungquam mundum, guod nulla
fuerit novo consilio inito tam
pracclari operis inceptio, et ita
esse gum undique aptum ut nulla
vis tantos queat motus mutation-
emque moliri, nulla senectus
dinturnitate tempornm existere
ub hic ornatus unguam dilapsus
oceidat.” (CE Prawo, Z%m. 34, B,
68, B, and elsewhere.) So Ps,
PaILO, Flern, M. 1. 489 (Ae.
£, 17), where it is declared to
be Beun &Bedrps to regard the
dparbs Beds as no better than any
human product.

‘! Bee p, 387, supra. The
latter is even quite compatible
with the doctrine of the birth
ard destruction of the world.

* On this, cf. p. 468, n. 3.

3 Phys. wiii. 1, 251, a, 20 sqq.
where, in opposing the view that
motion had ever a beginning, he
says: had the movens and the
mobile existed withont producing
any motion, the transition from
rest to motion counld only have
been effected by a previous change

a mpoTépa peTaBoAy Tis mwpdThs.
Similarly we should have to con-
clude that as a preliminary to
the transition from creation to
destruction of the world or vice
eorsa o change must take place
in the creative force or in the
material upon which it works:
1t both remain unchanged their
mutual relation must also re-
main unchanged, and therefore
also the resultant effect. But
according to Aristotle, God is
eternal, and unchangeable;
matter, on the other hand (sei-
ting aside the doctrine of the
immutability of the material of
which the heavens are made), we
know can only suffer change
through the operation of the
moving cause. If, therefore, the
latter is unchangeable, its rela-
tion to the matter and the uni-
verse which is its product must
be unchangeable. This is the
argument indicated by Cicero
in the passage quoted above,
where Aristotle declares it to
be inconceivable that so perfect
& product as the world could
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his investigations into the origin of the world, with
proving that motion is eternal, and refuting the doctrine
that the world has a beginning but no end.! The dac-
trine, however, is clearly involved in his metaphysics.
For if the "px'i-mv_c.m morens is unchangeable, the effect
which it produces upon the world must always be the
same. It cannot at one time ach as a creative, at another
as a destructive, force, The same conelusion follows also
from Avristotle’s scientific doctrine of the immutability
of the material of which the heavenly spheres and the
stars ave made. Not only, therefore, does the dectrine
of a beginning and end of the world in the sense of an
absolute birth and destruction find no place in Ari-

have had a beginuing wovo
comsilio inito; whence it may
be concluded that the creative
force must have produced the
best from all eternity in virtue
of ils own unchangeable perfec-
tion. ;

1 Ayistotle devotes De Calo,
i. 10-12, to the proof that the
heavens are without beginning
and end, confining himself, how-
ever, almost exclusively to the at-
tack on the Platonic view, that,
while they will endure forever,
they ver had a beginning in time.
His chief argument against it is
that beginning and endlessness,
end and beginninglessness, are
mutually exclusive. That which

_ exists for an endless period can
neither begin nor cease to be;

in either case there must be a
time in which it is not (see ¢, 12,
281, b, 18 syq. ~vhere, however,
it is proved in too formal o way).
Why, moreover, should that
which has not existed for all
eternity begin to be at this par-

ticular moment ! or why should
that 'which has been from all
eternity cease ab this particular
moment to exist? (283, a, 11)
It is its own nature which con-
slitutesa thing without beginning
or end, and this in such a case
excludes the possibility of not-
being ; the nature of that which
has had a beginning and is liable
to perish must, on the other hand,
include it. The latter, therefore,
cannot last for ever any more
than the former can begin or
end (1. 29 sqq. ; ef. p. 366, n. 1, fin.
and the passage quoted, ibid.
init. from Metaph. ix. 8). The
views, on the other hand, of those
who hold that the world has
both beginning and end are
here only lightly touched upon.
The atomie view Aristotle con-
sidered that he had dispesed of
by his doetring of the unity of
the world, while in reference to
the view of Heraclitus and Em-
pedocles he contents himself
with remarking (c. 10, 280, a,
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stotle’s syfste-m, but even such a fundamental change in
the constitution of the world ag is presupposed by

H_eracl.itus and Empedocles is wholly inconsistent both '
with his cosmology and his metaphysies. The question

for Arxstotle is not of any origin of the world in time,
but only of its actual character and constitution.

The universe is divided, according to A ristotle, into
twao halves of opposite character—the one terrestrial, and
the other celestial. This opposition is at once rev;a]ed
by the testimony of our senses: and Aristotle can
hardly have come to it in any other way. The un-
alterable nature of the stars and the changeless regu-
larity of their movements form, in his opini‘on, 80 strt?ng
a contrast ! to terrestrial corruptibility and change, that
we are forced to recognise two essentially dciﬂ:erent
realms, subject to different laws. The more im-
portant this opposition seems to him to be, the more he
strives to demonstrate its necessity. All natural bodies,
he argues, are capable of movement in space. But
movement in space is either rectilineal or circular or a
compound of both. The third of these being derived
fI.'om the first two, it follows that the latter l:’done are
simple and original—rectilineal motion proceeding from
the centre to the ecircamference, or wice -a:-e-rs;, and
circular motion revolving round the centre. Tf these
are the first natural motions, there must be certm'ﬁ
bodies which by reason of their nature are the subjects
of such movement, and which are consequently the

11 sqq.; cf. ZBLL. Ph. 4. G i i

Hl i CLZRLL. P d. G'r. pt.  and destruetion.

i. 29,1 ad fin.) that it attributes ! That it was the observation
I_o the world a mere change of of this which led Aristotle in
orm and not a veritable birth the first instance to make his
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most primitive: and ancient bodies. Those, on the
contrary, which exhibit a composite movement, must be
formed by combination from them, and receive their
particular bias from the constituent which prepon-
derates in their composition. That which is natural is
always earlier than that which is opposed to nature and
violent. It follows that circular, and also rectilineal,
movement must be naturally fitted for some body or
other, the more so that rotation is the only unbroken and
interminable movement, and nothing that is contrary
to nature fulfils these conditions. Accordingly there
must exist two sorts of simple bodies—the one origin-
ally destined for rectilineal, the other for circular, move-
ment.! Rectilineal movement has opposite directions:
it is either npwards or downwards, passing from centre
to cirenmference, or vice versa. Consequently, the bodies
which exhibit it must be of opposite natures, destined
for the one or the other kind of motion: that is, they must
be either light or heavy. Circular motion, on the other
hand, exhibits no such contraries. It starts from any point
towards any point in the circumference. So the body
which is naturally qualified for it must likewise be with-
out contrariety. It can neither be heavy nor light, since
it does not rize or fall, and in fact it cannot exhibit any
kind of rectilineal motion. Itis even impossible to com-
municateeitherupward or downward motion to it by force,

_since if the one were unnatural to it the other must® be

distinetion between two realms already laid down (e. 2, 269, a,

of being is obvious from his 10, ¥4) 48 the basis of the dis-

whole treatment of the subject. cussion (see p. 224, n. 8), & &

Cf. also p. 366, n. 1, évavrioy, which, when thus uni-
! De Ceelo, 1, 2, 268, b, 14 sqq.  versally expressed, is certainly
* According to the principle open to dispute,
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its natural motion.! The body thatis destined for circalar
motion is also without beginning or ending, subject to
neither increase nor diminution, neither impression nor
change.” His argument for this is that everything that
comes into being springs from its opposite, and every-
thing that perishes is resolved into the same ;? all in-
crease and decrease depend upon addition or subtraction
of the matter out of which a thing has grown, and there-
fore that which, being without beginning, possesses no
such matter, cannot increase or decrease: all bodies,
finally, which alter, either increase or decrease, and where
there is no such process neither is there any alteration.*

! Ibid. c. 3, 269, b, 18-970,a, (dristot. Thierbunde, 398) in

125 nor can the position Big wév casting a doubt upen Aristotle’s
yip EvBéxerar Ty #AAov ket érépoy  clearly expressed meaning, 1ere-

[sc. hvnow wwetobed] (o, 2, 269, a,
7) be accepted except provision-
ally as of universal validity.
As is shown in the sequel, it is
inapplicable to the mther. The
position upon which the latter
conclusion rests, (viz. that move-
ment in a cirele has no opposite).
Aristotle, indeed, endeavours
(. 4) further to establish by
special proofs. Buat he cannot
prove that the motion may not
be crooked or obligue ; for if we
have two opposite motions on
the same or on parallel lines
which deviate in opposite direc-
tions, it does not make the
slightest difference whether the
lines are straight or cirenlar.
Morcover, the courses of the
fixed stars and of the planets
are actually in oppesite diree-
tions; why may these bodies
not, then, consist of different
wtherial substance ! We are not
warranted, however, with Meyen

Iy on the ground of the actual
difficulties that beset the theory.
® He says, De Celos 1, 3. 270,
iy 13, b, 1: dyéryrov kal dgpfapron
kol dravkts kal avaiAoiwror, Gibioy
kal ofit’ abiZnaty Exov ofite o8igw,
aAN éyfipaToy kol draAioiwror kat
dmafés, CE Metaph. viii, 4, 1044,
b, 7, =ii. 1, 2, 1069, a, 30, b, 25,
#On this point, cf. also p,
341 sq. :
t De Celo, 1. 3, 270, a, 15-35.-
The immutability of the body
which has no opposite might have
been proved more simply and
conclusively from the proposi-,
tion (p. 341, and p. 353 sq. above)
that all change means transition
from one state into its opposite,
and that a thing can ouwly he
operatedd upon by its opposite.
Aristotle, however, does not here
adopt this method, as his investi-
gation into the conception of
change and affection was not
published  until later—in his
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This position draws farther support from experience.
For he contends that if the spaces of the heavens, as well
as the intermediate space between heaven and earth,
were full of air or fire, then the bulk of these elements,
considering the magnitude of the stars and their distance
from each other, would be so hugely disproportioned to
that of the remaining elements that the latter could not
preserve their equilibrium, but would be swallowed np
by them. A proper proportion between the elements !
can therefore only be maintained on the hypothesis that
the celestial space is filled with a body different from the
matter of the elements.2 We are also led to believe that
this body is superior to all change, by the fact that
antiquity, so far as tradition reaches, furnishes us with
no evidence of the least alteration in the fabric of the

heaven or its parts®  Finally, the unthinking belief of
humanity harmonises with this conviction, and such a
belief deserves respect as the inheritance of unnumbered
generations.!  All nations have placed the residence of
?he gods in heaven, because they were convinced of its

immortal and divine nature.

The name ‘wther’ may

@ 11= 3 ; 3
be traced to the same source, for Aristotle. like Plato,
derives it from del Gsiv, from the restless rotation of

treatise on birth and destrue-
tion. ey
! Sueh a proportion involves

o that there is as much air and as
« much fire as will be produced by

the transformation of all water
into air and all air into fire on
the basis of the existing gquanti-
tative extent of these bodies.

2 Astear. i. 3, 339, b, 13-340,
&, 15:

% Do Credo, i, 8, 870, by 11,

*ob yap Gwat ovde Bis &.\.?\'
aretpdirs Bel voullew Tis avTas
apucveiobar ddfas els guds,  De
Ceelo, 270, b, 19. See Meteor.
339, b, 27, where the same reason
is given in almost fhe same
words, and Metaph, xil. 8 ad fia.
See iafre, the section of Ch. 1X,
on the Heavens, and Ch. XIL pt. 2.

5 PLATO, Crat. 410, B,
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the celestial globes, and not from aifew.! The conclu-
sion is that the wther must be distinguished from all
elementary matter.> Without opposition and without

P De Celp, 1.3, 270, b, 4-25;
Meteor. 1. 3, 339, b, 19 =qq.;
and following these passages
De Mundo, . 2, 392, a, 5. On
the name *wmther,” ef. ZerL, 2.
d. Gr.i. 897, 1 ad fin.

® Althoungh it is called mparor

groixeior, De Cwlo, iii, 1, 298, b,

6: Meteor. 1. 1,338, b, 21; c. 3,
339, h, 16, 340, b, 11, 1o 7ar
doTpwy croixeiov; (Fem. An. iii.
8, 787, a, 1, it i yeb expressly
distinguished in these passages
from the four oroiyela, Gen, An.
ii. 3, 736, b, 29, it is ealled Erepar
saua kal BetbTepoy TEHY Kalovuivawy
oroixelwy; Meteor. i 3, 340, b, T
(ef. p. 488, 0. 3, infra), érepor cdua
aupds e sal depos ; and [ Calo,
i 2, 269, a, 30: oboia cduatoes
ZAA wape Tas évreife guoTdoes
#eiorépa ral mwpoTépa TolTwy Gwdy-
Tav; of. ibid. ¢. 3 (following n.).
If, therefore, we understand by
aroryein only such simple bodies
as stand to one another in the
relation of opposites, and pass
into one another, we cannot
reckon the =ther among these,
{Only when we extend the mean-
ing of the word to embrace ail
simple bodies can we call it a
croryeior. On the other hand, it
is, to say the least of it, in-
accurate and misleading to say
thal according to Aristotle the
celestial spheres have *no ma-
terial substratum ' (BRENTAXO,
Psyehol.d. Arist. 198 ; HERTLING,
Mat, wined Form, 22), that ‘the
mtherconsistsof a material which
is no material, of an immaterial
material > (KAMPE, Erlennt-

wissth. d. Arist. 30 sq.) that all
that is meant by the Han of the
stars is the potentiality they
possess of motion and change
in space, and that in this sense
we might even attribute #An to
vols (HERTLING, ibid. 23). Arvi-
stotle certainly says, Mefaph. viii.
4, 1044, b, 7: in the case of
yervnTed obrime, we have to deal
both with their matter and form ;
it is otherwise with @uowal wéy
atiwe B¢ obgine. ‘Yows vip Eha
ovi Exet YAny, 3 ob TowalTyy EAAG
pdvoy raTé Tomor kmriy. Matter.
however, is denied of the hea-
venly bodies only in the sense in
which it belongs to temporal
things., Aristotle means that if
we understand by fAn that of
which a thing is made, the
Umoeluevoy yevégews xal @lopis
BexTikdy (as it is defined, Gen. o
Corr.i.4, 320,a, 2), the uncreated
and eternal has no #An in this
sense; but if we take it in the
more general sense of the sub-
stratum of change, the Surdue by,
it has #ix, inasmuch as it is
capable of movement in space.
That this is all that Aristotle
means is obviousfrom the parallel
passages, xii. 2, 1069, b, 24:
wdrra 8 Ay Exe doa peroBdare
. . kol 7@y Eblwy Boa uy yerinTé
xkumTa §€ dopd, GAN of yerunTiy,
8AAE méfer mor; viil, 1, 1042, b, 5:
ot yap Grdyen, e T Bamy Exe
TomucHy, TOETO kali yewwnTiy Kol
plaprhy Exew; e. 8, 1050, b, 20:
008’ &l T1 iwotuevoy albuy, otk EoTt
kTt Bivapwy Kwolperoy GAN H
wdfer wor- [only in respect of
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mutation, it stands above the strife of the elements:
these belong to the terrestrial, it to the celestial, world :
of it are formed the heavenly spheres and stars; it is
the god-like in the realm of matter.!

The four elements are different in all respeets. If
circular movement is peculiar to the wther, their move-
ment is rectilineal. Bnt, as we have remarked, recti-
lineal motion follows twao opposite directions, upand down,
toward the circumference and toward the centre. That
which tends naturally downwards is heavy ; that which
rises is light. Accordingly the elements exhibit the
opposites of heavy and light.>. This opposition cannot,
he holds, be reduced to quantitative differences of magni-
tude, of mathematical figure, or density ; it is original
and qualitative. The peculiarities of the elementary
materialswe eannot explain either, with Plato and Demo-
eritus, by the mathematical qualities of atoms, or, with
the elder physicists, by the rarefaction and condensation

locality can it be said to move
merely Burduse and not évepyeiq,
inasmuch as it is not yet in the
place to which it is moving]
rolrov & [i.e, Tob wdfer wor wivel-
gar] Gamy odBly kwhver bmdpxew.
De Celo, 1. 9, 278, a, 10 sqq.
Aristotle expressly says: 6 oppavds
as a universal conception is
different from &8e d alpavds ; the
former is elos kal pmopph. the
latter TH TAn pewryuévor. SEill
less can we infer from Metaph.
viil. 4, that the celestial globes
are incorporeal beings (like the
mther, they are frequently called
feia cdpata, &e.: see Ind. Ar.
742, a,43-60); we cannot, there-
fore, suppose for a moment that

tay is denied of them in the
same sense as it is denied of the
immaterial Nous, or that it can
be astributed to the latter in the
same sense as to the former.

' It is called Betos, Meteor. i,
3, 339, b, 25 ; also, similarly, De
Ceelo, 1.3, 270, b, 11, 20 : 4 mpary
olTiG  TEv a‘w;.u:('rmw, Th  Wp@TOY
c@ue, ETepdy Tioy wapt yir kal wip
ral Gépa kal Udwp, Thid, ii. 1, 284,
a, 4 Later philosophers, such as
Cicero's Epicurean (V. De. i, 13,
33, of. KRISCHE, Forsch., 306
sqq.) and the pseado-Justin
Cohort. ¢. 5, 36, identify on this
ground God and the wmther,

* See p. 473 sq.
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of one and the same primitive material. We hm’-e
already proved this point with regard to the first

hypothesis.! But those who deduce the differences of .

m?.ti_:er from a condensation and rarefaction of some one
original element are, besides other arguments, met b‘;d'
the objection that they do not explain the distinetion
befween light and heavy substance. They confine
the difference between the elements to a mer‘:a relation
of‘. magnitudes, and accordingly represent it as some-
t%u‘ng merely relative.> To Aristotle’s mind, the oppﬁ—
sition of rectilineal movements and natural Jocalities at
once demands & qualitative difference between the ele-
njlents. Rectilineal motion being just as primitive as
cireular motion, there must he certain bodies which are
especially designed for it.>  Again, since it includes
two tendeneies, upward and downward, we must in the
ﬁ.rst place assume two bodies, of which one naturally
sinks, the other rises, the one tending to the centre, the
other to the circamference of the world. In the ge::cn-n(i

place, we must imagine an intermediate element. or

rather a pair of elements, the one a-pproximating to

the former, and the other to the latter. Of these f'oﬁr

bodies, the first two are earth and fire, the other two

water and air.  Earth is absolutely hea'vy and entirely

devoid of lightness ; fire is absolutely light and entirely

devoid of heaviness. The one moves straight to t_his
centre, and therefore sinks below all other hodies: the
other moves straight to the circumference, and th er;fore

! See p. 443 sqq. 205 Metaph. i
¢ Aristotle discusses this view ,K‘Siﬂik;]?‘:i& e
De Celo, iti. 8, cf. iv. 5, 312, b, e
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rises above-all other bodies. Water aud air, on the
other hand, are only relatively heavy, and therefore also
relatively light. Water is heavier than air and fire,
but lighter than earth; air heavier than five, but lighter
than water and earth. Under no possible circumstances,
unless compelled by forcible movement, does fire sink of
itself into the place of air; nor, again, does earth rise
into that of water. .Air and water, on the contrary,
cink into the lower regions when the matter which fills
them is withdrawn.! Farth is everywhere heavy; water,
everywhere except in earth; air, everywhere except in
earth and water;? fire, nowhere.? Thi_%rc-fore of two
bodies the one which holds the more air may be heavier
in air but lighter in water than the other—a hundred-

weight of wood, for instance, than a pound of lead*
We may arrive at these four elements even more

definitely by another process of reasoning.”  All

i Propurly,indeed,thc_vonght
to rise into the higher ; Aristotle
admits himself, De Celo, iv. &,
312, b, sqq., that this does happen
unless external force be applied,
__without, however, explaining &
cireumstance which has so im-
portant a bearing upon his
theory.

2 That even air has weight is
sbvious from the fact that a
bladder full of airis heavier than
an empty one ; ibid. c. 4,3 11, b9

s Aristotle, in the passage
“just referred to, finds in this

< theory an explanation of the
difference between absclute and
specific gravity- g

+ De Celo, iv. 3-5. The same
ideas oceur, in a somewhat
different application, ii. 3, 286, a,

12 sqq. Itis there said that the

world cannot econsist of sether
alone, for it must have an immov-
able centre. There must there-
fore be a body whose nature it is
to rest ab the centre and move
towards it, and therefore also one
of an opposite nature. We thus
have earth and fire, which in
turn require water and air as
intermediate elements.

* Por what follows, see Gon.
et Core.ii. 2, 8. The true author
of this theory of the elements is
said to be Hippoerates (according
to IDHLER, Arist. Meteor.ii. 389,
who appeals to GALEN, De Elem.
sec. Hippoer. 1.9, Opp. ed. Kiihn,
i.481sqg.). This, however, isun-
certain for several reasons. In
the first place, neither of the
works here referred to, I ¢pioios
avBpdwou and II, gepkiy, can be
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bodies capable of hoing perceived by the senses are
prehensible ; but all qualities perceptible by the sense of
touch, with the exception of gravity and levity,! are
reducible to four—warmth, cold, dryness, moisture.?
Aristotle regards the first two of these properties as
active, the others as passive.’ Now, by joining these

attributed to Hippocrates. The
former is without doubt the
work, or an extract from a work,
of Polybus, his son-in-law : the
latter is of post-Aristotelian
origin, of. KUEN, Hippocr. Opp. L.
cxlvii., elv.; LITTRE, (Fuvres d
Hippocrate, 1. 345 sqq. 384,
Again,while the treatise IL. ¢lrios
avfipdmov recognises (c. 1 dnit.)
Empedocles’s four elements and
even makes heat and cold, dry-
ness and moisture the constitu-
ent elements of every living thing
(¢. 3), it yet does not bring these
two positions together as Ari-
stotle does, or deduce each of the
four elements from the various
combinations of those four pro-
perties into pairs; nor, indeed,
does (G ALEN (see supra)claim this
for it. The treatise I. capxdy, on
the other hand, refers(ati. 425, &)
to the Aristotelian account of the
elements, but this merely proves
that it is later than Aristotle,
That heat and coid, dryness and
moisture, were regarded as the
elements of things in the medical
schools of his time, is corro-
borated by PLATO, Sym. 186, n.
187, . The' early physicists
regarded the conflict of heat and
cold as the primary principle of
evolution and freguently united
with it that of dryness and mois-
ture, without, however, as yet ex-
pressly combining these four as
the pritary properties of things.

Cf. ZBLL. Ph. d. Gr. 1. 205, 241,
519 sq. 897,

! We have not here to do with
these, as they do not indicate a
particular kind of action and
passion; the elements, on the
other hand, stand to one angther
in that particular relation of
action and passion (ihid. 529,
b, 20), which the treatise on
birthand destruction chiefly dis-
cusses.

= Thid. 329, b, 24: Gepudy 8¢
wal Yuxpby xal dypby kal Eypby Ta
néy 7@ womTck elver TE 3% 7§
mafinTied Aéyerart Depude vdp éare
To ovykpivey & dpoyeri [from
which it follows that fire separates
heterogencons elements], Guxpby
3& 7b gurdyow kel cuyipTvor duoiws
Td Te guyyerf kal Té pd dudduie,
Sypdv B¢ Td ddpioror olkely Spy
eldpirroy v, Enpdy B¢ T ddpoTov
wev oticele Bpe, Buadpioror §<, (Cf.
Meteor. iv. 4, 381, b, b, 28) The
qualities Aewrhr, maxb, yAirypoy,
Kpatipar, peAakdy, grATpéy are re-
dueed to these primary qualities ;
Siepdy and BeBpeyuévor form two
kinds of moisture, Enpdw in its
DAaITower sense and wemnybs of
dryness,

* Meteor. iv. 1 inif.: émet B¢
Térrape Suwpwras alria Tév oroi-
Xstwr, ... G 7 udp 3o TOLT Ik,
Ti fepusy kel 76 Yuypdy, T& 8 Bo
wafaTing, 70 Epoyv kel To Sypdy- 4
3¢ wloTis TobTwy éx s érayayis.
Qalverar  yép & waow § iy
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four properties in pairs, we obtain, after eliminating
two impossible combinations, four that are possible, in
which one active and one passive property are always
united, and thus four simple bodies or elements are
exhibited '—warm and dry, or fire; warm and moist,
or air;? cold and moist, or water; cold and dry, or
earth.” These are the four sorts of matter of which all
composite bodies consist, which are excreted from all,

Bepudrys wal Yuxpitns SpiCovom
kal cvugpiovear kai pereBiANovral
T& Spoyeri Kal Td pih buoyer, wal
Sypaivovoa:r  kal  fnpeivovsar xal
gkAnplvovear kal peAdrrovcas, Ta
8¢ fnpe kai dyplk dpi(dueve wal
TaAAae T& elpquéva waly wdoyovra,
Cf. c. 4 dndt. . 5, 382, 1, 97 sqq.
c. 10, 388, a, 21, c. 11, 389, a, 29.

! In his deseription of these
four primary substances and their
fundamental attributes Aristotle
is not quite consistent. Thus
Gen. et Corr. ii. 2, 829, b, 7, 18,
e. 3, 330, a, 30, 33, and Meteor. i,
2, 389, a, 13, he calls the latter
(heat, cold, &c.) both ororyein and
dpxal, the bodies of which they
are attributes, dwAa cdpara, Tnd.
Awist. 76, b, 15 sqq. Again, they
are frequently called eoroiyeia
with the addition 7& wkedoipeva
[Phys. i. 4, 187, a, 26, iil. 5, 304,
b, 83. Gen. et Corr. ii. 1, 828, b,
31, 329, a, 26. Meteor. i, 3, 339,
b, 5. Gen. An. ii. 3, 786, b, 29.
Metaph. i. 4, 985, a, 34: 74 §s év
UAns  efder  Aepduerva aTelyeia),

~Part. An. ii. 1, 648, a, 13 even

ThKaAovuera fwd Tivwr oroela,
so that we clearly see that he is
merely following in this the
usage of others. On the other
hand, ovoiyeior—which in its
most general sense indicates con-

YoL, 1,

stituent parts of any kind (évur-
dpxovra), and thus even the com-
ponent parts of a conception ora
demonstration, as well as the
form as constituent part of the
thing, but in a more special
sense the é&vumdpyor &s famy
(BoN11Z, Ind. Arist. 702, a, 18
8gq.)—stands for the ultimate
material constituents of bodies
themselves, that eis b Siaipeirar &
cduare Eryara, dkeiva Bé pakiT els
iAAa elbec Biagépoyra [Metaph. v.
8, 1014, a, 32; of. i. 3, 983, b, 8],
eis b 18AAa cdpare Siwpetrar, ép-
umdpxow duvduer §) évepyely, aiird 5’
€aTw dBlalperor eis Erepa 1§ ider
(De Cmio, iii. 3,308, a, 15). So
Gon. et Corr. ii. T imit, ; Meteor.
1. 1 inil. (tav oroxelwr v@v rwun-
TueGe); 1. 2, 356, b, 1, iv. 1 init. ;
De Ceelo, iil. 3 indt, ¢. 5 indf., and
innumerable other places. The
original oppositions, moreover,
which suceeed primary substance
as the second prineiple of exist-
ence (as the elements are the
third, Gen. et Corr, ii. 1, 329, a,
32).are called afria 78y oraryelwr,
Meteor, iv. 1 init.

* fOfor druls 78p & afp,) Gen.
et Corr. i, 3, 330, b, 4.

P Gen.ot Corr, i1, 3. Meteor.
iv. 1 imit.

I
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and into which all are resolved.! Their own primitive
and indecomposable nature is proved by the fact that
though they can, by transmutation, pass into each
other, they never excrete any other body from them-
selves.? Every composite body in the terrestrial king-
dom contains all of them? Yet they are never revealed
to our experience in perfect purity.! For example,
elemental fire must not be confounded with a flame,
which is produced by an intensification of its warmth,
as ice iz by an intensification of the cold natural to
water. Elemental fire is calorie, or warm and dry
evaporation;® flame, on the contrary, is no constant

v De Cwle, iii. 8.  Metaph. v.
3, see p. 481, n.1, and elsewhere.

2 De Ceelo, 111, 3,302, a, 19 sqq.

3 As is- more fully proved,
Gen. et Corr. 11, 8.

t Gen, et Corr.ii. 3,330, b, 21:
ol o B TO mip wal & &fp ral
ExaoToy TaY elppuevev  amloby,
BAAG Ty T 8 amAE TotalTo
wév éomy, of pévrow TadTa [TavTal,
ooy € Tt TG wupl Guooy, Tupoeidés,
ol wip, kel 7O TG dépt Bepoedés ¢
Suolws B¢ whml Taw GAAwr. Cf.
Meteor. ii. 4, 359, b, 32, where,
referring to the distinetion be-
tween wet and dry vapour, which
is dizcussed below, he says: Fo7
5 offre Th Oypbv Gwvev Tol Enpoi
obite b Enpby dwev 7ol fypol, GAAG
wdyre TouTa AdyeTar kaTd TV
Swepoxw. Ibid. ii. 5, 862, a, 9:
dry vapours are only produced
where moistureispresent. Ihid.iv.
8. According to Phys. iv, T, 214,
a, 32, air is intermingled with
water: whereas, in De Sensu, ¢. 5,
448, a, 4, this is controverted; cf.
MEYER, drigt. Thierkunde, 404 sq.

5 Gen. et Corr. ii. 3, 330, b,
95; 70 B wip édotiy YmepBoAd

BepuiTnTos, @omep Kal KpUETEAADS
Yuypdrnros® 4 7ap wikis wal §
Cémis drepBoial Tés elow, T uev
Yuxpdraroes f 82 Bepudryros, elody
o wptoreAAds ot ks bypod
Yuypol, kal T wip Eorer (s
Enpot Bepuod. Bid kal obbér ot éx
kpuaTdAdoy YlyveTar ofir’ dr wupds.
The same remark is made about

fire, Meteor. i. 8, 340, b, 21, ¢. 4,

341, b, 22; of. 1 13: wparay piv
yip fah The éyitkAwy dopdr ot
Td Qepudy kal Enpby, b Aéyouer wip*
dudvupor yap Th rowdy, &o. What
is called *fire’ is a kind of inflam-
mable material (frércavpua)which,
like smoke, can be kindled by a
little motion. Heraclitns had
identified fire with heat in
general (see Zmni. Ph. d. Gr.
i. 589 sq.); the distinction
between fire and the heat of
fire appears in his school (PLATO,
Crat. 413, ©). Aristotle had a
special reason for emphasising
this distinetion, as is indicated
by the above passage from the
Meteorology. For it was impos-
sible that between the agrial and
the eelestial sphere there should
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material, but a phenomenon occasioned by the transmu-

‘tation of moist and dry substance (air and earth).!

Again, while each of the elements exhibits two essential
properties, one of which in each case is its proper and
distinetive characteristic—the dryness of earth, the cold
of water, the * moisture * or fluidity of air, the warmth of
fire.? Since, finally, each element includes a passive
and an active quality,® it follows that all act npon and
are acted on by one another, that they mingle and are
transformed into one another—a process, indeed, which
wonld not otherwise be conceivable.! Fach eloment
may pass into all the rest, for everything goes from

be a region of fire, as he was
forced to hold there was, if “fire’
included only visible flame.

! Meteor, ii. 2, 355, a, 9: %
pey yip OABE Bik cuvexods fypoti
Kkl Enpob pereBaAddvray yigverar
wal ob Tpéperar [with which that
which is improperly called rpog¥,
Long. Vit. 3, 463, b, 24, Vita et
.Jg'. ¢. 5, 470, a, 2, does not con-
flict] o yép 7 alrh odea Siaudve:
oifiéva xpivor bs eimey, Ihid. c.
3, 337, b, 31: rabdmwep 75 Taw
febvrwr Sddrew kal 0 Tis Pproybs
petipe.  Vitw e M. ¢. 5, 470, a, 2.

* Gen. et Cory, ii. B, 881, a,
3:oob wip GAN GmAds ye TérTapa
brra [7i ororxeia] évds EracTiv
éoT, :yﬁ pev Enpol wEAAoy 4
Yuxpol, vdup Be Yuypod pEANor
4 Typod, bhp & fypod waAAor
Bepuoll, wip B¢ Oepuoil piAror 3

‘Empov.  Meteor, iv. 4, 382, a, 8.

In the latter passage Aristotle
says, among other things, that
earth and water alone are in-
habited by living'beings (on which
vide below), because they alone
are UAn  Tév owudrer. For
although eold is held by Aristotle

to be the primary quality of
water, moisture of aif, he }'ef tells
us here: Acyerat 8¢ tiv ororyelwy
ialrara Enpob wiv 9, bvpob be
Bdup . . . TiBéuebe B¢ Sypoi cEuc
#0wp, Enpod 3¢ viw (iv. 4, 5, 382,
a, 3, b, 3); and since dryness
and moisture are regarded as the
passive or material qualities (see
P- 480, supra), earth and water
are held to be the matter of all
bodies. Fire, on theother hand,
represents in a special sensa’
the element of form (Gen, ef
Corr. 1. 8, 335,14, 8 5qq.), for here
as elsewhere, the containing ele.
ment stands to the contained in
the relation of form to matter
(De Celo, iv. 4, 313, a, 11)
Similarly, more realitv is attri-
buted to heat than to ::;old, inas.
much as the former is a positive,
the latter a negative, attribute -
tltlfl, one is classed as being, the
other as not-being (Gen. et (v
e g (Gen. et Corr,
: See pp. 479 sq. SHp.
Gen. et Core, ii. 2, 820, b

22, ¢. 7, and elsewhere: see pp,
450 s0. supra. j ¢

118
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opposite to opposite; but the elements are all opposed

to each other just in the zame way ag their distinctive
J 3

properties (warmth, cold, dryness, and moisture) are
opposed. The more complete this opposition is, the
more difficult and the slower is the process of transition
from one to the other; the less complete, the easier.
Therefore, when two elements exhibit respectively a
conflict of both their essential properties, the process is
slower and more difficult than when they have one
property in common and conflict only in respect of the
other. In the latter case the alteration of one property
in one of them occasions a complete transmutation into
the other; while in the former case we only gain one
step by such a change—for only the element interme-
diate between the two that are opposed is produced, and
it requires a second tramsmutation before the meta-
morphosis is complete. For instance, by removing the
cold of water, we obtain air; but it is only when the
humidity common to water and air has been removed
that we obtain fire. If the humidity of water dis-
appears, earth is produced ; but in order to generate
fire, the coldness common to carth and water must be
withdrawn. Hence it follows that the elements which
are wholly opposed to one another are metamorphosed
by an indirvect process; those which are but partially
opposed are transformed directly. Fire passes directly
into gir or earth, indirectly into water; air divectly into
fire or water, indirectly into earth; water directly
into air or earth, indirectly into fire; earth directly
into water or fire, indirectly into air.! Thus all the

1 Gen,et Corr, i, &
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elements, as ‘Heraclitus and Plato bad already demon-
strated,! form together one complete whole, a self-
contained eircle of generation and destruction,” the parts
of which are incessantly undergoing transformation, but
steadfastly maintaining the law of their metamorphosis,
pregerving the same forms and proportions in the midst
of the ceaseless transmutation of their matter.?

These propositions concerning the nature of the
elementary bodies are cnough to prove that there is
only one world. For if each body has its natural place,
and if its very essence consists in its having if, then all
bodies, unless hindered by force, must move to these
their natural localities—earth to the centre, wther to
circumference, and the other elemenfs to the inter-
mediate spaces. Hence it is impossible that there
should be more than one region of earth, water, air,
fire, and ather, and consequently that there should be
another world besides the one in which we live. We
cannot suppose that a body is forcibly retained in a
locality beyond the world, since such a locality must be

L (f ZRiLn. Ph od. Gr. i 7ovre ket mibavbe, by adlyaror ui

619, and ibid. ii. 630.

2 Gen. et Corr. ibid. 381, b, 2:
thare davepdy S xdiAy Te oTar
~Eveqis TOLs GTAGLS cepert, &e.

T % Meteor.ii. 3, 357, b, 27: 1t
iz asked, mérepoy rkal 4 OdraTTe
del Bigpéver Tadv atrdy ofra poplwy
apilfud, i T4 el nel TE morg

. peTaBaAddvToy  Gel Ty pepdv,

wafdmep Ghp kai T4 wéTiwov TBwp
el TH whp. Gel yap GAAe kal GAAo
ylverat TobTwy ExacToy, TH B elbos
rob wAfPovs Edoroy TobTwy pevel,
waBdwep To Taw fropTey Uidrwy Kol
T THS QAoyus pedua. pavepdy &i

oy aiThy elvoal wepl TdyTwy TolTeY
Adyor, kol Budépew Tayvrire kal
BpaSuriiTe Tis peTafBoAis émi wdv-
Tey Te Kal phopdy elvar ka) yéveaw,
TabTyy REvToL TeTaypévns cupfa -
vew wamp abrors. 358, b, 29:
afite del T4 cbTo pépy Slapéve, otive
s obre fahdTTNs, GAAG pivoy &
wds dywos.  kal Yop kal wepl Yis
Guotws Gei UmoAeBely - Th udr yip
avépyeTal o Ot wdp FUyKOT =
Baiver wal ToYs Tdmous cvunera-
BdArer Td T' émmoddlorTa Kai T
karifvra wohw. Of also ZELL.
Bl d. G 1.2, 576, 620,
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the natural place of some other body ; and if all bodies
In this one world have their place, there can be no body
outside it, and consequently no space, since space is
only that in which a body is or can be.! The same
conclusion is arrived-at also from another side. Several
worlds would presuppose several first canses of motion,
which would be specifically similar, and consequently
only different in their matter. But the primum movens
has no matter: it is single and complete in itself. It
follows that the world which derives its continuous and
eternal motion from the first canse mnst be so too.?
If, however, we are told that the concept of the world
like all concepts, must manifest itself in several indivi-’
duals, Aristotle bids us answer that this argument
would be only conclusive if there were an extra-mundane
matter in which this concept could incorporate itself,
but since our world embraces the whole of matter, it is
of necessity single in itz kind, although we ought
always to distinguish befween its concept and the
phenomenal manifestation of the same which is present
to our senses.® If there are not several worlds now in
existence, no more can there be such in the future, or

have been af any past period. This world of ours is
one, and single, and complete.*

! De Culo,i. 8, c. 9, 278, b,
21 sqqq. 279, a, 11.
¢ Thizs metaphysical proof,

held in prospect De Ceelo, 1. 8,

277, b, 9, s given Metaph, =ii. §,
1074, a, 81 sqq.; cf. also p. 388
80., and on matter as the sonrce
of multiplicity, p. 368 sq.
3 De Ceelo, 1. 9; cf. p. 222,
 Thid, 279, a, 9: Gt otire viw

elol wAelovs ofpavol ofir’ Zyévorra
oii’ &pdéyerar vyeréobar wAeious -
aAN €y wal wdves kel Téneos ofres
olpards ecrw, Ihid. 1. 1 fin.:
particular bodies are infinite in
number ; 7o 8¢ why ob TaiTe pdpa
TeRewy dvayraior elyar kol kaldmep
-rgl'.r'pnlua aNualyen, TEYTR, Kal pi) TY
uew T @' ob,
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Furthermore, the shape of the universe is deter-
mined by the nature of the five simple bodies. Sinee
circular motion is proper to one of them, and rectilinear
motion to the rest, we obtain in the first place the
distinction, tonched upon above, between the two chief
regions of the world—that in which circular motion
rales, and that in which the opposite movements up
and down hold sway : i.e. that which is full of ather, and
that which contains the four elements. In both of
them the materials lie in spherical layers one above
the other. For since similar materials uniformly strive
to reach their natural lacalities, which in turn are deter-
mined by their distance from the centre of the world,
it follows that the materials of each sort are conglobated
in spheres which are at all points equidistant from the
centre. In the middle of the whole lies the earth—a
solid sphere,! but in extent a relatively small portion of
the world2 TIts fixture in this locality proceeds partly

1 Besides theargument quoted
in the text, Arvistotle proves the
rotundity of the earth (De Ceelo,
i, 14, 297, a, 6 sqq.) from the
form of its shadow on the moon
during an eclipse, from the differ-
ent stars visible in the north and
the south, and the fact (already
touched on 296, b, 18) that falling
bodies do not move in parallel
lines but only at similar anzles
towards the earth. With regard
to the last, there is room for
doubt whether it had been ascer-.
tained by accurate observation
and experiment, or whether it
was not an inference from the
theory that all bodies which have
weight gravitate towards the
centre.

* In proof of this statement
Aristotle, Meteor. 1. 8, 339, b. 6,
240, a, 6, refers generally to the
dorporoyict Yewphuara, Do Cwlo ;
as above. 297, b, 30 sqq., he
adduces the fact that when we
move even a short distance north
or south, some of the stars
visible over the horizon seem to
change their positions. He re-
marks here that mathematicians
reckon the circumference of the
earth at 400,000 stadia (50,000
miles: abeut double, therefore,
the true measurement), and that
as compared with the size of the
celestial bodies this, is a com-
paratively small figure. The hy-
pothesis (so important in later
times for Columbus's discovery)
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from the nature of its material,! and partly from its
position in the universe: * observation, moreoyer, assures
us of the fact.> The hollows on the surface of the earth
are filled with water, the upper surface of which is
spherical.*  Around the water and the earth are hollow
spheres—first of air, then of fire. Aristotle, however,
not unfrequently identifies the two last, remarking that
what we call air is composed partly of moist and partly
of dry vapour, the latter produced from earth, the
former from water and the moisture of the earth: the
drier kinds mount upwards, the more humid, from their

that the Indian and Atlantic
Oceans are all one sea, he further
thinks worthy of respect. De
An. iii, 8, 428, b, 3, Meteor. i.
8, 345, b, 2, he tells us that the
sun is larger than the earth.

' De Ceelo, 11, 14, where Aristotle
opposes the view that the earth
moves, both in theform in whichit
was held by Philolans (ZELL. Ph.
d. Gr. 1. 388), and in the form
given to it by Hicetas, Ecphantus,
Heraclides (ibid. i. 459, ii. 1,
847 5q.), and attributed also to
Plato (ibid. ii. 1, 682, 2), His
chief reason is (296, a, 27, b, 6, 25)
that eircular motion is contrary
to the elemental nature of the
earth, in virtue of which its
proper motion is rectilinear and
toward the centre. For the
same reason all other motions
must be denied of it. For since
its natural motion is toward the
centre,- and all bodies rest when
they arrive at the place toward
which they naturally gravitate,
mofion away from the centre
caunot belong to any part of it
and the whole must be at rest.

* The rotation of the world

présupposes a fixed centre, which
Aristotle conceives of as cor-
poreal : see p. 480, supra.

# Thus, heavy bodies when
thrown upwards in a straight
line return to their starting-point
(ibid. 296,b, 25 sqq.). Moreover,
astronomiezl phenomena find a
satisfactory explanation on the
bypothesis that the earth rests
(297, a, 2), while on the oppo-
site hypothesis irregularities
must result; for instance, the
stars could not always rise and
set at the same points (296, a,
34 sqq.). The “ motion * referred
to in Anal. Post, i, 1, 89, b, 80, is
the earihquake,

* The proof of this, De Ceelo,
ii. 4, 287, b, 1 sqq., is as follows :
as water always accumnlates in
the deepest parts, and the nearer
the centre the deeper any part is,
waler must continue to flow to-
wards the centre until all the
deep places are filled un, i.e.
ontil its surface is at all points
equidistant from the centre. The
proper place for water is the
space occupied by the sea, Meteor.
ii, 2, 835, a, 35, b, 15, 356, a, 83.
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greater gravity, sink downward; so the former fill the
upper, the latter the lower, region of the atmosphers.!
The spherical form of the lower world involves that
of the celestial region which surrounds the former and
touches it at all points.? But considered in themselves,
the heavens could searcely be supposed to have another
shape,® since the sphere is the first and most perfect
figure, and therefore the one appropriate to the first
body. Moreover, it is only this fignure which ean
revolve within the space which it encloses,® and ex-
ternal to the heavens there is mno space. Lastly, the
motion of the heavens, being the measure of all move-

ment, must be the most rapid; but the most rapid iz
that which has the shortest journey, and a cirele is t-he_'.
shortest road from the same point to the same puint.?

! Metear. i. 3, 340, b, 19 sqq.
341, a, 2, ¢. 4 841, b, 6-22; cf.i.
7,344, b, 8, c. 8,245, b, 82; ii. 2,
354, b, 4 sqq.; De Calo, il. 4,
287, a, B0 ; on the difference be-
tween dry and moist vapours
(drafupiacs, or kawprds and aruls ),
#. also Meteor. ii. 4, 359, b, 28,
360, a, 31, iii. 6. 375, a, 18.

* De Celo, ii. 4, 287, a, 30
8qq. As there can be no space
which is void (see pp. 482 sq.),
it follows that the celestial and
the fiery spheres are at all points
in eontact with one another.

¢ For what Iollows see De

Cwlo, ii. 4.

t Thid, 287, a, 11. This state-
ment is certainly strange, for as
ALBX. apud BIMPL. i loco,
Sehol. 493, b, 22, observed at an
early date, a whole series of
figures share this atbribute
with the sphere, viz. all those

which are described by the
spinning of a smooth body, and
of which, therefore, each section
which cuts the axis at right
apgles forms a circle whose
centre is on the line of the axis.
Simplicius gets out of the difii-
culty by remarking that, while
in the case of other shapes there
iz only one axis that will serve
the purpose, in a sphere you
may take any you please; an ex-
planation with which we may
rest contenton so trifling a point.

5 Or as SYMPLICIUS, 0 loce,
explains it: of all lines which
_return to the point from which
they started, and thus inclose a
space, the ecircle is the shortest ;
just ag of all surfaces of egual
extent that which 1is eircular, of
all bodies of equal bulk that
whichis globular, hasthesmallest
circumference. Even with (his
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The finer and more uniform its matter is, the more
perfectly spherical will be the shape of the celestial
world: ' as, indeed, in the most perfect hody matter
must be perfectly adapted to its form, and as the argu-
ments by which the spherical shape of heaven is proved 2

require. Still we cannot

regard the matter of the

heavens as uniformly homogeneous. Nature, in Ari-
stotle’s opinion, reconciles all opposites by a gradual
process, and the purity of the ather, which composes
heaven, diminishes as it approaches the terrestrial

atmosphere.?

In proceeding to investigate the disposition of the
heavens, Aristotle is guided by observation.® All the

explanation the argument is a
lame one. It is obvious that
Aristotle accepts the globular
form of the earth on the direct
evidence of the senses, and
merely adds these other proofs
as supplementary evidence.

1 Ilid. 287, b, 14 : 81t uév ofw
apapeadis dorw & kdouos BHrov
éx TovTew, kal é1i ke’ anpiSeiar
Eyropros obtws foTe umbév uihTe
xewpsrunToy  Exew wopemAneiws
uhT EAAD unBiv TEv map' fuir v
dpBaiuois dawopévwy, Mo terres-
trial body being so completely
adapted for an exactly symmetri-
cal form.

? Accérding to the above
argument, the smallest elevation
or depression in the outer sur-
Tace of the celestial globe would
presuppose a vold space oubside
of it,

S Moteop. i. 3, 340, . G: 7
Her yip Hvw kal péxpr oeXfums
€repoy elvar o@ud Paper wupds Te
Kai afpos, ol uhy AN v alr@ e T
per kabapdrepor elvar To B frTur

sidpwés, &0, KAMPE is wrong
in supposing that it is the
air as the matter of the fery
region and not the sther that is
here spoken of., The dwve péxp
seAdpgs does not mean the region
below the moon, but the npper
regions reaching down as far as
the moon, and lying between it
and the starry beavens. More-
OVer, oaua ETepor Gépus cannot
possibly mean the air, but, as
L 10 immediately says, the
MPLETOY TTOIXENY KikAg Depoueror
or the smther. We must not,
however, conceive of a mixture
of elementary substances which
cannot extend to the region
of eireular motion, but merely of
differences in the degree of
density.

' Aceording to Eudemus (in
Smven. De Ceelo, Sehol. in Arist.
498, a, 45) Plato had thus stated
the problem of astronomy: rirws
baworeleio@y OuoAdy wal TeTayué-
rwy pureeny Seowy To mept Tis
KwhTes Thr TAaveudvar parducra,
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heavenly hodies seem daily to move from east to west,
but seven of them ! move besides in longer periods of

and from this time-forth Greek
astronomy held to the view that
its function consisted in dis-
covering hypotheses which would
explain the phenomens as satis-
factorily as (on their somewhat
hardy assumption) the metion
of the stars is -explained by
the theory of uniform motions.
The highest eriterion of the truth
of a theory is 7b od(eofar Td
dawduera. To take only afew in-
stances : cf. the quotations from
and about Heraclides, in ZBLL.
Ph. d. Gr. i, 881, 1, and in
Bockn, 1. kosm. Syst. d. Platon,
134 sqq. ; Aristotle’s statements
about Callippus, Mefaph. xii.
8,1073, b, 35: 76 & FAlov kal

7@ cehquys 8o gera Err mpoglé-

Teas elva ooaipas, T dawdpera
el péAAer Tis arodacew ; the state-
ments and guotations from
Geminusg, in SmipL. Phys. 64, b,
and what the lalter says of
the old astronomers partly
following Eudemus and Sosi-
eenes, De Cwlo, Schol. in Arist.
472 a, 42, 498, a, 43, 499, a4, 7,
500, a, 25, 501, b, 98, 502, b, 5
sqq. 503, a, 23, 504, b, 32 sqq.
Aristotle adopts the same eri-
terion. He asserts only those
positions which are warranted
by the facts ; where the latter are
inadequately known, or do not
speak with sufficient plainness,

* he makes no pretence of abso-

Inte certainty, but is content
with probability. Thus Metaph.
xii, 8, 1073, b, 38, 1074, a, 14,
afterdeclaring (1073, a, 11) that
the investization is not yet con-
cluded, he says: dvaykaior 8t el
weAAouT:  Guvrebeloar  wAsar  Té

pavdpere aroddren, kebd ExagTov
Tdy TAavepérwy érépes opaipas
wid éAdrrovas elvai, &o. . .. TO
pir oby wAffos Thv coapav Erte
Tooolgor . . . TO yhp byayxaiov
ageicbu Tois iryvporépois Aéyery,
De Ceelo, 1i. 12, 292, a, 14: wepl
3 Tolrer (rely wiv waAds Exet
kel Thy éml wAloy oiveswy, Kulwep
purpis Exovras dpopuds, &e.; €. 5,
287, b, 28 : the desire to explain
everything is a mark either of
great zeal or great folly. The
extent, .however, to which
the attempt is open to blame
depends upon the motive which
inspires it, and the strength of a
man’s conviction of the truth of
his views : wirepor arfpwrives §
IapTEpIYWTEPOY, TUIS péw oDw dipi-
Bearépais avdywars Bray Tis  émi-
Thxm, TiTe xdpw Exew Bel Tols eip-
tonours, viw & TO paivduevov prTeow.
Cf. also Part. An. 1. 5, 644, b,31,
where it is said that the study of
the heavens possesses an infinite
charm, el ral rare wicpby épam-
Toueba: and on the necessity of
observation, cf.ibid. ¢.1, 639, b, T:
wiéTepor, kaldrep ol pabnuaTicol 7o
mwepl Thy GoTpodoylay Sevvovay,
offitw 8et  wal 2bv Quowbyr Té
Qawduera TpITow T& wWepl T (P
Bewpioavre wal Ta pépn To mepl
Eraoror, énel obrw Aéyar T B
7l kal Tas ‘aitins, 3 ¥\ Aws mws.
{That Aristotle would decide for

_the fermer method is obvious.)

Aristotle himself was a most
carciul observer of known facts;
see p. 46, n. 1, supra.

! Aristotle speaks, of course,
only of the stars known to the an-
clents, and visible to the naked
eye.
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very unequal lengths in the opposite direction, i.e.
from west to east, around the earth. That these bodies
could move freely in space was a thought beyond the
reach of ancient astronomers. They fancied each star
fixed in its sphere, and therefore were obliged -to
imagine at least as many celestial spheres as they saw
stars differing in their movements and periods.! Ari-
stotle does not get beyond this view. The stars, he
says,? as well as the whole heaven, appear to move;
and since the earth is fixed, this phenomenon must be
explained by a real movement of the heaven or the
stars, or of both, It is not conceivable that both should

! Many of the older philoso-
phers held that the stars were
carried round by the air or the
rotation of the world. Besides
Xenophanes and Heraclitus, who
held that thestars were nebulous
masses, this view was shared by
Anaxagoras, Democritus, and
perhaps even Anaximenes; Fm-
pedocles held that it was troe
of the planets but not of the fixed
stavs, which were set immovably
in the arch of heaven (see ZELL.
Ph. d. Gr. 1. 226 sq. 500, 622,
715, 799, 898, 3). Anaximander
seems to have been the first to
start the theory of spherves (ibid.
206 sq.) which was subsequently
adopted bythePythagoreans(ibid.
384, 1, 449) and by Parmenides
(ibid. 528). Plato adopted it
from the Pythagoreans (idid. i.
685), and was followed by Hu-
doxus and Callippus, the leading
astronomers of Aristotle’s time
(seep 497 sq., infra). Ttseemed
forced mpon them by the diffi-
culty they had in conceiving of
a free motion of the stars, the
idea of universal gravitation not

yet having dawned upon them.

It seemed, moreover, to be de-

manded by the nature of the
stellar motions themselves,which,
if they were one and the same
every day round the carth, were
more naturally explained by a
sinzle motion of the whole
sphere of the fixed stars than by

a number of separate motions.
A like hypothesis seemed to °

afford the best explanation of
the movements of the planets,
including the sun and moon ;
their proper motion being the
result of the rotation of their
spheres, which takes place, how-
ever, in a direetion opposite to
that of the fixed stars, while
their daily course was to be ex-
plained on the ground that the
rotation of the stellar regions
in¢luded them also,

2 De Cwlo, 1. 8. This argu-
ment isstated withcome fullness,
because it shows the important
fact that Aristotle already pre-
supposes the existence of dif-
Jerent stellar spheres.

—
=
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move independently, for in this case how could we
explain the exact correspondence between the rate ab
which the stars move and that of their spheres? We
cannot refer an invariably regular phenomenon to an
accidental coincidence. The same may be said aboub
the hypothesis that the stars move while their spheres
are fixed. In this case also the rate of the astral move-
ment would have to correspond to the size of their
circle, although there is no real connection between the
two. Hence we are driven to suppose that the spheres
move. but the stars are fixed and carried round by
them.! This hypothesis satisfactorily explains why,
among concentric cireles, the larger move ati a more rapid
rate. It is further seen to be necessary because the
stars, from their spherical shape,? in order to get into
motion, must either roll or spin. Mere rolling, how-
ever, would not carry them on their way ; ? and the fact
that the moon always shows us the same side proves that
they do not spin. Moreover, their shape is the least
adapted to progressive movement, since they are devoid
of locomotive organs,* obviously because nature has not
intended them for any such movement.®

U Tobs wiy mdrhous wivelgBal
78 8% Gorpa Huepely [Le they have
no motion of their own within
their own spheres, but move
with them] red dvBedepéva Tols
wiichots déperior, 289, b, 32 -

= That this is their form is de-
monstrated,ibid.c.11, both by the
shape of the moon in its different
phases, and by the teleological
argument that since nature does
nothing in vain she must have
given the stars, which require no

organs of locomotion, the cor-
responding shape, viz. rotundity.

3 Moreover, Aristotle adds, it
is only thé sun which appears
to roll at its rising and setting:
and this, like the twinkling light
of the fized stars, is merely an
optical delusion.

1 Cf. also ZErn. Ph. d. G'r
i. 681, 1.

5 In his refufation of the
doctrine of the harmony of the
spheres (e. 9 fin), which we
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Now in order to explain the motion of the heavenly
bodies upon this hypothesis, it was assumed that every
sphere revolved on its own axis at a perfectly uniform
rate. Accordingly, so far as the movements of the
separate stars varied from a perfect circle, or progressed
at unequal rates, they were regarded as composite move-
ments capable of being analysed into pure and uniform
rotations. Therefore, each star required as many spheres
as were found necessary for the resolution of its ap-
parent movement into pure circular revolutions, Ari-
stotle was bound to accept these various hypotheses,
since even he never doubted that the heavenly spheres
and the matter which composed them performed such
revolutions only as onr eyesight seems to witness to ;
moreover, he was obliged to suppose that the spheres
contained within the universal globe, in which there
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his peculiar theory of motion with these vifjws.‘ All
motion depends upon the contact of a mobile W:lt-h a
motive bo&y: and this law must apply to the motion of
the spheres, since one movens in the same I:u&tter ean
only produce one kind of motion,'! and since every
motion ultimately proceeds from an unmoved cause, and
every motion which has no beginning from an eternal
canse of movement,? we must imagine as many eternal
and unmoved substances for the production of the
movement of the spheres as there are spheres required
for the phenomena to be accounted for.? The heavenly
bodies are no dead masses, bub living beings ;* there
e e e
to the heavens, &c. All theserea- awAetovs, kal wdoras ; and answers,

g : 7 s émwel Bt T woiuevor
holdequally of thespheres of _}05 b,y 26 X
iﬁgspla.netg ccrgidered individu- awdysn omd Twos wwelras, kel T

was no vacuum whatever, had no room for any other
kind of movement.! e went further, and connected

may omit, Aristotle gives anather
reason, viz. that infinite confu-
sion would result if the move-
ments of the stars were free.

! Cf. what has already been
said upon the movement of the
heavens, p. 489, and on the ciren-
lar movement of the primeval
body, p. 473. It was a universal
presupposition among ancient
astronomers, traceable to Plato
(see p. 490, n, supra, and the re-
terences to Eudoxus and (al-
lippus, p. 500 sq. infra), that the
movement of the spheres must
be perfectly uniform. Aristotle
endeavours to establish its trath
in the first instance in connec-
tion with the wpdros oipavds, the
sphere of the fixed stars, In-

crease and decrease of velocity
is possible only, he asserts, in a
movement which has beginning,
middle, and end : it is impoessible
in cireular motion, which is alike
without beginning and end.
Unequal motion presupposes
change either in “mofum or
marens, or both, but this is im-
possible with regard to the
heavens, For it is obvious to
the senses that the parts of the
(highest) heavens are uniform
in their movements, while with
regard to the heavens asa whole
the same conclusion is forced
upon us when we consider that
unegual motion is only possible
where force is either added or
withdrawn, and that every with-

ally and apart from the influence
of their spheres upon one another
as of the first heaven. Ari-
stotle, at 288, a, 14 of the passage
quoted above, confines himself
to the latter only. The move-
ments of the lower spheres are
compounded of those of the
higher. The true account
of the motions of the planets
(attributing to them acceleration
and retardation of velocity) is
declared to be mavredds GAoyor
wal wAdopare Buotor, 289, A, 4.

! Phys. viil. 6, 259, a, 18 (r.
above p. 293, n. 1): pla 8 [§

© klymous] €l 997 Evds Te Tol wwotyTos

kel Evbs TOU poUUEroT.

2 Of, p. 388 sq., and on the
way in which motion is produced
by the nnmoved mover, p. 104

3. After showing the necessity
of an eternal incorporeal cause
of motion, Metaph. xii. 7, Ari-

wp@roy iwoily &xlvgroy elvar raf’
airh, kal Thy dibwr kivew Swd di-
Blov kwelrba wal Ty play 6@ &vds,
dpduer B¢ wapd Thy Tol mavThs THY
amAfy opay fiy el pauey Ty
wpdrqr obolay kal arlvnrov, EAlas
dopies olfigas Tas TEY TAGHTWY
aidlovs . . . avdykn kal TolTwy
Exdaryr Tav popey Ow  Grafrou
7 kweigbm iad adTd kal aibiov
otiglas, % Te yap Tév Borpwy diris
Gibtos oloia Tis oboa, kKl TH KiveTy
&tB10v kel wpdTepoy ot kivovuevon, Kal
Th wpdrepor olrlas oloiar raykaioy
elvar. pavepdy Tolvuy fre TooabTas
“reoboios Grayrator elvartiy Te plrw
Gifiovs kol drwdiTovs waf  adras
wal Breu peyéfous. DBRENTANO'S
view that these eternal beings
were ereated by God has already
been discussed at p. 412, supra.
t Do Culo, i 12, 292, a, 18 (cf.
b, 1): GAA fuels s wepl caudray
avTdy pivor kol povdlwy Tdiw
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must be as many © souls,” to preside over their motions, as
there are spheres. The fabric of the heavens consists,
therefore, of a system of concentric hollow balls or
spheres, so placed within each other as to leave no
empty interspace.! The centre of this system is called
the bottom, the circumference the top; and so the
outer spheres are uppermost, the inner are nethermost,
and each locality in space is higher or lower according
as it has a greater or less distance from the centre.? It
is only indirectly, and relatively to the motion of the

ey ExovTwy GPiywy 8¢ wdutfar
Siavootueto * 36l 3’ @s perexdvTov
drodapBdvery  wpidfews wal (wfs.
It is true that adréy seems to
refer to the stars, nol to their
spheres, and that we are at
liberty to picture with Kamrn
(Erkenntnissth. d. Arist. 39
8q.) each individual star as
animated by a spirit; but the
passage does not compel us to do
so, for if the spheres are animate
the stars which are part of them
must share their life and action.
Elsewhere, however, Metaph.
xii. 8 (see p. 501 sq. dénfra, and
cf. previous note), he expressly
says that there cannot be more
eternal unmoved beings than
there are spheres, and this is
only what we should have ex-
pected from him, since it is only
from the movement of the stars
that he infers, in the way indi-
cated in the preceding note, the
existence of such beings. More-
over, it is only the spheres, and
not the stars, which are said
by him to be moved. It is only
these, then, that have souls’ of
their own, or, to speak more
strictly, it is only these which

are nnited severally to spiritual -

beings which stand in the same
relation to them as the human
soul does to the body which it
moves without being itself moved
(see infira, vol. ii., init.). De Ctelo,
1., 2, 285, a, 29: 6 & olparvs
Eudwxos ral Exe ruwfoews dpyihy.
So 284, b, 82: eof. Part. 4An. i.
1, 641, b, 15 sqq. As, however,
the mover of the highest sphere
lies outside the world and is un-
moved, Plato’s conception of the
¢ world-sonl’ (which, indeed, Ari-
stotle expressiyrejects, see p.459,
n. 5) is as inapplicable to it in its
relation to its sphere as it is to
the other spheral spirits in their
relation to theirs.

! Aristotle denies thatthere is
any ‘ void’ (see p 433, sq. supra),
and accordingly conceives not
only of the astral spheres but of
all the others, even the lowest,
as in immediate contaét with
one another. Meteor. 1. 8, 840,
b, 10sqq. 341, a, 2 sqq.; De Celo,
il 4, 287, a, 5 sqq.

* Cf. pp. 473 and 478, supra;
Phys. iil. 5, 205, b, 30 sqq. ; De
Coelo, 1. 6 anét. 1, 4, 987, a, 8,
and elsewhere.’
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spheres, that the terms above and beneath are applied

to opposite points in the

circumference, and conse-

quently that we come to speak of right and left, front
and back, in the world. In this case, reckoning from
the sphere of the fixed stars, we call the southern half of
the globe the upper, reckoning from the planetary sphere,

the northern.}

! Bee De Uwrlo, i1 2 (cf. Phys.
passage just referred to) and the
lucid explanation in BOCKH, T,
Losm. Syst. d. Platon, p. 112 sqq.
The differences here spoken of
apply only to motion, and there-
fore properly only to that which
is living and self-moved; to
such the upper is (285, a, 23)
Th ey 7 wlygots, the right hand
7o @ o, the front o e’ b 7
wimais,  (CL fugr. 4n, ¢ 4, 705,
b, 13 sgr.) IE we apply this to
the world, Lhat is the right side
of the mp@Tes ooparts from which
its motion proceeds—in other
words, the east. This motion
is conceived of (285, b, 19), as it
was by Plato (see ZBLL. Ph. d.
&7, 1. 684, 1), as proceeding in a
circle towards the right, as when
in a circle of men anything (as,
for instance, the cup or the talk
at table, PLATO, Symp. 177, D,
214, B, €, 222, ®, 223, C) is passed
along by each te his neighbour
ontheright, The mparos olpavis
is therefore represented (285, a,
31 sqq.) as standing inside the
circle of the heavens in the line
of its axis, touching one of the
poles with its head, the other
with its feet, and as giving the
ball at some point upon its
equator the push with its rizht
band which sets it spinning.
The natural direction of such

VYOL. I.

FEach sphere has its own peculiar

motion will be that which carries
the point in the periphery which
has received the push past one
who stands in the line of the
axis in front of him: in other
words, that which proceeds from
the right in a forward direction
and thence to the left. This,
however, will he the case with
the motion of the sphere of the
fixed stars only if the head of
one standinhg inside of it be
upen the south pole; with that
of the spheres of the planets
which move from west to east,
on the other hand, gnly on the
opposite supposition. According
to Aristotle, therefore, our an-
tipodes are in the upper hemi-
sphere, which he also calls
{obviously from a different point
of view than that just indicated)
the right side of the world ; we
in the lower bemisphere and on
the left side. On the other hand,
reckoning from the courses of
the planets, ours is the upper
and right-hand, theirs the lower
and left-hand, side. He points
out, indeed, that we cannot pro-
perly speak of a right and a left
at all in connection with the
world as a whole (284, b, 6-18:
Sweidh 8¢ Twés elow ol gacwy eival
T4 Beliiy ral dpioTepdy TOU ebparvod

. elwep dei wpoodnTew TH TOD
mayTds gdpert Tabras Tas dpyds

EE
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motion, communicated by the presiding incorporeal
being : but in all cases the motion is uniform, without
beginning or ending, round an axis; but the direction
and the rapidity of this rotation vary in the several
spheres. At the same time the spheres are connected
with each other in such a way that the inner, or lower,
are carried round by the outer, just as if the axis of each
gphere were inserted at its poles into the next above.’
Consequently, the problem arises how we are, under the

. el 8% 3T kal Td odpavd mpoo- ! A similar connection of the
dTTENY TL T TOIHZ}THJ'V)A Never- inner with the swrrounding

theless, Phys. iii. 5, 205, b, 53,
he says that the distinctions
above and below, before and
behind, right and lcft, exist ob
whvoy mpbs Huds kot Peaer, GAAG Kol
ev abTg TE@ fAe ; Lagr. An. 5, TO6,
b, 11, he finds it natural that
motion should proceed from the
upper front and right side, § pév
~Gp apxl Tiwwow, To & dve ToU
widTw wab o mwpialey Tol dmiogber
wab T Beliby TOU dpirTepol Tiwid-
Tepor (though it might be said
with equal truth, é&s 8w 74 7as
dpxds €v  TobTols  elwar  TaiTe
Tidreon TGy drTiceiudrey popley
éovly). Hoin Delwlo, iii. 5, to the
question why the heavens move
from east to west and not in the
contrary direction,be gives the
answer that since nature orders
everything in the most perfect
possible way, and forward mo-
tion is superior to backward,
the heavens have received that
motion which, aceording to the
description of right and left in
¢. 2, iz to be regarded as a for-
ward one. . The allusion, Meteor.
ii. &, 362, a, 32 sqq., to the north
pole as the upper, the sonth pole
as the lower, is an unimportant
use of ordinary language.

spheres Plato had conceived of as
existing between the spheres of
the planets and of the fixed stars,
when in $im. 36, ¢, 39, A (cf. Ph.
d, Gr. 1. 683), he represents the’
axis of the former as inserted in
the latter, and accordingly attri-
butes to the planets a spiral
motion compounded of the
motions of Dboth ecircles. One
would suppose from ARIST.
Metaph. xii. 8, 10738, b, 18, 25,
SiMrL. De Cwle, Schol. in Arist.

498, b, 36, that Eudoxus and *

Callippus also conceived of the
stars collectively as carried round
by the sphere of the fixed stars,

and the planets collectively by a

sphere moving in the line of the

ecliptic. It is clear, however,:

from the further explanations of
Simplicius and from Aristotle’s
ennmeration of the spheres(which
differed from that of Callippus
only in the addition of the
aaipat dreAlrTovoas) that this was
not the case. Plato’s proof that
the spheres of the planets are
carried round by the sphere of
the fixed stars appeared to them
fantastic, Only those spheres

they conceived of as connected

with one another which belonged
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specified circumstances, to determine both the number
of the spheres and also the direction and rapidity of
their rotation, so as to explain the motions of the stars
revealed to us by observation.!

For this purpose Eudoxus, the famous astronomer
of Cnidos, who may be regarded as the first founder of
a complete theory of the spheres based upon accurate
observation,® sketched out & system of twenty-seven
spheres, twenty-six of which belong to the planets.
Considering the simple nature of its motion, he thought
one sphere enough for the heaven of the fixed stars, and
in this sphere the whole assemblage of the stars was

fastened.  On the other hand, he assigned four spheres
to each of the five upper planets, and three apiece to
the sun and moon, which, in agreement with Plato, he
placed lowest in the planetary scale. The first sphere
of each planet was intended to explain its daily revolu-

tion in conmcert with the
since it accomplished every

to the same planet, Aristotle, on
the contrary, extended Platos
doctrine to the relation of all the
npper spheres to those that arve
contained within them, as is
clear from his hypothesis of
retrogressive spheres (see infia).
(Cf. also De Cwle, ii, 12, 243, a,
51 woAAa owmpata Kwobow af mwpd
The Tehevra'as wal Tis & Herpov
Exotons® v moAAals yip epalpus
A Tehevrala  oddipa  Sviedeudvy
deperar,  Ihid. c. 10.) He justi-
fies this view on the ground that
the upper spheres stand to the
lower as the form to the matter,
De Colo, 1v. 8, 4, 310, b, 14, 812,
a, 12; z. supra, p. 325, n. 2);and
that, asall spheresare incloseand

heaven of the fixed stars,
day a rotation from east to

immediate contact with ane an-
other (see p. 496, n. 1, supra), each
cancommuuicate its motion tothe
one next below it. This relation
need not apply with equal striet-
ness to the elementary spheres as
to the heavenly, seeing that they
do not, like the latter, consist of
a body whose nature it is to
move in a eircle, Aristatle,
however, supposes in Meteor. i,
3, 341, a, 1, 11. 4, 361, a, 30 5qq.
that the winds circle round the
earth, being carried round by the
rotation of the world.

1 Cf p 490, o 4, Supre.

* Endemus and Sosigenes in
STMPL. De Caclo, Sehol. in Ay, 498,
a, 45, b, 47, of. supra, p. 451, n, 2,

EE 2
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west. The second, which was fastenad into it, revolved
in the opposite direction, completing its course in the
space of time required by each planet (in the sun’s
case 3651 days) to traverse the zodiac in the plane of
the ecliptic. The others, likewise carried round by the
surrounding spheres, but differing from them in direc-
tion and the period of rotation, were meant to explain
the variations which are observable between the apparent
motion of the stars and that produced by the two first
spheres. The lowest sphere of each planet supports the
star itself! Callippus® added seven other spheres—
two apiece for the sun and moon, and one apiece for
Mercury, Venus, and Mars.®> Aristotle approves of this,
as being the more probable theory,* without remarking

and IneLek on Budoxns, Phile-
sople, Abh. d. Berl, ARad. 1830, 1.
67 sq.

! For a fuller account of the
theories of Eudoxzus and Callip-
pus, see besides the scanty allu-
sion in Aristotle (Metaph. xii. 8,
1073, b, 17) B1MPL. ibid. 498, b,
5500, a, 15, who depends partly
upon the work of Euboxus
1. Taxav, partly npon the account
of Sosigenes, but has not alto-
gether avoided falling into mis-
takes, and TEEO. Astronom. p.
276 sqg. ed. Martin, in whom,
however, his editor (p. 55 sq.)
points out serious errors. In ex-
planation, ct. IDELER, ibid. T55qq.
Kriscus, Forsclhungen, p. 288 sq.,
who are followed by BOXNITZ,
Arist. Metaph. ii. 507 sq., and
SCHWEGLER, drist, Metaph, iv.
274 sq.; PRANTL, Apor. w. ovp,
308 sqq.

% According to SIMPL. fbid.
498, b, 28, 500, a, 23, this astro-

nomer wias a pupil of Endoxus
(or perhaps only of his pupil
Polemarchus) who on the death
of the latter betook himself to
Aristotle at Athens. Simplicius
knows of no work by him, but
gives some account, taken from
Euderus’s History of Astronomy,
of the reasons which led him to
dissent from Kudozus.

* ARtaT. ihid. 1073, b, 32;
S1mPL, ihid. 500, a, 15 sqq.;
THEO, ibid. 278 sq. ; IDELER,
§1 sq.; ERISCHE, 294 sq.

4 It is obvious from the pas-
sage quoted p.490, n. 4 supre, that
he did not attribute complete cer-
tainty to it. According to SIMPL,
503, 4, 3, he even. bronght forward
several objections to it in the
Probiems. The passage, however,
does not cccur in this treatise as
we have it, which makes it all
the more difficult to decide
upon its genuineness,
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that his own doctrine of the connection of the spheres
in one coherent whole renders the first sphere assigned
by Eudoxus and Callippus to each planet superfluous.'
At the same time he judges an important rectification
of the theory to be needful, on account of this very
coherence of the heavenly system. For if each sphere
carvies round in its course all those which are contained
in it, the motions of the lower planets must be greatly
disturbed by those of their superiors, and the whole
result of the assumed spheral system would be altered
unless precautions be taken to neutralise the communi-
cation of movement from the spheres of one planet to
those of another. To meet this difficulty Aristotle,
accordingly, inserts some other spheres between the
lowest of each planet and the highest of that which
comes next beneath, meaning them to obviate the
action of the first upon the second. But the premises
of the whole theory require that these fresh spheres
should move at the same rate as those which they are
destined to nentralise, but in an exactly opposite
direction ;2 and again that there should be as many

! For, as Simplicius also re-
marks, 503, a, 38 sqg (whers,
however, 1. 41, we must read ovr-
amokaficT@car), a special sphere
iz not required to explain the
daily rotation of the planets from
east to west, since, in conse-
“quence of this connection the
motionof thespheres of the fixed
stars communicates itself to all
that are contained init.

2 For if two concentric
spheres, whose axes lie in the
same line, and of which the inner

oneisfized to the outer by the poles
of its axis, spin round the common
axis with relatively equal veloei-
ties in the opposite directions,
each point of the inner sphere is
at each moment precisely in the
position in which it would be if
both spheres were at rest. The
two motions have completely
neutralised ope another in their
effect upon the inner sphere and
all that depends upon it, as Sosi-
genes, in SIMPL. ibid. 500, b, 39,
truly explains.
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retrogressive or retarding spheres! as the movements
they are used to obviate. In other words, the collective
motions peculiar to each planet have to be considered :
none of these may be communicated to ancther planet,
whereas the daily revolution from cast to west excited
in each planet by its first sphere does not require to be
neutralised.® Tt is only the moon which requires no
retrogressive sphere beneath the one which carries her,
since there is no planet below the moon that she could
inferrupt.  Aristotle, consequently, adds twenty-two
refrogressive spheres to the thirty-three of Callippus,
three apiece for Saturn and Jupiter, four apiece for

' Zgaipar arvediTrovmar (sup-
ply Tas révr dmondre Gepoudrav to-
Tpay opaipas, not as Sosigenes
does, SIMPL, b, 502, 3,43, Tas Ty
dreodvo wwfoes, 1074, a, 2.12),
i.c. ‘spheres which serve fo turn
those beneath them backwards,’
to communicate to them a motion
opposite to that of the next
above them, and in this way to
keep them in the same position
relatively to the fixed stars as
they would have held had the
planetary spheres above them
produced no effect npon them at
all (*7ds drenirrotoas kal eis Th
abTd dwokaliordoas T Bérer Thy
wpdTy cpuipar del Tol fmwokdTw
TeTayuévoy  Eorpou”):  Metaph.
ibid. 1074, a,15qq Theophrastus
called these spheres dvraragoov-
car, because they carry those
that are beneath them back,
and @vasTpos, becaunse not only
some, but all of them are star-
less (StMPr ihid. 498, b, 41,
where, however, the retrogres-
sive spheres appear to be con-
founded with the starless spheres

of individual constellations); of,
ihid. 502, a, 40,

* This supposition is as
erToneons as the view, discussed
P- 301, supra, that the theory of a
special sphere for each of the
planets with daily rotation from
east to west is compatible with
Aristotle’s system of the spheres.
For since, aceording to his view,
the sphere of the fixed stars in
its revolution. carries round with
it all that is contained in it, each
further sphere which revolved in
the same direction and at the

same velocity would only add one -

more to the number of the daily
rotations of the spheres contained
in it, unless this resnlt were ob-

viated by a special arrangement

of retrogressive spheres. Ari-
stotle has obviously overlooked
this. T he had remarked it, he
would not have nentralised the
action of the primeval spheres
of each planet which run parallel
with the heaven of fized stars,
but would have abolished them
altogether,

rezx
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Mars, Venus, Mercury, and the sun; giving in all
fifty-five or, if we add in the sphere of fixed stars,
'ﬁfr}-six spheres, together with as many ete'rnal incor-
poreal unmoved entities from whom the motions of the
spheres proceed.! The progress of observation could
not fail to show that the theory of spheres, even ag thus
conceived, was inadequate to explain the phenomena:
accordingly, as early as the middle of the third century
before Christ, Apollonius of Perga advanced his theory of
¢ epicycles’ triumphantly against it.* Yeb e\-'en'the ant-
agonists of Aristotle’s system admitted that his theory
of retrogressive spheres was an ingenious attempt to

rectify and supplement the hypothesis of Eudoxus.®

v Metaph. ibid. cf. SIMPL.
ibid. 500, a, 34 sqq. ; KRISCHE,
ibid. 206 sqq. ; IDBLER, ihid. 82;
Box1Tz and SCRWEGLER on the
passage in the Mebaplysics.
There Aristotle expressly says,
1. 17 sd., that more spheres are
not required, for, since cvery
motion exists for the sake of
that which iz moved, there can
be no motion and therefore no
sphere in the heavens which is
not there for the sake of a star,
ei B¢ undeplay oldr 7 clvar dopay ui
cuyrelvovgay  wpis EoTPOU q&nﬁp&v,
Er1 5% waoay @Uow ial Tarey
ovrlay dwadi kel ke abrhr Toi
dploTov Tervxnruiar TEADUS _E?ya‘:.
3¢t vopl(ew, otfeuin Gy <y mapa
rabros erépa dbols [se. dmafis
“&e.], dAAE  Tebtoy - dwdykn TOY

« dpifudy elvos Tov oboww. elTe ~dp

slow Erepas wwoiey by &s TEAos
oficar gopas. (Instead of Téhous,
however, in 1. 20, we must clearly
read with Brnitz TéMos; BREN-
TANO'2 obiection to this emcn(‘l;}-
tion, Psychol. d, Ar. 344 sq., 13

groundless j the traditional read-
ing is obviously meaningless.)
Here also we can see that his
theory is founded upon observa-
tion. In L 12 he remarks that if
we were to leave the sun and the
moon out of our reckoning, the
number of the (planetary)
spheres would be 47: but the
difficulty is so obvious that Sosi-
genes conjectured this to be a
slip for 49 (SIMPL. ibid. 502, a,
11 sqq.). Krische, with whom
Bonitz and seemingly also
Schwegler agree, refers the re-
mark to the eight'retrogressive
gpheres under Mercury and the
sun; but it is not easy to sce
bow the odaipu dvedirrovoar be-
longing to the sun and the moon
counld have been left out.

2 Upon which cf. esp. IDELER,
ibid. 83 sq., LUBBEKRT, ‘On the
Greek Theory of the Moon’s Orbit,’
Rhein. Mus. xii. (1857), 120 sq.

¢ Of the PeripateticSosigenes
(as to whom, see ZELL. FhL.
d. G i 696, T01) SIMPL. 52ys,
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One circle of fixed stars, or the ©first heaven,’ as
Aristotle called it, is the most perfect portion of this
celestial world. Stationed next to Deity, the best and
most perfect object, it accomplishes its purpose by a
single motion. Tn its single sphere it carries an innu-
merable multitude of heavenly bodies.! Tts motion is
pure, unalterable, uniform rotation,? starting from the
better side and following the better direction, from
right to right® Moving without trouble, it requires
no Atlas fo support it nor any sail to carry it round by

ibid. 500, a, 40 rabra Tolvur Tob few motions, the next above that
‘ApioToTédous ‘gurrdpws ofitws kel and the next again reach higher

vopes elpnriTas, & Swmepdns dy-
Kwuidoas Ty Gyxlvoar abros &,
SIMPL. proceeds, 502, b, 5 sqq.,
to give the arguments which he
broughtagainst Avistotle’stheory.

! De Ceelo, ii. 12, Aristotle
asks how it is that the nwmber
of motions belonging to each
planet does not increase with
their distance from the primum
movens, but the three middle
planets have one motion more
than the two above and below
them ; and, further, why the first
sphere confaing so many stars
while the converse is the case
with the others, several spheres
being assioned to each star.
In reply 1o the former guestion
(202, a, 22) he says that whereas
the Most Perfect needs no
action (see p. 896, n. 2, 3, and
p- 897, n. 1), of all that is be-
neath Him one thing attains its
end by a few actions, another
requires many, others still make
no effort to attain their end at
all, but content themselves with
a distant approach to perfection.
The earth does not mave at all,
that which lies nearest to it has

atiainments, the former by the
ald of many, the latter by the
ald of few, motions. Finally the
highest heavens attain the high-
est with one single motion. In
answer to the second guestion,
Aristotle remarks that the first
sphere far excels the others in
vital and original enerey (rofjora
yop Bl Ths (wiis kol Tis &pyiis
érdoTys moAALy Dmepoxhy elvar Tis
Tp&TyS WPUs Tas BAAas, 202, a, 28);
but that the nearer each is to
first the more are the bodies
which it carries, seeing that the
lower spheres ave carried round
by the upper. Aristatle himself

seems, from the way in which he -

introduces them, 291, b, 24, 903,
a, 14 (ef. p. 169, n. 3, and p. 480,
n. 4) to place no great reliance
upon these explanations. The =
problem, however, appears to him
too important to be altogether
passed over. There are questions
which he approaches with a
species of religions awe, but
which nevertheless lis very near
his heart.

= Bee p. 494, n. 1, supra,

¥ See p, 497, n. 1, Supe.

. -

™ g by T
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force,! Tts motion embraces all and generates all
motion. Unbegotten and indestructible, aﬂ’ected. by
no earthly distress, comprehending in itself a-l.l time .
and space, it rejoices in the most Qomplei‘:e e:xlstence
that has been allowed to any bodily thing.? Less
perfect is the region of the planetary spheres. ;nstead
of one sphere bearing countless heavenly bodies, we
here perceive a multiplicity of sphe.re:s, several of wlmc.h
are required to bear ome star on its course. Their
motion proceeds from the left side 'of the. “ioﬂd: and
though, considering each sphere by itself, it s & pure
and uniform rotation, yet the general result is not so,

since the lower spheres are carried round by the upper,
and as a consequence motions composite and deviating

1 See p. 459, n. 3. -

t Pe Cewlo, ii. 1 inil.: Eorw
efs wal &lBos [6 wis otpowds: Ari-
stotle, however, has principally
in view the mparos edpards, which,
in i. 9, 278, b, 11, is callefl by
preference simply obpavés] dpxiy
wév kal TeAevrhy oK ‘é’xm: Tou
TayTes aivos, Exwr Be kol weplexwy
&y abrd Thy Gweipov xpdvo:: 5
Bulmep waids Exer oupmeiten sml:’réw
Tobs dpyelovs ral pdluoTa Tarpiovs
Gudy eAnfels elvar J\o’-ymis, s r%’rr-rw
afdrardr i kol Belor Tav éxdyrer
uitv whmow éxbrrov 8 TotatTY
Sore punbéy elvel wépas adTis, ume
paAAoy TabTiy TRy HANmy mepas.

© 76 T Yip wépas THy wepiExlvray

2oTi, kab abry ) kvehopopin TS

ofca wepiexEL TAS &Tekf?s Kat 'r&.‘s
exotoas wépus Kal ,:mulav; adTih
iy obdeubor ofiT dpxiv Exovoa
otite TereuThy, AN’ GwavoTes ovoa
oy Emsipoy xpdvov, Tév B E&.\J\w?
rav piv eitic Ths dpxfs T@v de
Sexouévn Thr  woUAwy. The

ancients were right when they
assigned the heavens, as alone
indestructible, to the gods, for it
is &plapros wal doyévnTos, zn’a
amodls mdays Omriis duoxepeias
dorlv, mpbs B¢ rodrois lmovos Bud
d  pndeuids mpoodelrfar  Bualas
Gvdyins, B Keréxer kwAivoura
bépenBar wedundTe abriv 5;2\)\:»5‘
mapy ~dp TH Tolobrov dmimavov,
doewep Gw alfubrepov ), wal Bua-
#égews Tis aplroys &uoipoy. L9,
279, a, 10: els xal pdvos xal
Téhews obros abpords dorw. The
passage which follows (quoted
p. 395, n. 6), refers partly to the
same subject, even although the
description contained in it refers
primarily to God and not to the
heavens. All that was said of
the mther, p. 473 3q.. is 0911&115'
applicable to the mpiéres odpavbs,
which, according to the account
p. 490, n. 3, is formed of the
purest mther.
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from the circle are produced.! Moreover the rate of
these motions is affected by the relation of the lower to
the upper spheres,® which in itself is a further proof

of their less complete self-sufficingness. Nevertheless, -

these spheres belong to the most divine part of the
visible universe, to that which is removed from muta-
bility and impression from without, and which partakes
of perfection.® As the wther is superior to the four
elements, so the stars without exception occupy a posi-
tion of superiority to the earth. They form the celestial
world, in eomparison with which the terrestrial seems
but an unimportant and transient portion of the whole,*
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Aristotle, like Plato, thought the stars were bodies
animated by rational spirits, and ascribed to these
beings a nature far more godlike than man’s.! Thf.are-
fore he attributes a priceless value to the smallest iota
of knowledge which we can hoast to have acquired
about them.? In this view we can trace the conse-
quences of a metaphysic which deduced all motion
nltimately from incorporeal essemces; but it is also
possible to recognise in it a reflection of those modes of

' CL. p. 494 sqq. supra.

? De Ceelo, ii. 10: the velocity
of the planets (by which, how-
ever, Aristotle, as PratTo, T%m.
89, A 8q., Rep. x. 617, A, Laws,
vii. 822, A sq., here means, not
their absolute velocity, but merely
the time of their revolutions, and
aceordingly calls those swilter
which take a shorter time; on
the other hand, see ¢, 7, 289, b,
15 =qq., Meteor. i. 3, 311, a, 21
5qq.) is in inverse ratio to their
distance from the esrth. The
further each is the longer it takes
to complete a revolution, inas-
much as the motion of the stellar
heavens from east to west has a
stronger counteractive influence
npon that of the planets from
west to east the nearer it is to it.
As Aristotle expressly appeals to
mathematical proofs for the truth
of the latter proposition, we must
understand it to mean that of
concentric circles or spheres
which revolve round their axes
in the same time, the outer ones
move swifter than the inner,

anr that therefore the velocity of
their motion (in the present case
that of the daily motion round
the earth) constantly decreases
towards the centre, 2

¥ Cf.pp. 474 and 505, n. 2, su-
pra, and Phys. i1, 4, 196, a, 33: the
olpavby kel To BedraTa TEY pairoui-
vov, Metaph. xii. 8, 1074, a, 17
(see p. 503, n. 1, supra). The stars
are therefore called feta sduara,

Metaph. ibid. 1. 30, De Celo, ii.

12, 292, b, 32; likewise the
heavens, ibid. 3, 286, a, 11.

Y Part. An. 1. 1, 641, b, 18:
TO your Terayuevor wal TH dpra-.
pévor woddr piAAoy ga'verar v Tolv
odpariors % mept fuas TH & EAdor’
GAAws rat ds Eruye wepl Ta fyra
uaAdor. Metaph. iv. 56, 1010, a,”
28: & yap wept fuls Tol alobnToi
Towos év ¢llopg ial yevéoe: Siarenet
povas &y AN obros odftr &s
eimely pdpiov Tob warrds éoTw, Dy
thus dividing the universe into a
terrestrial and a celestial part,
Aristotle intends to distingnish
between the sublunary world,
the materials of which are

supplied by the four elements,
and in which birth, death, and
qualitative change take place,
and the world of the heavenly
spheres,which consists of mtherial
matter and which, while cxhib.it-
ing motion in space, admits
neither growth nor translorma-
tion of any kind. Similarly,
De Calo, 1. 2, 264, a, 30, by 14:
mépuicé Tis obgle cdparos GAAY
mapd Tas évraifa cuoTdaes, feto-
Tépa ral mporépe ToUTWY amaNTWY

. EoTL TI Taph TL CWpeTE TG
Setipo ral wepl Tuds ETepoy kexwpr-
auévoy Tovobre THUwWTEpay Exov
Thy ¢bow Bogmep piornre TAV
éyraife whelor ; . 8, 276, a, 28 sqq.
b, 3, ii. 12, 292, b, 1, where Ta»
dorpoy and éprebfa are opposed :
Meteor. ii. 3, 358, a, 25: TouT del
ylvecBor ward Tive Tdfw, ds évlé-
xeTay weTéxew t& épraifo Tdlews.
In ordinary language drraife and

. éxel indicate respeciively the

upper and the under world (e.g.
SopH. djam, 1372 ; PLaTO, Rap.
i. 330, D, v. 451, B; Apol. 40,
®, 41, B sq., and elsewhere), in
Plato also the sensible and ideal
world (Thewt. 176, A, Phedr.
250, A), as alsoin Aristotle, where
he is deseribing the FPlafonic

doctrine, Metaph. i. 9, 990, b, 34,
991, b, 13, iii, 6, 1002, b, 15, 17,
22, 467.

LBk, N.wi. T, 114l g, 34:
dulpdmov modd Berdrepa Ty plive,
oty davepdrard ye €k Gy b kdouos

- gwvéorqreey, Do Celp, i. 2 ; see

preceding note.

* Part. An, 1. 5 iwit.: the
beings in the world are either
unbegotten and imperishable, or
begotten and perishable: cuuBé-
Bnke ¢ mepl uév drelvas Tiplas
ofioas ral Belas eAdrrouvs Huiy -
dpxew Bewplas . . . wepl & Tév phap-
TEy QuT@ay Te Kal (@wy evmopotper
pEAAOY mpbs The yr@cw b TH
vlyrpodoy, Exer 8 Exdrepa xdpiv.
&y pir yip el kel kaTo puKpdY
&poarTdueda, uws ik Thy TyudTyT
Toi yrapilew Hbor § i wap' Huiy
dwavra, Bomep kal Thv épupévay TH
Tuxdy kol uwepdy pdproy  roTiBenr
$uby Eomw 7 mwoAA& erepn Kal
peydda B0 GrpiBelas iBelyr 7o G
Bix h waAhor kol whelw yyopller
adrdv AapBdyer Thy Tis émoThunT
Sepay v, Eri 68 Buk 7O wAROaiTEPL
fuay civat kal Tis phoews alxetbrepa
dyricararidrreral T wpbs Ty wept
+i feia @urocodiar. Cf. also De
Crelo, i1, 12 (supra, p. 169, n. 3).
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thought which lay at the root of the natural religion of
the Greeks, and which stamped themselves in similar
notions upon the philosophy of Plato.! Aristotle him-
self, indeed, is perfectly conscious of this connection
between his theories and the ancient faith of his nation 2

. The relation between the terrestrial world and the
celestial spheres gives rise to the motions and change of
earthly things. The laws that govern the earth are
necessarily different from those of heaven? because of
the difference of materials, if for no other reason.
The nature of the elements forces them to move in
opposite directions and to exhibit opposite qualities, to
act and be acted upon, to pass into and to inter-
mingle with one another.! But since everything that
is moved must be moved Ly something else, it follows
that the reciprocal interaction of the elements receives

! ZLL. Ph.d. @r.i. p. 686 sq.

*Bes p. B05,'n. 2. supra,
and p. 475, swpra.  Metaph.
xii, 8, 1074, a, 38: wopadédo-
Tar 8¢ wapd rév dpyalwy xal Tay-
wedaloy év pifov syfpert kora-
Aehewpéve Tols Gorepor bri feol ¢
ciqiw obror [the starry heavens]

pletpoudvay kol Tabras Ths Bitas
exeivwy ofov Aelfava wepirerdria
Béxpe Tob ¥iv. 5 v ody wdrpwos
bdfa wal f waph Tév mpdrav éml
ToTOUTO fuly Gavepd pivoy,

¥ Both Christian and heathen
opponents (eg. the Platonist

ket wepéxer Tb Osior Thy Gage
plow, T4 3 Aowd uvbweds #dy
WpoTTkTR: Tpds THr weldd Tdy
moMAGY Kal wpds Ty eis Tobs viuovs
Kok Y cuudépor ypiow - GvBpaymo-
€lels Te yop Tovrous kal Taw
BAAwr (dov duolovs Tind Adyouat,
kol ToiTors Erepm  AwdAovla ral
wapamAfoie Tols elpnudvors Gy
et Tis ywploas adrd AdBo: pdvoy i
mpdroy 871 Beols dovro Tos wodras
abolas elvar Belws dv epfobar voul-
cetey gal karTd TO elrcbs ToAAdkis
ebpnuévms els Tb Buvardr irdorys
wal Téxuns kal didocoglas kol Ay

ATTIOUS, see KUSER. Prep, Er.
XV, 5, 6; ATHENAG. Supplic. c.
22, 8, 88 P; CLEMENS, Strom. V.
391, D; FEvspB. ibid. 5, 1:
CHArCID. in Tim. c. 948 and
elsewhere; cf. KRIscHE, Forsch.
347, 1) have distorted this to
mean that the Divine Providence
reaches only as far as the moon
and does not extend to the earth.
How far this  representation
agrees with the truoe Aristotelian
doctrine may be gathered from
what has been already said,
at pp. 408, 410, and 421.

* Bee pp. 458 sq. 477 sq. sup.
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an impulse from without.

The immediate sources of

these motions arve the heavenly bodies.! Their move-
ment occasions the changes of warmth and cold, “’hl(:‘,}_l,
in the opinion of Aristotle, are the most generally active
forces in the elementary bodies.? Although the stars
and their spheres are neither warm nor cold,’ }:et: by
their movement, they generate light and heat.m the
stratum of air that lies nearest to them; as, indeed,
all swiftly moving bodies warm and even set fire to

surrounding substances by frietion.

This is parti-

calarly true of the place in which the sun is fastened,
r ’ o g S
since it is neither so far off as the fixed starg, nor yet

V Metepr. 1. 2, 839, a, 21:
Zrre B EE wdykys o‘uﬂyé_x:’;s mws
olros [6 mept THy yiiv rr:ur,uus] 7ais
Gvar Qopais, GoTe whoay avrol
Thy DUvapm KUB('PVG-_‘IRC(‘L ereiler,

.o . GoTe TEY dupBawouTwi wept
abriv wip per kel 71".!:! xal‘ T
guyyerii Totrois bs &y :‘r?\r}s elfer
@ yryvopivey it Xpn yoluigmj.',

.. 7h & obTws alrior &s 8fev 7 THS
Kwhoews dpx¥ Thy Taw dei Kwou-
udvwr alrwréor Svveur 3 c. 3, 540,
a, 14,

* See p. 480, n. 3, supro. -

3 Tt is impossible that they
should be, seeing that the set-hs_!_r,
of which they consist, admits
pone of the - opposites which
constitute the gualities of the
elements. Some further reasons
against the view that they are of

_* a fiery nature are given, Meteor.
-« 1.3 fin.

* DieCeelo, 1. T, 289,a,19: Ethe‘;
stars do not consist of Ilr_e.‘ bl ?e
feppoTns o m’:‘r:?u-’ Kai T Q@S
ylverar moperipiBoperoy U f}.e_pas
bmd i erelvey gopis. }lotﬂon
causes wood, stgne, and iron to

burn, and the lead of arrows and
bullets to melt (on this widely
spread error of the ancients, of.
TogLER, Arist. Meteor, 1. 369 50.) 3
it must therefore heat the air i-h;:,L
surrounds theot, teire  per odv
abra (lepualverat B TH e'r: &sp_x
pépealary bs B Tiy wAnyiw 7
rwfoen plyverar wvpe Tdy 8€ e
EragToy dv 1 apaipy péperar, LaT
abTi piy s'xmrpoﬁfrﬁu:, Tob 9
Gépos bmd Tiy ToU KuRALGOT T@paTos
cpaipay  byTos dwdyin Pepojucr)s
dicelvns Enbepuaiveriar, kal TaiTy
pdMigTa §i 6 fidios TeThymker Evde-
Sepévos. B O WARTALorTES e
aiTob ket avicyoyres kel Omép i‘zpas
dvros yiyverm 7 Geppdras. ' That
the sun has this effect is ex-
plained, Meteor. 1. 3,841, a, 19,' in
the course of an exposition which
agrees with the passage just
quoted, in terms similar to .t-hc
above. Bee further Meteor. 1. 3,
340, b, 10, i, 7, 344,38, 6. The
whole account, however, would
suggest many difficulties even to
an Aristotelian. For how can
light and heat proceed from a
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so slow of motion as the moon. Again the solar move-
ment frequently causes the fire which has raised the
air, to burst and rush violently downward.! If the
motion of the sun were uniformly the same in relation
to the earth it would produce a simple and unvarying
effect either of generation or of destruction. But the
inclination of the sun’s path makes it unequal. The
sun is sometimes nearer and sometimes further from the
different parts of the earth, and the alternation of birth
and death.is a result of this circumstance.? Whether
one connects the former with the proximity and the
latter with the remoteness of the sun, the one with the
approach of warmer and the other with that of colder
seasons of the year,® or whether one vegards generation
as the consequence of a proportionate mixture of heat
and cold, and destruction as produced by a prepon-
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derance of one over the other,! still the facts are .the
same. The double movement of the heavens occasions
the interaction of the elements upon one another, anc.l,
by causing their mutual metal.norph?sis,-prevents their
flying to the different localities which, if prevented by
no controlling influence, they would severally occupy.
The materials of the world are thus continually con-
ducted in a never-ceasing stream of reciprocal trans-
mutation downwards from above and upwards _from
below.? The endlessness of this process communicates
a sort of infinity to perishable thiugs. The sul‘:stan'ces
which are further removed from the highest cause having
no right to indestructible existence, ’r,-]w.b Deity has en-
dowed them with perpetual ¢ becoming ’ instead, :.md hag
thus left no gap or discontinuity in the universe.®

; , et o
\ en, An.iv. 10, 777, b, 16:  cthpare. ity yap TOUTOV EaTes 0

single celestial body like this,
when it is the motion of the
whole sphere that produces them?
We should require in that case to
suppose that the sun stands oot
of its sphere like a promontory.
Or how does it agree with the
account here given that the fire
and air region is separated from
the solar sphere by the lunar !

L Meteor. i. 3, 341 a, 28,

2 Gen. et Corr. 11 10: Emel 5
Katd Thy dopar wlvpots 8é8ewcran
Bre &ifos, drdyen Tobrwy rtwy kel
yéreow elvar guvexds® f yp dopl
morhoer THy yéveow Eybehex@s Bl
TU TPOTEYELY Kal dT Yl T YErynTI-
kév. . . . But as both birth and
death are eternal, gavepir fr:
Has pev obons Tis Gophs ot épbé-
xerur ylverfar ugw S 7b dvarria
elvars 7d ap alTh kal doairws
€xov del T abTd wépuke woiely,
doTe firoryéveats ded ¥Fora i) dbopd,

el Ge whelous elvar Ths wirficas kel
évarrias, § 7§ dopd % 77 dveusiia-
Tay yap fvartivr Tivarrin it
Si0 wal ody 7§ wpdTy upd alrie dorl
yevéoews kel @lopds, dAN 7 waTh
Thy Nothy wiluXov' v Tabry yép
seal 70 curexds éori kal Th cwelrBo
8o Kwioes ., . Tis uEy oty gupe-
xetas § 700 SAov dopa alri, Tov B
TpoaLEvar kcal dmiéver § EviAdgis -
cupBaires yép dre pev wppew ylve-
oot dre & éyyls. avicov 3% 7o
Sixorriparos Grros Grduados ErTa
i relveaes ot el 18 wpocidvas ot
EyyUs elvas yevvs, T4 dmiévar Tairby
Taiiro weab méppw yiverfur glelpes .
kel el T4 ToAAdkis Fpociévar yervd,
wal T moAAdris ameAbeiy plelpes -
@y yop vevrlwy rdvavrle aitia,
C1. efeor. 1. 9, 346, b, 20, ii. 2,
354, b, 26.
# As is done in the preceding
note and in the passages guoted,
p. 512, n. 1, infra.

the generation, evolution, and els GAAMAG  ueTdBocis €L yip

the lite of animals have their
natural periods, which are deter-
mined by the revolution of the
sun and the moon, as we muight
expect: ol vép @epudTnTes it
dkers  péxpt suppeTplos ﬂﬂvbs
molotaL Tas yerérets, peTd Bt TaiTe
ris gopds. Tolrwy  Exover 7O
wépas kol Tis GpxHs Kol s TeNEY-
s ai TovTwy KirNoes Top arTpwy.
The changes in the temperature
of the air depend upon the sun
and moon; those in the water
upon air and wind. Whatever 1s
“or comes into being in them must
- adjust itself to their state. (Then
follows the passage quoted p.
363, n. 4. ;
O, R ot Comes 15, 10 387,
71 Huo B¢ 8Hkor ék TolTar I Tives
amopobaty, S Tl éndoroy Tév guud-

EcarToy Euever ¢ TH aiTol xf]pq
Kol uh peréBarier Hmh Tol wAnioy,
fitn &v beoricerar. peraBeilet
oby Si1& Thy ophw SmwAdjy oloay
Bid 8t 0 weTaBdiAew ol fvdexeTat
pévew obbiv abr@r év olleud xdpe
rerayuéry. Here also it is only
by variations of temperature that
the sun effects the constant
transmutation of the elements, as
is placed beyond a doubt by the
arguments in the Meteorology
which are discussed below.

© 9 Gen.oet Core. il 10, 336, b,
26 : ToblTo 8 edAdyws oupSBéBnkey -
érel yap év Amaoiy kel Tov B:-A'i'fovos
bpdyecbol paper Thr plow, BéhTwy
3¢ o elvar §j 7O pi) elvar, . .. TOUTO
5 &dlwaror &y Emaciy dmdpxew Buis
T wdppw THs apxXAS r}.rpfwfco'ﬁ‘ar, 3
Aewroucvy TpoTw CuUrETAfpwoe T

{ f 4 5 6 Oeds eprehexi (betier:
els Thy olielay Qepoudvov ywpay = {E,\oy X ‘
Z:, :'q‘? a’ﬂ:};’p(‘; Xpbve ob BieoTdmi T EvBe.) morhoas Thy yéverw® olTw
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Accordingly a higher order is mirrored in the law of this
mutation : for as the heavenly bodies approach the earth

and move away from it at fixed and equal intervals,

nature has ordained that birth and death should oceur
coincidently with these periods; ! and as the movement
of the heavens is circular, the opposite motions of the
elements in the terrestrial world also accomplish their
kind of circle, inasmuch as each of them passes into

all the others, and finally returns upon itself.?
Aristotle’s Meteorology is ocoupied with the pheno-
mena produced by the motion, reciprocal action and

mixture of the elements?
which belong to the fiery

He first? describes those

circle ; next? thoge of the

lower portion of the atmosphere;® and finally * those

vip By pddiora gvvelpore Th clven
[in this way no gap will be left
in nature] fw 7h dyydrare elva
Tits obolas Td ylverlea el wal 7Hy
yéveow. Thid. e. 11 fin.: perish-
able things complete the eircle of
their being épiBud not efder, CFf.
also ZrLn, Ph. d. Gr. i, p. 512,

" Thid. at 8368, b, 9: & Tow
Xpives wal 7 plopa kel § yéveois §
KaTe puaw. Bib kal of xpdror kab of
Blor éxdorar aplfuby Exover wal
TodTy Bupiovrar * wdvrwy ydp ot
Tékts wal wits Blns wal ypdros perpel-
Toswepddn, Ay 00 7¢ abrd wdvTes.
Experience, moreover, is in har-
mony with this theory: dpouer
Yep GTi wposidvres pér Tov HAlev
yéverls dorw, amidrros G PBiots,
kal & Yo ypdvey écdrepor, Tt is
true that in many cases death
takes place quicker. The reason
of this, however, is to Le found
in the disproportionatenessof the
materials.

* Tbid. 337, a, 1, ¢, 11, 338, b,
3,11 sqq.; cf. ¢. 4 (see p. 484,

supra), and on the circle of
goneration, Plys. iv. 14, 223 b,
23 sqq.

* The objeel of the trealise is
set forth thus, in e. 1: doa ouu-
Balvet kurd ¢uow piv, dranrorépay
MEYTOL THS TOB mpeTov armyelou
TV FwpdTwy, wepl To¥ YyaTmdrra
Iu.éMri'ra. TomoY T Gopd TEY RoTpuy,

. Oro 7e Belyuer Bv &épos efvan
rowd xdly wal Ddaros, ri B 4As
boa €lbn wal pépy kal wdby Taw
#epéy. With these investigations
ought to be connected the dis-
cussion of organic being (ibid.
and iv. 12 fin.).

! Meteor. 1. 3-8,

> Thid, 1. )—iii. 6.

8 7imos Tf Bécer uéy Selrepos
LETR TOUTOK [t.e. after the fiery
circle], wp@ros 8¢ wepl Ty '}"?]u';
and again: Tdwos kowds Yourds Te
kel Bepos, 1. 9 dnil,

 Ihid. iil. 6, 378, a, 15 sqq.
according to BELCHER'S reckon-
ing, or iii. 7 according to that of
IpmLEg, :

o

B .

L o T T,
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which are exhibited within the sphere of the earth.
The latter part of his treatise does not seem to have
been finished. Aristotle appears, instead of continuing
the work, to have composed the separate essay which
now forms the fourth book of the Mefeorology and
which offers a proper point of transition to the science
of animate existence in its discussion of topics which
we should refer to the province of inorganic and organic
chemistry.! In the first of these sections various
phenomena, such as meteors and aerolites,® together
with the Comets and the Galaxy, are explained to be
collected masses of dry and inflammable vapours set on
tire by the motion of the stars.” Comets are bodies of
this vapour in & state of slow combustion, moving
freely or in the train of a star.!  Similar in kind is the
Milky Way, its vaporous material being excreted and
inflamed by the movement of the whole heaven.?
In the lower portion of the atmosphere are observable
all circumstances connected with the formation of the
clouds. Under the influence of solar warmth the
woisture on the surface of the earth evaporates. The
rising mists cool themselves in the higher regions of
the air, imparting a portion of their heat to the fiery

! Bee p. 83, n. 2, supra. were thought to forecast. On

2 Meteor. i. 4, 5.
$ Of. pp. 482, n. 4, 479, n. 4,
490, n. 3, and 509, n. 4.
L Tiid, e.6-T, especially 311, a,
~16 sqg. and c. 8,345, b, 32 sqq. In
harmony with the account of the
nature of comets which he here
gives, Aristotle endeavours (344,
b, 18 sgq.) to explain those
meteorological phenomena (e.g.
storm and drought) which they

VOL. 1.

Meteor. i. 396 IDELER points
out that Aristofle’s account of
comets held its ground among
the most distingunished astrono-
mers until the time of Newton.

& Tbid. c. 8, esp. 346. b, 6 sqg.
where the attempt is made fo
explain in detail, on the basis of
this supposition, the form and
appearance of the Milky Way.

L L
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sphere, and losing the rest in contact with the chillness
of the upper atmosphere.) Then they condense, change
from air to water,2and fall again to earth. Tn this manner
there is formed a stream of air and water, moving up
and down in a circle: when the sun is near, the column
of air, or warm exhalation, rises; when it retreats, the
stream of water flows downwards® Aristotle makes
use of this phenomenon to explain the clouds and
mists,! dew, rime, rain, snow and hail,” and goes on to
connect with it the nature and origin of rivers® and
of the sea.” The former are produced in part by the pro-
duets of the atmosphere and in part by a transmutation
of vapour into water within the earth. The sea, thongh
no less eternal than the world, is always yielding a
portion of its waters in the form of vapour, which
returns to it through the rivers after having been again
transformed into water in the atmosphere and dis-
charged in this form. Its salt and bitter faste is
‘occasioned by earthy particles which obtain their bitter-
ness in combustion : for when dry vapours are generated
in the earth, a change ensues from earth to fire—in other
words, combustion. These vapours, then, carry the result
of this combustion aloft with them, which mingles with
the water of the rain and the streams, and heing by reason

of its weight unaffected by evaporation, it remaips

! The reason of this is given,
ibid. i. ¢. 8, 340, a, 26.

2 Air, which is a compound
of moisture and heat, when It
cools down, is transformed into
moisture and eold, 4.2, water ; see
p. 484, supra.

8 Thid.i.¢.9.

+ Thid. at 346, b, 32,

5 Thid. e, 10-12.

8 Ihid.c.13,349,b,2-c. 14 fin.,
where he gives a survey of the
most noted rivers and their
sources. The matter of e. 14 will
be further touched upon infra.

T Thid. 1. ¢. 1-3.

t
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behind in the sea. Dry evaporation causes wind, as moist
evaporation rain. Both are mingled in the lower
atmosphere, but the dry exhalations rise aloft and are
carried round by the rotation of the upper regions.
This excretion of the warmer matter causes the re-
maining moisture to cool and be condensed into rain ;
and this refrigeration being communicated to the warm
vapours of the upper strata, causes them to rush towards
the earth in the shape of wind.! Consequently, the alter-
nations of wind and rain depend upon the fluctuations of
moist and dry vapours continually changing place with
one another? Masses of vapour penetrating the in-
terior of the earth as winds produce earthquakes.?®
Similar in their origin are thunder and lightning,
whirlwinds and simooms,* while halos round the sun
and moon, rainbows, parhelia, and light-streaks in the
clouds 3 may be explained by the reflection of light in
moist exhalations and water. In the earth itself stones
are produced from dry exhalations, “together with all
other minerals which are.incapable of fusion; damp
vapours, on the other hand, by hardening, hefore passing
into water, become metals.’

At the end of the third book of the Meteorology

1 Jhid. i.c. 13, 349, a,125qq.,
ii.4-6, especially c. 4, where the
subject is further developed. CE
also IDELER, i. 541 sqq. ; Meteor.
i, 3, 841, a, 1; Probl. xxvi. 26.

2 Upon this demiweploracis, a
conception which plays a great
part in Aristotle’s philosophy of
nature, as it did in Plato’s before,
and in the Stoles’ affer, him, see
also Meteor. 1. 12, 848, b, 2; De

Semne, 3, 457, b, 2.

3 Meteor. il 7, 8. Anenunmer-
ation of the various hypotheses
advanced by the ancients to ex-
plain earthquakes is given Dby
TDELER, in loco, 582 sqq.

i Thid. ii. 9, and iii. 1.

s These phenomena are dealt
with in Meteor. iil., chapters 2-6.

& Meteor. iil. 6, T, 378, 8, 15
sq4.
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Aristotle promises to give a fuller description of these
bodies. ~ But the fourth book, which is not properly
connected with the others,! makes a new start. Taking
the four elementary characteristics, and regarding
warmth and cold as active, dryness and moisture as

passive, prineiples,? Aristotle first considers the former

and then the latter, in their several manifestations.
From warmth and cold he derives generation on the
one hand and corruption on the other?®: generation,
when these principles, being combined in due propor-
tion and acting on the material substratum of a being,
obtain complete ascendency over its svbstance?; cor-
ruption, when the warmth peculiar to the moist ele-
ments of a being is withdrawn by some external heat,
and consequently form and distinctness are destroyed.®
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passive principles moisture and dryness, the former is
in its nature the more easily determinable; moisture,
therefore, must needs determine the characteristics of
dryness and not vice zersa ; neither of the two, however,
can exist without the other, but both (and therefore
also the two elements, whose fundamental qualities they
are) must subsist together in all bodies.! This com-
bination produces the opposition of hard and soft.
Every body, again, which has its own definite form?
must be stiff, and all stiffness iz a form of dryness.?

" Consequently, we are next led to treat of the nature and

kinds of drying, melting, and stiffening, together with
the materials subject to these processes.” Homogene-
ous bodies are formed of earth and water by the in-
fluence of warmth and cold.” Aristotle proceeds at once

Among phenomena of a gimilar description, but not
involving generation or destruction, may be reckoned
digestion, ripening, boiling, roasting, &c.% Of the two

! Cf. p. 513, supra.

? Bee p. 480, n. 3, supra.

* Meteor. iv. 1, 378, b, 28:
wp@Tay pev ofv kabdAou f GwAR
véveris kal ) Quaw peraBord Toi-
Twy Tay dvvdpedy foTiy Epyor ral
7 arTiketudrn olopa kaTd ¢low.

P Ihid. 1. 81 : Eore & % amhd
kal guouch yevesis perafodd) fmd
ToUTwy TEv Suwwduewy, drar Eywat
Adyor, €k THs Omoreudins UATS
éudory diicer: abrar 8 [TAn] iy
al eipnuéves Surduers mabnrica’s
yevvaor B T feppbr kal Yuxpdy
kpaTobyTa TS UANS.

5 Fiid. 879, a, 2: drav 8% uin
KpaT]l, woTd pepos utv udAvods ral
aredio ylverar, T ¥ avAf yevéoe
évarrioy udAteTe  Kowwdy  ohfus.

midga yap N kKari dvow dboph eis
oo d8ds derw. L. 16: ofiles &
éori dboph THs v ExdoTe Uype
oirelas kal kard ¢uow Bepudryros
in" aAdoTplas BepudrnTos: alry &
éotly §) Tol mepiéyopros. Corrup-
tion may also be deseribed as the
joint effect of Yuypdrns oirela,
and Pepudrns dArorpia. Moisture,
however, is (acc. to L. 8 sqq.)a
necessary means, all generation
being the result of the action of
moisture (whichis ebdpirroy; seep.
480, n. 2, supra) upon dryness in
obedience to the efficient force of
nature ; destruction begins &rep
kpary Toi dpllovros Th dpi(duevor
B d wepiéyor,

§ wélns, wewarats, us, rTnols

as effects of heat, arefla, dudrys,
udAvois, craTevots as effects of
cold. Cf. Meteor. iv. 2 sq.

I Ihid, ¢ 4: eict & ol uew
dpxal T@y copdrey af mwafuTucal
Drypdy kel Eqpiv .. . émel & forlTd
wey lypoy ebdpioTov, TH BE Empdv
Buadpirrar [see p. 480, 1. 2, supea,
Huotdy Tt T e kol Tols REVTHaTL
mwpbs EXAmAn wdoxousw t TY yop
Dppbv 6 Enpé alrey Tob dpiCeofac

. kal 8w ToiiTo éE dudoty éoTl Td
Gpopévor o@pa, Myerar 8¢ Taw
arotxelwy Buwaltata Enpat utv i,
Gypot B¢ §8wp [seep.483,n. 2, sup. |
314 rabra aravra Té Spwoudva
gépore fvravfe [added because
the statement does not apply to

_mtherial regions] obi Grev 7is kai

BaaTos.
2 Tird. 382, a, 8 sqq. c. 5 init.
* Th dpioperar cdua oirely dpw
(ef. p. 480, n. 2), as distinguished
from that which has its form
imposed on it from without, as

water in a vessel.

* Thid, ¢. b dnit,

5 Thid. c. b-T.

8 Thid. c. 8 inil.c. 10, 388, a,
20 sqqg.  On the nature of homo-
ceneity, cf. Part I, 879, 2. Homo-
geneous hodies (duotouep) are
defined in general as those com-
posed of one kind of material,
whether that material be simple
and clementary or compound, in
the narrower sense as those com-
posed of the latter. Opposed to
the homogeneous is the hetero-
geneous (dvopotouepis). or that
which is eomposed of different
mater als mechanically held
together, as is the case especially
with organic bodies. See, besides
the passages referred to abave,
Meteor. iv. 10, 388, a, 13. c. 12
indt. s De An.i. 5, 411, a, 16-21,
cf. b, 24 sqq, where besides
dpotopephs  we  have duoedis,
which is further expanded into 7o
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to deseribe their qualities and composition,! passing to

the detailed discussion of living beings with the remark.

that homogeneous bodies serve as the matter of hetero-

geneous ones, and that the designs of nature are more -

clearly exhibited in the latter than in the former.* In
fact, however, everything which we find scattered over
the later writings about the objects of sense-perception,
light, colour, sound, smell, &ec., belongs to that portion of
physics which is treated of in the Meieorology. We cannat

therefore here do more than

Shoy Tols poplos dpoedés, Part. An,
ii. 9, 655, b, 21, where éuotoueps
is explained by cvrdveua Tois HAois
7o pépy ; of. the Tnd. Arist. under
the word. According to PHILOP.
Aristotle distinguished in his
Eudemus between elementary
homogeneous and organic bodies.
Ina quotation from this dialogue
ocear the words (A Fr. 1482,
a, 10, cf. p. 482, supra): dovu-
perple doTl Tiy aToryelwy 7 vioos
... TEy buswucpdy 7 dofévaa . ..
Tav dpyevidy o aloyos ; they are
perhaps, however, only inserted
by the reporter by way of ex-
planation.

! Jbid.e. 58-11. Caps. S and 9
treat especially of stiffening by
heat and cold; of melting by
heat and moisture; of softening,
hending, extending; of breaking,
bruising, splitting, &e.; caps. 10
and 11 treat of the constituent
elements of homogeneous bodies
and the properties by which they
may be known. For a fuller
account of Aristotle’s treatment
of the latter subject see MEYER,
Arist. Thierkunde, 416 sqq. 477.

2 Thid, ¢. 12,

3 Aristotle givesthe following
aceount of Light, De dn. il 7,

refer to these snggestions,?

418, b, 3 sqq.; De Sensu, ¢, 3,
439, a, 18 sqq. : transparency is a
common property (kowd dhors cal
SUpauis) of many bodies with
whose other properties it is in-
separably united (o0 xwpioTi).
That which gives actuality to
this property (# Toirov évépyei
76t Buupavois § Oadaves—i evre-
Adxea 70U dapewods, 413, b, 9,
419, a, 10) and as it were colour
to the transparent object is light,
which again is caused by fire or
smther (§7b wupbsd) Towdrov olow Th
e oiue), and may therefore be
defined as wupds 4 Tewadrou Twhs
wapovaia ¢y T¢ Baparel, At the
same time he controverts (De
An. 418, b, 20; De Sensu, c. 6,
446, a, 25 sqq.) the view of Em-
pedocles that light is mation
passing from heaven to earth, on
the ground of the immense dis-
tance at which we see it. Light,
to Aristotle,is the effect of motion
(see 168 sq. supra), but is not per
se a motion, but rather a definite
state which is produced in a body
as a whole in consequence of a
qualitative change (dARoiwots)
such as freezing (JDe Sensu, c. 6,
448, b, 27 sqq.) 1t is asserted at
the same time that vision is the
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as it will be now necessary to pass at once, in the next
volume, to Arvistotle’s observations and conclusions as

to Organic Nature.

result of a motion which passes
from an object to the eye through
the transparent medium (De An.
i, 7, 419, a, 9, 13, iii. 1, 424, b,
29, . 12, 438b, a, 5; De Sensu, 2,
438, b, 3).—That, he says, which
by its presence causes light, by
its absence darkness, is also that
which on the border of trans-
parent things produces Colour.
For colour resides only on the
surface of bodies, and belongs,
therefore, only to those which
have definite limits: as light is
said to be év avpioTe T¢ Biapavel
(De Sensu, c. 3, 439, a, 26), 50
colonr is defined (i%id, 439, b, 11)
as b Tob Gadavols fv owupaTi
dwptopére wépas,  White and black
correspond on the surface of
bodies to light and darkness
(4349, b, 16). and from these two
primary colours come all the
others, not merely by the me-
chanical confusion of theiratomic
elements, nor by the shining of
one throngh the other, but also
by areal process of mixture, such
as is described at p. 420. If they
are mixed in simple numerical
proportion, we have pure colours;
if otherwise, impure. Inclusive of
black and white, Aristotle enu-
merates in all seven primary
colours (ibid. 439, b, 18 to the end
of the chapter, and also c. 6, 443,

* b, 20 sqq..and c.4, 442, a, 19 sqq.

Cf. De An.ii. Tinit.; ibid. 419, 4.
1 sqq.; Meteor. iii. 4, 373, b, 32
s0q.,1. 5,842, b, 4). The treatise
upon colour starts from some-
what different premisses; wide
PrRANTL, who treats Aristotle’s
doctrine of colonr from different

points of view in the most
exhaustive manner, pp. 56-159,
as also BAUMEER, Avrist. Lelae
v. d. Sinnescermigen (1877), p. 21
s00.—sonundissaid to be motion
caused by the concussion of hard
bodies and transmitting itself
through the medium of the air.
It was fo describe this idea of
the sound-medinm that Theo-
phrastus and other Peripatetics
invented the word dmxes, formed
upon the analogy of Sixparhs, just
as in like manner they invented
Sloouos to describe the medinm
by which smell is transmitted,
PHILOP, De An. L, 4; cf. ibid.
M, 8, 0. 10, o. Those notas are
high which make a forcible im-
pression on the ear in a brief
time, 7.2, quick notes; those on
the other hand are deep which
take a longer time to produce a
weak Impression, f.e. slow ones
(De An.1i. 8, 419, b, 4420, b, 5).
Bodies which are fastened into
others and carried round by them
as the stars are, produce no sound
by their motion (De Celo, ii. 9,
291, a, 9 sqq.)—Smell is held to
be caused by drymaterials which
are dissolved in moisture, i.e. in
water or air (#yxuuos Enpérys, 443,
a,1,b, 4; note that the earlier and
provisional description of dopd as
womvdins dvobvuteass, De Sensu,
2, 438, b, 24, is rejected, ibid. c. 5,
443, a, 21). This is how they
become objects to the sense (De
Sensw, ¢. 5, 442, b, 27-442, b, 16;
De An, il 9,421, a, 26 sqq., 422, a,
6; cf. BAUMKER, 28 3q.)—1In the
same way Taste is the effect of
theunion of dryorearthy material
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with moisture, which, however, in
this case is not that of water and
air, as in the case of smell, but of
water alone. The object of the
sense of fasie is ywupel: yuuds
again is defined as 7o yyviuevor
brd ToU eipnuérou Enpoil [viz. Tod
Tpopluov Enpot] wdbos év T ypes,
TS yeloEws THs KaTd  Sdrauw
aAAoiwTikdy  €ls  évépyeor [ie
which causes our sense or faculty
of taste actually to feel a sensa-
tion, 441, b, 19], 7op Tpodpiuoy
Enpot mabos §) orépnais (ibid. 1. 24),
As all colours are a misture of
white and black, so all tastes
(Amapir and aApupby, Spud and
eloTnpoy, orpugrby and ¢&v) are a
mixture of sweet and bitter; if
these elements are mingled in a
certain proportion we have plea-
sant tastes ; otherwise, unpleasant
ones (LDe Sensi, c. 41 De An, i,
10, BATME. 32 sq.). In this way

the law discovered by the Pytha-
goreans which declared that the
harmony and discord of sounds
depended upon certain numerical
relations 15 considered also to
apply, not only to colours, but to
tastes (yuuot). e Sensu, 4,442, a,
19 8qqg. ¢. 7, 448, a,18. Aristotle
compares seven principal tastes
to the seven primary colours.

 Further investipatioms into the

natore of yvuol he reserves (/s
Sensuy c. 4 fin.) for the guaioyic
wepl Tiv pur@y. Upon the treatise
attricated to him . yvpér, see B
84,n.1.—The sense of Touch has
for its object all those general
qualities of bodies (D An. ii. 11,
422, b, 25, 423, b, 26), which are
ultimately resolvable into terms
of the elementary oppositions
referred to on p. 479, supra, and
do not, therefore, eall for further
special notice here.

END OF THE FIRST VOLUME.

FRINTED BEY
SPOTTIEWOODE AND €O, NEW-3TREET SQUARE
LONDON

W

e ——— e S







